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| wish to thank Professor Schreiner for his detailed review (hereafter S). | am ddighted
tha he read my book (hereafter MW) carefully enoughtha he acknowledges severd
things many othe complementarians have refused to acknowledge induding the
following ten:

1) Orhe requirements for eldersin 1 Tim 3:167 and Titus 1:6E9, induding the statement
tha they are to be onewoman men, does not necessarily in and of itself precludewomen
fromservingas elderse. O(S35)

2) O agree with Payne that Phoebe was a deacon and that women served as deacons (1
Tim 3:11). E Women can and should serve as deaconsk. O(S35)

3) Qrriscilla was clearly gifted in remarkable ways, and she did ingruat Apdlos and
hence men should be open to biblical ingruction fromwomen.O(S 35)

4) Quniawas amog certainly awoman, and Paul identifies her as an apodle.O(S 35)
5) JK]ephak may denote source in some texts (Eph 4:15; Col 2:19).0(S36)

6) QPaynerightly argues that [1Cor 11]11012 teach thefundamental equdity of men and
women in Christ.O(S 39

7) Q agree with Payne tha neanotherO(allélois) does not designae the submission of
some to others.O(S41)

8) Describing 1 Timothy as a manud of church order, as Payne suggests, does not fit
precisely the purpo< of theletter.O(S42) We agree on this.

9) QPayne is to be thanked for the tone of his book, for heis fair and respectful (even
thoughhefeels very strongly aboutthis matter!) with those with whom he disagrees.O(S
44)

10) gCJomplementarianswill be gratified to see his [Payne@] high view of scripture.O(S
45)



However, | strongly disagree with the overall thrugt of the review. Schreina@ review
portrays Man and Worman, Onein Christ as Gamiliar groundE, representing arguments
tha he and others have made for many years E [M]og of the arguments made by Payne
have been rehearsed many timesO(S 33). It condudes, Q sugpect that Payne® book will
not have a great impact. Mog of wha he saysis notnew E [butis like] another drizzly
day in Portland, Oregon &'

SB3 portrayal of WM is unhépful for five reasons

Firgt, this misrepresents the extent of the origind research and insghts throughoutMW,

many of them of critical importance to this debae. Some Signaes completely, such as

the indghts into Gamaiel@ (unde whom Paul studied, Acts 22:3) remarkable

affirmationsof greater freedom for women and the distinctively shgped distigme-obdus

symbol that marks the location of widdy acknowledged extended interpolationsin Codex

VaticanusB, the oldest surviving Greek Bible. MW 23740 identifies these locationsand

the extende interpolationsoccurring there, induding the oneat the end of 1 Cor 14:33.

An obdusisalonghorizonta bar symbol tha since the time of Aristarkhoshas marked

spurioustext. Origin used obdoi to mark LXX text notin the MT. ThoughMW does not

mention this, Codex SarravianusColbertinus (G, the oldest extensive hexaplaric LXX)

aso uses distigme-shgped obdoi. S aso downplays many of the othe origind

contributonsof MW, induding thefollowing:

the detailed doaumentation that GourceQis a standard meaning of theadOin Greek (MW
123628) to a degree that GeaderOor GuthorityOis not (MW 117E89);

its comprehensve, congstent, and lexically, grammatically, syntactically, and culturally
naural exegesis of 1 Cor 112616 (MW 109ER215);

the thoroughnes of its externd and internd arguments for the interpolation of 1 Cor
14:34885 (MW 21767);

the identification for the first time in print of fifty-onedistigmai (symbols marking the
locations where othe manugcripts have variant textud readingg tha match the
distinctive origind ink color of Codex Vaticanus(MW 232046);

the clarity of its exegesis of the appostion in Eph 5:23 and Col 1:18 explaining headO
(! "#$98) as GaviorOand GourceQ(' () &), respectively (MW 283800);

and its thorough doaumentation that $i * "+, "-+in 1 Tim 2:12 should be undestood as
Qo assume independent authority withoutprope authorizationQ(MW 361E97).

Second, S obscures the mog important contribution of MW, tha it puts togeher the
disparate pieces of this puzle, integrating the ingghts and discoveries of othersin away
that makes sense of al Paul@ statements about women. It shows tha the apogle Paul3
theology, practice, and each of his statements about man and woman are interndly
congstent. It provides a holistic undestanding of Paul® teaching on man and woman in
the context of his wider theology. Some take for granted tha Paul( teachingson women
are inconsstent, while others conveniently ignore the mog naural reading of several
critical passages to make them compatible with ther theology, whether complementarian
or egditarian. MW takes old texts and by anaysis of ther words grammar, syntax,
literary setting, and cultural context, bringsthem to life in new and fresh way tha make



sense in ther origind setting. It then shows how their message fits within Paul@
argument and theological vision and how it applies today. Thisis not Gamiliar groundO
as S contends but groundbeaking founddiond research.

Third, | doubttha anyonewho is not a specialist like Schreiner would be familiar with
mog of theinformationin thebook.In any event, it does not matter whether an argument
is old or new, but whether it is goodor bad. Many good arguments for gende equdity
are old precisely because the Bible teaches them. It is inconsstent to criticize MW for
usng WldOarguments and immediately turn aroundand use the same old objectionsthat
MW has refuted. Many of these are identified bdow. Even if one does not find my
refutations persuasive, they deserve to be addressed fairly, not ignaed or distorted at
thar strongest points.

Fourth, althoughat the beginning of the review Schreiner states that he will Qoresent his

[Payne@] interpretationO (S 33), S misrepresents MW eighty-one times, ten times

attributing to MW the oppdasite of what it states! In twenty-two additiond indances, S

attributes to MW a postion MW nowhere states. Beyondthese, in variousindancesiit:

attributes to MW an argument tha MW does not make, then attacks tha argument;

accuses MW of doing something it does notdo;

says tha MW does notdo something it does do;

ovastates wha MW argues, then criticizes MW for overstating its case;

misrepresents the scopeof the evidence MW presents;

omits crudal elements of MWG statements, making them soundfodlish;

mischaracterizes wha MW does;

uses innuendo to make it seem like MW advocates a foolish position tha MW does not
state or suppot;

misuses, and so appaently misundestands crudal ideasin MW,

makes unfair generaizationsaboutMW.

S then calls these misrepresented views QurongQ Gerror,0 Gnos implausible,® Qyuite
wesk,OQoverly simplistic,Oeven QuntenableO(S 40). Every goodreview mus be careful
to treat its subject with enough respect to address its arguments fairly.
Misrepresentations even unintentiond and seemingly small ones, can dramatically
distort one® undestanding of the truth and lead to great error, especialy on such a
sendtive issueas gende.

Fifth, Sis replete with dubious assertions The detailed andysis that follows identifies
forty-oneof these,

For these reasons S left much to be desired. | encourage you to read MW, then read his
review and decide for yourself if his review D or my critique of it B is fair. At
https//www.linguistsoftware.com/orders/pbpaynecom.html  autographed copies are
$1775ingead of the $2999 list price.




A More Detailed Response to S@ Eighty-one Misr epresentations
and Forty-one Dubious Assertions

| take no ddightin pointing outthe errors of othe's. My desire is solely that thetruth will
prevail and that we will come to appreciate the message of Scripture in accordance with
God® intention and obey it. It was only because my reverence for God® Word is more
important to me than the preconaeptions with which | began my research tha the
exegetical data was able to changemy mind on point after point. It is my prayer tha you,
too, will read my andysis of the daa with a primary commitment to the truth of
Scripture, notto any preconaeptionsyou have about gende roles.

Following is a more detailed critique of Sfor those who have requested it and for those
who care to see how distorted its depiction of MW is. First, it identifies eighty-oneof S3
misrepresentations of MW@ positions then forty-one of S8 dubious assertions Specific
identification is necessary because they frame the debae unfairly and cause people to
migudge MW. The ddailed refutation is required because it would be unfair and
unscholarly to allege such a large numbers of misrepresentations without showing why
each is a misrepresentation. Also, Schreing, as a magor spokesman for the
complementarian viewpoint,? expresses many stock complementarian ideas in his review.
Consquently, this critique answers widdy held concerns of complementarians In a
compaatively brief space, it pemits you to find condse answers to the mog crudal
guestionsin this debate.

Thefollowing detailed ddineation of eighty-onemisrepresentationsof MW by Sdoes not
indude misrepresentations for which |1 imagined a plausble judification. The
misrepresentationsare grouped according to thefollowing categories:

1. Tentimes Sattributesto MW the opposte of wha MW states.

2. In twenty-two additiond indances, S attributes to MW a postion MW nowhere
states.

3. In five additiond ingances, S attributes to MW an argument tha MW does not

make, then attacks tha argument.

In six additiond ingances, Saccuses MW of doing something it does notdo.

In three additional indances, S says tha MW does not do something it does do.

In oneadditiond ingance, S overstates wha MW argues, then criticizes MW for

oveadtating its case.

7. In two additiond indances, S misrepresents the scope of the evidence MW
presents.

8. In twelve additiond instances, S omits crudal eements of MW@ statements,
making them soundfodlish.

9. Inseven additiond indances, S mischaracterizes wha MW does.

10.In oneadditiond indance, Suses innuendoto make it seem like MW advocates a
foolish postion tha MW does not state or suppot.

11.1n two additiond ingances, S misuses, and so apparently misundestands crudal
ideasin MW.

12. Ten times Smakes unfair generalizationsaboutMW.
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This critiqueputs each misrepresentation into the lowest numbered category it fits. It then
assesses forty-one of S8 dubious assertions It condudes by contrasting Schreiner3
evaluaion of MW to the evaluaionsof other scholars.

1. Ten times Sattributesto MW the opposte of what MW states.

S34 (He[Paynd arguestha E Priscillais dways named before her hudand O

Not only does MW not arguethis, page 64 n. 14 states to the contrary, Both Lukein Acts
18:2 and Paul in 1 Cor 16:19 introduc them listing Aquila® name before his wife@,
proving that something like her wealth or soda statusdid not necessitate this reversal of
convention.OThis makes an even stronge case for the prominence of Priscilla@ ministry
in contexts mentioning ther active ministry (Acts 18:18, 26; Rom 16:3), since in each
such case, both Paul and Lukelist Priscilla@ name first before her husand®, contrary to
Greek and Hebrew cusom. This indudes the ingance in Acts 18:26 when QPriscilla and
AquilaE explained to him [Apollog theway of God more accuratelyO(NASB).

S 36E87 QPayne says tha 1 Cor 11:3 points to Christ being the source of Adam, but the
text says tha Christ is the ead of every man.OThere is nothing about Adam in particular
in this verse. Paul speaks universally here.O

This gives thefalse impression tha MW argues that Gevery manQOin CGChrist is the head of
every manOrefers to Adam. MW never states this. Quite the contrary, MW 129 states,
Orhe prominent postion of Gevery manOat the start of this statement emphasizes its
universal scopeOSince the source of all men goes back to the creation of Adam, it is,
however, appropriate to regard the temporal event of Adam@ creation as the source of all
men. This is why Genesis 1E8 is commonly referred to as describing the creation of
mankind. The assodation of Gvery manOwith Adam is thoroughly Pauline e.g. 1 Cor

1522 On Adam (.+,/ 01i2) dl (3i+ "4) dieOlt reflects the Hebrew idea of a
person@®@ descendents being in his loins)(e.g. Heb 7:9010).

It is not this clause, but the following clause, tha specifies @Qhe man [with the
article] is the head/source of woman.Olt is about this following clause tha MW 130681
argues, Q\s with each of the three statements in verse 3, the second member is
highlighted with an article: A5 (67, 64, A' +&(, A*"84. Since in both of the surrounding
cases an article identifies a specific person (Christ, God) and since by far the mogs
common use of an article in Paul@ letters is to specify, it is mog naural to undestand
Qhe man,Oas in 11:12 as a reference to @he man,OAdam, from whom woman came.
This fits pefectly with the established meaning of ! "#$%& (head) as source since Adam
was the source from whom the woman was taken and since both verse 8 and verse 12
refer to thisevent.O

S 38 QPayne E wrongly condudes tha such teaching on equdity precludes a role
difference between men andwomen in vv. 8£9.0

Not only isthis nottrue MW defendsthe opposte of what Schreiner alleges. MW 180EB1
states that Qrerses 8 and 9 reinforce Paul@ stress on the differentiation of man and
woman, his sexual mate E she can complement him as his mate.OThis differentiation
entails different roles in sex, childbearing, and nursing. What verses 11P12 repudiate,
required by the disundive (HoweverO[3%8+, is tha athoughPaul argues for different



head coveringsfor men and women, this does not entail any separation between women
and men in Christ. See MW 189%08. This is why both men and women may prophecy as
longasthey dosoin away tha does not symbolize repudiation of marriage

S 38 Q\gang Payne, Paul teaches both differences of role and equdity of essence in
these verses.O

See the immediately preceding repudiation of this distortion of what MW teaches. Paul
requires different head covering conventionsfor men and women in 1 Cor 11 in order to
avoid cultural symbolism for each tha undemined marriage Paul affirms tha these
differing requirements do not limit women® freedom to prophey pubiicly. Paul@
appeals to shame imply that women@ prophecy is public. MW, like Schreiner and Paul in
1 Cor 11:11, denies that women and men are separate in the Lord. MW like Paul, affirms
the equdity of man and woman, not only in essence, but also in ther equd standing in
Christ and in the church. Like Paul, MW argues from women@® equd standingin Christ to
women(8 freedomto minister bath verticaly in prayer and horizontly in prophey.

S 38 QPayne falls into the error of thinking that if a text teaches equdity then role
differences are precluded.O
See the two preceding repudiationsof this distortion of wha MW teaches.

S39P40 (Bince MS 915is nonrWestern, theidea tha only Western texts place vv. 34E85
after v. 40isfasified.O

Not only does MW not make such a claim, MW 249 and n. 133 cites MS 915, a non
Western text, as having 34E85 after v. 40.

S41 Orhemystery of marriage (Eph 5:32) is rooted in Christ@ relationghip to the church.
Astonishingly, Payne doesn® even mention this interpretation, and so there is no reason
for complementariansto be convinced by his interpretation of Eph 5:22E83.0
Theopposte is true. The MW section on Paul® Vision of Marriagein Ephesians 5:21683
explicitly states on p. 277, On Eph 5, Paul compares the relationship between husand
and wife to the relationship between Christ and the church.OFurthermore, this chapter
refers to Qhe churchOforty-five times.

S42 (PayneE [says tlhewomen are to be submissive to the truth of God®@word, not to
men or their husbandsO
MW never says tha women are not to be submissive to thar husdands but repeatedly
affirms the opposte, e.g. MW 275576, Orhe reasons he [Paul] gives for wives to submit
are reverence for Christ (Eph 5:21), Christ@ command to love, and a desire to follow his
example (Eph 5:182; Phil 2:3E8), notto uphold a hierarchical structure. OMW 289 QWhen
ahusand is the dieadOof hiswife in this sense [loving their wives as ther own bodies E
just as Christ does the church] his wife has goodreason to subrmit to him (5:23 hecause,O
8, 6, and submission to loving nouiishment becomes a joyousrespons.O

The submisson 1 Tim 2:11 enjoins specificaly modifies Qo learn.O
Consquently, it is naura to undestand the submission to be submission to the truths
tha they are learning. Learning On al submissonO(. +3i 79 [ 3:, $; <) is the opposte
of beng deceived and faling On tranggressonO (.+ 3$($=i 7"6 2:14). Since



tranggression was disobelience to God® command, submission in contrast is best
undestood as obeadience to God© commands

S 43 states, QVomen should submit to apodolic teaching, but tha teaching is
communicated by the eldes/overseers/pastors, so Payne presents us with a fase
dichotomy.O

Nowhere does MW make such a dichotomy regarding this passage MW 403 explicitly
states the opposte on p. 403, O\ woman@ quiet teachable spirit in submitting (v. 11b)to
the teaching she receives shows prope respect to he Christian teachers such as
Timothy.OSchreiner@® Qeaching is communicated by the elders/overseers/pastorsOseems
to assume that overseers alone conveyed apodolic teaching or were the only ones from
whom women were to learn, but 1 Cor 14:26 states, QVhen you come togeher E each
has a teaching,Oand Paul commands the church in Colossae, Qeach one another in all
wisdomO(Col 3:16).

S 45 QRegarding GPayne@ interpretation of v. 14Q Nor does it work to say tha Eve was
ignorant of the prohibition given to Adam.O

MW does not state or in any way suppot the idea that Eve was ignofant of God®
prohibition of eating from that tree. In fact, MW 413D14 states the opposte: Hurley aso
makes the dubious assumption tha God did not communicate directly with the woman
but only with Adam, and tha the woman was not @repared by God to discern the
serpent@® liesO [Biblical Perspective, 216]. Genesis does not say tha God did not
communicate directly with the woman or tha God talked to her only through Adam. It
would be strangeindeed if God broughtforth the climax of creation, so tha it was at last
Qrery goodObut did not bother even onee to tell Eve aboutthis mortal dange at hand.O
Ironically, Schreiner in DialogueO WCA 113014, has argued, OAn appeal to Adam
sinning willfully and Eve sinning mistakenly (being deceived) would seem to argue
agang men teaching women, for at least the woman wanted to obey God, while Adam
sinnal ddiberately.O

2. In twenty-two additional instances, S attributes to MW a postion MW nowhere
states.

S35 (Payne@] view is mos implausble tha 5:21 fundionsas the thematic verse for the
household code(Eph 5:2266:9).0

Nowhere does MW state or imply tha 5:21 is a thematic verse for the houshold code
See MW 27790.

S 35886 Qhe gift of prophey should not be equaed with the regular teaching and
preaching of God@ Word.O

MW never equaes prophecy with other gifts or the regular teaching and preaching of
God® Word, nor doses it equae gifts and acts. Neverthdess, MW rejects the undelying
assumption tha teaching is more authoritative than propheic utterance. How much more
authoritative can oneget than declaring, Orhussaith the LordEQ?

S36 QPayne goes onto say that thereference to GGodGin 11:3 and 11:12 refers to the



GGodheadOand cannotberestricted to the Father.O

MW 134 argues in light of 1 Cor 8:6, Qlesus Christ, throughwhomall things came,Othat
in 11:12 Gl this comes from the God (A *"84),0 Qhe GodOmug indude Christ.
Consquently, Qhe GodOin 11:12 should be understood as a reference to the Godhead,
notexclugvely to the Father. Paul® use of @Qhe GodOin 11:12 for the Godhead heightens
thelikelihoodtha Qhe GodQ(aso A* "64) in 11:3 islikewise a reference to the Godhead
rather than restricted to the Father. Contrary to Schreing@® alegation, however, MW
never says 11:3 Gannotberestricted to the Father.ORather, MW 134 states, GEven if Qhe
GodGin 11:3 were areference specifically to the Father, it would still make goodsense to
undestand ! "#$%& to mean GourceOreferring to the incarnaion. This is how Jesus
himself expressed tha he came from the Father in John8:42; 16227828 and 17:8.0

S 36 (JFor Paynd to say tha the term cannot mean Guthority overOin 1 Cor 11:3 since
notall acknowledge Christ® authority misses the point.O

MW 129 never states tha the term cannot mean authority over but rather it states,

ASourcelfits better than GuthorityOas the meaning of | "#$%& in Ghe Christ is [>7, 64

the! "#$%& of every manQ(1 Cor. 11:3)Oand gives subgantial evidence for this. MW 129
notes; Orhe prominent postion of @very manCat the start of this statement emphasizes its
universal scopeQY et Paul in this letter states that Christ has not yet Qout al his enemies
unde his feetO(1 Cor 15:25). Heb 2:8E9 states, O\t present we do not see everything

subject to him.OFurthermore, Paul implies tha Christ aloneis Qhed! "#$9& of every

man by adding an articleto it in contrast to the other two occurrences of | "#3$%& in verse
3. Christ is notin the present, however, the only authority over men, but Christ as creator
isuniqudy the source of every man, and Paul draws attention to thisin 1 Cor 8:6; 11:7, 8,

and 12, where this theme is foundaiond to his whole argument. The GauthorityO
interpretation also fails to explain adistinctive sense in which Christ is the authority over

every male person, as required by the Greek word usudly trandated GnanOhere, ' +1( 64,

Why would Paul say that Christ isthe authority of every male human being? Is there any
sense in which Christ would be the authority over men but not over women? If so, tha

would undemine the universal lordship of Christ. The English trandation Gevery manO
conceals the awkwardness of the GuthorityQinterpretation since, unlike * +1( 84, GnanO
in English, especiadly older English, commonly refers to both sexes. In contemporary

English the use of OnanOto indude women invites misundestanding, and many find it

objectionale. The GourceQinterpretation does nat have this problem because of Christ@
digtinct actions in first creating man, then woman from the side of man. Unlike a
difference in authority relationships this tempora difference in creation does not
undemine eithe theauthority of Christ or the equality of man and woman as affirmed in

1Cor11:11:M2

S 37 QPaynewrongly charges those who think there are econonic distindtionsamong the
members of the Trinity with the subodinaionist heresy.O

MW does not even use theword GeconomicOin this regard. MW 133 argues that necessary
and eternd or ontlogical Subadinaionism @onflicts with Christ@ ontological equdity
with God the FatherOas taughtin Paul letters. Affirmationsof necessary and eternd or
ontlogical subordinaion of the Son to the Fathe aso conflict with the Athanasian



Creed(8 statements tha each person of the Trinity is GimightyOand Q.ord,Ohoneis
before or after another;Ohoneis greater or lesser than another;Oand dl are @oequd.O
See MW 130B86. GEcononicOin discussionsof the Trinity typicaly refers to the Gnodes
of opaationOof the Trinity, paticularly in creation and redemption through the
incarnaion. MW 13384 argues from many passages in Paul® letters and elsewhere in
the NT tha GChrist@ submission to incarnation and desth was the voluntary submission
of an equd for the specific purmpose of redemption. It was not the submission of a
subordinate in a hierarchy of authority. OMW 135 points out that QVlany who interpret
| "#$98. as QuthorityOattempt to avoid the subardinaionist heresy by saying that Ghe
| "#$98. of Christ is GodOrefers to Christ@ voluntary submission to the Father in his
work of redemption.Ol affirm econorric distinctionsamong the members of the Trinity in
thar modes of opeation in creation and redemption. In His redemptive role, the Son did
submit to the Father. This, however, is, as Paul teaches in Phil 2:688, the voluntary
submission of an equd, not the necessary and eternd Qor ontological subodinaion of
the Sonto the Father that characterizes the subodindionist heresy.

S38 (Payneingsts the verses mug beinterpolated, for thedisrupiionin the context istoo
severe for theverses to beorigind.O

Nowhere does MW state or imply this. What MW 254E66 does argueis that these verses
disrupt the context. This and the eight other internal factors alongwith the seven externd
factors examined in MW 22765, however, provide powerful evidence for interpolation.

S 38 QPayne defendsthis interpretation because MW 88 is a nonWestern, and hence its
induson of vv. 34E85 cannotbe attributed to Western influence.O

MW never states tha the Gnduson of vv. 34BE85 cannot be attributed to Western
influence. OMW 250 states, to the contrary, one advantage of the view that MS 88 was
copied from a MS tha omitted vv. 34E85 is tha it Qloes not depend on its scribe having
access either to a Western manu<ript or a nonWestern manuscript with areading totally
out of keeping with its textud tradition.O

838E89’G>ayne arguestha E Paul never appeals to an OT verse for the practice of the
church.O

MW never says this. In fact, pages 26061 and footnotes 16873 cite many indances
where Paul appeals to an OT verse for the practice of the church. MW 261 does state,
however, Orhis theological tenson between 14:34B85 and Paul® teaching aboutfreedom
from the law, along with the absence of appeals to a precept of the law to establish rules
for Christian worship elsewhere in Paul@® letters, and the absence of any OT statement
that matches wha 14:34 commands are irrefutable evidence tha 1 Cor 14:34 is out of
harmony with what Paul teaches aboutthelaw and how he expresses it elsewhere.O

S 40 Schreiner cites Kloha (Payne had described this as a possibility before ruling it
outO

Contrary to this allegation, MW never rules out this possibility but ssmply arguestha MS
88ismore easily explained if it was copied fromaMS omitting 1 Cor 14:34E85.



S 40 G’gyne argues tha the call for wives to submit to thar husands is culturally
limited.O

To thecontrary, MW does not argueQha the call for wives to submit to their hudandsis
culturally limited.Olt accepts Paul®@ call for wives to submit to their husandsas it isin
Eph 5:21EP2, an indance of mutua submission enjoined on the church. MW 271800 does
not even mention culture as a reason for it. MW 272, however, does point out tha
QA\dvocates of a hierarchical structure in marriage of wives to their hudandsin effect
endorse the pariarchd structure of marriagetha was pervasive in Paul@ day.O

S 40 QPayne argues that the call for wives to submit to their husands is culturally
limited, for Paul doesn®draw on creation in Eph 5:22883 or Col 3:18019.0

Unlike the implication of S8 GorOMW does not make this argument, nor does MW
characterize Paul@ call for wives to submit to their husand as culturally limited. MW
273 states, Ephesians 5:21E83 and Col 3:18P19, however, say nothing about creation O
precisely in order to correct the opposte and textudly baseless allegation of people like
George W. Knight 1l in RBMW 177.The OT and NT passages tha do mention creation
do not teach or logically entail a hierarchy of male authority based on creation. MW 41D
54, 17681, 19508, and 399415 argue tha attempts to read affirmations of male
headship into these texts are of dubiousvalidity and miscondrue the overall thrug of the
creation narratives.

S40m41 QPaynearguestha E  the Paulineresistance to hierarchy is evident in his call for
Philemonto free Onesimusand for davesto avail themselves of freedomif possible

(1 Cor7:21).0

MW does arguethat Paul used all his and the church@ influence to pressure Philemon to
receive his slave Onesimus back Gorever no longer as a save, but better than a ave, as
adear brother E both in thematerial and spiritud realmsO(Phmn 15B16), ¢f. MW 90E92.
MW never argues, however, that Paul oppogd hierarchy per se, nor does it ever speak of
QPauline resistance to hierarchy.OTo the contrary, Paul repeatedly calls on children to
obey parents (e.g. Eph 6:1ER), on bdievers to submit to Christ@ autharity (e.g. Phil 2:9D
10), to govening authorities (e.g. Rom 13:167; Titus 3:1), and to church leadership (e.g.
1 Cor 16:16). He encourages elders to Qule wellO(e.g. 1 Tim 5:17) and describes church
leaders, induding Phoebe, as Gtanding overOothers (Rom 16:2; 1 Thess 5:12). Indeed,
Paul argues for his own apogolic authority (e.g. 2 Cor 12:11P12; 13:10; 1 Thess 2:6).
MW argues not tha Paul oppo®s hierarchy, but rather that Paul oppo®s the exclusion of
entire classes of people (gentiles, daves, women) from full fellowship, induding
leadership.

S 41 QPayne argues tha the text on marriage is cultural since Paul doesn® mention
creationO

Nowhere does MW argue that Eph 5:21883 is Qultura since Paul doesn® mention
creationQor even tha the application of this text is culturally limited, asis evidentin MW
271090. Undastanding its cultural context hdps explain why Paul wrote what hedid and
how following wha he commandsfit cultura demandsthen, but this does not mean that
Paul® commands have no ongong relevance or that we can ignore these commands
today.
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S 42 (Payne contends that 1 Tim 5:13 demondrates tha women were propagaing the
heresy.O
MW never makes such aclaim, butdoesuse 1 Tim 5:13 as contributing evidence for it.

S 42 QPayne contendstha E  the word phlyaroi in the verse [1 Tim 5:13] designaes an
aberrant philosophy or teaching.O

MW never contendstha phlyaroi designaes an aberrant philosophy or teaching. See the
next entry.

S 42 QPayne@ arguments here [regarding phlyaroi] are quite weak. For example, in 4
Macc 5:11 the term modifies Qohilosophy Qindicating that from the spesker@ perspective
the philosophyisfoolish. But it does not follow from this tha the adjective itself denotes
false teaching.O

MW never dtates that the adjective itself denotes false teaching. To the contrary, MW
3012 cites the meaning of #%$(:6 directly from LSJ 1946, Gilly talk, foolery,
nonense, tattler, babbler. OMW cites examples for every statement it makes about this
adjective, and it argues from context to suppot the meaning in 1 Tim 5:13Qalk
nongnseOor Qubbish.OMW shows how this meaning fits this context most naurally.

S 42 Ohe verb @ermitGis regularly used to denote temporary restrictions according to
Payne O

MW never states that this verb QienotesOtemporary restrictions What MW 320 does
demondrate is that GEvery occurrence of . 36 (137 in the Greek OT refers to a specific
situdion, never to a universally applicable pemission. Similarly, the vast mgority of the
NT occurrences of . 36 (137 clearly refer to a specific time or for ashort or limited time
duration only.O

S 42 (A]ccording to Payne [i]t is illegitimate to derive from the present indicative a
command that continues to bebinding.O
MW never states this. MW 320ER5 discusses this.

S 43 Q\gang Payne, the present tense of O do not pemitO(v. 12) and the so-called
intringc meaning of the term (as if the term itself denotes a temporary restriction) must
not be pressed.O

Nowhere does MW refer to the Ontringc meaningOof . 36 (i 3?. Nor does MW state or
imply tha the term itself denotes a temporary restriction. MW 31985 does, however,
show tha the prepondeant use of this verb throughoutthe Greek Bible favors a present
prohibition over a universal prohibition. MW stresses tha the present indicative, not just
the present tense, is the issue a hand. To excise the OndicativeO portion of MWG
argument is to misrepresent it. Cf. MW@ discussion on p. 320 n. 20 of Daniel Wallace®
Grammar, page 225n. 30, which makes this same error.

S43 QWhether thecommand is binding longterm must be assessed in context; it

cannotbe decided by the present tense of theverb or what theterm meanselsewhere.O
This gives the fase impression tha MW argues tha one can deermine whethe the
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command is binding long term by the present tense of the verb or wha the term means
elseawhere. MW does not argue tha these factors exclude the possibility of a permanent
injundion. Typica word usage and typical use of the present indicative (MW stresses the
present indicative, not jug present) are relevant factors tha should be given ther full
weight regarding this question, and they clearly weigh in favor of a present rather than a
permanent universal injundion, as MW 31985 makes abundantly clear.

S 43 QPaynethinksthat 2 Tim 2:2 is just persond discipleship, but this probably reflects
the popubr evangdicalism of our day. Wha Paul has in mind is the correct teaching

based on the apogolic depost tha should be passed on to the next generation (2 Tim

1:12,14:2:2).0

MW 320625 does not write that 2 Tim 2:2 is QustOpersond discipleship, butits wording
shows tha persond discipleship is an appropriate application. Paul commands Timothy,

Qwhat you have heard from me through many witnesses, pass on (3%$(i *:@ to faithful

people (* + 303:64, not Onen,OA+L(:6, limited to males), who will be able to teach
othes aso.0 Nothing in this command restricts the means of doing this to public
teaching. Indeed, it is a general command to Qpass on,Onot a specific command to Qeach
publicly in church assembliesO Furthermore, Paul specifies its audience as Qaithful

people who will be able to teach others also,Owhich suggests a specific audience more
targeted than typical church assemblies. Its content is as broad as Qvha you have heard
from me through many witnesses O Wha Timothy is to (pass onOindudes not only

dodrine but also matters of practice in light of 2 Tim 1:13, Follow the patern of the
soundwords you have heard from me, in the faith and love which are in Christ JesusO
Since the command itself Gpass onOnomally entails variousforms of communication and
since it has a specific audience, Gaithful personsOit makes sense to undestand the god,

tha, they, Qill be able to teach others also,0Oto refer similarly to QeachingQin the broad
sense, notrestricted to pulic teaching in church assemblies.

S44 Payne maintainstha the GorO(gar) in v. 13isilludrative rather than causal.O

MW does not even mention OllugrativeQin this context. MW 401 argues the oppasite: Ot
isappropriate to look for areason when acommand isfollowed by a; i ( clause. Theone
othe paaled in Paul® letters, 1 Cor 11:8 and 12, and Philo@ QG 1.27 aso arguetha
since woman was formed from the side of man, woman should thonorman.OSee thefull
discussion of this GorOat MW 399407.

3. In five additional instances, S attributes to MW an argument that MW does not
make, then attacksthat argument.

S 35 ONor does the reference to prophesy prove Payne® thesis [that mutud submission
applies to bdieving spouss].O

The chgpter on Ephesians 5, MW 271E80, makes no attempt to prove mutud submission
based on women prophesying. This chapter does not even use the noun@rophecyOor the
verb (orophesy.OEven the complementarians George W. Knight |11 in QHusbands and
Wives ORBMW, 169567 and 492 n. 1 and James Bassett Hurley in Man and Woman in
Biblical Perspective, 13941, agree with Payne agang Schreine tha the submission of
wives to husandsin Eph 5:22 is linked to the princple of mutud submissionin 5:21,
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giving oneingance of it. Indeed, the verb is stated only in verse 21 in the earliest and
mog reliable manucripts, P*° B Clement Origen, confirming the dependence of verse 22
on 21 within the same sentence. Cf. MW 271E00.

S40 QPayne[says|E tha Paul would not exhort wives to speak with ther husandssince
some of the hushands might be unquaified. This kind of extraneous objection could be
raised agang jug about anything in the scriptures, and it is quite surprising tha Payne
thinksthe argument is worth stating. O
MW does not say Qha Paul would not exhort wives to spesk with ther husands since
some of the husands might be unquaified.O See the explanaion of MW@ point in the
next entry and bdow, pp. 20ER1, regarding S38EB9 for more detail.

If these verses were about Paul@ command to judge the validity
(168! (6+, ?73%+) of prophesies, as Schreiner aleges, onewould expect its example (v.
35) to address this issue 1 Cor 14:35, however, mentions nothing about judging the
validity of prophecies. It isingead aboutwomen asking questionsout of adesireto learn.
This is no extraneous objection, but exposes a cruda weakness with Schreine@
interpretation that 14:34E85 is only about women judging the validity of prophesies from
14:29, notother kindsof speech.

S 41 QPayne maintainsthat E [w]omen are prohibited from spesking because they were
uneducated and purveyors of thefalse teaching (1 Tim 2:14).0

This miscondrues MW@ logic. MW does not argue tha Paul prohibited women from
teaching because they were uneducated, but rather that ther lack of education was a
Qontributing factorOto thdr being dupe. It is doubful tha Paul gave this prohibition
because women were uneducated, or tha this was even a significant cause, for Paul
nowhere else makes such a prohibition because any groupis uneducated. MW 335 states
rather, O\ probable contibuting factor to Paul® restriction was that most women in
Ephesusfrom either a Jewish or Gentile background would have had little knowledge of
the Scriptures and the Christian message. Paul@@ mos complete description of the false
teachers condudes, Orhey want to be teachers of thelaw, butthey do notknow wha they
are talking about or what they so confidently affirmO(1:7 NIV). This description fits
women in the Ephesian church who, because of inadequae Christian eduction, were
deceived by the false teaching. Particularly significant in this statement is the implication
tha ther error was notin desiring to beteachers of the law, but rather in teaching without
adequae knowledge Until they are propely taught, they should not make blundeing
attempts at teaching, butrather learn, jug as 2:11P12 requires.

S43 (Payne says that] Paul prohibited women from teachingin 1 Tim 2:12 because they
were duped by and spreading fal se teaching and were uneducated.O )
See S41immediately above regarding: because they were uneducated.O

S 44p45 [Regarding] QPayne@ interpretation of 1 Tim 2:14 E Nor is it plausble to
condude tha the women of Ephesus were banned from teaching because of a lack of
education.O

This miscondrues the logic of MW@ interpretation, as explained regarding the similar
alegaion shortly aboveregarding S41 on p. 13 (hecause they E were uneducated.O
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4. 1n six additional instances, S accuses MW of doing something it does not do.

S 37 Qllnconsstently he [Paynd defines MatureO (1 Cor 11:14) in terms of the
@stablished order of thingg)204).0

S accuses Payne of inconsstency here, but it is not inconsstent to interpret word usage
based on the immediate context. Rom 1:26E27 uses OhaureOto refer to biology in
describing homosexud acts: Geven ther females changed the naural [, B+ #@8 & use
into the [use] againg nature [3$(1 #+76+.01 Cor 11:14, however, is not an appedl to
naure per se, butrather to what is perceived in thar cultural setting as natural because it
uphoUldsrather than undemines the actud distinction of the sexes in naure. It is precisely
this undestanding of naure as naural expectation within the culture that fits pefectly
with all thewords Paul usesin 1 Cor 11:14P15. Nature teaches what is QlegradingOto a
man and wha is QyloryOto a woman. egradingOand QyloryOare terms describing
cultural perception tha could not be deduced solely from the natural world. See MW
200ER04.

S37 PayneE argues tha there is no evidence that it was dishonowmble for a woman to
pray withouta head covering in Greco-Roman or Jewish culture.O

MW does notarguethat there is no such evidence in Greco-Roman or Jewish culture. MW
158569 discusses Plutarch Roman Questions267AEB, and MW 162 cites b. Ketub. 72 a,
b, thoughthis evidence is late, and acknowedges the seclusion of women extolled by
certain Jewish authors. In contrast to the paudty of even ambiguousevidence tha it
might have been dishonowble for awoman to pray withouta garment head covering, MW
165 condudes Orhere was in Paul@ day an ovewhdming consenaus in Greek, Roman,
and Jewish cultures tha women should have their hair doneup.O

S 41 QPayne confuses fundion with meaning here, as if the former determines the latter.
Once agan, it makes pefect sense for Jesus as our master and Lord to suppot and
noutish usO

MW is not confusing Gundion with meaningOhere. MW 28300 simply acknowledges
thenomal use of appasition to specify meaning. If Paul had intended headOin the sense
of OnasterO he could have written, CChrist the head of the church, he the master or
authority (.C @d@) of the body,Obut he did not Paul® following explication of what
Christ did as savior identifies tha Christ loved the church gave himself up for her. These
point to Christ as the source of life and nourishment of the church. They do notfocuson
his lordship (thoughof course, it is truethat Christ is Lord). MW simply identifies how
Paul explains what he means by headOin terms of the fundion of Christ as savior as a
modd for how husandsshould relate to ther wives.

S 42 QH]e relies on paales and questionable exegesis (cf. his rather strangereading of
QprofessOin 1 Tim 2:10) to establish his condusonsO

This accuses MW@ reading of (professOas Gtrange OWhat is GitrangeDabout accepting
thestandad lexical definition QorofessOfor both . 3$; ; "9842 T +$&4in 1 Tim 2:10 and its
paale use (.39; ; "9862"+6) describing false teachersin 1 Tim 6:21, which the table
of parallel terminology does on page 300describing women and fal se teachers? BAG 280
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and BDAG 356 (both citing this verse) also define this word: Qorofess, lay claim to, give
oneself out as an expert in someth.,Oas does LSJ 602 (profess, make profession of.O
Schreiner demands specific paralels. False teachers are described as 6:21 (professing®
(.3%; ; "9862"+6) knowledge Women are described usng the same participle but with

the feminine ending in 2:10 as (professing (. 3$; ; "9842 i +$64) godiiness.O Even the
word QyodiinessO(* ":7 1="65+) parallels the description of thefalse teachers who have a
form of QyodinessO("1 7"="@4) butdeny its power in 2 Tim 3:5,

S44 PayneB E valiant effort to wash outthe meaning @xercise authorityCG's doubtul.O

MW makes no effort to wash out any valid meaning of $I * "+, "-+ To the contrary, MW

37380 identifies the meaning Gexercise authorityOin variouslater church writers. MW

361007 assesses every early ingance of $i* "+, "-+ and shows tha there is not a single

ingance where it can be demondrated to mean Gxercise authorityOprior to ca AD 370.

Schreiner appedls to Baldwin, but not even Baldwin, Women in the Church, 51, indudes

the meaning K3stenbeger aleges, Gexercise authorityOor thave authorityOin Qherange
of meaningstha might be appropriate in 1 Timothy 2:12. OAlthoughMW 373 points out

that Schreiner adopts a meaning other than the range of possible meaningsidentified by

Baldwin, Schreiner@ review ignotes this. He writes as though the meaning Gexercise

authorityOis settled even thoughndther he nor his colleague Baldwin has established a

single ingance of $i*"+, "-+ with this meaning prior to ca AD 370 The meaning S
assumes is not even listed in BDAG 150, which lists the meaning of $I * "+ "-+ as Qo

assume a stance of indgpendent authority.O Ondependent authorityOis authority tha is

not dependent on others ddegaing or authorizingit. It is self-assumed authority taken on

ong3 own initiative. S misrepresents MW@ meticulous doaumentation showing that

every early ingance of $I* "+, 1? meaning Gaissume authorityOrefers to the assumption

of authority withou propea authorization. Of al the examples meaning Gissume

authorityOlisted in MW 385091, the only insances of assumption of legitimate authority

use a related but different word, $1 * "+, @, tha LSJ 275 defines as meaning Qake in

hand Ociting, as MW 390 does, the 6™ to 7" century ecclesiastical pgpyrus BGU 1033.

PGL 262 lists it as a separate entry and identifies it as Ga variant of $1 * "+, 72.0In his

July 21, 1993letter cited on MW 391, Werne states: Onitiative, lack of delegation from

above is a common componeit in al the examples, contradicted only HesychiusO
exousazein.OSchreing either did not notice this or distorts it by writing, GAssuming or

taking authority is not necessarily a bad thing if onehas a postion of authorityO(S 44).

The appaently universal early use of this word when it means Gassume authorityOrefers

to people who did not have a postion of authority, but neverthdess assumed it.

S44 O\t the same time he [Payng washes avay wha theverse actudly says, i.e., women
are not to teach or exercise authority over men.O

In fact, 1 Tim 2:12 does not use the Pauline word for Qo exercise authorityO
(.C@r6 D?). It uses a different word that in Paul@ day nomally meant Qo assume
authority without proper authorizationO and MW 361E97 shows that in surviving
literature from before ca AD 370it is never clearly used with the meaning Qo exercise
authority.O Schreiner evades this issue by stating, GSpace is lacking to interact with
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Payne@ study of authentein in detail. OHe does not cite a single Greek reference or a
single study that suppots his allegaion for a meaning tha is not even listed in BDAG.
Furthermore, as MW 33769 argues, and ndthe Schreiner nor KSstenberger has refuted,
1 1i typically in Paul® letters joins two elements to convey a single idea, not two
separate ideas as Schreing interprets this verse.

5. 1n three additional instances, S saysthat MW does not do something it does do.

S 36 QPayne@ discussion of theword headOdoes not advance the discussion.O

Wha other publication provides such an extensve list of indances with prope
doaumentation where ! "#$%6 means Gource® What other publication gives such clear
and condse arguments from ther contexts tha ! "#$%& means Gource® Wha other
publication identifies as many misrepresentations of the data by proponents of the view
tha GauthorityOis acommon meaning of theadOin Greek literature?

S 41 QPayne E fails to see that Paul groundsthe marriage relationdhip in wha is
transcendent rather than in wha is cultural.O

To the contrary, MW 277000 argues tha Paul® vision of marriage is based on ChristG
relationghip to the church, conduding on 290, GChrist is the source of life, love, and
nourishment for the church as husbandsshould befor ther wives.O

S 41 QPayne@ work on 1 Timothy 2 is not dramatically different from wha is argued by
many other egditarian commen:[ators.O )

If tha is so, who are these Onany othe egditarian commentatorsO who argue tha
$I* "+, "-+ here means CGassume authority without prope authorization® or argue tha
Paul is only prohibiting women from teaching tha is combined with assuming authority
over aman? or lay out the case based on an examination of all Paul® uses of :I 1i that
Paul typically thereby joinstwo elementsto convey asingle idea?

6. In one additional instance, S over states what MW argues, then criticizes MW for
ove stating its case.

S 36 (Payng argues that GourceOwas a common meaning for the term Mead® Payne
actudly gives very few examples.O

AlthoughMW 123628 cites 40 examples of headOmeaning GourceOin Greek literature,

it does not say this meaning is @ommon.Olngead, it affirms that thisis an GestablishedO
meaning of the word in Greek, and on p. 123 cites nine Greek lexicons confirming this
meaning of ! "#$%&.

7. In two additional instances, S misr epr esents the scope of MW@ argument.

S 36 Qheae may be a few examples where kephak means Gource,Obut Payne actudly
gives very few examples (which are themselves debaable) to subgantiate his thesis.O
MW 12428 cites 40 examples, providing evidence that in each, ! "#%$%& means Gource.O
MW 127 notes 11 other examples cited with this meaning by Marcus Barth, Ephesians
1:185. Schreiner himself writes in QVomen in Ministry,0 228 n. 99, (Probably E
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Gourcedig] involvedOin 1 Cor 11:3.0

S 37 Cotrikingly, Payne says almost nothing about 1 Cor 11:869; he devotes only one
pageto it in ninechapterson 1 Cor 11:2016!0

In fact, althoughthese two short verses have no disputed grammar or syntax, and so do
not require extended exegesis, MW shows how important they are in ther context on
pages 130E81,136,138,177,180081,193,19508, 319, 351, 403 405 and 443

8. In twelve additional instances, S removes crucial elements of MW@ statements,
making them sound foolish.

S 36 (He [Paynd suggests the meaning @rownOfor Eph 1:22 and Col 2:10 where the
meaning is obvioudy Guthority overGsince Paul refers to Christ@® headship over demonic
powers.O

MW 128n. 72 states, rather, Orhe meaning GopCor @rown(Xits the remaining two: Eph

1:22 and Col 2:10007opOis a standad meaning of ! "#$%& and is indicated by its
assodation with GverO(i 37 () and Ohe has put al thingsunde (i 38) his feetOin Eph
1:22. The sense of QopOis reinforced by v. 21 Gar above (I 3"(i +?) dl rule and
authority.OThis same note 72 refers to the detailed treatment of these passages in P. B.

Payne, QVha Does Kephall Mean in the New Testament? Respons,Oin Worren,

Authority andthe Bible (ed. Alvera Mickelsen; Downers Grove, Ill.: InterVarsity Press,

1986) 118082, 131, which states Qha the very nature of the thingsover which Christ is
top (Gl rule and authorityQ) madeit sufficiently clear to his Greek audience tha Christ@
being top entails his having authority.E The idea of a gift to the church seems to be
primary; see Barth, Ephesians 1B4, p. 158. This earlier article argues tha it would be a
mistake to attribute as a separate meaning of (headOeach of the categories over which

someone as top is head.O Just as it would be wrong to assume tha headO means
highest GPAODbecause someoneis head of her classOor that tha headOmeans (est

shot-putterObecause a shot-putter is thead of his field,Oso aso it does not necessarily

follow that theadOmeans GauthorityObecause GGod has made Christ head over al things
for the church.OUnlike English and Hebrew, where QeaderOor Qoerson having authorityO
is a dominant metaphoiical meaning of (head,Othe paudity of evidence for the meaning
CQuthorityOfor theadOin native Greek literature is such tha this meaning or anything like
itisnotlisted in mog classical Greek lexicons induding LSJ. See MW 11787.

S 40 QVhen Payne appedls to the fact tha vv. 34EB5 are missing from Clement of
Alexandria and the Apodolic Fathers, herelies onan argument from silence.O

MW 250661 argues on the basis of Clement of Alexandria3 express statements. Clement
of Alexandria, Paed. 3:11, explicitly states, OVoman and man are to go to church E
embracing silence E fit to pray to God E as they fashion themselves in the church for
the sake of gravity.OThis passage also encourages women to (oray veiled,Oalluding to 1
Cor 115, 13. This shows tha Clement is concerned with women@® behavior in church.
Clement cites elsewhere from 1 Cor 146, 9, 10, 11, 13, 20; 15:32, 33, 34,41, 50, 55 but
never any part of 14:34E85. If Clement( text of 1 Corinthians had induded 14:34E85,
onewould expect some mention of its restrictionswhen his discussion of the behavior of
women specifically mentions Gembracing silence.Olngead, however, Clement writes of
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both Gvoman and man E embracing silenceO and of women praying, which seem
incongruent with a text induding verses 34E85. It is the appaent corflict between
Clement@ call to both men and woman Qo go to church in silence,Ohis many comments
in this passage about worship and its reference to women praying veiled, along with his
many citationsfrom other parts of 1 Cor 14 tha provide evidence tha Clement@ text of 1
Corinthians omitted 14:34E85. MW@ argument is based on Clement@ explicit statements
tha affirm wha 14:34E85 prohibits. Clement® respect for the authority of Scripture
indicate tha hewould not have donethisif 14:34E8B5 had been in his text.

S 40 Orhe argument from silence seems a bit desperate given the partia reference to
biblical texts in thechurch fathers.O

See the preceding explanaion tha MW@ argument is based on Clement@ explicit
statements tha affirm what 14:34E85 prohibits, which he is unlikely to have doneif
14:34E85 had been in his text.

S40 (Payne@ objection regarding thelaw is overly simplistic.O
It is Schreiner whois overly smplistic in depicting MW@ nuanced and carefully qudified
statements, explained in thefootnotes in MW 258E61.

S 4041 QPayne argues E The word eadOin Eph 5:23 means GourceOsince it is in
appostion to theword Gavior.@®
MW does argue tha Paul by appostion explains the meaning of theadOas GaviorOin
Eph 5:23, but MW 287 explainstha GChrist as iead-saviorOof his ®ody Omodding how
husbandsshould be ieadCio their wives is not a dead metaphorwith a simple established
meaning, butis an origind living metaphorOMW 288 further explaing @Paul® metaphor
effectively resonaes with his readers, inviting these assodations [head as source of
noutishment, alerting the body to dange and protecting it, etc.] because GourceOwas an
established meaning of (ead® (cf. MW 123P8). Of al the meanings of ! "#$9&
((head listed in lexicons GourceOis by far the closest in concept to what Paul
describes here. Chrigt is literally the source of the church since he broughtit into being,
but it is clear from Paul@ following conaepts tha he also, and perhaps primarily, hasin
mind tha Christ is a source of spiritud nouiishment for the church. It is this latter aspect
tha applies perfectly to the husband-wife relationship. Husbands are not literally the
source of thar wives, but as Christ loves and noutishes the church, they should love and
noutish ther wives. The paalel use of eadOin Col 1:18 confirms tha Paul could use
this headOimageto convey an idea related to Gource.O

S dso misrepresents MW@ view by capitalizing Gsavior.O MW 284 n. 45
specificaly argues that since GaviorOhere has no article and is clearly descriptive of
Christ@ life-giving work, not an established title, it should not be capitalized. Paul@ only
othe use of GaviorOprior to the Pastoral Epistles, Phil 3:20, aso has no article. In
contrast, GBaviorQis a title with an article and should be capitalized in 2 Tim 1:10; Titus
1:4; 2:13; and 3:6. Thus in severa respects (see the next entry), this statement in S
attributes postionsto MW that it does not espou<.

S 4041 G’a}yne argues E Husbands as the source of thdr wives, nouiish and suppot
thar wives.O
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MW never describes husbandsas Qhe source of their wives.OCf. the prior entry. MW 288
explainstha as the church dependson Christ, QVives depended on their husbands as the
source of food, clothing, shdter, the phydca source of her children, and her emotiond
source of loveO

S 41 GPayne E makes the mistake of thinking that the word in appostion (GBaviorQ
demondrates that the word (heedOmeans source.O

MW does not arguetha the word headOmeans source in Eph 5:23. Cf. the previoustwo
entries.

S42 But the parallels must be more specific and sharper to establish Payne@ thesis.O
MW 299804 identifies many specific and sharp parallels. Its god isto try to undestand
thesituaion Paul is addressing based on his own letter. For ingance, 1 Timothy describes
women usng terminology paraleling al of the descriptionsof the false teachers. It does
not describe men other than the false teachers similarly. Women are prohibited from
assuming authority to teach a man. Men are not Women are identified as duped by the
false teaches. Men are not Actud deception of women and ther involvement in
conveying it is the mos naura reason for 1 Tim 2:12@ prohibition based on the
woman@ Qleception.O The summary of the false teaching as ld womanish mythsO
surely hints at women@ involvement. Any one of these in isolation does not by itself
conditute proof that women were conveying the false teaching. Ther cumulative effect,
however, gives the strong impression tha women were the primary group that were
dupeal by thefalse teaching and that after the expulsion of the origind false teachers, they
became the primary promulgators of the false teaching. This is the most natural reading
of theletter asawhole.

S 43 QE]ven thoughTitus 2:4E5 says the older women should teach the younge women,
Payne says tha the pumpos clause hee is not exhaudive, and so men could also be
taught by women.E Does Payne redly think these arguments are persuasive? His case
seems even weaker when he advocates arguments like these.O
Schreiner ignores the context for MW@ evidence tha Qhe purpose clause here is not
exhaugive OMW is responding to Moo® alegation that Qhe teaching activity of these
women is explicitly restricted to the younge womenOeven thoughthis verse contains no
explicit restriction such as nly other women.OIn respons to Moo® reading into this
passage what is not there, MW 330 states, QPurpoe clauses are rarely exhaugive.E
Paul® praise for Timothy@ grandmother Lois and mother Eunice [2 Tim 1:5] for
teaching him the Holy Scriptures [2 Tim 3:14B16] shows tha younger women were not
the only groupolder women should teach what is excellent.E

Yes, | do think this argument is persuasive. S 43 acknowledges, Or'es, there are
contexts in which women can teach men. They can share informal indgruction from the
word in theassembly (1 Cor 14:26; Col 3:16) in the same way as al othe bdievers. They
can teach men in private settings (Acts 18:26).0 Consquently, Schreiner should
undestand the validity of MW@ objection to interpretations that say that women may
teach only younge women and not ridicule its statement as thoughit is nasve. Note,
however, that Schreiner subditutes Onformal ingructionOwhere Paul used QeachingOin
both 1 Cor 14:26 and Col 3:16. S 43 aleges, (oublic and regular ingruction is
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prohibited,O but surely both 1 Cor 14:26 and Col 3:16 refer to wha Paul regards as
normal and regular practice in public worship.

S 43 On the same way, he [Payng says tha Timothy® mother and grandmother
continued to teach him when he became an adult. Does Payne redly think these
arguments are pasuasive? His case seems even weaker when he advoctes arguments
like these.O

Schreiner misrepresents MW as making the positive assertion, Orimothy@ mother and
grandmother continued to teach him when he became an adult.Oln fact, MW 330 states,

Grom infancy,O[is] a phrase expressing when their teaching began but giving no
indication that it stoppel at any point in Timothy@ life. The implication is natural that
these women, who had made known the Holy Scriptures to Timothy, used them for
Qeaching((3:16) as well as for @ebuking, correcting and training in righteousiess.OThe
assodation of GeachingQwith these other fundions that typically occur outside of formal

settings implies tha teaching, too, in Paul@ usage is not restricted to formal settingsO
Yes, | dothink thisargument is persuasive. See theentry immediately above

S 44 ONor, says Payne, isit clear what Paul is saying if he restricts women based on the
created order, for elsewhere Paul argues for the equdity of men and women.O

MW does not argue this based on the equdity of men and women. It argues based on
Paul® closest parallel passage defending a restriction on women based on an appedl to
Eve bang formed from Adam. MW 403 argues, O'he best basis for undestanding 1 Tim
2:13 is Paul® argument that woman comes fromman in 1 Cor 11:8 and 12. Paul argues
tha woman should respect man since he is the source from which God made woman (1
Cor 11:3P12). Similarly, in 1 Tim 2:13 man beng GormedOfirst, then woman, implies
woman being GormedOout of man and so points to the respect woman owes man as her
source. E [This undestanding] provides appropriate suppot for every pat of 1 Tim
2:11P120

S44 Ohe Lord created man first to signify male headship in the church. Payne@ claim
tha there was not preaching in Genesis is irrelevant, for the order of creation
communicates an abiding prindple.O

MW does arguetha there is an abiding prindple, the same prindple tha Paul explainsin
1 Cor 11, tha woman should respect man, from whom shewas created. Schreiner shows
no evidence from the Genesis narrative tha the Q.ord created man first to signify male
headship in the church.O Does Schreiner think Paul@ statement applies only in the
church, but notin busness, government, and sodety, a distinction Grudem espouss? It is
specificaly to highlight this weakness in Grudem@ postion that MW 403 points out (it is
not jugt GPayne@ claimQ: Qhere is no assembled congregation in the creation narratives
tha could suggest this restriction.OJohn Ball in 1381 chdlenged a similar unsuppoted
appeal to creation order to establish a specific hierarchy of authority unrelated to the
creation account (the authority of the aristocracy) by stating, QVhen Adam ddved and
Eve span, who was then the gentleman2OMW substitutes QoreachermanOfor QyentlemanO
in order to show the parallel between two illegitimate claims. The creation narrative does
not mention an aristocracy and so cannot legitimately be appealed to as establishing a
creation order granting aristocracy authority over pessants. Likewise, the creation
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narative does not mention the church and so cannot legitimately be appedled to as
establishing a creation order granting men authority over women specifically in the
church.

9. In seven additional instances, S mischaracterizes what MW does.

S 36 QPaynd undeestimates the evidence from the LXX, for there are more than six
ingances where kephak has the meaning Guthority over.@

MW 119n. 10 does not estimate the evidence; it identifies all six and explainswhy every
other proposd example does not qudify. Schreine does not cite even onenew example.

S 38B89 Schreiner fails to identify the central issue of MW@ fourth internd argument for
interpolation: Qvhy would Paul command wives to ask their husandsat home when ther
husbandsmay be unlearned and even unbdievers?0

MWG point, stated on p. 257 is, O/erses 34E85 conflict with the god of ingrudion in
church. E The central thrug of this chapter, summarized in 14:26 and 31 E istha in
church @veryone may be ingructedQO Verses 3485, however, prohibit women who
wish to learn from asking questionsin church. This undemines the god of learning in
church.

MW 221 n. 21 specifically argues tha the author of verse 35 did not intend it to
cove al posible cases, but rather to show tha women mug be silent in church even
when their motive isthe pure desire to learn. The problem with theintent of the author of
1 Cor 14:34B85 is that it undemines Paul@ expressed god of ingruction in church. The
fact that it is unreasonable to assume that a woman® husand would be better prepared to
answer questionsthan the church as awhole, especialy not unbdieving husands shows
how important it is for learning to take place in church. This is reinforced by Paul®
statement in 14:29 that other prophds in the group, which would indudewomen, should
provide a check agang prophesies tha might bemideading, a check lacking at home.

S40 QPaynel externd] arguments suppoting an interpolation are untenable.O

Jug because oneor two people challengea postion does not mean that the arguments for
it are untenable. Neither Schreiner nor the people to whom he appeals have demondrated
tha any of theexternd argumentsin MW 227563 is untenable. If they were all untenable,
why would the mgjority of text-critical andyses of this passage condude tha it is an
interpolation?MW 23540, 248 250gives clear ansvers to Niccum@ objections Each of
Peter =~ Head® objections is answered a  http://www.pbpaynecom/wp-
content/uploads201003/Critique-of-VaticanusMargindia-15Apr2010pdf. This shows
the implaudbility of Head® alternaive hypahess. Regading errors in Kloha3
statements as reported by Schreiner, see comments above on p. 9 regarding S 40 and
bdow on pp. 32E83, thefive entriesfrom S 39E40.

S 40 “Payne@ arguments from internd evidence are quite subjective and should be
rejected as specia pleading.O

MW113P156 argument that 1 Cor 11:2P16 affirms women prophesying shares this
conduson with virtudly all scholarly assessment of this passage That 1 Cor 14:34E85,
in contrast, prohibits women from speaking is the obvious reading of the text, as
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evidenced in its explication by, e.g. Origen and Chrysogom. It is simply nottrue tht this
is Qpecial pleading. OEach of the nine internd evidences for interpolation MW 253865
citesis based on obijective featuresin thetext.

S 40 (Even Payne admits that what is written here is rather close to wha we find in 1
Tim 2:11914.0

MW 262563 argues that Qhe crudal vocabulary of 14:34B85 reflects 1 Tim 2:12 and its
surrounding verses, but restricts women@ activities more than 1 Timothy does. This is
not an admission that Paul subordinaed a weak sodal group. It is an argument tha an
interpolation based on 1 Tim 2:12 best explains the remarkable parallels in vocabulary
and grammar with 1 Cor 14:34E85.

S41 QPayne@ suppot for theinterpretation GourceOis aso flaved.O

Schreiner appedls to Fitzmyer as an authority regarding the meaning of kephde MW 127
states, QFitzmyer argues that each of the metaphors cited above mean GourceO and
condudes, (These examples show tha kephak could indesd be used in the sense of
Bource.00Joseph A. Fitzmyer, Kephd! in | Corinthians 11:3,0Int 47 (1993) 52659,
54, 58 and Joseph A. Fitzmyer in QAnother Look at EF GHI J in 1 Corinthians 11.3,0
NTS 35 (1989) 503011, 509. Is Fitzmyer@ evidence for the meaning GourceO aso
flawed even though Schreiner appeals to both of these articles in his footote 2? Is
evidence for the meaning GourceOin the mog authoritative classical Greek Lexicon,
LSJ, aso flawed?

LSJ lists forty-eight figurative trandations for ! "#$%&, but ndthe it nor its
supplement by Renehan, nor the lexicons by Moulton and Milligan, Friedrich Preisigke,
Pierre Chantraing S. C. Woodhous, or any of the thirteen additiond lexicons cited by
Richad S. Cervin [(Does E"#$%8 mean (ourceO or @utharity OverOin Greek
Literature? A Rebuttal, OTJ 10 NS (1989) 85P112, 86E87] give even one example of
| "#$98 that implies authority. Schlier® article in the TDNT 3:674 condudes tha in
secular usage this word Qs not employed for the head of a sodety. Thisis first foundin
the sphae of the Gk. OT.OApat from a few NT lexicons the vast majority of Greek
lexiconslist no such meaning. Cf. the detailed doaumentationin MW 121EP3.

S 36 states, GGrudem has carefully sifted the evidence in three major articles,
showing that the meaning Guthority overOfor kephde is well attested.Oln spite of the
explicit statements in so many lexicons to the contrary, Wayne Grudem, Evangdical
Feminism and Biblical Truth: An Analyss of More Than One Hundred Disputed
Questions (Sisters, Ore.: Multnomeh, 2004) 206 writes, QAll the recognized lexicons
(dictionaies) for andent Greek, or their editors, now give kephall the meaning @ersonin
authority overQor something similar; but nonegive the meaning Gource.@For a detailed
refutation of Grudem@ specific examples, see Richard S. Cervin, oes E"#$%& mean
Gourcebor Authority OverQin Greek Literature? A Rebuttal,OTJ 10 NS (1989: 850112
and Gilbet Bilezikian, O\ Critical Examinaion of Wayne Gruden@ Treatment of
Kephd!, in Andent Greek Texts,Qin Beyond Sex Roles (2nd ed.; Grand Rapids Baker,
1985) 21562. P. G. W. Glare, to whom Grudam appedls, also disagrees with many of
the examples tha Grudem says mean QeaderQ ONVhere | would agree with Cervin is tha
in many of the examples, and | think all the Plutarch ones, we are dealing with similes or
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comparisons and the word itself [! "#$9€] is used in a literal sen.OThis is cited in
Wayne Grudam, Orhe Meaning of ! "#$%& [MHead®. An Evaluation of New Evidence,
Real and Alleged, OEvangdical Feminism and Biblical Truth: An Analysis of More Than
One Hundred Disputed Questions (Sisters, Ore.: Multnomah, 2004) 552009, 588 On
May 1, 1991, Cervin submitted KFLMNOP EFGHI J : A RejoindgO(unpublshed,
1991) 1E89 to Trinity Journal, but its editor, Douglas J. Moo, refused to publish it even
after devoting two articles totaling 111 pages to Gruden@® view and only 34 pages to
CervinG,

S 44 Ironically, athoughhimself deriving a prindple specifically regarding Qhe churchO
from the Genesis narative, Schreiner writes, QVhen Payne says tha women are to

respect men as their source, heimports an idea that is not stated in thetext.O

Thetext of Genesis to which Paul appesls, however, does state that woman Qvas formedO
from man, and 1 Tim 2:13 clearly aludes to this by stating that Eve Qvas formedOafter

Adam. In bath cases GormedOimplies that man was the source from which woman was
formed. Furthermore, Paul in 1 Cor 11 explicitly identifies the problem as oneof shame,

and women letting their har down was an established symbol of sexud freedom tha

disrespected any woman@ hushand. Consequently, it is a natural corollary to undestand

Paul( reasoning that woman was GormedOafter (and from) man as an appeal for women

to respect man as thar source, not to disrespect thar own husandsby letting ther har

down while leading worship.

10. In one additional instance, S usesinnuendo to make it seem like MW advocates a
foolish postion that MW does not state or support.

S37(T]heideatha 1 Cor 15:28 refers to Ghe GodhedGrather than the Father is rather
strange and fits awkwardly with the idea that Christ submits to God. Is the verse saying
tha Christ submits to himself insofar as he is God? Such an interpretation seems quite
improbable.O

This gives thefalse impression tha MW argues that GChrist submits to God,Onamely that
the imOto whomthe Son Qill be subjectedOrefers to Ghe Godhesd OMW specifically
argues, rather, tha the introdudion of Ghe GodO(A *"84) in the find clause of 1 Cor
15:28 Onay be better trandated: On order tha the Godhead (A* "64) may beall in allGO1
Cor 15:28 states, QVhen all things are subjected to him [the Son], the Son himself will
also be subjected [future passive] to him [the Father, as in v. 24] who put everything
unde him, in order tha the Godhead may be all in al.OMW 135 n. 88 argues from the
future passive tha the subjection of the Son to the Father is a future event, not an eternd
state: (Robetson, Grammar, 871 states Gha in the future passive we have with most
verbs a purely pundiliar future.OErnest de Witt Burton, Syntax of the Moodsand Tenses
in New Testament Greek (Edinburgh: T& T Clark, 1898) 32 states, @ny ingance of the
Predictive future not clearly progressive mus be accounid as aoristic OMW 134E85
argues. Orhe shift from @od the FatherOin verse 24 to Ghe God(Gin the find clause of
verse 28 makes sense as indicating a shift in reference from the Father to the Godhead.
This is aso suggested by wha it affirms, namely, Ghat the God may be al in al.OThis
find statement, Ghat the God may be al in al,Gis more appropriate as an affirmation of
the oneness and encompassing authority of the Godhead than as a restricted reference to

23



theFather. Other statements by Paul show hedid notbdieve tha in thenew age, God the
Father would be everything to the excluson of Christ. For indance, Romans 9:5 refers to
Christ as @Bod over all, forever praised@0To excludethe Son from Qhe GodGin thefind
clause and to treat this as describing an eterna reality where God the Father, not
induding the Son, is Gl in alGis contrary to orthodox Trinitarian theology.

11 In two additional instances, S misuses, and so apparently misunderstands,
crucial terminologyin MW.

S 44 Schreiner repeats K3stenbager® misrepresentation of what MW means by ne
idea.OHe writes, OQf there is a single idea, then the verse teaches Gha women oughtnot
to serve in authoritative church postions whether by teaching men or by ruling (both
fundions are reserved for male elders)N two fundions tha are distinct yet closely
related. OSeeing asingle idea, therefore, does not clearly suppot Payne@ idea.O

Shreing and K3stenbeger both describe as a Qingle idea® Qwo fundions that are
distinat.OIf Paul is prohibiting two distinct things Qeaching menOand Quling,Othen he
is not conveying a single idea as MW 337b9 explainsit, but two idess. If Schreine had
read MW carefully enoughto undestand tha by Ga single ideaQit really means a single
idea, nottwo ideas, hewould have realized that seeing a single prohibitionin 1 Tim 2:12
clearly does suppot MW@ argument.

S 44 Q\ssuming or taking authority is not necessarily a bad thing if onehas a postion of
authority.O

| apologize if | did not make it sufficiently clear that every example of $I*"+ i?
meaning Gissume authorityO refers to the assumption of authority without prope
authorization (see above p. 15). S 44 confuses Qexercising authority tha one has been
grantedOand @ssumlng authority although one has not been granted it.OS 44 uses
QGassume authorityOcontrary to MW@ meti culousdoaumentation showing tha every early
ingance of $1* "+, i ? meaning Gassume authorityOrefers to the assumption of authority
without prope authorization. MW 391 cites Werner@ July 21, 1993 |etter: Qnitiative,
lack of ddegaion from above is a common component in all the examples, contradicted
only HesychiusOexousazein.OSchreine appaently did not notice this or choe to use
MWG@ terminology with a different meaning tha conaeals the heart of MWG®
interpretation of 1 Tim 2:12. Cf. both entries referencing S44 aboveon pp. 14015.

12.In Ten Instances S M akes Unfair Generalizations about MW.

S 34 GDne of the key prindples of word study (which Payne too often ignores) is that
words derive their meaning from context.O

Every one of the exegdica studies in MW stresses the meaning of words in context.
Schreiner may disagree with its andysis or wish to lay greater emphasis on some parts of
the context than others, but it is smply not true that MW too often ignores the context in
assessing the meaning of words Zondevan origindly told me | could make the book as
long as necessary in order to make it the definitive work on the subject. After | had
submitted over 1000 pages of text for the book, however, they put a 450 pages limit on
the text. In order to meet this new page limit, | had to cut the text to about a third its
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origind length. Coneequently, oneshould not assume tha | ignaed a paticular aspect of
agiven context smply because MW does not give an expangve treatment of it.

S 41 Ot seems that Payne has a tendency to accept too easily readingstha are pdatable
to our culture.O

If that were my motivation, why would MW 141846, 17581 arguetha in 1 Cor 11:4, 7B
9, 14 Paul is arguing agang men displaying effeminae har because of its use at that
time as an advertisement for honosexud relations? The fact is tha it was my study of
these texts that forced me to changemy attitudes, notvice versa. | was very keen that my
wife indudein her vows tha she would obey me. | was very happy to bethe head of the
hous, having find say and authority. It was only after many years of study of Paul®
teachings tha | became convinced that my cultural background affirming Qnale
headshipOdid not accurately reflect the Scriptures on these matters.

S 41 O should add at this point that Payne often fails to state, or addresses in a very
cursory fashion, texts or arguments tha suppot a complementarian view.O

MW 790463 deals in detail with every Pauline text regarding women. Schreine has not
identified a single Pauline passage regarding women used by complementarians to
suppot ther view tha MW ignores or addresses in a very cursory fashion. MW fairly
assesses both the strengths (e.g. 37374) and weaknesses of complementarian arguments.
Unfortunaely, Zondevan required the excision of about 500 pages of critique of
complementarian arguments in order to meet MW@ current page length. | suspect
Schreiner would have been less happy if there had been room for the more detailed
critiques of complementarian interpretations

S 42 Qvha Paul teaches in the letter stems from his worldview and theology and thusis
righty used today for the life and practice of churches (cf. aso 1 Tim 3:14B15). Payne
does not emphasize this latter truth sufficiently.O

MW lays great emphasis on the importance of understanding Paul@ particular statements
from the context of his worldview and theology, e.g. MW 697 6. Furthermore, it stresses
the importance of recognizing the prindples undelying his paticular statements
specifically addressed to Timothy (cf. 1:2 Qo TimothyOand 3:14P15 Q am writing these
indructionsto you [singular], so that, if | am ddayed, you [singular] may know how to
behave in the houshold of God.Q) and stresses the applicability of his teachingstoday for
the life and practice of churches. Neverthdess, it does not necessarily follow tha wha
Paul wrote in the present indicative (2:12) specifically to Timothy automatically applies
in dl situations induding Qoday for thelife and practice of churches.OThevery different
statements Paul gave to the churches in Corinth (1 Cor 14:26, Geach has a teaching® and
Colossae (Col 3:16 Qeach oneanother in al wisdomQ give evidence that 1 Tim 2:12isa
paticular prohibition for a particular situation. Ironically, the passage Schreiner citesin
suppot of this, 1 Tim 3:14B15, is a passage tha Schreiner acknowledges on S 42 Qs
directed to a specific situationGand he writes tha he agrees with me that: escribing 1
Timothy as amanud of church order E does notfit precisely the purpo of theletter.O

S42 G’aynp does not pay sufficient attention to the context and draws unwarranted
dedudionsO
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Anyonewho reads MW knows tha it pays extraordinarily close attention to the context of
each passage it exegetes. Unlike S@ forty-onedubiousassertionslisted at the end of this
critique it explainswhy it draws its dedudions S8 example aboutphlyaroi in suppot of
this alegaion misrepresents MW, as shown in the last two S 42 entries aboveon p. 10,
extendingto p. 11.

S 43 repests this alegaion regarding epitreps in 1 Tim 2:12: Qvha he [Payng
needs to do is to interpret the meaning of the verb in context. OMW 32384 identifies
eight exegdical indicators in theimmediate and wider context tha Paul did notintend a
universal prohibition on women teaching. The following chapters show how this reading
Q am not permittingQObest fits the syntax of the verse, wha is prohibited, and the reasons
for theprohibitionin 1 Tim 2:13BP14.

S42 QPayne often makes mistakes like this in defining words O

The only example Schreiner cites (cf. above the last two S 42 entries above on p. 10,
extending to p. 11) misrepresents MW. As in this case, MW is extraordinaily careful
throughoutto define words in accordance with the suppot of standad lexicons It does
not, however, smply assume that lexicon entries are correct. Based on examination of
word usagein thar origind contexts, MW 121E22 (cf. 117887), 301 n. 22, and 433n. 59
identify BDAG errorsand MW 63 and 11727 identify BDAG omissions

S42 QVe mug be careful and discriminate in our scholarship, so that we do not claim to
know more than is warranted.O

This is why MW spesks regularly about GevidenceO and Gnore natural readingg) and
amog never of (proof.O MW repestedly argues precisely this point regarding many
unwarranted assertions by complementarians For ingance, it is not warranted, as
Schreiner repeatedly does, to claim that 1 Tim 2:12@ prohibition is broader than
confirmed contemporary usage of its vocabulary warrants ($1*"+ "-+ Qo assume
authority without prope authorization Osee MW 361E97 and above p. 15) or tha typical
use of Paul@ syntax (:I 1i joining two elements to convey oneidea, see MW 337E59)
judifies. One mug consde whether it is warranted to indst tha this particular statement
to Timothy isauniversal command for all churches at all times.

S 42 (Payne seems too eager to prove his thesis, and as a result herelies on parallels and
questionable exegesis.O

Any exegesis that ignores paalels by the same author is irrespongble. As MW 7ER9
describes, | began my research on this topic in order to disprove the very postion my
research caused me to adopt | started my research by reading 1 Timothy in Greek every
day for several months It was by becoming familiar with the letter as a whole that |
realized how extensve the | etter@ references to women are and how closely they parallel
its description of thefalse teachers. It was a close examination of thetexts tha forced me
to change my undestanding of them. It took me decades of research to come to my
present postion. Isthistoo eager?

S 43 oo often Payne seems too anxious to make his case, which doesn® ingire

confidence in hiswork el sewhere.O
| waited over 36 years before publishing this book to be sure | gotthefactsright Is tha
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Qoo anxious? Each of S@illudrationsof this asserts that MW says something it does not
say, asthetwo entries regarding S43 show aboveon pp. 19ER0.

S 43 QlI]t makes me less confident tha heis right when | can® verify wha he [Payné]
says.O

QW]hen | can®verify wha he saysOQimplies that MW provides statements that Schreiner
cannot verify. MW provides detailed verifiable doaumentation for its statements from
beginning to end, so Schreing should be able to verify them. If Schreiner really can®
verify MW@ statements, he is not qudified to write this review. If he means simply that
he hasn®verified wha MW says, he should acknowledgethis.

Forty-one Dubious Assertions by Schreiner

In addition to the above misrepresentations of MW, Schreine@® review is filled with
statements or arguments of dubious validity, induding the following forty-one
Regarding each of these, Schreiner should have heeded his own words on p. 42, QVe
mug be careful and discriminae in our scholarship, so tha we do not clam to know
more than is warranted®

S34QIn] theNT E women served as prophes but never as el ders/overseers/pastors.O
This gives the false impression tha women in the church are distinguished from men in
the church in not being identified in the NT as overseers and pastors. In fact, apart from
Christ (Heb 13:20; 1 Pet 2:25; 5:4), no oveseer (.307! :3 :4) of a church or a pastor
(3:62&*) isnamed intheNT. Johncalls himself an elder in 2 John1; 3 John1, and Peter
cals others Gellow-eldersO (7@3( "=+, "(:4), but no othe named man is called an
GlderQin the NT in the sense of a church administrator. Consequently, it is hardly
surprising tha no women elders/overseer/pastors are named in the NT. Contrary to the
impression given by Schreiner, the title closest to verseerOor (rastorOgiven to any
named local church in the NT is the title given to Phoebe, [3(:7 , i, 64, Qeade, chief,O
Qoresident or presiding officer, O ne who stands before,OLSJ 1526; ¢f. MW 62663).
Paul requests in Rom 162, QO commend to you our sister Phoebe, who is deacon
(16! :+:4, not feminine in form, which could imply GervantO or Qieaconess,O but
masculinein form, hence QleaconQ of the church of Cenchrea, that you receive her in the
Lord in away worthy of the saints, and give her suppot in whaever matters [covering all
kindsof busness and legd affairs, e.g., 1 Thess 4.6] shemay have need fromyou, for she
has been a leader of many and of myself as well.OSince Romans was written before any
surviving reference to the office of a local church verseer,0QieaconOmay have been
theonly officialy recognized title for a church leader at that time and/or place.

Every meaning of every word inthe NT related to theword Paul chose to describe
Phoebeas a QeaderO(3(:7 , i , 64) tha could apply in Rom 1622 refers to leadership. This
indudes the usage shortly before in Rom 12:8, Q.et the one in leadership [A
3(:Q7,i2"+4] goven diligently;O1 Thess 5:12, Qespect those who E who have
charge over you [3(:Q7, $2i +@] in the Lord;0and 1 Tim 5:17, Orhe elders who rule
[3(:" 7, R "4 well are worthy of a doubk horor.OUsed in relation to the family, it
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means Quling ong3 housholdO(1 Tim 34, 5, 12). G. H. R. Hordey, (Bophia, Ghe
second Phoibe OO New Docurrents 4:23944, 242 identifies citations of 3(:7,1, $4,
induding O. Tebt. Pad.67 and|. Eph. I11.6683 to identify the president of an assodation.
Horsley aso cites (Bophia, Ghe second Phoibe@® and six other inscriptions or papyri
about Gemale deacons and office-holdersO published in 1979 alone K(:7,1, 64 can
aso, like the Latin patrona((paronessq), denote thelegd representative of strangea's and
thar protector; for as aliens they were deprived of civil rights. Barrett, however, in
Romans 283 argues that meaning does not fit Rom 16:2 since Phoebe cannothave stood
in this relation to Paul since he was bom free, Acts 22:28 OEven Charles C. Ryrie, The
Role of Wormen in the Church (Chicago: Moody Press, 1958) 140 and 88 who teaches
tha woman@ role in church is Qhot a leading oneO acknowedges tha 3(:7, 1, 64
Ondudes some kind of leadership.O This term almog aways refers to an officialy
recognized postion of authority. See the examples in Leonad Swidler, Biblical
Affirmationsof Woman (Philadd phiac Westminger, 1979, 310011; Dunn, Romans9p16,
888E89; and Philip B. Payne, Orhe Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:11P15: A Respon to
Douglas J. Moo® Article, @ Timothy 2:11P15: Meaning and SignificanceQOTJ 2 NS
(1981) 16907, 195

S 34 Orhe creation of man before woman signifies the headship of men. Such a reading
fitswith a canonical reading of the scriptures, for Paul appeals to this very order when he
postsadistinctionin role between men and women (1 Cor 11:869; 1 Tim 2:12013).0
None of these passages explains tha the creation of man before woman signifies male
headship or posts a distinction in role between men and women. MW 43P44 shows that
this interpretation is not a natural implication of Gen 3; MW 180E81 and 19598 show
this of 1 Cor 11:889; and MW 399405 shows this of 1 Tim 2:12P13. Ingead, 1 Cor
11:2P16 affirms the both men and women may pray and prophesy in worship as long as
they donodoit in adisgraceful mannea. 1 Cor 11:11P12 explainstha in Christ woman is
not separate from man and 11:12 shows that jus as woman should respect man as he
source, so man should respect woman as his source. Paul explains woman coming from
man as a reason for woman to respect man, not to assert male headship. For women to let
thar har down was disrespectful to men (1 Cor 11:2P16), jud as for women to teach and
(in conjundion with this) to assume authority over a man without prope authorization
was disrespectful to men (1 Tim 2:12013).

S 34 (B0 too, he recognized the uniqueness and distinctiveness of woman by calling her
such, and hence expressed his |eadership in therelationgip.O

Recognition does not by itself imply leadership. Neither does recognition combined with
caling someone something tha expresses tha recognition imply Qeadership in the
relationship.OFor ingance, anyonecan recognize uniqueness and distinctiveness of one3
boss and call theboss a name that expresses this, but that donenotimply one3 leadership
in tha relationdhip.

S34 But it seems that God coming to Adam first, even thoughEve sinnd first, suppots
theideatha Adam bore primary responsbility for sin.O

Genesis 3 does notdraw the conduson tha Adam bore primary responsbility for sin.

As MW 48049 shows, the orde of the questionsintroduces a chiastic review of the events
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in reverse that exposes thesin and traces it back to the serpent@ deception. Thisin turn is
followed by a recapitulation of the consequences for the paticipants in thar origind
order: serpent, woman, man. This literary structure would be broken if the order of the
questioning were changad. Furthermore, this order exposes the man( passing the buck in
verse 12 and the woman(3 admission tha the serpent had deceived her. Since thereis a
clear literary explanationfor the order of the questions to impose atheological reason for
it tha the passage does notidentify conditutes gratuitousspeculation.

S 35 Orhe elders, not the deacons have the responsbility for dodrind purity and
leadership of a church.O

TheNT nowhere states, Orhe elders, not the deacons, have the responsbility for dodrind
purity and leadership of a church.OTimothy is identified as GroungQand is distinguished
from Qhe body of elders [3(" 7=+, "(:6 who] laid thar hands on youO[1 Tim 4:14].
Timothy is never identified as an GdderOor Qverseer.OY et Paul in writing to Timothy in
1 Tim 4:6 affirms, Of you point these things out to the brothers, you will be a good
minister [16 ! :+:4, literally QleaconOor Gervant,Othough probably not the title of a
local church office] of Christ Jesus broughtup in the truths of the faith and of the good
teaching tha you have followed O[NIV] Clearly, Paul wanted the QL6 ! :+:4 OTimothy
to assume responsbility for dodrind purity and leadership of a church. Verses 11013
make it clear tha he also taught GCommand and teach these things Don® let anyone
look down on you because you are young,but E  devote yourself to the public reading of
Scripture, to preaching and to teaching.O [NIV] Similarly, 1 Cor 14229 commands
prophés to take responsbility for dodrind purity, Q_et two or three prophés speak, and
let the others judgethe validity of what is said.OIf heresy istaught deacons and prophés
as well as eldes have the responsbility to support dodrind purity. Schreiner affirms
women as prophds, so he should not deny ther role in suppoting dodrind purity.
Indeed, it is doubftul tha any bdiever should smply be passive and assume tha dodrind
purity isonly theresponsbility of theelders.

S 35 Ot is significant that 1 Tim 2:12 prohibits women from teaching and exercising
authority over men. Women are excluded are [sic] from thetwo activities tha distinguish
elders from deacons(teaching and exercising authority).O

As noted above pp. 14B15, the first S 44 entry, there is no demondrated ingance of
$i*"+ "-+ meaning Qo exercise authorityO prior to ca. AD 370. Not even Baldwin
indudes Gexercise authorityOor Chave authorityOin Qhe range of meaningstha might be
appropriate in 1 Timothy 2:12.OCf. MW 361E97 and above p. 15, the second S 44 entry.
Furthermore, Paul@ typical use:l 1i joinstwo elementsto convey oneidea, nottwo. See
MW 33769 and bd ow, the secondentry regarding S43onp. 38.

S35 Orheplay on words between GhdpO(paragete) and hdperO(prodatis) assists usin
discerning Paul® meaning O

This hides the fact tha the Greek verb trandated as thdp [he]O(3$($7, T, " from
3%$(67, S26 O hdp,Owhich combines 3$(i = Glong sided+ |7, S26 = “| stand”) is
almog opposte in meaning to the word describing Phoebe as a 3(:7, 1, 64 “one who
leads” which combines 3(6 = On rank before” + |7, S26 = “| stand.” Paul® logic is
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naural, Help he in whatever matter she has need, because she is a leader of many,
induding myself aso.OIf Paul had intended to say simply tha Phoebe had thdpedO
others, it would have been naura for him to repeat 3$(67, S26 to make his reason
paalléel his request. The NRSV Gor she has been a benefactor of many and of myself as
wellOhas the disadvantage that this meaning is not listed by LSJ or BAG, and that Paul®
companion Luke uses a different word that LSJ, BDAG, and BAG identify as meaning
enefactor,0Qhoe in authority over them are caled benefactors ["1"(; T, $6O(Luke
22:25). Thus thelinguistic evidence and the context of Phoebe@ standing in the church
strongly favor the nomal meaning of theterm, 3(:7, i, 8, nanely, Qeader.OSince her
leadership was in the church it would entail spiritual oversight

Since Paul indudes himself as having been unde Phoebe® leadership, this was
notsmply aleadership role over other women. It should not be thoughtstrangethat Paul,
who commanded all Christians to (e subject to one anotheO(Eph 5:21), should himself
be subject to others, at least in certain situaions such as submitting to the local church
leadership in the churches hevisited, as hedoes in Acts 21:26.

Consquently, not only could a woman be given a title of a local church leader
tha is similar to verseerOand (pastor,OPhoebe, a woman, is the only a local church
leader theNT given atitle closely andogousto these. Furthermore, sheistheonly named
person given thetitle QleaconQ(16 ! :+:4) of aloca church. Paul (1 Cor 3:5; 2 Cor 3:6;
6:4; 11:23; Eph 3:7; Col 1:23, 25, Tychichus(Eph 6:21; Col 4:7), Timothy (1 Thess 3:2;
1 Tim 4:6), and Epaphras (Col 1:7) are described as OninisterOor GervantO(16 ! :+:4),
but not as thetitle of alocal church official. Herman Riddebos Paul: An Outline of His
Theology (Grand Rapids Eerdmans 1975) 461, condudes there is no Grgument
whatsoever to be derived from Paul® epistles that it was only the non-official charisma
tha was extended to the woman [Phoebd and notregular office.O

S35 QPaul is scarcely suggesting that she fundioned as his leader or as the leader of the
church. Paul even declared his independence from the Jerusalem apostles (Gal 1:11B
2:14), andso it isimpossible to beieve tha Phoebe was his leader.O

Gal 1:11E2:14 does not, however, state that Paul Qieclared his indgrendence from the
Jerusalem apostles,Oand certainly not in the sense that when in Jerusalem he would not
submit to thar leadership, since he does submit to thar leadership in Acts 21:26. In the
passage Schreiner cites, Paul affirms that God Qvas at work in the ministry of Peter as an
apodle to the JewsO(Gal 2:8). Paul went to the Jerusalem apodles to resolve the dispute
ove circumcision of the Gentiles (Acts 15:1E85), and he affirms that James, Peter and
John Qyave me and Barnabas the right had of fellowshipOQ(Gal 2:9). Acts 16:4 confirms,
QAs they [Paul and Timothy] traveled from town to town, they ddivered the decisions
reached by the apodles and elde's in Jerusalem for the people to obey.O Thus Paul
submitted to the leadership of the apostles and elders in Jerusalem and ddivered ther
decisions It is pafectly naura tha he who writes, O have become al things to all
peopled (1 Cor 9:22), would submit to local church leadership elsewhere, induding
PhoebeB, as longasit did notundeminethetruth of the Gogpd (e.g. Gal 2:11ER1). Acts
16:3 shows the extent to which Paul would accommodae local concerns QPaul
circumcised Timothy (hecause of the Jews who lived in tha area.O
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S 35 QPhoebe is commendal here as a paroness who probably hdped many with her
finances.O

As stated above pp. 27828 regading S 34, 3(:7,1, 64 can, like the Latin patrona
(Qraroness)), denote thelegd representative of stranga's and their protector; for as aliens
they were deprived of civil rights. Barrett, however, in Romans 283 argues that meaning
does not fit Rom 16:2 since Phoebe cannot have stood in this relation to Paul since he
was bom free, Acts 22:28.0

S35 QPaul teaches tha prophesy involves the spontaneousreception of oracles from God
(1 Cor 142982).0

Nothing in 1 Cor 14:229EB2 states tha prophey mus be Gpontneous reception of
oracles from God.O1 Cor 14:31 states, ingead, Gror you can al prophey in turn so tha
everyonemay learn and be encouraged.OQn turnQimplies order and QearnOis a natural
par with Qeach.O Be encouragedOhas broad reference. 1 Cor 14:32 Orhe spirits of
prophés are subject to the control of prophésOwould be an odd statement if prophey
had to be GponeneousO Furthermore, part of the propha® work was to Gissess the
validityO(1 Cor 14:29) of other prophesies. This does not soundspontaneous 1 Cor 14:1,
5, and 39 stress the central importance of prophesy for worship and describe it as Gor
strengthening, conffort, and encouragementO(14:3, 26, 31), Gedifies the church((144, 5),
Qonvicts of sinO (14:24), and leads to QearningO (14:31). Schreing® restrictive
definition of prophecy does not fit Paul@ description of its importance and purposes.

S 35 (Oreaching involves the explanaion of tradition, whereas prophey is new
revelation OTheitalics stressing new are Schreiner@.

Some prophecies are new, but Paul does not teach tha propheey mus be new or cannot
involve Gexplanaion of traditionOAgang Schreiner@ definition of prophecy as Ghew
revelationQis its broad rangeof purposes cited in the previousentry and its centrality for
worship.

S 36 CFurthemore, it is clear that (headOmeans Guuthority overQin Eph 5:23, for the
wife is to GubmitOto her husband as the head (Eph 5:24). The call to submission fits
perfectly with theidea that hushandsare the authority over their wives.O

It makes jug as good,if not better, sense for a wife to submit to her husand since he
sudains her life and nourishes her both physcally and spiritudly, and this has the
advantage tha this is how Paul explains his use of headOhere by appasition, Gs Christ
is head of thechurch, hethe savior of thebody O

S 36 Ckephakr may denote source in some texts (Eph 4:15; Col 2:19), but even in these
ingances, in accord with Hebrew thought the one who is the source is adso the
authority.O

Schreiner does not cite a single indance in the Hebrew Scriptures where the context
identifies a word meaning GourceOQor MriginOto entail the idea of Guthority. OHALOT
2:579 identifies the Hebrew word for riginOas nyon. Ezek 16:3 states, O our origin
and your birth are from the land of the Canaanite, your father was an Amorite and your
mother a HittiteO (NASB). This does not imply that an Amorite or a Hittite is the
authority over Jerusalem or its people, nor does this word imply authority in any of its
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other occurrences in the Hebrew Scriptures. Nor does the Hebrew word for origin in
reference to someoned descendents in Esth 6:13 referring to Mordecai being f Jewish
originO(NASB, NIV v3») imply arelationship of authority. Similarly, the Glescendent of
the womanOwho will crush the head of the serpent (Gen 3:15), Christ, is not unde the
authority of Eve. None of the occurrences of GourceO or riginOin the NASB OT
entails the idea of authority. All of this undemines Schreina@ alegation. Only the
context can show whether source implies authority, and MW 109215 argues tha the
only reference to authority in 1 Cor 11:2P16 is the affirmation of the woman@ authority
in 11:10, reinforced by the affirmations of the equd standing of women and men in the
Lord in 11:11B12, all in the context of a passage affirming prophecy and prayer by both
men and women. In any event, if Paul in writing to a Greek speaking church intendsto
use ! "#$%& in 1 Cor 11:3 with the standad Greek meaning, Gource,Oit does not make
sense that hewould expect it also to convey a Hebrew meaning, especialy since GourceO
is nota Hebrew meaning for headQ(ux"), at least not as listed in HALOT, KB or BDB.

S 37 QWomen] mus adom themselves and spesk and pray in such away that they do not
violate male headship.O

MW 109215 argues tha the idea of Gnale headshipOis absent from this passage. To the
contrary, 1 Cor 11:10 explicitly states tha a woman ought to have authority over her
head, and 1 Cor 11:11P12 directly affirms the equd standing of woman and man in the
Lord.

S 39 Ot should be noted, inddentaly, that even if these verses are judgel to be

seconday, the complementarian case would still stand on the basis of many other texts.O

If this verse is an interpolation, there is only one othe verse in the Bible tha might
prohibit women from teaching or having authority over aman, 1 Tim 2:12. As MW 319D
415 shows, however, careful andysis of al ingances of the verb nomally meaning Qo
assume authority without propea authorizationOnear the time of Paul combined with
Paul( typical use of the conjundion he cho to link it with Qo teachOargues tha Paul
restricts only the unauthorized assumption of authority to teach a man. Complementarians
have notto my knowledgeidentified any other passage of Scripture tha explicitly limits
theministry of women in the church.

S 39 Kloha argues tha the asOpoint to the evidence of a new paragraph, not an

interpolation.O

MW 237 explicitly affirms the use of bars to mark paragraph breaks. The bar tha occurs
between 1 Cor 14:34E85, however, is significantly longe than mog paragraph breaks and
is conjoined with a distigme. MW 237240 points out tha virtudly all such long bars just
bdow distigmai occur at exactly the location of a widdy-recognized, lengthy
interpolation. They extend noticeably farther into the margin (and hence closer to the
adjacent distigme) than typical paragraphoi, arguably to assodate them with the adjacent
distigme. Photographs showing the contrast between paragraphoi and distigme-obdus
symbols marking the locations of extended interpolations are at
http://www.pbpaynecom/?0=303 These give strong evidence tha these long bas,
induding theoneat theend of 1 Cor 14:33 do mark an interpolation.
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S39 Q\ccording to Kloha the umlaut points to a textud variant, but what is mog likely
isthat the scribewas signding tha didagko followed hagion.O

The NA27 and UBS4 do not even list this variant, and as far as | have found it occurs
only in Western manuscripts that also have vv. 3485 after v. 40. If the Western text were
being compared, by far the mogs obvioustextud variant would be the trangpostion of
verses 34EB5 to follow v. 40. It is virtudly impossible tha the scribe noting the location
of textud variants would notice this single word variant but not tha two full verses (36
wordsin the NA 27) are missing at this point in the same manuript and occur ingead
after v. 40. The reason it is unlikely tha the distigme-obdus here marks the Western
trangpostion is tha there is no corresponding distigme after v. 40, as there should be to
mark theidentical changein thetext there, if that were the variant being noted.

S40 Schreiner quotes Kloha (He added a supe'script double dlash at the beginning of v.
36,0

Klohg as cited by Schreiner, is mistaken. MS 88 has a supescript doubk dash over the
last |etter of v. 33, not at the beginning of v. 36.

S 40 (He then continued writing until the end of v. 40, where he placed a doubk slash

both in thetext and in themargin.O

Klohg as cited by Schreiner, is mistaken. There is no doubk dash in the margin next to
theend of v. 40. In addition, the doublke dash is on the baseline before the period at the
end of v. 40, not after the end of v. 40. See the photograph of MS 88 in Philip B. Payne,
Ms. 88 as Evidence for a Text without1 Cor 14.34E850ONTS 44 (1998) 152668, 158.

S 40 Schreing quaes Kloha Orhis is precisely what stood in his exemplar, now known

through9150

This is conjecture and should not be stated as thoughit were an established fact. We do
not know wha caused MS 915to read as it does here. It could have been any Western
MS, and we do notknow tha the 12th century MS 88 and the 13th century MS 915were
copied from the same exemplar.

S 40 “First, the so-called contradiction with 1 Cor 115 can be resolved, for in 1 Cor

14:34885 women are exhorted to quit interrupting the congregation with questions tha
contend with male leadership. Women are not prohibited from all speaking, but from the
kind of speaking tha undemines male leadership.O

Nothing in 1 Cor 14:34E85 mentions Onterrupting the congregation with questions that
contend with male leadership E [or] speaking that undemines male leadership.OTo the
contrary, it reiterates three times the unqudified prohibition of women speaking in
church: Q.et women keep silent in the churches, for they are not permitted to spesk E
For it is shameful for awoman to spesk in church.ODelling (TDNT 4:216) explains that
in the Greek and Hellenistic Roman world, Qhreefold utterance of a word, expression, or
sentence gives it full validity and power E three is characterized by fullness and
solidity.OConsequently, the threefold repetition calling for the silence of women without
qgudificationin 1 Cor 14:34EB5is mog naturally read as giving its unquadified statements
full validity and power, namely, that in the churches women mug not speak, period. As
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MW 222623 shows, contrary to Schreiner® thesis, verses 30E83, must not elaborate
14:293 since verse 31Q Gill may prophesyOcontradicts verse 29a@ limitation to two or
three prophes spesking. This implies, instead, tha verses 30BB2 introdue something
othe than wha verse 29 addresses. Furthermore, the four words about judging
prophecies are not only too far from 14:34E85 for this assodation to be appaent, they are
in separate paragraphs since verse 33 condudes the preceding section. Furthermore, if
Paul had intended these verses to apply only to Qquestions tha contend with male
leadershipOthe example he gives illudrating its application should have been about
Quuestionsthat contend with male leadership.Olt is not Ingead, the example provided by
verse 35 specificaly states, Gf any wish to learn anything, let them ask ther own
hudands at home.OThis is a pefect example, however, to a potential objection to the
obviousmeaning of Paul@ thrice-repeated unquaified prohibition, namely tha if women
can® speak in church, how can they learn when they have questions? Verse 35 answers
this directly. Consequently, it is Schreiner@® view that is Qquite subjective and should be
rejected as special pleading,Onat the objectively argued interpretation of MW.

S40 QPaul was careful in 1 Cor 11:2B16 to suppot women speaking when it was donein
away that was submissive to male leadership.O

There is nothing in 1 Cor 11:2P16 that even mentionsmale leadership or submission by
women to it. This is, rather, as MW 141P/3 argues, a passage about harstyles tha
repudiate marriage and cause shame.

S 40 Schreiner writes tha it s by no means clearOtha verses 34B85 of 1 Cor 14
Onterrupt Paul@ argument.O

Schreiner himself writes on p. 39 as his explanaion for the Western text trangpostion of
these verses to follow v. 40, Gby moving the verses scribes would keep the verses on
prophey together (vv. 29883 and vv. 36E88).OHe thereby acknowledges that vv. 34E85
interrupt Paul® argument about propheey. Everything in 1 Cor 14227683 and 36E89 is
aboutprophecy and tongues. Verses 34E85, however, are not aboutprophecy or tongues.
They are athrice-repeated demand that women be silent in the churches, even prohibiting
women from asking questionsout of adesire to learn.

S40 “Paul appeals to the teaching of the law in general as well (Gal 4:21).”

This is apparently intended to rebut MW 258, “In all other ingdances when Paul appeals to
the law, the passage cited is clearly recognizable as an OT passage OThe apped to the
law in Gal 4:21isto a passage Paul specifically identifies, Gire you not aware of what the
law says? For it is written tha Abraham had two sons oneby the dave woman and the
other by the free woman.OPaul goes on to elaborate specifically abouttha passagein Gal
4:21E81. Gal 4:21a addresses you who want to be unde thelaw,Obut this general use of
QawOis unlike 1 Cor 14:34, for it does not make an appedl to a commandment or other
saying in the law. The one example S cites to repudiate MW@ statement, does not
repudiaste MW@ statement. S has provided no example anywhere in Paul® letters tha
appedls to a commandment or saying of the law for which no corresponding
commandment or saying has ever been identified in the OT. MW 2616 statement stands
unrefuted: Orhis theological tenson between 14:34B85 and Paul® teaching about
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freedom from the law, along with the absence of appeals to a precept of the law to
establish rules for Christian worship elsewhere in Paul® letters, and the absence of any
OT statement tha matches what 14:34 commands, are irrefutable evidence tha 1 Cor
14:34 is out of hamony with wha Paul teaches about the law and how he expresses it
elsewhee.O

S 40 Orhe text fits with wha Paul teaches elsewhere. Women should be submissive to
male leadership and should not speak in the assembly in such a way tha male leadership
is subveted.O

Paul nowhere else commands women to be silence (76 i, ?7$+) or says they should not
spesk. The QuietnessO(U7@4V) 1 Tim 2:12 calls for is different. 1 Cor 14:34E85 does
not mention Qo male leadership.OFurthermore, no other passage in the Bible commands
the silence of women. Nor does any other passagein the Bible state that women Ghould
not speak in the assembly in such a way tha male leadership is subveted.O To the
contrary, since Paul specifically regulates the demeanor of women prophes in 1 Cor
11:2P16, it is naural to indudewomen in the therOprophes Paul commands to judge
the validity of prophesiesin 1 Cor 14:29. This command could require women prophés
to question statements of male leaders.

S 41 Ot is quite undear tha Paul demanded Philemon to free OnessimusE It seems that
Payne has atendency to accept too easily readingsthat are pdatable to our culture.O

It is Schreine@ GeadingQthat conflicts with the natural reading of Phmn 6, Gho longe as
adave Oas CPaul Applies Maximum Soda Pressure for Philemon to Free Onesimus Oat
http:/Mmww.pbpayne.comwp-admin/Onesmus no_bnge_as a davepdf  shows. A
specific command to free a paticular dave is notincompatible with Paul exhorting daves
to serve ther masters. In practice, serving well provided the best chance of freedom One
does not have to indte revolution to promote change The absence of a general command
in Paul@ surviving letters to all masters to free their daves does not mean that Paul did
not undemine davery in other ways. For examples of thingsPaul wrote that undemine

davery, see MW 9092 on Glave and freeQin Ga 3:18 and Owdve Reasons to
Undastand 1 Corinthians 7:2123 a a Cdl to Gan FreedomO at
http://Mmww.pbpayne.comwp-admin/l_Cor_7-21_escape davery.pdf.

S41 Q agree with Payne tha oneanotherO(allelois) does not designae the submission
of some to others, but it does not follow from this tha mutud submissionis enjoined for
hudands and wives. Verse 21 specifies the need to submit to one another as fellow
bdieversin thebodyof Christ. Such acalling does notyield theconduson that husands
should submit to wives.O

| am pleased that Schreiner agrees with MW against Gruden@ claim Qha neanotherO
(allelois) does not designae the submission of some to others E[ and that verse] 21
specifies the need to submit to oneanother as fellow bdieversin thebody of Christ.Ol do
not, however, agree tha one should deny its application to the mog intimate of all

relationsin the body of Christ, namely tha beween husandsand wives. Syntactically,

Paul@ statement is so closely attached to this relationship tha the verb from Gubmitting
to oneanotherOis assumed and not repested in Quives to your husbaﬁdsOConsequmtly,

Quives to your husband€Dis grammatically dependent on Gubmitting to one another.O
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Furthermore, Paul@ pared command to hudandsin v. 25 Qove your wives, as Christ
loved the church and gave himself up for herOentails subordinaing his interests even to
the point of death for his wife. If this is not mutud submission, wha is? Even the
complementarians George W. Knight Il1 and James Bassett Hurley agree tha this
sentence linksthe submission of wives to husands in verse 22 to the prindple of mutud
submission, giving oneingance of it (see above p. 12 regarding S 35).

S 41 (He makes the mistake of thinking that the word in appasition (GaviorQ
demondrates tha the word MeadOmeans source. But it also makes perfect sense to say
tha one® @ ord('s one® Savior. Other groundsare needed to determine the definition of
theword ead @

Appostion by definition is Qhe placing of aword or expression beside another so tha the
second explains and has the same grammatical congruction as the firstO(Webser@ New
World Dictionary [NY: Prentice Hall, 1991] 67). LSJ lists forty-eight English
metaphorical equivalents for ! "#3$%& ((headQ, so it makes sense tha Paul would define
the sense he intends by appostion. The word Paul chos to explain theadOin Eph 5:23
was not GordOor any other word tha would suggest a hierarchy of authority. Of course,
Christ is Lord, but Christ repeatedly spesks againg those who Qord it over youOand
argues that this should not be the modd among believers and argues indead for servant
leadership. We should respect Paul@ explanaion of wha he means by headOin this
context, namely Gavior,O which he goes on to explain as the source of life and
noutishment of the church by saying tha he Qyave himself up for heO (v. 25), as
husdandsshould do for ther wives (v. 26) and to be a source of nourishment for them (v.
29). Thisimage of Christ as head/saviorQof his ody Omodding how husandsshould
be headOto their wives is not a dead metaphorwith a pre-established meaning, butis an
origind living metaphor that Paul explained to highlight the aspect of this metaphor he
was emphasizing. Cf. MW 28300.

S41 “Wives should GubmitGto their hudbandsbecause husandsare ther authority, just
as Christ is the authority over the church (Eph 5:22024).0

Paul does not use the word for GauthorityO (. C@7 &) in this passage. It is a circular
argument to assume that thesadOmeans authority and on this basis condudetha because
the argument of the text is about authority, therefore theadOmusgt mean authority. The
assumption is unwarranted since Paul explains usng appostion tha by theadOhe means
Gavior,Onot Guthority. OFurthermore, the meaning Paul explains by appostion, Christ@
and a husand@ loving noutishment, is a more compdling argument for submission than
authority.

S42 Orhewomen spesking what is notfitting (1 Tim 5:13) E  does notindicate that they
were teaching heresy. E In the same way a mere reference to Satan does not prove that
the women were actualy promoting the false teaching.O

Speaking Qvhat they oughtnot (,i 2B 1i:+, $)Ois stronge than merely Gypeaking what
is not fitting.O It paints to content tha is wrong to speak and mug be silenced. The
paalel in Titus 1:11 states, Qhey must be silenced, because they are ruining whole
households by teaching things they oughtnot (W2B 1"-) to teachN and that for the sake
of dishonest ganO(NIV). If someone wrote that | had Gilready strayed after Satan,Ol
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would not regard this Ga mere reference to Satan@ |s it common to say this of someone
who is doing no more than gossiping?It is the combination of these descriptionstogeher
in the same context tha togehe does indicate something serious RSV: Q1 grow
wanton againg Christ E 12 incur condemnation for having violated ther first pledge E
v. 13 gaing from hous to houg [houg church to hous church? saying what they
should not E 14 give the enemy no occasion to revile us 15 For some have already
strayed after Satan.OCf. the parallel description of the false teachers and of women in
MW 299804

S 43 Gsince Paul groundsthe exhortation in v. 12 in creation (v. 13), the injundion for
women not to teach or exercise authority over a man cannot be limited to a specific
situaionO

This statement presuppo®s tha the; i ( isillative (giving the reason for something) and
that thereason it identifies has to do with immutable characteristics of the creation order.
Neithe is required by the text. In 1 Cor 11:3, 89, and 12 Paul uses parallel appedls to
the sequence of the creation of man before woman to call for respect to one@ source
ingead of shaming one3 source. He does not use them to establish a hierarchy of
authority. To the contrary, Paul specifically condudesin away tha highlights his central
conaern, that Gvoman is not separate from woman, nor is man separate from woman in
theLord, for jug as thewoman came out of the man, so also man comes throughwoman,
and dl this is from GodO(1 Cor 11:11B12). Verse 12 shows tha the respect owed to
one3 source should cause men to respect women, jug as it should cause women to
respect men. The egalitarian statements of verses 1112 fit perfectly with respect for
ond3 source but are at odds with a hierarchical interpretation. Paul@ apped to sequence
in creation in Corinth as a reason for women to respect men suppots the view tha Paul
uUeS sequence in creation as a reason for women in Ephesus to respect men by not
independently assuming authority to teach men.

S 43 QContrary to Payne, teaching in the Pastoral Epistles is the public transmission of
authornitative material (cf. 1 Tim 4:13, 16; 6:2; 2 Tim 4:2; Titus 2:7). The eldas
especially are to labor in teaching (1 Tim 5:17), so tha they are able to refute false
teachers who promulgae heresy (1 Tim 1:3, 10;4:1; 6:3; 2 Tim 4:3; Titus1:9, 11).0

If Qeachingin the Pastoral EpistlesOis limited to Qhe public transmission of authoritative
material, O why do all the examples Schreing identifies as referring to those Galse
teachers who promulgae heresy (1 Tim 1:3, 10; 4:1; 6:3; 2 Tim 4:3; Titus 1:9, 110
describe ther actions as Qeaching@ Surely their QeachingOis not Goublic transmission
of authoritative material. OCongsequently, it is incorrect to regard the word QeachingOin

the Pastoral Epistles as by definition identifying Qpublic transmission of authoritative
material.O For ingance Titus 1:11 states, Orhey mug be silenced because they are
up<etting whole families by teaching (16Li 7! :+, "4) for base gan wha they oughtnot (X
2B 1"-).0OThis paalels the description in 1 Tim 5:13 of women who were Gaying what
they ought not (,i 2B 1i:+, $).0 Ironicaly, Schreine@ restrictive definition of

QeachingOto apply only to Goublic transmission of authoritative material Owould mean

tha 1 Tim 2:12is only prohibiting women from Qhe public transmission of authoritative
material.O1t would not prohibit women from the public tranamission of false material

since only QeachingQOin his narow sense is prohibited! It is precisely because MW argues
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from context tha Paul is prohibiting the combinaion of Qo teachOand Qo assume
authority over a manOtha it depicts the teaching thét is prohibited to be public teaching
where a least one man is present. Furthermore, according to Schreiner@ definition of
QeachOin the Pastoral's, Paul calls older widows in Titus2:3 to give Qoublic transmission
of authoritative material.O

S43alleges, oublic and regular ingrudtion [by women] is prohibited,O

Surely both 1 Cor 14:26 and Col 3:16 refer to what Paul regards as nommal and regular
practice in public worship. S 43 acknowledges that these verses permit women to Ghare
informal ingructionsfrom the word in the assembly,Obut both use the word Qeaching
tha S 43 says, On the Pastoral Epistles is the public transmission of authoritative
material.OIn 1 Cor 14:26 Paul writes, GQvhen you come together each has a teachingO
(161$) & and in Col 3:16 he commandsthe saints at Colossae to Qeach (161i 7! ?) one
another in all wisdomOBoth refer to public and appaently regular ingruction (at least
this is Paul® desire and command), and Schreiner acknowledges that both apply to
women. Yet he does not acknowledge the tenson between this and his statement, (But
public and regular ingruction [by women] is prohibited,O Schreiner clings to his
anachronistic reading of 1 Tim 2:12 as thoughit prohibits women Qo exercise authority,O
a meaning of $I*"+1? first clearly doaumented 300 years after Paul and for which
nethe Schreiner nor Baldwin has provided an earlier clear indance. Althoughhe does
not chdlengetha Paul@ mos common use of :I 1i isto join two eements to convey a
single idea, he regjects the natura application of it to 1 Tim 2:12 in spite of al the
evidence MW 337869 doauments.

S 43 KSstenbeger has now respondel to Payne, demondrating that his andysis of the
evidence is unpesuasive.O

Professor K3stenbager@ rejoinde is defective at three crudal points. First, K$stenbager
misrepresents my NTS QI 1i Oarticle sixteen times. The editor of the Journal for Biblical
Manhood and Womanhood has confirmed he will publish the identification of these
sixteen misrepresentations A detailed critiqueof K3stenberger@ review will be poded at
www.pbpaynecom. Second, his andysis of the primary daa fails to reveal many crucdal
factors tha undemine his thesis. Third, and mos importantly, he does not address the
significance tha when an :I 1i condruction conveys a single idea, then its author views
both togdaher as conveying tha idea. Consequently, even if he were correct tha the
author views both itemsin :I 1i construction either postively or negaively, it would still
not undemine MW@ interpretation of 1 Tim 2:12. Wha Paul prohibits he mus view
negatively. He prohibits women from the combinaion of teaching and assuming
authority over aman in 1 Tim 2:12. Conequently, he mug view the combinaion of a
woman teaching and assuming authority over aman negatively in this context.

S44 QVomen are prohibited from teaching and exercising authority because such actions
violate male headship.O

As MW 31907 argues, a more natural reading is that Paul prohibits women in Ephesus
only fromteaching that is combined with unauthorized assumption of authority over men.
Furthermore, as MW 399415 argues, a more naural reading is tha the two reasons Paul
gives for this single prohibition are 1) woman should show respect to man, as the source
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from which woman was formed, and 2) jug as Eve was deceived, leading to the fall,
women in Ephesus had been deceived by false teachers and so should not teach but rather
learn in submissionto truedodrine See also thefollowing entry.

S 44 Ot seems tha the logic of the verse is not hard to undestand. Women are not to
teach or exercise authority over men because of the created order. The Lord created man
first to signify male headship in the church.O

One mug first undestand the prohibition before explaining the reasoning behind it.
Paul®® readers read the prohibition in v. 12 before the following explandion. If the
prohibited action is disrespectful, as MW argues it is from the early patern of use of
$i*"+, 7?, namely assuming to oneself authority tha had not been authorized, then a
reason for it expressing the need to show respect to the men over whom they were
assuming authority makes perfect sense. This undestanding also fits Paul@ parallel
appeal to man created before woman in 1 Cor 11:3, 8, 12. Schreiner uses the expressions
Qrreated orderOand Onale headshipOnot because they are in the text; nether is. He uses
them because it evokes an authority structure tha is not conveyed ssmply by temporal
sequence. Schreiner exposes the weakness of his interpretation by his qudification, Gn
the church.OIf the Qrreated orderOestablished Onale headship,Owhy restrict this to the
church, which is nat even mentioned in the creation narrative?

S44 1t isironic in light of Schreine’@ many assertions about Scripture cited abovetha
are notin its actud text, tha heasserts, Orhe rock on which al egditarian interpretations
stumble is thewording of thebiblical text.O

| began my research in order to disprove the very egditarian undestanding of this verse
tha Schreiner attacks, butit is precisely the wording of the biblical text that forced me to
abandon his view tha Qhe complementarian reading is the mog naura and plausible
interpretation.O

S45 (rheverse does not suggest that women were disseminating fal se teaching.O

Yet Schreing himsalf wrote, Ot is likely tha the prohibition [1 Tim 2:12] is given
because some women were teaching menOin OAn Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:9B15: A
Dialogue with Scholarship,OWCFA, 141. In the second edition, WCA 112, he changed
thisto Ot is certainly possible tha the prohibition was given because some women were
teaching men.OSchreina@ new assertion ignores both the content and the context of this
verse. Paul typicaly prohibits things tha have become a problem, namely things tha
have been donebut should not be done In this context, @ am not permitting a woman to
teach and in conjundion with this to assume authority over a man without prope
authorizationO at least GuggestsO that some women were doing this in Ephesus
Furthermore, the reasoning for this prohibition, Gor Eve was deceived,0 implies a
paalel between what is bang prohibited and what Eve did. The Serpent decelved Eve
(Gen 3:13) and she conveyed a message verbdly to he husdand tha led him into
disobedience, as Gen 3:17 demondrates, (because you listened to your wife and ate from
the tree. OPaul® argument from Eve® deception proves tha he was concerned enough
about this hgppening in Ephesus that he prohibits a woman to teach and in conjundion
with this to assume authority over a man without prope authorization. In the context of
the letter, this suggests that some women were disseminating false teaching. In a letter
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focused throughouton fal se teaching, if women were notinvolved in disseminaing false
teaching, why would Paul restrict their assuming authority to teach men, and why would
he base this on the example of Eve@ deception leading to thefall?

S 45 More likely, Paul promises women tha they will be saved if they fulfill ther role
as women and continuein thefaith.O

This soundslike Schreine is proposng a different requirement for salvation for women
than men. This would be contrary to Gal 3:28 and 1 Cor 11:11 and al Paul@® teachings
tha salvation comes only throughChrist.

S 45 QPaul does not teach tha women mugt be married or have children to be saved on
thelast day (cf. 1 Corinthians7).0

While this is certainly true, how is this compatible with Schreiner@ interpretation that
Gaved throughQn 1 Tim 2:12 teaches that women Qwill be saved if they fulfill their role
as womenC? Wha in the text indicates that (bearing childrenOis optiond? Alterndively,
what in the text judifies interpreting the Greek words meaning Gaved through the
ChildbirthOas Gaved through fulfilling their role as womenC Schreiner (DialogueO
WCA 117) correctly identifies Qhrough(Q{16 ) as ingrumental butincongstently explains
in WCA 120 tha Gonforming to her God-ordained role [is] E necessary to obtain
eschatological salvation OThis latter statement seemsto imply that Sviewsthe 16 notas
ingrumental, but as signding necessary accompaniment. Although MW 42526 points
out this inconsgstency, Schreine continues to make these conflicting assertions even
thoughhe has correctly affirmed in ialogueOWCA 115 with extensve bibliography:
QuD» aways has the meaning of spiritud salvation in the Pastoral Epistles E and the
other PaulinewritingsO

S 45 (He selects bearing children because it represents in a conarete way that women are
embracing ther role as women.O

Schreiner@ view till leaves Paul affirming that women are saved through Gembracing
their role as women.OThis is contrary to many of Paul@ other statements aboutsalvation
only bengthroughChrist.

Furthermore, Schreine@ interpretation of Qhe ChildbirthOas the far broader
category, Gembracing ther role as womenO could be subject to the same criticism
Schreiner in MialogueOWCA 117 and n. 241 levels againg Moo®view tha sees Gn the
word , "! +; :+@ theidea of rearing children.OSchreiner® view also seems incongstent
with his own reasonable assertion regarding 1 Tim 3:15, ONeither is it persuasive to see
16 referring to attendant circumstancesO(Schreiner, iaogueOWCA 117).

In light of the abovedoamented eighty-one misrepresentations of MW and forty-one
dubiousassertions how does oneassess S45@ judgnent that MW as Ginother drizzly day
in Portland, Oregon® Oneway isto contrast it with the many other assessments listed at
http://www.pbpaynecon/?page _id=255 induding those by:

Scot McKnight, @Qhe mos technically proficient study ever published on women in the
Paulinetexts,O

Ron Pierce, Orhe mog comprehensve and well-reasoned contribution by an individud
evangdical scholar in the moden history of thedebate.O
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Ben Witherington |11, Oneticulousresearch E  tharoughly biblicalE deserves the highest
commendétion,O )
EldonJ. Epp, Oneticuloudy formulated, cogently argued, and of lasting significance.O

The best way, however, is to read Man and Woman, One in Christ and decide for
yourself if Schreiner@® evaudion or this critiqueis fair. Only then will you know if MW
proves to be for you what it was for David R. Booth, a longtime adheent to CBMWG
Danvers Statement, CGa fruitful and stimulating paradigm-changing chalengeO

Endnots:

! Persondly, | find both the rainy and sunny days in the Great Northwest to beincredibly
invigorating. They explain why this region has densest biomass of any region in the
world, even more than the Amazon. | am glad | chose to live in the Seattle area.

% Thomes Schreiner@ publiicationsindude (Head Coverings Prophesies and the Trinity:
| Corinthians 11:2P16 0pages 12489 and Orhe Vaueble Ministries of Women in the
Context of Male Leadership: A Survey of Old and New Testament Examples and
Teaching,Opages 20924 in Recovering Biblical Manhoodand Womanhood:A Response
to Evangdical Feminism. Edited by John Pipea and Wayne Grudem. Wheaton, llI.:
Crossway, 1991 [hereafter RBMW]; QWomen in Ministry,Oin Two Views on Women in
Ministry (ed. James R. Beck and Craig L. Blomberg; Grand Rapids Zondevan, 2001)
173P32 [hereafter QVomen in MinistryQ; OAn Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:9815: A
Dialoguewith Scholarship,Opages 105564 in Women in the Church: A Fresh Analysis of
1 Timothy 2:9B15. Edited by Andreas J. KSstenberger, Thomes R. Schreiner, and H.
Scott Baldwin. Grand Rapids Baker, 1995 [hereafter WCFA], and pages 850120 in
Wonen in the Church: An Analysis and Application of 1 Timothy 2:9P15. Edited by
Andreas J. KSstenbager and Thomes R. Schreiner. 2nd ed. Grand Rapids Baker, 2005
[hereafter WCA.
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