
· Brief overview
· This is central
· Egalitarian author Mary Conway, in Discovering Biblical Equality, says, “The creation accounts in Genesis 1-3 constitute the theological foundation for the relationship between men and women.” Pg 35
· [bookmark: _GoBack]Both sides seem to agree on how pivotal it is. 
· General C approach 
· Gen 2 and 3 show that a husband is in a leadership role 
· General E approach
· Not in Gen 2!
· Only in 3, after the fall, not to be propagated.
· SOME say it’s not even there.
· We’ll handle this massive debate in three sections
· 1st – Gen 1 – the foundational passage of creation 
· Where “Adam” is used for male and female and little or no distinction is made in role or authority
· 2nd – Gen 2 – the most relevant passage about male-female relationships
· Adam is made first, Eve is made from Adam, Adam names her, She is called his “ezer” “helper”,  
· Here significant differences show up but massive debate exists on all of it
· 3rd – Gen 3 – the fall – the most quoted passage
· Why is Adam seemingly given greater responsibility than Eve in the fall?
· Why does it say Adam will rule over Eve?
· Is that what it sounds like?
· Is it permanent?
· Is it result of the fall, to be fought against?
· Gen 1, the creation is key.
· Genesis 1:26–28 (ESV) 
26Then God said, “Let us make man [adam] in our image, after our likeness. And let them [pl. inclusive] have dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the heavens and over the livestock and over all the earth and over every creeping thing that creeps on the earth.” 
27So God created man [ha-adam] in his own image, in the image of God he created him; male [zakar] and female [nekaybvah (neqebah)] he created them. 
28And God blessed them. And God said to them, “Be fruitful and multiply and fill the earth and subdue it, and have dominion over the fish of the sea and over the birds of the heavens and over every living thing that moves on the earth.” 
· “adam” is used to refer to male and female throughout this passage.
· 3 times
· “mankind”
· Male and female are both in God’s image.
· This is the highest statement about humanity and human value possible
· In God’s image!
· Not just more intelligent or capable than animals
· In God’s image
· No lesser humanity for women!
· Even the “him” of vs 27 includes male and female (as Hebrew and Greek often do)
· Male and female are both given dominion over the earth without any differentiation.
· That’s a lot of authority that men AND women have
· Dr. Mary Conway, egalitarian, says a bunch of stuff about this that I almost totally agree with.
· Therefore, the specification does not indicate any social or functional superiority or inferiority of either male or female, since both have dominion over creation before the fall. This is detailed in Genesis 1:28 immediately after the identification of “them” as male (zakar) and female (neqebah): “God blessed them [plural], and God said to them [plural], ‘Be fruitful [plural] and multiply [plural], and fill [plural] the earth and subdue [plural] it; and have dominion [plural] over . . . every living thing.’” The pronouns and imperative verbs are all plural, and therefore include both the man and the woman, who are given the same functions.19 There is no indication that any of these activities is restricted to either the man or the woman, including “to have dominion,” which derives from the Hebrew root rdh: “have dominion (over), rule (over), be in charge of.”20 It is clear that there is nothing in the first creation narrative to indicate that the subordination of women, whether in regard to their nature or function, was part of Yahweh’s original intention for humanity.
· Discovering Biblical Equality (p. 39). InterVarsity Press. Kindle Edition.
· True! Nothing in Gen 1
· Application
· Any limiting of a woman’s authority to subdue creation seems wrong.
· So limiting a woman to housework seems wrong.
· Examples of subduing creation
· Being an inventor, farmer, engineer, software developer, physicist, entrepreneur, or other occupations. 
· Anticipate an objection
· Titus 2:5 
· ESV “working at home”
· Not “staying home” but BDAG – pertains to carrying out household responsibilities[footnoteRef:1] [1:  Arndt, W., Danker, F. W., Bauer, W., & Gingrich, F. W. (2000). In A Greek-English lexicon of the New Testament and other early Christian literature (3rd ed., p. 700). University of Chicago Press.] 

· She takes care of the home
· Should we take this to mean “home as opposed to having a job”?
· No – because of many biblical examples
· Pr 31 woman is an entrepreneur
· Lydia was a well-respected woman who worked for a living
· Priscilla and Aquila BOTH made tents for a living and are 
· Luke 8:2–3 (ESV) 2and also some women who had been healed of evil spirits and infirmities: Mary, called Magdalene, from whom seven demons had gone out, 
3and Joanna, the wife of Chuza, Herod’s household manager, and Susanna, and many others, who provided for them out of their means. 
· No- because work often happened AT home.
· There just wasn’t a clean difference between work and home
· Nowadays this is blurring as well.
· Though the needs of your family/children might limit you on how you pursue these things they don’t seem to be off limits by design. 
· Some Es may want to say this means there’s no role differences related to authority because of this shared dominion.
· But, the relationship of humans to creation is the focus, not the relationship between male and female.
· The next passages, Gen 2 and 3, are where the relationship between male and female are dealt with
Read Gen 2:7-25
· Some of the debated parts are
· Adam being made first
· Eve not being present when the animals are named
· Adam naming Eve
· Eve being called “helper” - Ezer
· Eve being created from Adam while Adam is made from the ground
· And more

Payne’s argument for egalitarian view of the creation of Eve
· PIC – Payne Book
· 1- “The man’s joyful exclamation, “Finally bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh” (2: 23), emphasizes the man’s recognition that man and woman share the same essence. Throughout Scripture, “bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh” identifies shared standing or kinship, never subordination.”
· Payne, Philip Barton. Man and Woman, One in Christ (pp. 45-46). Zondervan Academic. Kindle Edition.
· A subtle thing is happening here.
· “shared standing” seems to mean “egalitarian” or “no authority differences”
· He also says it “never” identifies “subordination”
· This is fuzzy
· Does Dr. Payne mean that it is never used of someone who is subordinate to another?
· Or does he mean that the term itself doesn’t indicate subordination?
· Which is a pointless point. I don’t know of an Cs who claim it does.
· Still it’s a persuasive point.
· I surveyed where the Bible refers to someone as “my bones” or “my flesh”
· It emphasizes familial connection (unlike animals) 
· but doesn’t say anything about authority being present… or absent.
· There’s two ways an E can support their view of Gen 2
· 1- offer a negative case that refutes the C points in Gen 2
· This would just take it off the table for Cs
· 2- offer a positive case that excludes authority differences between men and women in Gen 2
· This seems to be Payne’s point.
· Does it RULE OUT authority? No. 
· 2 Sam 5:1 - has all the tribes of Israel saying they are his bone and flesh yet he will rule over them.
· Judges 9:2 - Jerubbaal says to Shechem that HE is their bone and flesh and yet he will rule them. Judges 9:2
· It goes both ways
· Payne’s 1st point seems pointless
· 2- The man, not the woman, is said to leave father and mother and be joined to his wife.
· Payne has an interesting argument about this on pg 47 of Man and Woman, One in Christ
· Payne says that if the woman left father and mother it would be taken to be implying male authority but it reverses the patriarchal order (p. 47) indicating equality. 
· He also argues that leaven “father AND mother” implies equality of those two. 
· What if he’s right
· I think he’s making too much of this 
· If it were different we can all agree that Payne would argue against them on that point as well!
· The real issue here is that the marriage relationship is more of a priority than the one to your parents
· Something many people forget.
· If authority is in view…
· Husband, leader of the new relationship, is no longer under his parent’s authority.
· But allegiance could be the focus, not authority, so it’s a wash.
· 3 -  That the fact that a man leaves his “father and mother” shows they share authority equally in his life before he leaves them
· This is seen as egalitarian
· But no C I’ve ever heard thinks a mother doesn’t have authority over her children!
· This is forced.
· Payne also points out a bad argument
· 1- “God’s naming the human race “man” in Gen 5: 2 implies male leadership.
· Man and Woman, One in Christ (p. 52) 
· I haven't heard this before. It seems like a weak argument. 
· Woman is a kind of man as far as I can tell. 
· Gen 1 establishes this. So the term refers to both of them, not to males as being leaders. 
· Further, the Bible is using existing language and not creating it here.
Schreiner’s 6 ways that Adam is shown to have a special responsibility as a leader. (ch 4 Two Views, 289)
· PIC – Two Views
· 1. God created Adam first, and then created Eve
· What does Adam being created first imply?
· Let me briefly deal with a dumb argument
· Dr. Phyllis Trible thinks Adam was not male when he was made
· PIC – Book Trible
· Her 1978 book – God and the Rhetoric of Sexuality https://www.scribd.com/document/499186048/God-and-the-Rhetoric-of-Sexuality-by-Trible-Phyllis-Z-lib-org 
· She says that God’s creation of Adam that “the creative process itself is erotic”
· Then she says Adam had no gender or sexual identity
· “More important, this creature is not identified sexually. Grammatical gender (ha’adam as a masculine word) is not sexual identification. Nor is sexuality assumed here, since it is created later in the fourth episode. In other words, the earth creature is not the male; it is not “the first man.”8 Although the word ha’adam acquires ambiguous usages and meanings—including an exclusively male reference—in the development of the story, those ambiguities are not present in the first episode. Instead, the earth creature here is precisely and only the human being, so far sexually undifferentiated. The complete story of creaturehood is a process, the tale that is being told. At the beginning some clues are given; further understanding awaits the end. This sexually undifferentiated earth creature owes its existence to Yahweh God”. - Trible, Phyllis. God and Rhetoric of Sexuality (Overtures to Biblical Theology) (p. 80). National Book Network - A. Kindle Edition.
· That “ha-adam” does not indicate a male but a sexually undifferentiated person.
· “earth creature”
· Every creature God makes in the garden comes from the earth.
· Gen 2:19 “out of the ground the Lord 
· Earth creature is obviously not the meaning. This is MAN, he is different from them
· What?
· Never
· It frequently means male and female
· Or male
· But never “sexless earth creature”
· In EVERY Gen 1 occurrence it is for both sexes
· In EVERY Gen 2 and 3 occurrence it is for male, Adam.  
· Another challenge for Trible’s view
· When Adam is “sexed” according to Trible, he is still just called “ha-adam”
· Trible - the divine matchmaker brings the woman to the earth creature (2:22b). p 96
· The same word, used in the same context means something TOTALLY different.
· See Gen 2:22
· After this intrinsic division, ha-adam is no longer identical with its past, so that when next it speaks a different creature is speaking. – p 97
· She takes the creation of Eve as the transformation of Adam. 
· The text clearly shows that Adam is incomplete alone. Not unsexed but a sexual male who needs a female.
· The animals have partners, he’s a man without a woman
· She is made to be “corresponding to him”
· Adam’s maleness is part of his need for Eve.
· These people are writing theology books that influence seminaries and theologians. Who influence pastors and churches
· Trible IS quoted by egalitarians
· Payne, 
· PIC – Man and Woman 
· Pierce and Conway in DBE
· PIC - DBE
· By Tucker and Liefeld (10 times)
· PIC - Daughters of the Church
· The Making of Biblical Womanhood
· PIC – MBW
· And others
· Not fringe – “pioneer of feminist” interpretations
· She will come up again as the strongest objector to a C view of Adam naming Eve.
· My point
· Just because you found a scholar doesn’t mean you found truth
· Back to Schriener’s first reason for seeing Adam’s authority in relationship with Eve in Gen 2
· The man is made before the woman is made. Significantly before.
· Some Cs say this would be taken to imply his leadership.
· As a firstborn son was the leader of the other kids in that culture
· “primogeniture” – greater authority of the firstborn over the rest.
· They also generally viewed older people as having more leadership preference than younger people
· Can you imagine the impact of them being made at the same time?
· Or of Eve being made before Adam.
· This needs interpretation, it may be saying something about their relationship.
· Es pushback - the animals were made before Adam
· But that’s Gen 1 which focuses on mankind, not Adam and Eve’s relationship
· These accounts are supposed to be laid alongside each other, not on top of each other.
· Also, ancient Hebrews would have evaluated human relationships based on - order of birth but ignored that when relating humans to animals. 
· It doesn’t apply. 
· You were born before your brother, you are the leader
· Our pet fido was born before you, fido is your leader? 
· No.
· E Dr. Linda Belleville says it is just speaking of order and source. Nothing else.
· Against this is the fact that the presence of order and source concepts does not negate the presence of authority/hierarchy. So establishing that Adam is the source of Eve or that he’s made before her doesn’t answer the question of WHY this is the case.
· False dichotomy.
· Adam is made first – order
· Eve is made FROM Adam – source
· But why?
· This will become a massive issue in the NT teaching that a husband is the head of his wife. We’ll get to it then.
· The question we should ask is… How would it impact original readers?
· Pic – Two Views
· PIC – Blom qt
· Blomberg, Two Views, 129
· The man was created first before the woman (v. 7). Modern readers think little of this and move quickly on, but ancient Jews, accustomed to laws of primogeniture (both in their Scriptures and in surrounding cultures) that gave the firstborn a double share of any inheritance (Deut. 21:17, seemingly illustrated already in Gen. 27:19 and 49:3, spiritualized in 2 Kgs. 2:9 and presupposed in Luke 15:12) might well have seen this as a sign of privilege.
· E response – but the Bible doesn’t care about primogeniture! Jacob and Esau, Ephraim and Manasseh, Joseph and his brothers.
· Mary Conway’s support for this if from page 42 of DBE
· PIC – Conway qt
· “That the woman is formed after the man does not imply subordination of inferiority either, since there are numerous examples in Scripture of a younger child being given preference (e.g., Joseph, Gen 37:5-11; Jacob, Gen 25:22-23; David, 1 Sam 26:1-13; Gideon, Judg 6:11-16). The firstborn is often associated with the concept of preeminence, however, and this that may be relevant in regard to some New Testament passages (e.g., Ex 13:1; Deut 21:15-17; Num 3:13; 1 Chron 5:1-2; see also Rom 8:28; Col 1:15).” – Discovering Biblical Equality, 42
· She is not disputing that there’s a parallel between firstborn kids and Adam being made first.
· She relies on examples of primogeniture overturned. 
· She acknowledges that being firstborn is often associated with preeminence 
· but misses the point of the exceptions.
· It’s AUTOMATICALLY associated with it.
· It’s the rule
· These exceptions are notably remarkable in their context BECAUSE of the rule. 
· All of them are remarkable
· In all of them we’d be right to assume the elder had a special role unless specifically told otherwise
· Unless she is using the exceptions to show there is no rule, it isn’t a worthwhile argument. 
· In NONE of her examples is there sameness in role. Which is the E view of Adam and Eve.
· Early readers of Genesis would be very likely to understand Adam as having some higher authority due to his being made first.
· This rebuttal fails.
· For this
· A text generally ignored by Es when discussing Gen 2.
· This is how 1 Tim 2:12-13 uses the creation order of Adam and Eve 
· 1 Timothy 2:12–13 (ESV) 12I do not permit a woman to teach or to exercise authority over a man; rather, she is to remain quiet. 13For Adam was formed first, then Eve; 
· It may be that 1 Tim relies on this idea. 
· We’ll deal with it in part 9
· Point 1 seems likely
· 2. God gave Adam the command not to eat from the tree of the knowledge of good and evil. 
· By commanding Adam alone God may have been giving him a higher authority 
· Eve had to learn it from Adam
· putting him in a leadership role to some degree
· Consider also that he would be the one to show her the animals and teach her their names. 
· Me- maybe – 
· But let’s remember #2 because it becomes stronger in light of #6
· 3. God created Eve to be a helper for Adam. 
· Genesis 2:18 (ESV) 18Then the Lord God said, “It is not good that the man should be alone; I will make him a helper fit for him.” 
· What is meant by and implied by “ezer”
· Some argue this is implying subordination/submission.
· The English could
· Or not – a teacher can be a student’s helper but still has authority. 
· Cs tend to assume rather than argue for ezer implying lesser authority.
· As if “helper” automatically means that.
· E, Bellville on this
· Every other use of ezer in the OT does NOT have this connotation.
· true
· PIC – Ezer verses
· Gen 2:18, 20; Exod. 18:4; Deut 33:7, 26, 29; Psalms 20:2; 33:20; 70:5; 89:19; 115:9–11 [3x]; 121:1–2 [2x]; 124:8; 146:5; Isaiah 3:5; Ezek 12:14; Hos. 13:9; Dan 11:34
· Not inherently or lower in status
· The word is most commonly used, in the OT, for God!
· AND it’s even translated as “helper”
· Hosea 13:9 (ESV) 9He destroys you, O Israel, for you are against me, against your helper. 
· Belleville goes too far – “help that God alone can provide” seems to add much to the word
· Ezekiel 12:14 (ESV) 14And I will scatter toward every wind all who are around him, his helpers and all his troops, and I will unsheathe the sword after them. 
· Military aid. Not “help only God can provide”
· ME- Ezer doesn’t seem to have subordination or submission implied in it. I don’t see any context where it is used in the Bible with that implication outside Gen 2.  
· Blomberg offers a more subtle argument
· Ezer as not bearing the primary responsibility for the given task
· But what makes an ezer a “helper” in each context is that he or she comes to the aid of someone else who bears the primary responsibility for the activity in question.
· Two Views, 129-130
· For more follow Blomberg’s footnote on this - Bruce K. Waltke with Cathi J. Fredricks, Genesis: A Commentary (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2001), 88.
· I didn’t think so…
· In most of the passages it isn’t clear that the task belongs to the one being helped in some sense of greater responsibility. In the following passage it seems unlikely. 
· Psalm 146:3–7 (ESV) 3Put not your trust in princes, in a son of man, in whom there is no salvation. 4When his breath departs, he returns to the earth; on that very day his plans perish. 5Blessed is he whose help is the God of Jacob, whose hope is in the Lord his God, 6who made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that is in them, who keeps faith forever; 7who executes justice for the oppressed, who gives food to the hungry. The Lord sets the prisoners free; 
· Here God is helping give the protection that is supposed to come from princes. Justice for the oppressed. But this isn’t the job of the one God is helping. He helps the oppressed here, not the princes. 
· I conclude – C view real weak if it’s based on the word ezer.
· Some E overreach
· Phillip Payne pushes back
· PIC – Payne book
· In no other occurrence in the OT does this noun refer to an inferior, but always to a superior or an equal. - Man and Woman, 44 
· Perhaps a better view is that it doesn’t refer to rank at all. 
· “this expression [ezer] highlights the role of the woman as the rescuer of the man, “a strength corresponding to him,” and hence no less than an equal. – Man and Woman, 45
· ““Help” expresses that woman is a help/ strength66 who rescues or saves man.” Pg 44
· Payne says this implies woman is SAVING man but that seems to require a context of danger and this isn’t present in Gen 2
· Egalitarian Mary Conway, in Discovering Biblical Equality, pages 41-42
· Does an etymology study and says
· Ezer has multiple root word connections
· PIC – Con qt 2
· “in his article “Woman, a Power Equal to Man,” R. David Freedman notes that the term ‘ezer may well derive from a related root, originally spelled with a ghayyin, whose spelling became conflated with a similar Semitic root spelled with an ayin. Although the meanings remained separate, the roots became homonymns or “homomorphs.” The Hebrew and Aramaic Lexicon of the Old Testament and The Dictionary of Classical Hebrew recognize this possibility in their inclusion of a third root, ‘ezer III, glossed as “strength,” “might,” or “valor.” This supports a translation of “a strength/power equivalent to him,” equally able to carry out the creation mandate assigned to humanity.”
· Short version – etymology is used to translate “ezer” as “strength” instead of helper.
· Etymology is inherently suspect.
· PIC – Article EK
· David Freedman, 
· Quoted A LOT.
· From ezer to “a related root” word, to a similar root…
· To a supposed combination of those roots
· Which depends on his belief about when the pronunciation of ayin changed in Hebrew
· Which uses his own translations to prove things. 
· Seems fishy and is definitely thin
· The article. 
· He appears to provide his own translations of words as evidence for how they are translated.
· https://www.gospeldoctrinelessons.com/wp-content/uploads/2018/01/Woman-a-Power-Equal-to-Man.pdf 
· Full analysis by Dr. Mark Steven Francois
· https://youtu.be/Yf1IekUt0jI 
· My own opinion - What is consistent in all or nearly all uses of “ezer”?
· That the person can’t do it alone, that’s why they need a helper.
· Adam can’t be fruitful and multiply alone.
· A LOT of the debate on C or E views depends on word meanings
· Rule – if you don’t follow, don’t follow.
· Ezer is qualified as “fit for him” - kenegdo
· Could be translated “corresponding to him”
· The ezer will be unlike the animals which are not like Adam.
· This is significant
· She’s human like him
· Harken back to Gen 1
· Some want to translate it “equal to him”
· Seems fine – we already know she is in God’s image.
· She’s taken from his side to show she’s like him. Human.
· Egalitarian assumption that “equal” means “no role difference”
· I changed my mind
· - Ezer doesn’t (now) seem to have subordination or submission implied in it. I don’t see any context where it is used in the Bible with that implication inherent in the word. While it may be much to suggest it connects to help that comes from “God alone” it seems clear that it has no connotation of submission of the helper. It is used of those in higher and lower positions of authority regardless of such distinctions.
· Balance
· If the rest of the passage gives context to Eve being a helper that suggests Adam’s leadership in some way then that’s fine. We can see “helper” in light of that. But I don’t think the word ITSELF means Adam is leading Eve.
· 1 Corinthians 11:7–10 (ESV) 7For a man ought not to cover his head, since he is the image and glory of God, but woman is the glory of man. 8For man was not made from woman, but woman from man. 9Neither was man created for woman, but woman for man. 10That is why a wife ought to have a symbol of authority on her head, because of the angels. 
· This isn’t just based on the term “ezer” but on the overall making of Eve FOR Adam.
· In the whole of Gen 2, not just a word.
· And THAT seems like a worthwhile point.
· I’ll wait for this passage. It’s a massive and difficult debate.
· Part 7.
· 4. Adam exercised his leadership by naming the creature God formed out of Adam’s rib “woman.” 
· In Gen 2 and 3 (two times)
· Genesis 2:23 (ESV) 23Then the man said, “This at last is bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called Woman, because she was taken out of Man.” 
· Genesis 3:20 (ESV) 20The man called his wife’s name Eve, because she was the mother of all living. 
· After naming the animals
· This doesn’t make her the same as them but it shows a sense of leadership within the equality they have.
· Eve didn’t name herself (nothing in creation did)
· God didn’t name Eve, He allowed Adam to do it.
· This would be a way of giving her equal authority as Adam and keeping us from thinking Adam has a leadership role in their relationship
· They both subdue creation but Adam leads Eve..
· Trible’s objections – 
· “The most significant objection to this interpretation is found in the work of Phyllis Trible.53, pointing to a number of texts in which “name” is joined with “call” (e.g., 4:17, 25–26). The naming of animals, according to Trible, signified Adam’s power and authority over them, but no parallel can be drawn to 2:23, since the woman was not named there. 
· In short
· It’s not “naming”, not really.
· Naming requires
· The word “name” with the word “call”
· Genesis 4:17 (ESV) 17Cain knew his wife, and she conceived and bore Enoch. When he built a city, he called the name of the city after the name of his son, Enoch. 
· Genesis 4:25–26 (ESV) 
25And Adam knew his wife again, and she bore a son and called his name Seth, for she said, “God has appointed for me another offspring instead of Abel, for Cain killed him.” 26To Seth also a son was born, and he called his name Enosh. At that time people began to call upon the name of the Lord. 
· She says the notion of naming is only present when the verb (“call”) is joined with the noun  (“name”)
· PIC – Sch qt
· Schreiner’s response - “Trible’s argument is unpersuasive.54 She is correct that the noun “name” is usually linked with “call” in naming formulas, but she mistakenly concludes the noun “name” must be present in order for naming to occur. Such a conclusion demands more precision from language than is warranted, for we must not demand in advance that naming occurs only when a predetermined pattern is followed. The repetition of the verb qara [call] (2:19–20, 23) links the naming of the woman with the naming of the animals, so that the reader naturally recognizes the parallel between the two accounts. Adam perceived she was “woman” precisely because she was taken from the man, revealing that his classification was in accord with reality and that he understood the remarkable difference between woman and the animals.”
· Two Views, 295-6
· See Gen 2:19-20, 23
· It’s the same sort of thing.
· Trible has another objection
·  “Trible’s more substantive objection is that calling this person (“woman” [v. 23]) cannot be equated with naming, for “woman” is “not a name; it is a common noun, not a proper noun. It designates gender; it does not specify a person.”55 Trible’s comment reveals she misunderstood the parallel between the naming of the animals and the naming of the woman. When Adam named the animals, he did not give them personal or proper names. He classified the animals into distinct groups, presumably distinguishing between, say, lions, tigers, and bears. He did not name any tigers “Tony.” He identified them as tigers over against bears. So too, it is completely irrelevant that a personal or proper name is lacking for the woman in verse 23. In naming the woman, Adam was classifying her—in effect, distinguishing her from the other creatures named. He recognized her distinctiveness and aptly captured it with the name “woman,” thereby noticing how closely related she was to himself as a man. To conclude, male leadership is communicated by the naming of the woman, and the parallel with naming the animals stands, even though the biblical narrator hardly suggests animals and women are parallel in every way.56”
· Two Views, 296-7.
· I think Schreiner is obviously right here.
· Trible acknowledges that naming of animals is related to authority. 
· PIC - Trible
· In other words, the earth creature was specifically given dominion over the animals through naming. - God  and Rhetoric of Sexuality, 97
· But she fails to remove that implication from the naming of Eve as “woman”
· Payne seems to echo Trible here and I don’t notice anything he adds. 
· A different way around the naming issue is presented by Dr. Mary Conway in DBE ch 1 
· Mary Conway, on page 48 of Discovering Biblical Equality, says, “That the man names the woman, as he previously did the animals, however, is also not a sign of the man’s superiority of dominance. Naming in the Old Testament is an act of discerning a trait or function or ability that already exists in the person being named, not a sign of authority over that person.” 
· It’s an either/or argument.
· Discernment NOT authority 
· She gets this from a 12-page paper published in 1988 by George Ramsey
· PIC - Ram
· The footnoted paper:  “RAMSEY, GEORGE W. “Is Name-Giving an Act of Domination in Genesis 2:23 and Elsewhere?” The Catholic Biblical Quarterly, vol. 50, no. 1, Catholic Biblical Association, 1988, pp. 24–35, http://www.jstor.org/stable/43717586. 
· Here’s some notes I have from reading the paper.
· Note that Ramsay’s opening is a refutation of Trible, though he assures the reader that he is still fighting for the egalitarians. 
· Ramsay seems to be weighing two possible explanations for name-giving. 
· Either dominance associated with magical power in name saying
· Or discernment of traits
· A total either/or situation.
· But a different one that Mary Conway implied.
· I have four major problems with this approach
· 1- The context of Gen 1-2 is the best place to look for meaning in Eve being named. That shouldn’t be ignored. But it is.
· God names the created things (His authority)
· Adam names the animals (also authority related)
· 2- If Adam is using discernment of traits it is not a challenge to the idea that the one doing the naming has some role of authority in the life of the one receiving it. It seems to be an either/or fallacy. 
· The two issues are explaining two different features. 
· One explains the meaning of the name chosen 
· The other explains why a particular person (and not another) was the one giving the name.
· He seems to argue against a magical view instead of the C view
·  “it is very difficult to identify a passage where the narrator suggests that the name given is intended to shape the character of the recipient”
· It’s like Ramsay is arguing against the idea that naming something was an act of power by which the namer would determine the nature and/or destiny of the name, instead of the idea that the person who does the naming is generally in a position of authority in regards to the person being named. We should be testing the nature of the person doing the naming in relationship to the one named rather than the power of the name in its effect on the person named. 
· 3- It poisons the well to associate authority with magic in names. I see no reason why this concept is included in the paper at all and Ramsay’s example passage, from Isaiah, seems to point this out.
· 4- Ramsay doesn’t handle examples of name-giving being associated with authority in a good manner; passing by them with barely a mention.  Ramsay fails to note how consistently a person in authority is the one giving the name. For example, he suggests that a parent being the one to name a child is merely traditional and dismisses the obvious authority role they have, with no argument for it. 
· His strongest points are his counterexamples. 
· Gen 16:13 – Hagar “calls” God “El roi”
· This can’t carry some idea of her having authority over God. 
· But it is God
· And it’s not God’s name like he has none before, it is in addition. 
· Gen 26:17-21 – Isaac names two wells that he abandons to others.
· Ramsay says, “The naming of these sites even as he relinquishes authority over them points away from the thesis that bestowing a name is an act of control.”
· This seems weaker than the last example. Isaac could be naming them as a final act of control, as if to say, “these are rightly mine, but I’m walking away.” If nothing else this makes it hard to say that the naming here is a counterexample. 
· Jacob names places in Genesis multiple times
· Ramsay contends that there is no connotation of Jacob having authority over those places.
· I’m honestly not sure about that but…
· Isn’t he naming places his descendants will inherit? 
· In fact, that seems to be a potential meaning for many of the naming of place events in Genesis.
· Ramsay strangely admits the naming IS associated with dominion! “Rather, the naming certifies the dominion of God over these places, a dominion which Jacob discerns” – pg 34.
· What? So naming IS related to authority? Just the authority of God and not Jacob? On the basis of what?
· Finally, let’s imagine that naming was only about discernment and not about authority. 
· Why then can’t just anyone name your kids? 
· Why not have the person with the most discernment name them? 
· What would the response be if someone with discernment came and renamed your village or named your child without your consent? 
· It seems natural (then and now) to respond to such a person by saying, “by what authority do you presume to name my kid?”
· In short, his article fails on several points
· The last pushback I have from Es on “naming” as implying Adam had a leadership role is from Phillip Payne
· 1- “The following verse, “So God caused the man to fall into a deep sleep,” confirms that the primary message of verses 18– 20 is not that man names the animals, but that no animal is a suitable partner for man.”
· Man and Woman, Pg. 45
· Be suspicious of “primary message” arguments. 
· “more about this than that”
· 2- At the crucial point of the creation of woman, man is entirely passive.
· Man and Woman, Pg. 45
· So. This point seems to presume that for male authority to obtain Adam actually has to MAKE Eve Himself. 
· Enlarges one feature of the narrative to ignore another.
· They are both true.
· The naming thing seems to imply some degree of relational authority between Adam and Eve 
· The 5th and 6th points are about Genesis 3 so we will get there in a moment, but
· A composite case is hard to refute. 
· To see the cumulative impact of this, consider if the creation account of Adam and Eve was written this way.
· God formed Adam and Eve at the same time instead of Adam first
· God formed Adam and Eve from the ground
· God brings animals to Eve and Adam and THEY name them
· Instead of making Adam name them and tell Eve about them 
· Eve names her husband
· Adam names his wife
· Mutual submission
· Therefore, I reject the egalitarian view that.
· PIC – book Keener
· “The wife’s subordination is presented only as a result of the Fall—as a result of her husband’s sinful abuse of power over her (Gen. 3:16).” Keener, Craig S.. Paul, Women, and Wives . Baker Publishing Group. Kindle Edition.
· But even that interpretation of Gen 3:16 seems wrong.
· Equality is seen in
· Gen 1 – both in God’s image, both given dominion.
· Her name is issa from is (woman from man)
· Adam’s leadership is seen in
· He is made first
· Names Eve
· She is made for him – implying authority difference (1 Cor 11)
· He is given the commands/tasks instead of both of them
· But it is limited
· Imagine if she was just presented along with the animals. She is NOT
· She is made FROM HIM
· Under his leadership but SHARING in the dominion over the earth.
· Gen 1 and 2 seem soft complementarian.
· Leadership, but not dominion over the woman.
· Abuses are usually when “dominion” becomes the thing
· This is all in the context of husband and wife, not just male and female
· That’s key.
· Abuses and C or Patriarchy overreach are often from two things
· 1- dominion instead of leadership
· 2- all men over all women instead of husband and wife
· Before the fall.

· As we read the story of the fall consider
· The relevant stuff
· Satan tempts Eve first
· Adam’s accountability vs Eve’s 
· God instructs Adam first
· God approaches Adam first for rebuke
· Eve’s curse vs Adam’s curse
Read Gen 3:1-20

· 5. The serpent subverted God’s pattern of leadership by tempting Eve rather than Adam. 
· This seems the weakest part of the argument to me, though it’s not essential.
· The serpent didn’t say “did Adam really say” but “did God really say”
· He supports is with an appeal to 1 Tim 2:14 and says this may be Paul working with the idea that the subversion of male authority is part of what happened when the serpent tempted Eve. 
· 1 Timothy 2:14 (ESV) 14and Adam was not deceived, but the woman was deceived and became a transgressor. 
· This is possible but it seems that the verse could be explained well in other ways (or at least one other way)
· 1- Eve’s deception is part of the reason for the current state of things
· I wouldn’t lean on this at all.
· 6. God approached Adam first after the couple had sinned, even though Eve sinned first.
· Genesis 3:9 (ESV) 9But the Lord God called to the man and said to him, “Where are you?” 
· They both sin, Adam is first called to account
· Payne pushes back
· Says it is a chiastic structure. (ABBA)
· Repetition of similar ideas in reverse sequence
· The flood
· Enter the ark, the flood rises, the flood descends, exit the ark.
· Seems like gobble-de-gook
· PIC - Chiasm Payne
· A, B, C, D, E, F, E, D, C, B, A, A, B, C, D, E
· But even if it IS a chiasm, it changes nothing. 
· He says it would break this chiastic structure if God didn’t confront Adam first.
· So
· Add to this the fact that Adam is seen as primarily responsible for the fall in the NT. Responsibility implies authority.
· E’s generally ignore the NT in analyzing the Gen (Biblical theology)
· I think that’s bad when the NT is giving inspired commentary
· Romans 5:19 (ESV) 19For as by the one man’s disobedience the many were made sinners, so by the one man’s obedience the many will be made righteous. 
· Adam represented us all… that is consistent with a degree of authority.
· Eve is mentioned in the NT as well, but not as representing all people like Adam.
· Points 2 and 6 are stronger together.
· 2 was that God commanded Adam, not Eve. Then Adam had to relay that to Eve.
· 6 is that Adam seems to bear more responsibility for the actions of both of them
· My OWN additional argument 
· Gen 3:16-19
· Adam’s curse impacts creation while Eve’s only impacts women. 
· This implies greater scope of representation or is at least consistent with it. Combined with NT teaching about Adam’s weight of responsibility for the fall of mankind I think we have a strong case for greater responsibility in representation, which implies authority to speak for or stand for both of them, which Eve doesn’t seem to have. 
· Even DEATH is only pronounced against Adam but includes man and woman in its application. This seems strong to me. 
· Phillip Payne points out two bad arguments from Cs
·  1- That Even usurped Adam’s authority by eating of the tree
· I don’t see any textual reason to say this.
· In the text the focus is CLEARLY that she violated God’s command, not her husband’s
· 2- that Adam’s mistake was in letting his wife lead because the rebuke includes “because you listened to your wife” (Gen 3:17)
· This is weird because it presumes her station as female was the problem and not the content of her suggestion to eat. 
· I don’t like this argument.
· She listened to the serpent
· Adam listened to his wife
· Neither listened to God
· Let’s not miss the meaning
· You and me, men and women need to listen to God first, not others.
· Now, Gen 3:16, what exactly is the curse on the woman relating to her husband?
Genesis 3:16 (NASB95) 
16To the woman He said, “I will greatly multiply Your pain in childbirth, In pain you will bring forth children; Yet your desire will be for your husband, And he will rule over you.” 

· Let’s start with the weird stuff. – 
· Linda Bellville 
· “Your desire will be for your husband”
· EV (Bellville) – a desire for intimacy, not rule. 
· She supports this by saying that the next usage of the word is for sin desiring Cain. Her interpretation is that sin desires to eat him like a lion and therefore it is a relational connection of some kind. 
· This seems farfetched. The Cain passage (Gen 4:7) seems more about control than intimacy. 
· We will come back to this.
·  “and he will rule over you”
· Bellville offers a couple different interpretations
· 1- The husband will have sexual demands for the wife. 
· A better fit with the context is that the male’s rule takes the form of sexual demands.
· Two Views, 34
· That both sides of the curse here are about sexual desire.
· The woman wants intimacy and the husband will demand it.
· ME- seems like a stretch. 
· The woman is going to want intimacy but the man’s desire for intimacy is going to rule over her sexually? 
· In what way? 
· How is this a perennial problem for women?
· 2- The translation should be more like “and it will rule over you”, meaning that the woman must make sure her desire for intimacy with her husband doesn’t cause problems.
· This depends on reading the pronoun as a neuter “it” instead of “he”
· That’s a POSSIBLE translation
· But don’t get to excited
· “natural” is better than “possible”
· As Blomberg says, “he shall rule” is a much more natural reading than “it shall rule”
· That’s why nobody translates it that way. 
· 31 translations I checked ALL agree.
· None said “it”
· Nor do I know of any significant number of scholars who agree with her.
· 1- It feels ad hoc
· Because it is.
· 2- and I no longer understand the sense of the verse. 
· How is the woman’s desire for intimacy with her husband a potentially bad thing? 
· Is there other teaching from Scripture that can support this problem that women desire their husband intimately too much?
· I see none.
· Nor do I see practical examples that speak of a general issue with woman desiring intimacy too much.
· If anything it is more often the wife who is denying the desire of her husband in this regard.
· But I do see NT teaching about a husband’s authority…
· We’ll get there.
· Both her interpretations depend on “desire” and “rule over” in Gen 3:16 to be about physical intimacy.
· “rule” – mu-shahl – is used
· Gen 1:18 for the sun and moon “ruling” over the day and night.
· Gen 4:7 for Cain needing to “rule over” the sin that tempts him to harm his brother.
· Gen 24:2 where Joseph’s brothers don’t like prophetic dream of Joseph that he will “rule” over them
· Gen 45:8 where Joseph does actually rule over Egypt second to Pharaoh. 
· Again in 45:26
· Very consistently throughout the OT this is the meaning.
· And – lexicons agree
· Rule – not sexual at all.
· “desire”
· The word is “tchu-kah”
· BDB – longing (in this passage, of woman for man)
· Dictionary of Biblical Languages with Semantic Domains – desire, urges, longing. “note: this strong desire may refer to sexual urges or desires, or a desire to dominate, or just be independent of the man, other references may also be possible”[footnoteRef:2] [2:  Swanson, J. (1997). Dictionary of Biblical Languages with Semantic Domains : Hebrew (Old Testament) (electronic ed.). Oak Harbor: Logos Research Systems, Inc.] 

· It could go either way.
· And many see it as desire for sexual intimacy.
· Against that
· 1- That desire is not bad. It was likely already present and considered “good” 
· 2- So how is it part of a curse?
· 3- Gen 4:7 seems to refute that. We will come to that soon.
· Support Bellville offers
· 1- “Gender intimacy, not rule, is what links all three OT uses of the Hebrew term  (the lion’s desire is to eat, not rule, Cain).” – Two Views, p. 33
· Gen 3:16
· Song of Solomon 7:10 (ESV) 10I am my beloved’s, and his desire is for me. 
· That is definitely intimate.
· Gen 4:7 (ESV) “7If you do well, will you not be accepted? And if you do not do well, sin is crouching at the door. Its desire is contrary to you, but you must rule over it.”” 
· Bellville – Sin is like a lion (crouching) that wants to eat Cain, not rule him. That’s intimate. Eating.
· Forced. It’s desire is to rule his behavior by getting him to kill his brother.
· NET Bible note responds to the idea that this desire is sexual. 
· “It ignores the usage of the word in Gen 4:7 where it refers to sin’s desire to control and dominate Cain. (Even in Song of Songs it carries the basic idea of “control,” for it describes the young man’s desire to “have his way sexually” with the young woman.) In Gen 3:16 the Lord announces a struggle, a conflict between the man and the woman. She will desire to control him, but he will dominate her instead. This interpretation also fits the tone of the passage, which is a judgment oracle.”[footnoteRef:3] [3:  Biblical Studies Press. (2019). The NET Bible (Second Edition). Denmark: Thomas Nelson.] 

· That is what sways my mind. 
· A very close parallel 
· Genesis 4:7 (ESV) 7If you do well, will you not be accepted? And if you do not do well, sin is crouching at the door. Its desire is contrary to you, but you must rule over it.” 
· It’s not just the words for “desire” or “rule” that are the same. It’s the whole idea! 
· In Hebrew it is remarkably parallel.
· The phrase is almost identical
· It’s the only parallel we have in the OT
· It’s in the very next chapter
· Conclusions
· Eve’s desire seems to be related to ruling her husband
· But the husband will rule over her
· But is it something to be propagated? Or is it purely a curse to be overcome?
· For Es who embrace a generally typical view of Gen 3:16, involving a husband’s authority, they respond this way…
· EV – post-fall = not good, not ideal, not for us to observe.
· Gen 3:16 is seen as just a description of what things are like after the fall and not a prescription of God’s intentions for male/female relationships in marriage or society. 
· A negative thing to be minimized or overturned of possible.
· ME- There is something of value here. It does seem to be a result of the fall and could be seen as either a problem to be recognized but not propagated or as a consequence which is removed in Christ; but the case would need to be made for that from the NT.
· Otherwise it could be presumptive to think we should try to overturn it.
· Another possibility is that tension and problems IN the relationship is decreed while the natural sense of a husband’s leadership is pre and post fall. 
· Examples of this from egalitarians
· Bellville says, “what the rest of Scripture lifts up as normative is not Genesis 3:16 but 1:27 and 2:23–24.” - Two Views, 32
· Keener, “Eve’s deception led to her subordination under man (Gen. 3:16). This is presented as part of the curse, and, like other aspects of the curse (labor pains, toil in the fields, sin, and death), does not need to be praised and enforced by church rules.” - Keener, Craig S.. Paul, Women, and Wives . Baker Publishing Group. Kindle Edition.
· Payne - “Because Satan has been cast down and the last Adam, Christ, has begun the new creation, life in Christ’s kingdom should not perpetuate the curse of the fall, “he will rule over you” (Gen 3: 16),” - Payne, Philip Barton. Man and Woman, One in Christ (p. 75). Zondervan Academic. Kindle Edition.
· Pretty much ALL Es say this.
· “People should not foster, but rather alleviate, the consequences of the fall, including the husband’s rule over his wife.” - Man and Woman, One in Christ (p. 50)
· Should we alleviate her desire for her husband too? I don't know how to apply alleviation as a principle to this sentence in Gen 3.
· They all fail before they start
· 1- Gen 2 shows a husband having authority before the fall
· 2- We can all see it’s a curse, but if it’s a preexisting design then the curse is in it being more difficult. 
· 3- The NT clearly supports a husband’s role of authority with careful qualifications to avoid abuses.
· Perhaps before the fall there was no conflict but the curse is that conflict will now exist while God's verdict is that the man is in the higher role of authority. Perhaps then our application of this is that as long as conflict exists it is the man who has that role of leader. Therefore, as much as we can alleviate conflict we do but when it still remains the rule of male leadership holds. That seems more consistent with the NT to me.
· Is a woman submitting properly called "perpetuating the curse of the fall"?
· Does God "perpetuate the fall" when He told women to submit to their husbands? 
· I know the egals don't accept that but the NT does do that, so doesn’t that show a problem with this view?
· We’ll get there in parts 6-9
· This all seems clumsy to me
· It’s more complicated than that.
· For instance, if we take Es logic and apply it to the curse to Adam then we make a mistake.
· Adam is told that farming will now be more difficult due to thorns and thistles.
· But we shouldn’t think farming is bad since it’s related to this curse.
· Submission will be more difficult but that doesn’t make it bad.
· The battle for submission and leadership in the home will make things more difficult but that doesn’t mean that the core idea is only a result of the fall.
· The whole curse theme in Gen 3 fits this idea that good things will become more difficult rather than the idea that new, bad things, are now be instituted.
· Farming is good – it will be harder
· Child birth is good – but labor will be harder now
· Marriage roles are good – but they will be harder now
· The language egalitarians use of “reversing the curse” could better be done through Eph 5
· Self-sacrificial love and voluntary submission and respect.
· It’s about husbands and wives, not men and women. “your desire shall be for YOUR ish”
· Women are never called to submit to every man they meet.
· That’s unbiblical.
· “know your place” language usually presupposes this universal submission of women to men in general.
· Let’s put ALL this together and see how Gen 1-3 relates to the issue of women in ministry
· Gen 1 – men and women are both in God’s image
· WOW
· Women are not lesser in inherent image-of-God value.
· Women and men are immeasurably valuable!
· Women, as well as men, have dominion over the earth
· Women aren’t just side-kicks here.
· Gen 2 – there are, by God’s creation, different roles which involve a husband having some degree of authority/leadership
· It worked harmoniously at first
· Part of perfection included different husband and wife roles in relation to each other, not so much in relation to creation.
· Eve has dominion in relation to creation
· In relation Adam, Adam has a leadership role.
· Gen 3 – due to the fall, these roles will be much harder to deal with
· It will be painful. Conflict
· So, we live in a fallen world with ideals that rarely are expressed without the taint of sin
· Hence the horrible stories of abuse.
· If you want to reverse the fall, then…
· Reverse the pain and not the nature of the relationship involving leadership and submission 
· Eph 5 shows how this can happen
· Selfless, loving, non-forceful nurturing leadership from the husband and voluntary loving submission from the wife.
· Both acting in love and service to God.
· IMPORTANT
· I disagree with many Cs on this!
· Husbands and wives, not men and women
· Yes Adam represents all humans and Eve all women
· But their relationship (which is the issue) represents MARRIAGE 
· But this has all been in relation to husbands and wives, what about men and women in general?
· Because that’s where I am going to disagree with a LOT of Cs and patriarchalists.


· Next up 
· Survey women in various leadership positions in the OT, and not in some.
· Correction for many complementarians and overreach for egalitarians.
· Women in OT do more than you think.



· CV- more insights from this passage.
· The NT gives Adam the weight of responsibility
· Romans 5:12–14 (ESV) 
12Therefore, just as sin came into the world through one man, and death through sin, and so death spread to all men because all sinned— 
13for sin indeed was in the world before the law was given, but sin is not counted where there is no law. 
14Yet death reigned from Adam to Moses, even over those whose sinning was not like the transgression of Adam, who was a type of the one who was to come. 
· Responsibility being uneven seems to lean toward a greater role of representation in Adam. Which implies a sense of authority.
· The serpent approaches Eve first and God calls to account Adam first
· Per Blomberg
· It is interesting that the serpent approaches only the woman to deceive her (vv. 1–5), and yet God confronts the man first to call him to account for his rebellion (vv. 9–12). Was the woman more vulnerable and the man more responsible? It is hard to be sure.
· Two Views, 131
· ME – this isn’t a knockdown argument. But, it is consistent with what we’ve seen in Gen 1-2. And it is a good explanation for the data while I don’t see a good explanation on egalitarianism.
· Important balance
· “rule” doesn’t carry a negative or forceful meaning inherent in it.
· Hebrew – Mu-shahl
· We see the same word use in Gen 4:17 “its desire is contrary to you but you must rule over it.”

