
· Does the Bible really teach us that wives should submit to their husbands?
· That’s not exact enough for today.
· Does the Bible really teach that there is an authority imbalance in the relationship between husbands and wives and that the husband has greater authority?
· OR
· Are egalitarians right that.
· 1) Perhaps we’ve misunderstood the meaning of the Greek words in some cases.
· 2) Perhaps we’ve failed to notice when Paul is just talking about a culture-bound and time-bound compromise of having wives submit instead of saying that it was God’s timeless command.
· 3) Perhaps we’ve misunderstood the context of those passages and it really is calling everyone to submit to everyone mutually with not real authority imbalance in marriage.
· What do I mean by “submission”?
· Submission does NOT mean
· She follows micromanagement instructions.
· Can’t make decisions.
· Has no authority over the home or kids.
· Has no authority over herself.
· Has no independent control over her business, job, personal pursuits.
· Can’t make reasonable demands on her husband.
· IS
· Supporting (not just believing) that the husband has the ability to make decisions for the household.
· Supporting (not just believing) that the husband is in a headship role in relation to the wife.
· Why am I covering this in a series on WIM?
· 1) The issues are connected
· Where you go on one is VERY likely where you go on the other
· If they are consistent 
· 2) Scripture seems to connect the two strongly
· I’m not teaching Scripture clearly on the issues if they are intimately connected and I ignore that in this series.
· 3) It’s a huge issue
· It impacts more than the leadership question
· The structure of every marriage
· This egalitarian view of marriage, that there’s no higher authority in the husband, is QUICKLY gaining popularity. 
· It’s also very palatable to 1st world westernized countries, not so much the rest of the world.
· PART 9
· A PIC – overlay
· Link below or BibleThinker.org
· Notes – free
· I’ll now give a quick overview/teaching of the most relevant passages, from my own, complementarian perspective
· 3 chief passages, 2 supplemental passages.
· 1 Peter 3:1-7
· Col 3:18-19
· Eph 5:21-36
· 1 Tim 2:5
· 1 Cor 7:3-5
· I’ll draw out the major points
· Lay out the conclusions 
· Then – egalitarian pushback and alternative interpretations
Mike’s teaching through 1 Peter 3:1-7
· 1 Peter 3:1-7
· 1 Peter 3:1–7 (ESV) 1Likewise, wives, be subject to your own husbands, so that even if some do not obey the word, they may be won without a word by the conduct of their wives, 2when they see your respectful and pure conduct.
· Wives are to
· 1) Be subject
· Hupotasso 
· Why?
· 1) This can win their husbands
· This is not exclusive to wives of unsaved men!
· They are to be subject either way, and, BONUS, it might win them.
· This is not only convenient or culturally acceptable
· It is “respectful” and “pure conduct”
· 3Do not let your adorning be external—the braiding of hair and the putting on of gold jewelry, or the clothing you wear— 4but let your adorning be the hidden person of the heart with the imperishable beauty of a gentle and quiet spirit, which in God’s sight is very precious. 5For this is how the holy women who hoped in God used to adorn themselves, by submitting to their own husbands, 6as Sarah obeyed Abraham, calling him lord. And you are her children, if you do good and do not fear anything that is frightening. 7Likewise, husbands, live with your wives in an understanding way, showing honor to the woman as the weaker vessel, since they are heirs with you of the grace of life, so that your prayers may not be hindered. 
· This idea of having a submissive posture toward your husband is
· Not just convenient
· Part of “imperishable beauty of a gentle and quiet spirit”
· It is “very precious” in “God’s sight”.
· Then an example comes that really seems to rule out alternate interpretations
· If the context was a wife submitting for the purpose of evangelism
· Sarah wouldn’t be the example (Abraham is the man of faith)
· If submission didn’t ever involve just doing what the husband decides for the family
· Sarah wouldn’t be used as an example of a woman who “obeyed” her husband.
· Abraham’s famous acts
· 1- leaving for an unknown land
· 2- Offering Isaac
· Probably the first one. (may not have been aware of the second)
· This relates to vs 6 “not fear anything that is frightening” (the “what ifs” can kill submission)
· Called him “lord”
· Gen 18:12
· 2 major points need to be made on this
· 1- We don’t have an equivalent term in English today for “lord”. Not even a boss.
· 2- THE POINT remains – she casually saw him as the leader for their marriage and family. It was just assumed. 
· This is HIGHLY OFFENSIVE to our culture, our culture is wrong.
· “I need to ask to my husband” *tRiGgeR 
· Submission to husbands is a general character quality for Christian women, not just a culturally bound issue.
· It’s how holy women of the past behaved
· Which makes it a general rule
·  “beauty of a gentle and quiet spirit” “precious in God’s sight”
· Which makes it a generally good character trait for wives.
· Submission is limited
· To your OWN husband, not every single man.
· Against some P and C guys.
· BUT THAT’S ABUSE!
· Vs 7
· What is the husband required to understand?
· It’s merely the VESSEL that is weak
· Vessel vs soul/spirit
· Just the physical body
· Why is this controversial?
· Weaker isn’t lesser, it means greater care and protection
· She is an heir of grace
· So, show her HONOR
· No husband who does this is abusive.
· This doesn’t remove his authority
· That would make the passage a contradiction 
· It INFORMS his authority and guides it. 
· “lest your prayers be hindered”
· Husbands, this is heavy. 
· Are you failing to honor her? Failing to see her heirship in Christ? 
· That’s God’s daughter. Treat her well.
· Why I like “complementarian”
· It isn’t just an issue of who has more authority. It’s about mutual callings and accountability before God.
Mike’s teaching through Col 3:18-19
· Colossians 3:18–19 (ESV) 18Wives, submit to your husbands, as is fitting in the Lord. 19Husbands, love your wives, and do not be harsh with them. 
· This affirms a husband’s authority in relation to the wife/home in multiple ways
· 1) Wives are simply told to submit. 
· It’s literally the only instruction Paul bothered mentioning here.
· 2) It’s “fitting in the Lord”
· This does two things
· First, it limits submission as to only what is appropriate for obeying Christ’s Lordship first and foremost.
· Always obey Christ, submit to others when it doesn’t conflict with that.
· Second, it means submission is “fitting” for a Christian wife. If you want to obey God, you’ll do this too.
· 3) Husbands are told not to be “harsh” with them
· This is, in a way, an affirmation of the husband’s authority.
· Since it is granted that she will be submitting, and this creates an opportunity for abuse (true) the husband is told not to be “harsh” but to LOVE them.
· Complementarian
· Many Es will only look at the wife’s submission and pass over these admonitions to love, and conclude it is a harsh and abusive thing.
Mike’s teaching through Titus 2:5
· Titus 2:5
· Es will say this was just for the culture
· I’ll cover that in today’s video
Mike’s teaching through Eph 5:21-33
· Eph 5:21-33
· To wives
· Ephesians 5:21–24 (ESV) 21submitting to one another out of reverence for Christ. 22Wives, submit to your own husbands, as to the Lord. 23For the husband is the head of the wife even as Christ is the head of the church, his body, and is himself its Savior. 24Now as the church submits to Christ, so also wives should submit in everything to their husbands. 
· Elements that show submission as a general rule in marriage
· 1) Wives are told to submit to their husbands
· 2) The husband is the head of the wife 
· This just IS the role of a husband in relationship to the wife
· PIC – Kephale
· Involves: mutual dependence, mutual relationship, mutual benefit, etc. 
· But clearly involves authority
· This is tied to the NATURE of marriage which God ordained at creation, not cultural issues
· 3) the analogy – as the church submits to Christ, so also wives should submit to their husbands.
· To husbands
· Ephesians 5:25–33 (ESV) 25Husbands, love your wives, as Christ loved the church and gave himself up for her, 26that he might sanctify her, having cleansed her by the washing of water with the word, 27so that he might present the church to himself in splendor, without spot or wrinkle or any such thing, that she might be holy and without blemish. 28In the same way husbands should love their wives as their own bodies. He who loves his wife loves himself. 29For no one ever hated his own flesh, but nourishes and cherishes it, just as Christ does the church, 30because we are members of his body. 31“Therefore a man shall leave his father and mother and hold fast to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh.” 32This mystery is profound, and I am saying that it refers to Christ and the church. 33However, let each one of you love his wife as himself, and let the wife see that she respects her husband. 
· The husband’s role to love and take care of his wife
· Self-sacrifice (of the highest kind)
· It’s all for her benefit
· Not just her “happiness” (happy wife happy life)
· Splendor
· Sanctification
· Holiness
· It’s a DEEP concern for her well-being
· 28 – “husbands should love their wives as their own bodies. He who loves his wife loves himself.”
· 29 - “nourish” “cherish”
· He is ONE FLESH with her
· But he is the “head” – vs 23
· She is the body – vs 28
· More evidence of submission being in the inherent NATURE of marriage and not just in culture.
· Vs 31-32 “Therefore a man shall leave his father and mother and hold fast to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh.” 32This mystery is profound, and I am saying that it refers to Christ and the church.”
· The nature of marriage is a representation of Christ and the church
· A love/submit relationship
· Vs 33 summarizes
· Husbands, love
· Love her self-sacrificially, as his own body.
· Wives, respect
· This “respect” is in the context of submission to him as the “head” of the relationship.
· Quick questions
· Does this mean the wife has NO authority?
· They all understood the woman to have great authority in the home
· Just that the husband had greater.
· Obey “parents”
· 1 Cor 7
· True rights and claims on her husband.
· Dignified submission with true authority but not the same authority as her husband.
· Can she ever rebel or reject his decisions/instructions?
· Clearly yes. 
· If life and safety is the issue
· Abigail
· If he is asking for submission in an area where his authority isn’t meant to cover.
· Your prayer life, what color shirt you can wear, how you can laugh, micro-management, 
· Pr 31
· 11- the heart of her husband trusts her
· Micromanaging is a lack of trust
· 13-15 – she not only does work but seems to take charge of it
· If that’s the goal, micromanaging constricts it, forces someone to remain incapable
· 16 – she “considers a field and buys it”
· That’s a lot of authority being used without constant instruction 
· Etc.
Mike’s teaching on 1 Cor 7:3-5
· Another examples to show that the husband’s authority is not totalitarian and it’s not without qualification 
· 1 Corinthians 7:3–5 (ESV) 3The husband should give to his wife her conjugal rights, and likewise the wife to her husband. 4For the wife does not have authority over her own body, but the husband does. Likewise the husband does not have authority over his own body, but the wife does. 5Do not deprive one another, except perhaps by agreement for a limited time, that you may devote yourselves to prayer; but then come together again, so that Satan may not tempt you because of your lack of self-control.
· 1) Wife has authority over her husband’s body 
· Specifically, in relation to sexual rights.
· Rules out polygamy
· 2) sexual fasting only “by agreement”
· His singular authority is not enough!
· Es will say this proves Cs wrong. 
· They say this proves authority in marriage is equal in ALL ways.
· That goes beyond the text.
· Finally
· Husbands didn’t have all the authority their culture wanted to give them
· Sexually
· Jesus rejected a male right to divorce
· The NT removed any restrictions on educating women in religious matters
· Callings are mutually exclusive
· The husband is never told to make his wife submit.
· Even though it’s said of elders that they must have their children in subjection!
· The wife is never told to make her husband love and lead well.
· This can remove much tension and abuse.
· Control yourself – hope for them to yield, entrust it to the Lord.
· Though you can talk to them about it, you don’t try to force it.
· It’s all complementarian.
· The core of my interpretation is not new. 
· Church history VERY strongly supports it.
· Not a trump card but
· It fits all the passages in harmony
· It’s a straightforward interpretation
· It doesn’t require any unlikely theories. 
· NOW, egalitarian pushback and alternate interpretations…
· Which I was VERY interested in!

Egalitarian view of 1 Pet 3:1-7
· Peter Davids’ view of 1 Peter 3:1-7 (Discovering Biblical Equality, ch 12
· The reason any wife submits to a husband is for evangelism.
· That’s it.
· Because it’s cultural only.
· Davids see family as a human construct. Therefore, any commands about submission are just culturally bound and don’t refer to anything intrinsic in the nature of marriage in general.
· B PIC – PD human creation
· “First Peter 3:1 begins with “submit to your husbands,” language that has already been used in 1 Peter 2:13, 18. This is an attitude that Christian subjects are to show to rulers and Christian slaves to masters. But in each case it is a qualified submission, since believers in Christ know themselves in reality to be “immigrants” or “resident aliens” (1 Pet 2:11); thus, they are not really part of the structures of the present age, whether governmental or familial, which are “human creations” (1 Pet 2:13).” Discovering Biblical Equality, 232
· 1 Peter does talk about us being sojourners
· But what of the idea that family structure (male headship) is a “human creation”?
· He refers to 1 Peter 2:13
· 1 Peter 2:13–14 (ESV) 13Be subject for the Lord’s sake to every human institution, whether it be to the emperor as supreme, 14or to governors as sent by him to punish those who do evil and to praise those who do good. 
· Paul gives a list
· The emperor
· Governors
· If we think family structure is a merely human creation then the presumption of culture, not God, being the source of the nature of the institution will lead us directly down the path of being able to set aside role differences in marriage. 
· But is that what Peter thought?
· Only if you stretch “human institution” in two important ways 
· 1- You must see 2:13 as a heading for 3:1-7
· But it could easily be explained as just the heading for the section following which deals with governmental authority specifically.
· 2- You must interpret “human institution” as “not ordained by God”
· Romans 13:1 (ESV) 1Let every person be subject to the governing authorities. For there is no authority except from God, and those that exist have been instituted by God. 
· Governments are ordained by God. 
· This means that even the direct section following the heading is not merely to be set aside as “culture.”
· Other Scriptures showing marriage is not merely a human institution.
· Gen 1-2
· Genesis 2:23–24 (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.” 24Therefore a man shall leave his father and his mother and hold fast to his wife, and they shall become one flesh. 
· Jesus – commenting on Genesis 2
· Matthew 19:6 (ESV) 6So they are no longer two but one flesh. What therefore God has joined together, let not man separate.” 
· Paul – commenting on Gen 2 
· Ephesians 5:31–32 (ESV) 31“Therefore a man shall leave his father and mother and hold fast to his wife, and the two shall become one flesh.” 32This mystery is profound, and I am saying that it refers to Christ and the church. 
· See also video 2 in the series on a husband’s authority before the fall.	
· C PIC – Vid 2
· D PIC – PD evangelize
· “To be sure, the woman accepts her husband’s authority, but not because she recognizes it as intrinsic (as Plato and Aristotle would have it) or as a universal divine structure (as some pagan moralists and the Hellenized Jews Josephus and Philo taught). Rather, she does so in order to evangelize him and to keep Christian teaching in good repute (1 Pet 2:16).” Pg. 233-4
· It’s ONLY for evangelism… not “also” but “only”
· But Peter gives this instruction to wives of Christian husbands too.
· Davids responds. 
· E PIC – PD evangelize 2
· “Even if women with Christian husbands were included, their behavior would likewise be conditioned by the evangelistic motive of this text.” Pg. 230
· This is adding to the text.
· Nowhere does Peter indicate a Christian woman submitting to a Christian husband is for evangelism.
· The fact that it is in the case of the non-believer implies that this isn’t the focus in the case of the believer.
· 1 Peter shows that the wife’s submission is about overall character, and overall character leads to evangelism. It’s not JUST about evangelism.
· 1 Peter 3:4-6
· It’s “pure conduct” that is “precious in God’s sight”
· It’s what “holy women of old” did
· An imbalance in Davids’ interpretation
· Does Davids think that husbands loving their wives and having understanding toward them, treating them as heirs of Christ, is just for evangelism?
· Peter isn’t just concerned about optics. 
· Another problem with this view is that just because something is going to be useful in evangelism it does not follow that it is only instructed for that purpose.
· Matthew 5:16 (ESV) 16In the same way, let your light shine before others, so that they may see your good works and give glory to your Father who is in heaven. 
· I think the apostles viewed morally good behavior as a good witness regardless of whether it was “only cultural” or “a transcendent rule for human behavior.”
· There are OTHER problems with this view, I’ll get into them in Ephesians 5
· What about the reference to Sarah obeying Abraham and calling him “lord”
· PD says it’s not a reference to Gen 18:12
· Why not, since she literally calls him “lord” there?
· Three-point case
· 1) Gen 18:12 doesn’t have her submitting very much, even though she calls him lord there.
· 2) Other Genesis passages where she does what Abraham asks don’t have her calling him Lord
· 3) Extra-biblical works have her calling Abraham “lord” more often.
· PD’s conclusion: therefore, Peter is not appealing to a biblical standard but… see if you can follow this.
· F PIC – PD conclusion
· “it seems most likely that in his reference to Sarah he is using material known to his readers from these contemporary Jewish sources.39 Here Sarah is depicted in terms of an ideal Hellenistic wife, an illustration that serves Peter’s purpose. Christian wives will be Sarah’s “daughters” (i.e., among the holy women) if they are also good Hellenistic wives and emulate her (Greco-Roman) virtue (that is, do good and refuse to fear).” DBE, 239
· Problems
· 1) every element about Sarah in 1 Peter 3 is found in Genesis
· She obeys Abraham (leaving for the Promised Land and in altercations with Egyptians)
· She calls him “lord”
· Why look outside what Peter saw as authoritative Scripture when what he refers to is found in it?
· It DOES “fit well with Genesis”
· 2) Even if he was referring to those extra biblical works it doesn’t mean it was culture bound. That just doesn’t follow.
· 3) There are problems with his “Hellenistic texts”. 
· The ONLY one offered is the “Testament of Abraham”
· PIC – PD test of abra
· “But we do find Sarah frequently using kyrios when referring to, or addressing, Abraham in extracanonical Jewish works such as the Testament of Abraham (roughly contemporary with 1 Peter).34 In this work especially, kyrios is used by Sarah to address Abraham (usually “my kyrios Abraham”), although only in casual or solemn discourse, not in contexts of “obedience.” DBE, 237-8
· E. P. Sanders writes: "The Testament of Abraham is a Jewish work, probably of Egyptian origin, which is generally dated to the latter part of the first century AD. 
· The Jewish Encyclopedia says it was probably written in Jewish, not Greek, originally. 
· PD relies on the less common view that it was written before the 1st century and that it was widely known VERY quickly.
· He also acknowledges that Sarah doesn’t call Abraham “lord” in the context of obeying him in this work anyhow!
· One big takeaway
· PD sees it as a challenge to his view that Sarah calls Abraham “lord”.
· You can see how he dodges the obvious…
· H PIC – PD two points
· “Two encouragements are given to support such behavior. First, this kind of behavior can lead to the conversion of a nonbelieving husband. Second, it puts the wife in a class with the “holy women” of Judaism whose behavior brought divine approval Peter’s example is Sarah, especially as portrayed in the Testament of Abraham. If Christian wives follow this model, they will likewise be considered holy women, approved by God, for they will fit the virtues of their culture insofar as those virtues are consistent with Christian virtues.” Pg. 240
· See the reliance on the Testament of Abraham, wrongly.
· Note how EVEN the phrase “holy women, approved by God” is taken as merely being in the eyes of the culture and not in the eyes of God!
· Nothing in 1 Peter implies “holy in the eyes of culture”
· Where does ANYONE in the Bible use “holy women” or “holy men” to refer to cultural opinions only?
· Notice the internal contradiction
· “considered holy women” – culture
· “approved by God” - somehow
· Keener’s addition.
· I PIC – K Abraham obeys
· “Further, while Sarah in his 1 Peter example “obeys” Abraham (and calls him “lord”!), Abraham also “obeys” Sarah (see the Hebrew in Gen. 16:2; 21:12).” Two Views, 342
· Does he?
· Yes.
· Is it a moment or an ordering of an ongoing relationship?
· Genesis 16:2 (ESV) 2And Sarai said to Abram, “Behold now, the Lord has prevented me from bearing children. Go in to my servant; it may be that I shall obtain children by her.” And Abram listened to the voice of Sarai.
· Not a great example.
· Genesis 21:12 (ESV) 12But God said to Abraham, “Be not displeased because of the boy and because of your slave woman. Whatever Sarah says to you, do as she tells you, for through Isaac shall your offspring be named. 
· 
· The good
· Husband’s, doing what your wife asks isn’t a threat to your role.
· The word “heed” is the same as Gen 3:17
· Those who say Adam’s great mistake was letting the wife lead, when he should have, are wrong.
· Abraham is told to heed his wife with the same word in the same book.
· The bad
· The Hebrew word is “hamA” (Strong’s #8085)
· It means “to hear”, often in a positive affirming sense.
· Does it imply obedience in the relevant sense?
· Gen 17:20 has God “hearing” Abraham
· It is often used of God hearing people and doing what they ask.
· In Gen 21, when Abraham is told to do what Sarah asks, the prerogative and decision was still Abraham’s.
· The obedience is in the context of his authority to decide what happens next.
Egalitarian view of Col 3:18-19
· Colossians 3:18–19 (ESV) 18Wives, submit to your husbands, as is fitting in the Lord. 19Husbands, love your wives, and do not be harsh with them. 
· Lynn Cohick’s view of Col 3:18-19
· J PIC – LC no talk
· “There is not talk about the husband’s authority…” – DBE, pg. 195
· Yet she’s told to submit
· Certainly, the original audience would have seen this in the context of a husband’s role as head.
· Yet he’s told not to be harsh (implying authority as well)
· K PIC – LC despise
· “Paul warns against husbands using the domination and power given them by their patriarchal culture such that thy despise their wife.” -  DBE, pg. 195
· This is a good example of assuming the conclusion. 
· The assumption is that the parts that relate to male leadership in marriage are merely there because of culture and Paul is only limiting them. 
· That’s not what the text says. 
· How do you reach someone if they are convinced that male leadership in the home or church is inherently evil? What COULD the Bible say to correct them at that point?
· A more fitting view is that Paul affirms their authority but with important Jesus-like caveats.
· 1- The wife is told to submit, the husband is not told to take authority 
· Forced submission is a serious problem
· 2- The husband is told to love the wife. His focus is on love, it impacts his leadership.
· That’s important!
· I see how a focus on leading can turn into insecurity, rudeness and constantly checking to see if she is yielding. That’s not a healthy environment.
· 2- The husband is warned about not being harsh
· This isn’t a rejection of his authority but a “how to use it” rule.
· Like Jesus 
· Mark 10:42–45 (ESV) 42And Jesus called them to him and said to them, “You know that those who are considered rulers of the Gentiles lord it over them, and their great ones exercise authority over them. 43But it shall not be so among you. But whoever would be great among you must be your servant, 44and whoever would be first among you must be slave of all. 45For even the Son of Man came not to be served but to serve, and to give his life as a ransom for many.” 
· Paul puts this into practice in his letters
· He writes to the Corinthians hoping they will voluntarily fix their problems so he doesn’t have to be harsh with his authority. But he still HAS authority!
· 2 Corinthians 13:10 (ESV) 10For this reason I write these things while I am away from you, that when I come I may not have to be severe in my use of the authority that the Lord has given me for building up and not for tearing down. 
· Egalitarians don’t generally have a lot to say about Colossians 3:18-19
· It’s can be passed over with barely a mention.
· Others affirm that Paul IS telling the wives to submit in the normal sense, but that this instruction is limited to the area of Asia
· Which is also not true and conflicts with 1 Peter 3.
Egalitarian view of Eph 5:21-36
· Ephesians 5:21-36
· For today I’m focusing on the work of Craig Keener
· L Pic Keener
· He’s a highly regarded egalitarian
· Also a brilliant and accomplished scholar (no sarcasm, he truly is)
· His Bible Background Commentary on the New Testament is amazing and shows his depth of knowledge about the time period and context of the New Testament (both Roman and Jewish)
· He’s also a wonderful brother in Christ from what I can tell
· Truly encouraging, joyful, sincere, and very likeable too. I like him, personally. 
· M PIC Keener book
· He wrote a book to support egalitarian views of the Bible
· “Paul, Women, and Wives: Marriage and Women’s Ministry in the Letters of Paul”
· In it he gives a ton of time and work to Ephesians 5
· N PIC – Eph 5
· “Because Ephesians 5:18—6:9 is the longest passage in the New Testament addressing household roles, and because most elements of the other passages are found here, we have devoted the second half of the book to an in-depth analysis of this passage.“ Keener, Craig S.. Paul, Women, and Wives . Baker Publishing Group. Kindle Edition.
· This is good!
· Keener will do a much more in depth treatment than many others.
· So, I’m focusing today’s analysis of Ephesians 5 on Keener
· Other egalitarian scholars will be sprinkled in but his case will be examined more attentively.
· Plus, when I asked you all who influenced your thinking on this many reported that Keener did.
· Keener’s case will depend on saying that the social setting of Ephesians explains the elements people have mistakenly come to think are God’s commands for all marriages. 
· O PIC – K he was smart
· “The question that this chapter on social setting addresses is, Why does Paul, who calls for mutual submission, deal more explicitly with the submission of wives than with that of husbands? The answer this chapter proposes is, in short, “Because he was smart.” His social statements are among the most progressive of his day, but if he wanted the gospel to gain a strong hearing in the Greco-Roman world, he needed to temper his radicalism with prudent sensitivity to his culture” Keener, Craig S.. Paul, Women, and Wives. Location 2366. Baker Publishing Group. Kindle Edition.
· Two main elements
· Mutual submission
· No power imbalance – they both submit to each other.
· Extremely popular view among Es.
· Cultural bowing
· The idea that whatever LOOKS like it’s implying unequal submission is either
· Only meant for some people in special cultural circumstances.
· If your culture is different it applies differently.
· Or, it was to make the Romans THINK Paul wanted women to submit unequally to husbands even though he didn’t. (which seems to be Keener’s view)
· So Keener’s case will really depend on whether he can prove these two things
· Mutual submission
· Cultural bowing 
· He’ll start by examining the culture of the time. 
· Keep in mind. The point is to say that if we understand the culture we’ll see the passage doesn’t mean what complementarians have thought; that wives in general are supposed to submit to their husband’s leadership.
· 1st element of culture 
· Aristocratic fears of antitraditional groups
· P PIC – K fears1
· “The Roman aristocracy felt their power base increasingly threatened by social changes occurring around them. These changes included the upward mobility of socially inferior elements, such as former slaves, foreigners, and women. Foreign religions were sometimes suspected of aiding what the aristocrats viewed as a subversion of the appropriate moral order.”
· Keener, loc. 2373 
· In a section called, “Women and Upward Mobility”
· Q PIC – K fears2
· “The gains of women in ancient society had introduced new tensions into Greco-Roman life in general and probably into some marriages as well, due to the greater flexibility of possible role expectations now available. This meant that religions that were thought to ignore traditional roles for women would be viewed as threatening by the conservative male establishment.” Keener, loc. 2441’l
· One strange thing
· This upward mobility of women was happening in ROME
· Several steps are then made; I’ll summarize them as I understood them.
· 1) Household codes were seen as central to society in Roman culture
· Pushback – they seem pretty central to all ancient cultures and most modern ones up until recent times. So, it’s not like Rome is an island with household codes that other groups don’t generally have. 
· 2) Foreign religions might have been accused of violating those codes and undermining the culture (the power of men)
· That’s a maybe but is it a reality?
· Do we have ancient examples of such accusations coming at Christians?
· I haven’t heard of any.
· 3) Some groups MIGHT have written household codes as a way of avoiding this suspicion
· Another maybe.
· And did they write codes they didn’t fully agree with or just write down their actual beliefs to avoid confusion?
· One possible example is Josephus (Keener uses this as an example)
· He writes his books “Against Apion” just to defend the Jewish religion against Roman accusations.
· R PIC – K Josephus
· “In fact, Josephus follows the three-part household code pattern in his defense of Judaism against Apion, one of its slanderers.” Keener, loc. 2516
· But the text is problematic for Egalitarians
· S PIC – Jo against Apion
· 2.201 “for (says the scripture) “A woman is inferior to her husband in all things.” Let her, therefore, be obedient to him; not so, that he should abuse her, but that she may acknowledge her duty to her husband; for God hath given the authority to the husband.” 
· His use of Scripture is sketchy, but he clearly defends their real view of marriage and doesn’t pretend to have Roman values that he doesn’t actually have. 
· 4) Maybe Paul did to
· Maybe. 
· Several things are well established in chapter 4 of Keener’s book. 
· Household codes were real
· They were often grouped in the same way Paul does (husband/wife, parent/child, master/slave)
· But key parts of the case for cultural bowing are a chain with a lot of links that all say “maybe”
· Some of the biggest “maybes” are
· 1- That Paul would write a household code to LOOK like it fit with patriarchal views when it really didn’t.
· Weird.
· 2- That Paul would instruct Christians, in a letter to Christians, with an elaborate and hard to decipher household code that Christians were supposed to interpret at “mutual submission” and pagans were to interpret as “wifely submission”
· 3- That we can jump from the idea that a religion MIGHT be criticized for undermining household structure to the idea that this was a pressing concern for 1st century Christians, who were regularly accused of undermining society by rejecting idolatry (another central aspect of the community).
· It’s much simpler to say that Paul is just telling Christians how it is.
· Then, Keener concludes chapter 4…
· T PIC – K conc1
· U PIC – K conc2
· V PIC – K conc3
· “CONCLUSION:
  By adhering to certain societal standards, the early Christians could perhaps hope to distinguish themselves from traditional objects of Roman slander, “undignified” eastern Mediterranean religions, including such mysteries as the cult of Dionysus.
   This is not to suggest that Ephesians 5:18—6:9 is to be read as a direct defense of Christianity to Roman readership in the way that Josephus’ tract Against Apion defends Judaism against the charges of its opponents. After all, this letter was no doubt sent to Asia, not to Rome; further, it was addressed to Christians, not to the opponents of Christianity. But by encouraging Christians to live in a way that would silence some of the needless objections raised against the faith, as he had done in his previous letters, Paul was contributing to a cultural defense of Christianity that would hopefully gain it a better hearing in Roman society. When he had written to the Romans, he had encouraged their support of civil authorities; now that he himself was in Rome, the issues that would contribute to a lifestyle defense of Christianity had no doubt become even clearer to him. 
  There is thus reason to think that Paul, awaiting trial in Rome, would have been contemplating strategies to appeal to the powerbrokers in Rome whose decisions could set precedents for policies toward Christians elsewhere in the empire. His household codes may represent a long-range response to basic Roman cultural objections to the gospel.”
· So, is it wives submit (Roman style) or mutual submission (E style)?
· Keener, Craig S.. Paul, Women, and Wives . Baker Publishing Group. Kindle Edition.
· Pushback
· We need to ask how much Paul was concerned about avoiding imperial persecution because of teaching things that would trigger Rome.
· In what ways did Paul incite this sort of persecution?
· He openly called them to cast out their idols.
· This was a big deal!
· Acts 19 
· Paul is in Ephesus (same context as the letter to the Ephesians)
· There he is getting hard pushback from those threatened by the removal of idols from the homes of Christians.
· The temple to Artemis, the idol making businesses and the overall political power of the city is seen to be under threat.
· Paul won’t stop.
· Idolatry was an integral part of city and state politics
· A KNOWN threat to Christianity
· Paul didn’t make any space for it at all.
· In Athens, 
· Acts 17:29–30 (ESV) 29Being then God’s offspring, we ought not to think that the divine being is like gold or silver or stone, an image formed by the art and imagination of man. 30The times of ignorance God overlooked, but now he commands all people everywhere to repent, 
· This caused real persecution
· Pliny
· Instructed by Roman Emperor Trajan to persecute Christianity to restore the supremacy of the approved roman idol worship.
· My point here: It’s too much to assume that Paul is doing that because it doesn’t seem like something he automatically does.
· You can see this in Keener’s book as well.
· W PIC – K threat
·  “The turning of a wife from her husband’s religion was viewed as an especially subversive ploy on the part of foreign religions. Plutarch emphasizes the importance of the wife’s worshiping her husband’s gods: ‘A wife ought not to make friends on her own, but to enjoy her husband’s friends in common with him. The gods are the first and most important friends. Wherefore it is becoming for a wife to worship and to know only the gods that her husband believes in, and to shut the front door tight upon all queer rituals and outlandish superstitions.” Keener, loc. 2432
· Yet Paul continued to evangelize women and the church didn’t stop if their husband was not a Christian. (See 1 Peter 3)
· Paul seems ok with persecution arising from an ACCURATE understanding of Christian teaching.
· The Romans thought Christianity was Jewish
· The Jews had a known household order that fit Rome in many ways.
· It seems unlikely that this would be an issue at all, without strong reason to think so.
· When Paul DID write about doing things for the sake of witness, he said so.
· 1 Corinthians 9:20–23 (ESV) 20To the Jews I became as a Jew, in order to win Jews. To those under the law I became as one under the law (though not being myself under the law) that I might win those under the law. 21To those outside the law I became as one outside the law (not being outside the law of God but under the law of Christ) that I might win those outside the law. 22To the weak I became weak, that I might win the weak. I have become all things to all people, that by all means I might save some. 23I do it all for the sake of the gospel, that I may share with them in its blessings. 
· But he taught liberty as a rule and strictness as an option. 
· It was clear.
· Ephesians doesn’t hint at this.
· Remaining issues
· Why think he did in Ephesians 5 other than “maybe he did”?
· Not written to Rome
· Not written to non-believers
· Not written with any indication of “if they ask you about household codes, tell them this”
· Not like the issue with meat and feast days 
· “you can… for the sake of witness or conscience but you’re free in Christ”
· Even IF THEY WERE written for apologetic purposes, why assume they don’t ALSO represent Christian values about households?
· After all, what Paul says to husband’s is NOT Roman in culture. Egalitarians all think it’s binding today. 
· But the wife stuff is seen as cultural bowing.
· So, are there SPECIFIC indicators in Ephesians 5 that this is either a transcultural principle or cultural bowing?
· I see none.
· And when you consider the rest of my series.
· It’s entirely consistent with the rest of the Bible.
· X PIC – K survival
· In the end, “for the sake of their witness and their survival, Paul portrayed Christian ethics in terms that would best communicate to their culture the moral superiority of Christianity.” Keener, loc. 2550
· This sets things up for a very nuanced interpretation of Eph 5.
· Paul simultaneously echoes Roman expectations for marriage for the sake of the survival of Christianity (an unproven claim) yet, within that, Paul is actually sharing Christian ethics.
· To me, this sounds like it could turn into “some of it he meant and some he didn’t”
· And what specific ways do we have for determining what Paul thought was a Christian ethic vs an apologetic tactic?
· Is it clear indications in the text? (good Bible study practices)
· Is it modern feminism?
· The exegetical stuff 
· Here we shift to more of a verse by verse issue.
· Points 
· Y PIC - nuances
· 1 – “Paul avoids the nuances of “obedience” and “ruling,” but he does not mind calling on wives to submit or husbands to love, because this was behavior that should indeed characterize all Christians.” – Keener, 2254
· What does this quote mean?
· That Paul not only doesn’t use “obey” for wives or “rule” for husbands but avoids those terms for a specific reason.
· Because ALL Christians are to submit to each other and love each other. Implying that there’s nothing unequal or truly different between what a husband or wife is called to. They are both called to love and submit. The love and submit language is just to make it palatable to the Romans.
· Pushback
· This has Paul writing two different things to two different groups.
· Romans, I want you to think wives submit
· Christians, I want you to think there’s no real role differences here. You both submit, you both love.
· 2- Mutual submission is the KEY
· AA PIC – K man submit
· BB PIC – K man submit2
· “Interestingly, when Paul calls on wives to submit in Ephesians 5:22, he presents this as a particular example of the submission of all believers to one another in 5:21. Paul uses the traditional form of household codes discussed above, but by grounding the wife’s submission in general Christian submission, he qualifies the meaning of those codes. Yes, the wife should submit to her husband; but the husband, following Christ’s example of self-sacrificial service for his wife, also must submit himself to his wife.” Keener, 2559
· Did Christ submit to the church? Ever?
· No.
· Always in charge.
· So, vs 21 means that husbands also submit to their wives. Mutual submission
· Do parents submit to their children?
· “Well, in some sense in some special ways they do”
· Parents clearly have authority children DON’T. This mutual submission thing doesn’t work
· Parents self-sacrifice to meet the needs of their kids, but they are still in charge. If they aren’t in charge something is WRONG.
· 1 Timothy 3:4–5 (ESV) 4He must manage his own household well, with all dignity keeping his children submissive, 5for if someone does not know how to manage his own household, how will he care for God’s church? 
· Do slaves submit to their masters?
· There are TWO ways to get a husband submitting to his wife out of Ephesians 5
· One, the comparison of Christ loving the church, has totally failed.
· Jesus doesn’t submit to us. Jesus is Lord.
· A lot of Es claim it though.
· The other to say that Eph 5:21 says it
· This is the MOST popular E angle.
· CC PIC – K mutual1
· DD PIC – K mutual2
· “It is clear that the submission of verse 22 cannot be other than the submission of verse 21 from the simple fact that the word “submitting” does not even appear in the Greek text of verse 22: it has to be borrowed from verse 21. It is perfectly legitimate to read verse 22, “Wives, submitting to your husbands,” as long as we understand that we must take verse 22 as an example of verse 21’s mutual submission. Indeed, one commentator points out that verse 22 might be translated, “for example, wives to your husbands,” and this is no doubt its force.[120] Wives should submit to their husbands because Christians should submit to one another.”  Keener, loc. 2792
· I wholeheartedly agree.. but I think his point is wrong.
· What is Paul really doing?
· First, he says to submit to one another, then he applies that to three groups in households.
· Husbands and wives (wives submit)
· Parents and children (children obey)
· Masters and slaves (slaves obey)
· He doesn’t balance this out with mutual submission
· Husbands – self-sacrificially love and cherish
· Parents – raise them in God’s ways and don’t embitter them (abuse authority)
· Masters – don’t threaten or mistreat them, see them as heirs with Christ, you will stand before God for your behavior.
· None of these involve undoing the imbalanced authority of those relationships. 
· It merely sets it into a Christian perspective.
· That’s it. That’s the big one.
· Context refutes it. 
· No ancient would think “parents also submit to children and husbands equally submit to wives” when reading this.
· Keener’s redefines the word “submit”
· EE PIC – K redefine
· “Paul urges submission, but by placing it in the context of mutual submission (see above), he defines it quite differently than most of his culture did, even at the risk of raising the charge of subversion he had worked so carefully to avoid. Paul does not call on wives to take charge of their husbands, but calls on husbands to love their wives in such a radical way that husbands become their wives’ servants, too.” Keener, loc. 2743
· Issues-
· “radical love” = submission
· It doesn’t.
· Jesus as the example proves it.
· Jesus serves us, but He doesn’t submit to us.
· FF PIC – K defines
· “Paul defines the husband’s submission in much greater detail, however, and defines it in terms of Christ’s self-sacrificial service on behalf of the church.”  Keener, loc. 2850
· “mutual submission” must be taken to apply in an equal sense in all relationships rather than unequally such as the three examples Paul gives. 
· Do we use “submit to one another” to undo the three examples of unequal submission that follow or to be explained in them.
· Red Flag!
· Paul defines the word different than anyone at his time?
· We need strong evidence to claim this sort of thing
· BUT, would that culture have understood a command to love or even HONOR the wife as an indication of the husband’s submission to her in some significant way that removes the patriarchal or complementarian view?
· The Talmud, which CLEARLY supports a husband’s authority in the home, also says this. 
· When it describes a good man as… 
· GG PIC – Talmud1
· “He who loves his wife as himself and honours her more than himself and teaches his sons and daughters honest ways” T. B. Yebamoth 62b.
· Other sources said similar things (Ps-Phocyl. 195) and, according to Keener, love between husband and wife was generally assumed and even explicitly called for by some ancient moralists. (See, Keener, loc. 2743)
· Conclusion: the language of love or honoring the wife does not imply anything about a change in leadership structure. Therefore, Paul is not redefining submission or fundamentally changing the authority relationship of husbands and wives. Just adding a Christ-focused attitude into it all. 
· There’s another redefinition in Keener’s interpretation.
· HH PIC – K explicitly 
· He also says, “he explicitly defines the wife’s submission only as “respect” (5:33)” Keener, loc. 2822
· Is submission DEFINED as ONLY respect?
· “Explicitly”
· That reduces the meaning quite a bit.
· Eph 5:33
· Why not just say “respect” and never say “submit”?
· To trick the Romans.
· Alternate views
· Submission is involved in respect
· Submission is part of respect
· Respect is part of submission
· Basically, the two are connected but one does not become the new definition of the other. 
· Consider this passage from Keener and what you think it implies, then I’ll work through it a bit.
· II PIC – K minority
· “Paul is certainly among the minority of ancient writers in that he devotes more space to the exhortation of husbands to love in Ephesians 5 than to that of wives to submit. In our culture, his exhortation to wives to submit stands out more strongly; in his culture, the exhortation to husbands to love, rather than the normal advice to rule the home, would have stood out more strongly.” Keener, loc. 2753
· What can I learn from this?
· Is it that Paul is going against his culture by reimagining the relationship of a husband and wife as mutual submission (in the egalitarian sense) or that he is refocusing how we prioritize our different callings in marriage? 
· Paul is not saying something contrary to what the culture taught or thought. He is saying something better, though it is consistent with that culture. Wives submit AS UNTO CHRIST. Husbands, your job isn't done when you have lead or ruled but when you have loved well, as Christ has. This seems to me to be the heart of complementarianism; different roles, equal value, focused on Christ.
· Keener’s basic view on Paul’s call to wives and husbands
· First, he recognizes that many in that time would have used stronger words than “submit” and “respect”
· Fair enough. 
· But, does this undo the imbalanced authority relationship? 
· No.
· Though it may soften the harshness of it.
· This ALL requires Eph 5 to be a VERY subtle but powerful passage balancing authority in marriage because of the emphasis on a husband’s love taking dominance in the passage.
· Another passage from Paul proves this wrong.
· Titus 2:3–10 (ESV) 3Older women likewise are to be reverent in behavior, not slanderers or slaves to much wine. They are to teach what is good, 4and so train the young women to love their husbands and children, 5to be self-controlled, pure, working at home, kind, and submissive to their own husbands, that the word of God may not be reviled. 6Likewise, urge the younger men to be self-controlled. 7Show yourself in all respects to be a model of good works, and in your teaching show integrity, dignity, 8and sound speech that cannot be condemned, so that an opponent may be put to shame, having nothing evil to say about us. 9Bondservants are to be submissive to their own masters in everything; they are to be well-pleasing, not argumentative, 10not pilfering, but showing all good faith, so that in everything they may adorn the doctrine of God our Savior. 
· No careful balancing act here. Just “submit” in a one-sided fashion.
· Paul doesn’t seem to be doing what Keener suggests. 
· Wouldn’t he HAVE to do it in Titus too, in order to avoid people thinking there is an unbalanced submission?
· Paul even uses “submit” for bondservants here.
· Showing he doesn’t see the term like Keener suggests, merely as respect without an authority imbalance, because in Ephesians he uses the term “obey.” 
· Point: “Submit” doesn’t rule out “obey”
· Again, in Titus 3:1 Paul uses “submit” implying obedience (within reason)
· Titus 3:1 (ESV) 1Remind them to be submissive to rulers and authorities, to be obedient, to be ready for every good work, 
· Submission here is a posture toward someone who has more authority than you.
· Finally, that’s the meaning of the term in Greek.
· BDAG - to cause to be in a submissive relationship, to subject, to subordinate[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. 1042). University of Chicago Press.] 

· THAT is how Paul probably defines submit. Not as “only respect”
· PAUL vs HIS CULTURE (Paul was different, but does that mean Paul was egalitarian?)
· PIC – K different
· “But before we can ask whether Paul meant submission the way his contemporaries meant it, we must ask exactly how his contemporaries did mean it, and ask what the “normal” roles for women were in his day. We shall first examine the general status of women in and around Paul’s day, and then turn to the question of what wives’ submission meant for most ancient men.” Keener, loc. 2593
· The basic idea here is to show that Paul’s idea of a wife in submission is different than his popular cultural ideas
· There’s going to be some agreement here. And it’s really important
· Jewish views
· Jewish men often saw women as sources of temptation and moral danger.
· Some teachers said that you should avoid habits of talking to them if they weren’t your wife or relative.
· Because it can lead to sexual temptation.
· There’s a truth there, but it does seem pretty strict.
· Jesus seems to have violated this at least partly (woman at the well, Syro-Phoenician woman)
· Trustworthiness
· Generally thought of as less rational.
· Couldn’t testify in most matters
· Unless a man couldn’t be found
· Or to testify about her husband (say, his death)
· PIC – Home and Family
· PIC – S home
· But, “it was also assumed that it was the woman of the house who could more accurately judge the character of guests.” Safrai, Home and Family, pg. 762
· A correction:
· PIC – K property
· “That the woman was acquired as wife on the legal analogy of property[46] is not particularly significant; this just reflects the customary way of describing the husband’s exclusive sexual rights to his wife under law[47] and does not mean that the wife was viewed by her husband as impersonal property.[48]” Keener, Paul, Women, and Wives. Loc. 2643
· Not PC language, but not what moderns think.
· A correction
· Girls were sometimes betrothed at young ages but..
· PIC - betrothal
· “In case of a betrothal during her minority, however, she had the right to refuse the final stage of marriage until she reached her majority.” Safrai, Home and Family, pg. 755
· In 1st century Israel women were NOT confined to the home
· PIC – S imprisoned
· “The young Jewish woman in Palestine was not imprisoned in her house or courtyard: she went to the well to draw water or to the market to shop and older girls might even find employment in shops or other concerns. The betrothal took place in the home of the bride's father, where she was to remain following the ceremony.” Safrai, Home and Family, pg. 752
· PIC – Home and Family
· In Jewish People in the First Century, Vol. 2., ch 14
· PDF available here - https://brill.com/view/book/edcoll/9789004275096/B9789004275096-s005.xml 
· PIC – S travel
· “A husband could not forbid his wife to visit her parents even if they lived in another city, nor could he prevent her from attending celebrations or making condolence calls. Tradition condemns a certain famous man for locking the door on his wife when he left his house for market. The married woman did not usually go shopping at the market, as such was considered the responsibility of the husband. 5 A man who prevented his wife from going to the bathhouse at a reasonable time was required to divorce her and pay the full sum stipulated in the marriage contract.” Ibid. 762
· They were not without rights
· PIC – S sexual rights
· Sexual rights “he was also required to maintain sexual relations with his wife; if he took an oath of abstinence, for two weeks, according to the house of Shammai, or even for one week, according to the house of Hillel, he was required to divorce his wife.” Ibid. 763
· PIC – S moving
· And more, “The Halakah also rules that a husband may not move from one part of the country to another without his wife's permission, neither may he leave home except for certain periods demanded by his work; even for Torah study a married man was not allowed to leave home for more than thirty days.” Ibid. 763
· On husband’s honoring their wives.
· PIC – Talmud1
· The Talmud says describes a good man as… “'He who loves his wife as himself and honours her more than himself and teaches his sons and daughters honest ways” T. B. Yebamoth 62b.
· Side note: were women in ancient culture as bad off as many say they were?
· People often give very one-sided quotes on this topic. It wasn’t all roses but it wasn’t the way they often frame it either.
· For more on this see Boer, Morality, pp. 243-256.  
· What about Greco-Roman culture?
· Scant info
· History just doesn’t give us much to work with here
· Some Es say that women were basically prisoners in the home
· Others say they Ephesus was actually a feminist society!
· Later. (1 Tim 2)
· Es focus on “Athens”
· But, Dr. Boer challenges this and other over-generalizations of post-feminism scholarship.
· PIC – B not satisfying
· “A different note is heard, however, in the most recent publications. The data have been re-examined in the light of the modern movement for female emancipation, of which 'women's lib' is the most notable representative. The result has been an even deeper revulsion against the position of women in classical antiquity and a sense of indignation about their slavish lack of freedom and absence of rights. In other words, women are represented as an oppressed minority in a male society by challenging and conscientious modern research. And yet, apart from an often disconcerting lack of understanding of historical relativity, the picture is not satisfying.”
· PIC – B segregation
· “The segregation of women was certainly not so universal a practice as has sometimes been suggested. We reiterate that it was intended to be a protection rather than a curtailment of rights. If for example we ask whether women were allowed to go to the theatre, we are bound to answer that they were. The evidence all clearly points in that direction.” Boer, Private Morality in Greece and Rome, pg. 251
· That’s in Athens.
· For more, see chapter 11 in Boer’s book.
· Boer’s conclusion
· We have scant info about most of that time. And many scholars have overgeneralized in anachronistic ways. 
· How is Paul REALLY different from his culture
· 1- Emphasizes love more, much more.
· And some incredibly high standard of love!
· As his own body, self-sacrificially, cherishing, as Christ does the church!
· 2- Never tells husbands to force their wives to submit. It’s not on them.
· JJ PIC – K roles
· Keener, “Further, Paul does not address the husband’s role in the wife’s submission; he does not urge the husband to inculcate submission in his wife.” Keener, loc. 2753
· An elder is responsible for their children’s obedience (or it reveals they aren’t good at the job)
· They are not responsible for their wives’ submission. 
· It is the voluntary behavior of the wife. Morally required but not forced. 
· This removes abusive behavior
· And excuses for not loving because she isn’t submitting or respecting.
· 3- It’s all about Christ
· Wives submit as unto Christ
· Husbands love as Christ loved the church
· This inspires and strengthens marriages. 
· 4- Paul addresses each rule to the person doing the rule. 
· More often than not (though not always) the man is the only one addressed in these household codes. 
· Not the head of the home. That’s interesting.
· There’s a strong Christian principle of taking full responsibility for your own part in any relationship or duty and not obsessing over what others ought to do to the detriment of your own responsibilities. 
· How Paul is NOT different from the culture
· 1- wives submit 
· Which everyone would have taken to mean an imbalanced authority relationship between husband and wife
· And we are not wise to interpret things to mean something quite different than the obvious meaning to the original audience. 
· This was seen by them, and Paul, as a morally good situation.
· 2- love is important
· They thought this too! Contrary to some people’s claims that love didn’t matter at all.
· One problem is our culture sometimes sees romantic love as an involuntary gut thing and this is issued as a command. 
· But Paul elevates this both in quality (as Christ self-sacrificially loved) and in centrality (it’s the chief calling on the husband).
· 3- husbands shouldn’t abuse their wives.
· Sure, some in the culture thought it was ok. But many did not. This was not new to Paul.
· An alternate E view
· Maybe Paul DID mean to support an authority imbalance but didn’t want it to be transcultural!
· Keener holds this, somewhat, but it seems hard to claim it alongside mutual submission.
· A big deal.
· KK PIC – K culture 
· “Paul is responding to a specific cultural issue for the sake of the gospel, and his words should not be taken at face value in all cultures.” Keener, loc. 2827
· Pro- 
· They expected a wife to submit and would be upset if Christians taught otherwise.
· I see nothing else. 
· Just assuming the view. 
· Con- 
· Eph doesn’t have language that says it was for the culture but that it was tied to gospel related issues
· 1 Tim (future vid) ties this stuff to Genesis as well
· Titus 2:1-6 bears down on this issue in two ways
· 1) It presents us a test case where Paul actually DOES mention cultural issues
· 2) It seems to indicate that just because Paul is concerned about the culture’s view of Christians this does NOT mean his council is not also transcultural 
· Elements that relate to culture’s view of Christians
· Older men should be
· 1- Sober-minded 
· 2- Dignified 
· 3- Self-controlled
· 4- Sound in faith, love and steadfastness
· Older women should be
· 1- Reverent
· 2- Not slanderers
· 3- Not slaves to much wine
· Young women should be
· 1- Loving to husbands and children
· 2- Working at home (not lazy)
· 3- Kind
· 4- Submissive to husbands
· Young men should be
· 1- Self-controlled
· Titus (leaders) should be
· 1- A model of good works
· 2- Teaching with integrity, dignity and sound speech
· Some might say the only one with a qualifier is “submissive to their own husbands” in vs 5. “That the word of God may not be reviled.”
· But this issue is in view in the whole passage since vs 8 says “so that an opponent may be put to shame, having nothing evil to say about US”
· Which of these are NOT transcultural?
· Just submission?
· My point: Just because Paul cares about how our behavior witnesses to the world it does not follow that this behavior is ONLY expected of the Christian if the world around them expects it. 
· Rather, Paul wants generally godly behavior to be the witness and he encourages things that are transcultural. 
· Lynn Cohick on Eph 5
· She makes several interesting points
· 1- There’s no COMMAND to submit because the verb is not present in 5:22
· ME – but she seems to see that it is borrowed from verse 21. So, if it’s not a command then what is it? Is it not at least an instruction?
· She says the word appears again in vs 24 and it’s not imperative.
· ME- but that’s not so clear cut since it’s another case of borrowing and the initial use is of how the church DOES submit and what is then implied is that the wife OUGHT to submit. I don’t see how one gets away from this being instructive of what ought to be done. Again, if it’s not a command then what is it?
· 2- everyone submitting to everyone (without distinction of roles) seems to be Cohick’s interpretation from 5:21. She offers the following support
· 1- it says “submitting to one another”
· I think this is overruled by the following 3 sets of examples where one category is to submit to another and the other is to not abuse that authority but to honor Christ with it.
· 2- this submission is unto Christ 
· This seems a bland point but she makes it and lets its implications go unstated. I think it’s irrelevant since it is equally explained on either reading. 
· 3- “What would this look like in church? Would a slave owner serve the Communion cup to her male slave? Would a free woman offer the bread to her slave sister-in-Christ? Such was likely Paul’s mind…” – Discovering, pg 197 
· The problem with this whole point is that it envisions a local church gathering whereas Paul’s examples (for the next 21 verses) of submission are all within a household, not a church gathering. 
· And WHY is it that Lynn’s examples are of reversals of service (slave owner serving a slave, free woman giving bread to a slave) and ALL of Paul’s examples are one-sided and fitting with the norms at the time? This is because Lynn is changing what Paul means and so she changes the examples to fit her uses. 
· 4- How does Cohick explain no specific command for husbands to submit to their wives, if that was Paul’s main point?
· 1- The prevalining culture was such that nobody would accept such a commands. “Paul’s wider culture was steeped in patriarchy, so it would have sounded nonsensical for a husband to submit to his wife. It would be like an army colonel being told to submit to his lieutenants.”
· Instead Paul asks the husbands to love self-sacrificially. He UNSTATED implication seems to be that this is submission by another name.
· 2- Paul limits the wife’s submission “as to the Lord.”
· I find this a stretch. It seems consistent that ANY time an egalitarian sees a clear affirmation of gender differences in role there is a jump to the author making concession to patriarchal culture and there’s no need to prove the point.
· A better view seems to be that there is a biblical teaching that’s being given, not just bending, while also a rejection of abuses that were common in that culture. But this just IS the complementarian view.
· 5- She argues that Paul’s command to men excludes male authority in the home!
· “With this command to love his wife, Paul insists that husbands relinquish, even reject, the power and authority granted them by the wider culture” Discovering, pg. 202
· ME- this is a good example of a few key things. 
· 1- Assumption of culture, not God, as the source of male authority.
· 2- Belief that authority is inherently morally compromised such that love would require a rejection of authority. 
· But God loves us and has authority!
· She may say that Jesus’ self-sacrifice defies this authority but I think that’s category confusion and only punting back to the same assumption. 
The slavery objection
· But what about the “slavery objection”?
What follows are notes mostly in response to Keener’s section on slavery in Paul, Women, and Wives. Ch 6
· Keener’s argument goes in two steps
· Step 1 – say that your view of marriage is interconnected with your view of slavery
· establish that if you apply wifely submission generally across culture than you must ALSO endorse slavery across all culture to
· LL PIC –K slavery1
· “Modern writers who argue that Paul’s charge to wives to submit to their husbands “as to Christ” is binding in all cultures must come to grips with the fact that Paul even more plainly tells slaves to “obey” their masters “as they would Christ” (6:5). If one is binding in all cultures, so is the other.[2]” Keener, loc. 2864
· MM PIC – K insist
· “To interpret the whole passage consistently, therefore, we must insist that what we grant today concerning slaves (that Paul’s call to submit is not a transcultural approval of the master’s authority) we must grant concerning wives (that a call to submit is not a transcultural approval of the husband’s authority).” Keener, loc. 2869
· I agree with one thing.
· If the justifications are the same then they ARE linked. That’s just logic.
· If I stop at red lights and go at green lights for the same reasons, then I can’t be consistent and begin going at red lights as well as green.
· Red light stop – it’s the law, it’s safe for me, it protects others
· Green light go – it’s the law, it’s safe for me, it protects others
· Step 2 – 
· Establish that NEITHER is binding in all cultures rather than BOTH ARE binding.
· Otherwise, Es aren’t making the point they want to make.
· But, step one is where the real issues are.
· How does he establish that the two are so connected that your view of one must be your view of the other?
· 2 reasons
· 1 – ancient household codes taught that a slaves’ obedience was required for the same reasons as a wife’s obedience was. 
· 2- The NT also says that a slave’s obedience is was also required for the same reasons as a wife’s obedience was. 
· NN PIC – K same reasons
· “The arguments for the subordination of each were roughly the same in ancient household codes,[3] and a brief examination of the relevant New Testament passages will show that they are roughly the same there as well.[4]” Keener, loc. 2868
· 1- ancient household codes linked these two by arguing them based on the same reasons
· The argument here is that the REASONS ancients gave for why men ruled the home and masters ruled slaves were the same.
· Can we list them?
· The only source Keener gives for this is Aristotle’s Politics 1.2.12, 1254b
· OO PIC – Aristotle wall of text
· “[1254b] [1] since in those that are bad or in a bad condition it might be thought that the body often rules the soul because of its vicious and unnatural condition. But to resume—it is in a living creature, as we say, that it is first possible to discern the rule both of master and of statesman the soul rules the body with the sway of a master, the intelligence rules the appetites with that of a statesman or a king and in these examples it is manifest that it is natural and expedient for the body to be governed by the soul and for the emotional part to be governed by the intellect, the part possessing reason, whereas for the two parties to be on an equal footing or in the contrary positions is harmful in all cases. Again, the same holds good between man and the other animals: tame animals are superior in their nature to wild animals, yet for all the former it is advantageous to be ruled by man, since this gives them security. Again, as between the sexes, the male is by nature superior and the female inferior, the male ruler and the female subject. And the same must also necessarily apply in the case of mankind as a whole; therefore all men that differ as widely as the soul does from the body and the human being from the lower animal （and this is the condition of those whose function is the use of the body and from whom this is the best that is forthcoming） these are by nature slaves, for whom to be governed by this kind of authority [20] is advantageous, inasmuch as it is advantageous to the subject things already mentioned. For he is by nature a slave who is capable of belonging to another （and that is why he does so belong）, and who participates in reason so far as to apprehend it but not to possess it; for the animals other than man are subservient not to reason, by apprehending it, but to feelings. And also the usefulness of slaves diverges little from that of animals; bodily service for the necessities of life is forthcoming from both, from slaves and from domestic animals alike. The intention of nature therefore is to make the bodies also of freemen and of slaves different—the latter strong for necessary service, the former erect and unserviceable for such occupations, but serviceable for a life of citizenship （and that again divides into the employments of war and those of peace）; but as a matter of fact often the very opposite comes about—some persons have the bodies of free men and others the souls; since this is certainly clear, that if persons were born as distinguished only in body as are the statues of the gods, everyone would say that those who were inferior deserved to be these men's slaves. And if this is true in the case of the body, there is far juster reason for this rule being laid down in the case of the soul; but beauty of soul is not so easy to see as beauty of body.”
· 1- the male is by nature superior and the female inferior.
· 2- slaves ought to be ruled by those who have greater reason
· This is because some men have the soul of a servant
· This is independent from their body since they may have the “body of a freeman” without the corresponding soul or a “body of slave” with the soul of a freeman.
· It’s not clear that Aristotle thinks this is true of men and women
· Conclusion: 
· It’s clear that the reason slaves should be in submission to masters is because of a lower capacity for reason. The person who has greater reason and more control over passions is best to be in charge because it’s safer for the one who has less of those.
· But, it’s not clear that this is the reason why men have more authority than women. He just says they are “by nature superior”
· It seems that Keener may have misrepresented Aristotle on this issue.
· PP PIC – Aristotle dif
· “the freeman rules over the slave after another manner from that in which the male rules over the female, or the man over the child; although the parts of the soul are present in all of them, they are present in different degrees. For the slave has no deliberative faculty at all; the woman has, but it is without authority, and the child has, but it is immature.” Aristotle, Politics, 1.13 1260 (book page 76 at this PDF https://www.bard.edu/library/arendt/pdfs/Aristotle-Politics.pdf 
· Conclusion: the reasoning offered in Keener’s only example refutes his point. Aristotle thought the slave had a different capacity for reason and the women was different because she had capacity for reason but didn’t have authority. Further, the slave “soul” was independent of being born into the body of someone who would end up being a slave. This doesn’t seem to the case with his view of women.
· But, everything hinges on the next issue. 
· 2- the NT gives the same justifications for slaves obeying as it does for wives submitting
· Keener doesn’t explain this point in his book
· His only resource is an out-of-print book by Kevin Giles
· But what ARE the biblical justifications given for women submitting vs slaves obeying?
· Women should submit because
· 1- The husband is the head of the wife. (Eph 5:23; 1 Cor 11:3)
· 2- “the law says” they should be in submission (1 Cor 14:34)
· 3- Adam was made first. (1 Tim 2:13)
· 4- Eve was deceived and Adam was not. (1 Tim 2:14)
· 5- that the word of God won’t be reviled. (Titus 2:5)
· Consider all the things that would just be cultural
· Not stealing
· Having good Christian doctrine
· Self-control
· Not being a drunkard
· Having good works
· Having integrity
· Slaves should obey because
· 1- You’re a slave. 
· 2- “So that in everything they might adorn the doctrine of our God and savior.” (Titus 2:9-10)
· They are told HOW to behave but never given a reason for why they OUGHT to be slaves in the first place. 
· Ephesians 6:5–8 (ESV) 5Bondservants, obey your earthly masters with fear and trembling, with a sincere heart, as you would Christ, 6not by the way of eye-service, as people-pleasers, but as bondservants of Christ, doing the will of God from the heart, 7rendering service with a good will as to the Lord and not to man, 8knowing that whatever good anyone does, this he will receive back from the Lord, whether he is a bondservant or is free. 
· More differences
· 1- Get free if you can (1 Cor 7:21)
· 2- Don’t become slaves if you can help it. (1 Cor 7:23)
· 3- God continually sees slavery as a bad situation to be avoided, in even the OT.
· Exodus
· Gender differences are grounded in creation
· Slavery is grounded in circumstance
· Poverty, oppression, POW
· Slavery is an unfortunate condition whereas marriage is a God ordained relationship
· Parallels and differences between wives and slaves
· Differences
· 1- wives are a natural part of the home
· Slaves are not
· 2- wives are called to submit differently than slaves
· Slaves follow all orders
· 3- Wives are one with their husbands
· Slaves are not one with their masters
· 4- Wives roles are due to God’s created order
· Slaves roles are situational only
· Parallels
· 1- They both submit in some sense
· NOT a parallel
· 1- wives’ and slaves’ situation is permanent whereas children are not.
· Slaves were not permanent
· The BETTER parallel is not wives and slaves but wives and children
· I’m not saying wives are like children in any way.
· But children are a natural part of the family.
· Their obedience is a universal rule.
· Is there an internal contradiction in E interpretations of Eph 5?
·  What even ARE the egalitarians saying about this passage?
· If it is mutual submission than there’s no reason to say it isn’t transcultural!
· If there’s a need to say it is NOT transcultural then it isn’t the egalitarian standard they usually say it is.
· I’m genuinely confused by this
Conclusion
· Yes, wives submit
· No, that’s not oppression
· Husband’s self-sacrificially love them
· And see them as coheirs in Christ
· Honoring them lest their prayers be hindered.
· Right order in marriage, without abuse.
· The Bible is remarkably consistent here
· You didn’t need this study.
· Unless you have been exposed to a lot of egalitarian claims that don’t work.
