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A COMPLEX SENTENCE
The Syntax of 1 Timothy 2:12

ANDREAS J. KOSTENBERGER

Wlat is so difficult to understand about Paul’s statement “I do not
permit a woman to teach or have authority over a man”? On the face of
it, it seems clear that the apostle here sets boundaries for women’s roles
in the church, not just in ancient Ephesus, but in the church, which he
later in the same epistle calls “the church of the living God, the pillar
and foundation of the truth” (1 Tim. 3:15 NIV). In recent years, how-
ever, virtually every aspect of 1 Timothy 2:12 has been explained in a
way that either limits the scope of the passage’s application or makes
the passage say something other than a plain, straightforward reading
of it would suggest.

In the first chapter of the present volume, Steven Baugh shows that
arguments for limiting the relevance of 1 Timothy 2:12 to the original
context based on the ancient background of first-century Ephesus fail
to convince. The role of women in first-century Ephesus was not suf-
ficiently peculiar to suggest that Paul intended to curtail the role of
women in the Ephesian church, but not elsewhere. '
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In the second chapter, Henry Baldwin carefully analyzes all the extant
instances of the word av@evtelv, meticulously updating his original
essay in interaction with subsequent scholarship. Over against efforts
to construe the connotation of the term ob8evteiv as negative, so that
only women's negative exercise of authority would be proscribed by Paul,
Baldwin has demonstrated that on the basis of lexical analysis there is
no evidence that the word was used with a negative connotation in any
of the instances prior to Paul or contemporaneous to him.

At the same time, as Baldwin himself acknowledges, there are limi-
tations to word studies, since it could be argued that Paul used the
word in a novel way (though this is not in fact what egalitarians are
contending) or that an author could invest a basically positive or
neutral term with a negative connotation in a particular statement.
For this reason we must look at the word o06ev1ely in its context in
1 Timothy 2:12 to confirm or disprove our understanding of Paul’s
words here.

Just as every nation has laws to govern the life of its citizens, so every
language has a system of grammar and syntax that stipulates proper
rules and conventions of usage for that language. Unless a writer wants
to be accused of breaking the rules (and thus of writing improper Greek,
. in the present instance), he must conform to these rules of grammar
and syntax. As will be seen, a careful study of the Greek grammar and
syntax of the present passage goes a long way toward determining the
meaning of the word av@evteilv. Thus the ensuing chapters on the ex-

egesis, hermeneutics, and application of 1 Timothy 2:12 will be set on
a firm foundation.

The Significance of Syntactical Background Studies for the
Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:12

The passage reads as follows: “I do not permit a woman to teach
or have authority over a man” (or, in the original Greek, diddokelv 68
YOVOLKL 0UK ERLTPET® 0VSE AOBEVTELV GvdpaG, GAN elvon &v fiovyia). The
syntactical pattern found in 1 Timothy 2:12 can be laid out as follows:

¢ anegated finite verb (“I do not permit,” ovk énttpénm)

* governing a (preceding) infinitive (“to teach,” siddoxelv)

e which is connected by the coordiﬁating conjunction ové¢ (“or”
¢ with a second infinitive (“to have authority,” 000gvtelv);

e this phrase is then contrasted with the adversative dAAa (“but”)
* and yet another infinitive (“to be in quietness,” glvon &v fovyiQ).

A COMPLEX SENTENCE
Or, in other words, the pattern is:

(1) a negated finite verb + (2) infinitive + (3) 008¢ + infinitive + (4) GANG
+ infinitive'

The need for syntactical background studies to understand 1 Timothy
2:12 has been recognized by P. B. Payne and D. J. Moo, wh? e,n-gaged
in a detailed exchange on the syntactical signifi.car%c%: .of 0VOE in the
verse. Payne argued that 0V8¢ connects the two 1nf}n1tnf,es 8189L(SKSW
and oeveiv “in order to convey a single coherent idea, tha{:c is,as a
hendiadys, so that the passage should be rendered as follo\)\{s: Ido not
permit a woman to teach in a domineering manner.”? Moo ’ch/s;:uted “[hls
notion as firmly as Payne asserted it, arguing that, while 01).6?j certainly
usually joins ‘two closely related items,’ it does not usually join togfethcir3
words that restate the same thing or that are mutually 1‘nterpretmg‘
Moo concluded that, while teaching and having authority are cllosely
related, “they are nonetheless distinct,” referring also to 1 Timothy 3:2,
4-5and 5:17, where these two concepts are distinguished.* .

Indeed, Payne’s study is subject to improvement at several points.
First, Payne studies only Paul. A more comprehensive study of the uses
of 08¢ in the whole New Testament is needed, if for no other-reason
than that the Pauline authorship of the Pastorals, including 1 Tlmot}lyl,
remains in dispute. Second, Payne studies all the occurrences of ovde
in Paul, even where it joins nouns, not verbs. It would seem desn*able to
sharpen the focus by studying the passages wbere 0vd¢ joins verbs.? '

Third, Payne does not consider uses of und¢ in Paul or elsewhe:re, in
the New Testament. Only seven instances remain where Paul uses 0vd¢ to
connect verbs (1 Cor. 15:50; 2 Cor. 7:12; Gal. 1:17; 4:14; Phil. 2:16; 2 Thess.
3:8: 1 Tim. 6:16). However, references including un 8¢ in writings tradition-
ally attributed to Paul provide eight further examples alone (Rom. 9:11,
16b; 14:21; 2 Cor. 4:2; Col. 2:21; 2 Thess. 2:2; 1 Tim. 1:3-4; 6:17). Notably,
two of these, 1 Timothy 1:3-4 and 6:17, occur in the same letter. FF)urth,:
Payne already starts with the assumption that owBevTely means “domineer.
However, that is the very thing that needs to be established, not asserted.
What is called for is an inductive study of all the instances of 008¢ joining
verbs, both in the New Testament and in extrabiblical Greek literature.
This investigation will distill the database for understand}ng thfa syntax
of 1 Timothy 2:12 with implications for the meaning of Omesw'&:w. )

Fifth, since Payne presupposes that ov8evtelv means “domineer,” he
concludes that “teach” and “domineer” by themselves are conceptually
too far apart to be joined by 008¢ (which usually joins closely related
terms) in a coordinating manner. Thus, Payne views the seqond t.errn
joined by 008 in 1 Timothy 2:12, cb8evTelv, as subordinate to the first,
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idaoxev. But if o00evelv were to mean “to have authority” rather than
“to domineer,” it would be quite closely related to S18doxerv, “to teach.”
In that case, consistent with Payne’s own observations on how 0%8s
generally functions, 008¢ could well link the two closely related terms,
“to teach” and “to have authority,” in a coordinating fashion. Payne’s
argument is circular, and his conclusion is unduly predetermined by
his presupposition regarding the meaning of ob0evtely. Sixth, Payne’s
terminology is ambiguous when he calls two terms “closely related.”
He seems to use this terminology in the sense of “essentially one” so
that he can conclude that in 1 Timothy 2:12 “008¢ joins together two
elements in order to convey a single coherent idea.” However, as will be
shown below, two terms can be “closely related” and yet be distinct. For
example, Matthew 6:20 refers to heaven, “where thieves neither break
in nor steal.” While “breaking in” and “stealing” are sequentially related
and may be seen as components of essentially one event, burglary, the
two activities are not so closely related as to lose their own distinctness.
The burglar first breaks in and then steals.

Seventh, Payne is inconsistent in his use of terminology regarding his
categories of the usage of 003¢. On page 1, he terms his second category
“those which specify with greater clarity the meaning of one word or
phrase by conjoining it with another word or phrase.” Yet in his conclu-
sion on page 10, he calls the same category those in which “008¢ joins
together two elements in order to convey a single coherent idea.” From
the beginning of his paper until the end, Payne has subtly shifted from
one definition of his crucial category to another. While his definition
on page 1 allows for terms to be closely related and yet distinct, Payne’s
categorization on page 10 unduly narrows his earlier definition so that
now closely related yet distinct terms seem excluded. Eighth, on page
10 Payne notes translations that render o0evtely with “domineer” or
similarly negative connotations. He fails to observe, however, that nei-
ther the NASB, the RSV, nor the NIV renders the term with a negative
connotation. The NASB has “exercise authority”; the NIV and the RSV
translate o00evielv with “to have authority.” :

We may summarize the argument thus far. Two methodological paths
have been taken to identify the proper rendering of 1 Timothy 2:12:
word studies and syntactical studies. The rarity of the use of a00evtely
and other limitations impose certain restraints on word studies in the
present instance. The major syntactical study on the passage is subject
to some significant improvements. Therefore, a fresh study of New Tes-
tament syntactical parallels to 1 Timothy 2:12 needs to be undertaken.
Furthermore, extrabiblical Greek literature from the period preceding or
contemporary with the New Testament should be consulted to supple-
ment the study of syntactical parallels to 1 Timothy 2:12.
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Syntactical Parallels to 1 Timothy 2:12
in the New Testament

i i tactical parallel to 1 Timo-

ictly speaking, there is only one close syn e :
h S;ricz i}rfl tI;le New Testament, Acts 16:21, where the same cot;structlon,
b 'ated finite verb + infinitive + 003€ + infinitive, is foupd. Howeye}”,
e bal forms other than infinitives to be linked by 0VOE,

i llows for ver j |
gf(t);li\j/o further passages can be identified. These can be grouped into

two patterns of the usage of 0V8E:

e Pattern 1: two activities or concepts are viewed positi.vely in and
of themselves, but their exercise is prohibited or thenj existence
is denied due to circumstances or conditions adduced in the con-

text. ' - o
Pattern 2: two activities or concepts are viewed negatively, a

consequently their exercise is prohibited or their existence is denied
or they are to be avoided.

: s, the conjunction 003¢ coordinates activi‘Fif'ss of the same
iﬁgg}i}?z:tiesfr;ctivities ghat are both viewed either positively or nega-
i i r speaker.
tmIa’thEe};;hle j[)\lflrelt;ll:ocilibii)tion or denial of two activities or ¢oncepts that
are otherwi’se viewed positively, is found in the following Nfezv; "ll"\e/:lstta}[—
ment passages: Matt. 6:26 = Luke 12:24; Matt. 6:28 = Luke 12'.17‘,1335:
7:6, 18; 10:14 = Mark 6:11; Matt. 13:13; 22:46; 23:13; Mar}< 8: 5,‘ 21:21,.
Luke 6:44; 17:23; 18:4; John 14:17; Acts 4:18;9:9; 16:21; 17.24—% ; 2:12i
Rom. 9:11, 16; 14:21; 1 Cor. 15(:150; Gaililszlé—ﬂ; Col. 2:21; 1 Tim. 2:12;
116; :8; 1 John 3:6; and Rev. 12:8. -
6.1]?6”;15:12; ;0 the prohibition or denial of two activities t.hat are1 E)oltgh
viewed negatively, can be seen in Matt. 6:20 = Luke 12:33; Mat;4 . p.h'l’
Luke 3:14; John 4:15; 14:27; Acts 2:27; 2 Cor. 4:2; 7:12; Gal. 4:14; 2.212:
2:16; 2 Thess. 2:2; 3:7-8; 1 Tim. 1:3-4; 6:17; Heb. 12:5; 13:5; 1 Pet. h :
3:14; and Rev. 7:16. Overall, in the New Testament there are thl];[y_;, 1r;:e
examples of the first pattern and twenty of the second (see table 3.1).

Table 3.1 _
Patterns of the Usage of 005t in the New Testament

Pattern 1: Two activities or concepts are Viewgd pos.itively in an'd of thfmsilglzi, but
their exercise is prohibited or their existence is denied due to gxrcums anc

conditions adduced in the context.

008t Bepilovoty (harvest)

008t GUVEYOUGTY £l BmobNKag
(gather into barns)

Matt. 6:26 0D omelpovoty (sow)
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Matt. 6:28 oV xom@otv (labor) 008 viifovoty (spin)

Matt. 7:6 M) ddre (give) unde BdAnte (throw)

Matt. 7:18 00 dVvarton wotelv (can yield) 0VSE molelv (yield)*

Matt. 10:14 un d&€nton (receive) undk dxovor (listen)

Matt. 13:13 0¥k dxovovoty (hear) 0U8E cuviovowy (understand)

Matt. 22:46 008e1g EdVvaTo dmokprefivorn oV EtéMunoey Enepotiioon (dared

(could answer) to ask) )

Matt. 23:13 0VK eloépyecde (enter) 0VdE dplete eloeldely (permit to
enter)

Mark 6:11 ur) 8¢Enton (receive) undt dxovowouv (listen; cf. Matt.
10:14)**

Mark 8:17 oUnm voeite (understand) oVt ovviete (understand)

Mark 13:15 un xotopdto (go down) undt eloeAddtw (enter)

Luke 6:44 00 cVAAEyovay (pick) 008t Tpuydotv (gather)

Luke 12:24 0V onelpovaty (sow) 008t Bepilovoty (harvest; cf. Matt.
6:26)

Luke 12:27 ov xom@ (labor) 008t vribet (spin; cf. Matt. 6:28)

Luke 17:23 " um GréNdnte (depart) unde Svénte (follow)

Luke 18:4 00 poBoduon (fear [God]) 008t evipénopon (care [about man])

John 14:17 00 6empel (behold) 0Vt vaokel (know) -

Acts 4:18 un 08éyyecOon (speak) unde Sddioxewv (teach)

Acts 9:9 oVk Edporyev (eat) oVt Emtev (drink)

Acts 16:21 00k EEgoTLy TOPOBEXECHOL 00dE otelv (practice)

(accept)

Acts 17:24-25

oVK kototkel (dwell)

008¢ Bgpomeveton (be served)

Acts 21:21

un eeprtépvety (circumcise)

undt nepiratelv (walk [in customs])

Rom. 9:11

urino yevvnoéviwv (born)

undt npa&dvtov (done)

Rom. 9:16

00 100 8¢Xovtog (wishing)

0V3E 10D TpEYoVTog (running)

Rom. 14:21

un ooyelv (eat)

unde melv (drink)

1 Cor. 15:50

kAnpovopficor ov dvvator (can
inherit)

008t kAnpovouel (inherit)*

Gal. 1:16-17

00 mpocavedéuny (consult)

008t dviiABov (go up)

Col. 2:21

un ym (touch)

unde yevon pndt Oyng (taste, handle)

1 Tim. 2:12

Siddokey ovk Emtpénm (teach)

008t dvlevelv dvdpog (have

authority over a man)

1 Tim. 6:16

€18ev 0V3elg (see)

oVt 16elv dvvoarton (can see)

Heb. 10:8

oVK NN8éAN oG (desire)

008t e086xnoag (be well pleased)

1 John 3:6

oly edpaxev (see)

008t £yvaxev (know)

Rev. 12:8

oVk ioyvoev (prevail)

008t Tomog eVpEdn (place be found)*

Pattern 2: Two activities or concepts are viewed negatively, and consequently their
exercise is prohibited or their existence is denied or they are to be avoided.
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Matt. 6:20 0% Stopuocovoty (break in) 008t KAémTovowy (steal)
Matt. 12:19 ovk &ptoel (quarrel) 003t Kpavydioet (cry out)
Luke 3:14 pndéva droceionte (extort undt cukopovtionte (accuse falsely)
money)
Luke 12:33 KAErG ok £yyilel (thief come 008k SapBeipet (destroy; cf. Matt.
near) 6:20)*
John 4:15 p) Suyd (thirst) unde Btépx@p‘tm SvTAelv (come to
draw) /-
John 14:27 pn topacctcbo (let be undt dethdro (be afraid)
troubled)
Acts 2:27 ok &ykooketyelg (abandon) 008t Sthoelg 18elv Sropbopdv (give to
see decay)
2 Cor. 4:2 1) TepLmorto DV TEG EV novovpyie.  undt Sododvieg (distort)
(walk in deceit) :
2 Cor. 7:12 oV% Evekev 100 GdLKoUVTOS o008t Evexev 100 GdLknOEvTog (the
(the wrongdoer) injured party) .
Gal. 4:14 obk eEovbevijoorte (treat with ovdE eEentoate (scorn)
contempt)
Phil. 2:16 0VK €ig kevov ESpogiov (run in 03¢ £1¢ kevov Exomiaca (labor in
vain) vain)
2 Thess. 2:2 un) coievdiivon (become undt Opoeicbon (become alarmed)
unsettled)
2 Thess. 3:7-8  ovkfroktijooyev (be idle) 008t Epdyopey (eat another’s food)
1 Tim. 1:3-4 pn etepodidockodely (teach undt mpootyewy ueots (pay
. erTor) ~ attention to myths)
1 Tim. 6:17 pty dymrodpoveiv (be arrogant) unde RAmévon &mt mAovToL (put
hope in wealth)
Heb. 12:5 ) dMydper (despise) undk £xAvov (consider lightly)
Heb. 13:5 oV ur ava (leave) 008’ 0¥ prj eykorokine (forsake)
1 Pet. 2:22 dpoptio odk Enoincev 008k g0pEd 800G (deceit be
(commit sin) found)*
1 Pet. 3:14 un popnefite (be afraid) undk tapoydfite (be disturbed)
Rev. 7:16 oV ewvdoovaoty (hunger) 003t Styrjoovotv (thirst)

*= change of subject; **= change from sing. to pl. verb form.

The first pattern can be illustrated by a few examples. In Acts 16:21,
the closest syntactical parallel to 1 Timothy 2:12 in the New Testament,
the two terms in the infinitive, napoadéyecdon and TolEly, are conceptual
parallels. “Accepting” and “practicing” do not carry negative connota-
tions in and of themselves. However, due to circumstances indicated in
the context, “being Romans,” the exercise of these otherwise legitjmate
activities is considered “not lawful.” In Acts 4:18, Luke reports that the
authorities, because of their antagonism to Christ, forbid the early church
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to speak and teach in the name of Jesus (two activities that carry no
negative connotations in and of themselves). In Acts 21:21, Paul is told
of reports that he forbids Jews living among Gentiles to carry out two
activities viewed positively by the speakers, circumcising their children
and living according to Jewish customs. In Galatians 1:16-1 7, to under-
score that he had been divinely commissioned, Paul insists that, upon
his conversion, he did not immediately consult with others nor go up
to Jerusalem, two activities that are not intrinsically viewed negatively.
And in Colossians 2:21, the writer quotes the maxim “Do not touch, do
not taste, do not handle,” as the (legalistic) prohibition of activities not
viewed negatively in and of themselves.

The following examples are instances of the second pattern, the prohi-
bition or denial of two activities that are viewed negatively by the writer
or speaker. In John 4:15, the Samaritan woman expresses her desire to
avoid two things she views negatively, thirsting and having to come to the
well to draw water. In Philippians 2:16, Paul states that he wants to avoid
two activities he views negatively, running in vain and laboring in vain.
In 2 Thessalonians 3:7-8, Paul denies that, at his previous visit, he had
engaged in two activities that he views negatively, being idle and eating
another’s food. A passage in the epistle under consideration, 1 Timothy
1:3-4, instructs Timothy to command certain ones to avoid two activities
the author views negatively, teaching error and holding to myths and end-
less genealogies. Later in the same epistle, in 6:17, one finds the instruction
to Timothy to command the rich in his congregation to avoid two things
viewed negatively by the writer, being arrogant and setting their hope on
the uncertainty of riches.

These examples set forth the New Testament evidence that o08¢ joins
terms denoting activities that are both viewed either positively or nega-
tively by the writer or speaker. The implication of this observation for
1 Timothy 2:12 is that there are only two acceptable ways of rendering
that passage: (1) “I do not permit a woman to teach [error] or to domi-
neer over aman,” or (2) “I do not permit a woman to teach or to exercise
authority over a man.” In the first instance, both “teaching error” and
“domineering over a man” would be viewed negatively by the writer.
In the latter case, both “teaching” and “exercising authority” would be
viewed positively in and of themselves, yet for reasons to be gleaned
from the context, the writer does not permit these.

Before deciding on one of the two patterns for 1 Timothy 2:12, a pre-
liminary clarification needs to be made. A distinction should be drawn,
especially in the first scenario, between the fact that two activities or
concepts are viewed positively in and of themselves and their prohibi-
tion due to circumstances. In the case of 1 Timothy 2:12, the writer’s
“I do not permit” has apparently at times been taken to mean that he
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views the two activities, St6doxev and m’?eavreiv,,:chemselyfls{s n;:{gatively,
in the sense of “teaching in a dominee'rlng way,” or j[he like. owever,
one should keep in mind that it is possible for t.he writer, (.11‘16 to certain
circumstances, to evaluate negati\{ely the exercise of act1v1tlel:s he gener-
ally views positively without tainting the two terms themse ves.t et
For example, I may tell my pregnant wife th..at Ido pot wan er'th
drive alone or be on the road at night. T here is r%othlr_;lg wror:jg wt1he
driving alone or being on the road at night. It is just that, under he
circumstances, my wife’s pregnancy, 1 prefer for her not to engage

" these activities. Or you may tell your child not to climb a ladder or to

go near a cliff. There is nothing wrong with climbing a lgdder’or efvi:n
going near a cliff. It is just that, sinc.e you fear 'fo.r your children i safe );
you do not permit them to engage in t/\.NO act1v1‘t1_es that are l;)tl : eri\?ms
viewed as permissible. In short, it remains a legltlma‘Fe possibi ity 01;l a
writer to deny someone for certain reasons the exercise of activities he
ise views positively. ‘ :
Otfiifjtfi/:: El:i‘gjht of E)his clari}i;ication, 1 Timothy 2:12 cogld legitlmat'el.y be
seen as an example of the first pattern, that is, the denial of two act1v1t1€czls
that are viewed positively in and of themselves, urllder contextually a (i
duced circumstances. That this is indeed the case is strpngly sugggstel
by the use of the term 813doxewv, which is consistently viewed positively
in the New Testament, including the Pastorals, when used absolut(.-:ly,
that is, unaccompanied by contextual qualifiers such as those denoting
t of someone’s teaching.®

theTcl:l(zenI?rr(l)egers’ claim that “if the context of 1 Timothy 2 12 is pe.:utral
and refers only to the activity of teaching rather, than to its positive }(:r
negative content, then it is the only time that &iddoxev is S0 used in the
Pastorals” is contradicted by passages such as the following:

e 1 Timothy 4:11: Iapdyyerde Tadto ko didacke (Command and
teach these things)

e 1 Timothy 6:2: Todto. 8id0icke Kod Topokdhel (Teach and encourage
these things) , ’ ] e \

¢ 2 Timothy 2:2: Todto TapAO0V TLGTOLG CVOpOTOLG otn.vag ucqvqt
oovton kol £tépoug S1ddkon (Pass on these things to faithful indi-
viduals who will be able to teach others also)’

In each case, 818doketv is clearly viewed positively by the writer and
is linked with activities such as encouraging, exhorting, and the pass-
ing on of apostolic tradition. And when the Kroegers contend that 'the
verb here[i.e., in 1 Tim. 2:12] forbids women to teaeh a wrongvdo.ctrliu?,
just as 1 Timothy 1:3-4 and Titus 1:9-14 also forbid false teaching,” it
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must be asserted that in 1 Timothy 1:3-4, it is £1epodiddokaiely, not
dddoxev, that is used, while in Titus 1:9-14, there is ample contextual
indication that false teaching is in view, a feature that is absent from
the context of 1 Timothy 2:12.1°

It should further be noted that the effort to make a8evtelv subor-
dinate to iddoxelv so that it in effect functions as an adverb and to
give it a negative connotation, as in “to teach in a domineering way,”
is contradicted by the fact that 008¢ functions not as a subordinating
but as a coordinating conjunction. Neither the syntactical parallels in
the New Testament nor the extrabiblical parallels lend support to the
contention that the second term linked by 008¢ modifies the first term
adverbially. And while “teaching” and “exercising authority” may well
be perceived jointly in 1 Timothy 2:12, these concepts do not blend to
the extent that they become one concept in which the two constituent
elements are no longer distinguishable.

Since, therefore, the term diddokelv is used absolutely in the New
Testament for an activity that is viewed positively in and of itself, and
since 008¢ coordinates terms that are both viewed either positively or
negatively, a00evtelv should be seen as denoting an activity that is viewed
positively in and of itself as well. Thus, 1 Timothy 2:12 is an instance
of the first pattern, in which the exercise of two activities is prohibited
or the existence of two concepts is denied by the writer due to special
considerations.'!

The immediate context of the passage, 1 Timothy 2:11, supports this
conclusion. Framed by the inclusio of novyio at the beginning of verse
11 and at the end of verse 12, there are two corresponding pairs of terms:
“learning” in verse 11 corresponds to “teaching” in verse 12, and “full
submission” in verse 11 relates to “having authority” in verse 12. The
writer first expresses his desire for a woman to learn in full submission.
Conversely, he then registers his prohibition of the opposite, a woman'’s
teaching or being in authority over a man. He closes by reiterating his
desire for a woman to learn in submission. “Learning” and “teaching,”
“full submission” and “having authority” are contrasted, the former
terms being viewed positively in the case of women, the latter ones
negatively. Thus, syntax and context join in suggesting that 1 Timothy
2:12 be rendered as “I do not permit a woman to teach or to have au-
thority over a man.”

Syntactical Parallels to 1 Timothy 2:12 in Extrabiblical Literature

The study of syntactical parallels to 1 Timothy 2:12 in the New Testa-
ment has yielded significant insights. Two patterns of the use of 08¢
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were identified, both consisting of coordinated e?(pressions of the same
order. However, since the New Testamenf gqntams only one exact syn(i
tactical parallel where 008¢ links two infinitives governgd .by a negate

finite verb, it seems desirable to extend .the scope of this mvesu.gitu;ln
to extrabiblical Greek literature preceding or contemporary with the

ent era. B

Ne"]TNh,]f;e;EaSI{rEZUS system, a computer program v.vith the capablhty1 oj
searching virtually all the extant ancient Gr'eek literature, has enab 3

the researcher to study all Greek litera.ture fhrectly relevant to thegtu y
of the syntax used in 1 Timothy 2:12 (i.e., literature from the thir cen-
tury BC until the end of the first century AD)—the LXX, the papylzl
and inscriptions available on the IBYCUS‘, and all t'he extant wc}>lr S
of Polybius, Dionysius of Halicarnassus, Diodorus Slculgs, Josephus,

i d Plutarch. -

Phgg;”ta;r—leight syntactical parallels to- Timothy .2:1.2 in‘exjcrablbhcgl
Greek literature were found: five in the LXX, two in 1_nscr.1pt10ns,, six in
Polybius, three in Dionysius of Halicarnassus, t\.NO in Diodorus S1cu};
lus, nine in Josephus, one in Philo, and twenty in Plutarch. Ph.ltarc

accounts for almost half of the references; JQSephus and 'Polyblus tcl)—
gether provide another third. Following is a list of syntactical parallels

to 1 Timothy 2:12.

LXX

1. 1 Maccabees 15:14: k0l EKOKAOCEV THV oMY, 1§oc‘t 't(:x nz\,oioz dqcc‘) 00
Adioonc sLVAYOY, Kol EOMBE THY TOMV 6o THG YRGKOLTAG Gochlocccmg,
kol (1) ovk Eloioey 0VdEV (2) gxmopevecdon (3) 003E eloTopevECHOL.
“He surrounded the city, and the ships joined battle from .the sea;
he pressed the city hard from land and sea, and (1) permitted no
one (2) to leave (3) or enter it.”12 . : o

2. Sirach 18:6: (1) ook Eottv (2) EAoTttdo0L (3) 0V3E MPOCBETvON, KO 0K
gomv EEyvidoon To Gowpdato Tod Kupiov. “[Who can measure h}s
majestic power? And who can fully recount his merc1.es.?] 1 ;t is
not possible (2) to diminish (3) or increase them, nor is it possible
to trace the wonders of the Lord.” \ o

3. Isaiah 42:24b: 00y 686G, DNUEPTOCOV ou’)'ch? Kol 1) 00K EB{O\)XOVT’O
&v 10ig 680lg oo (2) Topevesdou (3) 0VdE dikovey ToD VOOV 0L-
10D; “I'Who gave Jacob up for spoil, and Israel to plgnderers?] Was

it not God, against whom they have sinned, and in whose ways
(1) they were not willing (2) to walk, and whose law (3) they did
not obey?” o /

4. Bzekiel 44:13; xoi (1) ovk &yyrodet npdg pe 100 (2) iepatedelv pot
(3) 008k 10D TPOGTYELY TPOG T GiyroL VIV 10D IopomA 0VSE TPOG TO




64

WOMEN IN THE CHURCH

Giy1o, TV Gylev Lov Kol AjyovTon GTuioy odTdv £V T 1

oy , 0 &v ) TAovnoe
n enkavnencqv. And (1) they shall not come near to Me (2) tt;
serve as a priest to Me, (3) nor come near to any of the hol
things of the sons of Israel, nor to the holiest of my holy thingg

but they shall bear their dish i : .
have deceived.” onor in their shame by which they

. Daniel 5:8 (Theod.): kol eloemopeviovTo TV TES 0t oot 10D BoctAéwmg

kol (1) ovK NFOVEVTO TNV Ypodv (2) Avoryvad OOE TN

, / f yvavon (3) 008 TV ovy-
KPLOLV Yvopioon T Baoirel. “Then all the king’s wise men carr?e
in, but (.l) .they could not (2) read the inscription (3) [n]or make
known its interpretation to the king.”

Inscriptions

6. Attica.IG I1(2).11589 (third century BC): (1) 00k Gveyeto (2) ddpo.

Stéxsgeou ((3))01’)6‘8 Khdew tcétov Ticopevoio natpoc. “(1) He did not
stand up (2) to receive gifts (3) nor to give ear t i
Tisamenoios the father.” © © the suppliant

. PZenPestm.21 (246 BC): Nikov 8t 6 kptvopevog mpog Aviinotpov

) 0\1’)1{ £00TO 1(2) ai?»mévoa 70 TOUdAPLOV TP VTRV (3) 0VdE ExELY
Or0TO TOPEVPEGEL ovdear. “Nikon the judge (1) did not say to
Antipater (2) to take the boy from them (3) nor to hold him under
any pretense.”

Polybius (202-120 BC)

8. Hist. 2.56.10: (1) 8¢l Toryopodv oK (2) EKTATIELY TOV CLYYPOED.

Tepa'cm)(,')uavov Lo TAG LoToplog Todg EvTvyyxdvovTag (3) 008 Tovg
:c:vﬁexousyoug AOYoVG {NTEIV KOl TOL TOPETOUEVDL TOTG VTOKELUEVOLS
s;:E_,ocmGuethm, KOOGTEp O TPOYSLOYPTdoL, TOV 8k TpaBEVTMV KOl
PNOEVTMV l/(OUU, GATOELCLY COTAV LLVILLOVEVELY TIOUTIOV, KOV TAVV LE-
TPLOL TVYXAV OO dvta. “A historical author (1) should not (2) try
to thrlll his readers by such exaggerated pictures, (3) nor should
he, like a tragic poet, try to imagine the probable utterances of his
characters or reckon up all the consequences probably incidental to
the occurrences with which he deals, but simply record what really
hgppened and what really was said, however commonplace.”

Hist. 5.10. ?: (1) 00 yoip &’ mwAeiq Sl kot CoaVIoH® Tolg dcyvoﬁ'csoccn
) no?»su?tv TOVG Gyol®ovg Gvapog, GAL” EmL Stopetl’)oet KOl LETODE-
OEL TOV nuo/cpmuéa)v, (3) 003t GLUVOVOLPETY TOL UNSEV GdLKODVTOL
Toig nﬁmﬁco\m\/, GAAY cuoomlety LAALOV KoL 0VVEEOLPELGOOL TOTG
Gvottiolg Tovg dokodvtog Gdtkelv. “For good men (1) should not
(2) make war on wrong-doers with the object of destroying and

A COMPLEX SENTENCE 65

10.

11.

12.

13.

exterminating them, but with that of correcting and reforming
their errors, (3) nor should they involve the guiltless in the fate of
the guilty, (4) but rather extend to those whom they think guilty
the mercy and deliverance they offer to the innocent.”
Hist. 6.15.8: tovtovg (1) o0 dvvovton (2) XEWLLEL, G TpEMEL, TOTE
St 10 mopdimow (3) 00dE ouvteheiv. “[For the processions they call
triumphs, in which the generals bring the actual spectacle of their
achievements before the eyes of their fellow-citizens,] (1) can-
not (2) be properly organized and sometimes even cannot (3) be
held at all, [unless the senate consents and provides the requisite
funds.)” ,
Hist. 30.5.8.4-6: (1) ovk £Bovrovto (2) GuVSLELELV (3) 0VSE TPOKOLTOL-
AopLpdvery ooag aDTOVG BPKOLG KO GvVOong, (4) GAN xéponot
SLopevovTeg KePOOLVELY TOG gk EKAOTOV eamidoc. “[As they wished
none of the kings and princes to despair of gaining their help and
alliance,] (1) they did not desire (2) to run in harness with Rome
(3) and engage themselves by oaths and treaties, (4) but preferred to
remain unembarrassed and able to reap profit from any quarter.”
Hist. 30.24.2.3-4: (1) 00 50KODGL BE (2) YLVWoKEGOHOL ToLPOL TOIG GOV -
t@owv (3) 00dE Guvopacior S16TL AEAUVTOL GODAG, EOV U T TOPOAOYOV
TOLAGL KoL TV GAAMY EENANOLYUEVOV. “[The inhabitants of Peraea
were like slaves unexpectedly released from their fetters, who, un-
able to believe the truth, take longer steps than their natural ones]
and (1) fancy that those they meet will (2) not know (3) and see
for certain that they are free unless they behave in some strange
way and differently from other men.” ’
Hist. 31.12.5-6: Tv & cvykAntov (1) 00 Tooewy £t (2) Bonoeiv
(3) ovde GUVETLGYVELY TOTG TEPL 1OV Avcioy ToedTo SlepYOCOUEVOLC.
“[For the Syrians would at once transfer the crown to him, even if
he appeared accompanied only by 2 single slave,] while the senate
(1) would not go so far as (2) to help (3) and support Lysias after

his conduct.”

Dionysius of Halicarnassus (First Century BC)

14. De Thucydide 7.13-15: O0VLKLELSN 8E TA TPOEAOUEV® pio Ho0EoLY,

) TopEYLveTo adT6C, (1) 00K T\PHOTTEV (2) EyKoTopicyEV i Sinynoet
10g BeorTpLrdg yonetag (3) 0VSE TPOG TV Gy GpudTrecHoL TOV
GVOLYVOGOUEVEV, v Exelvon TedUKac dEpeLV oL GUVTHEELS, (4) GANOL
TPOG TNV DYEAELAV. “Thucydides, however, chose a single episode in
which he personally participated: (1) it was therefore inappropriate
for him (2) to adulterate his narrative with entertaining fantasies

(3) or to arrange it in a way which would confuse his readers, as
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his predecessors’ compositions w i

his predecessors’ cor fers_" ould naturally do. His purpose
Antlcluitatef romanae 10.12.3-5:1 &g (1) 0V 8¢l (2) kowmvelv (3) 008t
nopeivon f {nTioel Tobg dvelAnodtag v tod dMpov dpyiv. “Or
that the magistrates of the populace (1) ought not (2) to take part
in or (3) be present at the inquiry.”

Pe con,apositione verborum 23.2-5: (1) 00 {n1el ko0’ &v ExooTOV
Gvopoéx meptdpavelog (2) opaodar (3) 008 &v ESpa tdvto Befrcévon
TAOTELQ. TE KO GOPOAET 0VDE LLOLKPODG TOVG LETAED OOTAV Elvor ypé-
voug, “[The polished style of composition, which I placed second
in order, has the following character.] (1) It does not intend each
word (2) to be viewed from all sides, (3) nor that every word shall

stand on a broad, firm base, nor that the intervals of time between
them shall be long.” )

Diodorus Siculus (ca. 40 BC)

17.

18.

, Bzf)l. hist. 3.30.2.8-9: (1) o0 xpn 8t (2) Bowpalewy (3) 0V dmoTely
T0lg AeYOUEVOLS, TOAAL TOVTOV TtopaS0EGTEP DL KOLTO TTAG OV THV OLKOV-
LEVNV YEYOVOTO SOl THS AANB0DG 1oToplag mopetinddtag. “(1) Noris
there any occasion (2) to be surprised at this statement (3) or to
distrust it, since we have learned through trustworthy history of
many things more astonishing than this which have taken place
throughout all the inhabited world.”

Bibl.\hist. 3.37.9.1-4: 81omep TNAKOVTOV UEYEBOVG Ohewg EIG Oy
KONV ]cocﬂmvmxé'cog (1) ok G&r1ov (2) amoTely Tolg Aibloyty (3) 008t
©O00ov VLoACBAVELY TO BpLAOVUEVOV VI’ 0DT@V. “Consequently, in
view of the fact that a snake of so great a size has been exposed
to the public gaze, (1) it is not fair (2) to doubt the word of the
Ethiopians (3) or to assume that the report which they circulated
far and wide was a mere fiction.”

Josephus (AD 37-100)

19.

20.

Contra Apionem 2.6.1-3: (1) €57t u&v odv oV pddlov odtod
SZ) S1eABelY TOV Aoyov (3) 0V8E cap@G YvAvor Ti %éyéw BovAetot.
His argument (1) is difficult (2) to summarize and his meaning
(3) to grasp.”
Cont;:a Apionem 2.212.1-2: (1) 00 yop €GNV YRV 0OTAV (2) TUPTOAETV
(3) 0\/)6% TEUVELY T)EPOL BEVEPOL, GALG KO GKVAEVELY OelpT ke TOVG EV
Tf| LdixT TECOVTOG KoL TAV oiyloAdTov tpovvoncey. “(1) He does
not allow us (2) to burn up their country (3) or to cut down their
fruit trees, and forbids even the spoiling of fallen combatants.”
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21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

27.

Bellum judaicum 5.199.3-5: Kot YOp T8¢ dAlag (1) ovx EERV
(2) TopeABeTV Yovoukly, GAN (3) 008t KOO TNV GOETEPOLY DrepPTivon
1o Swotelyiope. “For women (1) were not permitted (2) to enter
by the others (3) nor yet to pass by way of their own gate beyond
the partition wall.”
Ant. 2.116.3-5: i (1) 00 TPOGTIKE PEV OTOV TEPL T6:5eMp0D (2) dedie-
voi (3) 008E Té pny Sewvar 8L droylog Aoppdvew. “[Judas, ever of a
hardy nature, frankly told him] that (1) he ought not (2) to be
alarmed for their brother (3) nor harbour suspicions of dangers
that did not exist.”
Ant. 6.20.3=5: (1) 00k (2) EmBvupely revdeptog (1) Sel HAVOV, GAAC
«OlL TOLETY &1 @V Qv 0L TPOG VUGG, (3) 0VSE BovresBou pev GrmA-
Ady o SeGTOTAV EMpEVELV Bt TpdrTovTog EE MV ovTot Slopievodoty.
“(1) Ye ought not to be content (2) to yearn for liberty, but should
do also the deeds whereby ye may attain it, (3) nor merely long to
be rid of your masters, while continuing so to act that they shall
remain so.”
Ant. 6.344.5-6: (1) 00K Eyvo (2) GLYELY ooV (3) 0vdE draoyuyioog
npododven PV Tovg olkeloug Toig rohepiolg ko@vPpicon 3¢ 10 TG
Bosthetog GElmpol, GAAG. “[For he, although he knew of what was
to come and his impending death, which the prophet had foretold,
yet (1) determined not (2) to flee from it (3) or, by clinging to life,
to betray his people to the enemy and dishonour the dignity of
kingship; instead.”
Ant. 7.127.1=3: Todto 10 Troicpo Tovg Appovitag (1) oVK EnEloeV
(2) fypepelv (3) 0VdE POBOVTOG 100G kpeitTovag Novyiow Gyetv,
(4) GAAG TépovTEG TPOG Xohapdy. “This defeat (1) did not per-
suade the Ammanites (2) to remain quiet (3) or to keep the peace
in the knowledge that their enemy was superior. (4) Instead they
sent to Chalamas.”
Ant. 14.346.1-3: 6 8& "Ypxovov (2) Gmolmelv (1) ovk LoD (3) 0VdE
TapokLySuvevELY TOOEMHD. “Phasael, however, (1) did not think it
right (2) to desert Hyrcanus (3) or to endanger his brother.”
Ant. 15.165.3—-4: O piv yop Ypravodg Emielkeie TpOTOV Kol TOTE KO
OV AoV xpdvov (1) ovk NEiov (2) TOAMVTPOLYLOVELV (3) 0VSE VE®-
tépov dntecOor. “Now Hyrcanus because of his mild character
(1) did not choose either then or at any other time (2) to take part
in public affairs (3) or start a revolution.”"?

Philo (ca. 25 BC-AD 40)
28. Posterity and Exile of Cain 84.5-7: (1) 00 YOp (2) Gvomtivo, enotv,

€1 0VpOovOV (3) 0VOE TEPOY podioong Goreadon (1) del kortd Crim-
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otv 100 kadoD. ““For (1) it is not necessary,’

into heaven, (3) nor to get beyond the sea i
is good.””

he says, (2) ‘to fly up
n searching for what

Plutarch (AD 40-120)

29, Ron,mlus 9.2.4-5: 61 ydp (1) ovk fElovv ot TV "AABNV oikoDvteg
2) (?cvoquyvl')voa TOVG GMOGTATOG E0VTOIC (3) 0VSE TPOCdEYETOL
moAtog. “For that the residents of Alba (1) would not consent
(2) to give the fugitives the privilege of intermarriage with them

(3) nor even receive them as fellow citizens [is clear].” '

30. MaVCiLIiS Coriolanus 27.4.1: 10, yoip Ao wevTo, Aopouvopevoc kol
Srageipav, 100G Eketvav dypodc oy pdc EpvAartte, Kol (1) 0vK gl
(2) xoxovpyelv (3) 008t AauBdvey £ Eketvav 008éy. “F or while he
maltreated and destroyed everything else, he kept a vigorous watch
over the lands of the patricians, and (1) would not
(%) to hurt them (3) or take anything from them.”

31. Tm}oleon 37.2.1: @v Aopvotiov pEv odtov TPOG TIVOL Siknv Kortey-
YO®VTOG (1) 0VK €iat (2) BopuPeiv (3) 00SE KdADELY 10V ToALTOC. “Of
these, Laphystius once tried to make him give surety that he would
appear at a certain trial, and Timoleon (1) would not suffer the
citizens (2) to stop the man (3) by their turbulent disapproval [lit
nor to prevent him].” !

32. Com’paratio Aristidis et Catonis 4.2.1: (1) 00 yop Eomt (2) mpattery
ueyoc?:oc ¢Qov11§ov1a HIKP®V, (3) 008 ToAAOIC Seopévorg Bondelv
TOAA®DY adTOV Sebpevov. “(1) Tt is impossible for a man (2) to do
great things when his thoughts are busy with little thihgs; (3) nor

can he aid the many who are in need when he himself is in need
of many things.”

33, I:yrrhu,s 33.6.4: onacduevov yop 1o Eidog A Khivovtal Aoyxmv (1) ovx
v 2) ocyoc?»oc[lieiv (3) 008E KaToBEGBOU TAALY, GAN’ EXDPEL SU BV ETvye
TOLTOLOVTOL TAV'TOL, KO TEPLTITOVTEG GAAAOLG g0vnoxov. “For when
a man had drawn his sword or poised his spear, (1) he could not
(2) recover (3) or sheathe his weapon again, but it would pass
through those who stood in its way, and so they died from one
another’s blows.”

34, Aigeszl'laus 3’2.3.3—4: Emel 8& prAoToVpEVOC O ‘Enopetvévdog év

il Zrolet HoxMy cuvdyon kol othcor Tpématov (1) 0k ioyvoev
(’2) eé;ocyoweiv, (3) 0V mpokorécacOo TOV Aynoilaov, ekeivog pev
avqgsuéag TAALY EndpBeL TNV Y dpav. “Epaminondas was ambitious
to join battle in the city and set up a trophy of victory there, but
since (1) he could (2) neither force (3) nor tempt Agesilaus O{lt of
his positions, he withdrew and began to ravage the country.”

suffer anyone
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35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

41.

Quomodo adulator ab amico internoscatur 64.E.7-8: “OpQg ’E(‘)Y
minkov; (1) od dbvorron TV oixiawv (2) qm?»dcmsw/ ¢ 6 KOV, (3) 0VOE
BooTdLe ig O inmog, 008’ apodvV TV YRV O¢ ot Béec. “You must have
noticed the ape. (1) He cannot (2) guard the house like the do%,
(3) nor carry a load like the horse, nor plow the land like oxen.
Consolatio ad Apollonium 115.E.3.: vepamorg 8& mdpumow (1) ovkéont
(2) yevécBon TO TAvTaV dplotov (3) 0vde ue*coccxgiv Thig T0D BeAtioTov
dVOENG (BPLOTOV YO TAOL KOL TECOAG TO un yevéodou). “But for men
(1) itis utterly impossible (2) that they should obtain the best thing
of all, (3) or even have any share in its nature (for the best thing for
all men and women is not to be born).” /
Regum et imperatorum apophthegmata 185.A.2: npoOg 8%—3 OV eou)p’wc\-
Lovtog Ty petopolny Ereyev i (1) “o0K £Q UE (2) Kocesnﬁaw (3). ou§£
paupelv 10 MiATAS0v Tpdmooy.” “[Themistocles while yetin his
youth abandoned himself to wine and women. But after Miltiades,
commanding the Athenian army, had overcome the barbarians at
Marathon, never again was it possible to encounter Themistocles
misconducting himself.] To those who expressed their amazement
at the change in him, he said that ‘the trophy of Miltiades (1) does
not allow me (2) to sleep £3) or to be indolent.”” \
Aetia romana et graeca 269.D.8-9: (1) 00 d&l 3¢ TGV MuepdV OV
GcptPEcTOTOV GPLBROV (2) Stddkey (3) 0VdE TO Tap’ OAMyov cuKohOV-
1eiv. “But (1) we must not (2) follow out the most exact calculation
of the number of days (3) nor cast aspersions on approximate
reckoning [since even now, when astronomy has made so much
progress, the irregularity of the moon’s movements is still bc.a-
yond the skill of mathematicians, and continues to elude their
calculations].” ,
Aetia romana et graeca 273.E.9-10: Ak ti T0ig un GTPATEVOULEVOLG
LEV &V 0TpaTonéd® & GAA®DG GvooTpEGOUEVOLG (1) ovK £Efv dvdpo
(2) Bokeiv moAéptov (3) 008 Tpdoon; “Why were men who were not
regularly enlisted, but merely tarrying in the camp, (1) not allowed
(2) to throw missiles at the enemy (3) or to wound them?” o
Aetia romana et graeca 291.B.3-4: Ato.1i 10ig 1epedot ToVTOLS OpYNV
(1) 0Ok &0elto (2) haBelv (3) 0vde uetedbeiv; “Why were these priests
(1) not allowed (2) to hold office (3) nor to solicit it?” .
De E apud Delphos 385.A.9: (1) 00k fv edmpeneg (2) nopdyev (3) 0vdE
noporteicBor. “[On many other occasions when the subject ha'd
been brought up in the school, I had quietly turned aside from it
and passed it over, but recently I was unexpectedly discovered by
my sons in an animated discussion with some strangers, whom,
since they purposed to leave Delphi immediately, ] (1) it was not
seemly (2) to try to divert from the subject, nor was it seemly for




43.

45.

46.

47.

48.

42.

44,
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me (3) to ask to be excused from the discussion [for they were
altogether eager to hear something about it].”
De defectu oraculorum 426.B.1: (1) 00 yop dc oprivoug fyepdvag
del (2) motelv aveE68oug (3) 008 dpovpely ovykieicavtog T TAy
HOoAAoV 8E cupdpatavtag. “[Yet such an organization is altogether
appropriate for the gods.] For (1) we must not (2) make them un-
able to go out, like the queens in a hive of bees, (3) nor keep them
imprisoned by enclosing them with matter, or rather fencing them
about with it.”
De tranquillitate animi 474.A.12: (1) 09 8¢l toig £téporc (2) eEadupeiy
(3) 008" dmoryopevetv. “(1) We should not (2) be disheartened 3) or
despondent in adversity [but like musicians who achieve harmony
by consistently deadening bad music with better and encompass-
ing the bad with the good, we should make the blending of our
life harmonious and conformable to our own nature].”
De tranquillitate animi 475.D.3: 60ev (1) 00 8¢l movtdnacty (2) Exto-
Tewvodv (3) 008t korraBdAlety v dpvotv. “Therefore (1) we should
not altogether (2) debase (3) and depreciate Nature [in the belief
that she has nothing strong, stable, and beyond the reach of For-
tune, but, on the contrary, . . . we should face the future undaunted
and confident.]” :
Quaestionum convivialum libri IX 706.D.5: £p@vTL eV yoip To-
Aotedolg (1) ok Eott TV TInveldmny (2) TPOCOYAYETV (3) 0VSE
ouvotkicon Ty Idveeiov. “If a man has a passion for a costly
harlot, (1) we cannot (2) bring Penelope on stage, (3) nor marry
Pantheia to him [but it is possible to take a man who is enjoying
mimes and tunes and lyrics that are bad art and bad taste, and
lead him back to Euripides and Pindar and Menander, ‘washing
the brine from the ears with the clear fresh water of reason,’ in
Plato’s words].” :
Quaestionum convivialum libri IX 711.E.3: $c6° 6 oivoc NUg
(2) Gdkelv (1) ovk Eotkev (3) 0VSE kportely. “The wine (1) seems not
(2) to be harming us (3) or getting the best of us.”
Aetia physica 918.B.4: 1| & dyav mepiyvlig Inyviovoo, g OOUOG
(1) 0¥x £Q (2) peiv (3) 0VSE Kvelv TV oicOnoty; “[Why is ground
that has become dewy unfavorable for hunting so long as the
cold lasts? . . . A spoor does this when there is warmth to free and
release it gently] whereas excessive chill freezes the scents and
(1) does not allow them (2) to flow (3) and affect [i.e., move] our
perception.”
Bruta animalia ratione uti 990.A.11: kol (1) 0vK 2@ (2) Oryely (3) 00de
Aomficon Ty yedotv GAAG StoBdAket kol kortnyopel Ty dovAOTNTOL
mpwv 1 Prapiivoe. “[It (our sense of smell) admits what is proper,
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rejects what is alien] and (1) will not let it (2) toucb (3) or give
pain to the taste, but informs on and denounces what is bad before

any harm is done.”

Confirming the earlier study of the use of ?{)Sé in thc? New Te}::)sta.rngﬁ'ic:
these instances suggest that the constructlo.n pe.ggted finite Yer + 126 -
tive + 008¢ + infinitive” is used to link two 1nf.1r.11t1ves denotlr}g Tor}; tphe
or activities that are both viewed either posnlv,ely or negaté\'/e ytt 3; nl
writer. The same two patterns of the usage of on§£.are f(?un d paf fhem:
where two activities or concepts are viewed ;.)051t.1ve1y in 'and o‘ e
selves, but their exercise is prohibited or‘thelr ex1stenc.e 1sd emti: s
to circumstances or conditions addgced in the c'ontext, (;m pa eentl ,
where two activities or concepts are wewed ne‘gatweluy, an c}i)nsequto bz
their exercise is prohibited or their existence 1s denied or they are
avoided. Table 3.2 documents these two patterns.

Table 3.2 )
Patterns of the Usage of O03¢ in Ancient Greek Literature

Pattern 1: Two activities or concepts are viewed pos‘itively in aqd of themselsvi;, but
their exercise is prohibited or their existence is denied due to circumstance

conditions adduced in the context.

1. LXX: 1 Macc. 15:14 gxkmopevecbon (leave) " giomopevecton (enter)

2. LXX: Sir. 18:6 thortdoon (diminish) TPOCOEIVOL (increase)
3. LXX: Isa. 42:24b

4. LXX: Ezek) 44:13

nopevecOon (walk) ducoverv (obey)

iepotevewv (serve as priest) Tpocdyely (come near)

5 LXX: Dan. 5:8 (Theod.)  dvayv@vor (read) yvopicon (make known)

dtyecBoun (receive gifts)

KAvew (give ear to

6. Inscr.: Attica supplication)

10 Polyb., Hist. 6.15 xewptlew (be organized) suvieheiv (be held at all)

12. Polyb., Hist. 30.24 "-ywd)cxecem (know) cuvopGodan (see)

13. Polyb., Hist. 31.12

15. Dion Hal., Ant. rom
10.12

Boneeiv (help) cuvemoydew (support)

kxowavelv (take part in)

napelvon (be present at)

19. Jos., C. Ap. 2.6.13 Sieloelv (discern) yv@vor (know)

OnepPrivon (pass by)
BovAeoBon (want)*

ficvyiov dyewv (keep
quiet)

Gpricécoun (go beyond)*

21. Jos., B.J. 5.199 TopeAOELV (enter)

23. Jos., Ant. 6.20
25. Jos., Ant. 7.127

gmovpely (yearn for)

fpepelv (remain quiet)

28. Philo, Post. 84.5 dvamtivor (fly up)

#= preceding infinitive
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29. Plut., Rom. 9.2

avopryvovor (intermarry)

npocdéxecOon (receive as
citizen)

32. Plut., Comp. Arist. Cat.
4.2

npattey (do great things)

Bonoeiv (help)

33. Plut., Pyrrh. 33.6

avoAofelv (take again)

kotoBécBoi (sheathe
again)

35. Plut., Adul. amic. 64.E

dvAdrtey (guard)

Bootalew (carry)

36. Plut., Cons. Apoll. 115.E

yevésBou (obtain)

petooyelv (have a share)

40. Plut., Aet. rom. 291.B

AoBelv (hold office)

ueteAOelv (solicit office)

45. Plut., Quaest. conv. 706.
D

npoocaryoyelv (bring on
stage)

cuvolkioon (marry)

47. Plut., Aet. phys. 918.B

pelv (flow)

KLVELV (move)

Pattern 2: Two activities or concepts are viewed negatively, and consequently their
exercise is prohibited or their existence is denied or they are to be avoided.

N

Inscr.: PZenPestm.

giAndévou (take away)

gxev (hold in pretense)

*®

Polyb., Hist. 2.56

gxmAntrewy (thrill)

{nrelv (seek to imagine)

0

Polyb., Hist. 5.10.5

noAeuelv (make war)

cuvavoipelv (involve
guiltless)

11. Polyb., Hist. 30.5

ovvdvalew (run in harness)

TpoKATOAALBAVELY
(engage)

14. Dion. Hal., Thuc. 7.13

gykoropioyewy (adulterate)

dppdtresdou (confuse)

16. Dion. Hal., Comp. 23

opaobon (be viewed)

Bepnkévou (stand)

17. Diod. Sic., Bibl. hist.
3.30

Bavpdletv (be surprised)

amotelv (distrust)

18. Diod. Sic., Bibl. hist.
3.37

dmotelv (doubt)

VrOAOUBdvEY (view as
fictional)

20.Jos., C. Ap. 2.212.1

muprolelv (burn)

téuvery (cut down)

22. Jos., Ant. 2.116

dedievon (be alarmed)

AopBdvery (harbor
suspicions)

24. Jos., Ant. 6.344

duyely (flee)

npododvon (betray)

26. Jos., Ant. 14.346

amoMmely (desert)

TOPOKLVEVVEVELY
(endanger)*

27. Jos., Ant. 15.165

TOAVTPOYLOVELY (intrigue)

dntecOon (start a
revolution)

30. Plut., Cor. 27.4

koukovpyeiv (hurt)

AopBdvey (take from)

31. Plut., Tim. 37.2

BopuPeiv (stop)

xoAvey (hinder)

34. Plut., Ages. 32.3

eEaryaryelv (force)

npokaAécacdor (tempt)

37. Plut., Reg. imp.
apophth. 185.A

KkoBevdetv (sleep)

padvpelv (be idle)

38. Plut., Aet. rom. 269.D

Sudkev (follow out)

ovkopovTely (cast
aspersions)
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39, Plut., Aet. rom. 273.E Boelv (throw missiles) 1pdoor (wound)
41. Plut., E Delph. 385.A

42. Plut., Def. orac. 426.B

mopdyew (try to divert) noporteicbon (be excused)

Tolely GveEGSoug (make opovpelv (keep

unable) imprisoned)
43. Plut., Tranq. an. 474.A gEoBupely (be disheartened) — dmaryopevew (be
despondent)

44. Plut., Trang. an. 475.D gxtomevody (debase) kotafdArelv (depreciate)

46. Plut., Quaest. conv. 711.  ddikelv (harm)
E

48. Plut., Brut. an. 990.A

kpotely (get the best of)*

Oryelv (touch) AvmRoo (give pain to)

*= preceding infinitive

Again, we may consider a few examples of each pattern. Pattern 1
can be illustrated by the following instances. Polybius writes (10) that
victory processions cannot be properly organized or sometimes be
held at all unless the senate consents and provides the requisite funds.
While Polybius views both “organize” and “hold” positively in and of
themselves, he indicates that holding these processions is not possible
unless certain conditions are met: the senate’s consent and the requisi-
tion of appropriate funds. At another occasion (13) Polybius writes that
“the senate would not go so far as to help or support Lysias after his
conduct.” Again, the writer views the two activities (here synonyms),
“helping” and “supporting,” positively in and of themselves, but the
help is denied because of Lysias’s (unacceptable) conduct. Josephus
writes (23), “You ought not to be content to yearn for liberty . . . nor
merely long to be rid of your masters.” While the writer views his read-
ers’ yearning for liberty and their longing to be rid of their masters
positively in and of themselves, he indicates in the context why these
longings by themselves are insufficient unless accompanied by action
and change in behavior.

A few examples of pattern 2 show instances where two activities or
concepts are both viewed negatively by the writer and where conse-
quently their exercise is prohibited or their existence is denied or they
are to be avoided. An inscription (7) indicates that a judge ordered
Antipater not “to take the boy from them or to hold him under any

pretense.” Clearly, both activities, taking the boy away from them as -

well as holding him under any pretense, are viewed negatively by the
judge, who consequently denies the exercise of these activities. Jo-
sephus writes (27), “Hyrcanus because of his mild character did not
choose . . . to meddle in state affairs or start a revolution.” “Meddling
in state affairs” and “starting a revolution” are both viewed negatively
by the writer, who asserts that it was Hyrcanus’s “mild character” that
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kept him from engaging in these undesirable activities. In a writing by
Plutarch (46 above; note the preceding infinitive), the existence of two
negative effects of wine is denied: “The wine seems not to be harming
us or getting the best of us.”

Conclusion

In analogy to the observations made in the study of New Testament
syntactical parallels to 1 Timothy 2:12 above, the following conclusions
may be drawn.* The implication of the identified patterns of the usage
of 08¢ for 1 Timothy 2:12 is that the activities denoted by the two in-
finitives 813diokety and aveviely will both be viewed either positively
or negatively by the writer. That is, the passage should be rendered
either “I do not permit a woman to teach [error] or to usurp a man’s
authority” or “I do not permit a woman to teach or to have (or exercise)
authority over a man.”

The meaning of &18dokewv in 1 Timothy 2:12 is therefore an im-
portant preliminary issue in determining the meaning of a¥0evteiv.
As was argued above, di3dcokelv, when used absolutely, in the New
Testament always denotes an activity that is viewed positively by the
writer, to be rendered “to teach” (cf. esp. 1 Tim. 4:11; 6:2; 2 Tim. 2:2).
If the writer had intended to give the term a negative connotation in
1 Timothy 2:12, he would in all likelihood have used the term ETEPODIL-
dookorelv (as in 1 Tim. 1:3; 6:3) or some other contextual qualifier
specifying the (inappropriate or heretical) content of the teaching
(as in Titus 1:11).

Since the first part of 1 Timothy 2:12 reads, “But I do not permit a
woman to teach,” and the coordinating conjunction 098¢ requires the
second activity to be viewed correspondingly by the writer, oad8evteiv
should be regarded as viewed positively as well and be rendered “to

have (or exercise) authority,” and not “to flout the authority of” or “to
domineer.”

Interaction with Responses to this Essay since Its Original
Publication

1996-98

Responses to the present essay in the first few years subsequent to the
publication of Women in the Church were very positive, both overseas
and in North America. Peter O’Brien, in a review published in Australia,
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concurred with the findings of this study,'® as did Helge Stadelmann
in an extensive review that appeared in the German Jahrbuch fiir evan-
gelikale Theologie.' Both reviewers accepted the results of the present
study as valid. ‘ ' ‘

Even Alan Padgett, in a generally negative review in the egahttar—
ian Priscilla Papers, calls the present chapter “a cgnyir}ging syntactical
analysis of v. 12,” though he favors reading both 11’1f11’11tl[V€S as convey-
ing a negative connotation.'” Padgett disagrees that diddoxw is fa\lways
used positively in Paul, citing Titus 1:11; 1 Tim. 1:3.; and 6:3, without,
however, mentioning that in the second and third instances the word
used is not diddokely, but £TepoSIONCKAUAELY. .

Another egalitarian, Craig Keener, in a review that appeal.“ed in tbe
Journal of the Evangelical Theological Society, says that while (in his
view) the principle is not clear in all instances cited in the present stud)::
“the pattern seems to hold in general, and this is what ma}tt?’rs most.
Keener concurs that the contention of the present essay is prg‘)_babhc
correct that ‘have authority’ should be read as coordinate with ‘teach
rather than as subordinate (‘teach in a domineering way’).”'®

1999-2001

I. H. MARSHALL

The first substantive interaction did not appear until the publication
of Howard Marshall’s commentary on the Pastorals in 1999.'° Marshall
indicates his acceptance of the findings of the present study by noting
that it has “argued convincingly on the basis of a wide range of Gk. usage
that the construction employed in this verse is one in which the writer
expresses the same attitude (whether positive or negative) to both of
the items joined together by 0v8¢.” '

Marshall proceeds to suggest, however, that matters are “not quite so
simple.” In response to the point that Paul would have used Fhe word
etepodidookarelv had he wanted to convey a negative connotation, Mar-
shall avers that doing so would have implied that while women were
not permitted to engage in false teaching, men were allowed to do so.
However, as Blomberg points out in a later piece, this objection does
not carry force, because the prohibition still could have been clearly
framed to avoid this conclusion.?

Consequently, Marshall opts for a negative sense of both words be-
cause of the reference to Eve in verse 14, which he maintains would be
pointless unless Paul here has “some particular false teaching by some
women” in mind. Marshall concedes that the text does not say that Eve
gave false teaching to Adam, but he claims such is nonetheless implied.
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Again, however, Blomberg notes that, while women were clearly victim-
ized by false teaching in Ephesus, “no passage ever suggests that they
were numbered among the false teachers themselves.”?!

In a lengthy footnote, Marshall says the present study does not ap-
preciate the point that, if the second unit is seen pejoratively, this will
also be the case with the first unit. To the contrary, this is one of the two
patterns shown throughout the entire essay. According to Marshall, Paul
is using ddoxev with the same connotation as £1epodidaoKOAElY, so
the apostle is in fact telling women—but not men—not to teach falsely.
How would that not still allow the same implication Marshall disavows,
namely, that women and men are here treated inequitably?

As to the relationship between 8iddoxelv and ov0evtelv, Marshall
presents two options: either these two terms are separate (citing Moo
and the present study as favoring this option), or the former term rep-
resents a specific instance of the latter (i.e., teaching is an act by which
authority is exercised). However, this does not quite capture matters
accurately. The present analysis sees teaching as included in the exercise
of authority, not as entirely separate. There is a partial overlap between
the two terms, though exercising authority is the broader concept.

Finally, regarding the relation between verses 11 and 12, Marshall
claims that the contrast is between learning in a submissive attitude
and teaching in a manner “which is heavy-handed and abuses author-
ity.” However, there is no need to import the alleged negative sense of
S18doketv into the way in which the contrast between verses 11 and 12
is construed.?

Overall, it appears that Marshall is not prepared to follow his ac-
knowledgment that the present study “argued convincingly” for a par-
ticular understanding of the syntax of verse 12 to a conclusion that
would require a nonegalitarian reading of the text. Hence, he opts for
a negative sense of both “teaching” and “exercising authority” on the
basis of his construal of the background and reading of the context,
particularly verse 14.2

WiLLiAM MOUNCE

Shortly after the publication of Marshall's commentary, William
Mounce, in his contribution to the WBC series, comes to rather dif-
ferent conclusions than Marshall.** Mounce draws extensively on the
present syntactical analysis of 1 Timothy 2:12 (quoting at length from
its critique of Payne) and integrates it into a full-orbed and coherent
exegesis of the passage. While there is no need to rehearse here all the
details of his cogent discussion of the verse, it should be noted that
Mounce frequently adduces data not adequately (or at all) considered
or acknowledged by Marshall:
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e S15GoKew is almost always used in a positive sense in the Pasto-
rals.

e If Paul is prohibiting women merely from teaching error, verse 13
seems irrelevant.

« The fact that iddokew has no object strongly suggests that the
verse is a positive command.

o S15dokewy and awleviely are best seen as distinct yet related con-
cepts.”

Mounce also points out that the two verbs are separated by five woyds
in 1 Timothy 2:12, which further speaks against viewing them as .formmg
a hendiadys, where words are usually placed side by side (citing B.D.F
§442 [16]).2 Following my identification of the pattern as from specific
to general, Mounce concludes that “Paul does. ‘noF want worgen totbe
in positions of authority in the church; teaching is one way in whlch
authority is exercised in the church.”? :

KEVIN GILES

Remarkably, even Kevin Giles, who lodges a thirty-eight—pagg critique
against the first edition of Women in the Church, finds hirr_lself in esser;
tial agreement with the present syntactical analysis of 1 Tl‘r‘nothy 2:12.
However, by way of special pleading, Giles maintains t?la/t “people, even
apostles, break grammatical rules at times,” so that 01)5_8 may function
differently in the present passage than everywhere else in attested con-
temporaneous Greek literature.” ‘

This, of course, is possible but highly unlikely. In my extensive re-
search in both biblical and extrabiblical Greek literature, I fou,nd’ no
evidence of anyone “breaking the rules” in his or her use of 0vd€. It
seems that even Giles himself does not trust this kind of reasoning, for
he later floats the possibility that both diddoxet and oOevTely are to be
understood negatively—in keeping with the pattern of usage identified
in the present study.”’

LINDA BELLEVILLE

The most—in fact, the only—negative response to the present study
comes from Linda Belleville.?' She contends that the two verbsin 1 Timo-
thy 2:12 connote “a single coherent idea in Greek.”* In a discussion tbat
blends instances of the noun o¥8éving and the verb ovdevtely, Belleville
maintains that the latter has a negative connotation.

Belleville also claims that the order of teaching first, and then au-
thority, favors her interpretation: “If Paul had the exercise of au_thor.it.y
in mind, he would have put it first, followed by teaching as a specific
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example.” However, it is unclear why Belleville disallows the converse
word order, especially in light of the occurrence of this pattern in Acts
21:21. The upshot of her discussion is that she restates Payne’s view
that we here deal with a hendiadys, translating the phrase as “to teach
a man in a domineering way.”%

Belleville reiterates her opposition in her 2001 essay in Two Views on
Women in Ministry. She charges that the present study “ignore[s] both
the literary form and the nature of Greek correlatives.”? According to
Belleville, (1) infinitives are not verbs; (2) 1 Timothy 2:12 has to do with
ideas, not grammar; and (3) “neither/nor” in 1 Timothy 2:12 constitutes
a “poetic device.” Belleville also contends that (4) the two infinitives
modify “a woman” and that (5) the question answered by these infini-
tives is “What?” In response, however, it should be noted that Belleville
herself misconstrues the grammar and syntax of 1 Timothy 2:12. What
is more, her objection to the present study misses the mark in that the
forty-eight syntactical parallels to 1 Timothy 2:12 identified in extrabib-
lical literature (as well as the one exact parallel in the New Testament,
Acts 21:21; see above) all feature the construction negated finite verb
+ infinitive + 0V8¢ + infinitive and in every instance yield the pattern
positive/positive or negative/negative, confirming the conclusion that
1 Timothy 2:12 is to be rendered either “I do not permit a woman to
teach [error] or to usurp a man’s authority” or “I do not permit a woman
to teach or to have (or exercise) authority over a man,” the latter being
preferred owing to the positive connotation of §iddokev elsewhere in
the Pastorals. Hence, the question of whether infinitives are verbs or
nouns is really irrelevant in the present case, since—however infinitives
are classified—the present study focuses on exact syntactical parallels,
comparing infinitives with infinitives. Beyond this, Henry Baldwin, in
the preceding essay, has responded convincingly to Belleville’s conten-
tion that nouns, rather than verbs, should be studied in relation to the
syntax of 1 Timothy 2:12.

In addition, (1) Belleville’s contention that infinitives are not verbs is
hardly borne out by a look at the standard grammars. Her arguments
(2) that 1 Timothy 2:12 has to do with ideas, not grammar and (3) that
0Ud¢ in 1 Timothy 2:12 constitutes a “poetic device” are unfounded, in
that grammar is clearly involved, and the genre of the present passage
is that of epistle, not poetry. As to Belleville’s contention (4) that the
two infinitives modify “a woman” and that (5) the question answered is
“What?” it must be noted that, to the contrary, the infinitives modify the
main verb in verse 12, émtpénom (I permit), and the question answered is
“To do what?”"—the answer being “to teach or exercise authority.” Hence,
the two infinitives are found to convey the verbal notion of actions to be
performed or not performed. This finds support in the standard Greek
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grafnmar by Daniel Wallace, who cites 1 Timothy 2 12 as an example of
the “complementary” use of the adverbial infinitive, meaning ths?t the
infinitives work with the finite verb to convey the verbal notion.

For these reasons Belleville’s critique must be judged to be unpersa;a—
sive and unable to overturn the assured results of the present study.

CRAIG BLOMBERG
Craig Blomberg, in an appendix included in the same volume, differs
from Belleville and renders the following assessment:

Decisively supporting the more positive sense of assu'mi.ng. 'appr‘op}:iat.e
authority is Andreas Kostenberger’s study of pairs of infinitives in nei-
ther . . . nor” constructions both throughout the New Testament and ina
wide-ranging swath of extrabiblical Greek literature. Withqut excgp'tl.on,
these constructions pair either two positive or two negative aC'FIVltleS.
So if the “teaching” in view in 1 Timothy 2:12 is not false teaching bl.}t
proper Christian instruction, then authentein must be taken as appropri-
ate authority as well.?

Blomberg proceeds to discuss the question of whether ‘t}'le tw?‘ infini-
tives form a hendiadys. He contends that he has identified a 1a'rgely
overlooked” “informal pattern throughout 1 Timothy of using pairs of
partly synonymous words or expressions.”* However, virtually a}‘ll these
examples are nouns. Blomberg concludes that the two terms are c}osel_y
related” (agreed) and “together help to define one single concept’ (this
may go a bit too far).

glimberg finds it “overwhelmingly likely” that in 1 Tim.othy 2:12
Paul is referring to “one specific kind of authoritative teaching rathe‘r
than two independent activities.” However, this represents a false di-
chotomy, since no allowance is made for partially overlapping terms
as in a pattern from specific to general.** Pointing to related passages
such as 1 Timothy 3:2; 5:17; and Titus 1:5-7, Blomberg contends that
the import of the two verbs in 1 Timothy 2:12 is one thing only: women
“must not occupy the office of elder/overseer.”*! ‘

To be sure, the parallels adduced by Blomberg suggest that 1 T}mothy
2:12 clearly means at least that women ought not to serve in the office tha,t
epitomizes teaching and ruling authority.* Yet it appears that Blomberg's
position, by reducing the issue solely to that of “no women elders/over-
seers,” may be unduly minimalistic. The principles adduced by the quo-
tations of Old Testament Scripture in 1 Timothy 2:13-14 would' seem to
suggest that 1 Timothy 2:12 is grounded in more foundz.\tlonal r.eahtles tha.n
a mere surface prohibition of women occupying a given office. For this
reason a more nuanced application of the passage seems to be needed.”
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WirrLiaMm WEBB

While critical of the chapter on hermeneutics in the first edition (see

Robert Yarbrough's response in the present edition below), William Webb
wrote that “T must commend the book for its exegesis in a number of
the other chapters, written by other authors.”* Later, he remarks, “In
one of the finest exegetical treatments of 1 Timothy 2 available today, the
authors of Women in the Church: A Fresh Analysis of 1 Timothy 2:9-15
develop the text in its lexical and grammatical aspects in much the
same way as I would be inclined.”*s Elsewhere, Webb comments that
“the exegesis by Schreiner, Baldwin, Kostenberger, etc. is persuasive
and will make a lasting contribution.”* One surmises that this would
include the syntactical analysis in the present chapter. This is all the
more remarkable as William Webb is an egalitarian.

20024
EsTHER Ng

In her critique of Elisabeth Schiissler Fiorenza’s reconstruction of
Christian origins, Esther Ng notes that Fiorenza apparently takes both
infinitives in 1 Timothy 2:12 as having a neutral sense (meaning “teach-
ing” and “having authority” respectively) and as linked to 008¢ to mean
two separable actions, though both related to men. This, she notes, puts
the matriarch of feminist hermeneutics in agreement with “the more
historical and conservative interpretation.”¥ In the same note, Ng also
refers to Wilshire’s and Baldwin’s studies and to the present study.

Later, Ng acknowledges that some “scholars with feminist inclinations”
take o00evtelv in a negative sense (e.g., Payne, Fee) and then see the two
infinitives as so closely related as to mean “teaching in a domineering
way.” She continues, “However, since a negative connotation of S18doKery
is unlikely in this verse (see below), the neutral meaning for o0evtely
(to have authority over) seems to fit the o08¢ construction better, . . .
While the 098¢ joins two separate activities, teaching and exercising

authority are still closely associated, as the contrast with ‘quiet learning
in submission’ makes clear.”*

Hence it is clear that Ng follows the con

clusions reached in the pres-
ent study precisely and in their entirety.

JupiTH HARTENSTEIN

In a review published in the Review of Biblical Literature, May 2004,
Judith Hartenstein of Marburg University, Germany, interacts with the
reprint of my essay on 1 Timothy 2:12 in the essay collection Studies on
John and Gender: A Decade of Scholarship.* She notes that “Kostenberger
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iti fact override the actual exegesis o . :
O o litari feminist interpreters, their
isi tarian or feminis p
or not this is acknowledged by egali et e
i i i ents to embrace may be (a
choice of which exegetical argum : . » {and often
i i mmitment to egalitar
s to be) motivated by their prior co . n
SI§S$ refreshing it is when this is openly acknowledged, as in the ca
of Hartenstein’s review.*

LINDA BELLEVILLE—AGAIN

In the 2004 essay collection Discovering Bibli{;al Equ.ality, Linda ?iﬂ;
ville ups the ante by claiming that I consider “a hierarchical interpreta
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of this passage [1 Tim. 2:12]” “a litmus test for the label evangelical and
even a necessity for the salvation of unbelievers.”s! Belleville claims that
I say (attributing a statement solely to me in a section that is signed by
all three editors) “that a hierarchical view of men and women is neces-
sary for ‘a world estranged from God’ to ‘believe that God was in Christ
reconciling the world to himself.””

In context, however, the statement cited by Belleville refers not to the
interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:12 but to “one’s view of male and female gen-
der identities and roles in the church” in general as of “the apprehension
and application of his [God’s] good gift of manhood and womanhood.”
A renewal of this understanding of what it means to have been created
male and female in God’s image in the beginning is presented as vital for
our own deeper fulfillment and for our witness in the world.

Doubtless, Belleville and other egalitarians would see their vision of

gender equality as vital for people’s deeper fulfillment and witness in the

world; it is unclear why the editors of the first edition of this volume are
denied the same hope and conviction. In any case, contrary to Belleville’s
assertion, neither I nor the other contributors to this volume believe
that what Belleville calls a “hierarchical” view of men and women is
necessary for a person to claim the label “evangelical” or that such a
view is “a necessity for the salvation of unbelievers.”

In her discussion of the grammar of the present verse, Belleville states
at the outset that “Andreas Kostenberger claims that it is the correlative
that forces translators in this direction.”® It is unclear, however, what
in the original essay suggests to Belleville a claim that the correlative
“forces translators” in a certain direction. I did not claim that a certain
understanding of the Greek coordinating conjunction motivated trans-
lators in the past, but rather that a certain understanding of the Greek
conjunction in 1 Timothy 2:12 most properly conforms to the way in
which Greek grammar actually functions.

Belleville also misunderstands the argument of the original essay when
she says that it “argues that the Greek correlative pairs synonyms or par-
allel words and not antonyms.”* This is not in fact the argument I make.
Rather, my point is that there are two patterns of usage found with regard
to ovd¢ in the New Testament and extrabiblical Greek literature:

Pattern 1: Two activities or concepts are viewed positively in and of
themselves, but their exercise is prohibited or their existence is de-
nied due to circumstances or conditions adduced in the context.

Pattern 2: Two activities or concepts are viewed negatively, and con-

sequently their exercise is prohibited or their existence is denied
or they are to be avoided.
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The issue here is not that of synonyms versus antonyms but that of a
particular type of perception of a given activity by a writer or spea.ker. For
example, in 1 Maccabees 15:14, we read that “he pressed th_e Slty hard
from land and sea, and permitted no one to leave or enter '1t. Cliearliy,
“leave” and “enter” are antonyms, but this is not“the c.:ruyc,:lal point in
the present analysis, but rather the fact that bpth ‘leavmg a_gd enter-
ing” are viewed positively (rather than one being viewed po_smvely ‘and
the other being viewed negatively) by the perpetrator pf a given action.
This point may be subtle, but an understanding of it is crucial for one
to appreciate the argument being made in the present essay.

Beyond this, Belleville merely repeats her ealjher argument (no?:ed
above) that infinitives are nouns, not verbs, and dlsallow§ a progression
from particular to general in 1 Timothy 2:12. Once again, however, it
must be noted that the categorization of infinitives as verbs or nouns is
not the critical issue, since the present study identifies a tojca}l of for’ty,-
nine exact syntactical parallels (negated finite verb + infinitive + 0VdE
+ infinitive) in the New Testament and extrabiblical literature, so that
infinitives are compared with infinitives, which clearly is the most ac-
curate comparison possible. None of Belleville’s arguments overturns
the syntactical patterns identified and the implication of these patterns
for the proper rendering of 1 Timothy 2:12.%*

WAYNE GRUDEM™

In his encyclopedic work Evangelical Feminism & Biblical Truth: An
Analysis of More Than 100 Disputed Questions, Wayne Grudem accu-
rately summarizes the contribution of the original essay and concurs
with its findings.* .

Grudem properly interacts with Sarah Sumner's objection that Thave
made a “mistake” in saying that the word §13dcxwin 1 Timothy 2 12 has
a positive force, because the same word is used negatively in 1 Timothy
6:3 and Titus 1:11.% In fact, in 1 Timothy 6:3 it is not the same word but
the word £tepodiddokalewy (to teach falsely) that is used, and in Titu.s
1:11 the context clearly indicates a negative connotation by the quali-
fier “teaching for shameful gain what they ought not to teach.” No such
negative qualifier is found in 1 Timothy 2:12, however. ‘

Grudem also deals with I. H. Marshall’s objection to my taking the
word 818dok®m in 1 Timothy 2:12 in a positive sense, claiming that this

~ “gverlooks the fact that to say ‘But I do not permit women to give false

teaching’ in this context would imply ‘But I do allow men to do s,o.’ ” Yet
as Grudem rightly points out, Marshall himself argues that c06evTE®
has a negative nuance of “exercising autocratic power.”?” Hence the
same objection he lodges against my essay would apply equally to his
interpretation.®® :
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Conclusion

As the above survey of scholarly responses to the original essay on the

syntax of 1 Timothy 2:12 has shown, the identification of two distinct
syntactical patterns has met with virtually unanimous acceptance and
has held up very well. Only Keener hinted at, and Belleville expressed,
criticisms. Belleville alleged that (1) §i8doxetv and a6evtely are not
verbs, (2) the construction is a poetic device following grammatical
rules of its own, and (3) there are no parallels for a pattern from spe-
cific to general.

However, all three objectons can be met. First, Greek grammars regu-
larly and rightly treat infinitives under the rubric of verbs. Second,
poetic device or not, Belleville has not overturned the clear and consis-
tent syntactical patterns demonstrated in the present study, a pattern
that has been accepted as valid even by virtually all other egalitarian
scholars, including Marshall, Keener, Padgett, Giles, and Webb. Third,
Belleville does not consider Acts 21:21, which constitutes a parallel.
What is more, even if no parallel existed, this still would not mean that
the pattern is illegitimate.

Marshall, finally, while accepting the overall validity of our syntactical
analysis, contends that §18doxketv is negative (see also Padgett, Giles).
His arguments have been effectively refuted by Mounce and Blomberg.°
For this reason, even after a decade of scrutiny, the results of the pres-
ent study not only should be upheld as valid but also should now be
considered as an assured result of biblical scholarship and hence ought
to constitute the foundation upon which a sound exegesis of the present
passage is conducted.

4

AN INTERPRETATION
OF 1 TIMOTHY 2:9-15

A Dialogue with Scholarship

THOMAS R. SCHREINER

T:le role of women in the church is probably the most emotionall.y
charged issue in American evangelicalism today. I have beeg in Pubhc
forums where the question has been debated, and the tension in the
room is palpable. It is particularly difficult when I lecture on the issue
at a seminary, for there are often women in the class. v'vho feel caued to
serve as pastors. To have a professor question the legltl_m.acy of this call
in a public setting is, to say the least, emotionally agonizing for women
who feel called to pastor.! It also smacks of a public atta_\ck on a minority
group since in my classes men usually outnumber women. Mo§t Qf these
women students have already been subjected somewhere in their journey
to insensitive and cruel comments by men. Thus, the public examination
of the issue by a professor who holds to the complementarian view can
be almost unbearable.? Those of us who support the complementarlan
view on this question must bend over backward to love those with whom
we disagree, and to assure them that we still hope and pray that God
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51. With affirmation from William D. Mounce, Pastoral Epistles, Word Biblical Com-
mentary 46 (Nashville: Nelson, 2000), 128.

52. Further, the grammatical structure, as will be shown in the next chapter, also
makes this impermissible.

Chapter 3: A Complex Sentence

1. This final element (GAAG + infinitive) may not always be found in the examples
selected for comparison.

2. P. B. Payne, “O0d¢ in 1 Timothy 2:12” (paper-presented at the annual meeting of the
Evangelical Theological Society, November 1986), 10.

3.D.T. Moo, “What Does It Mean Not to Teach or Have Authority over Men? 1 Timothy
2:11-15,” in Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood: A Response to Evangelical
Feminism, ed. J. Piper and W. Grudem (Wheaton: Crossway, 1991), 187.

4, Ibid. '

5. Preliminary studies of 008¢ linking nouns yielded results similar to those in the pres-
ent study of 008¢ linking verbs. The imprecision of Payne’s work is also characteristic of
the study by R. C. Kroeger and C. C. Kroeger, I Suffer Not a Woman: Rethinking 1 Timothy
2:11-15 in Light of Ancient Evidence (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1991), 83-84, 189-92, whose
examples are either passages in which 008¢ joins two nouns or in which the word is not
008 but 008év. The Kroegers’ suggestion that a06evielv in 1 Tim. 2:12 may be an “infini-
tive of indirect discourse” must be rejected since they do not provide a single example of
an infinitive of indirect discourse following 008 in the New Testament or elsewhere.

6. A few constraints should be noted. Although the subject of this chapter is syntacti-
cal background studies, the conclusions drawn from the syntax as found in 1 Tim. 2:12
will involve semantic judgments (especially in the two patterns of the usage of o0d¢ that
will be identified). There are also other syntactical (as well as semantic) issues raised by
1 Tim. 2:12 that will not be dealt with in this study, such as the question of whether or not
Gv8pog should be read with both Si8doxerv and ordbevTely or exactly how the GALG. clause
at the end of verse 12 relates to the preceding clause and which verb should be supplied
there. Even the aspect or tense of the verbs involved will not be dealt with at this stage
of the investigation, since, as will become evident, the major thesis of this essay is not
materially affected by the aspect or tense of the verbs.

7. This syntactical pattern is not necessarily always found in this particular sequence.
For example, in 1 Tim. 2:12, the first infinitive precedes the negated finite verb so that
the order there is (2), (1), (3), and (4). A study of preceding infinitives in the Pauline lit-
erature, however, indicates that it is hard to-find any consistent significance in preceding
rather than following infinitives. Cf. the nineteen instances of preceding infinitives in the
Pauline writings: Rom. 7:18; 8:8; 1 Cor. 7:36; 14:35; 15:50; 2 Cor. 8:10; 11:30; 12:1; Gal.
4:9,17; Phil. 1:12; 2 Thess. 1:3; 1 Tim. 2:12; 3:5; 5:11, 25; 6:7, 16; 2 Tim. 2:13. Either way,
the central thesis of this essay is not affected by whether the first infinitive precedes or
follows the negated finite verb. Likewise, the presence or absence of element 4 does not
substantially affect the thesis of this essay.

8. This is one major reason why, after screening less-close syntactical parallels, this
study will proceed to search extrabiblical Greek literature for more exact parallels involving,
asin 1 Tim. 2:12, two infinitives governed by a negated finite verb. The fact that, strictly
speaking, there is only one close syntactical parallel to 1 Tim. 2:12 in the New Testament
does not mean that New Testament passages in which a negated finite verb governs two
verb forms other than infinitives are without value for identifying general patterns of
the usage of 008¢. Rather, the New Testament allows one to identify a basic pattern of

~ the usage of 00d¢ that can then be tested and refined by resorting to extrabiblical Greek

literature. This is the approach followed in the present study.
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9. Contrast the use of &tepodiddorodew in 1 Tim. 1:3-4 and 6:3, on which see further
discussion below.

10. Cf. Kroeger and Kroeger, I Suffer Not a Woman, 81. See also Payne (“O08¢,” 6-8),
who argues that teaching is an activity viewed positively in and of itself in the New Testa-
ment and in Paul. )

11. Cf. Kroeger and Kroeger, I Suffer Not a Woman, 81.

12. Translations for texts 1, 2, and 5 are taken from Bruce M. Metzger, The Apocrypha
of the Old Testament (New York: Oxford University Press, 1977); translations for texts 3,
4, 6, and 7 are my own; and translations for texts 8-48 are taken from the Loeb Classical
Library series.

13. Note that “to take part in public affairs” is not as neutral as this translation might
suggest. Cf. LSJ, 1442: moAvmpoypatéw: “mostly in bad sense, to be a meddlesome, inquisi-
tive busybody; esp. meddle in state affairs, intrigue.”

14. The primary thesis that this chapter seeks to establish is that the two concepts
connected by 008¢ are both viewed either positively or negatively. The following subcat-
egories of this basic pattern may be identified: (1) synonymous concepts: Matt. 7:18;
Mark 8:17; John 14:27; Acts 2:27; 1 Cor. 15:50; Gal. 4:14; Phil. 2:16; 2 Thess. 2:2; 1 Tim.
6:16; Heb. 10:8; 12:5; 13:5; 1 Pet. 3:14; (2) conceptual parallels: Matt. 6:28 = Luke 12:27;
Matt. 7:6; 10:14 = Mark 6:11; Matt. 12:19; Luke 3:14; 6:44; 18:4; John 14:17; Acts 4:18;
17:24-25; Rom. 9:16; 2 Cor. 4:2; Col. 2:21; 2 Thess. 3:7-8; 1 Pet. 2:22; 1 John 3:6; Rev. 12:8;
(3) complementary concepts: Acts 9:9; Rom. 14:21; 2 Cor. 7:12; Rev. 7:16; (4) sequential
concepts: Matt. 6:20, 26 = Luke 12:24; Matt. 13:13; Mark 13:15; Luke 12:33; 17:23; John
4:15; Rom. 9:11; (5) ascensive concepts: Matt. 22:46; 23:13; Acts 16:21; (6) specific to
general or general to specific: (a) specific to general: Acts 21:21; 1 Tim. 2:12; (b) general
to specific: Gal. 1:16-17; 1 Tim. 1:3-4; 6:17. Note that there may be some overlap among
these categories so that they should not be understood to be totally mutually exclusive
but rather as indicating the most likely emphasis on the relationship between the two
concepts linked by ov8¢. ‘ '

15. Southern Cross Newspaper (September 1996), published by Anglican Media in
Sydney, Australia.

16. Jahrbuch fiir evangelikale Theologie 6 (1996): 421-25.

17. Alan G. Padgett, “The Scholarship of Patriarchy (on 1 Timothy 2:8-15): AResponse
to Women in the Church,” Priscilla Papers 11, no. 1 (Winter 1997): 24.

18. JETS 41, no. 3 (1998): 513-16. In a perceptive comment that anticipates Craig
Blomberg’s 2001 essay (see below), Keener suspects that this reading would represent
a challenge for “the more moderate complementarian view that allows women to teach
men provided they [the women] are under male authority.”

19. The Pastoral Epistles, International Critical Commentary (Edinburgh: Clark, 1999),
454-60, esp. 458-60.

20. Such as, “I do not permit the women to continue their false teaching.” See Craig L.
Blomberg, “Neither Hierarchicalist nor Egalitarian,” in Two Views on Women in Ministry,
ed. James R. Beck and Craig L. Blomberg (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 2001), 3611’1137.’
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sponse,” in Women, Authority and the Bible, ed. Alvera Mickelsen (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity, 1986), 220.
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below.
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25.Ibid., 125, 129.
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44. William J. Webb, Slaves, Women & Howmosexuals: Exploring the Hermeneutics of
Cultural Analysis (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity, 2001), 35. It is beyond the scope of
this chapter to respond to Webb's categorization of the first edition of the present work
as “patriarchal" (282 et passim), other than to note that the label is tendentious, inflam-
matory, and inaccurate.

45. Tbid., 225.

46. Ibid., 244n3.
47. Esther Yue L. Ng, Reconstructing Christian Origins? The Feminist Theology of Elisa-

beth Schiissler Fiorenza: An Evaluation (Carlisle, Eng.: Paternoster, 2002), 285n170.
48. Tbid., 287n184. :

‘NOTES TO PAGES 80-85 207

49. Studies in Biblical Literature 38 (New York: Peter Lang, 2001), 261-82. The re-
printed essay is “Syntactical Background Studies to 1 Tim 2.12 in the New Testament and
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. ?7. Tbid., 316, with reference to Marshall, Pastoral Epistles, 458. See also Tom Schreiner’s
crlthue of Marshall in his essay in the present volume and Grudem'’s interaction with the
v1e;\;s of Blomberg and Belleville on the syntax of 1 Tim. 2:12 (Wayne Grudem, Evangeli-
%aR: ;/r[rg{::;;:n fhl,glzb&:j]l,];?éﬁl /3;1 Analysis of More Than 100 Disputed Questions [Sisters,

58. For detailed interaction with Marshall, see the earlier discussion above.
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Chapter 4: An Interpretation of 1 Timothy 2:9-15

y 1.Imakea distinctior} between a call to the ministry and a call to be a pastor/overseer/

elder. Worpen attend seminary because they are called to the former, but some misinterpret

their call in terms of being called to the latter. .

. .2. I follow the convention t.oday in identifying the position that sees no ministry limi-
ations for women as the egalitarian view, and the view that women should not serve as




