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It took nearly 1600 years, but it was Martin Luther who finally pointed out something to us that has been staring us in the face all that time.  Wrestling with his own faith, with his own understanding of what God really wanted to say to us, Dr. Luther fell upon the most treasured jewel in the history of Christendom: Law and Gospel.  Luther discovered that all of God’s Word could be and yes, must be distinguished as Law and Gospel.  What a glorious find that was!  Various Church Fathers alluded to it from time to time without realizing it themselves, but it was Martin Luther who clarified and verbalized it for the sake of our learning.  And of course Walther strengthened that clarification all the more with his beautiful work in The Proper Distinction Between Law and Gospel.


But Luther and Walther didn’t make it up.  It isn’t particularly “Lutheran” in terms of it’s application.  It was always there, waiting for our feeble minds to see and grasp, and it was meant for all Christians to discover and utilize.  Luther revolutionized Christian thinking with this discovery—at least for those of us who have been made aware of it.  Never again will the Scriptures be read without our clearly seeing the implications of the Law, as Luther says, functioning as a curb, rule, or guide, and never again without seeing that the Law consistently function as a foundational arrow pointing to the Gospel.  Or as the apostle John would have us see, the darkness of our sin is so blackened by the words of the Law so that the glorious light of Christ and his Gospel can be seen all the more clearly.


And what if there were another Scriptural truth waiting to be found by someone else chosen by God?  There would probably be many who would say that that is simply impossible, in light of all the searching that has been done in the Scriptures.  Is it safe to say that all the riches of God’s Word have been found and taught?  Do we take an approach opposite to Science and say, “Let’s just quit looking; there’s nothing else to learn”? Hardly.  I suppose if one were to present a Scriptural insight not previously set forth in theological writings, he would be met with suspicion and doubt and warnings of silence from laymen and theologians alike.   Luther himself had similar reactions to his marvelous discovery. One could imagine some telling Luther, “If it were meant to be found, it certainly would be known by now.  Surely at least one of the church fathers would have stumbled across it.”  

For Luther, it meant that the church was about to lose the power to save, and have to give it back to God where it belonged.  So there were several political reasons and warnings to silence Luther about his discovery of Justification by God’s Grace Alone, and all of the Law-Gospel implications of that.  What if Luther had listened to advice to remain quiet?  He certainly got it from the church and friends and everywhere else.  Our precious treasure of “Justification by Grace Through Faith,” all wrapped up in a neat package of Law and Gospel might still, heaven forbid, be unknown to us all.  And it wasn’t like God put it there to keep it hidden.  His Word was written for us.  It’s obvious from the discovery itself that God always intended for us to see his Law and Gospel as Luther so carefully expounds on it.


So, what if there were another discovery like that today?  One which would revolutionize the way we look at each other in our relationships; one which would deepen the profoundness of our relationship with God himself?  Such a discovery has been made.  But it must be said immediately, that this author is not the one who made it.  It is simply going to be expounded upon it in light of Luther’s Law and Gospel.  One might call it, “The Revelation of Gender.” 


In the research into this Scriptural revelation, it has been discovered that many misconceptions about God’s Word can be thoughtfully explained with God’s Word in light of Gender and the Law-Gospel element.  The wish for the reader is to discover how blessed we are to have been made aware of these truths.  For whether the reader is a seminary student, pastor, professor, or layman, this is God’s Word and it was meant for us all!  One can only imagine how Luther must have felt when he came across Romans 1:17 and really saw it for the first time.  

“You mean I can’t do anything to be saved!?  You mean I can quit trying and trying and trying!?  I no longer have to inflict pain upon myself to try to beat my sin away?  Lord, you mean that my salvation is completely and utterly your gift to me, an undeserving sinner!?  And there’s no Pelagianistic help I can throw in?  No Gnostic knowledge I need?  You have enlightened me with your gifts and shown me my salvation and now I am truly liberated for the first time in my life!  No more indulgences!  No more worshipping saints who can’t even hear my prayers!  No more purgatorial nonsense!  No more papish nightmares!  You, and You alone, O Lord, are the cause of my salvation!”

Let the reader beware!  For what is about to be revealed in Scripture through the lens of the doctrine of Gender can only be described as divine revelation!  Clearly God is at it again, declaring his wonderful mysteries to his people.  The following words give the reader the privilege to get just a small glimpse, just enough for a paper this size, hopefully to spark interest into further study on these matters.  Gender issues permeate all of Scripture.  

The discovery for which this paper prepares the reader can be likened to buying  a new car, say a Chevy Lumina, and all of a sudden, the owner begins seeing Luminas everywhere he goes.  Is it that they suddenly started coming out of the garage just because he bought one?  No, it’s because he claims the Lumina as his own that he begins to see them where they have always been.  This is the way the Revelation of Gender works.  Once one recognizes and claims it as God’s truth, it begins jumping off the page when one is not even looking for it.  It’s always been there, but one now has “eyes” for it.  

Let me take a brief moment and caution the reader about performing eisegesis on the text of Scripture.  Enough of that has been done lately in other fields of study.  That is not what’s being done here.  There is nothing being force-found in God’s Word that He hasn’t obviously put there to exegete.  It works very much like Law and Gospel.  Once you’re made aware of it, you begin to discover how much it permeates God’s message in so many areas of Scripture.  It complements the Gospel, like a fine lace doily resting on antique mahogany.  You’ll begin to see Gender as a truth woven into the fabric, whose beauty is seen only because of the solid nature of the Gospel.

I will attempt to exhibit some of these findings through ten theological misconceptions that have been fostered over time.  Because this paper is being submitted in association with a homiletics class, the tone taken will be more in keeping with a homiletical tone.  In other words, for the sake of creativity and readability, the reader will be “spoken to” rather than “written for.”  The subject will be divided into four basic areas of concern: Creation.  Sin.  Justification, and  Sanctification.  Various issues of gender lying within these categories will be the subject of this paper.  Attached at the end of this paper is a sermon based upon Ephesians 5: 21-32.  After reading about the theological gender misconceptions, I want the reader to have an idea how these truths may be applied homiletically.  You will see how gender roles in marriage alone, for example, practically shout God’s declaration of our salvation.  This is no accident.  What you’re about to discover is what God had intended for us to know all along.  He, and not I, will show you this.  May his Spirit lead us.  

CREATION:
Let’s begin first of all with the question of gender.  What is gender?  A first response might probably have something to do with human sexuality.  Certainly gender concerns itself with sexuality, but as you will see, where the Bible is concerned, gender involves much deeper theological principles.  Perhaps it would be easier to define gender in terms of maleness and femaleness.  God has used this designation of maleness and femaleness throughout his Word to instruct us.  If you look in trusted theology texts and commentaries, which usually only take into account human gender, you will usually be pointed back to Genesis and the account of Creation to answer this question, “What is gender?  What is the meaning of maleness and femaleness?”

Gen.1:27 “So God created man in His own image; in the image of God He created him; male and female He created them.”(NKJ)  Reading that, it’s tempting to focus in on just that last part about male and female and think we’ve found the answer.  That’s because, in human terms, we have found what it means to be male or female.  Male means man, with all the right “plumbing.”  Female means woman, with “plumbing” corresponding to man.  The rather crude references are intentional, to establish the shallow answer we tend to give to this question.  We look at only a portion of this verse in Genesis, and think we’re done defining what it means to be a male or a female. And it is usually at this point that we start looking at the order of creation to determine any significance in this sexual identity.  And so the conclusion is made: Man was made first, which gives him certain rights and privileges not reckoned to woman.  Period.  End of story.  Summation of all theological commentaries. 

As a way of establishing any existing thought about Gender, I thought it might be important to look back at work that has been done relating to this topic right here at Concordia Theological Seminary.  I found only two grad papers dealing with this topic.  The first, by John Kassen
, came to a startling conclusion.  Kassen’s research led him to believe that prior to the fall, man had no authority over woman.  However, as a result of the fall, and specifically the curse placed upon the woman, man was put in a superior charge over woman “until the kingdom of God is consummated at the parousia.”  So, basically, for Kassen and all of his research, Man has authority over woman because that is the essence of the curse God placed on women.  So if it weren’t for that miserable curse, women could be right up there equal with men.  One could tell from his research that his efforts were honorable, but Kassen is promoting nearly the opposite of what I find to be true.  Adam had primary responsibility and accountability to God from the day he started breathing.  With no sin in the world, and before Eve was created, Adam was responsible for working the garden, naming the animals, not eating from the Tree of Knowledge of Good and Evil, and later, caring for his wife.  The curse was not that the woman would now be ordered around by Man, but that she would desire to usurp his responsibility, which was ordained from the beginning.  The forthcoming findings of this paper will support this assertion.  

Contrary to popular male opinions, man has never been given the right to order a woman to do anything.  As we will see later, this creation-curse account in Genesis has nothing to do with who’s superior and who is inferior, but everything to do with who’s responsible for what and to whom.  

Out of this mentality, this interpretation of the order of creation, is bred the argument for who is superior.  Men and women have fought about that since the fall.  Out of this misconception, it should be obvious to where it would lead us; it just goes downhill into women’s rights and women’s ordination and women’s suffrage, and male dominance and chauvinism and on and on.  So the first notion we must address is this one about the order of creation and what it doesn’t mean.

The only other seminarian research I could find concerning this was Herbert Schumm’s
 paper about Paul’s teaching concerning the relationship between man and woman.  But before going to Schumm’s research, I believe we need to be careful here to define what “authority” is in the first place.  Is it the “Right to control,”as under the Law, or is it the “Responsibility to serve,” as under the Gospel?  I believe Scripture defines it as the latter.  

In Paul’s first letter to Timothy, for example, Paul says, “I do not permit a woman to teach or to have authority (authenteo) over a man; she must be silent.”(1Tim.2:12)  Notice how he attaches “teaching” to “having authority.”  He hooks the two ideas because they are related.  To teach is not to dominate, but to serve.  Students willingly submit to such service.  Paul is saying that men should serve women in this way, not the other way around.  Even Christ himself, with all the teaching he did, never displayed a “dominance” over his students, but his authority was the ultimate example of serving through his teaching.  That is, though he had the power to control and dominate, as men physically do with their wives, he never displayed authentein like this.  His whole life was one of teaching and serving; and no one knew that more than Paul.

So, with that in mind, let’s see what Schumm’s research shows us.  Schumm believes that Paul’s concept of the authority relationship between man and woman is based upon the order of creation; no real surprise here.  Schumm represents the most common position among conservative theologians today.  Thankfully, he doesn’t see male authority as a curse upon women, but he does recognize that this authority relationship applies both to marriage and the church.  “Man has authority over woman because he was created first and woman was created to be his helper.”   His supposition seems to support the evidence he presents, until he gets to Deborah.  God’s female judge in the Old Testament doesn’t seem to fit what Schumm believes is Paul’s concept of authority.  Deborah had charge over many men for several years with the obvious blessing of the Lord.  Finally, Schumm suggests that this contradiction is best answered by saying that “God made an exception to his design in Deborah’s case.”  The problem is, when God establishes a rule, he doesn’t simply make idle exceptions.  It goes against his nature.  The account in Judges bears this out.  In chapter 4, verses 8 and 9, God is showing us that he had Deborah to rule in order to shame the cowardice and irresponsibility of the men:  

“Barak said to her, ‘If you go with me, I will go; but if you don’t go with me, I won’t go.’  

‘Very Well,’ Deborah said, ‘I will go with you.  But because of the way you are going about this, the honor will not be yours, for the Lord will hand Sisera over to a woman.’”(NIV)

I would suggest that no exception was made, but a misunderstanding was at work here. Man is first of all responsible to God.  This means that the government which God has established, Man should obey, even if there be a woman at the helm.  Nothing is amiss here, because this is in the realm of the government established under the Law, not the home or the church, which alone are established under the Gospel.  Schumm comes close to the proper definition of responsibility that Gender shows us when he states “Man’s authority over his wife does not come without responsibility and sacrifice.”  However, I believe it would be better to say, “Man’s responsibility for his wife does not come without sacrifice.”  “Authority over” is not what God had in mind.  “Responsibility for” is the Biblical example which Gender shows throughout all of Scripture.  Look at the Law and Gospel implications here.  “Authority over” intimates a law relationship between a man and his wife.  But a husband is supposed to love his wife like Christ loved the church(Eph.5:21-31).  Christ didn’t love us with the Law, he smothered us with the Gospel!  He took responsibility for us, and our response was, in faith, to let him do so.  He served us as our servant, washing our feet, teaching us the truth, healing and caring and pleading with God on our behalf.  Ultimately, He suffered and died for us.  This isn’t Law, it’s Gospel!  It’s the very definition of love: to serve.

The same maleness which is shown in Christ taking responsibility for us, describes the maleness husbands are to take when they carry out the responsibility for their wives.  Do you see what’s happening here?  Marriage then becomes an image of Christ and all that He’s done for us!  Men, love your wives with the unselfish servanthood of Christ.  Women, trust in and receive (submit to) this servanthood of your husbands.  Every day we live out our marriage in this way, we proclaim to the world Christ and his cross.  

And the woman’s femaleness responds the way the church is to respond to Christ.  She willingly gives herself to her husband, as he promises to care for her with love as deep as Christ’s himself.  Christ, being God, certainly had “authority” over us, but that wasn’t his message.  His message was that I did not come to judge and have authority over you; I came to serve you.  I came to give my life for you.  I, the male Son of God, claim the total moral responsibility for your sin.  Isaiah said it beautifully: 

“Surely He took up our infirmities and carried our sorrows, yet we considered him stricken by God, smitten by him and afflicted.  But He was pierced for our transgressions, He was crushed for our iniquities; the punishment that brought us peace was upon him, and by his wounds we are healed.  We all, like sheep, have gone astray, each of us has turned to his own way, and the Lord has laid on him the iniquity of us all.”

(Is.53:4-6)

From the early days of Isaiah to the New Testament writings of Paul, the message would be the same.  In the second chapter of Philippians, Paul shows us a Christ, who although He was God himself, instead “made himself nothing, taking the very nature of a servant…humbling himself, becoming obedient to death, even death on a cross.”(Ph.2:5-11)  How did his Father respond to such service and humbleness?  “God exalted him to the highest place and gave him the name that is above every name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow, in heaven and on earth and under the earth, and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father.”

Where is there any mention of rights?  It’s not a matter of rights, but of specific moral responsibilities that God has exemplified through his Son, and given to men and women.  By now, you should be seeing Misconception #1: 

The sequence of creation determines who dominates.  

This misconception has led to numerous arguments over rights and superior-inferior talk that hasn’t been fruitful, to say the least.  The truth is, the sequence of creation helps us to see who has primary moral responsibility: men.  Again, sanctified people have alluded to this in the past, but never realizing that they were toying with this revelation of Gender.  “These primeval ancestors [Adam and Eve] must have been moral agents.  Their descendants are moral agents, and of course only moral agents could beget moral agents.”
  Keyser simply states the obvious, but we obviously don’t see it as we should.  Even the CTCR makes the connection without realizing themselves that they’re delving into the realm of Gender.  “As a father manages his household, so the bishop stands at the head of his congregation as one who is charged with the duty of caring for the church of God.” 
  By comparing a father as the head of his household with a bishop as the head of his “household,” the CTCR has begun to utilize the truths which Scripture presents in terms of maleness and femaleness.  The father takes responsibility for his household, just as the bishop takes responsibility for the congregation, which is an extension of the home.  Maleness = responsibility.  One can begin to see how this would also support the gender requirement for the bishop.  Burdening women with the responsibility of men’s souls portrays Christ as having a sexual identity crisis.  If women were charged by God to be pastors, and carry out the responsibilities of maleness, I believe our Savior’s name would not be Jesus, but perhaps “Jeanette” Christ.  Not trying to be cute with words, but to demonstrate the point that maleness equals “responsibility for,” and therefore our savior could not possibly have been a female “daughter” of God.

 These men, these pastors, by virtue of firstly their maleness, only secondarily their office, are responsible to God for those who have been put in their charge.  In return, the family responds out of love and submission to their head, and the congregation members submit themselves to the headship of their undershepherd, who represents THEE Shepherd of us all, the male Son of God.  Through the lens of Gender, one can see how there’s no way the Savior could ever have been a daughter.  God proclaims responsibility through maleness, and Jesus took responsibility for us all.  This is God’s way of doing things, which He clearly shows us right from the beginning, and then throughout his Word.  

So you see, what we are beginning to observe and distinguish are two attributes of God: Maleness = responsibility, or his salvific work.  And Femaleness = endearment, or his reason for taking such ultimate responsibility.  From day one, God has shown himself this way.  We are that image of God, and when we reflect that image, that is God showing himself to the world.  Men, when you treat women like Christ loved the church, and Women, when you submit to men as being responsible to God for you, not in charge over you, you all are displaying not only God’s salvation of mankind, but God himself.  “…in the image of God He created them; male and female He created them.”

But here’s the Law: We don’t do it very well.  We men have taken that responsibility and twisted it into a right to dominate.  Men have reduced women to MTV playtoys that are displayed like trophies to be conquered, then held in subjugation. Gordon Dalbey said it this way: 

“A people who have forgotten the Father God as Author of authentic femininity and masculinity harbor deep fears and seek saving power to confirm sexual identity.  Like the ancient pagans, they can only worship the one who conjures the most powerful spirit of lust, genuflecting before the television and showering the Sex Queen and Hunk with adoration and money.”

 Men have even convinced women that their gender’s greatest attribute is the sex they can provide for our carnal lust.  Husbands have treated their wives like possessions to own rather than jewels to treasure.  Pastors have treated their congregations like subjects to subjugate rather than sheep to shepherd.  We male sinners fail miserably in displaying God’s image to each other.

Women, on the other hand, have quit submitting themselves to their husbands, and would rather he be the one who is served by her.  She refuses to even let him open the door for her because “I’m not helpless.  I can do that myself.  What?  You think just because I’m a woman, you have to open the door for me?”  Congregations too, have responded with the sin of the bride and treated their bishops like hirelings to be fired the moment he parks his car in the wrong spot.  Congregations usurp their shepherd’s responsibility just like a bride chases after her husband’s headship.  

All of this exemplifies the curse which Kassen got wrong and Shumm gets right by referring to Susan Foh.  Shumm found an article by Foh in the Westminster Theological Journal.  After looking at the extensive exegetical work Ms.Foh did on the Hebrew word “desire,” Shumm summarizes her argument this way: 

“The woman has the same sort of desire for her husband that sin has for Cain, a desire to possess or control him.  This desire disputes the headship of the husband…the Lord also states what the husband should do, rule over his wife…. These works mark the beginning of the battle of the sexes.  As a result of the fall, man no longer rules easily; he must fight for his headship.  Sin has corrupted both the willing submission of the wife and the loving headship of the husband.  The woman’s desire is to control her husband (to usurp his divinely appointed headship) and he must master her, if he can.  So the rule of love founded in paradise is replaced by struggle, tyranny, and domination.”

Men are responsible for both misbehaviors.  It is men who misapply headship and transplant domination for service which then causes women to rise up in their sinful response.  When we men neglect to serve and choose to dominate, we destroy the chance that anyone could see God in marriage, or any male-female relationship for that matter.  And it’s no wonder that our wives wish to reverse the roles; because we’re doing a wretched job showing Christ to them.  Christ didn’t demand obedience because “I’m Christ!”  But how many men demand obedience because “I’m your husband!”?   Jesus showed a completely different pattern, both for men and women.  He demands that we allow him to serve us.  Imagine demanding that from women, or especially your wife.  “Honey, I’m going to serve you by loving you like you’ve never been loved before.  I’m going to be a living sacrifice, representing the sacrifice that Christ made on our behalf, and you’re going to let me!” Does anyone hear even one woman arguing against this idea!?  Do you see an equal rights amendment erupting out of this way of thinking?  Could a women’s liberation movement explode from this kind of treatment?  Unfortunately, this understanding is not what we have seen.  In fact, Paul R. Harris, Lutheran pastor and author, claims that the “assumptions of feminism have become mainstream, conventional wisdom…Feminism is an attack on women as God has created them which, in turn, brings down men in the futile hope of bringing down the Man who is God, Christ Jesus.”

And Diane Passno, executive vice president at Focus on the Family, and former feminist agrees and hopes that “…people will see the feminist movement for what it is—hurtful to women.”
  Woman’s sin is usually in response to ours.  We don’t treat her with the Gospel, so she responds with her own law.  

Peter argued against Christ concerning this responsibility issue.  Christ was to wash his feet, but when Peter misunderstood the responsibility Christ was taking, Jesus told him, “Unless I wash you, you have no part with Me.”(Jn 13:8b)  It was as if Christ was saying, “I’m here to serve you Peter, and you had better let me! If you won’t let me wash your feet with water, how will you ever be able to accept my washing of your soul with my blood?” And Peter did object also to this ultimate washing.  Christ was acting out his maleness, that is, his responsibility for Peter, who represented his bride.  This is the ultimate blending of Law and Gospel; Christ’s demand(law) to let Him love(Gospel). And it is this distinction that we as males and females are to represent, so that Christ will be seen and glorified in all that we do.  

Commenting on 1Corinthians 11, Douglas Judisch says the following: 

“Man is the head (kephale) of woman just as Christ is head of man….Therefore, just as it would be reprehensible to give man an authority equal to Christ, so is it reprehensible to give woman an authority equal to man…”
  

But now, in the light of the revelation of Gender, perhaps it would more appropriate to say that just as it would be reprehensible for man to die for Christ, so is it reprehensible for woman to usurp her husband’s responsibility to die for her.  As mentioned earlier in this paper, Scripture does talk about authority (authentein), as in 1Timothy 2, verse 12: “I do not permit a woman to teach or have ‘authentein’ over a man.”  But what is behind Paul’s concern here?  It doesn’t hold that it’s a battle of the sexes—who gets to be in charge and who doesn’t.  Rather, seen in context with the message of all Scripture, Paul seems to be concerned with issues of responsibility.  Men were created for the very purpose of serving God by caring for women.  Eve was created as a helpmeet to Adam.  That is, to meet Adam’s help.  He was to serve her.  She helped by submitting to that service.  The Hebrew word ‘ezer means “One who helps” and is employed most frequently as a reference to God in the Old Testament.  God’s image is being born in the femaleness of Eve.  Paul wants to make sure that these God-given roles aren’t reversed, because God doesn’t show his image when it’s perverted.  We display a distorted God when this sin occurs, and no one is blessed by a warped understanding of who God is.  Paul is always concerned that God, namely Christ, is seen in everything we do.  His letter to Timothy is no different.(see 1Tim.1:16-17)  When women become the spiritual care-takers of men in the church, they are acting out the curse of Genesis 3:16.  “Your desire shall be for your husband.”  This is what’s behind Paul’s admonition for silence on behalf of women.  It isn’t only proven by this one Scriptural text, but as you will see in the rest of this paper and your future study, as those “Luminas” start appearing around every corner, it’s literally all over the place!

Husbands and wives are not the only ones who misapply God’s gender principles.  As briefly mentioned, pastors pridefully abuse the authority they have been given to forgive and retain sins.  Through the lens of sin, they come to see themselves as dictators, rather than servants. As a result, if we buy into this line of thinking, we end up in the same camp as Rome; a hierarchical superstructure, rather than a biblical model built on family and the revelation of Gender.  The revelation of gender supports this Scriptural truth everywhere you see it.  Congregations also sin when they allow their leaders to dominate, cause them to dominate, or when they themselves abrogate their role as sheep, and seek to employ their shepherd as Chrysler employed Lee Iococca.  

Bottom line? When we use the order of creation to set up superior-inferior relationships with each other, we have left the Biblical model and the intention of God.

The other extreme, however, is to say that there basically is no difference between man and woman, and let it rest with Galations 3:28.  “There is neither Jew nor Greek, male nor female…” Feminist attempts at theology consistently misuse this text this way.  This Scriptural principle was meant to be applied only in terms of God’s grace, and ironically is rarely ever seen even by many confessional theologians as referring to Baptism just mentioned in verse 27.  It’s exegetically imperative that this “equality” is seen in the light of the baptism just mentioned in the previous verse.  “For as many of you as were baptized into Christ have put on Christ.  There is neither Jew nor Greek, etc…” Baptism washes us equally clean, and inaugurates our destiny as children of God.  But inevitably, verse 28 is wrongly extended to suggest that there are no differences between males and females—other than our “plumbing.”  We are simply all humans before the sight of God.  It’s no wonder that we begin to act alike, dress alike, adorn ourselves with jewelry in the same ways, and before long homosexuality seems like an obvious next step—and acceptable too!  If sexual identity is merely an issue of “plumbing,” and we’re all the same in the eyes of God, then what does it matter with whom we pair up?  It’s a messy mess that will always turn into an argument of rights, which it was never meant to be.  We have no rights, only responsibilities to emulate the image of God as He has shown us.  

Although the order of creation is theologically significant, it has been used, albeit unwittingly at times, to foster those arguments that were never meant to occur.  People have skirted around this truth before, without ever realizing at what they were pointing.  Lloyd Eby, for example, says something rather profound.  But he really makes a point of saying it offhandedly.  

“Human beings are either males or females; they have gender and gender differences.  This point is controversial and will not be pursued here, but I am convinced that, in Aristotelian terminology, gender is more of an essential than an accidental property.”
  

Most certainly it is essential, regardless of how Aristotle meant it.  It is no accident that God made us in his image!  It’s essential to our relationship with him, to our understanding of who He is—that is, his image, so that we also will know how to conduct our relationships with each other.  In doing so, we display Him.  Or, in other words, He shows himself through us.  This is living Gospel!  Not a dead message found under the dust of our Bibles, but living, just as the Word of God is alive when it is proclaimed.  The Holy Spirit attaches himself to those Words and faith is born.  So also, when we live in the sanctification of the faith given to us, we proclaim a living Gospel!  Christ is seen in us!  This is what God wants more than anything in the world.  For when Christ is seen, people are saved.  Just shortly before Paul expounds on how we are to behave as male husbands and female wives, he says, “Be imitators of God as dear children.”(Eph.5:1) It is no accident that “imitators” and “image” have the same etymology.  

As we have seen, negative results come from understanding gender only from a human standpoint, setting Law and Gospel aside.  If, however, we look to the divine answer to maleness and femaleness, many of those arguments and suppositions could be at least dealt with more lovingly, and at best avoided altogether.  So actually the answer to be found in Genesis is in the first part of verse 27 from chapter 1.  “God created man in His own image.”  And it says it again, “in the image of God He created him.”  (Did God say it twice so we wouldn’t forget it?)  If we see the next line mentioning male and female as appositional with the antecedent “image,” one can begin to see what male and female really are.  They’re images of God!  Yes, of course they are sexually related to man, but God is a Spirit, having no sex organs that we know of.  So in light of “the image of God,” we see that maleness and femaleness are spiritual qualities.  Again, this isn’t a new revelation.  

The Commission on Theology and Church Relations of the Lutheran Church Missouri Synod states in its document entitled, Women in the Church that “Mankind is not a physical replica of God nor an emanation of God; the image has to do with spiritual qualities—features that correspond and relate to the Creator.”
 Exactly!  But based upon the rest of that document, the CTCR hasn’t a clue about its deepest meaning.  What does it mean to be God’s image of male?  What does it mean to be God’s image of female?  They never answer these critical questions.  But God continues to show us the answers as Genesis unfolds to Exodus and Exodus opens up to the rest of the Old and New Testaments.  He spends the rest of his Word not only showing us Law and Gospel, which we didn’t label for almost 1600 years, but also showing us his image through maleness and femaleness.  This, took us only another 400 years to discover.  

So, here is Misconception #2:  

The explanation of femaleness and maleness is found in God’s work of creation.  

Yes, we’re first introduced to the terms there, but the explanation unfolds like a scroll before your very eyes as you see Scripture in its entirety.  It’s dangerous, as history has proven, to rest on the order of creation and think that we’ve found all there is to know about gender.  The explanation of gender is part of the entire storyline, tied directly into the climactic moment of the cross of Christ. There was good reason why God told the Israelites to use only unblemished male animals for their Passover lambs and scapegoats to be sacrificed on the Day of Atonement.  All those sacrifices were pointing to the One-Who-Was-To-Come.  And it is in God’s work of redemption that one discovers truly what it means to be a male or a female.
  Christ took ultimate responsibility for his bride—us.  We, his bride, become responsible to him.  So too, a male takes responsibility for a female, and a female becomes responsible to a male.  Just look at Christ; we really need look no further.  We humans have attributes of God himself, and although sin keeps us blind to those attributes most of the time, the sanctification of God’s people allows them to see his image, even in their own gender.  This is his grace at work!  We have been given the privilege as males and females to show God’s very image to the world!  God didn’t have to do this for us.  He could have created neutral beings—neither male nor female, and let us discover him without any participation on our parts.  But no, God, out of his gracious love for us, has chosen to live through his people.  Can you imagine being given the opportunity as well as the awesome responsibility to display the image of the Almighty God to others!?  

“These things I have spoken to you, that My joy might remain in you, and that your joy might be complete.”(Jn 15:11)  This text is referring to abiding in the love of Christ when we carry out his will.  Men, when we display the servanthood image of God to women and all people, and Ladies, when you display the submission of the church to men and all people, we are indeed carrying out the will of Christ.  And Christ promises that when we do as He commands, his joy makes our joy filled to the brim!  Here again, we have a beautiful balance of Law and Gospel.  Christ tells us to keep(law) his commands, but upon doing so, his joy(Gospel) will remain in us.  Surely we cannot keep even one ounce of one of his commands if He did not remain in us.  

SIN:


“If there is no warrant for this claim of humans having original sin apart from some religious claim, then we should reject it.”
  I take this to mean that if we can’t see proof of original sin in the world, then we must be blind beyond all hope.  Certainly a Lutheran has no trouble with believing in original sin.  The Law points this out to us through God’s Word.  It is the foundation of the Gospel itself.  Total depravity, regardless of what we do or who we are.  This is the message of Holy Writ and our Lord.  But Eby’s point is that not only does Scripture say it, but society proves it.  In fact, he goes on to say, “…denying of original sin flies in the face of observable facts.”(p.139)  I quote Lloyd Eby, not because he’s a theological genius, by any means.  In fact, he was raised a Mennonite, and according to this article, shows himself to be a full-fledged Pelagian Unificationist.  But he’s mentioned here because I became intrigued with how many people, despite their theological walk, see the common sense behind God’s revelation of gender, perhaps without even knowing they see it.  It seems to demonstrate that we all have the Law written on our hearts; we are all born with this innate ability to know right from wrong.  Somewhere inside everyone, in spite of their sin, seems to be this truth lingering, sometimes festering, sometimes bubbling up into cognition.  

That being said, listen to Paul Mojzes as he attempts to understand sin.  


“The notion that the sin of one man and one woman can make all subsequent generations sinful in the eyes of God must be categorically rejected,” says Mojzes, quoting his agreement with his former Boston University Systematic Theology professor Harold DeWolf.  He claims that it is “inconsistent with the goodness of God” and labeled it not only irrational, but blasphemous.  “Sin does not beget sin, but the actual nature of a ‘first’ sin is unknown to us.”
  Now here’s the interesting part.  I would not label Mojzes a Christian because without acknowledging original sin, he renders Christ’s work on the cross as pointless, and certainly one who does this does not trust in the merits of Christ, but then mine is not to judge.  However, he goes on to prove the assertion that people seem to have this innate knowledge even to express what’s right when what they believe is wrong.  He says, “Sin is not hereditary.  Yet it is compatible with being human.”  Mojzes would have you believe that there is no original sin, yet it is inherent with being human, but we don’t know from where it comes.  It does not take a magnifying glass to see contradiction here.  What it does point out, is that even Mojzes, in his confusion, at the very least senses original sin, while at the same time denying it.

What does all this have to do with gender?  Well, Christians know, and apparently people in general know, at least on some cognitive level, that sin is the result of the fall.  They may describe it differently, as we have seen above, but it is clear that sin is evident in our lives.  And since the fall involved a male and a female, it has the inherent quality of conjuring up a misconception concerning that male and female.  

Misconception # 3: Adam and Eve’s sin were equal.   No, God has made it clear from even before the fall that man is responsible for both himself and his wife.  It is Adam who is confronted by God as being held ultimately accountable for their rebellion.  “Therefore, just as through one man sin entered the world, and death through sin…”(Rom 5:12a)  In a sense, one could say that this is God’s Law, built in to our image as male and female.  If the male was responsible for the fall, what was the sin of Eve?  Didn’t she also sin?  She most definitely did.  But it is in Adam’s sin, that one can see Eve’s sin.  When the devil approached Eve with his infamous, “Did God really say…?”  Eve took the responsibility of defending God’s Word, and this was not her responsibility to take.  God put Adam in charge of the spiritual duties in their marriage.  Eve’s appropriate response would have been, “You’ll have to speak to my husband about that. He’s the spiritual head of our family.”  So Eve’s sin was appropriating responsibility that wasn’t hers.  This is the struggle of the sexes to this day.  

Adam, on the other hand, when confronted by God, did exactly what men do to this day.  You can almost see him using both hands accusingly, one pointing at Eve when he said, “It was the WOMAN,” and the other one shoved in God’s face finishing his sentence,  “.…that YOU gave me.”   We men have been saying the same thing ever since.  Eve was his responsibility.  The spiritual welfare of their family was his responsibility.  Adam’s sin was unloading those responsibilities on the only other two beings he could find: Eve and God himself.  Where else do we point today?  The directions are endless.  We men have become experts in rationalizing sin, making sin subjective, placing blame every direction imaginable except in our own hearts.

The Law and Gospel inherent in this truth is overwhelming.  God gave to Adam and Eve a paradise(Gospel), but with one condition, not to eat of a particular tree(Law).  After the fall, the Gospel is proclaimed through the woman’s seed.  It is through her seed that the Savior will come.  Now think about this for a moment.  God is going to save mankind from the sin begun by a male, through a female! This is Gospel.  This is the female image of God!  In spite of Eve’s sin, women would not be responsible for passing on that sin to their daughters.  They would be sinners because of their fathers.  So that when a certain virgin should come along, the Holy Spirit would impregnate her, enabling her to conceive a sinless Son!  Why a Son and not a daughter?  Because this was to be the Savior of the world.  He was to claim enormous responsibility for our sin.  And the very image of God demands that a male claim this responsibility!  And no ordinary male would do.  This male had to be divine.  The load was too heavy for anyone else. Salvation is not the natural will of man.  Salvation is God’s will FOR man, meaning in this case, mankind.  So the Holy Spirit will come upon the woman (Gospel) and conceive our Savior.  What will Man conceive?  He will be responsible for the sin he committed in the first place by passing sin on to all generations to come(Law).  We inherit sin from Adam through our Fathers, not our mothers.  It is by the responsibility(maleness) and will of the man that sin is promulgated.  

One can see how beautifully circumcision fits into this picture.  Blood must be shed and flesh destroyed in every generation since Abraham until the covenant was fulfilled in the shedding of Christ’s blood.  But why circumcision?  And why is it that this covenant was so important to God?  And why not a counterpart for women?  Why not have a snip of their ear taken off, or their big toe pierced as their sign? That’s what equal rights means, doesn’t it?  

No, God brings us the meaning of circumcision even in the protoevangelium.“I will put enmity(mutual hatred) between you(serpent) and the woman, and between your seed(the serpent’s) and her Seed(the Savior);”  So we know the Seed of the woman is to be blessed, unable to pass on her sin.  So from where will the serpent’s seed come?  From males.  Because it is not only through this very gender-specific member of a man’s body in which new life is given, it is his will which will inject sin into every human being from this moment forth.  But God was making a Gospel promise here.  Although males are responsible for sin, it would be the woman’s seed which would bring forth a male to take the ultimate responsibility for that sin.  After all, this is the male’s characteristic.  He must atone for this sin.  And circumcision was to be a constant reminder of the blood necessary to be shed, and the flesh necessary to be torn, cut off, despised, until one day it would be necessary no more.  Praise be to God!  So important was this circumcision that the Lord considered anyone who rejected it, as also rejecting his salvation.  This is not to say that no male went to heaven without being circumcised, but if he rejected it, then he was indeed rejecting his salvation.  

The same could be said about the New Testament counterpart, baptism.  In Paul’s letter to the Colossians he irreversibly connects circumcision to baptism:  

In him you were also circumcised, in the putting off of the sinful nature, not with a circumcision done by the hands of men but with the circumcision done by Christ, having been buried with him in baptism and raised with him through your faith in the power of God, who raised him from the dead. (Col.2:11-12)

Certainly, people who come to faith without having the chance of baptism are held in the arms of grace, but we must seriously question those Christians who reject baptism once they have been shown God’s purpose for it. 

This sense of “ownership” or “responsibility for” the father’s seed or offspring was deeply imbedded in the Israelite culture and understanding of God’s will.  So much so, that the power of the father over his children was all but absolute at the beginning of Israel’s history.  Of course, as sinners, they abused this responsibility, but they demonstrated an innate understanding of it nonetheless.  Lot, for example, could offer his daughters to the Sodomites for immoral purposes (Gen.19:8).  Abraham could sacrifice his son (Gen.22).  And Jephthah could sacrifice his daughter (Judg.11:39).  In fact, the Bible, like the Code of Hammurabi and other Semitic codes, protects the unborn child (Ex.21,22), but not because of the inherent value of the child’s life, but because it was the property of the father.
  Isn’t that interesting?  So serious was the innate understanding of men owning up to the responsibility of their seed, that aborted children were considered a crime against their fathers!  Do you see the gender implications for today’s atrocities!?  It is men who should be standing up for the rights of the unborn!  Although it’s not wrong for a woman to speak against this atrocity, it has been thought that because pregnancy occurs within a woman, this abortion issue is really a “woman’s issue.”  Not at all.  Not even close!  It was the man’s seed who brought about that child; he is responsible for that child; therefore he is to guard and protect that gift of God in every way. Early Israelite culture showed this ownership quite clearly.  Oh, that we would have never lost this precious truth!  Such is the nature of sin.  Its infestation dulls the senses of every generation.  

With that in mind, with all the generations that have passed before us since Adam’s sin, imagine how unlikely it is that you and I are Christian!  But for the grace of God, we should be out killing unborn children and their mothers!  But instead we miraculously find ourselves in church begging forgiveness and receiving his grace and mercy.  The odds of us being in church are worse than winning the lottery.  The next time you sit in a pew, consider the fact that statistically speaking, in the light of sin’s infestation, you have no business being there.  We have such a loving God!

And the people of this loving God understood early on that God took it seriously when man asserted his will.  And so, accountability for sin would be carried by the male because the male is the one God holds responsible for the sin.  And Mary, God’s chosen female servant, would supply the opportunity for Christ to come into the world without sin.  God’s Law and Gospel will continue to ride on the molecules of Gender, permeating mankind, as long as they continued to bear fruit.

JUSTIFICATION:


“A missionary to Africa related a story about an American visitor to Zimbabwe.  After observing the African women traveling a few paces behind their husbands as they walked down the jungle path, the visitor asked one of the women, ‘Why do you let him walk in front of you that way?’  The surprised African woman replied, ‘But who would kill the snakes?’”


Misconception #4: God created woman to be subordinate to man.  Not exactly.  In fact, it’s the other way around.  The African husbands and wives understood this quite well.  If they were living under this misconception, the husbands would have sent their wives on ahead to flush out the snakes so that they didn’t bite their manly egos.  But that isn’t what happened, nor what was so obviously understood by the quoted wife.  It’s almost as if she were saying, “Of course he walks ahead of me.  He protects me.  He’s my husband.”  Or “He subordinates himself on my behalf.”  This is the Biblical picture of the man-wife relationship.  

Again, the Gospel version is Christ and the church.  He subordinates himself on behalf of his bride.  He takes the snake bites of sin, while his bride is spared, and not only spared, but rewarded eternal life as a result.  I would imagine that this African tribe was anything but Christian, yet look how beautifully they held to this Christ-like principle.  Again, something in man should tell him that this is the way it’s supposed to be.  But sin has so infested our minds that even what should be inherent in nature, is clouded in us.  We, who claim to be the most civilized nation in the world, deny the sanctification that God offers in his Gospel.  Instead of seeing our gender relationships as promoting the relationship of Christ and the church, we often snatch the opportunity to twist God’s Word into a “right.”  

Which brings up misconception #5: Headship gives man the right to dominate woman.  That’s sin talking, not God.  “When two people marry they enter into an estate whose structure God Himself has established…In marriage we have a ‘divine joining together’ which requires obedience to God and His will that the union remain lifelong.”
  Even common sense and experience will tell you that a lifelong union will not occur if that life is spent by the man dominating his wife.  Headship plays itself out in various ways, but always in reference to Christ.  And always in relationship to responsibility.  This is not only true in the marriage relationship, but in the relationship leading to marriage.  That is, in all male-female relationships.  Why would God want his image to be shown one way in marriage, and some other way outside of marriage? We are always living two very different, but very holy images of God.  Neither dominates; neither is superior.  Just two holy aspects of one God.  Marriage is the opportunity for those two images to become one flesh, as we will see later on.

Why is all this put under the heading of “Justification”?  Because when men act out their maleness towards women by Christ’s example, it becomes obvious that they are not reacting, but acting.  In other words, Christ didn’t humble himself and give his life in response to our good qualities.  He didn’t react to our inner beauty.  On the contrary, he acted in spite of our pathetic ugliness.  He acted in love toward us because of our disgusting sinful nature.  Does this sound like an equal partnership to you?  This is Justification in its purest form.  And males are to live out that justification mindset in their relationship with females.  Whoever said that marriage is a 50-50 partnership, never understood Paul for a second.  We don’t care for and love our wives or other women because of the way they look or the way they treat us or the way they mistreat us or the way they do anything, but we care for and love our wives and other women because we are to act out that image of God!  And in the bond of marriage, our wives become our body, just as we Christians are the body of Christ.  He is one with us; we are one with our wives.  “For no one ever hated his own flesh, but nourishes and cherishes it, just as the Lord does the church.”(Eph.5:29)  That’s the Justification image, which shouts “I will do anything for you, in spite of how you treat me.  I will give my life for you, regardless of whether you want me to or not.”  That way, Christ is seen in anything and everything we do.  This is not our burden, but our privilege!  Praise God for this opportunity!

Headship in marriage means that the man is the primary caregiver of the family.  He cares for his wife and children as Christ cared for his children, his bride.  Headship means the man is responsible for his wife and family.  Headship means that man is ultimately responsible for every woman, and every woman is responsible to every man.  Again, this must be understood in light of the Gospel and Christ’s example.  Just look what happens when either man or woman misunderstands this role.  When sin controls the man’s heart, he doesn’t see the woman as the moral bride of Christ.  Instead, he sees an opportunity to take immoral advantage of her.  I believe, if one were to research the historical evidence, one would discover that this is exactly what happened:  Men first began to sin against women, and women, in their sin, responded carnally in an obvious way.  It was almost as if their subconscious minds said, “Alright, if you’re not going to care for me, and treat me as if I were an extension of your own self, flesh of your flesh, bone of your bones, then I cannot respond to you out of respect.”  Of course, God demands that they respond out of respect anyway, but Sin doesn’t have any such demand.  In fact, Sin says, “Retaliate!”  And although it is a sin, we male sinners can hardly blame them for succumbing to it.  But we did blame them.  “It was the woman you gave me…” And we’ve been blaming them ever since.  But now you see that under this gender model of Justification, we don’t blame.  Instead, we reclaim the attitude that our gender requires, and begin to take responsibility for our women.  We love them.  We sacrifice our lives for them out of our love for Christ.  If they continue to respond out of sin, we retaliate by continuing to love them even more.  This is God in action.  For only God could create such Justification behaviors in his people.  If only we didn’t have this sin to contend with, it would be an amazing sight!  An amazing sight indeed!

SANCTIFICATION:


We ended the last section mentioning “Headship.”  Although it was alluded to previously, let’s state it emphatically now by way of another misconception.  Misconception #6: Headship means having maximum privilege, and minimum responsibility.  This should be evident by now.  Headship means claiming maximum responsibility, and giving up any so-called rightful privilege.  Misconception #7 is just like it, only from another angle.  Submissiveness means yielding to domination.  Of course, it’s easy to see why this misconception has been bred throughout humanity.  Both males and females have come to believe this nonbiblical nonsense.  This is why in June, 1998, society nearly blew up at the gall of the Baptist Church’s declaration that “Women should be submissive to their husbands.”
  And by society’s definition of submissiveness, they should have shouted injustice.  Submissiveness doesn’t mean allowing your husband to dominate you; that would be sinful itself, for that would be against not only God’s Word and intention, but against his nature and image.  We, as Christ’s bride, are not required to let Christ dominate us, but as Christ said to Peter, we are required to let Christ serve us.  “Let Me teach you!” is the message of our Lord and Savior.  The Baptists never really got a fair chance to explain that.  And it probably wouldn’t have mattered anyway, because the world is not capable of understanding this Scriptural quality, without the Holy Spirit whom they so often reject.  Paul expounds on this truth in his letter to the Corinthians:  “The man without the Spirit does not accept the things that come from the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness to him, and he cannot understand them, because they are spiritually discerned.”(1Cor.2:14)


What is it as the bride of Christ that we need from our husband anyway?  And what is it ultimately that He requires of us?  Not only are these questions of extreme importance, their answers can be seen clearly through the eyes of Gender. 

“As we understand more about the differences, it will become apparent that men and women really need each other.”
  Although this is true, what it suggests is not.  Misconception #8: Men have the same needs as women.  This is no more true than saying that we, Christ’s bride, have the same needs as Christ himself.  Maybe instead of answering the question what do we need from Christ, it would be better to ask what do we get from Christ?  

In her book attempting to condone women’s ordination, Marie Meyer tries repeatedly to use Luther for her arguments.  Tactfully put, her book is an exegetical nightmare, but she does say something extremely profound and truthful in one of her attempts to paraphrase Luther.  Quite unfortunately, she grossly misunderstands her own quote, but nonetheless, here is a perfect example of the blinding effects of sin.  It’s like staring at the Cross of Christ, and concerning one’s self with what kind of wood it is.  She says:

“If I read Luther correctly, understanding what Scripture reveals about the Creator’s will for man and woman originates in knowing God in His personal relationship to the Son of Man.  God, revealed in Christ, must be central if they are to understand what it means to be male and female.  When men and women live from faith in God’s promises, they are given eyes to see His goodness in the creation of Man, knowledge of what it means to be Man and understanding of their Father’s will for the order of all human relationships.”

I didn’t check to see how accurate her paraphrase was, but it couldn’t be put much more beautifully than that.  Imagine how that quote could ever possibly be used to support women’s rights or equality for women or women’s ordination.  Understood through the revelation of gender, this quote becomes nothing short of prophetic!  Understood through the eyes of the world, this quote becomes nothing short of pathetic.

The truth that Luther fell upon is that we can do nothing to save ourselves.  That is the Law.  From this standpoint, things look extremely bleak.  We’re without hope, for God demands that we be perfect, yet we cannot.  Therefore, the wages of sin is death.  Temporal and eternal death.  So, under this model of Law, we not only have no hope, but we have no worth.  As an aside, this is the same mentality that Evolution breeds.  If we have come from nowhere, completely by accident, if by the “laws” of nature, then we are simply evolved animals, free to survive in any way we wish, and can find no value outside of ourselves.  This mentality has bred uncountable societal atrocities; everything from abortion to homosexuality can be traced back to minds that think since we’ve evolved by accident, we should be able to kill whom we want, and sleep with whomever we choose.  After all, our brother the lion kills the rabbit when he’s hungry, so who are you Mr. Rabbit to tell me what I should and shouldn’t do.  I do whatever is best for me at any given time in any given place.  Truth and morals are subjective.  You may think abortion is wrong, go ahead and think that; I don’t have time to talk right now; I have an appointment at the clinic.  

Besides being sin, the difference is, though Evolution is in reality only a model, it purports to be a law of science.  And even if we granted it that status, which we don’t, that would indeed make it ONLY law.  That’s law with a small “l.”  A law which exists by itself.  

But God’s Law is not alone.  It’s the foundation for his Gospel.  So, although his Law shows us that we are without hope or worth, it also condemns the attitudes which Evolution’s law breeds.  But even more importantly, God’s Law drives us to our knees in repentance, until the darkness is so cold and overwhelming that the light of his Gospel pierces through and warms us with not only hope, but gives us such glorious worth that is not even afforded his only Son.  In fact, as we’re sucked up out of that cold darkness, Christ passes us on our way to the light.  He descends into the pit, while we are adorned with wedding robes of righteousness.  So we, his bride, receive hope and worth and assurance and security in our husband.  He gives unconditional love, in spite of our relentless hate toward him.  Again, as Meyer summarizes Luther, this is only possible to see “when men and women live from faith,” for it is only then that they are given “eyes to see…what it means to be Man, and understanding of their Father’s will for the order of all human relationships.”  

This is what men and women need more than anything: affectionate security and worth.  And this is exactly how our wives live out the example of Christ’s bride.  They are born with an innate need for security and worth.  And they are to receive both from Christ through us men.  When women hear that line, they will often respond, “But we don’t need you to be a go-between for us; we can get from Christ what we need all by ourselves.”  That’s sin talking, and they are not using their “eyes to see their Father’s will,” because His truth is, they do need us, and we need them as well.  

But our needs as men are not the same.  Where the woman needs affectionate security and worth, we men need affectionate respect and confidence.  The analogy with Christ changes somewhat in that Christ really “needs” nothing from his bride for his own sake, but for hers.  He “needs” us to remain confident in him, trusting him for all our needs, trusting him for our worth.  He does expect us to respect him for what He’s done and who He is.  In the same way, our wives need to respect us for what we do for them, as well as who we are, that is, Christ’s representative.  And we need this respect to come with confidence and affection.  It’s interesting to note that although love is inherent in Paul’s description of marriage, nowhere does he specifically say anything about the wife loving her husband.  Instead he says, “…and let the wife see that she respects her husband.”(Eph.5:33b)  The point is not that she shouldn’t love him, for the church most certainly loves Christ for all He’s done.  But His primary responsibility is to agape(one-way unconditional serving type) love his wife, and her expected response is one of respect.  Again, Christ is emphasized this way, through the male.  All of Scripture emphasizes Christ; this is why the greater burden is on the male.


Since the topic of respect has come up, this would be a good time for misconception #9: A husband and wife should “mutually” respect each other.  On the surface, that sounds pretty good.  What could be wrong with mutual respect?  Well, nothing if by mutual, the idea of “identical” is not meant.  For it isn’t an identical respect that is shown to us in Scripture.  Certainly Christ respects us, in a sense, and we respect him.  But not in the same way.  Also too, husbands respect their wives differently as well.


God respected us, Christ’s bride, by honoring us for being just that: Christ’s bride.  No other reason.  That’s Gospel.  Men too, are to honor their wives because they are just that: their wives.  No other reason.  Christ died for them, and we are to live as his representatives.  So we love and respect our wives in the same way and for the same reason that God loved us, because of who we are in Christ.  But we, his bride, love Christ not just because of who He is, but primarily because of what He has done and still does.   He died and rose for us, and continues to guard and protect us, and plead our cases to his Father.  So too, our brides are to respect us for what we do and who we represent.  We love our wives unconditionally, guarding and protecting them, in spite of their sin or love toward us, and they are to respect us for it.  Her response is not quite a representative of the Law, but it’s what has come to be called by some a “Gospel Imperative.”  When they realize that we are living examples of Christ himself, they respect us for that.  It’s a sanctified response.  So you see, in the light of Gender, it's mutual but not identical respect that we have for one another.




******************************


For the purposes of this paper, I have selected only ten misconceptions that can be better understood through the lens of Gender, in the light of Law and Gospel.  But just imagine the implications this has on so many other areas.  For example, what does Gender have to say about Women’s ordination?  When God displays maleness throughout all of Scripture as “having responsibility for” his church, what does that say about women serving as shepherds of his flock?  How does it solidify the teachings of Paul in his letters to the Corinthians and Timothy and Titus?  In the light of Gender, is there any way ever again that those passages can be exegetically perverted to say anything other than “A pastor is to be the husband of one wife”?  

Is it important that God refers to himself as Father and masculine pronouns?  Even the Holy Spirit is referred to as male—why? There are no sex organs involved.  Why would the Holy Spirit be called “He?”  Does He burden any responsibility?  


Why was Achan’s entire family punished because of his sin?  His sons, daughters, wife, and even livestock were destroyed.(Joshua 7:10-26)  Just about anywhere you turn in Scripture, maleness is displayed as the image of responsibility: God’s image.  Even Job, after his children would party together for days at a time, would sacrifice burnt offerings on their behalf.  “It may be that my sons have sinned, and cursed God in their hearts.”(Job 1:5) Job not only saw that it was his male sons who were responsible for all his children, but he, as their male father, took responsibility for his sons as well. This cannot be written off as an outdated “cultural thing,” which feminists would be tempted to say no longer applies today, for Job was highly regarded in God’s eyes, and Scripture is too full of gender-specific collaboration.  Not to mention that all Scripture is inspired by our unchanging God.(1Thess.2:13; 2Peter 1:21; 2Tim.3:16, and Malachi 3:6)

Since the church is the extension of the home, should the same gender principles carry through to the church? Should women be burdened with the responsibility of voting and holding office in the church, when maleness is consistently shown as the gender responsible for spiritual leadership?  Can a person assert the will to vote in the church without assuming the responsibility for that vote? Does it make any difference that a woman has the ability to carry out the ecclesiastical duties of a man?  When they act according to Christ’s love for his bride, how should a man react when a woman has a concern in or with the church? If he responds correctly, will she not have a loud voice of her concerns present in the church—through her husband?  And let’s not limit God’s word to only marriage, but through every male member of the congregation concerns should be spoken in consideration of the women in the church.  Their male duty is to serve her spiritual needs, above all else.  If women really felt lovingly represented by the men in the congregation, do you think there would ever be a cry for equality!?  They would not only have their voices heard, but they wouldn’t even have to be there to have it done.  Men would take that responsibility for them, as they are commended and commanded to in Scripture.    

In fact, wouldn’t it be completely appropriate at one point in the voters’ meeting for the leader to say, “Okay, gentlemen, let’s hear what your wives have to say.  What are their concerns?  And what concerns have the single women brought to our elders?”?


Is there a gender-specific reason why in Psalm 130 it says, “And He shall redeem Israel from all his iniquities.”  Why is “Israel” who is elsewhere referred to as the feminine  “Daughter of Zion,”(Zech 9:9, Matt.21:5) and “bride of Christ”(Rev.21:2) referred to here in masculine terms?  Look at the Law and Gospel implications.  “Israel,” though chosen, still had iniquities for which atonement was required.  The “daughter” however, has her masculine King coming to her riding on a donkey, prepared to take responsibility for her sin.  So the “bride” then, lives under the Gospel of her husband’s atoning sacrifice. “Israel” is responsible for his sins.  But the husband, Christ, takes responsibility for his bride’s sins.  And she submits to his atonement.  

Look again in Exodus 4:22-23, “Israel is my first born son and I say to you, ‘Let my son go that he may serve Me.’” Is there something to be understood in these male terms?  Why are children of God referred to as sons?  Why not just call them children?  The Greek has both words; either one could have been chosen.  What is it about sonship that makes this gender specific term so important?  Why do we, both males and females, have the tradition of standing when the Gospel is read during worship?  Could it be because sons have the right to stand in the presence of their Father, whereas slaves do not?  

In TLH, the pastor gives absolution by pronouncing that through Christ’s mercy and forgiveness we “have been given power to become sons of God.”  Forty years later LW changed that word to “children” so that we wouldn’t offend women.  But the revelation of gender shows it to be anything but an offense.  When women are included under the title of “sons” they are given the inheritance conducive only to sonship.  What more would they want?  They have not been given the power to become daughters of God.  Daughters didn’t inherit their Father’s fortune.  Sons did!  And women are given the power to become sons!  That’s some power!  But why are sons the heirs?  Aren’t daughters equally loved by their parents?  Is this an unequal treatment?  Not at all.  When our liturgy, which is derived from Scripture itself, calls women sons, it is declaring what happens through baptism in Galatians 3:28.  Women are getting exactly what they want when Scripture refers to them as sons—equal rights to heavenly ownership.  If, under the language of inheritance, we bowed to their demands and called them “daughters of God,” they would lose their equality which they so desire, and inherit nothing.  

It must be understood that the responsibility lies with the male children, so they are given the inheritance with the understanding that they will serve their female siblings with that inheritance.  Men, take care of the women!  Not because they aren’t perfectly capable of taking care of themselves, but that is not the image of God.  Does Christ allow his bride to take care of herself, or does he step in and do everything for her?  He wants his image to be seen in everything we do.  Women distort the image of God when they usurp authority to which they were meant to submit.  And men contribute to that distortion when they hand authority over to women.  This has been grossly done, and is partly the reason why God can’t be seen very well in our society today.

These gender truths continue throughout Scripture; they are consciously put there, and there’s no mistaking why.  

Is it significant that the only place where Jesus does not refer to his Father as “Father” is while on the cross when his Father no longer took responsibility for him? “My God, My God, Why hast Thou forsaken Me?” Is this quoting of Psalm 22 merely a coincidence, or something more? Stop reading for a moment, and really ponder this.

Throughout Scripture we see masculine terms being used to represent responsibility given.  At the same time, the other image of God, the feminine gender, is shown consistently to be referring to God’s love or endearment.  But wherever you find responsibility or endearment, Law or Gospel, you find it culminating at Golgotha.  It is there where Law and Gospel strike the mount like two bolts of lightning surging down from the heavens.  God’s demands and his love collide on that cross, and for several long hours the battle between them is fought, until finally Love wins.  God’s demands are met because his male Son took moral responsibility for the sins of all mankind.  He suffered for them, and died.  His bride, the church, responds to his resurrection by submitting to his servanthood out of love and respect for this warrior and the battle he fought on our behalf.  

Men, love God’s women with this kind of love, so that they will see God himself.  Women, respond to that love the same way you respond to Christ’s love—submit to it; let them serve you with the love of Christ.  Because in doing so, particularly in marriage, you both will become the one flesh God intended for you to become, that is, the body of Christ.  In marriage it’s something even more, something mystical that God accomplishes there.  The two leave their parents and become one flesh.  What God has joined together, let not man ever separate.  This is a mystery that takes a lifetime of marriage to only begin to understand.  But through the revelation of gender, we can certainly see why God would not want man to put it asunder.  He wants it to be the earthly reminder of the heavenly truth!  God in Christ will never abandon us.  “All that the Father gives Me will come to Me, and the one who comes to Me I will by no means cast out.”(Jn 6:37)  But notice also, that the marriage passage says that although God has joined them together, it is man who would tear it asunder.  Here we have the doctrine of Justification: God saves, but if man is damned, it is his own fault.  

What is it that God is trying to say with his revelation of Gender?  I think He’s trying to help us see him, if only from the back.  

“You cannot see My face; for no man shall see Me, and live….So it shall be, while My glory passes by, that I will put you in the cleft of the rock, and will cover you with My hand while I pass by.  Then I will take away My hand, and you shall see My back; but My face shall not be seen.”(Ex.33:20ff.) 

Certainly God’s glory is in his image.  We were created in that image; male and female we were created.  His glory is passing right by us in the revelation of Gender.  Don’t miss the glory to be had; the view from the cleft is awesome!  All of Scripture points to Christ and what He did for us.  God seals that truth with the lacquer of Gender.  It coats and saturates his Words with the luster of the Gospel. This is most certainly true.  

This 40-plus page paper is perhaps only your first “Lumina.”  That is, your first light into this revelation.  It is the prayer of this writer that from this time forward, everywhere you turn, you see the Luminas of gender.    

God bless you as you read the following sermon and begin to see how to apply these principles to your proclamation of God’s Law and Gospel.

(for the reader, slash marks [///] represent varying lengths of effectual pauses)

Pentecost 14; Series B; Epistle, Ephesians 5:21-31 

     “Love and Submission to It”


I love pizza.  I mean, I really love pizza.  If you want to be my friend, buy me a good slice or two of pizza, and I’ll be your friend for life.  I also love blueberry crisp.  Nobody makes a blueberry crisp like my wife.  She knows that if she needs something, or wants to go somewhere, all it takes is warm blueberry crisp, and I’m putty in her hands.  I just love blueberry crisp.  


But now, come to think of it, I love my wife dearly too.  I mean, I really love my wife—and my kids.  God gave them to me, and I will always love them.  I love my parents too.  They’re great people; just celebrated 50 years of marriage, and I was fortunate enough to be a part of that marriage.  I really love my parents.  They too, are a gift from God to me.


But now, I also love PT Cruisers. / It’s a fairly new car from Plymouth.  In fact, after you take me out for pizza and we go back to your place for blueberry crisp, if you bought me a PT Cruiser, well, that would just seal the friendship forever. //

And finally, I saved the best for last.  I love God.  And I only love God because He enabled me to love him by first loving me.  So I do love him very much.


But do you see the problem?  We’ve been using this word “love” for so long, that hardly anyone knows what it means anymore. We use the same word to describe a hunger relationship with pizza, and then use it to express a personal relationship with family, and also the very unique relationship with God?  Same word.  Very different meanings.  We say we love food.  We love to do things.  We love friends.  But is it all really love?  Webster defines love as a strong affection, or to cherish.  But since God is love, and He invented the word, let’s look at what Scripture has to say about love.  


Basically, the Bible tells us about two kinds of love.  Each one has its own unique word, but we usually translate both of them with the word, “love”.  The first one is phileo.  This is Webster’s definition.  It’s from this word that you find our word, Philadelphia, the city of brotherly love.  This is the kind of love we have for our friends and family.  You also hear the word philanthropist.  Love that humans have for humankind.  This is the kind of love that most people think of when they say “I love you” to their spouse.  They think of the tender affection they have for one another.  Phileo is tender affection.  


The other word Scripture uses for love is agape.  Agape love is unconditional.  Agape love is described for us in the famous love chapter in 1 Corinthians 13.  “Love suffers long, and is kind; love does not envy; love does not parade itself in pride.  Love isn’t rudeness; does not seek its own, is not provoked, thinks no evil.  Love doesn’t rejoice in sin, but rejoices in truth.  Love bears all things, believes and hopes and endures all things.  Love never fails.”  

We all remember that chapter.  It’s a beautiful picture of agape love.  The love that God has for us.  The love that never fails.  Agape is different than Phileo.  And although Agape love includes tenderness, it is love that is unconditional, so it doesn’t matter what it gets in return.  Phileo is a tenderness that is usually a responsive love.  You show tenderness and compassion to me, and I’ll show it back to you.  

But God’s agape love for us goes like this.  You hate me and live continuously in sin, constantly disobeying my commands; you turn your backs on me again and again, you have evil thoughts about people you work with, and you gossip about each other until your words physically hurt.  And I, God, send my only begotten Son to die for you so that you can have eternal life.  

You nag and complain, ignore my gifts, and I give you eternal life.  In fact, you’re going to need faith to even believe that I’ve done this, and you can’t even get that on your own, so I’ll give that to you as well.  Tell ya what, if you sin again, even after you know all that I’ve done for you, and you will, I’ll forgive you, and still bring you to heaven for eternity.  That is agape love.  That is the love of Christ.  Very simply put, agape love means to serve.  


So, with that in mind, let’s look at our text for today.  Ephesians 5.  Verse 21 is the introduction to one big section often referred to as “The Table of Duties.”  Verse 21 says, “Submit to one another out of reverence to Christ.” And here are the ways to submit.  Husbands and wives, do it this way, Parents and children do it this way, Servants and masters do it this way.  The Table of duties.  

Our text for today deals with the first seat at that table: husbands and wives.  But now, if you’re single, please don’t feel that this text doesn’t speak to you.  For although it is specifically directed at the husband-wife relationship, it most certainly applies as well to all relationships. 

So, verse 21 says all of us Christians are to submit to one another out of reverence to Christ.  Now, husbands and wives, here’s what that means specifically for you.  Paul begins with the women, probably because he can finish with them rather quickly, and get on with the men.  So he says,  “Wives, submit to your husbands as to the Lord.”  

In June, 1998, the Baptist denomination announced that they believed this passage of Scripture, and would teach their wives to submit to their husbands.  Well, you should have heard the uproar in the media.  Maybe you remember it.  I heard Tom Brokaw announce it on national television, as if it were an astounding declaration.  

Here, in the 90’s, the Baptists were still going to require their women to submit to their husbands.  They are so behind the times!  All you had to do was say the word “submission” and feminine red flags were flying everywhere.  

Of course they were.  The problem was that not only has the world abused the meaning of love over the centuries, but the world also has no idea what Scripture means by submission.  “Wives, submit to your husbands” was equivalent to saying, “Husbands, domineer your wives!” //

But that’s exactly the opposite of what Paul and the Holy Spirit had in mind.  Verse 23 goes on to say: “For the husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the church, his body, of which He is the Savior.  Verse 24 must have felt like a nail on the wife’s coffin to Brokaw’s viewing audience: “Now as the church submits to Christ, so also wives should submit to their husbands in everything.” //  And while you can hear the women cringe at that, you can hear the men saying, “Right on, Brother!” //

   But both the cringing and the cheering are the result of sinful ears.  The women listen for what they don’t want to hear, and we men ignore the part we should have listened to.  The husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of his body, the church, of which He is the Savior.  

Notice that Paul calls the husband-wife unit one body, of which the husband is the head.  And this is compared to the Christ-church unit as one body, of which Christ is the head.  So on the one hand, you have the husband representing Christ, and on the other hand, you have the wife representing the church.  Husband represents Christ; wife, represents the church. This is the picture that you’ll need to keep in mind not only from this point on in the sermon, but from this day on in your lives.

Paul is alluding to the very first covenant of marriage.  When Adam first saw his beautiful bride and said, “This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh.”  That was Adam’s way of saying, “Finally, there’s someone for me, and she is beautiful!”  And Moses goes on to say, “Therefore a man shall leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife and they shall become one flesh.” One body, where the man is the head, and his wife is bone of his bones, and flesh of his flesh.  Now, before we talk about what it means for the woman to submit to such a head, let’s look at what kind of head he is supposed to be.  Remember the comparison: Christ and the husband, the wife and the church.

Christ is the head of his bride.  What does he do as her head?  In other words, just what did Christ do for the church?   Well, when He first came to his bride, she was ugly as sin. No, Christ was not even afforded the same opportunity as Adam.  Adam’s bride was beautiful, because she had no sin.  But Christ found his bride as ugly as sin gets. // That’s how Christ finds all of us, doesn’t He?  Covered with sin so thick that we smell of it.  So you’ll notice that He did not take his bride because she was beautiful, but she is beautiful because He took her.  Her beauty comes from the way her husband treats her.  It is not demanded of her before he meets her.  But instead, he doesn’t snarl at her ugliness when He finds her; And yet, He’s not satisfied for her sake, that she is so ugly.  So his only desire is to make her beautiful and radiant, so that his Father will accept her when He brings her home to meet him.  Is there any kind of message in there for us?  

We are all the bride of Christ.  Our husband takes us, spiritually ugly, dead corpses, and gives to us life, with a beautiful, pure, white gown of righteousness to wear up at his altar.  We find our value through him, when we submit to his wedding service.  Christ courts his bride by serving her.  He’s patient and kind, teaching and ministering, healing and protecting, and all the while, never once demanding anything from us in return.

Men, there’s your model for headship.  Your wives will find their beauty through your treatment of them, when you represent Christ for them.  Every single time you see that word love in this text, it is agape love.  Unconditional one way love, not expecting or demanding anything in return. 

So you see, headship is not being shown as domination over your wife, as many in the Tom Brokaw audience certainly believed.  But headship is showing somebody who was stronger than his bride using every ounce of his strength to serve her.  Scripture says that although Christ is God, He didn’t flaunt his divinity, but made himself of no reputation, and took upon him the form of a servant, humbling himself, and becoming obedient unto death, even death on a cross, which was considered the most cursed way to die.  There’s your example of headship, Men. Serving your bride by putting her needs ahead of your own life. Ignoring whatever power you might have to dominate her, and use it instead, to serve her.  

As men, we model what Christ did; and as women, you model why Christ did it. // Together we show the world the “what” and the “why” of God’s salvation for us.  Christ came to make all of us, his bride, holy in his sight.

And then, when Christ’s Father meets the bride, she is glorious, without spot, radiantly shining before him in all her splendor.  Isaiah said it this way: “As the bridegroom rejoices over the bride, so shall your God rejoice over you.”

Do you see the revelation!?  Our marriages are given the privilege of showing Christ to the world!  That is their primary intention. 

So wives, when you submit to your husbands, that simply means that you allow him to serve you.  It means that they are to serve you by giving their lives as a living sacrifice for you, and you are to let them.  That’s biblical submission; letting them sacrifice for you. 

And it’s important for us men to remember that even during Christ’s engagement to his bride, He didn’t stop loving and serving her when she treated him with spit and mockery and thorns and spikes.  That was how his “loving” fiancee treated him, but remember what He did?  He didn’t get even.  He didn’t bring retaliation; He brought forgiveness.  Even there, on the agony of the cross, He pleaded with his Father to forgive his bride. “Father, forgive them…”   

Do the thorns and spikes of your wife sometimes come in the form of nagging, or mockery, or challenging your leadership?  What should be your response? / Love her.  Would Christ do any less?

Wives, do your husbands ever anger you or yell at you?  What should be your response?  If Christ angered the church, how should we respond to him? With honor and devotion.  No, Your husband isn’t Christ, but he represents him to you.  And it’s out of your love for Christ, that even when you don’t happen to FEEL love for your husband, you maintain your respect and devotion to him.  You represent the church.  

Now neither one of us is going to do this perfectly.  Men, we fail miserably every day at being Christ-like in our relationships with women, especially our wives. And so exactly because we men are to serve our wives, our greatest temptation is to treat them as if they were to serve us. /// When we give in to this temptation, we display Christ as demanding his church to work for their salvation, which completely distorts What He has done; Christ never demanded anything of his bride; but gave everything to her.  Even died for her.

  And women, you are going to struggle with submitting undying devotion to your men. It is exactly because wives are to submit to their husbands, that their greatest temptation is to switch roles with him; When a woman tries to be the head of her husband, she is portraying the temptation Christians have to find our glory anywhere but through Christ.  We trust in our money, find glory in our fame, worship our power, seek self-esteem in our jobs, pursue self-worth through our friends, invest our efforts in self-help propaganda, and when we do all these things, we forget that our only value comes from and through Christ alone, serving us.  

God gave us a model for that sin. The Apostle Peter played the role of the bride when Christ bent down to wash his feet—to serve him—and Peter fervently objected.  But Christ very quickly pointed out to his bride that unless you let me wash you, Peter, you have no part of Me.  I came to serve, and you better let me do it, because there’s something even bigger that I must do for you very soon. And if you won’t let me wash you in this small way, how will you ever let me wash your soul with my blood? //

 And you ladies are afforded the opportunity and privilege to display the trust that Peter should have had through your relationship with your husband. Let your husband be a living sacrifice for you.  That’s his privilege; He gets to represent Christ, the One who serves, while you are granted the opportunity to submit like the church.  

But I know; we’re both sinners; and we’re both going to repeatedly fail at these roles we’ve been given, and the wounds will run deep at times.  But remember those wounds are part of one body.  And God has provided an ointment for those wounds: forgiveness. // Forgiveness cleans away the wound, healing even the most blistering and painful sores, even the ones which ooze with the emotional pus that sin inflicts.  Christ himself, used the ointment of forgiveness to heal his wounds.  Forgiveness heals, and returns us to the heavenly roles we’ve been given.  Forgiveness brings our marriages back to that picture of Christ and the church.  

Can you imagine how glorious it would be if when people looked into the windows of our homes, and like a television screen, saw Christ in there, in your marriage?  Even if, and perhaps especially when, they saw those wounds healing.  That’s the way He set it up.  That’s why there’s no marriage in heaven; there’s no need for it. // Marriage is a mission work, showing others God’s plan of salvation; but heaven means “Mission accomplished.”  In heaven, there’s no more need for a visual image, because there will be nothing left to imagine.

But we’re not in heaven yet; we’re in this world.  But God says that when He claimed you as his own, you are still IN this world, but are no longer to be OF this world.  So we live here as foreigners.  We live IN this world, but we are not OF this world any longer.  Our home is an eternal one.  We’re only visiting this planet.  What people see when they look into the windows of our marriages ought to seem “otherworldly.”  

“Do you see the way that man loves his wife!!?  Do you see the way she submits to his love!!?  It’s like nothing I’ve ever seen before!”

So Men, when you treat women as if you would die for them, OF COURSE this world is going to call you crazy.  And ladies, when you submit yourselves to men as the church submits itself to Christ, OF COURSE this world is going to think you’re nuts!  It might even become headlines in the national news!  They are from a different world than you.  They don’t understand these “otherworldly” customs.  

Both of you will be discouraged by anyone and anything that is OF this world.  Men, when your wives commit a horrible sin against you, and you take them back in your arms and reassure them of your undying commitment to them, there’s no way the world, or your friends who are OF the world could understand that kind of forgiveness.  They will ridicule you and suggest you check to see if you left your sanity in that Bible of yours.  

And women, when you submit to your husbands, allowing them to serve and direct you, to guide and protect you, there’s no way the world, or your friends who are OF the world, could ever understand the role you’ve accepted for the sake of the Gospel. 

OF COURSE this world will ridicule your relationship.  Expect it. The prince OF this world is the author of their advice.   But He is not your prince. Christ is your prince, and He says, “Be of good cheer, for when the world tries to overcome you, I have overcome the world.  You and I are one, says Christ.  You and your spouse are one flesh, with Me.  We all now live in eternity together.  Show the world in your marriages that I live in you.  They will witness the love I have, even for the world who ridicules you. / Yes, I love them too, says Christ.  I died for you all.  Let your marriages proclaim that love.  That agape love.  Amen.
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