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CHAPTER XV  
QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 

I studied and even taught this material for many years before arriving at my 

present position. I’m confident that many readers will struggle to get comfortable with 

these ideas that are so far removed from what many of us have been taught. If I we’re 

teaching in person, I’d look forward to a question and answer period to allow those with 

questions to clarify their thinking. In lieu of such a session, the following are the hardest 

questions that I could think of to ask myself:  

Q. The argument for men to have dominion over women seems so simple and 

your position seems very complicated, with references to Greek and commentators and 

all. Isn’t the simplicity of the dominion position strong evidence that it is the right 

position? 

A. Not at all. The simplest interpretations of scripture are sometimes right but 

sometimes very wrong. After all, it is very easy to point out that the New Testament 

frequently, plainly, and unambiguously commands us to greet one another with the Holy 

Kiss. 

(Rom. 16:16) Greet one another with a holy kiss. 

(1 Cor. 16:20) Greet one another with a holy kiss. 

(2 Cor. 13:12) Greet one another with a holy kiss. 

(1 Thess. 5:26) Greet all the brothers with a holy kiss. 

(1 Pet. 5:14) Greet one another with a kiss of love. 

These are all direct commands. The commands are plain. We don’t preach, teach, 

or practice them, even though the argument in support of adopting this practice is very 

simple indeed. What’s not to understand? 

The only reason we don’t struggle with the Holy Kiss (or for that matter, 

prohibitions on braided hair and gold jewelry or the requirement to wear a veil) is that 

such commands run contrary to our culture today and would not serve their original 

purpose today. We do struggle with the role of women because, until very recently, our 

culture has refused to allow women to have the same opportunities and recognition as 

men. Our older members grew up in that culture and many (including the women) came 
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to approve and accept unequal rights for women. Therefore, they find the traditionalist 

arguments comfortable—and therefore “simple.”
152

 

Moreover, the argument that I’ve spent more than 100 pages on can be stated just 

as simply as any other argument dealing with the role of women: 

The Bible says that in God’s eyes there is neither male nor female. It means what 

it says. Passages that apparently limit women’s role are written for a temporary cultural 

situation that no longer exists (much like the command of the Holy Kiss). Genesis 3 is a 

curse not a command. Genesis 1 and 2 define how men and women should relate in 

Christ, who came to undo the Fall of Man—they are both made in God’s image and 

husbands and wives should be one flesh, much as Jesus and God are one. 

It’s not really complicated. 

Q. I just can’t accept that men and women are equal. 

A. Me neither. God made us different. While God did not set up a hierarchy 

of men over women, Genesis 2 plainly teaches that Adam was inadequate (not good) 

without Eve. God did not make another man—He made a woman, who was wondrously 

different. 

The inherent, God-created differences between men and women mean that certain 

gifts and talents will be unequally distributed among them. It is hardly a shock to anyone 

that more women teach the cradle roll class than men. There is no deep theological reason 

that men shouldn’t do this. They just, on the whole, don’t care to and, on the whole, 

wouldn’t be very good at it. But many women have this talent. This obvious gender 

distinction does not mean that men cannot teach cradle roll. Just so, it is conceivable that 

more men than women are gifted to teach adult Sunday School classes (although we 

really have no way of knowing this at this time). If this proves to be a fact, nonetheless, as 

J. W. McGarvey suggested nearly 100 years ago, capable women should be allowed to 

teach. 

Finally, the differences between men and women relate foremost to marriage, not 

church organization. God gave Eve to Adam as a wife—not as a pre-school Sunday 

School class teacher and communion preparer. As we will discuss in the next chapter, 

when the Bible speaks of any Christian’s role in the church, it speaks in terms of talents. 

And while talents may be unequally distributed, all the talents that God has given must be 

used to His glory, no matter to whom God has given them. It is, after all, God’s choice. 
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Q. Regardless of what you write or teach, nothing’s going to change. Why 

rock the boat? 

A. I am not that cynical. Besides, the boat needs rocking. 

Flavil Yeakley, of Harding University, recently published statistics for the growth 

of the Churches of Christ in the United States during the 1980’s.
153

 We grew 5.2%—not 

per year—but per decade. This works out to an annual rate of growth of only 0.51%. At 

the same time, the general population grew over 11%. We didn’t even keep up with the 

growth of the general population! More precisely, we aren’t even converting enough new 

members to replace those of our children who leave the church! If we converted no one 

during the 1980’s, then we lost over half our children during that time. Something has to 

change. 

I’d never suggest adopting a new doctrine just to grow. But I would never 

condone accepting a tradition not found in the Bible if that tradition kept anyone from 

finding Jesus. Those outside the Church look at us and see a very peculiar people. They 

wonder: how can these people know about how to live and be moral when they don’t 

even grant their women the same rights that the godless do?  

One advantage that the Churches of Christ have over many other religious groups 

is our appeal to rational thought in a scientific age. If we really believe that our religion is 

Bible-based and not man-made, then we should be more than willing to change when we 

are convinced that we’ve misunderstood the Bible—without regard to the criticism that 

will follow any major course correction. 

Q. But wouldn’t it be safer to require women to be silent and to not teach? 

After all, consider the eternal consequences of being wrong! 

A. It is just as sinful to impose a command not made by God as to ignore a 

command made by God. Binding what God doesn’t bind is just as sinful as loosing what 

God doesn’t loose (Cf. Matt. 16:19; 18:18). Notice that we only feel compelled to find 

safety in obedience to those doubtful rules that happen to suit our traditions. If this is not 

so, then our women members would be wearing veils, long hair, and no jewelry, and our 

men would be raising their hands in prayer and greeting one another with a kiss. We’d all 

be washing each other’s feet!  

There will always be another “command” for someone to find and make us feel 

guilty about. We can never keep enough rules to be safe. This is, in fact, precisely the 
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 Flavil R. Yeakley, Jr., Separating Fact from Fiction: A Realistic Assessment of the Churches of 

Christ in the United States (The Harding University Center for Church Growth Studies, Searcy, Arkansas 

1995), as summarized by Yeakley in vol. 10, no. 2 Church Growth (Center for Church Growth, Houston, 
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approach to God that sent the Pharisees to hell, and I don’t care to join them. Thank God 

for His grace! The one thing I know for sure is that I’m saved, and my confidence is not 

based on my intellect or my education but on Jesus Christ and Him crucified. If anyone 

teaches you otherwise, run for your eternal salvation. We need to flee the temptation 

toward a new Pharisaism and we should rather return to the Old Paths—being the Bible’s 

paths.
154

 

Q. Wouldn’t I be a liberal if I accepted your arguments? 

A. There are those who would call you a liberal, but they would be liars and 

slanderers for having done so. Jesus speaks plainly to our tendency to pin false labels on 

those with whom we disagree: 

(Matt. 5:22) “But I tell you that anyone who is angry with 
his brother will be subject to judgment. Again, anyone who says to 
his brother, ‘Raca,’ is answerable to the Sanhedrin. But anyone 
who says, ‘You fool!’ will be in danger of the fire of hell.” 

Jesus is not saying that “fool” and “Raca” are especially wicked words. Rather, he 

is condemning the sin of contemptuous name-calling. Whether we use “fool,” “Raca,” 

“nigger,” or “liberal,” the sin is the same.
155

 No matter how strongly one feels that I am 

wrong, such feelings do not justify making false or exaggerated claims in opposition to 

what I say.  

In one of the best books ever written on the history of the Restoration Movement, 

Christians Only,
156

 James DeForest Murch describes actual liberalism, which developed 

in the late 19th Century: 

The schools of theological thought which grew out of this 
religious revolution were many and varied but they might all be 
grouped under the banner or liberalism or modernism. No two 
liberals thought exactly alike, but the general principles were the 
same. The Bible was to them merely a historical record of the 
developing religious consciousness of the Jewish people. Liberals 
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 See the author’s The Holy Spirit and Revolutionary Grace for a more thorough discussion of this 

critical issue. 
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 Matt. 15:19-20; Col. 3:8-10; James 4:11-12: “Brothers, do not slander one another. Anyone who 

speaks against his brother or judges him speaks against the law and judges it. When you judge the law, you 

are not keeping it, but sitting in judgment on it. There is only one Lawgiver and Judge, the one who is able 

to save and destroy. But you—who are you to judge your neighbor?” 

156
 (Standard Publishing, Cincinnati, 1962). This is an excellent reference, although written from the 

perspective of the conservative, instrumental churches within the Restoration Movement. Murch’s telling of 

the history of true liberalism should be required reading for elderships and college trustees everywhere. 
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did not accept Jesus as one to be worshipped but as an example, 

a prophet, a teacher, and a moral pioneer.
157

 

The Churches of Christ were largely spared from liberalism by their separation 

from the northern Churches over the instrument and missionary societies. The then much 

smaller Churches of Christ had few colleges or other institutions within their ranks, most 

schools and publishing houses having been controlled by the instrumental churches. 

However, within the Restoration Movement’s instrumental churches, liberalism came to 

be a serious problem. 

Murch then describes the deceits and manipulations practiced by the liberal camp 

within the instrumental churches to take over many of the missionary societies, colleges, 

and publishing houses, with the liberals frequently deceiving the supporters of these 

institutions regarding their true intentions until control was gained. Soon former 

Restoration Movement schools were teaching their preaching students to reject the virgin 

birth, the bodily resurrection of Jesus, and divinity of Jesus. The liberal takeover of 

church institutions was so thorough that new colleges had to be founded for the benefit of 

those within the instrumental churches who rejected liberalism. Ultimately, the liberal 

churches joined to form a nationally governed denomination, the Christian Churches 

(Disciples of Christ). Certainly, not all members of the Christian Churches denomination 

are liberals, but the denomination freely includes liberals within its governing ranks and 

the faculties of its schools. 

The remaining churches within the instrumental churches rejected liberalism and 

are organized very much like the Churches of Christ, except for accepting instrumental 

music and, in some cases, supporting missionary societies. 

Now, of course, true liberalism is rife with sin, and we must be vigilant to rid our 

camp of its wickedness. But liberalism rejects the inspiration of scripture and denies the 

divinity of Jesus. Obviously, nothing in this book even remotely encourages these sins.  

So, why be concerned about being labeled a liberal? Because some within our 

brotherhood have developed a mindset whereby they conclude that anyone who disagrees 

with them must question the inspiration of scripture! And since those who doubt the 

scriptures are liberals, then those who doubt what these brothers teach must be liberals, 

too. What a wicked thought! If I were so arrogant as to suppose that the only reason 

someone might dare disagree with me is that he doubts the inspiration of scripture, then I 

must consider my opinions inspired! But it is quite obvious that I can form a different 

opinion from yours about any number of issues—the role of women in the church, 

divorce and remarriage, how many children an elder must have—and do so while still 

having a very strong belief indeed in inspiration and Jesus our Lord.  
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Those of us who seek to bully the rest of us into submitting to their teachings 

through name calling, lies, and slander will be judged very harshly. I am not a liberal, and 

those who happen to agree with all or some of what I believe are not liberals for having so 

agreed.  

Q. Can’t a woman be required to be subordinate without being made 

inferior?  

A. The paternalist and hierarchalist positions are often justified by the 

argument that the leadership or presumed “headship” of man makes woman 

subordinate—but not inferior. Indeed, hierarchalists and many paternalists would insist 

that women have the same “value” as men, arguing that this is the true meaning of such 

passages as Galatians 3:28: “There is ... neither male nor female.”
158

 And it is certainly 

true that in certain circumstances one may take a subordinate role to another and be in no 

wise inferior to that person. For example, I am an equal partner in my law practice with 

the other senior lawyers. I’m in no way inferior to them in terms of legal rights or 

ownership. And yet, I often work under another attorney in the firm on a case or project. 

A given project may require more than one experienced lawyer, and yet we recognize that 

a project should have only one boss. Thus, the other lawyers take a subordinate role—

voluntarily. Indeed, this is a word that pops up frequently in hierarchalist literature. It is 

repeatedly stated that women should “voluntarily” subordinate themselves to men, and 

yet no effort is made to explain how one can voluntarily subordinate oneself if one has no 

choice! 

The underlying problem here is that truly voluntary subordination is based on 

reasons other than a rule. For example, the choice of which lawyer will take the lead on a 

case is made based on talent, experience, relationship with client, or the like. It is made 

based on the needs of the client, not the needs of a lawyer who wants to be boss! In 

biblical terms, the choice is made based on gifts and talents. 

Just so, on a basketball team some players are asked to be “role players.” They 

take subordinate roles as substitutes, rebounders, defenders, or the like. In fact, all players 

are role players in the sense that each has a distinct job and assignment. All five players 

cannot be the playmaker, and all five can’t stand behind the three-point line setting up for 

a long-range basket. And clearly being the playmaker versus being the center does not 

make one player inferior to the other. Magic Johnson was just as valuable as a point guard 

as Kareem Abdul-Jabbar was as a center. 

But if the coach chooses to designate roles arbitrarily, based on skin color, family 

status, or the car driven by the player, the players would quite properly protest the 

unfairness of the decision. There is nothing unfair in taking different roles or even in 
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 See, for example, Black, ibid, page 212-213; Goebel Music, Behold the Pattern (Goebel Music 

Publications, Colleyville, Texas 1991) page 530; Ferguson (“A common mistake is to confuse equal worth 
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being subordinate—or even in sitting on the bench—so long as the choice in made based 

on the abilities of each individual and what is best for the team. 

In the not-too-distant past, we required black men and women to take subordinate 

positions to whites. Today, we see that this was wrong—not because no black person 

should ever be subordinate to a white person—but because the practice evaluated the 

black men and women as a race and not as individuals. Indeed, the requirement of 

subordination plainly indicated inferiority, and for this reason it was immoral. 

Accordingly, whether we mean to or not, we patronize women when we argue that 

requiring them to be subordinate to men regardless of their respective talents, 

experiences, or accomplishments and regardless of what is best for the work of the church 

has no implication of inferiority.  

The paternalist responds to such arguments by reasoning in a circle. God plainly 

values women the same as men. God plainly requires women to be subordinate to men. 

Therefore, subordination does not imply inferiority. But such reasoning “solves” the 

problem by denying the problem. The reality is that limiting what women can do purely 

because of their gender indicates inferiority.  


