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Anotace

Usttednim bodem v diskusich o roli zen v cirkevnim Zivoté jsou vyklady Pavlovych listi.
Jelikoz Pavel ve svych spisech zminuje stvofeni, nékteti tvrdi, Ze podptirna (tj. ne vedou-
ci) role Zeny je zakotvena v samotném ,,fadu stvoreni®. Tento ¢lanek vychdzi z predpokla-
du, Ze tento zavér je disledkem chybné metodologie, kterd ,,v¢itd“ Pavla zpét do Genesis,
aniz by ¢etla Genesis do Pavla. V souvislosti s Heimerdingerovou studii o upfednostnéni
v hebrejském vypravéni (,,foregrounding) a poetickymi posuny v Genesis 1-3 tvrdi ten-
to ¢lanek, ze uvedené kapitoly stavi do popredi nasledujici body: muzi i Zeny jsou stvo-
feni k obrazu Bozimu, a proto jsou rovnocenné obdafeni autoritou; muzi a Zeny se lisi,
ale nachdzeji naplnéni ve vzajemné provazanosti a jednoté; pad prinasi prokleti, které
naruguje toto partnerstvi, ale nerozvraci ho navzdy. Clanek navrhuje revizi interpretace
Kkli¢ovych Pavlovych textti (1K 11,7-12; Ef 5,21-33; 1Tm 2,11-15) a nékolika interpre-
ta¢nich parametrt zaloZenych na antropologickych tvrzenich z Genesis 1-3. Vysledkem
¢teni Genesis spole¢né s Pavlovymi spisy je pohled na muzZe a Zeny, v némz hlavnimi
paradigmaty jsou sdilené vedeni a vzdjemna provazanost.
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Abstract

Creation Order: Paul’s Use of Genesis 1-3 in his Arguments about Women

Interpretations on the role of women in the life of the church often centre around in-
terpretations of Paul’s letters. Since Paul mentions creation in these controversial texts,
some interpreters claim that a woman’s supportive (i.e., not leading) role is embedded
in the “Creation Order” itself. I propose that this conclusion is problematic because
of a faulty reading of Paul back into Genesis, without also reading Genesis into Paul.
Relating Heimerdinger’s work on foregrounding in Hebrew narrative to poetic shifts in
Genesis 1-3, I propose that this text emphasises the following matters: men and women
are both made in the image of God and thereby equally endowed with authority, men
and women have distinctions but find their fulfilment in interdependence and uni-
ty, and the Fall brings about curses that disrupt this partnership but does not reverse
it forever. I conduct a re-reading of key Pauline texts (1 Cor. 11:7-12, Eph.5:21-33,
1 Tim.2:11-15) and propose some interpretive parameters based on the anthropological
claims from Genesis 1-3. Reading Genesis 1-3 and Paul together results in a vision for
men and women in which shared leadership and interdependence are the guiding par-
adigms. The article is available in English language in the second half of this document.

Keywords: Gen. 1-3, women’s ordination, Heimerdinger, foregrounding, ap. Paul

Uvod

Neni pochyb o tom, Ze cirkev, jak v Ceské republice, tak v mnoha jinych ¢as-
tech svéta, stoji na kiizovatce, pokud jde o otazku vedeni cirkve Zenami.' Pro
evangelikaly je rozhodujicim faktorem v této diskusi svédectvi Pisma. Pfi snaze
zohlednit celé Pismo vSak ¢tenati nevyhnutelné upfednostiuji nékteré texty
pred jinymi. Protestanté obecné kladou diraz na Pavlovy listy a teprve poté
se vraceji zpét od Pavla k ostatnim ¢astem kanonu.? Nynéjsi studie Pavlovych
spist v8ak ukazuji, ze Pavel se ve svém uceni do zna¢né miry opira o zidovsky

! T.Coufal, ,,Pavel Hosek: Zeny ve vedeni? Cirkev je na kiizovatce,“ Zivot viry 2020/1 (2020).

2 Tento nézor lze pravdépodobné vysledovat az k Martinu Lutherovi, ktery povazoval list Ri-
mantim za knihu, kterd interpretuje zbytek Bible, i kdyz mél vysoké minéni o celém Pismu
(Terry C. Thomas, “Luther’s Canon: Christ Against Scripture,” Word ¢ World 8, no.2 (1988),
149).



a konkrétné starozakonni ramec.’ S ohledem na tuto skutecnost je proto ¢im
dal dilezitéjsi nejen Cist od Pavla zpétné k drivéj$im textiim, ale také ¢ist do-
predu pocinaje Starym zédkonem, protoze Pavel stavi na zakladech Pisma in-
spirovaného Bohem, které zdédil (2Tm 3,14-17).*

V tomto ¢lanku vychazim z pracovni teze, ze néktefi evangelikalové ne-
spravné interpretuji Pavlovy spisy tykajici se role Zen v rodiné a cirkvi, protoze
promitaji Pavlovo mysleni uz do Genesis, misto aby Genesis také promitali do
pozdéjsiho Pavlova mysleni. Je stejné dilezité, aby nase interpretace Genesis vy-
chazela z Pavla, jako aby nase interpretace Pavla vychazela z Genesis. Obavam
se, Ze tomu tak zatim neni, kdyz se termin ,,stvoritelsky rad“ pouziva k omezeni
zen ve vykonu vedoucich funkci. V nasledujicim textu se opfu o préci lingvisty
a odbornika na hebrejskou stylistiku Jeana-Marca Heimerdingera, abych uké-
zal, Ze Genesis sama zduraznuje sdilenou moc, autoritu a odpovédnost muza
a zen. Pozorné ¢teni pribéht o stvoreni (Genesis 1-3) proto neni sluditelné
s vykladem Pavlovych spist, ve kterém ma byt muzska nadrazenost uréujicim
rysem vztaht mezi muzi a Zenami.” Poznatky z této prace jsou cenné nejen pro
interpretaci Pavla, ale také pro aplikaci Pisma v soucasnych diskusich o ordi-
naci Zen v ¢eské cirkvi.

,Rad stvoreni” jako hierarchie:
Komplementarni vyklad Genesis a Pavlovych lista

Nejprve se zaméfime na analyzu toho, jak je striktné komplementarni vyklad
biblickych textl o stvofeni ovlivnén konkrétnim vykladem apostola Pavla.

*  Napti.R. B.Hays, The Conversion of the Imagination: Paul as Interpreter of Israel’s Scripture

(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2005); N. T. Wright, Paul and the Faith-
fulness of God (London: spck, 2013); Jorg Frey, et al., eds. Paul Within Judaism: Perspectives
on Paul and Jewish Identity (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2023). Z ¢eskych zdroju, viz. Mireia
Ryskovd, Pavel z Tarsu a jeho svét (Praha: Karolinum, 2017).

Jedna se o intertextudlni pfistup k Pismu, ktery G.K. Beale definuje jako ptedpoklad, ,,ze

vvvvvv ¥y e

Pisma, ale zéroven i dfivéjsi pasaz vrha svétlo na pasaz pozdéjsi“ (G. K. Beale, A New Testa-
ment Biblical Theology: The Unfolding of the Old Testament in the New. Grand Rapids, MI:
Baker Academic, 2011, 3). V$echny preklady citata z anglickych zdroji jsou dilem autora.

> Rozlisuji mezi genderovou hierarchii, kdy muzi maji automaticky vyssi postaveni kviili své
muzskosti, a hierarchif obecné. Hierarchie sama o sobé neni problémem.
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»Komplementarismus®“ je teologicky postoj, ktery povazuje muze a Zeny za on-
tologicky rovnocenné, avSak s Bohem danymi odlisnymi rolemi: muz ma vést
(v rodiné i v cirkvi) a Zena ma nasledovat (v rodiné i v cirkvi). Tento nazor je
typicky svym diirazem na dd a hierarchii ve vztahu mezi muZi a Zenami a od-
délenim ontologické hodnoty a roli specifickych pro jednotliva pohlavi. Od
vydani knihy Johna Pipera a Wayna Grudema Recovering Biblical Womanhood
(Obnova biblického Zenstvi) se komplementarni ptistup do zna¢né miry upev-
nil. ¢ Komplementaristé nejsou jednotni, ale spadaji do spektra, které se nékdy
oznacuje jako ,mirny“ a ,tvrdy“ komplementarismus, v zavislosti na konkrét-
nich zptisobech, jakymi se tato teologie uplatiiuje.” Jako vhodny vytah z teo-
logického proudu tvrdého komplementarismu jsem zvolil novéjsi text Johna
MacArthura Divine Design: God’s Complementary Roles for Men and Women
(Bozi zameér: Bozi komplementdrni role pro muze a Zeny).® Presto zastanci na-
pii¢ spektrem casto sdileji podobné argumenty, jak je patrné z odkazu na
pojem ,,stvotitelsky rad“ v akademickych i popularnich zdrojich konkrétnich
Ceskych kazatelil a myslitelt.” V tomto piehledu se zaméfime na to, jak je ar-
gumentace o rolich Zen ovlivnéna jejich chapanim stvoritelského pribéhu.

¢ J.Piper, and W. A. Grudem, Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood: Response to
Evangelical Feminism (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1992). Viz také pozdéj-

$i W. A. Grudem, Evangelical Feminism ¢ Biblical Truth: An Analysis of More Than One
Hundred Disputed Questions (Colorado Springs: Multnomah Publishers, 2004). Ackoli se
komplementaristé prezentuji jako strazci historického krestanského vyznani, ve skute¢nosti
kiestané (protestanti i katolici) jiz nevéfi, ze zeny jsou ontologicky nedokonalé ve srovna-

ni s muzi (coz byl standardni nazor po vétsinu cirkevnich déjin). Komplementarismus jako
teologicky postoj se vyvinul az od roku 1975 v reakci na ménici se socioekonomické ptile-
Zitosti pro zeny. Viz. William G. Witt, Icons of Christ: A Biblical and Systematic Theology for
Women’s Ordination (Waco, TX: Baylor University, 2020), 19-35; B. A. Barr, The Making of
Biblical Womanhood: How the Subjugation of Women Became Gospel Truth (Grand Rapids,
MI: Baker Publishing Group, 2021).

Lynn H. Cohick, “Afterword,” in Neither Complementarian Nor Egalitarian: A Kingdom Co-
rrective to the Evangelical Gender Debate, ed. Michelle Lee-Barnewall (Grand Rapids, MI:
Baker Academic, 2016), 179. Podobné i rovnostafi se pohybuji na $kale od méné politickych
po vice politické.

John MacArthur, Divine Design: God’s Complementary Roles for Men and Women (Colorado
Springs: David C. Cook, 2010).

Napiiklad Pavel Cerny pise: ,,...pozici muZe a Zeny v rodiné i v cirkvi nemtizeme prevra-

tit, aniz bychom nerozbijeli také Bozi stvotitelské ady* (P. Cerny, Doslov, in Emancipace
Zen v cirkvi, ed. D. Drépal (Praha: Navrat domt, 2003). Viz. také P. Cerny, Princip ,,kefalé*
a sluzba muzi a zen v cirkvi, Theologia vitae 1, no. 1 (2008). Viz odkaz na ,¥ad stvoreni®
v L.Ondréc¢ek, Muz je hlavou Zeny. Té své. Zivot viry, 2020. Viz také termin ,,BoZi stvofi-



Mnozi se shodnou s MacArthurem, Ze ,jakékoli zkoumani role muzi a zen
v Bozim zaméru musi zacit porozuménim Genesis 1-3.“'* MacArthur pti-
pousti, Ze jak muzi, tak Zeny nesou BoZi obraz, a Ze to s sebou nese spole¢ny
ukol vladnout spole¢né nad stvorenim. Pozdéji v8ak tento postoj upravuje
tvrzenim, Ze pouze muz je ,jedine¢né stvoren, aby nesl obraz Boha jako vlad-
ce, protoze Bith mu dal zvlastni sféru svrchovanosti.“!! Zédkladnim ramcem
pro genderové vztahy je autorita (ze strany muze) a podfizenost (ze strany
zeny). MacArthur se odvolava na 1. Korintskym 11,7-10, aby dokazal, ze podle
stvotitelského pribéhu maji muzi zvlastni autoritu, protoze byli stvofeni jako
prvni. Zena nema vlastni autoritu, ale ,byla stvotena, aby projevovala auto-
ritu a vali muze.“’* MacArthur dale obhajuje tento argument odkazem na
Pavlovo tvrzeni, Ze ,muz nepochazi z Zeny, ale Zena z muze® (1K 11,8). Podle
MacArthura si Pavel myslel, Ze muz ma autoritativnéjsi roli diky svému prvo-
rozenstvi, tj. tomu, Ze byl stvofen jako prvni.

Ackoli tvrdi, ze Adamovo prvorozenstvi je diivodem, pro¢ ,,mu byla dana
autorita [angl. ,headship®, hlava] nad Zenou a stvofenim®, termin ,,autorita
(hlava)“ se v Genesis nepouziva, ale je prevzat od Pavla.”? Pro MacArthura
byly problémy, kterym celila rana cirkev jako naptiklad ta v Korintu vysled-
kem ,,rtiznych feministickych hnuti, kter4 se v dobé Nového zakona v Rimské

fi8i rozmohla.“™

Pavlovo fe$eni spociva v tom, Ze cirkev se vrati k ,,nepo-
stradatelnym prvkam® Zivota, jak jej zamyslel Btih: autorité a podfizenosti.
Tyto pojmy jsou odvozeny z feckych slov kefalé (hlava / autorita) a hypotassé
(podridit se / usporadat se), které Pavel pouzivd pii riznych prilezitostech
(napr. Ef 5,21-23).5 Ackoli muzi a Zeny mohou byt na stejné trovni, pokud
jde o duchovnost, intelekt a schopnosti, Bith stanovil zvldstni prvenstvi muzi,

telské dilo“ v souvislosti s podptirnou roli zen u Rudolfa Bubika, Role Zeny. (2011): cit. dne
29.9.2025, https://apostolskacirkev.cz/176-role-zeny. Presto se zd4, ze v ¢eské cirkvi probiha na
toto téma zdrava diskuse. Viz naptiklad (uz ptes 20 let stard) kniha zakladatele K¥estanského
spolecenstvi Dana Drapala, ve které se k tématu vyjadfuje i byvaly predseda Cirkve bratrské:
D.Drépal, Emancipace Zen v cirkvi (Praha: Navrat domd, 2003).

MacArthur, Divine Design, 20. Pieklady anglickych zdroji jsou dilem autora.

" TIbid., 51.

2 Ibid., 52.

3 Ibid,, 22.

" Ibid,, 39.

5 Ibid., 40-41.


https://apostolskacirkev.cz/176-role-zeny
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aby zachoval poradek. Poselstvi pro Zeny zni: ,,V cirkvi mohou byt Zeny, které
jsou lepsimi studentkami Bible, teolozkami a fe¢nicemi nez mnozi muzi. Ale
pokud jsou tyto Zeny poslusné Bozimu fadu a oddané jeho zaméru, podridi
se muzskému vedeni a nebudou se ho snazit uzurpovat.“* MacArthur varuje
zeny, ze by nemély prekracovat hranice, aby ,,nevypadaly jako rebelky®, zatim-
co muzi jsou nabadani, aby nezneuzivali svou autoritu.'”

Zeny se tedy maji podfizovat nikoli proto, Ze by mély mensi hodnotu, ale
proto, ze to Biih prikazal pro jejich dobro a pro zachovani stvoreného radu.
Kdy?z je zena stvorena z ,jednoho z Adamovych Zeber, Adam ji okamzité
pozna jako ,,svou dokonalou spole¢nici“'® Tato harmonie vSak trva pouze do
té doby, dokud Adam zustava tim, kdo m4 autoritu, a Eva hraje podpiirnou
roli jako jeho pomocnice. Na to mifi taktika hada v Genesis 3, kdy obchazi
vidce a obraci se pfimo na nésledovnici.'”” Pro MacArthura lze ideologii fe-
minismu vysledovat az do rajské zahrady, kde Eva byla prvni feministkou,
protoze uvéfila Satanovi a obesla Adamovu autoritu. Evin prestupek proti ge-
nderovym rolim tak vedl ,lidstvo k hfichu“* MacArthur tvrdi, Ze Evin htich
je dvoji: neuposlechla Bozi ptikaz nejist ovoce ze stromu a jednala nezavis-
le na svém manzelovi. Adamiv htich je také dvoji: neuposlechl Bozi ptikaz
a ,podlehl Eviné uzurpaci jeho vedeni, ¢imz selhal ve vykonu své Bohem dané
autority.“?! Pad je tedy ve své podstaté obracenim roli, cozZ je zalezitost, kterou
se od té doby nepodarilo napravit.> Podfizena role Zeny tedy neni vysledkem
padu, ale soucasti Boziho pivodniho zdméru. MacArthur se zde opét odvo-
lava na Pavla: koneckonct, Pavel fik4, Ze to byla Zena, ktera byla oklamana

‘e Ibid., 46.

7 1bid., 49, 54.

8 Ibid., 22.

¥ Ibid., 24.

2 Ibid., 19.

2t Ibid., 25.

MacArthur neni ve svém chapani souvislosti mezi prokletim (Gn 3,16-19) a timto ramcem
konzistentni. Nejprve tvrdi, Ze Gn 3,16 pfedpovidd manzelské spory, v nichz manzel utlacuje
a manzelka touzi dominovat. Ale také parafrazuje BoZi poselstvi Zené slovy: ,,Kdysi jste byli
spoluvladci, ktefi spole¢né tizasné vladli jako tym, ale od nynéjska je nad vami postaven
muz® (ibid., 26). To by mohlo naznacovat, Ze zvlastni autorita muze byla BoZim trestem po
prvnim hfichu a Ze jednota a partnerstvi jsou vice v souladu s Bozim zdmérem nez nadvlada
jedné ze stran. Pozdéji vSak MacArthur jasné tvrdi, Ze vedeni muzi je ,,ustanoveno stvore-
nim a potvrzeno padem® (ibid., 181).



(1Tm 2,14). Divodem je, ze ,,opustila ochranu Adamova vedeni a pokusila se
samostatné vyporadat s nepritelem.“* Tento pribéh varuje, Ze Zeny jsou bez
ochrany muze zranitelné. Pad nastal kviili obraceni roli: ,,Adam se vzdal svého
vedeni a nasledoval Evu.“*

MacArthur povazuje tento ,,stvoritelsky rad“ za Bozi zamér pro manzel-
stvi i cirkevni Zivot. V listu Efeskym Pavel napomina cirkev ,Bozim vznese-
nym a puvodnim bozskym standardem pro manzelstvi®, coz je dalsi impli-
citni odkaz na ptibéh stvoreni.® MacArthur spravné poznamenava, ze Pavel
vybizi jak muze, tak i Zeny k podfizenosti ve svych vzajemnych vztazich (Ef
5,1).% Muzi a zeny se v$ak maji podtizovat odlisnym zptisobem. Podfizenost
zeny spociva v nasledovani svého muze, zatimco podrizenost manzela spoci-
va v prevzeti odpovédnosti za svou Zenu tim, Ze se stara o jeji potieby a vazi
si ji. Muzi maji zvlastni odpovédnost ,,délat vSe, co je v jejich silach, aby za-
chovali svatost, ctnost a ¢istotu [svych Zen]...“”” Tato jedine¢na odpovédnost
muzii také plati v kontextu cirkve. Pouze muzi maji za tikol vést Bozi lid (cita-
ce z 1Tm 3,1-7), i kdyz zeny také hraji diilezitou roli v cirkvi a ve spole¢nosti
obecné. Role Zeny v bohosluzbé je viak role zakyné (1Tm 2,11-12). Zendm je
zakdzano ucit a zastavat vedouci role, ,,protoze to pfikazuje Bozi zdkon. On
ustanovil fad ve svém stvoreni - fad, ktery odrazi Jeho vlastni povahu, a proto
by se mél odrézet i v Jeho cirkvi.“®

Vyhranéni komplementaristé jako MacArthur veelku povazuji muze a Zeny
za spise odli$né nez podobné, zejména v tom, jak by se méli chovat v zivoté.”

% Ibid., 181.

Ibid. MacArthur se domniva, ze Pavlovo feseni, jak se Zeny mohou vyporadat s timto stig-
matem, spociva v rozeni déti (1Tm 2,15). Ackoli ne vSechny zeny budou matkami, ,,matet-
stvi je nejvétsim piinosem, jaky muize Zena lidstvu poskytnout® (ibid., 183). Véri, Ze zeny
maji duchovni dary pro dobro cirkve (a Bith miZe Zenam dokonce dét dary vedeni a u¢eni),
ale ty musi byt uplatiiovany v omezené sféte: pfi studiu Bible pro Zeny, modlitebnich setka-
nich nebo s jejich détmi.

% Ibid., 66.

% TIbid,, 71.

¥ Ibid., 76.

% Ibid., 177.

Bort uvadi hlavni argumenty konzervativnich ¢eskych pastorti proti ordinaci zen, které jsou
velmi podobné argumentiim Grudema, Pipera a MacArthura (Jif{ Bort, ,,Proces (ne)sméiu-
jici k ordinaci zen: Srovnani postoji a vyvoje ¢ce a cb,” diss., Univerzita karlova, Evange-
licka teologicka fakulta, 2021, 65). Zpusob, jakym se tato presvédceni projevuji v praxi, se
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MacArthur se odvolava na Genesis 1-3 pro nasledujici argumenty: a) muzi maji
jedine¢nou autoritu (jako ,,hlava“), protoze byli stvofeni jako prvni, b) Btih
urcil, Ze muzi maji mit primdarni autoritu a Zeny maji zprosttedkovanou autori-
tu prostfednictvim podrtizenosti muziim, a ¢) pad je (alespon ¢aste¢né) vysled-
kem vzpoury proti témto genderovym rolim.*® Ac¢koli se MacArthur odvolava
na Genesis, ve svych argumentech se vsak silné opira o Pavla. Zejména slova
»autorita / hlava“ a ,,podfizenost® hraji v argumentaci vyznamnou rolj, i kdyz
se tato presnd slova v Genesis nevyskytuji.*' Ackoli povazuje muze a Zeny za
ontologicky rovnocenné, zdtraznuje, Ze nemaji stejnou funkéni hodnotu. To
plati jak v rodiné, tak v cirkvi, protoze se jedna o zalezitost stanovenou nejen
Pismem, ale také o realitu zakotvenou ve struktufe stvoreni.*”

Teorie upfednostnéni v hebrejském vypravéni

Drive nez budeme hodnotit MacArthurova tvrzeni vici pribéhtim o stvoreni
(Genesis 1-3), je vhodné se zamyslet nad tim, jak je vyznam v takovém textu
zprostiedkovan. Diivejsi teorie komunikace zduraznovaly, Ze komunikace za-
hrnuje ptenos informaci a Ze jednotliva slova sama o sobé jsou nositeli vyzna-
mu. Takovy pfistup je patrny z vySe uvedené diskuse, kde nékolik klicovych

prosazuje piisnéjsi pfedpisy pro muze a zeny, jeho teologické presvédceni sdili mnoho kon-
zervativnich evangelikald, zejména téch, ktefi pochézeji z americké cirkve nebo jsou ji ovliv-
Viz Anneke Stasson, “The Politicization of Family Life: How Headship Became Essential to
Evangelical Identity in the Late Twentieth Century;” Religion and American Culture: A Jour-
nal of Interpretation 24, no. 1 (2014).

To je podobné, ne vsak zcela totozné, s tvrzenim Kennetha Matthewa, Ze ,,vedouci role

a podiizena role jsou stvoritelskym fddem, ktery je dobie dolozen v Genesis 2-3, navzdo-
ry neddvnym protestim.“ Ve svych argumentech odkazuje na pribéh stvoreni jasnéji nez
mnozi jini, pficemz hierarchie je zaloZena na 1) implicitni hierarchii ve stvofeni: Biih, muz,
Zena, stvofeni, 2) na podfizené roli Zeny jako ,,pomocnice®, 3) na prvorozenstvi, coZ zname-
byt ,partnery, ktefi spole¢né vykondvaji vlddu a plni mandat z 1,28,“ ackoli to ¢ini ,,vyko-
navanim svych pfislu§nych sexualnich funkci a pfislusnych roli v rimci lidské spole¢nosti*
(K. A. Matthews, Genesis 1-11:26 (Nashville, TN: B&H, 1996), 220-221).

Je mozné ,v¢ist* vyznam téchto slov zpét do Genesis (napt.,,on nad tebou bude vladnout,”
Gn 3,16 CEP), ale jak si ukazeme pozdéji, toto nerespektuje pfirozeny diiraz textu.

Z tohoto divodu MacArthur povazuje komplementarismus za ,,biblickou doktrinu®
(MacArthur, Divine Design, 14).



slov (jako ,,hlava“ nebo ,,podridit se“) nese celou vahu argumentace. Teologie
postavena na jednotlivych slovech, dovedena do extrému, byla pfedmétem
silné kritiky.* V posledni dobé se proto jak lingvistika, tak biblistika posunuly
smérem ke komunika¢ni teorii, podle niZ vyznam zavisi na slovech pouzitych
v kontextu. Kontext je sice pro exegezi vzdy dulezity, ale stale vice biblistu si
uvédomuje, Ze komunikacni zamér je mnohem vice nez jen spojovani jednot-
livych slov. Vyznam se spi$e nachdzi v planu celého diskurzu: jednotliva slova
spolupracuji na irovni odstavce, ¢asti nebo celé komunika¢ni udalosti.**

V tomto ohledu je uzite¢nd prace lingvisty a biblisty Jeana-Marca Heimer-
dingera. V knize Topic, Focus and Foreground in Ancient Hebrew Narratives
(Téma vypovédi, jadro vypovédi a postaveni do popredi ve starovékych hebrej-
skych pribézich) Heimerdinger tvrdi, Ze komunikace v hebrejském ptibéhu
zahrnuje dva ukoly: za prvé, vypravét udélosti pribéhu, a za druhé, zatimco
sleduje prvni ukol, zajistit, ,,aby byl pfibéh srozumitelny a dobfe pochopi-
telny.“** To znamena, ze kdyZ autor vypravi pfibéh, ma jak informace, které
chce sdélit, tak ma také interpretacni cile, o kterych ma v amyslu pomoci, aby
je ¢tenar pochopil. Informace, které jsou pro interpretaci obzvlasté dilezité,
budou vytazeny do popredi: tomuto jevu se Fikd ,foregrounding® Prekladam
to jako upfednostnéni nebo postaveni do popredi.*

Heimerdinger uvadi fadu technik pouzivanych v hebrejskych pribézich
k upfednostnéni informaci, které jsou pro ¢tendafe dulezité. Za prvé, zdiraz-
néni se dosahuje ,,opakovanim slov, frazi nebo vét®. To je pomérné zfejmé pro
kazdého, kdo je obezndmen se starozdkonnimi pfibéhy. Druha technika vak
mize byt méné znama a lingvisticky obtiznéji definovatelna. Upfednostnéni

Naptiklad je zndmo, Ze James Barr kritizoval Kitteltv Theological Dictionary of the New
Testament za jeho nevhodnou metodologii ptifazovani teologického vyznamu jednotlivym
sloviim. Shrnuti Barrovych argumenti a moderni pfehodnoceni najdete v Gene L. Green,
“The Semantics of Biblical Language: Reflections From Relevance Theory and Lexical Prag-
matics,” in James Barr Assessed: Evaluating His Legacy Over the Last Sixty Years, ed. Stanley
E. Porter (Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill, 2021).

Tento lingvisticky pfistup je metodou analyzy diskurzu. Viz Robert D. Bergen, ed. Biblical
Hebrew and Discourse Linguistics (Dallas, TX: Summer Institute of Linguistics, 1994).

J. M. Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground in Ancient Hebrew Narratives (London: Blo-
omsbury Publishing, 1999), 221.

Uptednostnéni souvisi s anglickymi lingvistickymi pojmy ,,focus nebo ,,salience” Viz “Fo-
cus,” in The Cambridge Dictionary of Linguistics, ed. Keith Brown, and Jim Miller (Camb-
ridge: Cambridge University Press, 2013).
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se tu dosahuje diky ocekavanim ¢tendfe, a zejména ,,je zaloZen na prekvapi-
vém uziti nepfedvidatelného prvku v kontextu.“”” Pokud ¢tendf néco oéekava
(na zdkladé kulturnich, socialnich, prozitkovych nebo jazykovych zkusenos-
ti), ale toto ocekavani je zruseno, pak se ten vyrok ocitd v popredi a ziska-
va vys$i diiraz. Naopak ,,informace, kterd odpovida ocekavanim posluchace,
bude méné vyrazna nez informace, ktera je neocekavand.“*® Cokoli se chce
sdélit, musi vyvazovat, jednak co se ¢eka, jednak co je duleZité. A¢koli pti in-
terpretaci je dilezité kazdé slovo, néktera slova jsou dilezitéjsi kvili vyznamu,
ktery jim priklada autor.*®

Jak tedy vypadd zruSeni toho, co ¢tenar ocekava, jak slouzi k uprednost-
néni? Za prvé, autor miize v tom, co sdéluje, vyuzit riizna spojeni a rozpoje-
ni. Jde o prechody z jedné situace do druhé. Pokud je néjaky vzorec vZity, ale
najednou je narusen, je to projev neocekavanosti. Heimerdinger to ilustruje
na prikladu Soudcti 15,19: ,(1) A on [Samson] mél velkou Zizen (2) a volal
k Hospodinu a tekl... (3) Bith rozlomil dutinu, ktera je v Lehi, (4) a voda z ni
vytryskla.“ Cast (1) uvadi zékladni situaci, zatimco (2) za¢ind déj: Samson se
modli k Bohu. Na tom, jaka je situace a jak se vyviji, neni nic neo¢ekavaného.
Cést (3) vsak ,,popisuje zcela neocekavany zdsah Boha jako t¢astnika.““ Tim
se ta véta ocitd v popredi.

Druhy prostredek spociva v tom, Ze autor miize vyuzit znalostni struktury
¢tendrt, ¢imz mysli ,mentdlni reprezentace néjaké typické situace, které za-
hrnuji soubory ocekavani, a co z nich plyne.“*! Mentdlni ramce jsou zaklad-

Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground, 224.

3% Ibid., 225.

Napiiklad literdrni kritici chapou, Ze ptibéhy obsahuji detaily, které nastoluji zapletku, a de-
taily, které jsou pro zapletku zdsadni. Dopliujici informace poskytuji cenny kontext, ale ne-
jsou diivodem, pro¢ je piibéh vypravén. Piibéh je vypravén proto, aby se dospélo k vyvrcho-
leni zapletky, které je ,pointou” ptibéhu. Viz S. Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible (London:
Bloomsbury Publishing, 1989), 93-120.

Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground, 227. Viech sedm vét v této povidce je uvedeno
slovesem wayyigtol, takze rozliSujicim faktorem pti zdtraznéni neni gramatika, ale kontext
(na rozdil od Robert E. Longacre, Joseph: A Story of Divine Providence; a Text Theoretical and
Textlinguistic Analysis of Genesis 37 and 39-48 (Winona Lake, Ind: Eisenbrauns, 1989), 81).
Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground, 227. Oblast kognitivni lingvistiky se od dob
Heimerdingera biblistéim ukdzala jako plodné studijni pole. Viz napt. P.van Hecke, From
Linguistics to Hermeneutics: A Functional and Cognitive Approach to Job 12-14 (Leiden: Brill,
2011); Elizabeth. Robar, The Verb and the Paragraph in Biblical Hebrew: A Cognitive-lingu-
istic Approach (Leiden: Brill,, 2015); Ivana Prochazkova, The Torah/Law is a Journey: Using >
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nim zpisobem, jakym se lidé orientuji ve svété. Kdyz tedy autor upravi nebo
zméni béiné predpokladané struktury nebo do nich pfida novy prvek, tato
nepredvidatelnost narusuje ocekavani ¢tenare a priméje ho upfit tam pozor-
nost.*> MiiZe to byt néco tak jednoduchého jako naru$eni ocekdvaného vzor-
ce vypravéni, naptiklad vzorce ,snatku a narozeni: snatek, intimni vztahy,
téhotenstvi a narozeni (viz Gn 38,2). Izdkova modlitba, aby Hospodin zasahl
do neplodnosti Rebeky (Gn 25,21), nesleduje o¢ekavany vzorec, a proto pri-
tahne pozornost.*

Stru¢né feceno, material mtize byt upfednostnén riiznymi zptisoby, ale tato
komunika¢ni strategie se uplatiiuje hlavné zavedenim neocdekavaného nebo
rusivého prvku do vypravéni. Jakmile je takova upfednostnéna informace
identifikovana, da se povazovat za vyznamnou, a proto pro interpretaci pri-
béhu zvlasté dilezitou.

Struktury znalosti je jisté mozno najit i v Genesis 1-3. Byly naptiklad pro-
vedeny studie, které porovnavaly a kontrastovaly jiné starovéké blizkovychodni
myty o stvofeni s pfibéhem o stvofeni v Genesis. V nékterych ohledech Genesis
dodrzuje scénaf, v jinych vsak prevraci konvence.* Prehlizenym aspektem vy-
znamnosti v Genesis 1-3 je viak pouziti Zdnrovych posunti z prézy na poezii za
ucelem postaveni urcitych myslenek a tvrzeni do poptedi. I u jinych texti se po-
ukazovalo na takovy pfistup, nejznaméji snad Brevardem Childsem v jeho dis-
kusi o pisni Chany v 1. knize Samuelové 2.% Tato basen neni pouze expresivnim
ozdobnym prvkem uprostfed akéniho vypravéni, ale predstavuje teologické
jadro pribéhu. Jini odbornici, jako napriklad Firth, navazali na Childse a tvrdi,
ze ,modlitba [Chany] predstavuje hermeneuticky kli¢ k pochopeni Samuelovy
teocentrické perspektivy”* Zména Zanru z prézy na poezii neni pouze umeé-

Cognitive and Culturally Oriented Linguistics to Interpret and Translate Metaphors in the Heb-

rew Bible. (Prague: Karolinum Press, 2022).

Heimerdiner dale upfesnuje, jaké druhy znalostnich struktur jsou v hebrejském vypravéni

bézné manipulovany — nazyva je: schémata, scénare a plany.

Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground, 232-233.

Gerhard F Hasel, “The Polemic Nature of the Genesis Cosmology,” Evangelical Quarterly 46,

no.2 (1974).

B.S. Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,

1979), 273.

*  David G.Firth, “Hannah’s Prayer as Hope for and Critique of Monarchy;” in The Book of Sa-
muel and Its Response to Monarchy, ed.S.Kipfer, et al. (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer Verlag, 2021),
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leckou volbou, ale zamérnym pokusem prevratit o¢ekavani ¢tenafi a postavit
obsah do popredi.” Ve své diskusi o Exodu 15 kriticky védec M. S. Smith tvrdj,
ze basen ,,funguje jako opérny bod knihy Exodus.“** Alexander souhlasi a tvrdi,
ze ,prechod od proézy k poezii je pozoruhodny a jasné odlisuje tyto verse od
okolntho narativniho ramce.“® Kli¢ové je zde slovo ,,pozoruhodny*: Tato tech-
nika je totiz prostfedkem, kterym se tento obsah vyzdvihuje jako dulezity.

Alexander dale dodava, Ze tento druh Zanrového prechodu mezi prézou
a poezii neni typickym rysem literatury starovékého Blizkého vychodu.* To
posiluje soucasnou tezi, Ze zanrovy prechod je strategii upfednostnéni, ktera
prevraci o¢ekavani ¢tenaft. Pokud tomu tak je, pak lze u ¢asti Genesis 1-3,
které vykazuji poetické posuny, analyzovat G¢inky upfednostiiovani a pova-
Zovat je za zvlasté dulezité pro interpretaci textu jako celku.

Uprednostnéni a interpretace Genesis 1

Kde tedy v Genesis 1-3 najdeme prechody mezi prézou a poezii? Odbornici se
vesmés shoduji, Ze v Genesis 1,26-28, 2,23 a 3,14-19 je styl vyraznéji poetic-
ky.*! Hebrejska poezie se vyznacuje dvéma rysy: paralelismem a metaforickym

26. Odbornici jako Watts poukazuji na to, Ze takové basné malokdy pfispivaji k rozvoji déje
(J. W. Watts, “This Song’: Conspicuous Poetry in Hebrew Prose;” in Verse in Ancient Near Eas-
tern Prose, ed.Johannes C. de Moor, and Wilfred G. E. Watson (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukir-
chener Verlag, 1993), 352-353). Firth pfipousti, Ze Chanina piser a jiné podobné pisné moz-
na nepfispivaji k okamzitému vyvoji déje, ale diky zdtraznéni klicovych témat slouzi ,.jako
ptiklad ptedjiméani pro makro-déj celé knihy Samuelovy* (Firth, “Hannah’s Prayer,” 31).

47 Poetické posuny v kontextu prozaického vypravéni byly interpretovany jako vyznamné i v ji-
nych souvislostech. Nékteré rukopisy nalezené v Judské pousti dokonce umélecky odliSovaly
texty jako Exodus 15 tim, Ze slova usporadaly do obrazcti na strance a prodlouzily konce
pismen, aby vyplnily okraje (tzv.,,stichometrické usporadani®). Viz Emanuel Tov, “The Bac-
kground of the Stichometric Arrangements of Poetry in the Judean Desert Scrolls,” in Prayer
and Poetry in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature: Essays in Honor of Eileen Schuller
on the Occasion of Her 65th Birthday, ed. Penner Jeremy, Penner Ken, and Wassen Cecilia
(Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill, 2011). Tato zvyklost byla zvlasté vyrazna u poezie v Tére
améné Casta v knihach, kde prevlada poezie (jako u prorokil). Pokracovala az do stfedo-
vékého obdobi pisarské praxe.

4 M.S. Smith, The Pilgrimage Pattern in Exodus (Bloomsbury Publishing, 1997), 207.

* T.D. Alexander, Exodus (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2017), 285.

%0 Alexander, Exodus, 285-286.

' ]. Goldingay, Genesis (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2020), 34; Claus Westermann, Genesis 1-11:

A Commentary, trans. John J. Sculion S.J. (Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg, 1984), 231;
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jazykem. Paralelismus je jazykovy a strukturdlni aspekt poezie, zatimco me-
tafora je konceptudlni aspekt poezie.*® Ale poezie ve starovékém svété nebyla
jen ozdobou. Dava najevo, Ze text je promyslenéjsi, a fika néco dilezitéjsiho.
Kazdou z téchto poetickych zmén rozebereme v ptislusném kontextu a bude-
me se snazit pochopit, jak je autor pouzil k postaveni urcitych myslenek do
popredi, takze jsou klicové pro interpretaci celku.

Genesis 1,1-2,3 vypravi o Stvotiteli a stvofeni, které je prezentovano v uspo-
fddaném schématu sedmi dnt. Béhem prvnich tfi dnd Bih stvoril prostredi
a vnesl do ného rad prostiednictvim oddéleni a vymezeni. Béhem dalsich tii
dnti Buh naplnil tato prostfedi vegetaci a riznymi tvory: vodnimi zivocichy,
plazy, ptaky a savci. VSechno, co Bih stvoril, je ,,dobré” (1,4.10.12.18.21.24),
pricemz stvoreni jako celek je ,velmi dobré® (1,31).® Pti kazdém kroku Btih
nejen stvofil, ale také pojmenoval, dal uicel a pozehnal. Sedmy den je vrchol-
nym tspéchem tviir¢tho procesu. V o¢ekavani $abatu (Ex 20,11) Bith odpociva
od svého dila a ujima se vlady jako kral vesmiru.

Prvni pfibéh o stvoreni je jedine¢ny svou vysoce strukturovanou organiza-
ci; nesleduje typické schéma déje, které je bézné v narativu. Néktefi naznacuji,
Ze to svéd¢i o prolindni prozy a poetického stylu.”* Arnold rika, Ze ,nejvyraz-
néj$im literdrnim rysem v Genesis 1 je jeho opakujici se formalni struktura
a symetrie... vzorec ma pravidelné a predvidatelné rysy, protoze predstavu-
je slozky vesmiru pfi stvofeni jako v pravodu.“*® Ver§ 27 proto piedstavuje
novy a neocekavany prvek: poezii.® Ve versi 26 se Blih rozhodl stvofit lidstvo,
zvlastni stvofeni utvofené k Bozimu obrazu a podobé, s jedine¢nou auto-

B.T. Arnold, Genesis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 67.

2 A.Berlin, “On Reading Biblical Poetry: The Role of Metaphor,” in Congress Volume: Cam-
bridge, 1995 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 28; A. Berlin, The Dynamics of Biblical Parallelism (Blo-
omington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1992), 17. Ackoli je poezie nejlépe chapana jako
druhy konec na jednom spektru s prézou spise nez jako protiklad prozy, lze ji stéle povazo-
vat za zanr s vyraznymi rysy. Viz James Kugel, The Idea of Biblical Poetry: Parallelism and Its
History (Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1998).

> Preklady z hebrejstiny jsou dilem autora.

% Arnold, Genesis, 29; Westermann, Genesis 1-11: A Commentary, 90.

Arnold, Genesis, 30. Pfesna posloupnost se nevyskytuje v popisu kazdého dne, takze autor

ma urcitou volnost v tom, jak tuto formuli pouZije. Ackoli pevna struktura této kapito-

ly ma poeticky charakter, nelze ji jako celek povazovat za poetickou, protoze postrada

paralelismus.

¢ Goldingay, Genesis, 34.
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ritou a odpovédnosti vladnout nad tim, co bylo stvoreno dfive. Text opou-
§ti zavedeny vzorec a pevnou strukturu a rozkvéta v poetickém vypravéni
o Stvotitelové ¢inu stvoreni lidstva. Zvlasté pozoruhodny je pocet pouzitych
ver$tl. Goldingay vysvétluje: ,,Zatimco poetické verse v hebrej$tiné obvykle
obsahuji dvé kola, zde jsou tfi, pticemz slovo ,,stvoril“ se vyskytuje v kazdém
z nich, coz déle zduraziuje vyznam toho, co se v tento den déje.“”” Poezie,
a zejména pouziti trikélonu a slovni opakovani slova ,,stvoril“ soustteduje po-
zornost ¢tendfe na toto upfednostnéné sdéleni. Martin Prudky podobné tvrdj,
ze prechod k formalnéjsi poezii je ,vyrazem mimoradného durazu“ a nazna-
¢uje ,kompozi¢ni vrchol celého vypravéni®®

Prvni fadek zni: ,,Btih stvoril ¢lovéka ke svému obrazu.“ Slovo ,,¢cloveék® je
adam, coZ je obecny termin pro lidstvo jako druh. Ac¢koli se tento termin poz-
déji proménil v osobni jméno pro muze (Adam), v tomto kontextu se vztahuje
na obé pohlavi.* To znameng, Ze lidstvo jako celek je jedine¢né obdareno otis-
kem samotného Boha, nejen jedna ¢ast. Hamilton zasazuje tuto terminologii
do kontextu dominantniho svétového nazoru té doby, kdy pouze krél nebo
jiny hodnostaf mohl byt oznacen jako ,,obraz Bozi“. Naopak Hamilton tvrdi,
ze podle tohoto textu ,,v Bozich o¢ich je celé lidstvo kralovské. Celé lidstvo je
spriznéno s Bohem, nejen kral. Konkrétné Bible demokratizuje kralovské a ex-
kluzivistické koncepty narodd, které obklopovaly Izrael.“* To lze povazovat za
ptiklad Heimerdingerova konceptualniho uptfednostnéni, kdy autor prevraci
obecné prijimané presvédcéeni nebo konvenci.®!

Toto tvrzeni je posileno ve druhé vété, ktera opakuje stejny bod s obrace-
nou vétnou strukturou: ,,k obrazu Bozimu je stvoril®. Ac¢koli mnoho kifestan-
skych mysliteltl po staleti spekulovalo o presné povaze ,,obrazu®, kontext na-
znacuje, Ze to souvisi s vykonem autority a spravcovstvi (Gn 1,28-30). ,,Bozi
obraz“ tedy znamena, Ze lidstvo ,,je BoZim reprezentantem, mistodrzicim na

7 Ibid., 37.

8 Martin Prudky, Genesis I: 1,1-6,8, Kdyz na poédtku Bith fekl do tmy... (Praha: Centrum bib-
lickych studii av ¢r a uk v Praze, 2018), 122.

Neni vak zcela jasné, kdy k tomuto pfechodu dochazi, a srovnani prekladi Genesis 2-4
ukazuje rtizné pristupy k tomu, kdy se muzsky ¢lovék zacina chapat jako ,, Adam®

% Victor P. Hamilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 1-17 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990),
135.

Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground, 227.



zemi, povéfenym jako Bozi zastupce moudre a zodpovédné vladnout nade
v$im zivym.“®* To plati pro obé pohlavi jako soucast spole¢ného lidstvi.

Autorita a odpovédnost jsou svéfeny jak muziim, tak Zendm: to jasné vyja-
dfuje treti a posledni vers této poetické trojice: ,,Stvoril je jako muze a Zenu.*
Podle Genesis 1 byt ¢lovékem znamena byt bud muzem, nebo Zenou. Zaroven
vak existuje ,,zakladni rovnost mezi muzi a Zenami', kterd je Gsttednim bodem
antropologie Bible.®® Ac¢koli mezi pohlavimi existuji pfirozené rozdily, na za-
¢atku je kladen diraz na jejich spole¢né rysy: oba patii k druhu ,,adam’, oba
byli stvoteni Bohem, oba nesou Bozi obraz. Tento text nepodporuje argumenty
zduraziujici, co muze od Zen odlisuje, ale co je spojuje.

Tato tvrzeni jsou posilena ve versich 28-30. Pokud povazujeme tento po-
eticky vers za zvyraznény, upoutavajici pozornost ¢tenare a predkladajici in-
formace, které maji zvlastni vyznam pro vyklad, mizeme také povazovat to,
co nésleduje bezprostfedné poté, za ¢asteéné zvyraznéné. V tomto pozehnani
a povéreni se Biih obraci jak na muze, tak na zZeny, a obéma svéfuje autori-
tu a odpovédnost. Navic je jim svéfen ,,spole¢ny tkol®, bez konkrétnich roli
specifickych pro jedno nebo druhé pohlavi. ,Od muzi i zen se ocekava, ze
budou vychovavat déti; od Zen i muzi se ocekava, ze budou spravovat stvo-
feni. ...oba maji stejnou moc, autoritu a odpovédnost.“** A¢koli jsou v tomto
prvnim popisu stvoreni zminény rozdily mezi pohlavimi, tato rozmanitost
je druhotna ve srovnani s jejich spole¢nymi rysy.® Pohlavi neni znakem od-
lisnych roli, ale znakem spole¢né lidskosti, kterd vede ke spole¢nému ukolu.
Podle Genesis 1,26-28 tento spole¢ny tikol zahrnuje sdilenou autoritu a od-
povédnost. Goldingay poskytuje cenné shrnuti toho, jak tento vyznam zapada
do zbytku kapitoly: ,Genesis 1 vybizi posluchace ptibéhu, aby vnimali muze
i Zenu spole¢né jako stvorené k Bozimu obrazu a spole¢né urcené k vladnuti

Cirkev bratrskad, ,Vyznani viry a duchovni zasady Cirkve bratrské“ (2016): cit. dne
29.9.2025, https://portal.ch.cz/cs/stranky/1288-dokumenty-cirkve-bratrske.

© Witt, Icons of Christ, 54.

¢ Ibid., 55.

Z teologického hlediska lze také fici, Ze ontologii nelze oddélit od ekonomie, protoze sa-
motna BoZi identita je zdkladem jeho ¢innosti (Tyler J. Patty, and Sean M. Smith, “Missional
Rest: A Fusion Point Between Being and Doing,” Transformation 42, no.1 (2025), 59). Pokud
tento text tvrdi, Ze muZi i Zeny jsou stvofeny k BoZimu obrazu, pak oba maji stejnou hodno-
tu i autoritu pro plnéni svého ukolu.
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nad svétem, nikoli k vladnuti jednoho nad druhym.“* I biblicky komentator
Matthews, ktery povazuje muzskou dominanci za ,,stvotitelsky rad, pripousti,
ze Genesis 1 vypadd spiSe rovnostarsky.”

Uprednostnéni a interpretace Genesis 2

Genesis 2 je mistem, kde komplementaristé nachazeji nejvice materialu pro
své argumenty. Ackoli néktefi jako naptiklad Matthews povazuji ramec ,vede-
ni-nasledovani za jasné patrny v Genesis 2-3, i zde musime zvazit, co autor
téchto textl stavi do popredi. Genesis 2 nabizi druhy pohled na stvoreni, ten-
tokrat bliz$i a osobnéjsi. Protoze nebyl nikdo, kdo by obdélaval a pecoval
o jeho stvoreni (Gn 2,5), Bith udinil tfi véci: stvofil ¢lovéka z prachu, vdechl
mu do nosnich direk dech Zivota a umistil ho do zahrady, kterou zasadil (2,7-
8). Poté je ¢lovéku dano povolani a varovani. Povolanim ¢lovéka je ,,obdéla-
vat a chranit® zahradu (2,15), coz je vyraz, ktery se pozdéji pouziva pro knéze
slouzici ve svatyni a chramu, coz naznacuje, Ze lidstvo ma v zahradé-chramu
hrat knézskou roli.®® Buh také prikazuje ¢lovéku, aby se zdrzel stromu poznani
dobra a zla, a varuje, Ze smrt je jistym trestem za prestoupeni. Poté, protoze
»heni dobré,“ aby ¢lovék byl pro tento tikol sam, Buh stvori spole¢nika, ktery
je vhodnym partnerem pro splnéni tukolu, ktery jim byl svéfen.

Velka ¢ast MacArthurovy argumentace pro muzskou dominanci je zalo-
Zena na tom, ze Adam byl stvofen jako prvni. Ale tento postieh neni v textu
upfednostnén jako vyznamny pro vyklad. Ve skute¢nosti az do stvoreni zeny
nema ¢tenar hebrejského textu Zadnou moznost zjistit, jaké je pohlavi prvniho
¢lovéka. K popisu se pouziva obecny termin adam (¢lovék), namisto terminu
oznacujici pohlavi (jako je zakar nebo negeba, Gn 1,27). Teprve v 2,23 je jasné
feCeno, Ze tento prvni ¢lovék je ’is, ,muz® (na rozdil od is$a, ,Zzena“), ale az
do té doby je ,,¢clovék prosté haudam, ,élovék'“® To neznamena, Ze prvni ¢lo-
vék byl asexudlni, ale spiSe to, Ze pohlavi neni urcujicim znakem pro udéleni

% Goldingay, Genesis, 37. Podobné, viz Prudky, Genesis I, 138.

¢ Matthews, Genesis 1-11:26, 173.

% G.K.Beale, The Temple and the Church’s Mission: A Biblical Theology of the Dwelling Place of
God (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2004), 66-67. Viz Nu 3,7-8; 8,25-26; 18,5-6;
1Pa 23,32; Ez 44,14.

®  Witt, Icons of Christ, 55.



povolani. Jinymi slovy, Bih nemluvi k Adamovi jako k zastupci muzského
pohlavi, ale jako k zastupci celého lidstva véetné zen.”® Ostatné prvorozenstvi
neni v knize Genesis nikdy jistym znakem nadfazenosti: Bih upfednostiiu-
je Izaka pred Izmaelem a Jdkoba pfed Ezauem (Gn 17,20-21; 20,23) a Jakob
zehnd druhému nejmlad$imu Josefovi pred ostatnimi syny a Zehna mlad$imu
Efrajimovi pfed star$im Manasesem (Gn 48,14-16; 49,26).

Ve spojitosti s tim hraje dulezitou roli v debaté ohledné role Zen slovo ‘ezer,
»pomoc“’! Ackoli komplementaristé se stale snazi argumentovat, ze jde o pod-
purnou roli podtizené autority, rovnostarsti zastanci poukazuji na to, ze tento
titul se v celém Starém zakoné nejcastéji vztahuje na Boha nebo vyznamnou vo-
jenskou pomoc.’ Role zeny tedy neni v Zddném ptipadé podrfizena, ale naopak
specializovana. Zena pfispiva né¢im, co muzi chybi, nikoli jako projev nadia-
zenosti nebo podrfizenosti, ale jako projev spoluprace na dosazeni cile, které
jim dal Btih. Existuji vSak jesté dal$i implicitni argumenty, které jsou pouzity
pro podiizenou roli Zen z Genesis 2: Nedostala povéfeni ani varovani ptimo od
Boha, Adam ji pojmenoval stejné, jako pojmenoval zvifata, nebo Ze zena byla
stvofena z Adamova Zebra. Pro zastance komplementarismu jsou vSechny tyto
prvky chapany jako znak muzské autority a Zenské podrizenosti, i kdyz takovy
vyznam je nutné jen odvodit, protoze text takovou souvislost vyslovné neuvadi.

Misto toho, abychom vyznam odvozovali z riznorodych pozorovani bib-
lického textu, navrhuji, abychom se sousttedili na aspekty textu, které autor
zdtraziuje. Hlavni prvek uveden do popredi ve druhé kapitole se objevuje na
konci ptibéhu. Poté, co se pro ¢lovéka nenajde vhodna polovina, Btih ho uspi,
provede maly chirurgicky zakrok a stvori ,,Zenu z Zebra, které mu vzal (Gn
2,22). Poté Buh pfivede zenu k ¢lovéku. Clovék je pfemozen emocemi, kdyz
pozna nékoho, kdo je mu podobny, a Zanr se od 2,23 méni z prézy na poezii.
»Zde je vyktik vyjadfen rytmickou formou; z fedi se stava poetické sdéleni.“”

7 Prudky, Genesis I, 173.

' Viz neddvnd doktorskd préce na toto téma: Rebekah Call, “What is a ‘Helpmate?’ Using
Comparative Semitic Linguistics to Propose New Translations for Ezer Kenegdo,” diss., The
Claremont Graduate University, 2023).

Ackoli s jeho zavéry nesouhlasim, Clines predklada fundované shrnuti argumentii obou
stran této debaty: David J. A. Clines, What Does Eve Do to Help: And Other Readerly Questi-
ons to the Old Testament (Sheffield, England: jsot, 1990), 26-48.

73 Westermann, Genesis 1-11: A Commentary, 231.
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Toto zvolani se sklada ze dvou dvojic poetickych vers$t a je charakteristické ty-
pickymi rysy hebrejské poezie, jako je paralelismus a metaforicky jazyk. Podle
Heimerdingera tento pfechod od prézy k poezii naznacuje postaveni materia-
lu do poptedi, ktery urcuje interpretaci celé diskurzivni jednotky.

Prvni dva ver$e v Genesis 2,23 vyjadtuji lidské uznani, zZe toto je nékdo
jako on. To je v kontrastu s jeho dfivéjsim prehledem zbytku zivocidné fise,
kde nepoznal nikoho, kdo by byl jako on (2,19-20). Ale nyni: ,Toto je kost
z mych kosti | a télo z mého téla!“ Tento vyraz mé jak metaforicky, tak do-
slovny aspekt. ,,Ackoli jsou ,kosti a télo’ ve Starém zakoné pouzivany obrazné
pro pribuznost [Gn 29,14; Sd 9,2; 2S 5,1; 19,12-13], zde je to jediné misto, kde
ma doslovny vyznam.“”* Oba lidé doslova sdileji télo a kosti, ¢imzZ je obrazovy
aspekt vyrazu jesté vice zduraznén diky jeho doslovnosti. Arnold ¥ika, ze ,,po-
etické tvrzeni, Ze je jeho ,télem a kosti’ ... je hebrejskym vyjadfenim pribuzen-
skych vztahti a identifikuje jeji podstatu.“” Tito dva nejenze patfti ke stejnému
druhu, ale také ke stejné roding, sdileji spole¢nou povahu a jsou si navzéjem
zavazani zvla$tnim druhem loajality.

Podobné jako poezie v Genesis 1, i tento vers za¢ind zdéraznénim stejnosti
paru. Na rozdil od MacArthura, ktery se zamétuje na rozdily mezi muzi a Ze-
nami, tento text naznacuje, ze muzi a Zeny maji vice spole¢ného.” To v$ak ne-
znamena, Ze mezi nimi neexistuji Zddné rozdily. Ve druhém poetickém dvoj-
versi jsou lidé rozliseni podle svého odlisného pohlavi: tato je 'is$a, ,Zena®
a byla stvofena z ’is, ,muze®. Pojmenovani zeny neni stejné jako drivéjsi po-
jmenovani zvifat: ,,Jeho prohlaseni, Ze se bude jmenovat Zena, je spiSe prohla-
$enim o uznani a jeji skute¢né rovnocennosti nez projevem autority.“”” Muz
vyslovné uvadi, Ze ,,ona [Zena] byla vzata z muZe.“ Ac¢koli by mohlo byt lakavé
chapat Zenu jako ménécennou nebo podtizenou, nic takového zde neni na-
znaceno. Diraz je kladen na spole¢nou podstatu obou. Z jazykového hlediska

devy

maji slova ’is a ’isSa ve skute¢nosti odli$ny sémanticky ptvod, ackoli znéji po-

7 Matthews, Genesis 1-11:26, 219.

Arnold, Genesis, 60-61. Tento obrat je v hebrejské Bibli pomérné ojedinély, ale mohl by sou-
viset s ¢astéji pouzivanym obratem ,,télo a krev®, ktery se vzdy pouziva k oznaceni rodinného
nebo ptibuzenského vztahu (napt. Gn 15,4; 29,14; 37,27; Sd 9,2; 2S 5,15 7,12; 16,11; 19,12-13,
1Kr 8,19).

7 Na rozdil od MacArthur, Divine Design, 14.

Goldingay, Genesis, 64.



dobné. Basen tuto podobnost vyuziva a piedstavuje to, co odbornici nazyvaji
»lidovou etymologii“’® Arnold vysvétluje jeji vyznam: ,Tato lidova etymolo-
gie zdtiraziuje jejich podobnosti a zaroven uznava jejich zietelné rozdily. Jsou
priméfené a zfetelné individualni, aby mohli plodit potombky, ale také dosta-
te¢né podobni, aby byli samostatnymi lidmi.“”” Toto zvolani také obsahuje
prvni vyskyt slova is, ,muz“ v Genesis, coZ znadi, Ze se jedna o prvni pripad
v ptibéhu, kdy je adam, ,.clovék, definovan z hlediska pohlavi. Oba jsou po-
hlavné odlignymi verzemi stejného druhu: ,,Zena je stejnd jako muz, ale je to
zenska verze.“®® Oba jsou si velmi podobni, ale také odli$ni; sdileji spole¢nou
prirozenost a poslani, ale kazdy z nich ma odli$né védomi a identitu. Navic se
navzdjem potrebuji, protoze kazdy z nich ma cenné silné stranky a vlastnosti,
bez nichz ten druhy nemize zit.*' Tento vyraz také posiluje vyznam Boziho
drivéjsiho tviirétho procesu (2,22): Zena neni odvozeninou muze, ale jeho rov-
nocennym protéjskem, protoze byla stvorena z jeho ,,boku“ (doslovny vyznam
slova cela‘je ,,Zebro®).

Westermann porovnava tuto koncepci lidstva se standardni antropologii
ve starovékém svété: ,Gn 2 je mezi stvoritelskymi myty celého starovékého
Blizkého vychodu jedine¢na ve svém ocenéni vyznamu Zen, tj. Ze lidska exis-
tence je partnerstvim muze a zeny.“® Toto tvrzeni je nejjasnéji upfednostnéno
v poetickém vyjadieni Gn 2,23. Jak jsme vidéli v kapitole 1, je mozné, ze i po
poetickém prechodu do ver$e 24 zlistava urcité upfednostnéni. Von Rad se
zdd mit podobny nazor, kdyz fika, ze ,,v tomto vyroku dosahuje cely dosavadni
pitibéh svého primarniho tcelu, ke kterému smétoval od samého pocatku.“®
Zde se dozvidame o idealu ,,jednoho téla“ mezi manzelem a manzelkou, ktery

8 Peter Dubovsky, ed. Genezis (Trnava: Dobra kniha, 2008), 143.

7 Arnold, Genesis, 61.

Witt, Icons of Christ, 56-57. To viak nutné neznamend, Ze Bith ma také dvé pohlavi nebo ze

v urc¢itém okamziku vyvoje izraelského nabozenstvi mél Hospodin manzelku - na rozdil od

Milana Balabana, ,,Zena ve Starém zdkoné,* Religio 5, no. 1 (1997), 38.

V této kapitole je zdiiraznéna jejich neschopnost rozmnozovat se samostatné, viz Mary

L. Conway, “Gender in Creation and Fall: Genesis 1-3,” in Discovering Biblical Equality:

Third Edition, ed.R. W. Pierce, C. Long Westfall, and C.L. McKirland (Downers Grove, il: ivp

Academic, 2021), 43. Tato ,,komplementarita“ se vSak vztahuje i na jiné oblasti.

Westermann, Genesis 1-11: A Commentary, 232.

8 Gerhard Von Rad, Genesis: A Commentary, Revised Edition (Philadelphia, pa: Westminster
Press, 1973), 84.
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jak Jezis, tak apostol Pavel povazovali za podstatu manzelského vztahu (Mt
19,5-6, Mk 10,8, 1K 6,16, Ef 5,31). Manzelstvi jako nejintenzivnéjsi forma
vztahu mezi muzem a Zenou by mélo byt charakterizovano jednotou, partner-
stvim a sdilenou odpovédnosti.

Uprednostnéni a interpretace Genesis 3

Bohuzel tento ideal netrval dlouho. Genesis 3 predstavuje zmareni idedlu
s pfichodem hada a jeho pokusenim lidi. Had pfistupuje k Zené a vybizi ji,
aby zpochybnila Bozi dobrotu a spravnost jeho zdkazt. Ona nakonec pod-
lehne jeho navrhiim a vezme si ovoce ze zakdzaného stromu poznani dobra
a zla. Tento plod také nabidne muzi a po jeho snédeni se jim oteviou o¢i a jsou
naplnéni hanbou. Bith patra po skryvajicich se lidech a poté, co se dovi, co
se stalo, vyda trojdilné prokleti: na hada, na Zenu a na muze.** Pravé v tomto
prokleti se Zanr méni z prézy na poezii, coz ¢tendfi signalizuje, Ze ¢asti dule-
Zité pro interpretaci celého textu jsou postaveny do popredi. Tento poeticky
posun je také podstatné delsi nez dva v kapitolach 1 a 2, coz déle zduraziuje
jeho vyznam pro interpretaci.®

Rada argumentti pro hierarchicky vztah mezi muzi a Zenami se soustiedi
na zalezitosti pfed timto poetickym posunem. MacArthur naptiklad tvrdi, Ze
had se rozhodl oslovit Zenu, a tvrdi, Ze pad se alespon ¢aste¢né stal kvuli tomu,
Ze zena obesla autoritu nebo ochranu svého manzela. Nékdy je také za vinika
povazovan muz, protozZe je pasivni nebo ml¢i.* Ale genderova hierarchie nebo
genderové role stale nejsou v popredi tohoto textu. Spise se jadro tohoto textu
tykd poslusnosti a konkrétné vhodného uceni a ziskavani znalosti.*” Namisto
aby se ucili naslouchat Bohu, stali se lidé Zaky hada. Tento had neni zpocatku
identifikovan jako démonicka sila, ale jako stvofeni stvofené Bohem (Gn 3,1).

Tyler J. Patty, “Did God Curse Humanity? A Pragmatic Reexamination of Genesis 3,14-19,
Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 50:1 (2025), 24-42.

Viz Westermann, Genesis 1-11: A Commentary, 257. Arnold naznacuje, ze délka muze byt
dana kulturnimi konvencemi tykajicimi se pravnich prohlaseni, ale zdaraziujici funkce se
jevi stejné rozumna (Arnold, Genesis, 67).

8 L.]J.Crabb, D.Hudson, and A. Andrews, Adamovo mléeni (Navrat domt, 1998).

Konrad Schmid, “The Ambivalence of Human Wisdom: Genesis 2-3 as a Sapiential Text,”
Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 500 (2018), 284-285.
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Dile je oznacen jako arum, coz se ¢asto vyklada negativné jako ,Istivy®, ale
stejné tak by se dalo vylozit pozitivné jako ,,moudry* Ve starovéku byli hadi
vnimani velmi pozitivné jako zdroj moudrosti, a dokonce bozského vhledu.®
V tomto textu je samoziejmé tento pohled prevracen a had je padouchem,
ktery svadi lidi k ziskdvani znalosti mimo Bozi na¢asovani a zptisob.*” Eva je
svedena, aby vzala ovoce ,,stromu poznani dobra a zla“ (Gn 2,17), pokousena,
protoze vétila, Ze to ,,¢lovéka uc¢ini moudrym® (3,6). Jisté, Zena je vinna, proto-
ze jednala nezavisle na muzi, ne v§ak proto, Ze potfebovala ochranu nebo méla
ziistat pod jeho autoritou. Méli spise jednat jednotné jako ,jedno télo“ (2,24),
uplatiiovat svou spole¢nou, Bohem danou autoritu vlaidnout nad stvorenimi
vcetné hada (Gn 1,28) a pevné stat na Bozich slovech, misto aby pochybovali
o jejich dobroté. Had je v$ak rozdélil, coz vedlo k dalsimu narus$eni vztahi,
povolani a identity kvili hfichu.

Poté, co Btih vyslechl lidsky par (ale ignoroval hada), promluvil (Gn 3,14-
19). Tim zacina poeticka ¢ast kapitoly, ktera je tak postavena do popredi. Bith
promlouvd postupné ke kazdému z hfi$nikd jednotlivé, v opaéném poradi,
nez je poradi jeho vyslechu: nejprve k hadovi, pak k Zené a nakonec k muzi.
V osloveni hada (Gn 3,14-15) ho Bith odsuzuje za jeho podvod a uvaluje na
néj formalni prokleti (arur atta, ,proklety jsi), coZ je nejbezprostfednéjsi
zpusob, jak takové prohlaseni vyslovit. V ndvaznosti na tuto formuli je po-
drobnéji popséna povaha prokleti: ,,Zptisobuje naruseni povolani nebo iden-
tity (,po briSe budes chodit®) a konflikt ve vztazich (,neptatelstvi mezi tebou
a zenou’).“” Timto prokletim je had navzdy zbaven svého vlivu (,po vSechny
dny svého Zivota’).

Poté se Buih obraci a promlouvé k Zené (Gn 3,16). Ackoli nepouziva formal-
ni jazyk prokleti jako u hada, jeho slova pouzivaji podobny jazyk a dosahuji
podobnych ucinki. Bih mluvi k Zené vice nepfimo nez k hadovi jako projev

% J.H. Charlesworth, The Good and Evil Serpent: How a Universal Symbol Became Christianized
(New Haven, ct: Yale University Press, 2010); Duane E. Smith, “The Divining Snake: Reading
Genesis 3 in the Context of Mesopotamian Ophiomancy;” Journal of Biblical Literature 134,
no.1 (2015).

J. Day, From Creation to Babel: Studies in Genesis 1-11 (London: Bloomsbury Publishing,
2014), 35-37.

Patty, “Did God Curse Humanity?”, 29. Tento konflikt je pro lidstvo vlastné dobrou zpravou:
Nepiritel jesté nezvitézil.
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milosti.”! Vyraz pfipomind pozehnani dané lidstvu v Genesis 1: Ptivodné bylo
lidstvo povolano, aby se ,,rozmnozovalo“ (rbh), nyni Biih ,,intenzivné rozmno-
7i“ (rbh) bolest zeny pti porodu déti. Zena bude i nadale slouzit Bohu, ale nyni
je radost z jejiho povolani doprovazena intenzivnim zdrmutkem a smutkem.
Prokleti ovliviiuje také vztah zZeny k jejimu manzelovi. Zena bude mit ,,touhu*
po svém manzelovi, ale on bude nad ni ,,panovat®. Pfesna podstata ,,touhy“ neni
jasna: jedna se o vzacné slovo, které miize mit vyznam jak negativni (Gn 4,7),
tak pozitivni (Pis 7,11); v kazdém pripadé vak bude zena v manzelstvi pocitovat
frustraci ve svych tuzbach. Jeji manzel naopak bude nad svou Zenou prevladat.
Slovo ,,panovat® (msl) neni stejné jako slovo pouzité v pozitivnim pozehnani
lidstvu (Gn 1,28, rdh), ale je ¢astéji pouzivano v souvislosti s politickou nad-
vladou.” Nastésti se dnes mnoho interprett shoduje, Ze toto prokleti nedava
muzim pravo dominovat.” Néktef{ vsak stale povazuji tato prohlaseni za nor-
mativni v tom smyslu, Ze podfizenost je Bozim zdmérem pro zenu.”* Arnold
vsak nesouhlasi a argumentuje, Ze ,vlada muze neni o nic normativnéjsi nez
bolest pti porodu... Viechny takové normativni pfistupy miji podstatu véci.“®
Tato prohlaseni popisuji, jak se véci budou mit po jejich zhfeseni. Jesté jasnéj-
§i je, ze nejde o normativni ptistup, kdyz porovname prokleti zeny s prokletim
hada. Podobné jako u hada ma prokleti negativni vliv na identitu nebo povolani
zeny a predpovida konflikt v klicovém vztahu. Ale na rozdil od hada nem4 toto
prokleti nekone¢nou povahu: tento trest nemd Zenu svazovat navzdy.*
Nakonec Btih promlouvd k muzi (Gn 3,17-19). ,,Protoze jsi poslechl svou
zenu® (3,17) by mohlo naznacovat, Ze ji dovolil uzurpovat svou autoritu, ale

ot Ibid., 34.

%2 Carol Meyers, “Genesis 3:16—text and Context,” Religions 15, no.8 (2024), 5-6.

% Napt. M. Prudky, Genesis I, 215-216; R. Hendel, Genesis 1-11: A New Translation With Intro-
duction and Commentary (New Haven, ct: Yale University Press, 2024), 189. I komplemen-
tarni biblicky komentator Matthews pfipousti, Ze ,nemuzeme chéapat bozské slovo ,on bude
vlddnout nad tebou’ jako prikaz k prosazovani nadvlady, stejné jako vers 16a neni vyzvou
pro zenu, aby pti porodu co nejvice trpéla“ (Matthews, Genesis 1-11:26, 251).

" Napf. Gordon Wenham, J., Genesis 1-15 (Grand Rapids, mi: Zondervan Academic, 2014),
81; Dubovsky, Genezis, 161.

% Arnold, Genesis, 70.

% Pro trvaly argument proti normativnimu vykladu této kletby viz Christine Curley and Brian
Peterson, “Eve’s Curse Revisited: An Increase of ‘Sorrowful Conceptions’ ” Bulletin for Bibli-
cal Research 26, no.2 (2016).



to je prehnany vyklad textu.” Jde prosté o falesné uceni a poslusnost: muz
neposlechl Boha, ale svou Zenu, kterd byla oklamana. Bith mu oznamuje trest
pomoci podobné kletby, jakou pouzil na hada. Ac¢koli formalné proklina zemi,
kletba je ve skutecnosti namifena proti muzi, protoze existuje uzké spojeni
mezi zemi (haadama) a lidstvem (haadam).”® Stejné jako byl narusen vztah
zeny k jejimu zdroji (muzi), tak je narusen i vztah muze k jeho zdroji: zemi.
Toto naruseni také znamend naruseni povolani a identity muze, kterym bylo
pracovat a starat se o zemi (Gn 2,15). Misto aby byla prace zdrojem naplnéni,
bude zdrojem bolesti (3,18). ,,V jistém smyslu sdileji muz a Zena stejny trest —
,bolest” (‘iccabon), ona pfi porodu a on pfi naméhavé praci.“” Biih je vsak
milosrdny a ptidava k této bolesti omezeni. MuZ nebude trpét vé¢né, ale bude
osvobozen smrti (,,dokud se nenavrati§ do zemé*).1%

Souhrnné lze Fici, ze kazdé z téchto prokleti s sebou nese rozkol a naruseni
povolani, identity a vztahi. To plati pro vSechny viniky: hada, Zenu i muze. Jak
vysvétluje Goldingay, ,negativni aspekty Zivota, které Bih Hospodin popisuje,
nejsou tim, jak mély véci byt, ale tim, jaké nyni budou [po htichu]“!* Vratme
se k Heimerdingerovi a jeho definici upfednostnéni jakozto ,,fe¢nikovo pou-
ziti jazykovych struktur za G¢elem dosazeni urcitého t¢inku na posluchace®.'*
Jaky je tedy diivod tohoto uprednostnéni ve tfeti kapitole Genesis? Mij argu-
ment naznacuje, Ze tento trest je postaven do popredi, aby ukazal a) dilezitost
naslouchani Bohu a poslu$nosti vii¢i Nému a b) jak neposlusnost vede k roz-
padu povolani, identity a vztahtl. To znamena, Ze realita popsana v prokletich
je v rozporu s pivodnim Bozim zamérem, nikoli jeho posilenim.

Kromé toho je v samotném prokleti obsazena nadéje, kterd presahuje tento
trest. ,Irvaly boj s hadem znamena, Ze je$té nebyli porazeni (3,15), budou
zazivat manzelské napéti, ale budou i nadale plodit déti (3,16) a budou i na-

Naslouchéni Zenskému hlasu neni v Genesis automaticky $patné nebo dobré. Abraham je
sice implicitné kritizovan za to, Ze naslouchd Sare (Gn 16,2), ale jinde mu Buh prikazuje, aby
naslouchal své zené (Gn 21,12). To, co tyto dva pribéhy odliSuje, je soulad s Bozi viili.

% Patty, “Did God Curse Humanity?”, 35-36. Podobné Prudky, Genesis I, 217.

»  Arnold, Genesis, 71.

O smrti jako osvobozeni viz Bruce Wells, “Death in the Garden of Eden,” Journal of Biblical
Literature 139, no.4 (2020).

Goldingay, Genesis, 78.

Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground, 260.
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daéle jist, navzdory marnosti své prace (3,18-19).“' A¢koli prokleti hada je
vécné, prokleti zeny takovou nekoneénou vlastnost nemd a prokleti muze
ma také svou lhiitu platnosti. Bozi proces napravy za¢ina hned po predzna-
menané poezii, kdyz Adam pojmenuje svou zenu Eva (chawwa, ,,Zivot®) jako
znameni nadéje (3,20), Bh oblékne oba lidi, i kdyZ je musi vyvést ze zahra-
dy (3,21-24), a Eva se opira o Bozi pomoc, aby porodila svého prvniho syna
(4,1). Pozehnéni z Genesis 1 a idedl z Genesis 2 jsou stale Bozi nadéji pro lid-
stvo (napf. pozehnani Abrahama, Gn 12,2-3). Prokleti je pro Boha vhodnym
zpusobem, jak reagovat na htich a omezit jeho $ifeni, ale neni samo o sobé
cilem; je spise do¢asnou odboc¢kou na cesté zpét k Bozimu piivodnimu stvo-
fitelskému zdméru.'*

Od Genesis dal k Paviovym textim

Genesis 1-3 nam skute¢né poskytuje obraz o ptivodnim zaméru Boha ohled-
né jeho stvorent, jakysi ,,tviir¢i fad® Nejedna se vSak o hierarchicky ad mezi
muzi a Zenami, ale o rad sdilené moci, autority a odpovédnosti (Gn 1) a rad
rozliSeni v piivodu a osobnosti, avSak vzajemné zavislosti a vzdjemné potieby
ve spole¢ném poslani (Gn 2). Tento ¥ad je narusen padem, kdy se lidé odvra-
tili od Boha a jeho viile pro né, coz vedlo k rozpadu jejich identity, povoldni
a vztaht (Gn 3). Ale toto prokleti neni Bozim kone¢nym slovem pro lidstvo,
protoze Bih je stale odhodldn naplnit své spasitelské cile skrze lidstvo. Tyto
body jsou posileny tim, jak autor stavi urcité prvky v ptibéhu stvoreni do po-
predi, coz je nejviditelnéjsi v prechodu od prézy k poezii. Takovy je ,,fad stvo-
feni“ predstaveny v Genesis: ad sdilené autority, vzajemné zavislosti a jednoty.

Jak ale tento teologicky zédklad poméha pri vykladu Pavla? Nyni je nutné
pokracovat ve ¢teni od Genesis dal k Pavlovym textim, které odkazuji na
stvofeni. Nejprve lze argumentovat, ze Pavel se jesté vice zajima o nové stvo-
feni nez o puvodni stvoreni: ,,Kdo je v Kristu, je nové stvofeni. Co je staré,
pominulo, hle, je tu nové!“ (2K 5,17, CEP; srov. Ga 6,15). Pro Pavla je »nové
stvofeni® zakladnim prvkem jeho soteriologie, jejiz ustfedni myslenkou ,,je

105 Patty, “Did God Curse Humanity?”, 38.
104 Patrick D. Miller, “Syntax and Theology in Genesis Xii 3a,” Vetus Testamentum 34, no. Fasc.4
(1984), 475.



prechod od smrti k Zivotu.“!*® Z tohoto dtivodu bychom méli zvazit, jak Pavliv
odkaz na prvni stvofeni pomaha ranym kfestanim sméfovat k novému stvo-
feni. To mtze nabidnout tfeti cestu mezi témi, kteti Pavlova prohlaseni inter-
pretuji jako kulturné nepodminéné prikazy, a témi, ktefi je interpretuji jako
reakci na konkrétni kulturni situaci.'® Musime se snazit poskytnout nejlepsi
mozny vyklad s ohledem na celé svédectvi Pisma, Bozi plan spaseni a kultu-
ru, ke které text promlouva. Usiluji zde o pouziti ,hermeneutické spiraly®,
abych se priblizil nejlepsimu vykladu, pricemz si uvédomuji, Ze mohou exis-
tovat i jiné moznosti vykladu, které je tfeba zvazit.'”” S timto na mysli nabidnu
nékolik parametrt pro interpretaci nékterych kli¢ovych Pavlovych texta ty-
kajicich se muzt a zen, které cituji stvofeni: 1. Korintskym 11,7-12, Efeskym
5,21-33, a 1. Timoteova 2,11-15.1%

MacArthur dfive citoval 1. Korintskym 11,7-12 jako argument pro nadra-
zenost muze na zakladé jeho prvorozenstvi. Pavel skute¢né odkazuje na pora-
di, v jakém byli oba stvoreni: ,Vzdyt muz neni z Zeny, nybrz zena z muze“ (1K
11,8 CEP). Ukézali jsme vsak, ze nikde v Genesis 1-2 text nezdtiraziuje, ze by
stvofeni muze jako prvniho bylo znamenim jeho zvlastni autority. Namisto
toho jsou oba stvofeni k obrazu Bozimu a oba maji stejnou autoritu a odpo-
védnost (Gn 1,28). Pavel sim odkazuje na toto pozehnani, kdyz fika, Ze muz
»je obrazem a odleskem slavy Bozi“ (1K 11,7 CEP). Obraz Bozi jakozto znak
rovné hodnoty a povolani nebyl popren. Pavel sice fika, Ze ,Zena je odleskem
slavy muze“ (1K 11,7 CEP), ale viimnéte si, Ze neiikd ,,Zena je obrazem a od-
leskem slavy muze.“'* At uz tedy Pavel mini cokoli, nemutize tvrdit (jak rika
MacArthur), Ze Zena ,,byla stvofena, aby projevovala muzovu autoritu a vi-
1i.“!" V kontextu Pavlovych pokynt tykajicich se uctivani moznd varuje Zeny,

1% M. V.Hubbard, New Creation in Paul’s Letters and Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2002), 233. Viz také Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God.

Westfall se stavi proti pfili§ rychlému pfedpoklddani transkulturni aplikace, viz C. L. West-
fall, Paul and Gender: Reclaiming the Apostle’s Vision for Men and Women in Christ (Grand
Rapids, mi: Baker, 2016), 62.

G.R.Osborne, The Hermeneutical Spiral: A Comprehensive Introduction to Biblical Interpre-
tation (InterVarsity Press, 2010).

Tyto texty nejsou jedinymi relevantnimi texty, které odkazuji na stvoreni, ale jsou zakladni-
mi texty pro MacArthurovu argumentaci, jak bylo uvedeno vyse.

1 Hamilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 1-17, 182.

1% MacArthur, Divine Design, 52.
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aby byly opatrné v tom, jak se oblékaji, protoze by mohly odvadét pozornost
véticich od Bozi slavy a misto toho je sousttedit na lidskou slavu (viz ,,odlesk
slavy muze®).""! Naopak ,,Zzena by méla mit autoritu nad svou vlastni hlavou®
(1K 11,10, preklad autora), to znamena, ze by méla prevzit odpovédnost za
to, jak jeji jednani ovliviluje ostatni ve spolecenstvi.'’? Koneckoncti Genesis 2
ukazuje, Ze Zena byla stvofena jako pomocnice muZze: neni mu podfizena,

ale je pro néj vhodnd.'"®

Toto vysvétleni odpovida Pavlovu vyroku ,,ani muz
nebyl stvofen pro Zenu, ale zena pro muze“ (1K 11,9). Nezavislost neni Bozi
cestou, ale spiSe vzdjemna zavislost. Pavel shrnuje sviij nazor zptisobem, ktery
je zcela v souladu s nasim vykladem ptibéhu z Genesis: ,,V Kristu ov§em neni
7ena bez muze ani muz bez zeny“ (1K 11,11 CEP). Muzi i Zeny maji stejnou
autoritu, a ackoli se lisi, sdileji odpovédnost za jeji spravu zptisobem, ktery je
zaloZen na spolupréci, ucté, a cti Boha. Koneckonct ,v$echno pak je z Boha“
(1K 11,12 CEP).

Ale diive v této kapitole Pavel iik4, Ze je ,hlavou zeny muz“ (1K 11,3 CEP),
coz opakuje také v Efeskym 5,23. Komplementaristé pak pouzivaji tento citat
jako rozhodujici dikaz pro argumentaci ve prospéch ,stvoritelského radu,
v némz muzi vedou a Zeny se podfizuji.'** Long Westfall pravdivé poznamena-
va, Ze ,to, jak chépete slovo ,hlava; zahrnuje zdsadni exegetickou volbu, ktera
do zna¢né miry ur¢i vasi biblickou teologii pohlavi®.!*® Thiselton uvadi, Ze toto
slovo mtiZe mit vyznam a) autority nebo vedeni, b) zdroje nebo ptivodu, nebo
¢) prevahy nebo prednosti, ale Ze Pavel ve vysledku zdmérné pouziva ,,poly-
morfni pojem’, jehoZ vyznam je slozity.!*® Tento interpreta¢ni ofiSek nelze
proto vyresit pouhou sémantickou analyzou. Musime spise ¢ist Pavla v kon-

11

Westfall, Paul and Gender, 68.

12V mnoha prekladech je to ptelozeno jako ,,symbol autority* (viz CEP, CSP, ESV, NET), ale
slovo ,,symbol“ se v feckém originalu nevyskytuje. Jeho zatazeni do nékterych prekladii je
interpretacni volbou ovlivnénou predpoklady o genderové hierarchii v textu.

113 G.D.Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (Grand Rapids, mi: Eerdmans Publishing Com-
pany, 1987), 572-573.

"4 Napi. MacArthur, Divine Design, 40-41. Viz také 1 Korintskym 11,3, kde je jasné uvede-

no, ze tato diskuse se netyka pouze manzelského vztahu, ale obecnéji vztahti mezi muzi

a Zenami.

Westfall, Paul and Gender, 79.

116 A.C.Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text (Grand

Rapids, mi: W. B. Eerdmans, 2000), 811-822. Contra Cerny, ,,Princip kefalé, ktery zastava

primérni vyznam ,,autorita®

11
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textu toho, co je postaveno do popredi v Genesis 1-3, a ve svétle jeho teologic-
kého smétovani k novému stvoreni. Ackoli Pavel fik4, Ze ,,muz je hlavou Zeny,
jako Kristus je hlavou cirkve“ (Ef 5,23 CEP), tak slovo ,,hlava“ se v Genesis
1-3 nepouzivd, zatimco autorita je odpovédnost, ktera je dana jak muzim,
tak Zendm (Gn 1,28). Jelikoz ma Pavel jisté na mysli ptibéh z Genesis (srov. Ef
5,31), je nepravdépodobné, Ze by tvrdil, Ze manzel ma mit nad svou Zenou
zvlastni autoritu, protoze tento koncept je cizi pfibéhu o stvoteni. Je pravdépo-
dobnéjsi, Ze Pavel se zabyva kulturni realitou muzské nadrazenosti a pretvari ji
ve svétle kiiZe, podobné jako to ¢ini ve stejném textu ohledné otroctvi (Ef 6,5-
9).!7 Nejedna se tedy o univerzalni tvrzeni o ,,fadu stvoreni®, ale o pokus po-
moci muziim a Zendm Zzit svou viru v konkrétnim kontextu, konkrétné v pa-

triarchalnim.!®

Pasaz z Efeskym 5,21-33 je rdmovana ptikazem pro vSechny,
nejen pro zeny, aby se navzdjem podfizovali v poddanosti Kristu® (Ef 5,21
CEP).'" Podtizeni se je tedy ctnosti, kterou by méli projevovat véichni kfesta-
né, a to jak v cirkvi, tak i doma. Dale by Zeny v této kulture normalné oceka-
valy ptikaz, aby byly poslu$né svym manzeléim, ale Pavel jim misto toho fika,
at se podridi, a spojuje tento ¢in s jejich virou v Krista (Ef 5,22).'%° To stavi
Krista jako jejich primarni a bezprostfedni autoritu, a to i v manZelském vzta-
hu. I kdyz je manzel ,,hlavou i to souvisi s Kristovou identitou a dilem, a tim

7 1.Howard Marshall, “Mutual Love and Submission in Marriage,” in Discovering Biblical
Equality: Complementarity Without Hierarchy, Second Edition, ed. R. W. Pierce, and Rebecca
Merrill Groothuis (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2005), 200-201.

Lynn H. Cohick, “Loving and Submitting to One Another in Marriage,” in Discovering Bibli-
cal Equality, Third Edition, ed. R. W. Pierce, C. Long Westfall and C. L. McKirland (Downers
Grove, i: ivp Academic, 2021), 186. V fecko-fimském svété, a vlastné po vétsinu lidské
historie, byly Zeny povazovany za pfirozené podiizené muziim; domdci fady, které toto for-
malizovaly, byly zcela bézné. Naptiklad Aristoteles napsal: ,,Manzel a otec vladne nad Zenou
a détmi... [Protoze] muz je od pfirody vhodnéjsi pro veleni nez Zena, stejné jako starsi a do-
spély je nadfazeny mlad$imu a nezralému® (Politika: Kniha i, ¢4st xii). Filon podobné fika,
Ze je Bozim ptikazem, aby ,, manzelky slouzily svym manzelim... v duchu rozumné po-
slusnosti ve vech vécech” (Apologia 7,3). V Efeskym vsak Pavel nejen kiestanizuje tehdejsi
kulturu, ale misto toho subverzivné pievraci o¢ekavani svych ¢tenait ohledné prirozeného
fadu. V ramci Heimerdingerova pojeti, které jsme pouzili pro Genesis 1-3, miizeme fici, Ze

118

Pavel vyuziva znalostni struktury ¢tendfe, aby zdtraznil uceni, které povazuje za zasadni.
19 Witt, Icons of Christ, 111. I MacArthur tento fakt pfipousti (MacArthur, Divine Design, 71).
120 Cohick, “Loving and Submitting to One Another in Marriage,” 198. Kromé toho neexistuje
Zadny formalni ptikaz dany manzelkam, protoze v Efeskym 5:22 neni zadné sloveso, ale je
prevzat z predchoziho verse.
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je vyznam slova nové definovan. Manzeltim je dano prisné prikazani milovat
své zeny, ,jako si Kristus zamiloval cirkev a sdm za ni obétoval“ (Ef 5,25 CEP),
a tim vyuzivat své kulturni privilegium k tomu, aby se obétovali jako Kristus
(srov.Fp 2,6-11). Lee-Barnewall vysvétluje, Ze ,,bychom ocekavali, Ze Pavel
bude Zenu, télo, poucovat, aby byla ochotna se obétovat pro manzela, hlavu...
Ale to neni to, co nachdzime; Pavel naproti tomu uvadi opak.“'?! Pavel opét
vydava vyzvu manzeltim, tentokrat ,,milovat své Zeny jako své vlastni télo“ (Ef
5,28 CEP): dalsi extrémni piiklad sebezapieni. Ucel téchto paradoxnich pii-
kaz je jasné vyjadien Pavlovym citatem manzelského paradigmatu z Genesis
2: ,,Proto opusti muz otce i matku a pripoji se ke své manzelce, a budou ti dva
jedno télo“ (Ef 5,31 CEP). Tvrzeni, ze manZel je ,hlavou®, tedy neni samo-
ucelné, ale pouze prosttedkem k dosazeni cile. S Genesis v poptedi své mysli
Pavel tvrdi, ze vysledkem spravné kiestanské podrizenosti a obéti je jednota
a vzdjemnd provazanost ,,jednoho téla“ To vede k ¢intim sebeobétovani, které
jdou proti kultufe (,,laska“ a ,ucta®, Ef 5,32), motivovanym uznanim rodové
spiiznénosti s manzelem/manzelkou (Gn 2,23) a sdilenim jednoho téla skrze
manzelstvi (Gn 2,24; Ef 5,31) a skrze spojeni s Kristem (Ef 3,32). Misto aby
Pavluv pfistup upevnioval nadvladu muzi v cirkvi a domacnosti, za¢ina ji
naopak prevracet naruby. Ackoli tato vize pro muze a Zeny nebyla v 1. stoleti
rozhodné naplnéna v plné mife, souhlasim s Guptou, Ze Pavel se zda ,,sméro-
vat k laskavéj$imu, vzajemnéjsimu a laskyplnéjsimu duchu v domécnosti, vée
motivovano logikou krize“.'?2

Jako posledni priklad Ize uvést 1 Timoteovu 2,11-15, ktery se pouziva nejen
k omezeni zen ve vyuc¢ovani nebo vykonu autoritativnich roli v cirkvi, ale také
jako dtikaz, Ze pad nastal kvuli obracenym genderovym rolim.'? V kontextu
diskuse o vhodném chovani béhem bohosluzby Pavel fika: ,Zena at se uéi v ti-
chosti a s veskerou podfizenosti“ (1Tm 2,11 ¢sp). Ackoli je to nékdy vnimano
jako zékaz, lze to stejné snadno interpretovat jako povoleni: Zena m4 pravo se

12 Michelle Lee-Barnewall, Neither Complementarian Nor Egalitarian: A Kingdom Corrective to
the Evangelical Gender Debate (Grand Rapids, mi: Baker Academic, 2016), 157.

122 N.K. Gupta, Tell Her Story: How Women Led, Taught, and Ministered in the Early Church
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2023), 193-194.

12 MacArthur, Divine Design, 177, 181.



ucit, ovéem vhodnym zpiisobem.'** Kontext uc¢eni by nam mél pfipomenout
piibéh o padu, konkrétné ,falesné uceni“ hada, které vedlo prvni lidi k hfi-
chu. Pavel opét odkazuje na to, Ze Adam byl stvoren pred Evou, ale protoze
prvorozenstvi neni v Genesis 1-3 spojeno se zvlastni muzskou autoritou, je
pravdépodobnéjsi, ze Pavel odkazuje na zptisob, jakym se u¢eni odehravalo
v Edenu.'” Biih dal Adamovi pokyn, aby se zdrzel jist ovoce ze stromil v za-
hradé, nez byla stvofena Eva (Gn 2,16-17), a je naznaceno, Ze ji to naucil poté,
co byla stvofena, protoZe sama cituje Bozi slova (Gn 3,2-3). Ale toto uceni
z druhé ruky ji neochrénilo pfed oklamanim: ,,Zena byla oklamana a dopus-
tila se prestoupeni“ (1Tm 2,14 CEP) Pokud tedy v Efesu existuji Zeny, které
se ucily pouze z druhé ruky, ale které jsou ndchylné k oklamdni, samoztejmé
neni vhodné, aby ucily nebo mély moc nad druhymi (1Tm 2,12)."*¢ Z tohoto
a dalsich listti vime, Ze fale$né uceni se $ifilo zejména prostfednictvim zen
(1Tm 5,13-15; 2Tm 3,6-7; srov. Tt 1,10-11). Lékem neni ,,mléeni, ale ,tiché
uceni a Uplnd poslusnost®, pfi¢emz poslusnost se nevztahuje na zadnou kon-
krétni osobu (naptiklad manzela nebo muzskou autoritu), ,,ale na to, co se
uc¢i“'¥” Pavel nemuze tvrdit, Ze Zeny jsou ze své podstaty snadnéji oklamatelné,
protoze Genesis 3 klade vinu za piestoupeni na muze i Zenu (srov.R 5,12-14).
Ale v Genesis je muz kritizovan za to, Ze ,,poslechl hlas své Zeny“ a snédl za-
kézané ovoce (Gn 3,17), ne proto, ze zanedbal svou muzskou autoritu, ale
proto, Ze slySel pfimo Bozi hlas a neuposlechl ho. Pokud se Zeny v Efesu chtéji

¢ Interpretace CEP pti prekladu tohoto verse je zavadéjici, protoze piikaz je vykreslen nega-

tivné. (,,Zena at ptijima pouceni mlcky.“) Diive v této kapitole Pavel tvrdil, ze ,,tichy* ptistup
k zivotu by mél byt cilem vSech kiestanii (1Tm 2,2; srov. 1Te 4,11).

Dal$im nedavnym vysvétlenim odkazu na Adamovo prvorozenstvi je boj proti efeskym
mytim, které povazovaly Artemis za osobu se zvlastni autoritou, protoze byla stvofena

pred svym bratrem Apollénem. Podle Glahna se jednalo o argument pro nadfazenost Zen

125

nad muzi. Pavel pfipomina ¢tenariim, Ze zatimco Artemis byla mozna stvofena pted Apo-
ll6nem (nikdy nejmenuje falesné bohy jménem), Adam byl stvoten pted Evou, ¢imZ vyvraci
argumenty pro prvorozenstvi jako divod pro mocenské chovani. Viz S.L. Glahn, Nobody’s
Mother: Artemis of the Ephesians in Antiquity and the New Testament (Downers Grove, il:
InterVarsity Press, 2023).
126 Obecné se ma za to, Ze slovo authentein, ,,vykonavat autoritu® (CEP ,,mit moc*) odkazuje na
dramatické projevy autority, jako je napiiklad panovaénost. Nejednd se tedy o obecny zakaz
Zendm vykonavat jakoukoli autoritu. (L. L. Belleville, “Teaching and Usurping Authority:
1 Timothy 2:11-15,” in Discovering Biblical Equality: Third Edition, ed. R. W. Pierce, C. Long
Westfall, and C. L. McKirland (Downers Grove, il: ivp Academic, 2021), 219-221).
127 Witt, Icons of Christ, 158.
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vyhnout oklamani, musi se u¢it, a jakmile budou dobfe informovany, mize
jim byt dana ptilezitost ucit.'*® Pavel odkazuje na prokleti z Genesis 3 jesté vy-
slovnéji v nasledujicim versi: ,Bude v8ak zachranéna skrze rozeni“ (1Tm 2,15
¢sp). Samoziejmé, Zeny jsou spaseny stejnym zptisobem jako muzi: skrze smrt
a vzkiiSeni Krista. Rovnéz se nejedna o tvrzeni, ze zena patfi do domacnos-
ti. Spie to mtize byt slib, Ze Blih (implicitni podmét této véty) provede Zeny
bolesti a nebezpeéim porodu, coz je oblast velké zranitelnosti a utrap od pro-
kleti az dodnes (Gn 3,16).'* V mnoha ohledech tento text pak opakuje pfibéh
z Genesis 3 z pohledu Zeny: ano, byla oklamana; a jisté, vykon jejiho povolani
je bolestivy; ale pokud mu bude divéfovat, Bih ji stale miize pouzit, chranit
a pozehnat. Pavel pokracuje ve své argumentaci dal$im verSem: ,,Vérohodné
je to slovo: Kdo chce byt biskupem, touzi po krasném dkolu“ (1Tm 3,1 CEP).
Moznd ani role pastora, star$iho a biskupa neni pro zenu, ktera ,,setrva ve vire,
lasce, svatosti a st¥izlivosti“ (1Tm 2,15 CEP), tak vzdalenou moZnosti.

Zaver

Tato studie neptindsi koneéné slovo k otédzce vedouci role zen v rodiné a cirk-
vi, ale nabizi nékteré parametry pro ¢teni spornych Pavlovych textd, které
pfimo ovliviuji praxi. MacArthur a dal$i komplementaristé napri¢ spektrem
se odvolavaji na Genesis s nasledujicimi argumenty: a) muzi maji zvlastni au-
toritu, protoze byli stvofeni jako prvni, b) Bith zamyslel, aby muzi méli pri-
marni autoritu a zeny zprostfedkovanou autoritu prostfednictvim podtize-
nosti muziim, a c) pad je (alespon ¢aste¢né) vysledkem vzpoury proti témto
genderovym rolim. Podle tohoto vykladu Btih pfi stvofeni stanovil, Ze Zeny
jsou ontologicky rovné muzim, ale funkéné podtizené. Tento ,,stvofitelsky
rad” se vztahuje zejména na rodinu, kde je muz duchovnim viidcem domac-

e

nosti, a na cirkev, kde pouze muzi mohou zastavat nejvyssi autoritativni pozi-

128 Ibid., 164.

12 Glahn nam ptipomina, Ze porod byl ve vétsiné svétovych dob velmi nebezpeény. Naznacuje,
Ze efesti kiestané se mozna obraceli k Artemis, bohyni porodu, aby zmirnili toto nebezpeci.
Pavel ty Zeny ujistuje, Ze Bih se o né pIné postara (Glahn, Nobody’s Mother: Artemis of the
Ephesians in Antiquity and the New Testament, kap. 6).



ce. Jakékoli pokusy o ordinaci Zen do duchovni sluzby jsou podle MacArthura
v rozporu s ,,Bozim zdkladnim zdmérem pro vedeni cirkve®'*

Nicméné pozorné ¢teni Genesis 1-3 se zvlastnim diirazem na poetické
zlomy postavené tak do popredi (Gn 1,26-28, 2,23 a 3,14-19) odhaluje zcela
odlisny obraz. Genesis 1-3 nam skute¢né podava obraz Boziho ptivodniho
zdméru pro jeho stvofeni, jakysi ,,tviir¢i ¥ad“. Nejde o hierarchicky fad mezi
muzi a zenami, ale o fad sdilené moci, autority a odpovédnosti (Gn 1). Muzi
a zeny se sice li$i svym ptivodem a osobnosti, ale diilezitéjsi je zptisob, jakym
jsou vzajemné zavisli a spolupracuji ve svém spole¢ném poslani. Bozim ide-
alem pro muze a zenu je Zit v jednoté (Gn 2). Tento dobry plan je narusen
padem, kdy se lidé odvratili od Boha, coz vedlo k rozpadu identity, poslani
a vztaht lidstva (Gn 3). Ale prokleti neni Bozim kone¢nym slovem pro lid-
stvo; pozehnani je stale primarnim cilem (zejména Gn 1,28; 9,1; 12,2-3; 18,18;
22,18; 26,4). Poeticky styl podtrhuje tato tvrzeni a nabizi vice nez jen literarni
ozdobu, upoutava pozornost ¢tenare diky svému promyslenému a vznosnému
jazyku. Takovy je ,,stvofitelsky rad“ predstaveny v Genesis: fad sdilené autori-
ty, vzajemné zavislosti a jednoty mezi muzi a Zenami.

Tato studie pfinasi zasadni diisledky pro vyklad obtiznych text Pavlovych
listd, protoze poskytuje alespon ur¢ité interpreta¢ni voditko. Na jejim zakladé
navrhuji, aby byly nékteré interpreta¢ni moznosti zamitnuty, naptiklad po-
hled, Ze Pavlovi jde o zachovani hierarchického rozliSeni mezi muzi a Zenami

v domdcnosti a v cirkvi.'!

V praxi doufam, Ze néktefi komplementaristé zmir-
ni svijj postoj a budou vnimat muzskou autoritu spise jako prostfedek nez jako
cil. Jakékoli pfirozené muzské privilegium by mélo byt uplatiiovano s cilem
dosahnout idealt popsanych v Genesis 1-3 a uvolnit potenciél Zen, aby mohly
uplatnit vSechny své dary véetné vedeni. Vyzyvam je vSak také, aby zvazili,
zda muzi musi byt navzdy strazci této vize, nebo zda bychom my muzi méli
pouzit svyj hlas k tomu, abychom Zeny ptivitali jako plnohodnotné partnerky
v Zivoté, manzelstvi a sluzbé. To je podle mého ndzoru vyzva, kterou pred nas

stavi jak Genesis, tak Pavel. Souhlasim s tim, Ze ,,Pismo je velmi jasné ohledné

13 MacArthur, Divine Design, 139.

131" Lee-Barnewall naznacuje, ze duiraz na zachovani autority muzi pravdépodobné nepovede
k opravdové jednoté mezi pohlavimi (Lee-Barnewall, Neither Complementarian Nor Egalita-
rian, 163).
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mista, které Bith ur¢il pro muze a Zeny ve spole¢nosti, v rodiné a v cirkvi®'*

Timto mistem je vedeni bok po boku.'**
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Introduction

There is no doubt that the church, both in the Czech Republic and many other
parts of the world, is at a crossroads when it comes to the question of women
leading in the church.”** For evangelicals, the deciding factor in this discussion
is the witness of Scripture. Inevitably, however, when trying to take the whole
counsel of Scripture into consideration, readers prioritise some texts over oth-
ers. Protestants generally tend to emphasise the letters of Paul, and only then

135 But recent schol-

move backwards from Paul through the rest of the canon.
arship into the Pauline corpus has shown that Paul depends on a Jewish and

specifically Old Testament framework for much of his thinking."** With this in

1% T.Coufal, “Pavel Hogek: Zeny ve vedeni? Cirkev je na kfizovatce;,” Zivot viry 2020/1 (2020).

135 This arguably goes back to Martin Luther, who considered Romans to be the book that in-
terpreted the rest of the Bible, even though he held a high view of the whole of Scripture
(Terry C. Thomas, “Luther’s Canon: Christ Against Scripture,” Word ¢ World 8, no.2 (1988),
149).

1% E.g., R.B.Hays, The Conversion of the Imagination: Paul as Interpreter of Israel’s Scripture
(Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Company, 2005); N. T. Wright, Paul and the Faith-
fulness of God (London: SPCK, 2013); Jorg Frey, et al., eds. Paul Within Judaism: Perspec-
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mind it becomes more and more important to not only read backwards from
Paul to earlier texts, but also to read forwards starting with the Old Testament,
since Paul is building on the foundation of the God-breathed Scripture he in-
herited (2 Tim. 3:14-17).1%

In this essay, I suggest that evangelicals have at times misinterpreted Paul’s
writings concerning women'’s roles in the family and church because they
have only read backwards, rather than also forwards. In other words, it is just
as important that our interpretation of Genesis is informed by Paul, as our
interpretation of Paul is informed by Genesis. I am concerned that this is not
yet the case when the term “Creation Order” is used to restrict women from
exercising leadership. In what follows, I will draw on the work of discourse
linguist and Hebrew scholar Jean-Marc Heimerdinger to show that Genesis
itself emphasises the shared power, authority, and responsibility of men and
women. A close reading of the Creation narratives (Genesis 1-3) is therefore
not compatible with a gender-hierarchical interpretation of Pauline texts, in
which male authority is the defining feature of male-female relationships.'*
The insights from this work is not only valuable for interpreting Paul, but also
for applying Scripture in contemporary discussions concerning women’s or-
dination in the Czech church.

“Creation Order” as Hierarchy:
A Complementarian Interpretation of Genesis 1-3

We will begin by analysing how a strict complementarian reading of the Crea-
tion texts is influenced by a particular interpretation of Paul. “Complementari-
anism” is the theological position which views men and women as ontological-

tives on Paul and Jewish Identity (Tibingen: Mohr Siebeck, 2023). In Czech scholarship, see
Mireia Ryskova, Pavel z Tarsu a jeho svét (Praha: Karolinum, 2017).
137 This is an intertextual approach to Scripture, defined by G. K. Beale as assuming “that later
biblical quotations of an allusions to earlier Scripture unpack the meaning of that earli-
er Scripture, and yet the earlier passage also sheds light on the later passage” (G.K. Beale,
A New Testament Biblical Theology: The Unfolding of the Old Testament in the New (Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2011), 3).
I distinguish between gender-hierarchy, whereby men have automatic hierarchy because of
their maleness, and hierarchy more generally. Hierarchy is not in and of itself the problem.
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ly equal, but having God-ordained distinct roles: the man to lead (in the family
and the Church), and the woman to follow (in the family and the Church).
The view is notable for its concern for order and hierarchy in the male-fe-
male relationship, and a separation of ontological value and gender-specific
roles. Since the publication of John Piper and Wayne Grudem’s Recovering
Biblical Womanhood, the complementarian case has been largely solidified.'*’
Complementarians are not unified, but instead fall on a spectrum which has
sometimes been termed “soft” and “hard” complementarian, depending on
the specific ways this theology is applied.'*® I will engage with a text by John
MacArthur, Divine Design: God’s Complementary Roles for Men and Woman,
as a good distillation of the “hard complementarian” theological camp.'* Yet
proponents across the spectrum often share similar arguments, as can be seen
in the reference to the term “Creation Order” in both academic and popu-
lar-level resources by specific Czech preachers and thinkers.'*? In the survey

139 . Piper, and W. A. Grudem, Recovering Biblical Manhood and Womanhood: Response to Evan-
gelical Feminism (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 1992). See also the more recent

W. A. Grudem, Evangelical Feminism & Biblical Truth: An Analysis of More Than One Hun-
dred Disputed Questions (Colorado Springs: Multnomah Publishers, 2004). Although com-
plementarians position themselves as preserving a historic Christian belief, the reality is that
Christians (Protestant or Catholic) no longer believe that women are ontologically defective
compared to men (the standard view for most of Church history). Complementarianism as
a theological position has only developed since 1975 in response to changing socio-econom-
ic opportunities for women. See William G. Witt, Icons of Christ: A Biblical and Systematic
Theology for Women’s Ordination (Waco, TX: Baylor University, 2020), 19-35; B. A. Barr, The
Making of Biblical Womanhood: How the Subjugation of Women Became Gospel Truth (Grand
Rapids, MI: Baker Publishing Group, 2021).

Lynn H. Cohick, “Afterword,” in Neither Complementarian Nor Egalitarian: A Kingdom
Corrective to the Evangelical Gender Debate, ed. Michelle Lee-Barnewall (Grand Rapids,

MI: Baker Academic, 2016), 179. Similarly, egalitarians lie on a spectrum of less to more
political.

John MacArthur, Divine Design: God’s Complementary Roles for Men and Women (Colorado
Springs: David C Cook, 2010).

For example, Pavel Cerny says: “we cannot overturn the position of men and women in the
family or the church without also destroying God’s Creation Order” (P. Cerny, “Doslov;” in
Emancipace Zen v cirkvi, ed. D. Drapal (Praha: Navrat domd, 2003). Author’s translation).
Cf.P.Cerny, “Princip ,.kefalé“ a sluzba muzi a zen v cirkvi,” Theologia Vitae 1, no.1 (2008).).
See also the reference to “order of Creation” in Ondracek, L., “Muz je hlavou Zeny. Té své”
Zivot viry, 2020., and the term “God’s creative work” in reference to the supportive role of
women in Rudolf Bubik, “Role Zeny.” (2011): accessed 29.9.2025, https://apostolskacirkev.cz/176-
role-zeny. Still, there appears to be a good amount of dialogue on this topic in the Czech
Church. See, for example, the book by Ktestanské spole¢enstvi founder Dan Drapal, with >
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that follows, I am interested in noticing how the argument about women’s roles
is influenced by their understanding of the Creation narrative.

Most will agree with MacArthur that “any examination of the role of men
and women in God’s design must begin with an understanding of Genesis
1-37' MacArthur grants that both men and women bear God’s image, and
that this entails a joint task of ruling together over Creation. But later he seems
to adjust this position by claiming that only man is “uniquely created to bear
the image of God as a ruler, since God gave him a particular sphere of sover-
eignty”'** The foundational framework for gendered relationships presented is
authority (male) and submission (female). MacArthur appeals to 1 Corinthians
11:7-10 (Paul’s instructions about head covering) to argue that the Creation
narrative considers men to have special authority because the male was created
first. The woman does not have authority of her own, but “was made to mani-
fest man’s authority and will”*** MacArthur further defends this argument by
referring to Paul’s statement that “man does not originate from woman, but
woman from man” (1 Cor. 11:8). According to MacArthur, Paul thinks that the
man has a more authoritative role by virtue of his primogeniture, that is, his
being created first.

Although he argues that Adam’s primogeniture is why “he was given head-
ship over the woman and creation’, the term “head(ship)” is not used in Genesis
but is borrowed from Paul."*® For MacArthur, the problems faces by the Early
Church, like at Corinth, were the result of “various feminist movements ram-
pant in the Roman empire during New Testament times.”**” Paul’s solution is
to get the church back to the “indispensable elements” of life as God intended
it: “authority and submission”. These concepts are drawn from the greek words
kephale (head/authority) and hypotasso (submit/arrange oneself), which Paul
uses on various occasions (e.g., Eph.5:21-23)."*® Although men and women

interaction by former Cirkev bratrsk4 chairman Pavel Cerny: D. Drapal, Emancipace Zen
v cirkvi (Praha: Navrat domti, 2003).

43 MacArthur, Divine Design, 20.

14 Tbid., 51.

5 Tbid., 52.

1o Tbid., 22.

47 Ibid., 39.

8 Tbid., 40-41.
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may equal abilities in regards to spirituality, intellect, and capability, God has
established a special primacy of men so as to preserve order. The message to
women is that “a church may have some women who are better Bible students,
theologians, and speakers than many of the men. But if those women are obe-
dient to God’s order and committed to his design, they will submit to male
leadership and not usurp it”'** MacArthur warns women not to transgress
boundaries, so as not to “appear rebellious”, while men are exhorted not to
abuse their authority."

Women, then, are to submit, not because of less worth or value, because
God has commanded it for their good and for the preservation of the Created
order. When the woman is created from “one of Adam’s ribs”, Adam instantly
recognises her as “his perfect companion”**! But even if “Adam saw Eve as one
with him in every respect’, this harmony is only preserved so long as Adam
remains the one with authority and Eve plays a supporting role as his help-
er. This unity is disrupted when the serpent tempts Eve in Gen. 3. Man is the
leader, and woman is the follower, but the serpent circumvents this order and
goes directly to the follower.'*

For MacArthur, the ideology of feminism can be traced to the garden of
Eden, with Eve as the first feminist for believing Satan and circumventing
Adam’s authority. Eve’s transgressing of gender roles thus led “the human race
into sin”*** MacArthur argues that Eve’s sin is twofold: disobeying his com-
mand not to eat of the fruit of the tree, and acting independently of her hus-
band. Adam’s sin is also twofold: disobeying Gods command, and “succumb-
ing to Eve’s usurpation of his leadership, thus failing to exercise his God-given
authority”'** The Fall is thus at its heart a reversal of roles, a matter which
has not been recovered since.”® So the woman’s submissive role is not a re-

49 Tbid., 46.

150 Tbid., 49, 54.

51 Ibid., 22.

152 Tbid., 24.

153 Ibid., 19.

154 Ibid., 25.

155 MacArthur is inconsistent in his understanding of how the curses (Gen. 3:16-19) relate to
this framework. He first argues that Gen. 3.16 predicts marital strife wherein the husband
oppressed and the wife desires to dominate. But he also paraphrases God’s message to the
woman as “You were once coregents, wonderfully ruling together as a team, but from now
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sult of the Fall, but part of the fabric of God’s original intentions. Here, again,
MacArthur appeals to Paul. After all, Paul says that Adam was created first
(1 Tim.2:13), and the woman was the one who was deceived (1.Tim.2:14).
The reason Eve was deceived was that she “abandoned the protection of Adam’s
leadership and attempted to deal independently with the enemy”** The lesson
is that women are vulnerable without a man’s protection. The Fall came about
because of a reversal of roles: “Adam abdicated his leadership and followed
Eve’s lead”"”

MacArthur considers this “Creation Order” to be God’s design for both
marriage and Church life. In the letter to the Ephesians, Paul admonished the
believers “with God’s elevated and original divine standard for marriage,” an-
other implied reference to the Creation story.'” MacArthur rightly notes that
both men and women are to act in submissive ways (Eph. 5:1)."° But men and
women still submit differently. The submission of a wife entails following her
husband, while the submission of the husband entails taking responsibility for
his wife by caring for her needs and cherishing her. Husbands have a special
responsibility to “do everything in [their] power to maintain [their wife’s] ho-
liness, virtue, and purity...”*** This special responsibility also extends to males
in the context of the church. Only men are tasked with the responsibility to
lead the people of God (citing 1 Tim. 3:1-7), even though women also play

on the man is installed over you” (ibid., 26). This could suggest that the special authority of
the man was God’s punishment after the first sin, and that unity and partnership is more
true to God design that domination by either party. But later MacArthur claims clearly that
the leadership of men is “established by creation and confirmed by the fall” (ibid., 181).

1% Ibid., 181.

17 Ibid. MacArthur thinks that Paul’s solution for women to deal with this stigma is to bear
children (1 Tim. 2:15). Although not all women will be mothers, “motherhood is the greatest
contribution a woman can make to the human race” (ibid., 183). He does think that women
have spiritual gifts for the good of the Church (and God may even give women leadership
and teaching gifts), but these must be exercised in a limited sphere: in a women’s Bible study,
a prayer meeting, or with her children. MacArthur pities women who seek more influence
or leadership responsibility; they can have just as great of an influence indirectly by accept-
ing their God-given role of submission and support. All of this has significant impact on the
church’s witness: “Men and women are different by God’s design, and the ultimate purpose
for that design displays the beauty and order inherent in God’s creation” (ibid., 222).

158 Ibid., 66.

1% Tbid., 71.

1 Ibid., 76.
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an important role in the church and in society more broadly. But a woman’s
role in a worship service is that of a learner (1 Tim.2:11-12). Women are not
allowed to teach or exercise senior leadership roles “because God’s law com-
mands it. He has ordained order in His creation — an order that reflects His
own nature and therefore should be reflected in His Church*¢!

Ultimately, hard complementarians like MacArthur consider men and women
to be more different than similar, especially in how they should act in life.'*?
MacArthur appeals to Genesis 1-3 for the following arguments: a) men have
special authority because man was created first, b) God intended men to have
primary authority and women to have mediated authority via submission to
man, and c) the Fall is (at least in part) a result of rebellion against these gender
roles.'®* But throughout his arguments, he relies heavily on Paul. In particular,
the words “head(ship)” and “submission” play a significant role in argumenta-
tion, even though these exact words do not appear in the Genesis narrative.'**
While he does consider men and women to have the same ontological value, he

16l Tbid., 177.

12 Bort lists the main arguments that conservative Czech pastors gave against women’s ordina-
tion, and these are very much in line with the arguments of Grudem, Piper, and MacAr-
thur (Jiti Bort, “Proces (ne)smétujici k ordinaci Zen: Srovnani postojti a vyvoje CCE a CB;
diss., Univerzita Karlova, Evangelicka teologicka fakulta, 2021), 65). The way these beliefs
play out in practice can differ, with some taking a more moderate and others a more strict
stance. While MacArthur advocates for more strict prescriptions for men and women, his
theological beliefs are shared by many conservative evangelicals, particularly those from
and influenced by the American church. These beliefs inevitably influence practice, whether
more moderate or more strict. See Anneke Stasson, “The Politicization of Family Life: How
Headship Became Essential to Evangelical Identity in the Late Twentieth Century;” Religion
and American Culture: A Journal of Interpretation 24, no. 1 (2014).

This is similar, but not identical to, Kenneth Matthew’s claim that “leadership-followship is
a creation ordinance that is well attested in Genesis 2-3 despite recent protestations.” He is
more clear than others in his explicit reference to the Creation narrative for his arguments,
wherein hierarchy is based on 1) an implicit hierarchy in creation: God, man, woman, crea-
tures, 2) the woman’s subordinate role as ‘helper, 3) primogeniture, meaning the earlier cre-
ation of man over woman, and 4) the woman was made from man (with reference to 1 Cor.
11:8). The human couple are meant to be “partners who together exercise rule, fulfilling the
mandate of 1:28”, although this is done by “exercising their appropriate sexual functions and
respective intrahuman roles” (K. A. Matthews, Genesis 1-11:26 (Nashville, TN: B&H, 1996),
220-21).

It is possible to infer the meaning of these words back in to Genesis (e.g., “he will dominate
you,” Gen. 3:16, NET), but as I will show later, this does not respect the natural emphasis of
the text.
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emphasises that they do not have equal functional value. This is true both in the
family and in the church, since this is a matter established not only commanded

by Scripture, but a reality built into the fabric of creation.'®®

Foregrounding Theory in Hebrew Narrative

Before evaluating MacArthur’s claims against the Creation narratives (Gen. 1-3),
it is helpful to consider how meaning is communicated in a text like this. Early
theories of communication emphasised that communication involves infor-
mation transfer, and that individual words themselves are carriers of meaning.
This is evident in the discussion above, where several key words (like “head” or
“submit”) carry all the weight in argumentation. This approach, taken to an ex-
treme, has been strongly criticised.'® More recently, therefore, both linguistics
and biblical studies have shifted to a communication theory where meaning is
a matter of words used in context. Context has always been important for exe-
gesis, but more and more biblical scholars are realising that communicative in-
tent is much more than stringing individual words together. Rather, meaning is
located on the level of the discourse: individual words working together on the
level of a paragraph, section, or whole communicative event.'s’

The work of Jean-Marc Heimerdinger, linguist and biblical scholar, is help-
ful in this regard. In Topic, Focus and Foreground in Ancient Hebrew Narratives,
Heimerdinger argues that communication in Hebrew narrative involves two
tasks: first, to recount the events of the story, and second, to monitor the first
task and ensure “that the story is getting across clearly and is well under-

165 Because of this, MacArthur considers complementarianism to be a “biblical doctrine”
(MacArthur, Divine Design, 14).

For example, James Barr famously critiqued Kittel's Theological Dictionary of the New Testa-
ment for its improper methodology of assigning theological meaning to individual words.
For a summary of Barr’s argument and a modern reappraisal, see Gene L. Green, “The Se-
mantics of Biblical Language: Reflections From Relevance Theory and Lexical Pragmatics,”
in James Barr Assessed: Evaluating His Legacy Over the Last Sixty Years, ed. Stanley E. Porter
(Leiden, The Netherlands: Brill, 2021).

This linguistic approach is that of discourse analysis. See Robert D. Bergen, ed. Biblical He-
brew and Discourse Linguistics (Dallas, TX: Summer Institute of Linguistics, 1994).
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stood.”1%8

This means that when an author tells a story, he both has information
to communicate as well as interpretive aims that he intends to help the read-
er understand. Information that is particularly important for interpretation
will be emphasised: this is called foregrounding.'® Heimerdinger catalogues
a number of techniques used in Hebrew narratives to foreground informa-
tion, marking it as salient for the reader. First, foregrounding is accomplished
through “repetition of words, phrases or sentences” This is a fairly obvious
fact for anyone familiar with Hebrew narrative. But the second technique may
be less familiar and more difficult to define linguistically. This way of fore-
grounding is accomplished by working with the expectations of the reader,
and in particular “is based on the unexpectedness of unpredictability of an
element in context”'”° If a reader expects something (based on cultural, so-
cial, experiential, or linguistic experience), but this expectation is upended,
then the utterance can be considered foregrounded for emphasis. In contrast,
“Information which matches the expectations of the hearer will be less prom-
inent than information which is unexpected”'”* Any communicative event
must balance these expectations and the relevant information. Although every
word is important in interpretation, some words are more important because
of the prominence they are given by the author.'”

What, then, does it look like to upend the expectations of the reader as
a means of foregrounding? First, an author may exploit joints and intervals in
communication. These are transitions from one state to another. If a certain
pattern is established and then disrupted, this is a sign of unexpectedness.
Heimerdinger illustrates this on Judges 15:19: “(1) And he (Samson) was very

168 .M. Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground in Ancient Hebrew Narratives (London:

Bloomsbury Publishing, 1999), 221.

Foregrounding is connected to the linguistic concepts of focus or salience. See “Focus,” in
The Cambridge Dictionary of Linguistics, ed. Keith Brown, and Jim Miller (Cambridge: Cam-
bridge University Press, 2013).

Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground, 224.

Ibid., 225.

For example, literary theorists understand that narratives contain details that set up the plot
and details that are central to the plot. Background information provides valuable context,
but is not the reason the story is told. The story is told in order to arrive at the plot climax,
which is the “point”. See S. Bar-Efrat, Narrative Art in the Bible (London: Bloomsbury Pub-
lishing, 1989), 93-120.
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thirsty (2) and he called on Yahweh and said... (3) God split open the hol-
low place which is at Lehi, (4) and water gushed out of it” Part (1) introduces
background information, while (2) initiates the plot, wherein Samson prays
to God. So far there is nothing unexpected about this course of action. Part
(3), however, “reports a totally unexpected intervention of God as a partici-
pant”'” Thus this clause stands out as foregrounded. Second, an author may
exploit the knowledge structures of readers, by which he means “mental rep-
resentation[s] of a typical situation, which includes sets of expectations, and
inferences”'”* Mental frameworks are a basic way by which humans navigate
the world. So when an author adjusts or modifies commonly assumed struc-
tures, or adds a new element to these structures, this unpredictability inter-
rupts the reader’s expectations and causes them to pay more attention.'” It
can be as simple as disrupting an expected pattern of storytelling, such as the
“marriage and birth” pattern: marriage, intimate relations, pregnancy, and
birth (see Gen.38:2). Isaac’s prayer that Yahweh intervene with the barren-
ness of Rebekah (Gen.25:21) does not follow the expected scheme, and is
therefore noteworthy.'” In sum, material may be foregrounded in a variety of
ways, but this communicative strategy is accomplished primarily through the
introduction of an unexpected or disruptive element into the narrative. When
such foregrounded information is identified, it may be considered salient and
thereby especially important for the interpretation of the narrative.

173 Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground, 227. All seven of the clauses in this short sto-

ry are introduced by a vayyiqtol verb, so the distinguishing factor in foregrounding is not
grammar but context (contra Robert E. Longacre, Joseph: A Story of Divine Providence;

a Text Theoretical and Textlinguistic Analysis of Genesis 37 and 39-48 (Winona Lake, Ind:
Eisenbrauns, 1989), 81).

Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground, 227. The field of cognitive linguistics has prov-
en, since Heimerdinger, to be a fruitful area of study for biblical scholars. See, e.g., P.van
Hecke, From Linguistics to Hermeneutics: A Functional and Cognitive Approach to Job 12-14
(Leiden: Brill,, 2011); Elizabeth. Robar, The Verb and the Paragraph in Biblical Hebrew:

A Cognitive-linguistic Approach (Leiden: Brill., 2015); Ivana Prochazkova, The Torah/Law is
a Journey: Using Cognitive and Culturally Oriented Linguistics to Interpret and Translate Met-
aphors in the Hebrew Bible. (Prague: Karolinum Press, 2022).

Heimerdiner further specifies what kinds of knowledge structures are commonly manipulat-

174

ed in Hebrew narrative: schemas, scripts, and plans.
Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground, 232-33.
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There is certainly foregrounding through knowledge structures in Genesis
1-3. For example, research has been done comparing and contrasting other an-
cient Near Eastern creation myths with the Genesis creation narrative. In some
ways, Genesis follows the script, while in others, Genesis upends the conven-
tions.'”” But an overlooked aspect of salience in Genesis 1-3 is its use of genre
shifts in order to foreground certain ideas and claims. This approach has been
proposed for other texts as well, perhaps most popularly by Brevard Childs in
his discussion of the Song of Hannah in 1 Samuel 2.'”® The poem, rather than
being an expressive flourish in the middle of an action-driven narrative, actu-
ally represents the theological heart of the story. Other scholars like Firth have
followed Childs in arguing that “the prayer [of Hannah] represents a herme-
neutical key for understanding Samuel’s theocentric perspective”’”® The genre
shift from prose to poetry is not simply an artistic choice, but a deliberate at-
tempt at upending the expectations of the readers and emphasising its con-
tent.'® In his discussion of Exodus 15, critical scholar M. S. Smith claims that

the poem “functions as the fulcrum-point of the book of Exodus”**' Alexander

177" Gerhard F Hasel, “The Polemic Nature of the Genesis Cosmology;” Evangelical Quarterly 46,
no.2 (1974).

B.S. Childs, Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture (Minneapolis: Fortress Press,
1979), 273.

David G. Firth, “Hannah’s Prayer as Hope for and Critique of Monarchy;” in The Book of
Samuel and Its Response to Monarchy, ed. S.Kipfer, et al. (Stuttgart: Kohlhammer Verlag,
2021), 26. Scholars like Watts note that such poems rarely contribute to the development of
the plot (J. W. Watts, ““This Song’: Conspicuous Poetry in Hebrew Prose,” in Verse in Ancient
Near Eastern Prose, ed. Johannes C. de Moor, and Wilfred G. E. Watson (Neukirchen-Vluyn:
Neukirchener Verlag, 1993), 352-53). Firth concedes that Hannah’s song, and others like

it, may not advance the immediate plot; but by virtue of highlighting key themes, it does
serve “as an example of prolepsis for the macro-plot of Samuel as a whole” (Firth, “Hannal’s
Prayer;” 31).

Poetic shifts in the context of prose narrative has also been interpreted as significant in other
contexts. Some manuscripts found in the Judean desert even set apart texts like Exodus 15
artistically, by arranging the words into patterns on the page and extending the tails of letters
to justify the margins (called “stichometric arrangement”). Emanuel Tov, “The Background
of the Stichometric Arrangements of Poetry in the Judean Desert Scrolls,” in Prayer and Po-
etry in the Dead Sea Scrolls and Related Literature: Essays in Honor of Eileen Schuller on the
Occasion of Her 65th Birthday, ed. Penner Jeremy, Penner Ken, and Wassen Cecilia (Leiden,
The Netherlands: Brill, 2011). This practice was particularly prominent for poetry in the To-
rah, and is less common in books where poetry predominates (like the Major Prophets), and
continued well into the medieval period of scribal practice.

181 M. S. Smith, The Pilgrimage Pattern in Exodus (Bloomsbury Publishing, 1997), 207.

178

17

3

18

8



agrees, arguing that the “switch from prose to poetry is noteworthy and clear-
ly sets these verses apart from the surrounding narrative framework”®* They
key word there is ‘noteworthy’: this technique is a means by which to set apart
this content as important.

Further, Alexander adds that this sort of genre-shifting between prose and
poetry is not a typical feature of ANE literature.'® This strengthens the pres-
ent argument that genre-switching is a strategy of foregrounding which up-
ends the expectations of the readers. If this is the case, then those sections of
Genesis 1-3 which display poetic shifts may be analysed for their foreground-
ing effect, and could be considered particularly central for interpreting the the
texts as a whole.

Foregrounding and Interpretation in Genesis 1

So where are the seams between prose and poetry in Genesis 1-3? Scholars
are largely in agreement that there is a heightened poetic style when it comes
to Gen. 1:26-28, 2:23, and 3:14-19."®* Hebrew poetry is distinguishable by its
two features: parallelism and metaphorical language. Parallelism is the linguis-
tic and structural aspect of poetry, while metaphor is the conceptual aspect of
poetry.'® But poetry in the ancient world was more than just ornamental; it
represents heightened thoughtfulness and emphatic communication. We will
unpack each of these poetic shifts within their context, understanding them
to be used by the author to foreground certain ideas as central to the interpre-
tation of the whole.

182 T.D. Alexander, Exodus (Downers Grove: InterVarsity Press, 2017), 285.

185 Tbid., 285-86.

184 J.Goldingay, Genesis (Grand Rapids: Baker, 2020), 34; Claus Westermann, Genesis 1-11:

A Commentary, trans.John J. Sculion S.J. (Minneapolis, MN: Augsburg, 1984), 231; B. T. Ar-
nold, Genesis (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 2009), 67.

A.Berlin, “On Reading Biblical Poetry: The Role of Metaphor,” in Congress Volume: Cam-
bridge, 1995 (Leiden: Brill, 1997), 28; A. Berlin, The Dynamics of Biblical Parallelism (Bloom-
ington, IN: Indiana University Press, 1992), 17. Although poetry is best understood to lie

on a spectrum with prose rather than prose’s antithesis, poetry can still be considered to
have distinct features. See James Kugel, The Idea of Biblical Poetry: Parallelism and Its History
(Baltimore: Johns Hopkins University Press, 1998).
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Genesis 1:1-2:3 tells of the Creator and the creation, presented in an or-
dered scheme of seven days. In the first three days, God creates environments,
further bringing order through separation and delineation. In the next three
days, God fills those environments with vegetation and a variety of creatures:
water animals, reptiles, birds, and mammals. Everything God creates is “good”
(1:4, 10, 12, 18, 21, 24), while creation as a whole is “very good” (1:31).'%6 At
each juncture, God not only creates, but names, gives purpose, and blesses. The
seventh day is the crowning achievement of the creative process. Anticipating
the Sabbath (Ex. 20:11), God rests from his work and takes up his rule as king
of the cosmos.

The first Creation story is unique in its highly structured organisation; it
does not follow a typical plot scheme common in narrative. Some have sug-
gested that this is indicative of a blending of prose and poetic style."” Arnold
says that “The most prominent literary feature in Gen.1 is its recurring for-
mulaic structure and symmetry... the formula has regular and predictable
features as it presents in parade-like fashion the components of the cosmos
at creation”'®® Verse 27, therefore, introduces a new and unexpected element:
poetry.'® In verse 26, God had resolved to make humanity, a special creature
made in God’s “image and likeness’, giving special authority and responsibility
to rule over that which had been previously created. Abandoning the estab-
lished pattern and tight structure, the text flourishes in its poetic recounting of
the Creator’s act of to creating humanity. Particularly noteworthy is the num-
ber of lines employed. Goldingay explains: “Whereas poetic lines in Hebrew
generally comprise two cola, here there are three, with ‘created’ coming in each
one, which further adds to the significance of what happens on this day”**
The poetry, and in particular its use of a tricolon and the verbal repetition of
“created’, focuses the reader’s attention on this foregrounded material. Martin
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&

Translations from the Hebrew are the author’s.

Arnold, Genesis, 29; Westermann, Genesis 1-11: A Commentary, 90.

Arnold, Genesis, 30. The precise sequence is not found during the report of every day, so
there is a degree of flexibility in how the author chooses to use the formula. But although
there is a poetic quality to the tight structure of this chapter, it cannot be considered poetic
on a whole because of the absence of parallelism.

Goldingay, Genesis, 34.

190 Tbid., 37.
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Prudky similarly claims that the shift to more formulaic poetry “is a sign of
significant emphasis” and indicates “the compositional climax of the whole
story”*!

The first line says “so God created humankind in his own image.” The word
for “humankind” is ,adam, the general term for humanity as a species. Although
the term later morphs into a personal name for the male human (Adam), in this
context it refers to both genders.””> Humanity as a whole is uniquely endowed
with the imprint of God himself. Hamilton situates this terminology in the con-
text of the dominant worldview at the time, where only a king or some other
official could be designated as “the image of God” In contrast, Hamilton claims
that according to this text, “In God’s eyes all of mankind is royal. All of human-
ity is related to God, not just the king. Specifically, the Bible democratizes the
royalistic and exclusivistic concepts of the nations that surrounded Israel”'*
This claim is strengthened in the second line, which reiterates the same point
with an inverted sentence structure: “in the image of God he created them.” This
could be considered an example of Heimerdinger’s conceptual foregrounding,
where the author upends a commonly held belief or convention.'”* Although
many Christian thinkers have speculated over the centuries regarding the exact
nature of the “image”, context suggests that this has to do with the exercising of
authority and responsibility. The “image of God” therefore means that human-
ity “is God’s representative and viceroy on earth, entrusted to rule wisely and
responsibly over all living on God’s behalf”'** This is true for both genders as
part of a shared humanity.

Authority and responsibility is given to both men and women: a point made
clear by the third and final line of this poetic tricola, “Male and female he cre-
ated them.” According to Genesis 1, to be human is to be either male or fe-

]

Martin Prudky, Genesis I: 1,1-6,8, Kdyz na poldtku Bith fekl do tmy... (Praha: Centrum bib-
lickych studii AV CR a UK v Praze, 2018), 122.

When this transition happens is not entirely clear, however, and a comparison of translations
of Genesis 2-4 shows various approaches to when the male human begins to be understood
as “‘Adam.”

Victor P. Hamilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 1-17 (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1990),
135.

Heimerdinger, Topic, Focus and Foreground, 227.

Cirkev Bratrska, “Vyznani viry a duchovni zasady Cirkve bratrské.” (2016): accessed
29.9.2025, https://portal.ch.cz/cs/stranky/1288-dokumenty-cirkve-bratrske. Author’s translation.
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male. But at the same time, there is a “fundamental equality between men and
women” that is central to the anthropology of the Bible.’*® Although there are
inherent differences between the genders, the emphasis here at the beginning
is on their commonality: both belonging to the species of ,adam, both created
by God, both bearing God’s image. This text does not support arguments that
begin with what distinguishes men from women, but rather what unites them.

These claims are strengthened in verses 28-30. If we consider this poetic
line to be foregrounded, arresting the reader’s attention and fronting infor-
mation for special importance in interpretation, we may also consider what
follows immediately afterwards to carry some residual foregrounding. In this
blessing-commission, both men and women are addressed by God, and both
are entrusted with authority and responsibility. Furthermore, the charge given
to them is a “common task’, with no particular gender-specific roles for either
to play. “Men as well as women are expected to nurture children; women as
well as men are expected to exercise stewardship over creation. ...both are
given equal power, authority, and responsibility”**” Although gender distinc-
tions are mentioned in this first Creation account, this diversity is secondary
to their commonality. Rather than gender being a signifier of different roles,
it is a sign of shared humanity which leads to a common task."® According
to Genesis 1:26-28, this common task entails shared authority and responsi-
bility. Goldingay provides a valuable summary of how this foregrounding fits
within the rest of the chapter: “Genesis 1 invites people listening to the story
to see male and female both together as made in God’s image and as both to-
gether designed to rule over the world, not to rule one over the other”'* Even
Matthews, who considers male dominance to be a “creation ordinance,” ad-

mits that Genesis 1 looks rather egalitarian.?

19¢
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Witt, Icons of Christ, 54.

7 Tbid., 55.

1% Theologically, we can say that there is no separating ontology from economy, since God’s
own identity is the basis for his activity (Tyler J Patty, and Sean M Smith, “Missional Rest:
A Fusion Point Between Being and Doing;” Transformation 42, no. 1 (2025), 59). If this text
argues that men and women are both made in God’s image, then they both equally shared
the same value as well as authority for their task.

Goldingay, Genesis, 37. Similarly, see Prudky, Genesis I, 138.

Matthews, Genesis 1-11:26, 173.

3

19

38

200

3



Foregrounding and Interpretation Genesis 2

Genesis 2, however, is where complementarians find the most material for
their arguments. Although some like Matthews consider the “leadership-fol-
lowship” framework to be clearly on display in Genesis 2-3, here again we
need to consider what the author of these texts is emphasising. Genesis 2 of-
fers a second look at Creation, this time more up close and personal. Because
there was no one to cultivate and care for his Creation (Gen.2:5), God does
three things: he forms a human from the dust, breathes into its nostrils the
breath of life, and sets the human in the garden he had planted (2:7-8). After
this, the human is given a vocation and a warning. The human’s vocation is to
“work and keep” the garden (2:15), a phrase later used of priests serving in the
tabernacle and Temple, suggesting that humanity is to play a priestly role in
the garden-temple.”®' God also commands the human to abstain from the tree
of the knowledge of good and evil, warning that death is a certain punishment
for transgression. Then, because it is “not good” for the human to be alone for
this task, God creates a partner that is an appropriate match to complete the
task entrusted to them.

Much of MacArthur’s argumentation for male dominance is built on the
idea that Adam was created first. But this observation is not emphasised in
the text as a matter of interpretive significance. In fact, until the creation of
the woman, the reader has no way of knowing what the sex of the human is.
The term used to describe it is general adam (human) rather than a gendered
term like zakar or neqebah (Gen. 1:27). Only in 2:23 is it made clear that this
first human is male ‘ish (by contrast with the female ‘ishah), but up till then,
the “human being is simply haadam, the ,human being”*** This does not sug-
gest that the first human was a-sexual, but rather that gender is not a defining
feature for the bestowal of vocation. In other words, God speaks to Adam not
as a representative of males, but of all humanity, including women.?® Besides,
primogeniture is never a sure sign of supremacy in the book of Genesis: God

2 G.K.Beale, The Temple and the Church’s Mission: A Biblical Theology of the Dwelling Place of
God (Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2004), 66-67. See Num. 3:7-8; 8:25-26; 18:5-6;
1 Chron. 23:32; Ezek. 44:14.

22 Witt, Icons of Christ, 55.

23 Prudky, Genesis I, 173.
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chooses Isaac over Ishmael and Jacob over Esau (Gen. 17:20-21, 20:23), and
Jacob blesses second-youngest Joseph over his other sons and blesses younger
Ephraim over older Manasseh (Gen. 48:14-16, 49:26).

Related, much has been written on both sides of the debate regarding the
woman’s designation as a ezer “helper”** Although complementarians still
try to argue that this is a supportive role of subordinate authority, egalitarians
point out that title refers throughout the rest of the Old Testament most often

to God or significant military assistance.*®

A role is thus by no means subor-
dinate, but instead specialist. The woman contributes something that the man
lacks, not as a sign of superiority or inferiority, but as a sign of cooperation to-
ward their God-given goal. There are, however, still more implicit arguments
that are made for the subordinate role of women from Genesis 2: she didn’t
receive the commission or warning directly from God, Adam names her like
he names the animals, or the woman is created from Adam’s rib. To comple-
mentarians, all these are understood to be a sign of male authority and female
subordination, even though such a meaning must be inferred, since the text
does not make such a connection explicitly.

Rather than inferring meaning from disparate observations from the text,
I propose we focus on the aspects of the text which are emphasised by the
author. The foregrounded element of chapter 2 comes at the end of the story.
After no suitable mate is found for the human, God puts him to sleep, per-
forms a small surgery, and constructs “a woman from the rib he had taken out
of man” (Gen. 2:22). God then leads the woman to the human. The human is
overcome with emotion at the recognition of one like him, and the genre shifts
from prose to poetry with 2:23. “Here an exclamation is put into rhythmic
form; language becomes a poetic explanation.”* The exclamation is made up
of two sets of two poetic lines, and is marked by the typical Hebrew poetic fea-
tures of parallelism and metaphoric language. Following Heimerdinger, this

204 See a recent PhD dissertation on the topic: Rebekah Call, “What is a ‘Helpmate?’ Using
Comparative Semitic Linguistics to Propose New Translations for Ezer Kenegdo,” diss., The
Claremont Graduate University, 2023).

25 Although I do not agree with his conclusions, Clines presents a robust summary of the
points on both sides of this debate: David J. A. Clines, What Does Eve Do to Help : And Other
Readerly Questions to the Old Testament (Sheffield, England: JSOT, 1990), 26-48.

2% Westermann, Genesis 1-11: A Commentary, 231.



shift from prose to poetry indicates a foregrounding of material that dictates
the interpretation of the entire discourse unit.

The first two lines in Gen.2:23 express the human’s recognition that this
is one like him. This is in contrast to his earlier survey of the rest of the an-
imal kingdom, where he did not recognise any as being like him (2:19-20).
But now, “This one at last is bone of my bones | and flesh of my flesh!” There
is both a metaphorical and literal aspect of this expression. “Although ‘bone
and flesh’ are used figuratively in the Old Testament for kinship [Gen.29:14;
Judg. 9:2; 2 Sam. 5:1; 19:12-13], this is the one place where it has a literal mean-

ing"’207

The two humans literally share flesh and bone. But rather than down-
playing the figurative, the figurative aspect of the expression is all the more
heightened because of its literalness. Arnold says that “The poetic assertion
that she is his ‘flesh and bone’ ... is the Hebrew expression of kinship relation-
ships and identifies her essence””® These two not only belong to the same spe-
cies, but to the same family, sharing a common nature and owing each other
a special kind of loyalty.

Similarly to the poetry in Genesis 1, this verse begins by emphasising the
couple’s sameness. Contrary to MacArthur, who focuses on the difference be-
tween men and women, this text proposes that there is more that men and
women have in common.*” This does not, however, mean that the there are
no differences. In the second poetic bicolon, the human distinguishes them
according to their distinct gender: this one is ‘ishah, “woman,” and she was
created from ‘%ish “man.” The naming of the woman is not the same as the ear-
lier naming of the animals: “His declaration that she will be called woman is
more a declaration of recognition and of her actual equivalence than an exer-
cise of authority”?"° The man explicitly states that “she [the woman] was taken
out of man” Although it may be tempting to understand the woman as pos-
sessing lesser value or having a subordinate role because of this, no such point

27 Matthews, Genesis 1-11:26, 219.

28 Arnold, Genesis, 60-61. This phrase is rather unique in the Hebrew Bible, but could be relat-
ed to the more common phrase, “flesh and blood,” which is always used to denote a familial
or kinship relationship (Gen. 15:4, 29:14, 37:27; Judg. 9:2; 2 Sam. 5:1, 7:12, 16:11, 19:12-13;
1 Kgs.8:19, etc.).

29 Contra MacArthur, Divine Design, 14.

29 Goldingay, Genesis, 64.
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is made here. Rather, the emphasis is on the shared nature of the two of them.
Linguistically, the two words ‘ish and ‘ishah actually have different seman-
tic origins, although they sound similar. The poetry exploits this similarity,
presenting what scholars call a “folk etymology”?"! Arnold explains its signif-
icance: “This folk etymology emphasises their similarities while acknowledg-
ing their distinct differences. They are appropriately and distinctly individu-
al, so as to be able to procreate, but also alike enough to be singly human*?
This exclamation also contains the first occurrence of ‘ish “man” in Genesis,
marking this as the first time in the story when the adam “human” is sexu-
ally defined. The two are gendered versions of the same kind: “The woman is
the same as the man, but a female version”** These two are mostly alike, but
also different; they share a common nature and vocation, but each have dis-
tinct consciousnesses and identities, Further, they need one another, as each
has valuable strengths and qualities that the other cannot live without.** This
expression also reinforces the significance of God’s earlier creative process
(2:22): the woman is not a derivative of man, but his equal, since she was cre-
ated from his “side” (the literal meaning of tsela‘ “rib”).

Westermann contrasts this conception of humanity with the standard an-
thropology in the ancient world: “Gen. 2 is unique among the creation myths
of the whole of the Ancient Near east in its appreciation of the meaning of
women, i.e., that human existence is a partnership of man and woman’*"*
This claim is foregrounded most clearly in the poetic expression of Gen. 2:23.
Like we saw in chapter 1, there may be some residual foregrounding right after
the poetic shift into verse 24. Von Rad seems to think in similar terms when
he says that “in this statement the entire narrative so far arrives at the pri-

21

Peter Dubovsky, ed. Genezis (Trnava: Dobra kniha, 2008), 143.

Arnold, Genesis, 61.

Witt, Icons of Christ, 56-57. PG updated However, this does not necessarily mean that God
also contains two genders, or that at one point in the development of Israel’s religion Yahweh
had a consort, contra Milan Balabén, “Zena ve Starém zdkoné” Religio 5, no.1 (1997), 38.
The quality emphasised in this chapter is their inability to reproduce on their own, see Mary
L. Conway, “Gender in Creation and Fall: Genesis 1-3,” in Discovering Biblical Equality:
Third Edition, ed.R. W. Pierce, C. Long Westfall, and C.L. McKirland (Downers Grove, IL:
IVP Academic, 2021), 43. But this “complementarity” extends to other areas as well.
Westermann, Genesis 1-11: A Commentary, 232.
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mary purpose toward which it was oriented from the beginning”*' Here we
learn of the “one flesh” ideal between husband and wife, which both Jesus and
Paul also considered to be the essence of the marital relationship (Mt. 19:5-6;
Mk.10:8; 1 Cor. 6:16; Eph. 5:31). Marriage, as the most intensive form of the
male-female relationship, ought to be characterised by unity, partnership, and
shared responsibility.

Foregrounding and Interpretation in Genesis 3

Unfortunately, this ideal did not last for long. Genesis 3 presents a frustration
of the ideal with the introduction of the serpent and his temptation of the
humans. The serpent approaches the woman and invites her to question the
goodness of God’s character and the appropriateness of his prohibitions. She
eventually gives in to his suggestions, taking the fruit of the forbidden tree of
the knowledge of good and evil. She also shares this fruit with the man, and
upon eating, their eyes are opened and they are filled with shame. God seeks
out the hiding humans, and after hearing what happened, issues a three-part
curse: on the serpent, on the woman, and on the man.?"” It is here at the curse
that the genre shifts from prose to poetry, signalling to the reader the impor-
tance of what is contained within for the interpretation of the whole. This
poetic shift is also considerably longer than the two in chapters 1-2, further
emphasising its importance for interpretation.*'®

A number of arguments for a hierarchical relationship between men and
women center around matters before this poetic shift. MacArthur, for exam-
ple, reads into the choice of the serpent to approach the woman, claiming that
the Fall at least partially happened because of the woman’s circumventing of
her husband’s authority or protection. The man is also sometimes seen to be

46 Gerhard Von Rad, Genesis: A Commentary, Revised Edition (Philadelphia, PA: Westminster
Press, 1973), 84.

Tyler J. Patty, “Did God Curse Humanity? A Pragmatic Reexamination of Genesis 3.14-19,
Journal for the Study of the Old Testament 50:1 (2025).

See Westermann, Genesis 1-11: A Commentary, 257. Arnold suggests the length may be due
to cultural conventions regarding legal pronouncements, but the foregrounding function
seems just as reasonable (Arnold, Genesis, 67.).
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at fault for being passive or silent.*”” But gender-hierarchy or gender roles are
still not at the forefront of this text. Rather, the issues at the heart of this text
have to do with obedience, and specifically, appropriate learning and acquisi-
tion of knowledge.?* This serpent is not at first identified as a demonic power,
but as a creature made by God (Gen. 3:1). Further, it is identified as ,arum,
often translated negatively as “crafty;” but could just as well be translated pos-
itively as “wise” In the ancient world, serpents were viewed quite positively
as a source of wisdom and even divine insight.??! In this text, of course, this
view is upended, and the serpent is the villain, tempting humans to acquire
knowledge apart from God’s timing and manner.*** Eve is seduced into taking
the fruit of “the tree of the knowledge of good and evil” (Gen.2:17), tempt-
ed because she believed it might “make one wise” (3:6). Yes, the woman is at
fault for acting independently of the man, but not because she needed protec-
tion or to stay under his authority. Rather, they ought to have acted united as
“one flesh” (2:24), enacting their shared God-given authority to rule over the
creatures, including the serpent (Gen. 1:28) and standing firm in God’s words
rather than doubting their goodness. Instead, the serpent divided them, re-
sulting in further fracturing of relationships, vocation, and identity because
of sin.

After questioning the human couple (but ignoring the serpent), God speaks
(Gen.3:14-19). This marks the poetic section of the chapter, marked for em-
phasis via foregrounding. God takes turns, speaking to each transgressor indi-
vidually, in reverse order of his investigation: first, the serpent, then the woman,
and then the man. Addressing the serpent (Gen. 3:14-15), God condemns him
because of his deception, issuing a formal curse (arur atah “cursed are you”),
the most direct way to give out such a pronouncement. Following this formula,

0

1 L.J.Crabb, D.Hudson, and A. Andrews, Silence of Adam: Becoming Men of Courage in

a World of Chaos (Zondervan, 1998).

Konrad Schmid, “The Ambivalence of Human Wisdom: Genesis 2-3 as a Sapiential Text,”
Beihefte zur Zeitschrift fiir die alttestamentliche Wissenschaft 500 (2018), 284-85.

21 ] H. Charlesworth, The Good and Evil Serpent: How a Universal Symbol Became Christianized
(New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2010); Duane E Smith, “The Divining Snake: Read-
ing Genesis 3 in the Context of Mesopotamian Ophiomancy,” Journal of Biblical Literature
134, no.1 (2015).

J. Day, From Creation to Babel: Studies in Genesis 1-11 (London: Bloomsbury Publishing,
2014), 35-37.

221

3

222



the nature of the curse of elaborated on: “it causes rupture of vocation or iden-
tity (‘on your belly you shall go’) and conflict in relationships (‘emnity between
you and between the woman’)”?? Through this curse, the serpent is removed
from its position of influence forever (‘all the days of your life’).

God then turns and speaks to the woman (Gen. 3:16). Although he does
not use formulaic curse language like with the serpent, his words use similar
language and accomplish similar actions. God speaks more indirectly to the
woman than to the serpent, as an expression of grace.”?* The language is rem-
iniscent of the blessing given to humanity in Genesis 1: originally called to
“multiply” (rbh), now God will “intensely multiply” (rbh) the woman’s pain in
bearing children. She will continue to serve God, but now the joy of her voca-
tion is accompanied by intense grief and sorrow.

The curse also affects the woman’s relationship with her husband. The woman
will have “desire” for her husband, but he will “rule” over her. The exact nature
of “desire” is not clear: it is a rare word that can be both negative (Gen.4:7) or
positive (Song 7:11); either way, she will experience a tainting and frustration
with her desires in the marital relationship. Her husband, on the other hand, will
dominate over his wife. The word “rule” (rdh) is not the same that was used in
the blessing to humanity (Gen. 1:28, rdh), but is used more commonly for po-
litical domination.” Thankfully, many interpreters today agree that this curse
does not give license to men to dominate.”” But some do still consider these pro-
nouncements to be prescriptive, in the sense that subordination is God’s intent
for the woman.””” But Arnold disagrees, arguing that “the rulership of the man is
no more prescriptive than pain in childbirth... All such prescriptive approaches

223

Patty, “Did God Curse Humanity?”, 29. This conflict is actually good news for humanity: the

enemy has not won yet.

24 Ibid., 34.

25 Carol Meyers, “Genesis 3:16—text and Context,” Religions 15, no.8 (2024), 5-6.

226 E.g., Prudky, Genesis I, 215-16; R. Hendel, Genesis 1-11: A New Translation With Introduc-
tion and Commentary (New Haven, CT: Yale University Press, 2024), 189. Even complemen-
tarian commentator Matthews concedes that “We cannot understand the divine word ‘he
will rule over you’ as a command to impose dominance any more than v. 16a is an exhor-
tation for the woman to suffer as much as possible during childbirth” (Matthews, Genesis
1-11:26, 251.).

27 E.g., Gordon Wenham, J., Genesis 1-15 (Grand Rapids, MI: Zondervan Academic, 2014), 81;

Dubovsky, Genezis, 161.
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miss the point”?® These pronouncements describe the way things will be after
their sin. It is even more clearly not prescriptive when comparing the woman’s
curse to the serpent’s. Like the serpent, the curse negatively affects the woman’s
identity or vocation, and predicts conflict in a key relationship. But unlike the
serpent, there is no unending quality to this curse: this punishment is not meant
to bind her forever.””

Finally, God speaks to the man (Gen.3:17-19). “Because you listened to
your wife” (3:17) could imply that he allowed her to usurp his authority, but
that is reading too much into the text.? The issue is simply one of false teach-
ing and obedience: the man did not listen to God, but to his wife, who was de-
ceived. God speaks his punishment using a similar curse formula as he did for
the serpent. Although he technically curses the ground, the curse is really di-
rected at the man because of the close connection between the ground (haad-
amah) and humanity (haadam).”' Just as the woman’s relationship with her
source (the man) was disrupted, so is the man’s relationship with his source:
the ground. This fracture also entails a disruption of the man’s vocation and
identity, which was to work and care for the ground (Gen.2:15). Rather than
a source of fulfilment, work will be a source of pain (3:18). “In one sense, the
man and the woman share the same punishment - ‘pain’ (issabon), hers in
childbirth and his in painful toil”** Still, God is merciful, adding a limit on
this pain. The man will not suffer for eternity, but will be released upon death
(“till you return to the ground”).>

In sum, each of these curses entail a fracturing and disruption of vocation,
identity, and relationships. This is true for each of the offending parties: serpent,
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Arnold, Genesis, 70.

For a sustained case against a prescriptive reading of this curse, see Christine Curley, and
Brian Peterson, “Eve’s Curse Revisited: An Increase of ‘Sorrowful Conceptions,” Bulletin for
Biblical Research 26, no.2 (2016).

Listening to a woman’s voice is not automatically bad or good in Genesis: Abraham is indeed
implicitly critiqued for listening to Sarah (Gen. 16:2), but elsewhere God commands him to
listen to his wife (Gen. 21:12). What seems to differentiate these two accounts is alignment
with God’s desires.

Patty, “Did God Curse Humanity?”, 35-36. Similarly, Prudky, Genesis I, 217.

Arnold, Genesis, 71.
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woman, and man. As Goldingay explains, “The negative aspects to life that
Yahweh God will describe are not the way things were meant to be, but they

are the way they now will be [after sin]”**

Remember that Heimerdinger de-
fines foregrounding as “a speaker manipulating linguistic structures to achieve
a certain effect on the hearer”** What, then, is the reason for this foreground-
ing? My argument suggests that this punishment is foregrounded to show a)
the importance of listening to and obeying God, and b) how failing to do so
leads to the fracturing of one’s vocation, identity, and relationships. This means
that the reality described in the curses is contrary to God’s original design, not
a reinforcement of it.

Furthermore, there is hope beyond this punishment built into the curse
itself. “The ongoing struggle with the serpent means they have not yet been
defeated (3:15), they will experience marital tension but will continue to bear
children (3:16), and they will continue to eat despite the futility of labour (3:18-
19)7¢ Although curse on the serpent is eternal, the curse on the woman has
no such unending quality, and the man’s curse has also has an expiration. This
process begins right after the foregrounded poetry, as Adam names his wife Eve
(hawa “life”) as a sign of hope (3:20), God clothes both humans even as he must
lead them out of the garden (3:21-24), and Eve draws on God’s help to give
birth to her first son (4:1). The blessing of Genesis 1 and the ideal of Genesis 2
are still God’s hope for humanity (e.g. the blessing of Abraham, Gen.12:2-3).
Curse is an appropriate way for God to respond to sin as to limit its spread, but
itis not an end in and of itself; rather it is a temporary detour on the path back
to God’s original creative intent.*”

Reading Forward: Paul and his Use of Genesis

Genesis 1-3 does give us a picture of God’s original intent for his Creation,
a kind of “creative order” But this is not an order of gender-hierarchy between
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men and women, but an order of shared power, authority, and responsibility
(Gen. 1), and an order of distinction in origins and personhood, yet interde-
pendence and mutual need in a joint vocation (Gen. 2). This order is disrupted
in the Fall, when humans turned away from God and his will for them, result-
ing in the fracturing of their identity, vocation, and relationships (Gen. 3). But
this curse is not God’s final word for humanity, as God is still committed to
fulfilling his redemptive goals through humanity. These points are strength-
ened by attending to the way the author foregrounds certain elements in the
Creation narrative, most evident in the shift from prose to poetry. This is the
“Creation Order” presented by Genesis: one of shared authority, interdepen-
dence, and unity.

But how does this theological foundation assist in interpreting Paul? It is
now necessary to read forward from Genesis to the Pauline texts that refer-
ence Creation. But first, it could be argued that Paul is even more concerned
with New Creation than original Creation: “So then, if anyone is in Christ, he
is a new creation; what is old has passed away-look, what is new has come!”
(2 Cor.5:17, NET; cf. Gal. 6:15). For Paul, “New Creation” is a foundational
element of his soteriology, the central idea of which “is the movement from
death to life”?*® Because of this, we ought to consider how Paul’s reference to
First Creation helps the early Christians move toward New Creation. This can
offer a third way between those interpret Paul’s statements as trans-cultural
commands and those who interpret them as addressing a specific cultural sit-

uation.?®

Instead must seek to provide the best interpretation possible given
the whole witness of Scripture, the redemptive plan of God, and the culture
to which the text speaks. Here I seek to apply a “hermeneutical spiral,” seek-
ing to get closer to the best interpretation, while recognising that there may
still be other avenues of interpretation to consider.?* With that in mind, I will

offer some parameters for interpreting some key Pauline texts related to men

»% M. V.Hubbard, New Creation in Paul’s Letters and Thought (Cambridge: Cambridge Univer-
sity Press, 2002), 233. See also Wright, Paul and the Faithfulness of God.

9 Westfall argues against assuming transcultural application too quickly, see C. L. Westfall,
Paul and Gender: Reclaiming the Apostle’s Vision for Men and Women in Christ (Grand Rap-
ids, MI: Baker, 2016), 62.

0 G.R.Osborne, The Hermeneutical Spiral: A Comprehensive Introduction to Biblical Interpre-
tation (InterVarsity Press, 2010).



and women which cite Creation: 1 Corinthians 11:7-12, Ephesians 5:21-33, 1
Timothy 2:11-15.2*

MacArthur previously cited 1 Corinthians 11:7-12 as an argument for male
supremacy by virtue of his primogeniture. Paul does indeed reference the
order in which the two were created: “For man did not come from woman,
but woman from man” (1 Cor. 11:8, NET). But we have shown that nowhere in
Genesis 1-2 does the text emphasise the creation of the male first as a sign of
his special authority. Instead, both are made in the image of God, and both are
given equal authority and responsibility (Gen. 1:28). Paul himself references
this blessing when he says that “[man] is the image and glory of God” (1 Cor.
11:7, NET). The image of God, as both a matter of equal value and vocation,
has not been reneged. Now, Paul does say that “woman is the glory of man”
(1 Cor.11:7, NET). But importantly, he does not say “the woman is the image
and glory of man”**? Thus whatever Paul means, he cannot be claiming (as
MacArthur says) that the woman “was made to manifest man’s authority and
will’?*® One possible explanation is that, in the context of Paul’s instructions
regarding worship, he warns women to be careful how they dress because they
might distract worshippers from God’s glory and instead focus on human
glory (e.g., “glory of man”).?** Instead, “a woman ought to have authority over
her own head” (1 Cor.11:10, NIV), that is, to take responsibility for how her
actions affect others in the congregation.*”® After all, Genesis 2 shows that the
woman was created as a helper for the man: she is not subordinate to him, but
is suitable for him.*¢ This explanation fits with Paul’s statement that “Neither
was man created for the sake of woman, but woman for man” (1 Cor. 11:9,
NET). Independence is not God’s way, but rather interdependence. Paul sum-
marises his point in a manner that is perfectly aligned with our reading of the

©
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These texts are not the only relevant ones that reference Creation, but they are foundational

texts to MacArthur’s argument as surveyed earlier.

2 Hamilton, The Book of Genesis: Chapters 1-17, 182.

3 MacArthur, Divine Design, 52.

Westfall, Paul and Gender, 68.

5 Many English translations (ESV, CSB, NET) render this as “a symbol of authority;” but the
word “symbol” is not present in the Greek. Its inclusion in some translations is an interpre-
tive choice influenced by gender-hierarchical assumptions in the text.

%6 G.D.Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians (Grand Rapids, MI: Eerdmans Publishing Com-
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Genesis narrative: “in the Lord woman is not independent of man, nor is man
independent of woman” (1 Cor. 11:11, NET). Both men and women have been
given authority, and although distinct in many ways, share in the responsibil-
ity of stewarding it in a collaborative, respectful, and God-honoring way. In
the end, “all things come from God” (1 Cor.11:12, NET).

But earlier in the chapter, Paul says that “the man is the head of the woman”
(1 Cor.11:3, NET), which he repeats also in Ephesians 5:23. Complementarians
then use this as a decisive proof to argue for a “Creation Order” where men
lead and women submit.?” Westfall notes that “How you understand the word
‘head’ involves a crucial exegetical choice that will in large part determine your
biblical theology of gender”** Thiselton lists that this word could carry the
meaning of a) authority or leadership, b) source or origin, or c) preeminence
or foremost, but that ultimately Paul deliberately uses a “polymorphous con-
cept” whose meaning is complex.*® This interpretive issue cannot, therefore,
be solved by simple semantic analysis. Rather, we must read Paul in context:
both in light of the foregrounding in Genesis 1-3 as well as as his theological
movement toward New Creation. While Paul says that “the husband is the
head of the wife as also Christ is the head of the church,” (Eph.5:23, NET),
“head” is not a word used in Genesis 1-3, while authority is a responsibility
which is given to both men and women (Gen. 1:28). As the Genesis narrative
is certainly on Paul’s mind (cf. Eph. 5:31), it is unlikely that Paul is claiming
that a husband has special authority over his wife, since that concept is alien to
the Creation narrative. Rather, it is more likely that Paul is addressing the cul-
tural reality of male primacy and reinterpreting it in light of the cross, much
like he does in the same text regarding slavery (Eph.6:5-9).2*° This, then, is
not a universal statement about “Creation order”, but an attempt to help men

*7E.g., MacArthur, Divine Design, 40-41. See 1 Corinthians 11:3, which clearly indicates that
this discussion is not limited to the marital relationship, but more broadly to relationships
between men and women.

Westfall, Paul and Gender, 79.

29 A.C.Thiselton, The First Epistle to the Corinthians: A Commentary on the Greek Text (Grand
Rapids, MI: W. B. Eerdmans, 2000), 811-22. Contra Cerny, “Princip ,.kefalé“.”, who argues
for a primary meaning of “authority.”

1. Howard Marshall, “Mutual Love and Submission in Marriage,” in Discovering Biblical
Equality: Complementarity Without Hierarchy, Second Edition, ed. R. W. Pierce, and Rebecca
Merrill Groothuis (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2005), 200-01.
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and women live out their faith in a particular context, specifically a patriar-
chal one.”!

The passage, Ephesians 5:21-33, is framed by a command for everyone, not
just women, to practice submission to one another “out of reverence to Christ”
(Eph.5:21, NET).** Submission, then, is a virtue all Christians should exhibit,
both in the church and at home. Next, women in this culture would normally
expect a command to obey their husband; but Paul instead tells them to sub-
mit, linking this act to their faith in Christ (Eph. 5:22).® This places Christ
as their primary and unmediated authority, even in the marital relationship.
While the husband is the “head”, this too is connected to Christ’s identity and
work, and thereby redefined. Husbands are given a stern command to “love
your wives just as Christ loved the church and gave himself for her” (Eph. 5:25,
NET), thereby using their cultural privilege to sacrifice themselves like Christ
(cf.Phil. 2:6-11). Lee-Barnewall explains that “we would expect Paul to in-
struct the wife, the body, to be willing to sacrifice for the sake of the husband,
the head... But that is not what we find; rather, Paul states the reverse”** Paul
again issues an exhortation to husbands, this time to love their wives as their
own bodies (Eph. 5:28, NET): another extreme example of self-denial. The ul-

#1 Lynn H. Cohick, “Loving and Submitting to One Another in Marriage,” in Discovering Bibli-
cal Equality, Third Edition, ed. R. W. Pierce, C Long Westfall, and C. L. McKirland (Downers
Grove, I:: IVP Academic, 2021), 186. In the Greco-Roman world, and indeed for most of hu-
man history, women were considered by nature inferior to men; household codes which for-
malised this were quite common. For example, Aristotle wrote: “A husband and father rules
over wife and children... [For] the male is by nature fitter for command than the female, just
as the older and full-grown is superior to the younger and more immature.” (Aristotle, Politics:
Book I, trans. Benjamin Jowett (Kitchener: Batoche Books, 1999), Part XII). Philo similarly
says that it is God’s mandate that “wives shall serve their husbands ... in the spirit of reason-
able obedience in all things” (Apologia 7.3). But in Ephesians, Paul is not merely Christianis-
ing the culture of the day, but instead subversively upending his reader’s expectations about
the natural order. In the framework of Heimerdinger we used for Genesis 1-3, we can say
that Paul is exploiting the knowledge structures of reader in order to foreground a teaching
he deems essential.

2 Witt, Icons of Christ, 111. Even MacArthur concedes this point (MacArthur, Divine Design,

71)..

Cohick, “Loving and Submitting to One Another in Marriage,” 198. Furthermore, there is

actually no formal command given to wives, as there is no verb in Ephesians 5:22, but it is

carried over from the previous verse.

Michelle Lee-Barnewall, Neither Complementarian Nor Egalitarian: A Kingdom Corrective to

the Evangelical Gender Debate (Grand Rapids, MI: Baker Academic, 2016), 157.
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timate goal of these paradoxical commands is made clear by Paul’s quote of the
marriage paradigm from Genesis 2: “For this reason a man will leave his father
and mother and will be joined to his wife, and the two will become one flesh”
(Eph.5:31, NET). The “headship” of the husband, therefore, is not the end in
itself, but only a means to the end. With Genesis in the forefront of his mind,
Paul claims that the product of proper Christian submission and sacrifice is
“one-flesh” unity and interdependence. This results in counter-cultural acts of
self-sacrifice (“love” and “respect,” Eph. 5:33), motivated by a recognition of
kinship with one’s spouse (Gen.2:23), and a shared body through marriage
(Gen.2:24; Eph. 5:31) and through union with Christ (Eph. 3:32). Rather than
codifying male supremacy in the church and home, Paul begins to upend it.
Although this vision for men and women was certainly not achieved fully in
the 1st century, I agree with Gupta that Paul appears to “be moving toward
a more gracious, mutual, and loving spirit in the household, all motivated by
the logic of the cross”**

Finally, 1 Timothy 2:11-15 has been used not only to restrict women from
teaching or exercising authoritative roles in the Church, but also as evidence
that the Fall came about because of a reversal of gender roles.”® In the con-
text of a discussion about appropriate behaviour during a worship service,
Paul says: “A woman must learn quietly with all submissiveness” (1 Tim.2:11,
NET). Although this is sometimes seen as a prohibition, it can just as easily
be read as permission: a woman has a right to learn, but in an appropriate
way.”” The context of learning should remind us of the Fall narrative, specifi-
cally the serpent’s “false teaching” that led the first humans into sin. Paul does
again refer to Adam being created before Eve, but since primogeniture is not
equated with special male authority in Genesis 1-3, it is more likely that Paul
is referring to the way learning happened in the Garden of Eden.”® God gave

»5 N.K.Gupta, Tell Her Story: How Women Led, Taught, and Ministered in the Early Church
(Downers Grove, IL: InterVarsity Press, 2023), 193-94.

MacArthur, Divine Design, 177, 181.

Earlier in the chapter, Paul claimed that a “quiet” approach to life should be the goal of all
Christians (1 Tim.2:2; cf. 1 Thess.4:11).

Another recent proposal for the reference to Adam’s primogeniture is to combat the Ephe-
sian myths which considered Artemis to have special authority because she was created

before her brother Apollo, which was an argument for female primacy of men. Paul reminds -»
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Adam instructions to abstain from the fruit of the trees in the garden before
Eve was created (Gen.2:16-17), and it is implied that he taught her after she
was created, since she quotes God’s words herself (Gen. 3:2-3). But this sec-
ond-hand learning did not protect her from being deceived: “the woman,
because she was fully deceived, fell into transgression” (1 Tim.2:14, NET). If
then, there are women who have only learned second-hand in Ephesus, but
who are likely to be deceived, of course it is not appropriate for them to “teach
or exercise authority” (1 Tim.2:12, NET).*® We know from this letter and
others that false teaching was spreading particularly strongly through women
(1 Tim.5:13-15; 2 Tim.3:6-7; cf. Tit.1:10-11). The antidote is not “silence,’
but “learning quietly and in full submission’, with the submission not being to
any person in particular (such as a husband or male authority), “but to what
is being learned.”*® Paul cannot be claiming that women are inherently more
easily deceived, since Genesis 3 lays the blame for transgression on both man
and woman (cf. Rom. 5:12-14). In Genesis, the man is critiqued for listening
“to the voice of your wife” and eating the forbidden fruit (Gen. 3:17), not be-
cause he neglected his male authority role, but because he heard God’s voice
directly and failed to obey it. If women in Ephesus want to avoid being de-
ceived, they need to learn, and once they are well informed, they may be given
the opportunity to teach.?! Paul references the curses of Genesis 3 even more
explicitly in the next verse: “But she will be delivered through childbearing”
(1 Tim. 2:15, NET). Of course, women are redeemed in the same way as men:
by the death and resurrection of Christ. This is also not a statement claiming
that a woman’s place is in the home. Rather, it may be a promise that God (the
implied subject of the passive sentence) will carry women through the pain

the readers that while that may be true, Adam was created before Eve, thus disarming ar-
guments for primogeniture as a reason for domineering behavior. See S.L. Glahn, Nobody’s
Mother: Artemis of the Ephesians in Antiquity and the New Testament (Downers Grove, IL:
InterVarsity Press, 2023).

The general consensus is that the word authentein “to exercise authority” refers to dramatic
expression of authority, such as domineering. This, then, is not a general prohibition against
women exercising any authority (L. L. Belleville, “Teaching and Usurping Authority: 1 Timo-
thy 2:11-15,” in Discovering Biblical Equality: Third Edition, ed.R. W. Pierce, C. Long Westfall,
and C.L.McKirland (Downers Grove, IL: IVP Academic, 2021), 219-21.).

20 Witt, Icons of Christ, 158.

! Ibid., 164.
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and danger of childbirth, an area of great vulnerability and struggle since the
curse until today (Gen.3:16).%? In many ways, this text then rehearses the
story of Genesis 3 from the woman’s perspective: yes, she was deceived; and
yes, there is pain in the exercising of her vocation; but if she trusts him, God
can still use her, protect her, and bless her. Paul’s argument continues in the
next verse: “This saying is trustworthy: ‘If someone aspires to the office of
overseer, he desires a good work™ (1 Tim. 3:1, NET). Perhaps even the role of
pastor, elder, and bishop is not too distant a possibility for women who “con-
tinue in faith and love and holiness with self-control” (1 Tim.2:15, NET).

Conclusion

This study does not offer the final word the question of women leading in the
family and the church, but it does offer some parameters for reading conten-
tious Pauline texts which directly affect practice. MacArthur and other com-
plementarians along the spectrum appeal to Genesis for the following argu-
ments: a) men have special authority because man was created first, b) God
intended men to have primary authority and women to have mediated au-
thority via submission to man, and c) the Fall is (at least in part) a result of re-
bellion against these gender roles. In this reading, God established in creation
that women are ontologically equal to men but functionally subordinate. This
“creation order” extends especially to the family, where the man is the spir-
itual leader of the household, and to the church, where only men can hold
ultimate positions of authority. Any attempts to ordain women for ministry
is, according to MacArthur, contrary to “God’s basic design for leadership for
the church?*

But a close reading of Genesis 1-3, with special attention to the foreground-
ed poetic shifts (Gen. 1:26-28, 2:23, and 3:14-19), reveals a quite different pic-
ture. Genesis 1-3 does indeed give us a picture of God’s original intent for his

2 Glahn reminds us that childbirth was very dangerous in the ancient world. She suggests that
Ephesian Christians were perhaps turning to Artemis, the goddess of childbirth, to mitigate
this danger. Paul assures these women that God will care for them fully (Glahn, Nobody’s
Mother: Artemis of the Ephesians in Antiquity and the New Testament, ch. 6.).

63 MacArthur, Divine Design, 139.



Creation, a kind of “creative order” But this is not an order of hierarchy be-
tween men and women, but an order of shared power, authority, and respon-
sibility (Gen. 1). Men and women do exhibit differences in origins and person-
hood. But more important are the ways in which they are interdependent and
cooperate in their joint vocation. God’s ideal for men and women is to live in
unity (Gen.2). This good plan is disrupted in the Fall, when humans turned
away from God, resulting in the fracturing of humanity’s identity, vocation,
and relationships (Gen. 3). But the curse is not God’s final word for humani-
ty; blessing is still the primary goal (Gen. 1:28; 9:1; 12:2-3; 18:18; 22:18; 26:4,
etc). The poetic language underscores these claims, offering more than a liter-
ary flourish, but instead focus the reader’s attention by virtue of its thoughtful
and heightened language. This is the “creation order” presented by Genesis:
one of shared authority, interdependence, and unity between men and women.

This has great implications for interpreting difficult Pauline texts, by at least
providing some interpretive guardrails. I propose that some interpretive op-
tions should be dismissed, such as the view that Paul is concerned with cod-
ifying a hierarchical distinction between men and women in the home and
the Church.**In practice, I hope that some complementarians may moderate
their position, whereby they see male headship as a means rather than an end.
Any natural male privilege should be exercised with the purpose of pursuing
the Genesis 1-3 ideals and releasing the potential of women to exercise all
their gifts, including leadership. But I also challenge them to consider wheth-
er men must forever be the gatekeepers to this vision, or whether we men
should use our voice to welcome women as full partners in life, marriage and
ministry. This, I believe, is the challenge that both Genesis and Paul lay before
us. I agree that “Scripture is very clear about the place God has designed for
men and women in society, in the family, and in the church”** That place is

266

leading side by side.

24 Lee-Barnewall suggests that an emphasis on preserving the authority of men is unlikely to

lead to true unity between the genders (Lee-Barnewall, Neither Complementarian Nor Egali-
tarian, 163).

25 MacArthur, Divine Design, 20.

266 T would like to thank those who gave feedback on earlier drafts of this article, particularly
D.P, L.L. and two anonymous reviewers. Their input, even at times from a place of disagree-
ment, contributed greatly to clarifying my thoughts and writing.
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