Paul on Women and Gender:
A Comparison with Early Jewish Views

JUDITH M. GUNDRY-VOLF

WHAT impact did Paul’s conversion have on his views wmmmﬂ.mmnmw\oﬂﬂw
and gender? The question presupposes .ﬁdmﬁ we can aﬁﬁu.:ﬁ:m m:‘m rm ﬁmé&
on this subject both before and after his woinﬁm& experience o% . M m OWm
to Damascus. But on both of these matters there is much Mw% ‘ow Jm mﬁo
Paul’s post-conversion views on women and gender are %@cwm, Mﬁww&
what many see as inconsistencies in ?m letters. \.fi ?w,momu. uM 0 q.\
assumptions about his pre-Christian views are mmbosmqrrm Dm n MN @WMW
tion by newer research on women in Judaism and the Greco-Ro
Zo:mw is impossible here to engage in a Hroﬁ.o:mr :Enmm.mmmos of m:.wmw
of these problems. I will begin, therefore, by simply mwm\nor:um# an w,.\maw_ M,m
of Paul’s thought regarding women and gender, m..m based on ﬁ.:w Mﬁmws @M:
in his letters on this subject. It will become wS&.Q# that FE: Jocm
retains a considerable degree of tension. H,wm: I will relate .9; conc cwg_o.z
to current discussions about how Paul’s views compare with %om.m,o ﬁw
non-Christian contemporaries, in particular, by m&cnm“. Ioé. do Sm %mo:w:
for the tension in Paul’s view on women mﬁA gender? In E‘_m.. mmg_%m wi ‘
raise briefly the relevant issues about wm.&m vmowwnwcmm\ in Hm (.EMB as
mem:maosm for his thought. Third, the main part of this essay Sw WroB W.N;M
the views on women of three Jewish authors s.&c wrote Qszm.m M g.m WMM :w
of Early Judaism with those of Paul as present in the WQ.\ ﬁmwww 5». m” e MM w
Here I hope to illuminate Paul’s thought by demonstrating that the tens
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it exhibits can also be found in other Jewish writers of his day. Finally, some

implications of Paul’s conversion for his views on women and gender will
be highlighted.

L. An Overview of Paul’s Thought
Regarding Women and Gender

Paul’s views on women and gender can be characterized as including both
some egalitarian features and the all-pervasive patriarchalism of the
world. On the one hand, an egalitarian note is sounded in the assertion
that in Christ “there is no male and female” (Gal 3:28). In addition, Paul
gives Christian wives and husbands equal rights and responsibilities in sex
(1 Cor 7:2-5); he recommends celibacy, which was a path of greater freedom
and autonomy for women (1 Cor 7:7-8, 32-35, 40); and he accepts women’s
praying and prophesying in the assembly (1 Cor 11:4-5), Likewise, he rec-
ognizes the important leadership role of women in his circle — including
Priscilla the teacher (Acts 18:26; cf. 2 Tim 4:19); Junia the apostle (Rom
16:7); Phoebe the minister (diakonos) and Paul’s own “helper” (prostatis,
Rom 16:1-2); Euodia and Syntyche in the Philippian church, “who struggled
beside me in the work of the gospel, together with Clement and the rest of
my co-workers” (Phil 4:2-3); Mary, Trypheona, Tryphosa, and Persis who
“worked hard in the Lord” (an expression denoting the work of ministers
of the gospel, Rom 16:6, 12); and other women who appear to have been
leaders in various house-churches (Chloe at Corinth, 1 Cor 1:11: Nymp
at Laodicea, Col. 4:15; and possibly Appia, Phim 2).

On the other hand, Paul reveals his patriarchal background when he
insists that women cover their heads while praying and prophesying (1 Cor
11:4-6, 13). Such a command suggests that he accepted the traditional view
of women as being subordinate in their status and roles. Paul also sounds
rather patriarchal when he says that “man is the head (kephalé) of woman”
(1 Cor 11:3, with kephaleé signifying “ruler;” “source.” or “preminent one”);
that “man is the image and glory of God, but woman is the glory of man”;
and that “man is not from woman but woman from man, and man was
not created for woman but woman for man” (1 Cor 11:7-9).

In 1 Cor 14:34-35 we find a prohibition of women speaking in church
and an instruction that they keep silent and ask their husbands at home if
they want to learn anything. It must be noted, of course, that considerab]
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text-critical arguments can be made against the authenticity of these verses.

But even if we accept them as authentic, it would seem necessary to interpret
them as compatible with the instructions in 11:2-16, which speak about
women’s prophesying and praying in the assembly. Thus they can hardly

form a general prohibition but would have to be understood as a prohibi-
tion of w@@&p:? in a certain way or under certain conditions — though
they still, of course, prohibit certain beh avior by women in church. Likewise,
| Tim 2:11-15 forbids women to teach or have authority over a man, affirms
women’s silence and submission with an appeal to Genesis 3, _&5 declares
that women will be “saved through childbearing” Here again, however

there is doubt about the Pauline authorship of this passage — this time not
because of text-critical difficulties, but because of doubts that Paul wrote
1 Timothy.

In sum, Paul seems to affirm both equality of status and roles of
women and men in Christ and women’s subordinate or second ary place.
He appears to think that sometimes the difference between male and female
is to be expressed in patriarchal conventions and that sometimes these
conventions should be transcended or laid aside. Robin Scroggs, therefore,
clearly overstates the case for a “feminist Paul” when he says that the apostle

can be construed as “the one clear voice in the New Testament asserting
the freedom and equality of woman in the eschatological .Q_:.:s.:::s\

(“Paul and the Eschatological Woman,” Journal of the American Academy
of Religion 40 [1972] 283-303, quoting from 302). On the other hand,
dismissals of Paul as a chauvinist or misogynist also appear to miss the
mark. Rather, it seems that we cannot avoid the conclusion ,meﬁ” there Em:.v\
is a tension in Paul’s thought on women and mm:@ﬂ‘ —_— EE 1s, .::E” ?.m is
neither a consistent egalitarian nor a consistent cm:._mﬁnw&;ﬁ This ww:&cs
has led, for example, Judith Plaskow to describe Paul as “deeply ambivalent
about women’s status” (“Anti-Judaism,” 123), and Luise Schottroff to s tmw__ﬁ
of “contending tendencies within Paul’s thought” (Let the OE:,.&%& Go
Free: Feminist Perspectives on the New Testament [trans. A. 5. Kidder
[Louisville: Westminster/John Knox, 1993] 50)

2. Explanations of the Tension in Paul’s Thought

How do we account for these different strands in Paul’s thought on women
and gender? Scholars have usually answered this question in one of two
« b b5 BN ) ).

186

ways. The first is to say that the liberating tendencies in Pau
flowed from his gospel, whereas the patriarchal elements were -
“pagan” pressures, given the general patriarchalism of the ¢
world. The second answer also

attributes Pauls egalitarian st
gospel, but traces his ww:,mﬁ.&:m.xzz :_ an ,::,ﬁ‘,,,ncwi::_zi Jew
noted by Wegner, “Philo’s Portray

41-44). Both explanatios
Paul’s egalitarianism only 1o his Fr: tian :Z:t: nd his pat

only to something Smm::u:m extrancous to his Christian think
The pictures of first-century Jewish and Greco-Roman
which these explanations operate, however, are &éim;. For re

S
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,ﬂ,cma_.?@8@3,_;:.:52:,ﬁ,;i)_:ﬁ:1::;:;::zr:&::
a mixed bag when it camie 1o women's status N:i roles. 1

N
cultural %ﬁm:ﬁ were patriarchies 4

womert in both milieus enjo
rights and freedoms — an extension of their social roles was u
Paul’s day (see K. Thraede, “Frau,” Reallexikon fiir Antike nd (
8, 211-27; J. B V. D, Balsdon, Roman Women: Their History
[London: Bodley Head, 1962]; S Pomeroy, Goddesses, Whores,
Slaves: Women in Classical Ant 5::{ [New York: Schocken, 197
Private Women, 24-79; Kraemer, Her Share of the Ecé:m@. Broc
Leaders). Such evidence points to the complexity and variety
women held by Paul’s contemporaries.

¢

In particular, with regard to the status and roles of wome
society, Jewish feminists have criticized Christian feminists fo
note the ways in which the personhood and rights of wonien we
edged and guarded in Judaism. Christian feminist s, they say,
Jewish sources selectivel

y, and so have portrayed ?%:ﬁ: as
negative — thereby setting up Christianity as the great liberatos
(s0, e.g., L. Swidler, Women in Judaisim: The u:::a of Wornen i
Judaism [Metuchen, NJ: Scarecrow, 1¢ ). This negative and
portrait of Judaism has even been seen as having been motiva
Judaism (cf. Plaskow, “Anti-fudaism,” 118-24).

clear that we cannot go on glibly repeating the con

that Paul rose above his non-Christian contemporaries when b
nonpatriarchal attitudes toward women or that he succumbec
fluence of those ncw.;ﬁiuom.mzmw when he exhibited patriarchs
Rather, what is called for is careful comparison of Paul’s vies
views of those who did not share his belief in the gospel. Hor
views parallel and how do they diverge from those of his no
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f such comparisons we can come .&ommaﬂﬁm
ight have impacte

- o how Paul’s experience on the road to Damascus wa P
et . ht om women and gender. Moreover, the Qw @.ﬁ e
P esis that comes from Jewish feminists ma wm i @oams "
eminit X i ] ’ ht on w
mgz:.i to mmeo% afresh the relation oﬁ. Paul’s ﬂgosmmmm:ﬁ e o
e er that found in the Judaism of his day. T .a%w

1der to the Judais . ot
.mﬁ. tended as a modest contribution toward tha
is in

contemporaries? By means o

3. Women and Gender in Judaism: A Comparison with Paul
i e Paul’s views on women and gender with
s enhely mw?omzmm ﬁm MOMWMMMMMM{M mow Hellenistic Jewish milieu. moH,
o o mm was born in the Diaspora city of ﬂmﬂ.mc.m mb@ was
i e mmwsgmgocmr w@ probably received his rabbinic .QEMEm
e DRMW . mo influences were by no means m.&mﬂ.: even t Qw..
in Fémaﬁ\? He mﬂw capital there flourished a variety of Hms:mr no:w”éw?
Moreoven 18 e wm,w . &,MH.mmE views (cf. Martin imbm&.v The Pre-C. MMVS:
tiesand pieties wo) ﬁwr.?m&ﬁﬁm“ Trinity Press HamnzmSom.mr 1991} .m
o e i Wn ources include significant material for the stu Nv\
e wb&s&:m the Mishnah (see Tomson, mm& and the
of women dnd mmsmmu\mﬁw the Testament of Job (see Ormmssaﬁ. WQ\M_MMSN
\mei.v.w‘ o :@u-?wow%a chosen to analyze three from the period of | MN
B i from the first two centuries BCE 10 the second two ¢ '
Jucasm rouehly o Philo of Alexandria, and Joseph and Aseneth.
el m:mnrwmﬁw been selected, not because they represent
m:w&mmaimb: or a “Diaspora” type \W OM meowmwm
tely portray the actual lot of Fsmms. 2o,5mP g:.h %M e ey
e e oniive terial on the subject and illustrate varietie .
provis @awsm:\m BWM Paul’s time. The Pauline texts chosen mo.ﬁ noﬁ%m.m“
i%.% wcaaﬂswmww%m. 1 Corinthians 7; and 1 Cor :”m-;.vs&.ﬁw provi
mmz WMMWWMW:MMB% m.z& extensive ﬁoigv&_m of the apostle’s views.
the Ir

though Paul

turies CE), Si
These particular writing
“Judaism” — either of a

Sirach and Paul

m of Jesus the son of Sirach, or in the Latin

The book known as The Wisdo the “Church’s book”), was composed in

tradition as Feclesiasticus (i.e.
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Hebrew by Joshua ben Sirach about 180 BCE in Palestine an
into Greek by his grandson about 130 scE in Egypt. It gives us
Jewish view of women that was exported into a Hellenistic
presumably found an echo among Diaspora Jews in Egypt.
Sirach divides women into two categories: (1) the good,
modest, and continent woman, and (2) the evil, insubordinat
and sexually promiscuous woman. The harlot or strange wormr
the latter category, and Sirach warns that a man should beware
to ruin through such a woman (Sir 9:3-4, 6-7). Wives can fal
category. There is the “good wife” who is understanding and
nent and modest, full of grace, a good housekeeper, who “hon
husband and appears wise to all” (26:26) and makes her hus
(25:8; 26:1-4, 13-18). Marriage to such a woman is good for a m:
[29-31]), and such a woman is a man’s “choicest possession.”
There is also, however, the “evil wife,” who “has a tongue,”
and full of malice and makes her husband “sigh bitterly” (25:1
25, 27). She “dishonors [her husband]” and “is known to all a
godless in [her] pride” (26:26). Indeed, for Sirach there is no
than the wickedness of a woman and no greater wrath than t
a woman (25:13, 15). He opines, “1 would rather dwell with
dragon than keep house with a wicked woman” (25:16).
What then is a man to do? He must keep away from
woman (9:3-9), and realize that taking hold of a wicked womar
a scorpion” (26:7). He must not give power to a wicked woman
“if she go not as [he] would have her)” he must “cut her off fron
(25:26). Sirach reminds his readers that “from a woman did sin o1
because of her we all must die” (25:24). (The latter text is the ez
evidence for the view that Eve is the origin of sin and death.) S
view, a woman has a proclivity to evil and, if given power, she ¢
of things. For this reason it is crucial that women be subordinatc
Just as wives divide into two kinds, so also for Sirach tk
kinds of daughters: the prudent and modest daughter, who is ¢
her husband (22:4), and the headstrong, bold, and shameless da
brings shame to her father and husband (22:5; 42:1 1). The p
daughters to cause trouble for their fathers is so great that Sir;
“a daughter is born to [her father’s] loss” (22:3). He has in min
the problems associated with a woman’s sexuality — her viry
riageability, continence, and fertility. Thus,
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A daughter is to a father a treasure of sleeplessness,
and the care of her banishes slumber;
In her youth, lest she pass the flower of her age,
and when she is married, lest she be hated;
in her virginity, lest she be seduced,
and in the house of her husband, lest she prove unfaithful;
in her father’s house, lest she become pregnant,

and in her husband’s house, lest she be barren.
(42:9-10)

A daughter, like a bad wife, is seen as prone to evil in the form of sexual
promiscuity. Her father must “keep a strict watch” over her lest she bring

disgrace on him.

In the place where she lodges let there be no lattice,
or spot overlooking the entrance round about.
Let her not show her beauty to any male,
and among wives let her not converse.
For from the garment issues the moth,

and from a woman a woman’s wickedness.
(42:11-13)

And if a headstrong daughter is given liberty, she is sure to use it for sexual

license, Sirach declares:

As a thirsty traveller that opens his mouth,
and drinks of any water that is near,
so she sits down at every post,

and opens her quiver to every arrow.
(26:12)

Clearly, Sirach has an ideology of male control over women based on
women’s perceived susceptibility to evil, especially to sexual immorality (see
also, however, the critique of the sexually promiscuous male in 23:16-21;
9:3-9). In particular, Sirach wants to secure the man’s control over the
woman'’s sexual function on which his honoras a father or husband, as well
as his ability to raise up legitimate heirs, depends (cf. 23:22-23 regarding
this latter concern). The good wife or prudent daughter is always a woman
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who is under male control, not an autonomous woman or -
challenges the authority of a man. e
For Sirach a woman’s subordination to man is appar
mwo::amm in the fundamental superiority of the man. Bec: : w,_u&m
rior status, Sirach implies, it is a disgrace for a man 8 _MM:% N
woman: “Give not yourself unto a woman [i.e., into her :‘E\ ] s
her trample down your manhood” (9:2; ¢f. 33:19a b) wm,,)o ‘7th_ r
subordinate position through a woman’s beauty m:. M.Wr.ﬁ is ﬂ . UJA
on oneself: “Fall not because of the beauty of 2 woman N:,icr w y
for @15 sake of what she possesses, for hard slavery mzm a &Mizxo,n
a wife support her husband” (25:21 -22). To show s&.mm:mﬁ,ﬁmﬁr
a éoawsvm seductive power, as King Solomon did by E_m: ,._,:M w n.
shameful for a man: “You gave your loins unto women \._ML W.E
rule over your body. Yea, you brought a blemish upon cE, _,u o
20, n.m. vv.12-18). The point is not simply that m&ogc%\m%?% wso
foreign women but that he shamed himself by falling under wo -
Here kingly glory contrasts with the shame of being ao:i:ﬁm_%m
.Eoé do Paul’s views compare with Sirach’s? Paul’s disc
marriage and sex in 1 Corinthians 7 and his ﬁmmﬁ:msw of 5 M;o
rmmm&wmmm and gender identity and roles in 1 Cor i‘.q;m m:w . a
shared some basic patriarchal assumptions with mwmm&g %@.mmmﬁ
portant points of divergence. Paul did not view SQBQ\:.mﬂ mo mw
Emw men, or idealize marriage and its patriarchal mo:norgx Bﬁ
ow%.s.asg of women to men. And although shame Em ed a m:_ ‘
mining gender roles along traditional @mq_.ﬁ.mrm_, lines 7«@ S01 wo..»
loose WOS this criterion in significant ways. e
. w:.ﬁ, woman’s moral nature. In 1 Corinthians 7 and 11 ¢
suspicion of women as being especially prone to evil \W:L to
morality, as in Sirach. The situation in the Corinthian .n:E. o} )
wmwﬁu\ explains this fact, for Paul seems to be facing the rﬂ. A
inclination on the part of some women — that is, mo:mw @m:w x M; o
apparently some of the women especially, wanted to :«m mn c,ﬁwb
nrwmu 7). They wanted to be “holy in body and in spirit” Q.\M\%nm
the Corinthians’ attention toward the danger of falling m:ﬁ v.. ‘
(porneia) if they are not able to live a continent life. Now wm WM:MVTB
that women especially were in danger because they are 503:, .
20:5.5/6 indicated so. Yet he does not. Instead he :mw? nme w .
as having the same weakness and the same Emwo:mm?:@ w:% MM

contr
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But on account of sexual immoralities, let each husband have {sexually]
his wife, and let each wife have (sexually| her own husband. Let the
Lushand fulfill his duty to his wife, and likewise the wife to her husband.
The wife does not have authority over her own body, but the husband
does, and likewise the husband does not have authority over his own

body, but the wife does. (1 Cor 7:2-4)

The parallelism of the instructions to the woman and the man implies the
:2 of their moral natures as well as their equal responsibility and

equa 15 f »
warning not to withdraw permanently from the

personthood. Paul’s we rmanently ,
marriage bed in order to devote themselves to prayer “lest Satan R,BE .v.\oc
on account of your lack of self-control” (7:5) also ?ﬂﬁ m.:.< g‘_@mwm:zm:g
between women and men. S0 also, he makes no distinction in his recom-

mendation of marriage if continence proves :Exé&dﬁ% »\”“m“ 27), and of
celibacy if one has this spiritual gift (7:7-8, 37-38, 40). M\,,AE.:m:. are 5;5
m‘%_:rm:.\ more likely candidates for marriage not less likely candidates for
celibacy on account of some difference in their .Ew:..h: nature. )

Further, Paul does not view woman as mans ?:%»,S..,zmz.,wﬁ .vﬁm.z
is the tempter of them both (1 Cor 7:5). The only mw.ﬁ,n‘,?ﬂwﬂ in W.F.o::z:,
ans 7 that might put women in a negative moral light is 7:1: :,.; better
for a man 1ot to touch a woman.” It suggests that women are a hindrance

statement, however, should be taken as a Corinthian

to male virtue. This b inthia
slogan, and not as coming from Paul. He cites it in order to qualify it in
e . . i o [T 3
the following discussion (see 7:2, “but .. ). ,_
it follows that Paul does not develop an ideology of male control over

women because of a woman'’s supposed moral weakness and lack of sexual

- sirach di stead of asserting a woman’s nee be con-
self-control, as Sirach did. Instead of asserting a écwsﬁ s need to be ¢
trolled by a man, Paul accepts “autonomous women” who are consecrated

e Lord in body and in spirit, rather than to a man (7:34). By contrast,

y ont
M#J autonomous woman in Sirach is always :wmm.ﬂaymmw ,.?m:m&,u frm is either
4 harlot or a woman who is “cut off from [her husband’s] flesh mmnm:mm
she refuses to submit to him. Also in contrast to mr,mm? Paul m,mmﬁ\_‘m.a ?m
man’s power by prohibiting both smmvm:% and wives from m::mm:m
divorce (7:10-16, recalling Jesus’ teaching), and @owm&? also by ﬂ%:ﬁzwm
that they must reach agreement about abstaining from sex temporarily in
order to devote themselves to prayer (7:5). o

Second, on marriage Paul differs from &Smr. wsim comments on
marriage in 1 Corinthians 7 are consistent with the views on gender just
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it can reproduce (On the Special Laws 3.32-34; cf. Questions and A
on Genesis 4.154). But a woman cannot keep hes f:m:, s0 far removec
the world of the senses, for her monthly flow of blood symbolizes

and sense (cf. On the Special Laws 2.54; On Flight and Finding 1688-9:

ure 1s o
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realm of the mind and of knowledge, which “comes into being
estrangement from sense and body” (On the Cherubin 41). .
Nevertheless, there is a way also for a woman to attain divine i
It emerges precisely from the division between the
the body th

spheres of the mi
- from the realm of knowledge ar
her to the realm of sense perception. A woman, just like a man,
the “female” sphere of the body and desire, This is done by abdicating
and sexual activity, which puts the soul on the path of heavenly
For a woman, however, it also includes ceasing her reproductivi

initially exclud

tions, which tie her to the sensate world. She must return o a s
“virginity,” or inability to conceive and give birth. The ideal of “vir
in the sense aof barrenness appears in Philo’s discussion
tainment of divine wisdom. The soul must “becorne barren and ¢
@59,@ ... children)” which are “pleasures” and “desires)” and i
“transtormed into a puze virgin” (On Rewards and Punishiments 159-

of the so

Baer, Philo’s Use, 51-53), h./ésms God begins to consort E:: the s
Emrmm what before was a woman into a virgin again, for he takes av

degenerate and emasculate passions which unmanned i

A, Q: the Ch
revirginized

is able to commmune with God: God “will not talk [with Sarah] till «

ceased from all that is after the manner of women (Gen wviii 11),

once more as a pure virgin® (On the Cherubim 50).

50). Sarah is Philo’s allegorical representation of the

There are also real flesh-and-blood women in Philo’s world whe
divine insight through re-virginization, or continc

nce and barrennes
are the women of the T} me.%mzzm community (the “Therapeutae”
of Jewish ascetics who had withdrawn to the desert where they 1
solitary cells and came together only for divine worshi up. They d

themselves to contemplation of the law, and they saw visions and s
ecstatic speech (On the Contemplative Life 12, 26, 84).

The reason why the women were able to attain such heights i
Philo says that most of them were :

aged virging,” that is, abstinent
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ir chil ing T or only continent but barren:
past their childbearing years . They were not only

ardent yearning for wisdom :Fi‘ have spurned :\#H Eme. s of
desire no mortal offspring”; rather, they seek “those immor-
cal children which only the soul that is dear to God can TZS»V to birth
, sown in her spiritual rays enabling her to

“In their
the body ¢ nd

unaided because the Father b st
beh M 1 the verities of wisdom” :\E the Contemplative Life 68). In other

,Eiw:nm;m:u;gmm@mm:gm ?ﬁr.:«;,@mmic:w%:cﬁ.
only ﬁ&::.:n:E desire but escaping their female bodies that tied them to
his wchanging physical conception a and childbirth for its spir-

Word lw

this realm and : | chitdbirtfor [t spir
itual equi im;:ﬁ in this way they attained divine insight just as the men
did. ( N o
equality of wornen with men through m?m.:r”_md and revirgini-
sation is made tangible in the Thera peutics’’ ;m.ﬁ;i vigil,” where men and
women came together — just as the Israelites m_:m at the x:ww Sea to s 5,4 of
ihe miracle of their redemption — to “form 2 1 single m:w:_,. (O the Con-
EE.N%.:.S.\ Life 85-87). Daniel Boyarin ( (Radical Jew, 188) has argued that
“this ritual of the Therepeutae is a return to %c o:w:r:w Adam,” which

few i ” g o, “neither male 5&
in Philo’s view is an “incorporeal androgyne, “neither ::_m:c:ﬁn

{On the Creation 134).
the female in a mystical ritua ) e i e of th
lo-feminine first human of which Philo speaks in his
commentary [on Genesis].” Itis through the m.?:%ﬁ:.m:nn oﬁmngﬁ. &@.
tinctions through return to a primal disembodied fw::ﬁ En?‘::z 2:&5\
ttained in Philo’s thought, if Boyarin’s analysis is correct. Such equality

[

he Therapeutics’ ecstatic “joining of the male and
| recreates in social practice the image of the

purely spiritual mascu

was lived out in the sect of the Therapeutae. o .
Philo, then, reinforces patriarchal values by applying Platonic catego-
vies in his thinking on women and gender. He also, however, because of his
Neoplatonism, opens up for women the p ssibility of equality with men
1 ac phere — but at ,ﬁrm cost of their becoming defern-

in access to the divine © ,,
inized and “disembodied” (cf. Baer, Philo’s Use, 100-101).
There are both striking sirnilarities and profound differences s between

Philo and Paul with respect to women and gender. Both entertain an ideal

of humanity beyond gender inequality, ;Lm%@ implicitly. Aud both, signif-
express that ideal in very sirnilar terminology. Philo speaks of the

icantly, e
ne :: r male nor

ideal human being, created in the image of God, as
fe Paul’s foundational statement about the new humanity in Christ
38

5: “there is 1o or male and female, for all
i Gal 3:28 contains the words: “there is no longer male and female, for ¢

are one in Christ Jesus.”

smale.”

ot o

of yo
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Despite these similarities | »,c:d:??g? the way Philo
ground their respective statements and what the v do with
foundly different. Philo grounds his

body — that is, bodily differences are

them ar
Candrogyvny in the d

by

and so in A:m

ped awa

of wrn pure spirit t rﬁm is neither mal

nov m:,:m?,. tut this notion P
poses a Platonic and radically non-Jewish de E.E::z of the body th
does not share, .ﬁgw on the othe t hand, grounds th

male and female” in baptismal unification 5:% Ch
the stripping away of the body, but coming to b

1e w v that there
Christ, which enta
i Q:.mi; as re;

basis — Christ’s death and faith in him

and women on the

thus as equals.

Yaul’s lack of sympathy for Philonic denigration of the b sy,
results in there being no need to practic .,n_,,:,.z asceficisim 1o con
with God or to attain divine inspiration, as Paul’s treatment of the «
of celibacy in 1 Corinthians 7 shows. While it is true zr: ,E:w cor
celibacy a better choice than marriage, he does so for practical r
related to the eschatological character of the present age - the “inpe
distress” and the special burdens that it causes for the :,::‘_,,5,”* —a
because denial of the body is a .Emm::g:éb for receiving the Spi
positively commands marriage for those who cannot :S,
At the same time, he raises the Corinthians o pectations for spiritu,
of inspiration: “Now I would like all of you to speak in tongues, by
more to prophesy” (1 Cor 14:5); “Strive for the spiritual gifts, and esp
that you may prophesy” (14:1); “When you come together, each on
hymn, a lesson, a revelation, a tongue, or an inte rpretation” (14:26)
the indulging of desire does not prevent one from partipicating in sp
realities — though some Corinthians may have assumed so. r,_ cont
ﬁr;? then, Paul disassociates the sphere of
of the body and of passion,

4 contine

me wisdom from a

Since for Paul z_@ body is not a hindrance to life in the St
woman, who possibly has a stronger body-identification than a mar
not suffer any disadvantage in her aspirations to participate in the

&

To be a pneumatic she does not need to “defeminize” herself by d

her female body through sexual asceticism. Nor do her reproductive
tions need to cease. When Paul affirms a difference between the sexc

difference rooted in the body — as, for example, in 1 Cor 11:2 16,1

not lead to a view of woman as barred from, or more distant to, th
of divine insight. And he does not expec

the Corinthian wormen |
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sying in the assembly, but simply to “cover”
female im:.:J\ In Paul’s thought,
ight, while remaining

continue praying and prophe
their heads in order to symbolize their !
wolnen can becorme t:n:E,:Ff attain Ec divine in H e ke o
. does not idealize “virgin” prophetesses 1n the sense o

women. He d i he
Therapeutae, who were beyond femaleness. For Paul ?cﬁjm?#

1eTe 4 ) ‘ phets are
. > the gender of either.
He does not deny ofwr: -ate the gender of ¢

cause a woman remains a womman and does

woen
clearly male and ferale. ‘

oertholess, precisely be .
Zn(i#.rr_nw,,m“.‘_wE“&%ix rooted in the body — a (EQAM,E.EJ, in .mm‘,E.pm
houeht seems to be vulne erable to a subordinate, even wﬁm_.::.v.m,:;:a, in
e ﬁ,u :S,z. aul requires a womarn to cover her head in Bm_w:mmﬁ tion
MUWM_““_M@_,:smm &g:? which is a cultural symbol of her secondary status

i . an. Paul, in fact, says that a woman can shame a
in relation to main Paul, in fact, says tha

not escape her

and role ; . e that <he is his social
by not covering her head, which also implies that she is his sc
man

inferior. _ ,.,..‘;, —
o in his supporting arguments for the requirements (1) to mainta

i bols of sexual difference and (2) to avoid shame through the aban-
the symbols 1 [ ER A

o signposts, Paul uses a hierarchical frameworlk in
»and theology of creation: “the head of man 18

> cultur

domment of thess !
iz cosmology’ he h ! o
W:“,: M bh”wrmﬂ Mﬁdm of the woman is the man” (1 Cor 11:3); and w_www:owv
the image av glot of God, but woman is Mcu mwzw\, M,W:Mya: Eﬁ&x.&mﬁ.
[hus, although a woman's difference 5 as rootec _5 ,_M.u V M:w.: oy, doe
not make her inferior to a man 4s :,; as access to the by M‘ i
\re concerned, there remains a gender hierarchy and inequality

aped at least, min-
respects — which Philo’s virgins escaped (ox, at least,

revelation

in some other '
imized “exiting” the body. ,
mized) by “exiting o
M Th ,v \ppears, therefore, a tension Paul’s thought between, on the
ere appe: :
o 2 i the
hand, equality in C hrist, as lived out in the pne umatic worship ¢ ﬁ_:
one hand, \ ol e
nmunity ul:w the world, and, on the other hand, ineguality as evic ﬁ
. , . hs. For Paul, in contrast to
¢ patriarchal relations. For Paul, m contrs
in his explicit approval of W?::m,:‘:,i rela
in his explicit appre 0 ’ contrast
Philo, there is no escape trom this tension. The veason there is :Q_ SC%MW
shilo, there 1s 1o £5¢a] e o e
is not that Paul is willingly or :srzoé:ﬁ& falling back to his alleged ] :
o chal persy i cause e ly Chiristian, an
atriarchal persuasions. Rather, it is because of his genuinely Chr i d
ot the sam 1 belief that the body, marriage, and sex are “goods
the same time Jewish, belief that the body, g sex are ;
o af vasive patriarchal culture of the time, such

to be affirmed. Yet given the perve pre of the tins such
an affirmation of the body could oE% be lived out unde th 5
equ lity. And insofar as there is no escape from the body, which must be
:.ﬁp:m: :

it e or female, there is no escape from this culturally conditioned
ither male ‘

inequality.
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lytes to Judaism, who were not few (cf. ¢ r?:::

/

Paul ont Women and Gender: A Comparison with F ly Jewish V.

r, more Christian, reason wh
e aftirming equality, as he

affirms inequality while at z.%
Gal 3:28: the Church ha

from the world int
Living in the world,

atfirming that the body.

There is also, however, anothe e (Ch
e ti

O wi
witae |

within the framework
both egalitarianism

firmed on genuinely Ci

and Aseneth and Paul

Joseph and Aseneth is best
of Jewish origin,
and the carly

‘:_, the story of the
uclai

<Mir§2 WOINAN 1amey

wand of he

which is mentioned in

The story may have been intended as

112-13). Further, it can b
Judaism, Aseneth is freed

read as portrayir

from a social mil
gains an impressive new status and role
patriarchal context. This
terms for women — Q::E.r of the 1w
preserved, the shorter versi
lacks some of the more

emaining
m,_.em.? fudaism in fa

m p aditions in whi

mri a more

7 ~

riarchal features of t:m r:ﬁ& ,,;:»_
M:)& Standharting

Kraemer, gw,,:_%, of

differences and the disp ing which ,,;;‘_;.,W::,_ s

The bool opens E\ describing }i...,:ﬁ,,_,: ¢

) the most ¢
of her famed Ummr:,%, vhich no man |

elf

old virgin fought o

she hates men and secludes hers
virginity was being

the Egyptian gods and sacrifices to
Aseneth is a very pious young

(2:1) whey

wships and f
In

thern

other

voman with
is determined to resist objectification by n

I more




