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were Scythians. After reading about them and their habits, we 
may find that the “dragons” in our churches do not appear so 
intolerable to us. Trust is the adhesive that holds any community 
together, and Jennie Dugan takes us on a thorough and fascinat-
ing exploration of trust through an innovative application of psy-
chologist Jack Gibb’s seminal approach to analyzing traits. Her 
article is the natural follow-through of our spring issue on gender 
justice. The beleaguered British politician Benjamin Disraeli, an 
object of great prejudice for his Jewish roots, once observed that 
“justice is truth in action.”3 Jennie shows us how an environment 
of truth produces positive traits that together forge trust. Another 
great promoter of community is the collective arts. Poet Anita N. 
Kobayashi Sung presents two poems from her outstanding work. 
Then, Christine Cos reviews John Stackhouse’s Finally Feminist, 
a volume that strives to generate dialogue rather than conten-
tiousness on the gender issue. KeumJu Jewel Hyun wraps up 
our community issue with an analysis of Peter Cha, Steve Kang, 
and Helen Lee’s careful examination of how to grow healthy dia-
sporan Asian American churches, while Deb Beatty Mel’s cover 
photo shows a prayer circle of the House of Prisca and Aquila 
(August 20, 2007). 

A central factor that makes a Christian community work or 
fail is whether we can truly love and trust each other. That fact 
was an underlying common denominator that ran through our 
previous issue on submission and subjection. In an unhealthy 
home, church, or state, even Christians can seek to subject other 
healthy people’s wills when deceived by the interests of power, 
breaking faith for some supposed “higher good.” The betrayers of 
trust and love can be identified as abuse and lust. All of us know 
that the misuse of sex, money, and power are three classic traps 
that can ensnare and destroy our churches, our ministries, our 
homes. In Priscilla Papers this past year, we have been examining 
the abuse of power as it oppresses women and children the world 
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Community is one of the most valued gifts 
that God has bestowed on humanity. Ev-
ery church I have ever encountered has 
wanted to be a healthy, supportive, Chris-
tian community. The term, after all, is built 
from the New Testament word koinonia, 
which means “close association involv-
ing mutual interest and sharing, associa-
tion . . . fellowship, close relationship”l—a 
description every church claims for its 

identity. Koinonia was brought over into the Latin as communio, 
transferred to late Middle English as the cognate commuyone, 
and finally adjusted into modern English. In Spanish it became 
communidad, in French communauté, describing a group of peo-
ple living together. 

Readers may remember a few issues ago we reviewed Royce 
Gruenler’s important book The Trinity in the Gospel of John, which 
is a close study of the perfect community in the Godhead.2 We 
Christians try to reflect that mutual love in our homes and in our 
ecclesiastical bodies, but, as fallen creatures, sometimes we fail. 

What makes a good community? This issue looks at some of 
its elements, opening with a clear call from longtime CBE mentor 
Gilbert Bilezikian to reject the “overbearing leadership” in many 
churches that compels church members into “leaderolatry.” This, 
he points out, is not the New Testament model, where church-
es made joint decisions in a mutual submission that promotes 
healthy community. He then expands these views in an inter-
view with Glen Scorgie, whose book The Journey Back to Eden 
was reviewed in our summer issue. Next, last year’s Evangelical 
Theological Society President Edwin Yamauchi explores the pa-
rameters of how unlovable Christian community members can 
get and still be accepted as he opens up for us the significance of 
Paul’s observation that some in the Colossian church community 
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over, nullifies the priesthood of all believers that God intended 
for both women and men, lifts up a few to elitist prominence of 
prestige and wealth, subjecting other Christians by pushing the 
will of the one or the few over the will of the many. 

Since the founding of the church I help pastor, our body has 
resisted the pressure from so many to name a head pastor. We 
share power by gifting between several pastors of equal authority, 
a lay eldership with whom all decisions are made, an active dia-
conate, and a congregational membership that can ratify or reject 
all major policy changes. The constant criticisms levied at us have 
been that we have “no clear structure.” We need a single person’s 
“vision” to unite all. A “clear chain of command” creates more 
clarity of “accountability.” We reply endlessly that having each 
pastor in charge of an area, the care of parishioners distributed 
among pastors and elders, all decisions made by consensus of the 
pastors and eldership, and all policies submitted to the will of the 
congregation make very clear lines of accountability. The “vision” 
is shared. And, we are a living, international being helping God 
reconcile the world, not a multinational corporation producing 
cars. Certainly, one strong leader can cast a vision and help unify 
a divided church community, but, if that leader is not careful, can 
also become the end of community and the beginning of tyranny. 
All cults I have studied are single strong-leader driven. The church 
collective is supposed to be the body of Christ with one head— 
Jesus Christ. The rest of us comprise the custodial community. 

United States President Woodrow Wilson, who dreamed of a 
cooperation of governments, championing the League of Nations 
as his attempt to bring such global community about, warned 
the United States Senate on January 22, 1917, “There must be, not 
a balance of power, but a community of power; not organized 
rivalries, but an organized common peace.”4 

A “balance of power” within the church realizes Jesus’ ide-
al that church ministers be servant leaders, not “lording” their 
power over others. Such abuse of position is a form of idolatry. 
Paul counseled the Thessalonians to follow him (2 Thess. 3:6–15), 
but what example did he set? Keeping away from idlers (3:6–7) 
and paying for what he consumed by his labor day and night 
(3:8), as he worked making tents for a living, then putting oth-
ers in charge of churches he founded, collecting relief funds to 
give to the starving, doing without comforts so others could have 
sustenance—his was a servant model. The church forged on that 
model becomes an exemplary community that sets a standard for 
all other communities. 

Jamaican national hero and devout Trinitarian Christian 
Marcus Garvey realized the power of the church to serve as an 
example, when he wrote: 

The Church is the most beneficent institution, the greatest 
civilizing agency; the institution which is begetter and ward 

of the rights and privileges, the freedom and liberty, not only 
of the community, but of the individual. It is the power pro-
tective of life and property. It is positive in its effect and of a 
potency unequalled by any other service of which our civiliza-
tion boasts. We often hear of the power of education, of the 
law, and of the courts of Justice, and of the significant part 
these play in the life of the community; while we cannot dis-
parage these, while they are always of immense benefit, yet 
there is no comparison between these and the Church. In the 
first place, and the only one to which we may refer today, the 
influence and power of the Church is positive, and in a sense 
creative, its potency is inherent. . . .
 Many atrocities are committed in the name of the Church—
shameful scenes of persecution have been enacted and exe-
cuted thereby, but the man who is prepared to isolate himself 
and live in open disregard of the Church, is inviting the great-
est disaster that can possibly befall him. . . . He is creating the 
conditions that will eventually overwhelm himself and others 
like him in dire destruction.5

Our Lord Jesus once asked his early disciples a provocative ques-
tion: “Nevertheless, when the Son of Humanity returns, will he 
find faith on earth?” (Luke 18:8b author’s trans.). Sadly, the Greek 
construction Jesus uses employs the interrogative particle apa, 
which expects a negative answer. The context, Luke 18:1 tells us, 
is that he is teaching his followers to pray always and not become 
discouraged. But, what is germane to our present topic is that 
the parable concerns a judge who is abusing his position and op-
pressing a widow. What we might ask is: Do our churches in their 
leadership look more like this oppressive judge, abusing our posi-
tions of power, than like our Lord who demonstrated a servant 
leader model? In addition to our faith, will our churches be rec-
ognizable to Jesus? Will they look like his ideal? Will our lives be 
lived out on his model? Will we have true Christian community 
when Christ returns? In our small way, we hope this issue of Pris-
cilla Papers will help us all to forge a positive reply to our Lord’s 
full question: Will he find a recognizable faith on earth? 

Blessings,

Notes
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Church Leadership that Kills Community
Gilbert Bilezikian

GilBERT BilEzikian (Th.D., Boston University) is Professor of Biblical 
Studies Emeritus at Wheaton College in illinois. He 
is the author of The Liberated Gospel (1977), Beyond 
Sex Roles (1985), Christianity 101 (1993), Community 
101 (1997), and numerous articles. He was a found-
ing leader of Willow Creek Community Church in 
South Barrington, ill., one of the fastest-growing 
and most innovative churches in the nation.

Introduction

After having relegated to oblivion for centuries its true iden-
tity as community, the church is finally rediscovering it with a 
vengeance at the dawn of this new millennium. In numerous 
churches of all stripes and denominations appears a surge of in-
terest in recovering the constitutive elements of community life. 
Congregations are restructuring themselves into conglomerates 
of small groups. Corporate worship is revitalized. Hitherto pas-
sive believers are discovering the thrill of participating together 
in the ministries of the local church. Laypeople demand to be 
involved in the decision-making process relative to matters that 
concern their church life. A plethora of conferences and informal 
training opportunities provides innumerable resources and tools 
for church leaders and members alike to develop their skills as 
administrators, advisors, counselors, teachers, artists, musicians, 
dramatists, youth workers, missionaries, and even as publicists. 
Except for those bodies that opt to remain dormant and, conse-
quently, doom themselves to decline and demise, the church is 
generally in a state of healthy effervescence. 

However, as encouraging as such signs of renewed vitality 
may appear, the church must surmount one major obstacle in 
order to become again the new community that was created af-
ter Pentecost under the fresh impact of the Holy Spirit. Church 
leaders must return to the basic teachings of the New Testament 
to redefine their own ministries of leadership. Far too often, the 
prevailing models of church leadership are uncritically imported 
into the church as constructs borrowed from the corporate busi-
ness world or from secular systems of administration.

As a result, multitudes of congregations are saddled with 
structures of leadership that violate the New Testament prescrip-
tions for community life and stifle or distort its biblical expres-
sion. Transference into the church of worldly patterns of gover-
nance was absolutely prohibited by Christ. To the disciples who 
conceived of leadership as attaining positions of ascendancy, he 
described two prevailing models of secular structuring: rulers 
lording it over their constituencies and officeholders exercis-
ing authority over them. Jesus did not pronounce a value judg-
ment on either. He recognized the emperor’s right to rule, and 
the New Testament enjoins believers to submit to civil authority. 
But, Jesus emphatically proscribed the transfer of such worldly 
structures of leadership into the community of believers (Mark 
10:35–45). His thunderous prohibition, “It shall not be so among 
you!” should continue to ring loudly into the ears of contempo-
rary church leaders.

A teaching of Jesus provides a case study for his view of the 
exercise of leadership within the local church (Matt. 18:15–20). 
A relational crisis happens that requires intervention for reso-
lution. The matter is ultimately brought to the congregation for 
a decision that becomes binding on the opponents. Leaders are 
undoubtedly present, but they are not mentioned as being part 

of the resolution process. However, their role may be assumed. 
They are the ones who have brought the congregation to a level 
of decisional competency that enables it to exercise self-rule. This 
observation is amply verified in the rest of the New Testament: 
the basic job description of church leaders is to develop the self-
leadership potential of the congregations they serve.

Examples from the New Testament

The Jerusalem church offers a case in point. Prior to Pentecost, 
the apostles thought that they would be unable to perform their 
leadership ministry without filling the “vacancy” created by the 
demise of the betrayer. Since they had received no instructions 
from the Lord to do so, they were left with their own wisdom, 
and, in a flurry of confusion, they resorted to gambling in order 
to select a twelfth individual. Prior to his ascension, their Lord 
had gathered the “eleven disciples” to command them to “make 
disciples of all the nations.” He had thus pointed to the insignifi-
cance of the numbers “eleven” or “twelve,” since the company 
of the “disciples” would expand exponentially. Yet, the eleven 
viewed themselves as privileged officeholders who would not be 
able to function outside of a set structure of twelve appointed 
leaders. As a result, the centralized leadership they provided is 
reflected in the fact that they and only they managed the financial 
affairs of the church, preached and taught, accomplished signs 
and wonders, and served at tables. There seems to have been no 
delegation of responsibilities during the beginning stages of the 
life of the church in Jerusalem.

Soon, it became evident first to the congregation and then to 
the apostles themselves that it was necessary to expand the re-
sponsibilities of leadership beyond the Twelve. The congregation 
selected seven other leaders, ostensibly to serve at tables. How-
ever, the evidence indicates that Stephen and Philip performed 
exactly the same ministries as the apostles as they did signs and 
wonders, taught, and evangelized. Then, without providing any 
explanation, the book of Acts reveals that elders had also been 
appointed in the Jerusalem church, and that they were now the 
ones who handled its financial affairs (11:30). This gradual decen-
tralization of the leadership structure was further confirmed dur-
ing the Jerusalem Council. The issue under debate was resolved 
through consensual agreement by the apostles, the elders, and 
the congregation (15:22–29). Finally, when Paul returned to Jeru-
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salem for the last time prior to his arrest, he reported to the con-
gregation and the elders (21:17–19). The apostles had passed off 
the scene without explanation as the leadership had been handed 
over to the whole group. 

This is the authentic function of leaders: to develop and re-
lease the leadership potentials inherent within local congrega-
tions. Prior to Pentecost, when they prepared to assume their 
leadership function, the apostles 
had viewed themselves as the fu-
ture princes of the church—hence 
their desire to fill the void left by 
the disappearance of Judas as they 
closed the circle of power. But, they 
gradually learned to extend their 
leadership responsibilities to oth-
ers, presumably while developing 
appropriate competencies, until 
they made themselves dispensable enough to slip away quietly to 
different fields of ministry. 

The same understanding of the purpose of leadership seems 
to prevail in the majority of the church situations reflected in the 
epistles of the New Testament. The epistles are generally action 
documents, letters written to address specific issues within local 
bodies: tensions between Gentile and Jewish converts in Rome, 
moral and doctrinal deficiencies in Corinth, heretical teachings 
in Galatia and Colossae, personal conflict between two leaders in 
Philippi, misleading adventist expectations in Thessalonica. 

It could be assumed that the key persons habilitated to resolve 
such problems would have been recognized leaders such as el-
ders/overseers and/or deacons who were presumably in place in 
every congregation. But, in fact, no appeal is ever made to them 
in the corresponding epistles to step in, to take command, and to 
resolve the problems. Instead, congregations are directly urged to 
get their act together and to confront the difficulties as a group. 
Officeholders are not even mentioned in those epistles, except 
cursorily in Philippians. And, in this case, they are completely 
bypassed. Someone other than each of them is called upon to 
help mediate the conflict. Such a pattern seems to indicate a clear 
preference for local congregations to assume responsibility in ex-
ercising their own leadership before they have it imposed upon 
them by an elite group of leaders above them.

The Epistle to the Ephesians merits special consideration in 
this regard since it actually provides a job description for church 
leaders (4:11–12). Apostles, prophets, evangelists, pastors, and 
teachers do not represent functions of executive leadership in the 
body. Their task is only supportive. The executors of the work of 
ministry and the persons responsible for building up the body of 
Christ are the “saints,” that is to say, the congregation. The lead-
ers are there to equip, support, train, and encourage the congre-
gation to perform ministry. Again, the mission of leaders is to 
develop congregational leadership. It is not top-down control but 
bottom-up empowerment.

A notable exception to this New Testament developmental 
model is found in the Pastoral Epistles where it becomes, in fact, 

reversed. According to 1 Timothy, chapters 2 and 3, and Titus, 
chapter 1, the ministries of teaching, of managing the affairs of 
the church, and of leadership were the purview of a rigorously re-
stricted group of men who, in addition to spiritual and character 
criteria, were selected on the basis of their family status as indis-
pensable proof of their ability to lead the church (1 Tim. 3:4–5, 12; 
Titus 1:6). This model appears to exclude women and most men 

(unmarried, married and child-
less, married with only one child, 
married with unbelieving children, 
married with believing but unsub-
missive children, married with be-
lieving, obedient, but disrespectful 
children) from church leadership 
functions. It was prescribed as a 
measure of exception for churches 
that were in situations of terminal 

crisis. Its underlying crisis-management principles remain valid 
for churches that find themselves in similarly extreme predica-
ments.1 However, the very existence in the New Testament of this 
restrictive remedial or crisis-management model highlights the 
desirability of the prevalent model that calls for the involvement 
of grassroots leadership resources invested by God among healthy 
and stable congregations of believers, women and men alike.

Inferences for today’s churches

This rapid sketch of some of the New Testament teachings about 
the definition of the role of leadership in community suggests the 
following conclusions: 

1. There is a stark contrast between the developmental defi-
nition of leadership presented above and the frenzy of a move-
ment that deserves to be called “leaderolatry” as it afflicts many 
contemporary churches of evangelical orientation. Christian 
promoters of leadership conferences and authors of books on 
leadership should remember Christ’s “It shall not be so among 
you!” and refrain from going after secular models, authors, and 
speakers for definitions of Christian leadership. Actually, for all 
the self-serving consideration that surrounds it currently, leader-
ship as a spiritual gift receives comparatively scant attention in 
the New Testament (“to lead” in Rom. 12:8 may be alternatively 
translated “to provide for others” TNIV). 

2. A distinctive mark of Christian leadership is that it is not 
authority-driven. It relies on instruction, exhortation, and per-
suasion to fulfill its mandate. According to the New Testament, 
recourse to authority remains a last resort measure to be invoked 
for the resolution of disciplinary issues and crisis situations. 
However, in biblical definition, recourse to authority does not 
constitute the normal mode of operation for relationships in a 
community of oneness, be it congregational or conjugal.

3. According to the New Testament, church leadership is al-
ways plural. There is no model in the New Testament for the 
one-pastor church. Local congregations are always led by teams 
selected from the congregation and accountable to it. Pastors are 
part of the leadership team and answerable to it. When recourse 

The church office is a parachurch organization 

based on remunerated contractual agreements 

that justify hierarchical structures borrowed from 

the corporate world. However, the transfer of such 

structures and of corresponding designations of rank 

such as “senior pastor” to the congregational side of 

the life of the church has no scriptural warrant. 
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to authority becomes necessary, it is exercised by the leadership 
team. No individual leader may assume authority independently 
from the leadership team. The Apostle Paul was not a local pas-
tor. Timothy and Titus were not pastors; they were temporary 
troubleshooters dispatched to self-destructive congregations for 
the purpose of replacing corrupt leadership.

4. The New Testament indicates that congregational leader-
ship structures were flexible so that they could be adapted to the 
growth needs of local churches in consideration of size, changing 
ministries, new opportunities, and available leadership potential. 
Constitutional texts that permanently solidify church structures 
doom those churches to atrophy.

5. Ultimately, the effectiveness of a church leadership team is 
not dependent on their constitutional texts but on their heart dis-
position. A highly hierarchical church polity may well be served 
by servant-minded leaders who make themselves inconspicuous 
in order to offer ministry opportunities to the greater number. On 
the other hand, congregational type churches are often dominated 
by conniving control freaks or manipulative tyrants who occupy 
center stage and calculate their every move to elicit adulation.

6. Overbearing leadership often disguises itself under the 
scriptural cloak of “servant leadership.” In New Testament defini-
tion, authentic servant leadership shares that leadership function 
by developing potential replacement for itself. 

7. A pretext often adduced for strong, dominant individual 
leadership is the need for one person, presumably privileged 
with exceptional guidance from God, to engage in “vision- 
casting” for the group. The New Testament community model 
calls for such insights to be submitted to the scrutiny of the con-
gregation. Rather than imposing one individual’s visionary pro-
gram on the body, genuine leadership requires this person to 
facilitate the vision to be formed at the congregational level in 
order to generate participation and ownership and to protect the 
church from rogue vagaries. 

8. Unfortunately, congregational life and the business side 
of church operations are not uncommonly confused with each 

other. The church office is a parachurch organization based on re-
munerated contractual agreements that justify hierarchical struc-
tures borrowed from the corporate world. However, the transfer 
of such structures and of corresponding designations of rank 
such as “senior pastor” to the congregational side of the life of the 
church has no scriptural warrant. At the congregational level, the 
“senior pastor” should essentially be a lead person whose task is 
to develop, nurture, and empower others for ministry.

9. What often goes under the designation of “strong leader-
ship” is management skills. The difference between biblically de-
fined leadership and management must be sharply drawn. Chris-
tian leadership is a team function that comprises management as 
one of its responsibilities. To reduce church leadership to clever 
management is to define the part as the whole. It does not mat-
ter whether the management is actually conducted by the leader-
ship board or by professional staff administrators responsible to 
them. But, it is biblically wrong to designate management skills as 
“strong leadership.” The latter is a secular concept susceptible to 
hierarchical abuse when wrongfully imported into the church.

It behooves church leaders who are pushing the current wave 
of leaderolatry to recognize that they may be striking at the very 
foundations of the biblical definition of community and that, in 
God’s eyes, it is a grievous offense to destroy God’s temple.

Notes

1. See Gilbert Bilezikian, Community 101 (Grand Rapids, Mich.: 
Zondervan, 1997), 91–128.
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Reflections on Christian Community:  
An Interview with Gilbert Bilezikian

Glen G. Scorgie

Glen G. Scorgie (Ph.D., St. andrews), a Canadian, is Professor of Theolo-
gy at Bethel Seminary San Diego. He also preaches and teaches at Chi-
nese Bible Church of San Diego, Calif., and lectures regularly in asia. 

His recent publications include The Journey Back 
to Eden: Restoring the Creator’s Design for Women 
and Men (zondervan, 2005) and A Little Guide to 
Christian Spirituality (zondervan, 2007). His wife 
kate is a professor of graduate education at azusa 
Pacific University’s San Diego campus.

Glen Scorgie: Dr. Bilezikian, I think we are all curious to know 
how you today, as a theologian, might be in any way different 
from the Dr. B we might have known back in the mid-1980s 
when your book Beyond Sex Roles first came out. You’re the 
authoritative insider here. What, if anything, has changed?

Gilbert Bilezikian: You know that I wrote Beyond Sex Roles not as 
a young man, but in my mature years, after I had pondered 
the issue quite thoroughly. So, in terms of my egalitarian po-
sition, I haven’t changed much. Some of the thinking and 
argumentation has been refined, but, essentially, I hold to 
the same beliefs that inspired me at the time when I wrote 
the first book. 

GS: I know this could look like a loaded question, but do you 
think you are becoming more or less conservative as the 
years go by? 

GB: Because of my high view of Scripture as God’s word, I’ve al-
ways held to a conservative theological position. And, be-
cause I adhere to a conservative view of Scripture, I take bib-
lical imperatives very seriously. Christ summarized those for 
us as follows: love God with everything you have, because he 
loves you with everything he has. Then, he gave us the com-
plementary principle: love your neighbor with everything 
you have, because God loves your neighbor with everything 
he has. 

 If we take these commandments to the letter, we become 
obligated to adhere to values that are usually not labeled as 
conservative, such as commitment to peace and social justice 
issues. Precisely because I am theologically conservative and 
because I take biblical truth as binding, I find myself with 
the progressive wing of the evangelical spectrum in terms 
of the application of biblical truth to current life situations. 
A conservative theology compels me to assume an activist 
position on social issues.

GS: After all these years of studying the Bible, do you look at it 
any differently than you used to? 

GB: I was trained in seminary under two outstanding scholars 
for whom I will always be grateful. One was Roger Nicole 
and the other George Eldon Ladd. Roger Nicole is still teach-
ing, although George Ladd died some time ago. They both 
profoundly influenced my approach to Scripture. Because of 
their influence, I hold to a high view of the Bible as God’s 
word. I have nowhere else to go as source of divine revelation 
and am profoundly skeptical about the finality of human 
pronouncements and the lasting worth of human specula-
tion. So, my answer to your question is no. I really haven’t 
changed my view of Scripture over the years.

GS: If your high view of Scripture has been sustained since your 
seminary days, what about your hermeneutical approach to 
it? Do you interpret it through any different lens now? 

GB: This raises the question: How does the Bible speak today? 
First of all, I think the canonical Scriptures come to us with 
a consistent message. My approach to the Scripture is to en-
deavor to define what each author’s intent was when he or 
she wrote. Authorial intent can be determined by the con-
tent of the passage under consideration, its context within 
the book, and from the larger socio-historical situation sur-
rounding the text. Once you define the authorial intent of a 
text, you are in a position to draw principles from the docu-
ment that you can then apply to present life situations. So 
that’s really my basic hermeneutical approach, and it’s been 
honed through my professional years as an educator. As my 
friend Dr. Alan Johnson puts it, “It is my high view of the 
authority of Scripture that compels me to hold a high view 
of women.”

GS: So far, I haven’t detected much in the way of development.

GB: I’m hopelessly static [laughter].

GS: Perhaps we will find it otherwise as we move along. Let’s 
focus now on your work as an egalitarian theologian, and 
this recently released third edition to your book Beyond Sex 
Roles. I’d like to begin by simply asking: Were you always an 
egalitarian?

GB: I guess I’ve been an egalitarian at heart from the time I be-
came a believer, and perhaps even before, without really 
knowing it. Allow me to explain. I was born and raised in 
Paris. As a child, I saw Hitler’s Nazi troops invade France. 
Then, I lived under that oppression for four years during 
World War II. It was during that time that I developed a deep 
abhorrence toward the notion of entitlement to leadership 
on the basis of birthright. Hitler and the Germans at the time 
were telling us that they were the super race, and therefore 
entitled to rule the world. That just didn’t sound right to me. 
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Their claim to superiority was based on their assumed racial 
chosenness. Since that time, I have felt very uneasy with any 
claims to entitlements that are allegedly derived from divine 
right or from birthright. This applies to racial differences, 
but also to class differences, and, of course, to the gender 
difference. So, for a very long time, I have felt deep revulsion 
toward claims of superiority alleged to derive from the acci-
dent of birth. But, there were other turning points or defin-
ing moments as well.

GS: Please, go ahead and explain. 

GB: I have described some of them in my introduction to Beyond 
Sex Roles. One occurred as I became involved with the es-
tablishment of Willow Creek Community Church. When the 
time came to appoint elders, there was a general sentiment 
that, according to Scripture, it would be wrong to appoint 
women as elders. However, there were some women leaders 
who had been very able contributors to the planting of Wil-
low Creek from its inception. So, instead of rushing into a de-
cision, we chose to engage in a very careful study of what the 
Bible had to say on the subject of female church ministries. 
The results of that study are contained in Beyond Sex Roles. 

 There was another defining moment that occurred when I 
was in Lebanon on an educational mission for a few years. 
As the civil war began, it became very unsafe for our fam-
ily to stay there. In fact, our young daughter Christiane was 
shot in the back during that period. So, I decided to bring 
the family to the United States and I returned to Beirut alone 
for a year to finish my term. During that year, my wife Maria 
took care of our four small children by herself. She did an 
admirable job, and, when I returned home, I didn’t feel any 
right to take back those areas of leadership where she ex-
celled and in which I had less expertise. I realized that bibli-
cally defined leadership was not a unilateral proposition, but 
that it required the sharing of leadership on the basis of each 
one’s spiritual gifts.

GS: So, whatever residual patriarchy characterized you and your 
family dynamics fell by the wayside after your wife’s stellar 
performance as a single parent. Have I got it right?

GB: Thank you. You’ve expressed it much better than I could 
[smile]. 

GS: Perhaps some readers will conclude that your views are simply 
based on your personal experience and larger cultural forces. 

GB: My views are certainly not based on the fact that, concur-
rently with the period we are discussing, there was the rise of 
the feminist movement. I think there is a great deal of differ-
ence between what we egalitarians proclaim and what secu-
lar feminism tries to achieve. The latter is about a quest for 
equal rights and equal power. That may have validity in the 
world out there, but it’s not a biblically warranted pursuit. 
What the Bible requires of believers is to practice the exact 
opposite of that agenda—not the pursuit of power, but, rath-

er, a relinquishment of power. The Bible teaches all believers 
to practice mutual submission and reciprocal servanthood. 
This proposal is exactly the opposite of the ideals of secular 
feminism. So, while I respect what some feminists are doing, 
I don’t claim direct contributions from their legacy.

GS: Beyond Sex Roles came out in 1985, then again in 1991, and 
just this last year you had a third edition published by Baker. 
What did you feel you needed to say in this latest edition that 
you did not say in the earlier versions?

GB: First, the style and the presentation have been updated to 
keep up with the expectations of a new readership. But, more 
importantly, some major revisions were effected in key ar-
eas of the argumentation. This strengthening of the biblical 
case for gender equality represents a formidable challenge 
for the proponents of patriarchy. For instance, one of the 
main contributions that this revision offers is a new look at 
the biblical definition of “headship.” Since the previous edi-
tion appeared, I came to the realization that, in every New 
Testament reference to Christ as “head” of the church, his 
headship function is consistently described not in terms of 
exercise of authority or leadership over the church, but as a 
ministry of giving life, salvation, sustenance, and growth. As 
head to the church, Christ is servant-provider rather than 
boss or leader over the church. 

GS: Do you feel in this third edition that you have made that 
point more clearly than in the earlier ones?

GB: Absolutely. This refining of the biblical definition of head-
ship is of crucial importance for gender issues, since the 
headship of Christ to the church is paralleled in Scripture to 
the relationship of husband to wife. The erroneous interpre-
tation of biblical headship as authority is a dangerous aber-
ration that has destructive implications for the definition of 
Christian community and, by extension, for the structuring 
of male/female relations. 

GS: Is there anything else that is new in this third edition?

GB: I also tackle in it what seems to be the last bastion of the 
hierarchical argument against the ministry of women in the 
church: the passage in 1 Timothy 2 that prohibits women to 
teach and enjoins them to keep silent. This has been the ulti-
mate clobber text of the hierarchists. No more! They cannot 
brandish that argument because it has become a two-edged 
sword that can just as easily be used against them. May I 
quickly summarize why?

GS: By all means.

GB: For one thing, we have always heard it said that Paul’s posi-
tion in 1 Timothy 2 is based on the argument from creation. 
When you look at it very carefully, it’s not. It is based on the 
argument from the temptation in the Garden of Eden. That 
makes a whole deal of difference on whether you interpret 
the prohibition as a universal rule or as a temporary measure 
directed at an exceptional church situation. 
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 But, more importantly, you keep on reading from chapter 2 
to chapter 3, and you discover that Paul mandates similarly 
rigorous restrictions for men who aspire to leadership—to 
eldership, teaching, and managing the affairs of the local 
church. He lays down qualifying requirements that pertain 
to family status: would-be leaders should be married and 
have children who are submissive and respectful in every 
way. For the first time in the New Testament, being married, 
having a family, and managing it well become part of obliga-
tory requirements for appointment to church leadership. 
Taking this prescription to the letter, who does that exclude 
from positions of leadership? It certainly excludes single 
men, but also childless married men, married men who 
have only one child, married men whose children are not 
submissive, and married men whose submissive children are 
not always respectful. Should the restrictions for access to 
male leadership according to 1 Timothy 3 be applied to men 
with the same enthusiasm and vigor as the hierarchists apply 
those for women in chapter 2, who would remain qualified 
for leadership ministries in our churches?

GS: How is this interpretation different from the one you held 
twenty years ago?

GB: Back then I was on the trail of this interpretation, but, like 
everyone else, failed to read the passage in its broader con-
text which includes the restrictions for access to ministry for 
males. I tried to deal with 1 Timothy 2 just by itself. I finally 
viewed this chapter in context and discovered that, in this 
epistle, the Apostle Paul restricted almost everybody from 
ministry, not just the women. There were urgent reasons for 
him to do so. In another one of my books, Community 101, 
I explain at length the circumstances that required Paul’s 
brutal intervention. The near-terminal crisis that faced the 
church in Ephesus called for harsh remedial measures. The 
church was thrown into a crisis-management mode for its 
own survival. This aspect of the epistle had never occurred 
to me previously. Similarly, it seems to have never occurred 
to the multitude of hierarchical scholars and preachers who 
delight in expounding on the restrictions that concern wom-
en without ever dealing with those that pertain to men in the 
very next verses of the same epistle.

GS: That’s helpful, and I think the reference to Community 101 will 
be worth noting as well. Beyond these exegetical arguments, 
do you think your views on gender itself have changed in any 
significant way? 

GB: If anything, my views on gender equality have been con-
firmed with the help of other scholars. But, those scholars 
are not necessarily those who teach equality. They’re the oth-
er ones—the promoters of hierarchy. I have held numerous 
debates with them in public and in private conversations. I 
discover that it becomes increasingly difficult for them to 
defend honestly their position. Their consternation has reas-
sured me about the biblical validity of my advocacy. 

GS: I suppose that you are going to discreetly abstain from nam-
ing any specifically.

GB: They don’t need more advertisement. It is known that they 
run well-funded and highly organized councils to promote 
gender hierarchy and to exclude women from church leader-
ship ministries.

GS: You have already mentioned your shift in the interpretation 
of 1 Timothy 2, but I noticed that in the later edition you 
understand some of Paul’s more controversial remarks in  
1 Corinthians as actual quotations from his opponents, 
which Paul himself then proceeds to refute. Are we reading 
you correctly there?

GB: Absolutely, the more I read passages like 1 Corinthians 11 
and 1 Corinthians 14 in the context of the full epistle, the 
more I am convinced that Paul challenges his opponents 
several times in this epistle by citing their own teaching in 
a rejecting kind of way, to refute those very teachings. I find 
it inconceivable that the Apostle Paul, under the guidance of 
the Holy Spirit, would contradict himself in the same docu-
ment—that he would state something and the exact opposite 
in the same breath. 

 For instance, in chapter 11, there is this little development 
about the primacy of men, and women reflecting the glory of 
men, and women having to cover their heads because of men 
and angels. But, then, in a major shift of logic, Paul reverses 
his discourse to claim that, “in the Lord,” men and women 
are totally interdependent in terms of origination, that God 
alone has creational primacy, and that a woman’s hair is her 
real covering. It is obvious that, after quoting the teachings 
of his Judaizing opponents, Paul counters them with his own 
teaching introduced with the very strong adversative word, 
“nevertheless.”

 The same goes for the passage in chapter 14 where Paul de-
mands absolute silence from women during congregational 
worship. This text creates a massive contradiction with the 
teaching in chapter 11 of the same epistle where Paul has 
women praying and prophesying, leading in worship, and 
speaking forth the word of God. The critical tension between 
those two statements is resolved when the restrictive state-
ment is recognized as a quote derisively cited by Paul, a Juda-
izers’ slogan which he reprovingly throws back in their faces. 
Unfortunately, punctuation marks and quotation marks did 
not exist in antiquity. We have to recognize citations from 
the content and the context of those statements.

GS: Many critics of the egalitarian movement charge that we 
egalitarians are on the slippery slope to sanctioning ordi-
nation of gay ministers and blessing gay unions. I assume 
you disagree with that. I wanted to ask you a more nuanced 
question. Have your attitudes toward gays changed at all 
throughout the years?
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GB: My attitude is that love of neighbor comes first while bibli-
cal standards are upheld. In terms of homosexuality, there 
is a lot said in the Old Testament and not much in the New 
Testament. I teach that our model for man/woman relations 
is found in the creation design. 
The culmination of the creation 
story in Genesis 2 is that great 
declaration about a man and 
a women bonding together to 
become one flesh—one entity. On this basis, I assume that 
sexual oneness was intended to occur between a man and a 
woman. I don’t find any basis in the egalitarian position for 
the obliteration of the distinctiveness of sexual differences. 

 In fact, I think the ones on the slippery slope in this regard 
are those who interpose the distance of hierarchy between 
men and women. The alternative to relations of mutual 
reverence and deference between the sexes runs the risk of 
confining them into castes. There is danger in defining men 
and women as two separate kinds of humanity, isolated from 
each other by a relation of master to subject. Historically, 
such segregation of the sexes has given a lot more oppor-
tunities for homosexuality, such as in ancient Greece, than 
the commitment to oneness that occurs among a man and a 
woman who respect each other as equals.

GS: Well, that’s an interesting counterargument. It seems evident 
that you have expanded your advocacy of gender equality to 
encompass other justice issues. Is this a fair assessment? If 
so, how did it come about?

GB: Fair assessment indeed. I started focusing on the violation of 
the biblical prescriptions for community, first relative to the 
issue of gender. Once you start dealing with one violation of 
community, it is impossible not to be concerned with oth-
er expressions of abuses of power. Therefore, in this recent 
edition, I also express concern about issues relative to race, 
class, and economics. 

GS: Reading through Beyond Sex Roles, I notice how you view 
sin as something that creates differentials of power and then 
encourages self-centered abuse of these arrangements by the 
more powerful. I’m sure that you are aware that postmodern 
philosopher Michel Foucault has said similar things about 
the dynamics of modern life. So are you, as two Frenchmen, 
on the same page?

GB: That’s giving me a lot more philosophical credit than I de-
serve. It is interesting that you should bring that up, because 
Foucault is a contemporary of mine. He was born in France, 
a year earlier than I. He also experienced the Nazi occupa-
tion during World War II. He has expressed a great deal of 
sensitivity to issues of power. He believes that knowledge, 
and even words, give an advantage—give a power over oth-
ers that generates hierarchy rather than mutual submission. 
In this regard, I would believe that you are right, I am on the 
same page as he is. However, the basis for my thinking is not 

philosophical speculation, but the teachings of Christ and of 
the Apostle Paul, according to whom we are called to deny 
ourselves for the sake of others and to live in relations of mu-
tual submission. So, I am sensitive to the abuse of power that 

can derive from a misunderstanding 
of our identities as men and women. 
Obviously, Foucault was unknowing-
ly indebted to the teachings of Christ 
about his position on servanthood. 

GS: Maybe you could clarify where you and Michel Foucault are 
significantly different.

GB: Michel Foucault is a secular thinker. It is generally agreed 
that sometimes it is difficult to understand what he writes, 
and I am not sure that he always understood it himself. We 
cannot ask him to explain himself any more! He died in the 
1980s at a relatively young age. As a Christian, I have a differ-
ent frame of reference.

GS: As you continue to grow, as a Christian and as a human be-
ing, is there any particular Christian doctrine or cluster of 
ideas that is becoming ever more central and formative for 
your thinking?

GB: Definitely. I’m very sensitive to what the Bible teaches about 
community structure. I’m absolutely dismayed at the current 
obsession of the evangelical church with issues of leadership. 
It seems to me that in this regard we are attentive to what the 
secular world is doing, saying, and practicing, rather than 
to what the Bible teaches. One of the major reasons for the 
dysfunction that prevails in Christian congregations or in 
Christian family relations can be attributed to the impor-
tation into Christian thinking of models of hierarchically 
structured community that are not biblical and therefore do 
not belong there. Models of church leadership currently pro-
moted seem to be calculated to kill community.

GS: Alien models, so to speak.

GB: Alien models that Christ vehemently rejected when he ex-
postulated, “It shall not be so among you!”—hierarchical 
structures thoughtlessly adopted from the corporate world.

GS: Let me ask about your strategies. You wanted to make a dif-
ference through the years. You wanted to be an effective 
change agent. Have your strategies shifted at all?

GB: For a long time, I felt like a voice in the wilderness. There 
really was no incentive to be a change agent. I just wanted 
to say: Let’s rethink our Christian definition of community 
relations. As a result, I really never have had a methodical 
strategy except to speak the word of God and be faithful to it. 
My gut-level strategy is the one commanded by the Apostle 
Paul, where he enjoins believers not to be conformed to this 
world, which is permeated with the curse of hierarchy, but 
to be transformed with a new conceptual approach so that 
we may discern what the will of God is for us. That kind of 
transformation leads to the renewal of our minds. But, it re-

There is danger in defining men and women as 

two separate kinds of humanity, isolated from 

each other by a relation of master to subject. 
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quires sacrifice. Paul calls believers to present themselves as 
a living sacrifice. It is very difficult to give up advantage and 
preeminence in a hierarchical system in order to practice the 
opposite, which is mutual submission. It is just as difficult 
for those who have been beaten down into a mentality of 
subservience to learn to exercise responsibility within rela-
tions of shared leadership. In both cases, there is a need for 
renewal of the mind and of self-sacrifice.

GS: Would you say you still operate with the same style and tone 
as you always did?

GB: Whether I practice it or not, I believe that we should be re-
spectful even in disagreement with people who are honestly 
convinced of the necessity of hierarchical structuring of 
community. But, I must also say that I have no patience with 
those hierarchists who defend their positions out of vested 
interest, or out of gender supremacy aspirations, or of ego-
tistical prejudices. I’m for peaceful discussion, but I admit to 
becoming agitated when I sense that I am in the presence of 
reactionary misogyny.

GS: You don’t feel less incensed than you used to?

GB: I feel anger at injustice disguised under alleged Christian 
truth even more intensely than I used to. But age has taught 
me to control its expression.

GS: Some of us feel a great deal of impatience, anger, grief, and 
lots of other emotions over the slow embrace of the full 
equality of women and men in the evangelical community. 
As you peer into the future, are you more optimistic or pessi-
mistic about how these churches of ours will respond down 
the road?

GB: The church has lost its way several times during the two mil-
lennia of its existence. For a long time, the church had no 
clue as to where God’s revelation was to be found. Clerics ran 
from pillar to post looking for a word from God while the 
biblical manuscripts were left to rot in musty monasteries. 
Also, for a thousand years, the church had lost its most pre-
cious entrustment, the message of salvation. The Bible is still 
being rediscovered today as God’s word by large segments of 
the church and, only a few centuries ago, the good news of 
salvation by grace was proclaimed again after a millennium 
of confusion and darkness. I believe that the church has also 
lost the definition of its own identity as God’s community of 
oneness, including oneness between men and women. 

GS: Where does that leave you in terms of optimism or  
pessimism?

GB: Just as God made it possible for recovery to happen with the 
doctrine of salvation and with the doctrine of Scripture, I 
believe that the future will prove that the church is able to re-
cover the biblical definition of community, and, within com-
munity, the proper definition of relations between men and 
women and the place of women in ministry. We are plant-

ing the seeds today that will eventually result in the recovery 
of the uncorrupted vision of Scripture on gender relations. 
There will probably be some holdouts. Like today, some 
churches still believe that the King James Version is the only 
valid version of the Bible, inspired by God. There are those 
in society who believe that the moonwalk never happened, 
and there is a Flat Earth Society. So, there will always be pro-
ponents of lost causes. But, there are signs that the church is 
beginning to move away from the stultifying and dehuman-
izing patterns of gender hierarchy.

GS: You certainly place the advocates of hierarchy in dubious 
company there. You have been a champion in, and a survivor 
of, the gender wars. Have you any advice on how a person 
can rightly contend for the truth, neither acquiescing to in-
justice nor stooping to harsh militancy?

GB: My advice is to feel secure in your commitment and to  
articulate it without bitterness. It is easy for egalitarians to 
become bitter because of the deep historical entrenchment 
of the opposite view. But, we must realize that the hierar-
chists are on the defensive, not us. They are responding to 
the challenges of egalitarians with immense expenditures of 
energy and of resources. They may be aware of the vulner-
ability of their teaching. Since we have nothing to lose on 
our side, we should act as magnanimous opponents rather 
than as bitter enemies. 

GS: Finally, is there anything you have ever said or written that 
you really do regret and wish could somehow be deleted 
from the public record?” 

GB: I am sure I have made my mistakes, probably even in this 
interview. But, my regret goes the other way. I regret oppor-
tunities where I should have spoken prophetically instead of 
remaining silent. 

GS: Well, Dr. Bilezikian, is there anything that you may want to 
say as a summation here before we say goodbye for now?

GB: I want to express gratitude for this opportunity to converse 
on a subject that is of great importance, not only to me, but 
also for a correct definition of the church, and therefore for 
the progress of the Kingdom in the world. Thank you for 
this occasion. In addition, I want to encourage scholars who 
are working in this area not to lose heart. For a long time, it 
seemed like there were just a few of us who were articulat-
ing the egalitarian position. Within the last fifteen to twenty 
years, I’ve seen a whole bunch of younger, able scholars join 
the ranks. At the beginning of their productive years, they 
are already doing good work. A veteran academic like me, 
coming to the end of his life, can only encourage those young 
scholars. I used to pray for them to emerge, and they have 
appeared. I want to encourage them to commit themselves to 
this task unstintingly, knowing that the future of the church 
is at stake and that their work is not in vain in the Lord.

GS: Thank you very, very much, for all of us.



Priscilla Papers ◆ Vol. 21, No. 4 ◆ Autumn 2007 • 13 

EDWin M. YaMaUCHi (Ph.D., Brandeis University) is past President of 
the Evangelical Theological Society and Professor Emeritus of History 
at Miami University in Oxford, Ohio. a nationally 
recognized authority on early church history, bib-
lical archeology, Gnosticism, and ancient magic, 
he has authored, co-authored, edited, or co- 
edited seventeen books, written chapters for thir-
ty-four books, and published hundreds of articles 
in reference works and journals.  

The Scythians—Who Were They?  
And Why Did Paul Include Them in Colossians 3:11?

Edwin Yamauchi

Scythians in the Bible

Colossians 3:11

Many readers of this journal will have memorized Galatians 3:28, 
“There is neither Jew nor Greek, slave nor free, male nor female, 
for you are all one in Christ Jesus.”1 They may not be as familiar 
with the parallel passage in Colossians 3:11, which omits any ref-
erence to gender: “Here there is no Greek or Jew, circumcised or 
uncircumcised, barbarian, Scythian, slave or free, but Christ is 
all, and is in all.”2

Who indeed were the Scythians? And why does Paul refer to 
them? In this article, I will give a survey of their history and cul-
ture and examine different ways in which scholars have under-
stood the function of the word in Colossians 3:11.

Periphrastic versions render the terms barbaros, skuthēs as: 
“barbarians or Scythians [who are the most savage of all]”;3 
“alien, savage”;4 “uncivilized and uncouth”;5 “barbaric and un-
couth”;6 “foreigner, savage”;7 and “foreigner or savage.”8 Whereas 
older foreign translations were content to transliterate the word, 
more recent translations attempt to use explanatory terms.9

This general view of the Scythians is based on a wealth of 
classical references,10 and is generally reflected in all the com-
mentaries, e.g., “The Scythians are cited as an especially strange 
kind of barbarian”;11 “The ‘Scythian’ represents the lowest kind of 
barbarian who was probably also a slave; the term was applied to 
tribes around the Black Sea. . . .”12

Old Testament references

In the Old Testament, the Hebrew word Ashkenaz occurs in Gen-
esis 10:3; in its parallel, 1 Chronicles 1:6; and in Jeremiah 51:27.13 The 
word has been identified with the Akkadian (i.e., Babylonian) word 
Ishkuza for the Scythians. More problematic is the identification of 
the “foes from the north” in Jeremiah and in Habakkuk with the 
Scythians, a view favored by a minority of scholars.14 I have con-
tended that there is new archaeological evidence to suggest that 
some Scythians may have served as mercenaries in the Babylonian 
armies of Nebuchadnezzar when they attacked Jerusalem.15

Scythian history

Cuneiform sources

The cuneiform texts of Assyrian kings refer to the invasion of the 
Cimmerians and the Scythians in the eighth through the seventh 
centuries b.c. along Assyria’s northern frontier. In a careful ex-
amination of these sources, Anne G. Kristensen rejects the clas-
sical evidence that the former tribes came from the north and lo-
cates Gamir in the area of the Mannai (biblical Minni) near Lake 
Urmia in northwestern Iran.16 But, she then comes to the curious 
conclusion that the Cimmerians were the “lost tribes” deported 
by the Assyrians from the northern kingdom of Israel.

Classical sources

Hesiod (7th c. b.c.) is the first Greek writer to note the Scythians. 
The most important source for the early history of the Scythians, 
Medes, and Persians was the fifth-century “Father of History,” 
Herodotus,17 who traveled to the Greek colony of Olbia18 on the 
northern shore of the Black Sea to get invaluable information on 
the history and culture of the Scythians, who had eventually settled 
in the area of present-day Ukraine. Though some of the details of 
Herodotus’s account have been questioned, archeological evidence 
has confirmed much of his information on the Scythians.19

Scythian origins

The Scythians were the first of numerous waves of warriors on 
horses who swept westward over the vast Eurasian steppes, which 
extend from Mongolia more than four thousand miles to the Car-
pathian Mountains in Europe. They would be followed over the 
centuries by groups such as the Huns, the Magyars (who settled in 
Hungary), the Bulgars (who settled in Bulgaria), and the Mongols.

Their original home may have been at the eastern edge of this 
steppe region near the Altai Mountains of Siberia, where pole 
tops from the eighth century b.c., which are similar to those later 
excavated in the Scythian mound burials in the Ukraine, have 
been found. According to Herodotus (4.12), after moving west-
ward around the Caspian Sea, the Scythians pursued the Cim-
merian tribes over the Caucasus Mountains. 

Archaeologists have identified objects in the Ukraine, which 
confirm Herodotus’s account: 

The archaeological record indicates that the Cimmerians, no-
madic horsemen like the Scythians, did live in this area in the 
eighth to the first half of the seventh centuries b.c. . . . The 
Cimmerians indeed do appear to have been expelled from the 
region by the Scythians around the middle of the seventh cen-
tury b.c., as reported by Herodotus (4.11–12), Strabo. . . .20

Cimmerians

The Cimmerians may be associated with biblical Gomer (Gen. 
10:2–3; Ezek. 38:6). They were known in Akkadian as Gimmiraia 
and in Greek as Kimmerioi.21 They went westward into Asia Mi-
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nor (Turkey), while the Scythians proceeded southward into Me-
dian territory (in northwestern Iran). In central Anatolia about 
675 b.c., they devastated the city of Gordium, the capital of the 
legendary Midas, an event corroborated by Assyrian sources, 
who called him Mita.

They then in 644 b.c. attacked Sardis, the capital of the Lyd-
ian king Gyges, who is credited with the invention of coinage. 
They attacked the Ionian Greek cities on the west coast of Turkey, 
including Ephesus, Smyrna, and Magnesia on the Maeander. In 
doing so, the Cimmerians would have passed close to the site of 
Colossae in the valley of the Lycus River, which feeds into the 
Maeander.22

Scythians and Assyrians

Though Assyrian texts do not mention the Scythians until late in 
the eighth century b.c., a relief from the reign of Ashurnasirpal 
II (883–859 b.c.) depicts mounted warriors who are shooting ar-
rows backward—a skill perfected by Scythian horsemen. The first 
reference to the Ishkuza is found in the texts of Sargon II (721–705 
b.c.). The most important references come from the reign of Es-
arhaddon (680–669 b.c.). A Scythian chief named Bartatua (the 
Protothyes of Her. 1.103) demanded an Assyrian princess in mar-
riage as the price of an alliance. 

Scythians and Medes

In 612 b.c., the Assyrians were overthrown by a coalition of 
Medes,23 an Indo-European tribe who had settled in the north-
ern Zagros Mountains, and the Chaldeans, who occupied south-
ern Mesopotamia. The report of Herodotus (4:1), that the Scyth-
ians had dominated “the upper country of Asia for twenty-eight 
years” at the time Median kings were in power in the region, has 
raised problems for scholars.

A number of suggestions have been offered that can accom-
modate the presence of Scythians in the region before they were 
expelled by the Median king Cyaxares.24 The Scythians then went 
back over the Caucasus to settle on the northern shores of the 
Ukraine, especially along the lower reaches of the Dnieper River 
and the Crimean peninsula.

Scythians and Persians

The Persian king Darius II (522–486 b.c.)25 invaded the area of 
European Scythia by crossing the Bosporus at the western end of 
the Black Sea in the year 514 b.c. Though some of the details of 
his account have been contested,26 his general account has been 
corroborated by the discovery of Persian inscriptions in the area 
of Thrace (Bulgaria) and Dacia (Romania).27 Darius was frus-
trated by the Scythians’ refusal to fight a pitched battle. After the 
Persian retreat, the Scythians attacked some of the Greek settle-
ments north of the Black Sea.28

Arrowheads found at the battle of Marathon, where a Persian 
force sent by Darius in 490 b.c. was defeated by the Greeks, may 
have come from Scythians serving under the Persians. Some of 
the eastern Scythians, called the Sakai by the Persians, served as 
a contingent in the vast army of Xerxes when he invaded Greece 

in 480 b.c. (Her. 7.64). Mounted Sakai archers fought at the battle 
of Plataea in 479 b.c.

Scythians and Greeks

The Greeks first encountered Scythians when they established 
colonies on the northern shore of the Black Sea in the sixth cen-
tury b.c. There are more than four hundred representations of 
Scythian archers on black-figured vases dating between 530 and 
490 b.c. M. E. Vos believes that it was probably Peisistratus (who 
reigned 546–527 b.c.) who recruited Thracian and Scythian mer-
cenaries to help him establish his tyranny in Athens.29

In the mid-fifth century b.c., a corps of about three hundred 
Scythian bowmen, clad in their exotic peaked hats and decorated 
trousers, served as state policemen in Athens.30 Because of their 
appearance and their broken Greek, they were made the butt of 
jokes by Aristophanes, for example, in his play, Thesmophorizae.31 

In the fourth century b.c., the Scythians established a fortified 
city by the lower Dnieper. In this period, Scythian power extend-
ed as far west as the Danube under king Atheas, but was abruptly 
halted when the aged king was killed by Philip, the father of Al-
exander, in 331 b.c. There is a gap in our archaeological evidence 
between the period of the Steppe Scythians (7th–4th c. b.c.) and 
the rise of the Late Scythian culture (2nd c. b.c.–3rd c. a.d.).32

Scythians and Sarmatians33

In the mid-third century b.c., another nomadic tribe, the Sarma-
tians, who had lived to the east of the Scythians, began to over-
power them. The typical burial mounds of the Scythians were 
displaced by Sarmatian tombs. This development can be traced 
most dramatically by recent excavations at the most important 
fortified settlement of the Scythians, the city of Neapolis, located 
near modern Simferopol in the Crimea. By the first century a.d., 
the Sarmatians had occupied Neapolis, resulting in a sharp de-
cline in material culture. Various groups of Scythians and Sarma-
tians continued to be engaged in raiding and warring with their 
neighbors, such as the kingdoms of Pontus and of Bosphorus, 
until the second century a.d.

Scythian culture

Anacharsis and Scyles

Herodotus relates the example of two exceptional Scythians who 
adopted Greek culture—but to their own peril. Anacharsis (6th 
c. b.c.) had been sent by the king of Scythia to learn the ways of 
Hellas (Her. 4.77). He was later numbered by the Greeks among 
the Seven Sages.34 Lucian uses Anacharsis, in a dialogue with the 
famous Athenian archon Solon, to question the Greek enthusi-
asm for athletics.

But the Hellenized Anacharsis was repudiated by the Scyth-
ians (Her. 4.76). Josephus (Contra Apionem 2.269) recounts, 
“Anacharsis, whose wisdom won the admiration of the Greeks, 
was on his return put to death by his compatriots, because he ap-
peared to have come back infected with Greek habits.”

Herodotus (4.78) also relates the story of Scyles, the son of 
the Scythian king Ariapithes and a Greek woman. When Scyles 



Priscilla Papers ◆ Vol. 21, No. 4 ◆ Autumn 2007 • 15 

(5th c. b.c.) became king, he brought his army outside the Greek 
city of Olbia and entered the city, where he had a second home, 
living there for a month at a time as a Greek. But, when this was 
discovered, his brother beheaded him. 

Alcohol and hemp

Many of the customs of the Scythians struck the Greeks as bi-
zarre. For example, Herodotus (4.84) reports that the Scythians 
drank their wine neat, that is, undiluted with water, contrary to 
the custom among the Greeks, who diluted their wine with wa-
ter in large kraters. According to Athenaeus (Deipnosophistae 
11.499), “the Scythians are in the habit of drinking to great excess” 
and “to get drunk is to behave like a Scythian.” François Hartog 
comments, “So to drink wine is the mark of a civilized man, but 
to drink wine undiluted is the mark of a savage and represents a 
transgression.”35

The drinking of blood and alcohol sealed a special “blood 
brotherhood,” as described in classical sources such as Herodo-
tus (7.4). Lucian’s Scythian Toxaris explains, “For, once we have 
cut our fingers, let the blood drip into a cup, dipped our sword-
points into it, and then, both at once, have set it to our lips and 
drunk, there is nothing thereafter that can dissolve the bond be-
tween us.” This rite is depicted in several gold plaques.36

Herodotus (4.74–75) reported that the Scythians entered 
a tent-like structure and placed hemp seeds on red hot stones, 
which then produced fumes. He noted, “The Scythians howl in 
their joy at the vapour-bath”—as we would now say, they were get-
ting high on pot! Discoveries at the frozen tombs at Pazyryk have 
dramatically confirmed the details of Herodotus’ account, includ-
ing frames for a tent, a bronze cauldron, and hemp seeds.37

Bows and arrows

The Scythians used short, powerful composite bows.38 They were 
ambidextrous and could shoot while riding horses, even turn-
ing backward to do so. Their distinctive trilobate (three-barbed)  
arrows were sometimes poisoned with either snake venom or 
hemlock. They invented a combination bow case and quiver called 
a gorytos.39 These could hold as many as two hundred arrows. 
Gorytoi richly decorated with gold overlays have been found, in-
cluding one in a tomb at Vergina in Macedonia, which has been 
plausibly identified as the tomb of Philip, Alexander’s father.40

Women archers = Amazons?41

Herodotus (4.110) recounts how the Scythians encountered 
armed women Amazons, whom they called oiorpata or “man-
killer.” He identified them as the Sauromatae (4.116–17). The story 
of the Amazons was associated in Greek myth with such heroes 
as Heracles, Theseus, and Achilles, and was depicted on countless 
painted vases.42

A number of Scythian tombs indicate that at least some of the 
Scythian women wore armor like the men and used weapons in-
cluding the bow and arrow.43 The percentage of graves of armed 
women among the Sarmatians near the Lower Volga is strikingly 
higher than among the Scythian graves.44

Jeannine Davis-Kimball, excavating at Pokrovka in Kazakh-
stan, unearthed in 1994 the tomb of a young female warrior/priest-
ess with about forty bronze arrowheads and an iron dagger.45

Scalps and skulls

There is no doubt that the practice that gave the Scythians their 
lasting reputation for savagery was their brutal treatment of their 
enemies. According to Herodotus (4.64), in the battlefield the 
Scythians would drink the blood of the first enemy they killed.46 
Their practice of bringing the severed head of an enemy to their 
chiefs is depicted on an ornamented cup.

Herodotus also reported that the Scythians would scalp their 
victim and then use the scalp as a napkin! At times, they would 
flay the entire skin and use it or display it. The Greeks invented 
the word aposkythizein for the process of scalping.47 The Scyth-
ians would also take the top of the skull, decorate it, and use it as 
a drinking bowl (Her. 4.65).

That these are not simply wild tales has been proven by archae-
ological evidence. From the frozen tombs at Pazyryk, a warrior 
whose skin was tattooed had been scalped.48 From a recent excava-
tion at a seventh- through sixth-century b.c. settlement at Bel’sk in 
the Ukraine, the excavations “have uncovered a skull-cup ‘work-
shop’ with several human skull-tops which had already been made 
into drinking bowls with handles made from temple bones.”49

Horse and human sacrifices

Scythian kings were buried in huge mounds, some as high as 
twenty meters, with a circumference of about one hundred me-
ters. The bodies of the dead were mummified by extracting the 
internal organs and saturating the skin with pitch and wax.

Horses would be slain and their meat eaten at a great funeral 
banquet. At one tomb, the remains of thirty-five horses, fourteen 
wild boars, and two stags indicate that at least 1,300 people par-
ticipated in the feast.50 In 1898, a tomb was found with as many 
as 360 slain horses.51

Herodotus (4.71–72) also describes how the king’s spouse and 
servants were also killed to accompany their lord to the next life. 
After a year, fifty of the king’s servants were mounted on fifty 
horses around the tomb and were also killed.52 In a survey of 
sixty-two Scythian tombs catalogued by Renate Rolle, there was 
evidence of human sacrifice in about a third of the tombs.53 In 
one tomb, seventeen mainly older retainers were buried.54 But, in 
another tomb, a young man was killed to serve as a protector for 
a young woman; he had his skull crushed.55

Robert Drews reports that “in the Arzhan Kurgan [300 miles 
east of Pazyryk], excavated between 1971 and 1974, the chieftain 
was buried with his consort and fifteen other human attendants, 
and the humans were sent to the underworld with at least 150 and 
possibly 160 riding horses.”56

Conclusions

Because six of the eight terms Paul uses in Colossians 3:11 can be 
understood as antithetical pairs, some scholars have sought to 
understand “barbarians, Scythians” as another antithesis. Three 
recent revisionist interpretations have appeared.
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The non-Cynic barbarian versus the Cynic Scythian

Troy Martin, citing the letters of Pseudo-Anacharsis,57 offers a 
“Scythian perspective.”58 In contrast to the usual stereotype of the 
Scythians, Martin cites a passage in Strabo (7.3.7), which men-
tions the idea of the Scythian as a “noble savage,” unspoiled by 
Greco-Roman civilization. From the view of an Anacharsis, a 
barbarian would be anyone who is a non-Scythian. He cites the 
fourth-century b.c. playwright Menander, who upbraided popu-
lar prejudice against the Scythians by exclaiming, “A Scyth, you 
say? Pest! Anacharsis was a Scyth!”59 From a Cynic standpoint, 
the Scythians were the truly wise ones and the Greeks were the 
actual “barbarians.” Martin concludes, “The Colossian author . . . 
has abolished even the divisive Cynic categories of those who live 
according to nature as the Scythians and those who do not.”60

The free barbarian versus the slave Scythian

Douglas A. Campbell, who criticizes Martin’s proposal as im-
plausible,61 has offered his own solution. By noting that there are 
many references to Scythian slaves, and by discerning a chiasmic 
arrangement (an arrangement wherein the first and second halves 
mirror each other, like the Greek letter X, or chi), he understands 
that Scythian is related to the term “slave,” and that barbarian is 
related to the term “free.” He further speculates, “It would also 
follow in this scenario that Onesimus lies behind the ‘Scythian 
slave’. While Philemon would be the free barbarian, specifically 
a Phrygian.”62 The objection to his proposal would be that, while 
it may be conceded that the terms Scythian and slave were often 
linked, the terms “barbarian” and “free” were not.

The black barbarian versus the white Scythian

Building on the observation that Barbaria could occasionally 
designate an area in eastern Africa,63 and the recognition of the 
white Scythian versus black Ethiopian contrast as widely attested 
in classical texts and art,64 David M. Goldenberg has argued that 
the term “barbarian” should be understood as representing black 
races and the term Scythian as representing white races.65

Herodotus does not describe the Scythians’ physical appear-
ance, but the pseudo-Hippocratic treatise, Airs, Waters, Places 20, 
asserted, “It is the cold that burns their white skin and turns it 
ruddy.” Galen described them as “ruddy,” tall, and slender. In-
deed, the skeletons of many of the Scythian kings/chiefs were 
over six feet tall. Ptolemy in his Tetrabiblos writes:

They are white in complexion, straight-haired, tall and well-
nourished, and somewhat cold by nature; these too are sav-
age in their habits because their dwelling-places are continu-
ally cold. . . . We call these men, too, by a general name, 
Scythians.

Goldenberg concludes, “To summarize, we have seen that the 
Greco-Roman sources use ‘Scythian’ as a synonym for the distant 
northern peoples (Scythians, Sarmatians, Germans, Goths), and 
‘Ethiopian’ for the distant southern peoples (black Africa), and 
that the paring of Scythian/Ethiopian is used as a figure of speech 
to denote geographic extremes and uncivilized behaviour.”66

The problem with Goldenberg’s solution is that barbaros is not 
the same as the place “Barbaria,” nor is skuthēs the same as the 
place Scythia; moreover, if Paul had wished to make such a con-
trast, he could well have used the term aithiops, the Greek term 
which literally meant “sun-burnt face” and which was used by 
the Greeks for dark- or black-skinned peoples, especially those 
south of Egypt.67

Goldenberg does make the insightful observation that Paul’s 
emphasis on the egalitarian view of all individuals in Christ re-
gardless of their gender, race, culture, or status is consciously 
or unconsciously in sharp contrast with both Greek and Jewish 
views about the superiority of a free male. He cites Diogenes Laer-
tius 1.33, who reported that Socrates used to say there were three 
blessings for which he was grateful to Fortune: “that I was born a 
human being and not an animal, a man and not a woman, a Greek 
and not a barbarian.” He also notes the daily prayer of Jews, who 
recited: “Blessed art thou, O Lord our God, who has created me 
human and not animal, male and not female, Jew and not gentile 
[goy], circumcised and not uncircumcised, free and not slave.”68

The Scythians as savage barbarians

The assumption of all three of these new proposals is that, since six 
of the eight terms in Colossians 3:11 are exclusive antitheses, the 
terms “barbarian, Scythian” must also be somehow understood as 
antonyms. But, suppose that Paul, when writing or dictating his 
letter, was not overly concerned with consistency, but was moved 
with impassioned intensity at the wonderful promise of the Gos-
pel? Indeed, the NIV and other English translations obscure the 
actual succession of the final words by inserting an “or” in be-
tween “slave” and “free.” The Greek, after listing the first two pairs 
with the conjunction kai (literally “and”), then lists the next four 
words without a conjunction: “barbarian, Scythian, slave, free.”

From a rhetorical analysis, Campbell and other scholars have 
objected to the “pell-mell” order of the last succession of words,69 
but, from an oratorical standpoint, such a torrent of words would 
have lent force to Paul’s affirmation. 

In favor of the customary understanding of “Scythian” as im-
plying a “savage” is the unanimous testimony of Jewish texts such 
as 2 Maccabees 4:47; 3 Maccabees 7:6; 4 Maccabees 10:7; Philo, 
Legat. 10; and Josephus, Contra Apion 2.269. The church fathers 
also seemed to understand the word in this sense. Modern mis-
sionaries, such as the five who were massacred by the Aucas70 in 
Ecuador in 1956, have been inspired to hazard their lives with 
the promise that even the most murderous savages when won 
to Christ will one day stand among the many tribes and nations  
in heaven.71

Of particular interest to Priscilla Papers readers, another im-
plication, as Goldenberg notes, is that Paul’s egalitarian view of 
the unity of all believers in Christ frees the church from the ra-
cial, gender, social, and cultural prejudice of the superiority of 
free males. A multicultural Christian church today wherein be-
lievers of all races and both genders are free to serve Christ fully 
is the application of Paul’s teaching in Colossians 3:11 set along-
side Galatians 3:28.
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Jesus and Trust
Jennie Dugan

When Jesus said, “Don’t be afraid, just trust me. . .” (Mark 5:36),1 
he summed up our overall image of him. Jesus symbolizes trust. 
He did that by more than simple words. 

As a teacher, Jesus set an example. Yet, examining a set of 
specific behaviors linked to trust building reveals how we often 
inadvertently emulate the Pharisees rather than Jesus. These in-
tertwined behaviors spring from trust and create a climate where 
we are trusted and we trust, when we model Jesus. Or, on the 
opposite side, the negative behaviors create an atmosphere where 
mistrust grows, as with the Pharisees.

A climate, in this context, means an environment created by 
communication styles, including unspoken communication. It 
can be created by one person or a group. Is it open, or is it full 
of barriers? Does it encourage trust, or does it induce fear and 
mistrust at any level? 

Jesus spoke of trust and also lived the behaviors found in a 
supportive climate, a trust-breeding environment where open 
communication is the norm.2 Mistrust is a hallmark of the op-
posite, a defensive climate, which is virtually synonymous with 
the Pharisees’ behavior. 

Each side has six behaviors, opposite traits that either feed 
supportiveness and the trust Jesus lived or feed defensiveness and 
its resulting mistrust (See Figure 1). Jesus lived equality, while the 
Pharisees thrived on displays of superiority. Jesus was filled with 
empathy (compassion), as when a leper begged for healing, while 
the Pharisees were neutral (cold and dispassionate), as when they 
plotted Jesus’ death and then ritualistically declined to enter the 
Roman’s building so they would not be defiled before the Pass-
over (John 18:28). The Pharisees were role models for control, 
which Jesus’ behavior shows is countered by problem orientation, 
a distinct inclination to cut through the chaos by simply focus-
ing on the problem at hand. The Pharisees were quick to judge, 
labeled evaluation in this system. Although he does not speak of 
it himself, Jesus models the opposite behavior of description, dem-
onstrated by means such as the parables, where he tells a story 
instead of telling his disciples what they must conclude. The Phar-
isees also illustrate certainty, an attitude of rigid self-righteous-
ness, while Jesus showed us provisionalism, a view of the world 
that continuously keeps itself open to possibility. Finally, the Phar-
isees consistently lived a life of strategy, an intention to manipulate 
circumstances to end up with the result they wanted, while Jesus 
simply did as God instructed and was open to both God’s direc-
tion and God’s plan. This openness is called spontaneity.

Jesus would not disregard equality any more than he would 
have disregarded empathy (compassion or feeling) or spontane-
ity (openness). Because the behaviors are interlinked, they are 
circular. They feed off each other. Empathy generates a sense of 
equality. Problem focus breeds an attitude of possibility (provi-
sionalism). Consciously moving away from strategy (manipula-
tive behavior) creates spontaneity, an openness to God’s plan, not 

our own. Disregarding any supportive behavior is an automatic 
slip into the defensive, mistrustful, Pharisee-like world. 

It helps to understand the meaning of defensive and supportive.

Defensive and supportive

To support means “to hold up or serve as a foundation or prop.”3 
Supportive is foundational, a building block rather than an ex-
ternal wall.

To be defensive means to be constantly prepared for an attack 
or aggression.4 A defense is an automatic response, a knee-jerk 
reaction that protects from a threat. This means a fear is present, 
which also means trust is absent, possibly for legitimate reason. 
A defense is a barrier. A defense mechanism is a reaction that 
creates that barrier, that erects walls and prevents openness. A 
defensive climate, then, is an environment where such defensive-
ness is cultivated. Just as supportiveness creates trust, mistrust 
is born of defensive climates, and defensiveness is born of fear. 
Typical of defensive climates are mistrust, divisiveness, and hy-
percompetitiveness, all of which stem from the six behaviors 
common to defensive climates.

Watch how the Jewish leaders used Pilate’s own fears against 
him: “Then Pilate tried to release him, but the Jewish leaders told 
him, ‘If you let this man go, you are no friend of Caesar. Any-
one who claims to be a king opposes Caesar’” (John 19:12).5 They 
skillfully manipulated Pilate. They used a strategy to control the 
situation because they had a single acceptable result (certainty). 
Had Pilate trusted God’s plans over his own and lived in a per-
sonally supportive climate instead of having fear of losing his 
position, Pilate might have focused on the real issue (problem 
orientation). He might have been open to more possibilities (pro-
visionalism). He might have simply done the right thing and let 
God determine the result (spontaneity). Instead, Pilate feared be-
ing seen as an enemy of Caesar, which would mean punishment, 
and so he was susceptible to the Pharisees’ manipulation.

Implementing the supportive behaviors and erasing the de-
fensive behaviors is easier if we understand the terms and their 
effects on trust and if we identify how Jesus and the Pharisees 
modeled each side respectively.

Equality versus superiority

Equality means fairness, justice, or absence of distinction,6 while 
superiority is “an exaggerated opinion of oneself.”7 Attempts at 



20 • Priscilla Papers ◆ Vol. 21, No. 4 ◆ Autumn 2007

creating levels of superiority create a sense of inequality. Some 
of the many synonyms for inequality include favoritism, imbal-
ance, and injustice,8 which are all opposite of Jesus’ teaching. This 
helps clarify why superiority creates defensiveness, which creates 
mistrust. Jesus described equality when he said, “Students are not 
above their teacher, but all who are fully trained will be like their 
teacher” (Luke 6:40).

Superiority can be created many ways, either by acting as a 
superior or by behaving in an inferior or subservient manner, 
which places others superior. The Pharisees created a sense of 
superiority both by declaring themselves to be superior and by 
complaining that Jesus thought himself superior. Displaying 
moral superiority, no matter how well intentioned, creates a de-
fensive climate, which breeds mistrust and creates barriers, the 
opposite of the example Jesus showed us. Because superiority is 
so multilayered, interchanging “superiority” with “inequality” di-
minishes the need to analyze or assign blame. When creating a 
supportive climate and reaching for trust, identifying who start-
ed the superiority battle may be ultimately unimportant, unless 
one is identifying it in his or her own behavior. Even then, it may 
not be important, because changing the behavior and changing 
the climate are the ultimate goals. Jesus only rarely analyzed or 
explained the behaviors he confronted. He simply wanted our 
behavior to be God’s will, purely God’s will, with no underlying 
motive of demonstrating worth, competing for position, or prov-
ing superiority.

When Jesus encountered the Samaritan woman at the well and 
asked her for a drink, she quickly pointed out he was a Jew and she 
was not, because Jews refused to associate with Samaritans (John 
4:7ff). Jesus slashed through levels of inequality, whether Jewish 
or Samaritan, when he said, “If you knew the gift of God and who 
it is that asks you for a drink, you would have asked him and he 
would have given you living water” (John 4:10). If she knew who 
said to her “Give me a drink,” she would have set aside any fears, 
any perceptions of inequality, and approached Jesus rather than 
questioning why he spoke to her. Instead, the perceived inequal-
ity created an instant barrier on the woman’s part. A threat can 
be real or imagined. In this case, it was imagined, because Jesus 

did not threaten, but, most likely, every other situation she had 
encountered between Jew and Samaritan involved displays of su-
periority or inequality. Yet, Jesus did not dwell on the topic of 
superiority, but went on to fulfill his mission. Further, when he 
pointed out her people’s lack of knowledge, the text gives no clue 
that it was with arrogance. Jesus simply had a history of speak-
ing frankly. Peter was one of his chosen inner circle, and Jesus 
told him his faults as easily as he told the Samaritan woman hers. 
There was no difference, and that is the crucial point. 

Labels meant nothing to Jesus. By choosing four commercial 
fishermen to be his disciples, his inner circle, Jesus cut through 
the social hierarchy. He saw through the pretenses of the estab-
lished religious teachers.

Even the Pharisees acknowledged Jesus’ sense of equality in a 
passage that also shows the Pharisees’ manipulative strategizing: 
“Teacher, we know that you are sincere, and teach the way of God 
in accordance with truth, and show deference to no one; for you 
do not regard people with partiality” (Matt. 22:16). While this was 
a trap for Jesus, it backfired, because Jesus encompassed equality 
fully as part of his nature. A purely supportive, trust-filled per-
sonal view of the world is not subject to manipulation, because it 
is not intimidated (as with superiority) and consistently seeks the 
real issue (problem orientation). 

The religious leaders were afraid of Jesus, though, because the 
people responded with amazement to his teaching. The following 
passage does not say they were afraid because Jesus threatened 
them, but neither does it mean the threat was imagined. Jesus 
threatened their core, their locus of power, which was control 
over the people: “The chief priests and the teachers of the law 
heard this and began looking for a way to kill him, for they feared 
him, because the whole crowd was amazed at his teaching” (Mark 
11:18). They could not conceive equality. They could not conceive 
that someone else—Jesus—might have a mission from God that 
made them equal to the average person.

Nothing was beneath Jesus. Jesus went to John the Baptist for 
baptism, but John resisted: “‘I need to be baptized by you, and 
do you come to me?’ But Jesus answered him, ‘Let it be so now; 
for it is proper for us to do this to fulfill all righteousness’” (Matt. 
3:14–15). Jesus seemed to take on different roles at different times, 
different missions with different immediate objectives, none of 
which seemed to create inequality for Jesus. He had no need to 
prove his superiority by insisting that he was the ultimate bap-
tizer. Today, in groups where trust progressively grows, people 
begin automatically to shift leadership to the person in the group 
who has the appropriate knowledge, background, or talent for 
a given task.9 Each is trusted to handle one’s role, just as Jesus 
trusted John to baptize him and trusted God that it must be done 
that way.

What Jesus did not do is equally important for emulating him. 
He did not try to earn admiration. “Don’t do your good deeds 
publicly to be admired . . . ” (Matt. 6:1). He did not use miracle 
healing to elevate himself in the public eye: “Jesus sternly warned 
them, ‘Don’t tell anyone about this’” (Matt. 9:30). Both of these 
would have been attempts at establishing superiority.

Figure 1
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To Jesus, equality had no limits, no endpoints. Jesus demon-
strated this when a Pharisee invited him to dinner (Luke 7:36), 
even though Jesus often condemned the Pharisees for their at-
titudes. Yet, during the meal, that Pharisee criticized Jesus for al-
lowing an apparently very sinful woman to pour rare perfume 
over his head. Whether the issue was the perfume or her sin-
fulness, the Pharisee Simon was offended. Jesus responded with 
both equality and description (stating the facts without judg-
ment): “Do you see this woman? I came into your house. You did 
not give me any water for my feet, but she wet my feet with her 
tears and wiped them with her hair. You did not give me a kiss, 
but this woman, from the time I entered, has not stopped kissing 
my feet. You did not put oil on my head, but she has poured per-
fume on my feet. Therefore, I tell you, her many sins have been 
forgiven—as her great love has shown. But whoever has been for-
given little loves little” (Luke 7:44–47).

Yet, not only did the Pharisees fall into superiority—so much 
so that superiority may be the easiest of the six defensive traits to 
identify— but the disciples also fell into competitive struggles. In 
a story told in both Matthew 20 and Mark 10, the disciples James 
and John, sons of Zebedee, asked for places of honor at Jesus’ side 
in heaven, a request for superior ranking. The difference between 
supportive and defensive climates was beautifully illustrated by 
the differences between the reactions of Jesus and those of the 
remaining disciples. Jesus responded with facts (description): “I 
have no right to say who will sit on the thrones next to mine. 
My Father has prepared those places for the ones he has chosen.” 
However, the disciples reacted defensively and emotionally. They 
were somewhere between indignant and angry, depending on the 
Bible translation. Then, ever the healer, Jesus “called them togeth-
er” (Matt. 20:24). What Jesus said is the foundation of equality: 
“You know that in this world kings are tyrants, and officials lord it 
over the people beneath them. But among you it should be quite 
different. Whoever wants to be a leader among you must be your 
servant, and whoever wants to be first must become your slave. 
For even I, the Son of Man, came here not to be served but to 
serve others. . .” (Mark 10:42–45). He acknowledged inequality in 
the world, yet instructed his disciples to be different. They were 
not to buy into the world’s superiority rankings. They were not to 
be like the teachers of the Law and the Pharisees: “They love to 
receive respectful greetings as they walk in the marketplaces, and 
to be called ‘Rabbi.’ Don’t let anyone call you ‘Rabbi,’ for you have 
only one teacher, and all of you are equal as brothers and sisters” 
(Matt. 23:7–8 NLT). Jesus again equalized his students by using 
terminology that can include both men and women.

Yet, was Jesus’ very mission based on superiority? When in-
structing the disciples as he sent them off on their first discipling 
journey, after identifying that the harvest was large with so few 
workers, Jesus said directly, “Do not go among the Gentiles or 
any town of the Samaritans. Go rather to the lost sheep of Israel” 
(Matt. 10:5–6). He repeated it in Matthew 15:24: “I was sent only 
to the lost sheep of Israel.” 

If we believe that Jesus embodied equality, how do we recon-
cile his drawing this distinction? In Matthew 18:12–13, Jesus used 

the sheep analogy again, but now referred to sheep that wander 
off. This supports the idea that Jesus did not focus on Israel be-
cause of status. Perhaps he focused on Israel because they had 
been given God’s truth previously and had now wandered astray. 
When the Pharisees attempted subtly to display superiority by 
asking Jesus for a miraculous sign, Jesus said, “Only an evil, faith-
less generation would ask for a sign,” again reinforcing the idea 
that he was sent to the Israelites because they were lost sheep, 
possibly terribly lost, not because they held a superior rank. 

Further, only moments later, Jesus gestured to his disciples, all 
Jews, and told them, “Here are my mother and my brothers. For 
whoever does the will of my Father in heaven is my brother and 
sister and mother” (Matt. 12:49–50), including the notion of gen-
der in the equality concept. He continued emphasizing equality 
—by addressing “anyone” and by erasing age factors—when he 
brought in children and said, “Anyone who becomes as humble 
as this little child is the greatest in the Kingdom of Heaven” (Matt. 
18:4–5 NLT). Finally, in Matthew 18:20, he said, “For where two 
or three gather together because they are mine, I am there among 
them.” He included everyone without regard to race, religion, 
gender, age, or any other distinguishing factor. The only exclud-
ing point was whether or not they belonged to Jesus: “. . . because 
they are mine.”

But did that truly include everyone? What about his refusal to 
help a non-Jewish woman, likening it to throwing children’s bread 
to the dogs (Matt. 15:24)? When Jesus referred to not giving the 
children’s bread to dogs, perhaps it was not an indictment or judg-
ment. When you look at Jesus overall, he consistently acknowl-
edged situations as they existed. This story also brought in pro-
visionalism, that sense of possibilities, when he responded to this 
woman’s argument that even dogs get the scraps, because he then 
granted her request. Although she was not an Israelite, her request 
may not have been as “off mission” as it seemed. Jesus was fo-
cused, not rigid. While his first objective was surely “the lost sheep 
of Israel,” in Matthew 28:19, he would instruct, “Go out and teach 
all nations.” Though his beginning mission was Israel, the mission 
given the disciples after his resurrection was “all nations.” 

When Jesus said, “You are from below; I am from above. You 
are of this world; I am not” (John 8:23), he did not negate equal-
ity; rather, Jesus equalized all humans. He spelled out clearly that 
the division is “from heaven” versus “from the world,” putting all 
humanity in one pool together. That same essence of equality is 
expressed by Paul in Romans: “For all have sinned and fall short 
of the glory of God, and all are justified freely by his grace through 
the redemption that came by Christ Jesus” (Rom. 3:23–24).

Empathy versus neutrality

Empathy refers to “the action of understanding, being aware 
of, being sensitive to, and vicariously experiencing the feelings, 
thoughts and experience of another of either the past or present 
without having the feelings, thoughts and experience fully com-
municated in an objectively explicit manner.”10 In other words, 
we feel for others whether or not we have walked in their shoes 
or heard their stories.
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The opposite is neutrality, which means detached, disinter-
ested, dispassionate, impersonal.11 Neutral is cold and unfeeling, 
marked by distance and aloofness, a definition that may appear 
superficially benign, but is part of the climate that creates mis-
trust and barriers, the opposite of the way Jesus lived.

Even when we feel wronged, Jesus encouraged empathy (and 
discouraged disinterested neutrality) when he said: “But I tell 
you, love your enemies and pray for those who persecute you” 
(Matt. 5:44). 

Ephesians 4:19 addresses neutrality, describing the people as 
“having lost all sensitivity.” That is the essence of neutrality. Neither 
anger nor conscious rebellion, neutrality is a loss of feeling, a lack 
of caring. Because we strive for but do not yet live in perfect trust 
as Jesus did, we must realize that each side has degrees. Few people 
are completely caring or completely uncaring. Yet, every leaning 
into the defensive behavior of neutrality, of uncaring and dispas-
sionate disinterest, creates defensive barriers, even toward God. 

Christ’s ability to care both as human and as God showed it-
self when his friend Lazarus died: “Jesus wept” (John 11:35). Along 
with everyone else, Jesus cried. After empathizing, Jesus raised 
Lazarus from the dead, even though Lazarus had been placed in 
a tomb four days past.

Though purely spiritual and trusting in God’s will, Jesus was 
not dispassionate. He felt, he cared, he was moved to tears. He 
felt enormously for the crowds coming to him, not only for those 
he knew and loved personally. More, he showed the importance 
of feeling when he quoted the prophet Hosea: “But go and learn 
what this means: ‘I desire mercy, not sacrifice.’ For I have not 
come to call the righteous, but sinners” (Matt. 9:13). This renewed 
call placed importance on mercy and compassion over ritual. 

Jesus recognized how neutrality occurs when he said, “Be-
cause of the increase of lawlessness, the love of many will grow 
cold” (Matt. 24:12). Note that Jesus did not say the lawless will be-
come cold. He said, “the love of many will grow cold,” suggesting 
that neutrality becomes a reaction to wrong behavior. 

Conversely, the Pharisees and religious leaders were character-
ized by their uncaring attitudes. In fact, even though we already 
know they lacked the compassion that Jesus showed, their incred-
ible coldness is sometimes startling. They showed this defensive, 
mistrustful trait when they met “to discuss how to capture Jesus 
secretly and put him to death. ‘But not during the festival,’ they 
agreed. ‘Or there may be a riot among the people’” (Matt. 26:4–5). 
They cared about the riot, not about putting Jesus to death. Even 
knowing that the Pharisees and these religious leaders lived the 
fear-ridden, defensive traits, this passage is disturbing. They were 
beyond anger. They were completely neutral, coldly calculating, 
dispassionate, and unfeeling, even when plotting a death.

Jesus was the complete opposite, which was obvious to any-
one near him. In a touching passage, a leper approached Jesus 
and said, “If you choose, you can make me clean.” Jesus stretched 
out his hand and touched him. “I am willing,” he said. “Be clean! 
Immediately he was cleansed of his leprosy” (Matt. 8:2–3). Such 
empathetic responses occur repeatedly throughout the gospels, 
summed up by this single verse: “Moved with compassion, Jesus 

touched their eyes” (Matt. 20:34). That explanation may have been 
symbolic for helping us all to see. Jesus cared for everyone and did 
not shy away even from lepers, those social outcasts. However, 
neither did he shy away from teaching Pharisees who wanted to 
learn. His caring reached out to everyone equally. Like his sense of 
equality, his empathy knew no limits and had no borders.

However, the Pharisees were imbued with neutrality. When 
Judas returned the thirty pieces of silver he had been paid to be-
tray Jesus, Judas said, “I have sinned, for I have betrayed innocent 
blood” (Matt. 27:4). Their response highlighted the cruelty of neu-
trality when they said to Judas, “What is that to us? That’s your 
responsibility” (Matt. 27:4). They even went beyond that in deal-
ing with Jesus, as if simple uncaring were insufficient: “The chief 
priests and teachers of the law mocked him among themselves. ‘He 
saved others,’ they said, ‘but he can’t save himself!’” (Mark 15:31).

Still, perhaps their coldest moment was yet to come. After Je-
sus was hung on the cross, “The Jewish leaders didn’t want the 
bodies hanging there the next day, which was the Sabbath (and a 
very special Sabbath, because it was the Passover), so they asked 
Pilate to hasten their deaths by ordering that their legs be bro-
ken. Then their bodies could be taken down”(John 19:31 NLT). 
The incredible calculating coldness resulted in decisions a feel-
ing person would be ashamed of. These religious leaders had lost 
all sensitivity. While we expect the average person, including the 
disciples, to have some struggles with pure, limitless empathy, 
such uncaring as these religious leaders showed was extreme.

Yet, when Jesus responded to a non-Jewish woman’s plea 
by saying it was wrong to give the children’s bread to dogs, his 
words seemed to hint of neutrality. While he initially denied 
even hearing her request, the passage shows he ultimately gave 
her his attention. When he did, his response was not cold, merely 
explanatory: that his mission focused on God’s lost sheep, not 
the Gentiles (Matt. 15:24). Rather than an example of neutrality, 
he possibly showed the opposite, because, although he was sent 
to the Jews, Jesus heard her plea and healed her daughter. Per-
haps he showed us that, as humans, we cannot be all things to 
all people at all moments. That does not mean we do not care, 
that we are cold or neutral. Our actions and our missions will 
need boundaries, as guides, not rigid fences outside of which we 
neither feel nor react. 

Jesus showed empathy more than he spoke of it. Empathy 
combined with equality was illustrated when Jesus washed the 
disciples’ feet and encouraged them to spread this gesture that 
was both humbling and caring. Jesus said, “I have set you an ex-
ample that you should do as I have done for you” (John 13:15). 

Problem orientation versus control

Synonyms for control include power, authority, command, domi-
nation, and weight.12 The Pharisees thrived on control, power, 
and authority. Jesus sidestepped control and instead showed a 
consistent attitude of problem orientation. Jesus looked at the is-
sue, the question, the present focus, rather than using situations 
to build his own power base. Control causes a reaction of de-
fensiveness and precipitates fear and mistrust. Focusing on the 
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problem itself generates trust and openness. Because Jesus’ trust 
in God was complete, Jesus had no need to exert control. He al-
ready knew God was in control.

Jesus demonstrated his focus on problems with the simplest 
phrase: “What do you want me to do for you?” (Matt. 20:32). In this 
instance, two blind men were calling to Jesus, but the crowd told 
the men to be quiet, which only made 
the blind men call louder. The crowd 
tried to control the men and their be-
havior. Jesus looked to the problem, 
though, asking what they wanted.

When the Pharisees criticized Je-
sus for eating with tax collectors, Jesus 
stayed focused. “It is not the healthy who need a doctor, but the 
sick. I have not come to call the righteous, but sinners” (Mark 2:17). 
Jesus ignored the personal attack and kept his constant problem 
focus: I have come to call those who want healing.

Ultimate problem focus was Jesus accepting the crucifixion 
rather than seeking to control the circumstance. Problem focus 
(problem orientation) was combined with provisionalism (pos-
sibilities) when Jesus pleaded with God: “My Father! If it is pos-
sible, let this cup of suffering be taken away from me. Yet, I want 
your will, not mine.” He focused on the problem, despite his dis-
tress, because his focus was always God’s will and his mission, 
not his own comfort, status, or power. Focusing on the immedi-
ate issue requires tremendous trust in God, because it puts the 
results—our future—out of our reach but in God’s hands. Asking 
us to take one step at a time without knowing where the road 
leads is asking us to trust God. 

However, the Pharisees’ goal was to achieve control. Jesus said 
of them, “They tie up heavy, cumbersome loads and put them on 
other people’s shoulders, but they themselves are not willing to 
lift a finger to move them” (Matt. 23:4). These demands and rules 
were a method of controlling the people. As long as the people 
were under their control, the Pharisees kept power, which meant 
that they kept their superior status.

While Jesus maintained focus even on his impending death, 
Jesus showed problem orientation in small everyday questions, 
also. When Martha was upset that she was doing all the work 
while her sister Mary sat at Jesus’ feet, Jesus cut through her bus-
tling to the central issue: “Martha, Martha, you are worried and 
distracted by so many things; there is need of only one thing. 
Mary has chosen the better part, which will not be taken away 
from her” (Luke 10:41–42). His problem focus transcended ev-
eryday distractions. Jesus seemed always able to ask and answer: 
What is the real issue? What is the purpose?

The Pharisees even broke commandments to keep control 
over the people, to build their own power. Speaking to the Phari-
sees and teachers of religious law, Jesus said, “But you say that 
if anyone declares that what might have been used to help their 
father or mother is Corban (that is, devoted to God)—then you 
no longer let them do anything for their father or mother” (Mark 
7:11–12). Keeping control meant disregarding God’s rules and dis-
regarding compassion or empathy. 

The Pharisees’ desire to control threaded through everything 
they did, from control of the people to controlling circumstances, 
especially those that affected their status. Nearly everything they 
did was motivated by control. They plotted to have Jesus arrested 
when he was isolated, away from the people, so they could control 
the situation, then to have him taken to the high priest Caiaphas 

in order to control the trial. Still, they 
attempted to create an appearance of 
proper procedure: “The chief priests 
and the whole Sanhedrin were look-
ing for false evidence against Jesus, 
so that they could put him to death” 
(Matt. 26:59). The entire scene dem-

onstrated control combined with manipulative strategy. 
The Pharisees also demonstrated control interwoven with 

neutrality. Referring to Jesus, the chief priests and Pharisees said, 
“If we let him go on like this, everyone will believe in him, and 
then the Romans will come and take away both our temple and 
our nation” (John 11:48–50). Their primary focus was not the 
people, not their true job of representing God. Again, their focus 
was their fear of losing power, losing control. 

Did Jesus attempt to exert control over people when he told 
a rich man he must sell his possessions to enter the Kingdom of 
God (Mark 10:21)? Crucial to this story is that Jesus did not sim-
ply order this man to sell his treasures, as control would dictate. 
Instead, Jesus said, “Go and sell all you have and give the money 
to the poor, and you will have treasure in heaven.” Jesus’ message 
was, “If you want this result, then take this action,” which is con-
sistent with an orientation toward solving a problem rather than 
a desire to control circumstances. The rich man’s attachment to 
his possessions reflected a desire to control his circumstances, 
which revealed he did not trust God to take care of his needs. 

Conversely, the Pharisees used orders and threats to control 
people, although their control was tenuous at times, as the people 
sometimes merely pretended to comply. When being grilled by 
the Pharisees about who had healed their blind son, the parents 
passed it off, refusing to answer directly. “They said this because 
they were afraid of the Jewish leaders, who already decided that 
anyone saying Jesus was the Messiah would be put out of the 
synagogue” (John 9:22). The threat of being expelled from the 
synagogue was a method of control. Yet, as these parents showed, 
the control was superficial. The parents had their own thoughts 
about whether Jesus was the Messiah but withheld their thoughts 
from the Pharisees, showing yet another way defensiveness creat-
ed barriers for the Pharisees. Just as the Pharisees demonstrated 
a lack of trust in God, the people showed little trust of the Phari-
sees and religious leaders. 

The Pharisees’ need for control was a hallmark of their behav-
ior. The Pharisees threatened punishment for noncompliance. 
Jesus presented, then let it go. Jesus trusted the results to God.

Description versus evaluation

Description is a discourse giving a mental image of something 
experienced. The opposite is evaluation, which means appraisal, 

The Pharisees’ need for control was a hallmark 

of their behavior. The Pharisees threatened 

punishment for noncompliance. Jesus presented, 

then let it go. Jesus trusted the results to God.
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assessment, or opinion.13 Description tells a story; evaluation 
gives an opinion. Jesus often told stories instead of telling his dis-
ciples what they must believe and do. His parables demonstrate 
how he uses descriptive methods in his teaching. With descrip-
tion, rather than giving the speaker’s conclusions, the facts are 
presented for consideration.

When John the Baptist’s disciples asked Jesus if he was the 
Messiah, Jesus told them, “Go back and report to John what you 
have seen and heard: The blind receive sight, the lame walk, those 
who have leprosy are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are raised, 
and the good news is proclaimed to the poor” (Matt. 11:4–5, Luke 
7:22). Instead of answering, Jesus gave them an image and let 
them draw their own conclusions. Yet, his description was not 
limited to words alone. Jesus lived and encouraged a life of de-
scription. When he said, “By their fruit, you will recognize them,” 
Jesus counseled his disciples to observe behavior, actions, and re-
sults, not labels or titles (Matt. 7:16–20). 

On the other hand, Matthew 9:3 illustrates evaluation. When 
Jesus healed a paralyzed man, some criticized his wording—
“Your sins are forgiven”—without considering what he had done. 
“‘Blasphemy! This man talks like he is God!’ some of the teachers 
of religious law said among themselves.” Because defensive cli-
mates are based in fear and threat, their criticism focused on the 
part that threatened them. If Jesus had the power to forgive, their 
authority over the people was in jeopardy. 

The Pharisees routinely engaged in evaluation, shown when 
a man healed of blindness openly challenged the Pharisees’ 
knowledge.“‘You were born a total sinner!’ they answered. ‘Are 
you trying to teach us?’ And they threw him out of the syna-
gogue” (John 9:34 NLT). Notice that they did not address wheth-
er or not Jesus actually healed this man. That was indisputable. 
He had been blind; now he was not. They criticized the part that 
threatened them.

Yet, the Pharisees and religious leaders were often caught in 
their own words because those words were evaluative, emotional, 
defensive reactions. Jesus pointed this out with description when 
he said, “For John didn’t spend his time eating and drinking, and 
you say, ‘He’s possessed by a demon.’ The Son of Man, on the 
other hand, feasts and drinks, and you say, ‘He’s a glutton and a 
drunkard, and a friend of tax collectors and other sinners!’ But 
wisdom is shown to be right by its results” (Matt. 11:18–19 NLT). 
Under attack, still Jesus did not respond defensively, but simply 
gave the facts and spoke the truth.

Provisionalism versus certainty

Think of provisionalism as possibility: “could be” or “what if?” 
Conversely, certainty (found in defensive climates) is rigid and 
dogmatic, an attitude that prevents one from hearing the truth.

In the parable of the seeds, Jesus described scattering seed, 
broadcasting the word of God. Rather than instruct rigidly or 
dogmatically, he simply presented this parable. He recognized 
multiple possibilities: some would not absorb the truth at all, 
some “sprouts” of truth would wither at the first challenge, some 
would grow stunted by life’s problems, and some would flourish 

and produce a huge harvest (Mark 4:3–9). God trusted Jesus with 
telling the truth, and Jesus trusted God that his mission was not 
futile simply because some seeds fell on rock and withered.

Jesus had more authority than any being on earth to give 
instruction, yet seemed to use that authority rarely. Jesus often 
spoke in terms of “if ”: 

“If a brother or sister sins, go and point out the fault, just be-
tween the two of you. If they listen to you, you have won them 
over. But if they will not listen, take one or two others along, 
so that ‘every matter may be established by the testimony of 
two or three witnesses.’ If they still refuse to listen, tell it to 
the church; and if they refuse to listen even to the church, 
treat them as you would a pagan or a tax collector.” (Matt. 
18:15–17)

Note here that Jesus saw many possibilities. Along with more 
than one possible way your brother or sister will react, another 
possibility is that others may find you, the accuser, to be wrong. 

The account of picking grains on the Sabbath shows the con-
trast between certainty and provisionalism, between rigid rules 
and multiple possibilities. The Pharisees asserted that breaking 
off heads of wheat was against the law, displaying certainty as 
they rigidly sought to enforce a rule about working on the Sab-
bath. Jesus responded with stories of King David eating food re-
served for priests and of priests working on the Sabbath (Matt. 
12). Jesus introduced provisionalism, the notion that more than 
one possibility might exist. Provisionalism gives the ability to go 
beyond dogmatic rules to the principles that may have initiated 
those rules. 

Provisionalism is a pause, a time to gather information, not 
a refusal to accept responsibility, nor an excuse to ignore sin. A 
“what if ” attitude does not mean we never make a decision. It 
means we pause to consider, resisting making emotional, impul-
sive judgments that we then cling to out of fear. 

Certainty, on the other hand, sees limited possibilities, often 
only one. Although the Pharisees plotted against Jesus, death was 
not the only possible sentence for the crimes with which he was 
charged, as Judas showed when he realized Jesus was condemned 
to death. Judas did not seem to know that turning Jesus in meant 
condemning him to death. To answer the problem of what to do 
about Jesus, the Pharisees saw only one possibility: his death. 
The possibility they could work with or learn from Jesus did not 
seem to cross their minds: “Very early in the morning, the lead-
ing priests and the elders met again to lay plans for putting Jesus 
to death” (Matt. 27:1 NLT). 

Yet, not all of their group fell victim to this rigid certainty. 
Nicodemus, a religious leader, challenged the Pharisees. Instead 
of responding with a possibility mentality, they responded de-
risively to him, “Surely, you are not also from Galilee, are you? 
Search and see, no prophet is to arise from Galilee!” (John 7:52). 
Nicodemus was not alone: “Some of the Pharisees said, ‘This man 
is not from God, for he is working on the Sabbath.’ Others said, 
‘But how could an ordinary sinner do such miraculous signs?’ 
So there was a deep division of opinion among them” (John 9:16 
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NLT). Some had room in their minds to ask questions, to think 
of what could be, to say, “What if?”

Certainty locks in rules. “Jesus’ trial before Caiaphas ended in 
the early hours of the morning. Then he was taken to the head-
quarters of the Roman governor. His accusers didn’t go in them-
selves because it would defile them, 
and they wouldn’t be allowed to cel-
ebrate the Passover feast” (John 18:28 
NLT). The Pharisees locked them-
selves into certain rules, disregarding 
principles, yet, even in their rigidness, 
applied rules inconsistently. They did 
not want to be defiled while plotting to have Jesus killed.

When Jesus threw the moneychangers out of the temple, did 
he display rigid certainty? What Jesus showed us is that judg-
ment is not the same as jumping to conclusions. Certainty is an 
emotional reaction, a fear response often based on limited facts, 
if any. Jesus knew the facts, and, it is possible that this action was 
a thoughtfully considered part of his mission of bringing God 
back to the Israelites. Jesus entered the temple, looked around 
carefully at everything, then left (Mark 11:11). Key phrases to note 
throughout Mark’s telling of this story are, “He returned the next 
day” and “He taught them.” Note also that Mark ends this pas-
sage by telling us the people were enthusiastic about Jesus’ teach-
ing (Mark 11:12–19). Perhaps others felt the moneychangers had 
turned the temple into a den of thieves, but feared the authorities 
too much to speak up.

Spontaneity versus strategy

Spontaneity is voluntary or undetermined action or movement 
done with abandon, ease, naturalness, and unrestraint.14 “Intel-
ligent people are always ready to learn. Their ears are open for 
knowledge” (Prov. 18:15 NLT). Strategy in this system means a 
careful plan or method, a blueprint, game plan, or scheme. Think 
of spontaneity as openness. Think of strategy as manipulation.

Jesus instructed the disciples on how and where to spread the 
word and perform healings. His instruction showed his attitude 
of spontaneity. Filled with “if this happens, then do this” direc-
tions, Jesus essentially assigned his disciples a very specific mis-
sion—“Don’t go to the Gentiles or the Samaritans, but only to 
the people of Israel, God’s lost sheep”—yet simultaneously told 
them to be open in their experience: “Do not take money; do 
not take extra coats or sandals.” “Accept hospitality.” “If it turns 
out to be a worthy home. . .” “If a village doesn’t welcome you. . .” 
“If anyone acknowledges me. . .” “If anyone denies me. . .” “If you 
love your father or mother more. . .” “If you cling to your life. . .” 
(Matt. 10).

He recommended this spontaneously open mindset, trusting 
in God’s direction even in the most threatening situation, despite 
the fact that, when one is feeling threatened, one tends to revert 
to defensiveness: “When you are arrested. . .” “Don’t be afraid of 
those who want to kill you” (Matt. 10). Jesus admitted bluntly 
that he was sending his followers out as sheep among wolves, 
warning them to be wary as snakes and harmless as doves (Matt. 

10:16). He did not instruct them to be foolishly naive, but to be 
both aware of problems and open to what comes rather than try-
ing to control and manipulate difficulties.

The opposite trait is manipulation, having a strategy, a plot, a 
plan. The Pharisees showed their penchant for manipulation con-

sistently. Even when they appeared 
to be open, manipulation was part 
of their plan. The Pharisees watched 
Jesus closely to see if he would heal 
on the Sabbath, so they would have 
some infraction with which to charge 
him: “Is it lawful to heal on the Sab-

bath?” Their question was not information-seeking, but part of 
their strategy to trap Jesus (Mark 3:2, Matt. 12:10). 

In response to the Pharisees’ demand to know where Jesus re-
ceived his authority, Jesus asked a simple question in return: Did 
John’s baptism come from heaven or was it merely human? “They 
talked it over among themselves. ‘If we say it was from heaven, 
he will ask why we didn’t believe John. But do we dare say it was 
merely human?’ For they were afraid of what the people would 
do, because everyone believed that John was a prophet. So they 
finally replied, ‘We don’t know’” (Mark 11:28–33 NLT).

Even in the face of driving out demons, Jesus demonstrated 
his openness: “For Jesus had already said to the spirit, ‘Come out 
of the man, you evil spirit.’” When the evil spirits acknowledged 
who he was and begged for another way out, Jesus gave them per-
mission to go into a large herd of pigs, which then ran off a cliff 
into the water below (Mark 5:8–13). He accomplished his objec-
tive of driving out the demons, but was open to different methods 
of reaching the same goal.

When Jesus healed a slave in Luke 7:1–5, he showed his open-
ness to possibilities. This story is often cited to show faith; the 
slave of a Roman officer was sick and near death, and the officer 
said to Jesus, “Just say the word from where you are, and my ser-
vant will be healed.” Yet, the story began when some Jewish lead-
ers came to Jesus and begged him to help: “If anyone deserves 
your help, it is he,” they said. “For he loves the Jews and even built 
a synagogue for us” (7:4–5.). Note how Jesus’ openness played in 
here. He responded to the Jewish leaders’ plea, though he knew 
the Jewish leaders for what they were. They were not known for 
being his disciples. Then, he agreed to heal a non-Jew, although 
his primary mission was the Jews. Jesus was open. He was spon-
taneous, never manipulative or strategizing. 

Contrast that with the religious leaders’ actions: “Meanwhile, 
the leading priests and other leaders persuaded the crowds to 
ask for Barabbas to be released and for Jesus to be put to death” 
(Matt. 27:20 NLT). “Meanwhile” indicates strategy, an undercur-
rent of behind-the-scenes activities. 

Strategizing can go far beyond manipulating words or single 
scenarios. When the leaders took Jesus to Pilate, Pilate tried to 
turn them away: “Then take him away and judge him by your 
own laws,” Pilate told them (John 18:31 NLT). Yet, the Pharisees 
had taken their manipulation to an intense level of plotting, 
showing how deeply their fear ran: “Only the Romans are per-
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What Jesus showed us is that judgment is not the 

same as jumping to conclusions. 
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mitted to execute someone,” the Jewish leaders replied (John 
18:32 NLT). The priests and Pharisees lived by strategy, unaware 
of the burden they created for themselves or the walls to the truth 
it represented.

Jesus possibly could have rallied a crowd to counter the Phari-
sees, but he consistently took each situ-
ation as it came, preparing for it, teach-
ing, and trusting the results to God 
instead of manipulating people to affect 
outcomes. He remained generous and 
empathetic, drawing from the support-
ive side—from his trust in God.

In practice

How does one put supportive, trust-building qualities into prac-
tice? Jesus’ comment to a canon lawyer shows that defensive cli-
mates and their traits create barriers. When this religious teacher 
showed understanding, that loving God with all your heart and 
loving your neighbor as yourself were the most important com-
mandments, more important even than the religious require-
ments of burnt offerings and sacrifices, Jesus said, “You are not 
far from the Kingdom of God” (Mark 12:34). When we remove 
barriers, we move closer to God.

Because trust is a principle rather than a rule, it may help us to 
think of the six behaviors as attitudes more than actions, although 
actions feed the attitudes’ growth. At first, we focus on problems; 
eventually, we spontaneously sidestep control and emotions to 
see the real issues. At first, we coach ourselves to stop evaluating 
or making snap judgments, but, over time, seeing the facts first 
emerges naturally from our evolving trust in God. At first, we 
rehearse equality, then, we become equals in our hearts.

The account of the moneychangers tells so much more than 
simply returning the temple to a place of worship. It shows how 
Jesus genuinely cut through chaos to focus on problems. That fo-
cus (his problem orientation) was held with complete equality. 
Look how often he chastised his own disciples for wrong behav-
ior or attitudes, ranging from lack of faith to their inability to 
heal. He was speaking to his own disciples when he said, “You 
unbelieving, perverse generation! How long shall I stay with you? 
How long must I put up with you?” (Matt. 17:17). He based judg-
ments on behaviors, not the person behind the act, an indication 
of his innate sense of equality. Yet, we have no indication that his 
students felt threatened, as they immediately asked for instruc-
tion: “Why couldn’t we cast out the demon?” (Matt. 17:19 NLT). 
In a defensive climate, because fear closes doors, criticism causes 
barriers. In a supportive climate, because it creates trust, criticism 
is understood as a way of addressing behavior, not the person. 
People feel free to speak, to admit deficiencies, to ask questions in 
a trust-building climate, but not in a mistrustful one. 

Jesus understood the effect of inequalities. Note what Jesus 
said when he instructed Peter to take a silver coin from a fish’s 
mouth and pay the temple tax for Jesus and Peter in Matthew 
17:24–26. Jesus saw that ignoring the tax set up an inequality; it 

put him above the law. In other words, it created an impression 
of superiority, which creates a barrier, even to God. Jesus said, in 
effect, “But so as not to get in these people’s way. . . .” Defensive 
climates prevent people from hearing, from being receptive, from 
understanding, even when they hear the words. Removing that 

potential barrier was more important 
to Jesus than protesting a tax. When 
we seek to remove barriers to God, we 
also remove barriers between people, 
whether due to race, age, gender, or 
any other factor. Conversely, when 
we allow barriers between people, we 
erect barriers between ourselves and 

God. When we seek equality, empathy, and all the supportive 
traits, we move closer to God. We gain trust in God’s closeness 
and also gain progressively more understanding of what God en-
trusts to us. We are open to God’s will without knowing where it 
will lead. That is the trust in God Jesus had. That is the trust Jesus 
wants for us.

In the 1960s, psychologist Jack R. Gibb pioneered this critique 
of behavior that describes traits consistently found in supportive 
and defensive climates, opposite behaviors that either build a cli-
mate of trust and openness (as in supportiveness) or a climate of 
mistrust and fear (as in defensiveness). The model was developed 
over eight years of research for the U.S. Navy.15 What began as 
a communication study was then applied to business environ-
ments and, finally, to life in general. The model is remarkably ap-
plicable to relationships today. 

Gibb’s later work was the development of Trust Level Theory, a 
description of predictable growth in trusting climates. Beginning 
at the bottom with no higher goal than controlling the chaos, 
trust grows in stages. At the bottom, in the chaos and control, we 
find the Pharisees. At the top is pure enlightenment, and, there, 
we find Jesus. In between is a range of relationships, progressively 
growing in trust. 

Gibb did have a Christian background, and it was as I studied 
trust and Christianity, two parallel tracks in my life, that I had 
one of those periods of revelation that Christians cherish. The 
Bible spoke to me as verses leaped off the pages as I realized that 
Jesus lived a supportive climate, and Jesus lived trust. I, however, 
could work it in reverse and grow trust by living the six behav-
iors. In fact, at the end of Gibb’s book Trust, he refers to negating 
defensiveness as a means to creating a life where trust grows.

Jesus started at the top, with pure trust in God. The behav-
iors of supportive climates spontaneously took root in his life. 
However, we can also grow trust in the reverse, by consciously 
implementing the traits of supportive climates (and consciously 
reversing the defensive traits), but as principles for living rather 
than rigid rules.

The Pharisees used rules against people rather than as exten-
sions of godly principles. Again, Jesus addressed the Pharisees 
and canon lawyers: “You are careful to tithe even the tiniest part 
of your income, but you ignore the important things of the law—

If we want to create supportive, trust-filled 

personal climates that emulate Jesus’ actions, 

we must believe we are equals, men and 

women, all races and nations, children and 

adults, those with labels and those without. 
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justice, mercy and faith” (Matt. 23:23, cf. Luke 11:42). Too often, 
as man and woman, adult and teenager, new believer and life-
long Christian, we think we have the superior grasp of the rules 
and follow them completely, but simultaneously we ignore the 
essence of God’s principles and the example Jesus lived. Yet, we 
all have the ability to learn and to help each other learn. When we 
accept this equality, then we welcome correction.

Jesus was open to the Pharisees, if they wanted to learn. Not 
all religious leaders were against Jesus. Jairus was a synagogue 
leader who sent for Jesus to heal his daughter, even though the 
crowd ridiculed his action (Mark 5:35–36). This cold-hearted 
crowd demonstrated the cruelty of neutrality. Providentially for 
Jairus, Jesus did not react defensively and return the neutrality. 
Jesus lived in perpetual empathy. Jesus showed Jairus and us we 
do not have to react defensively in any situation. We can live sup-
portive traits even in a defensive quagmire. We can trust God in 
any situation.

If we want to create supportive, trust-filled personal climates 
that emulate Jesus’ actions, we must believe we are equals, men 
and women, all races and nations, children and adults, those with 
labels and those without. The crux is this: Inequality is a barrier. 
Equality opens doors to God.

Jesus lived a life of innate equality interwoven with empathy. 
He described, presenting facts—all of them—rather than eval-
uating and jumping to conclusions as the Pharisees often did. 
“If ” appeared often in his instructions, reflecting his attitude of 
possibility (provisionalism). He did not manipulate. Because he 
trusted God, he was open to the results of the truth and of his 
God-led actions. 

Problem focus begins in a single interaction, not a radical 
life change. Equality begins within us, not within someone else. 
Equality dictates first how we respond to others. If we place our-
selves above some, then we place ourselves below others. We are 
all equal in God’s kingdom. All are equal in Jesus’ eyes. If we place 

our trust in God, we cannot disregard equality any more than we 
can disregard empathy or any other of the supportive traits that 
spring from trust. 

Jesus asked us to trust him. More, Jesus showed us how to 
build trust by his actions, by the way he lived his life, with the way 
he demonstrated complete trust in God with every step he took.

Jesus said, “Don’t be afraid, just trust me. . .” (Mark 5:36). 
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Even in the richest country of the world,  
the poorest people are women caring for children. 

What does the Bible say about gender 
and justice? This is the question CBE 
is asking. Join us in prayer as we 
seek biblical answers.
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Apple Orchard

Fall fountains of sun 
brimming

Bronze leaves burning
In summer’s dying light
But not yet
Her aged hands hold on
For one more day
In the apple orchard
Where it all ended anyway

Reaching up for one red 
orb

He bites the firm outer 
layer

And throws it on the 
ground

“It’s bitter,” he says
And moves on to another 

branch
For a second chance
Mother earth holds her 

breath
And watches 

I thought the ground 
trembled

Bent branches shaking
And restless leaves rattling
Could it be anguished 

memories
Or delight? 
Was it envy that he still
Could bite and not die?
That although lowered—

He could still reach up 
and touch her 
precious fruit and live?
I swear the ground 

trembled
As we nakedly walked away
Hand in hand unashamed

one of us

they have come
like warriors
an army
blackening the land

wheat and barley
vineyards
devouring every leaf and 

branch

until barren
withered like the fig tree
even the lotus plant
provides no shade

so she wanders
a bride veiled
soul-longing screened 
from public view 
the features upon her face
unnoticed expressions 
like shrouded in burial 

cloths

what sword, if any, does 
she wield beneath the folds
of her gown swaying
stained with dusty layers 

of film 

(she thought 
if she wore the symbol 
she would be its meaning)

as the shadows descend
pillaging green plants
branches and shrubs 

as all else hide behind 
walls and windows and 

doors

she stands outside 
like a leper 
her flesh to be eaten

swarms and swirls
fury after fury
pass over her 
for they perceive nothing
worth feasting on; nothing
but a rotting carcass 

leafless trees
groan in the wind:
‘go inside precious 

daughter
it is not for milk or honey
but for you
one of us will repay 
what the locusts have 

eaten’

for Dr. Grace May and  
her evening prayer
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Finally Feminist is designed to speak to both sides of the gender 
debate within the evangelical church. Stackhouse attempts to af-
firm both sides with “a single, coherent paradigm that amounts 
finally to a Christian feminism” (10). The book grew out of a se-
ries of lectures given while the author was a visiting scholar at 
Taylor University (Indiana) and Acadia Divinity College in Nova 
Scotia. Only 144 pages, the book’s discussion of gender is limited 
to the status and roles of women and men in church and family.

John Stackhouse is a professor of theology and culture at Re-
gent College. Reared in a traditional Plymouth Brethren home, he 
noticed early on the apparent absence of women in public wor-
ship. In the 1970s, as American culture was going through radical 
social transformation with respect to gender, Stackhouse himself 
underwent a radical paradigm shift. While embracing an egalitar-
ian position, he realized that the development of a theological ba-
sis for his position would require a more open-minded approach. 

The first chapter begins with Stackhouse’s own story and his 
rationale for a new paradigm with which to evaluate the issue of 
gender. He felt that no one, complementarian or egalitarian, was 
able to explain adequately such puzzling texts as 1 Timothy 2:11–
15. Stackhouse rejects the use of “proof-texting” as well as appeals 
to current social practices that are often used in gender debates. 
Instead, he asserts that theological conclusions should not be put 
off until all the relevant texts are seamlessly arranged into place, 
but that Christians should be open-minded as much as possible 
and find the interpretation that “makes the most sense of the most 
texts, and especially the important ones” (23). 

In chapter two, Stackhouse lays out his theory for understand-
ing the issue of gender from a biblical perspective, taking into ac-
count the nature of the church, the mission of God in the world, 
and the way in which the Holy Spirit fulfills that mission. He 
looks at implications for various spheres of influence: the Chris-
tian home, church, and society at large. As Stackhouse surveys the 
biblical text, he finds a double, not a single, message. Effectively, 
he sees an affirmation of gender equality that should eventually 
result in the abolition of patriarchy. However, he also sees a tem-
porary and culturally conditional accommodation to patriarchy, 
which would be abolished once social conditions had changed. 

Finally, in chapter three, Stackhouse answers critical challenges 
to his paradigm from both camps, patriarchalist/complementarian 
and egalitarian, affirming that the task of theology is to “formulate 
an interpretation that does the best job, relative to other options, of 
explaining most of the important data and as much of the remain-
der as possible” (75). He welcomes the opportunity to “reconsider 
and reconstruct” his interpretation to reflect best all data presented 
in the biblical text. The book ends with two appendices, addressing, 
respectively, the need for hermeneutical methodology when decid-
ing the issue of gender and the increasing need for an orthodox 
women’s (and, yes, feminist) perspective in the study of theology.

Book Review: Finally Feminist: A Pragmatic Understanding of Gender
By John Stackhouse, Jr. (Baker, 2005)

Reviewed by Christine Cos

Having previously read Slaves, Women & Homosexuals by 
William Webb, I see Finally Feminist as a coherent synthesis and a 
practical application of the redemptive-movement hermeneutic, 
whereby our modern culture should be living out the redemp-
tive spirit of the text as read against the backdrop of its original 
and surrounding culture. Stackhouse openly claims a similarity 
between his paradigm and Webb’s work, but points out where 
Webb is sometimes unclear and seeks to clarify what it means 
to discern “the spirit versus the words of the biblical text” (11). 
Stackhouse argues against the need to distinguish between them 
when forming an interpretation. Instead, he asserts that the dis-
tinction to highlight is the double message seen throughout the 
biblical text, especially in Paul’s writings, with respect to gender 
and other issues. Stackhouse points out that both egalitarians and 
patriarchalists find support in Paul’s writings precisely because he 
simultaneously gives the church instruction for survival within 
the patriarchal culture of the time while promoting the egalitar-
ian dynamic initiated and exhibited in the ministry of Jesus (51).

Stackhouse uses key passages from both the Old and New 
Testaments to illustrate this pattern of “doubleness.” For example, 
in Leviticus 12:1–5, giving birth leaves a mother ceremonially un-
clean twice as long with a daughter as with a son. The patriarchal 
implication is clear. However, in Leviticus 12:6–7, once purifica-
tion has been completed, the required sacrifice for the dedication 
of the child is identical whether the child is male or female. So, 
while there is a customary privilege given to the male, there is si-
multaneously a surprising affirmation of both male and female as 
equal (65). Likewise, in 1 Corinthians 11:7–10, he feels Paul pres-
ents an interpretation of woman that contradicts Genesis 1:26–27, 
where both male and female are made in the image of God. How-
ever, in verses 11–12, Paul continues with a statement that affirms 
equality and lays the groundwork for egalitarianism (68).

This insightful and balanced perspective on gender has the 
potential to initiate a real and loving dialogue among comple-
mentarians/patriarchalists and egalitarians instead of heated, and 
essentially nonproductive, debate. By acknowledging the intrin-
sic references to patriarchal cultural values embedded in the bib-
lical text, we should not only appreciate the loving way in which 
our Lord works with our human limitations and chooses to move 
humanity gently toward his ideal and ultimate ethic (Isa. 40:3-4), 
but we should also learn from his example as we discuss and de-
bate this issue with similar love and grace.

CHRiSTinE COS is a Master of Divinity candidate 
at Gordon-Conwell Theological Seminary. She 
received her Master of arts in Old Testament in 
2006. Christine has been the Minister of Educa-
tion of Pilgrim Church, Beverly, Mass., and is cur-
rently a member of the Conservative Congrega-
tional Christian Conference.
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This book reveals the significance of the impact of Asian cultural 
values on Asian American church life. The editors—Peter Cha, 
Steve Kang, and Helen Lee—and the six contributors take real 
church life episodes from their firsthand ministry experiences 
and analyze them thoroughly. The primary target audience of the 
book is pastors and lay leaders who are currently involved with or 
interested in doing ministry in the Asian American church.

Peter Cha, Ph.D., is associate professor of pastoral theology at 
Trinity Evangelical Divinity School. An author of many books, 
he has a wealth of pastoral experience as a youth pastor, as a 
church planter, and as a senior pastor. S. Steve Kang, Ph.D., is 
associate professor of educational ministries at Gordon-Conwell 
Theological Seminary. A coauthor of A Many Colored Kingdom: 
Multicultural Dynamics for Spiritual Formation, he has pastoral 
experiences in ministries to young adults and families and in 
church planting. Helen Lee has M.A. and M.B.A. degrees and is 
a freelance writer. She pioneered the first Asian American small 
group Bible study at InterVarsity Christian Fellowship, where she 
worked on staff. Lee has also written about ethnic identity and 
faith issues in numerous publications. 

In chapters 1 and 2, the authors emphasize how a healthy 
church must embrace grace and truth as the basic foundation of 
church ministry. The authors believe that, because of the cultural 
expectations of high standards and external righteousness, Asian 
American Christians focus more on disciplines than on inward 
transformation. Thus, they have difficulties openly sharing their 
shortcomings with acceptance and forgiveness. In addition, while 
the churches emphasize strong doctrinal beliefs, Asian Ameri-
can Christians tend to neglect to exercise the grace and forgive-
ness that the doctrine teaches. The authors urge Asian American 
churches to be more forgiving.

Chapters 3 and 4 describe how Confucianism shaped the 
Asian leadership style and the leaders’ thought processes. Lee 
states in chapter 3 that “Confucian-based perspectives,” “false 
humility,” “face-saving, shame-based approaches,” and “inability 
to resolve conflict” serve as the four areas of “stumbling blocks” 
to Asian American church development (61). She describes how 
Confucianism’s hierarchical and patriarchal concepts define hu-
man relationships, and thus affect Asian American pastors and 
leaders in their relationships with younger leaders. She observes 
that this cultural influence often results in an authoritarian lead-
ership style in many Asian American churches. 

In chapters 6 and 9, the authors describe how closely knit 
Asian American Christian immigrants form their own commu-
nities and how their cultural mindset creates the tendency to fo-
cus only on their own communities and overlook the need for 
evangelism and outward ministries. 

Chapter 7 addresses the difficulties that arise when two con-
gregations of two generations—the immigrant parents and their 
young adult children—cohabit in one church. The three authors 
analyze the conflicts that stem from the two cultures—the par-
ents’ Asian culture versus the children’s Asian American cul-
ture—and offer a biblical framework that is based on shared vi-
sion and partnership as a way to become a healthy church with a 
multigenerational congregation. 

Finally, in chapter 8, Peter Cha and Grace May examine the 
gender issues in the church that are influenced by Confucian-
ism’s hierarchical relationship between men and women. They 
describe how postmodern Asian women feel marginalized in the 
church and how such a milieu causes them to be hesitant to stay 
with the Asian American church. The authors also convey that 
many Asian American ministry leaders believe that developing 
healthy gender relations in the church is crucial for advancing 
evangelism and discipleship. 

The editors and contributors of Growing Healthy Asian Amer-
ican Churches keenly analyze the complexities of these cultural 
influences and present valuable insights into understanding the 
intricacies of the Asian culture that affect church growth. Many 
younger ministry leaders would relate to the conflicts that Helen 
Lee describes in chapters 3 and 4 and be greatly encouraged to 
learn the biblical basis for resolving such challenges. In addition, 
the multigenerational conflicts between the first and second gen-
erations portrayed in chapter 7 are so prevalent in Asian Ameri-
can (especially Korean American) churches that this chapter 
alone is a great contribution to Asian American congregations 
and their church growth. 

Regretfully, however, the book leaves an impression that only 
Asian American churches face some of the challenges described. 
Regardless of culture, some challenges are common today in 
many Protestant mainstream churches. For example, the difficul-
ties of dealing with a church leader’s moral failures with grace 
and acceptance or with a congregation’s resistance to change in 
ways that deter church growth are too common to limit to just 
Asian American churches. 

Growing Healthy Asian American Churches examines a wide 
range of Asian cultural values and their impact on Asian Ameri-
can churches. For overcoming such cultural influences, the au-
thors offer healthy church models that are culturally indepen-
dent, biblically sound, and adaptable by any church. The authors’ 
analyses are thorough and correct. The book is informative and 
instructive and is an essential resource for Asian American min-
istry leaders or laypeople seeking to understand and resolve the 
challenges they face today. 

kEUMJU JEWEl HYUn is Founder and President of Matthew 28 Minis-
tries, devoted to empowering women to become 
disciple-makers. She has more than fifteen years 
experience ministering to second-generation  
korean american congregations. She holds M.a. 
and D.Min. degrees from Gordon-Conwell Theo-
logical Seminary. Jewel and her husband have 
two adult children and four grandchildren and 
reside in north Billerica, Massachusetts.

Book Review: Growing Healthy Asian American Churches
Edited by Peter Cha, S. Steve Kang, and Helen Lee (InterVarsity Press, 2006)

Reviewed by KeumJu Jewel Hyun
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groups, and all economic classes, and all age groups, based on the 
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given them: their dignity, their freedom, their resources, and even their 
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cising their God-given gifts to further his kingdom constitutes injustice 
in a form that impoverishes the body of Christ and its ministry in 
the world at large. CBE accepts the call to be part of God’s mission in 
opposing injustice as required in Scriptures such as Micah 6:8. 

 Core Values ◆ We believe the Bible teaches the equality of women 
and men. We believe God has given each person gifts to be used for 
the good of Christ’s kingdom. We believe Christians are to develop 
and exercise their God-given gifts in home, church, and society. We 
believe the Bible teaches that Christians are to oppose injustice. 

 Mission Statement ◆ CBE equips believers by affirming the 
biblical truth about equality and justice. Thus, all believers, without 
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their God-given gifts in families, ministries, and communities.
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 We believe in the equality and essential dignity of men and 
women of all ethnicities, ages, and classes. We recognize that all 
persons are made in the image of God and are to reflect that image 
in the community of believers, in the home, and in society. 
 We believe that men and women are to diligently develop and use 
their God-given gifts for the good of the home, church, and society. 
 We believe in the family, celibate singleness, and faithful hetero-
sexual marriage as God’s design.
 We believe that, as mandated by the Bible, men and women are 
to oppose injustice.
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