“One-Woman-Man”
1. The Views

a. Exclusion of married men (held by RCs). 

i. This view is refuted by the following context speaking of children and a household.

ii. In 4:3 Paul says it is a false doctrine to teach abstinence from marriage.

b. Exclusion of unmarried men. 

i. Strength: 

1. Managing his house (v.4)

ii. Problems

1. Does not do justice to the emphasis of “one” in this passage, which is the first word for that reason.

2. Neither Paul nor Christ saw anything wrong with the single state (eg, 1 Cor. 7:7, Matt. 19:12) 

3. Consistency of interpretation must demand that he must, then, have to have children. So married men without children would be excluded.

4. How would being unmarried be a cause for reproach? 

c. Exclusion of polygamists. 

i. People who hold this view hold it very dogmatically (Calvin, A.T. Robertson). 

ii. Problems

1. Polygamy would have been something prohibited by all the church.

2. Polygamy was forbidden by Roman law. So there is no evidence that there was this problem in the early church.
3. In 1 Tim. 5:9, widows are to be the wife of one husband. The wording is exactly the same. Therefore, that verse would be prohibiting polyandry. 

d. Exclusion of remarried widowers. 

i. Finds a great deal of support and is widely held (Plummer, Kelly, Alfred, Benard).

ii. Holds that a person can only have been married once. Re-marriage disqualifies them from the pastorate.

iii. Support

1. 1 Tim. 5:9 – ??
2. While a 2nd marriage would be legitimate, it would not show the proper restraint which should be evident in the life of a church leader.

3. This view has been confirmed by some leading Christians in the first few centuries (Origin, Tertullian). 

iv. Weaknesses

1. 1 Tim. 5:9 doesn’t prove anything.

2. This view seems to presuppose that marriage is a necessary evil. This makes no sense since God gave us the desire for sex and fellowship and companionship in this level. If it is a weakness a 2nd time, then it is also at the 1st.
3. While appeal to Church history has its place, it must always be approved through the Bible. 

4. If you look through the list of qualifications, would this be the only sexual sin to be looked for in a candidate? It seems that if this was Paul’s intention here, he would have chosen a different aspect.
5. Paul did not oppose remarriage after the death of a partner. Normally, as Heb. 13:4 says, “marriage is honorable in all.”

e. Exclusion of one involved in marital sin.

i. Holds that an elder must be an example of faithfulness to his one and only marriage partner. He must not be taken a hold of for adultery or divorce. If these things have taken place, then this individual is permanently disqualified from the ministry (there is debate in this camp whether this involves pre-conversion or post-conversion; most say post-conversion—see Hendricksen).
ii. Strengths

1. It is common knowledge that all kinds of divorce and adultery were present in the early church history. It is very prevalent. It makes sense that this could be involved.

2. The two nouns, woman and man, are without the article. The idea is then argued that it is a one-woman man (Wuest). That could not be done by one who committed divorce or adultery.
3. There is a practical reason for this: the ill-legitimate children or mistresses could show up to a Sunday morning service.

4. The sons of Aaron were forbidden from marrying divorced women (Lev. 21:7, 14)

5. The context is speaking of one who is blameless and managing his household well. Divorce or adultery would violate both of those requirements. 

f. Exclusion of one presently involved in marital sin. 

i. This position argues that one is disqualified only if they are currently having moral problems. (see Benwear, Moody Monthly on this issue).
ii. Seven reasons 

1. This view enjoys all the supports of the previous view with the only difference being in the realm of application. 

2. All of the qualifications are equally important. Normally this one is stressed to the exclusion of others.  

3. This view offers a more sane approach to the other qualifications. Nobody has always perfectly fulfilled all of these qualifications. No one can say “I’ve never had a lustful thought.” It can be violated short of the physical breaking of it. “If a man has a problem in this area, then I feel he is not ready to enter the position.” 
4. The previous view wrongly emphasizes the past rather than the present. In addition, out of the 15 qualifications, why is this the only one that can disqualify you permanently? 

5. Growth and maturity do not take place overnight. Thus, “Does the person presently measure up to these standards?” 
6. I am not saying that a past sin will not preclude one from holding office. It is possible that something done in the past will disqualify one permanently. But that is true for any of these. Remember the overall qualification is to be blameless. A divorce in the past may make one disqualified depending on the situation and how it is viewed in the eyes of the public. 
7. The background of the churches. (see Lenske, p.580-81)
iii. Bottom line: this quality, as well as all the others, need to be shown for an individual. If not, then sufficient time should be given him. 

iv. Two answers to the objection that Dr. H is lowering the bar

1. Assumes that the bar was set at the right height to begin with. If it has not been set by way of a correct exegesis of Scripture than someone else other than God has put it there. You cannot get there any other way.
2. I don’t think I’ve lowered the standard because there are many men who have never been divorced, but still have been disqualified. Many men who have not been divorced fail to be a one-woman man. I may be, in fact, raising the bar a few notches. 
v. See Mood Monthly Oct. 1979, Paul Benwear “…the question must be where does this man currently fare in his Christian walk…” 
vi. All of these are subjective in a large part, because it deals with the way the world views us. 
