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The role of omen in church and in society in general is a hotly debated and terribly 
Jivisive issu among evangelicals today. For this reason a treatment of this issue by way 
of exemplify ng the nature and character of Christian ethics is both appropriate and 
important. e will treat this issue by exegeting the three most important passages in the 
New Testa ent with regard to the role of women in the church and then drawing some 
practical co elusions. Thus our outline will be as follows: 

Section 1: 
Section 2: 
Section 3: 
Section 4: 

Section 1: 

Introduction: 

Cor. 11:2-16 
Cor. 14:33b-35 
Tim. 2:8-15 
ractical Conclusions 

By way of in reduction to 1 Cor. 11:2-16, I want to make reference to three things: 

(1) 

(1) 
(2) 
(3) 

he Theme of This Section 
he Argument of This Section 
he Exposition of This Section 

erne of This Section 

1 Carinthia s is an issue-oriented or problem-oriented letter. Through reports that had 
filtered bac and through a formal letter from the church, Paul had been informed of a 
number of i sues and questions on which authoritative Apostolic direction was needed 
(5:1, 6:1,7: , 8:1, 11:17,12:1, 15:1). 1 Corinthians is Paul's response to these needs. 

What is th issue being addressed in this section? The NIV's uninspired heading, 
Propriety in orship, has both expressed and formed many peoples understanding of this 
issue. Whil this section has something to do with propriety, it has little or nothing to do 
with public orship and so this heading is not very helpful. A superficial reading of this 
section of Corinthians will inform the sleepiest reader that the issue Paul is now 
addressing i Womens' Headcoverings. That certainly is the issue which provoked Paul to 
pen these ords. 

(2) The A gument of This Section 

'Nhat is th argument, flow, or movement of thought in Paul's treatment of women's 
headcoveri gs? Now I shall have to ask you for the moment to hold back all the questions 
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that are flooding into your mind about this passage. What is the headcovering? What 
about the angels? What about long hair? In due time we shall address to some degree 

. all these questions, but we must first try to get the big picture by passing by these 
jifficulties. Think of a jig saw puzzle. How do you put a puzzle together? The border 
pieces come first, the difficult pieces last! It is the same with Biblical Interpretation. So we 
ask, What is the outline or flow of thought of this section? 

Introduction: Paul's Prefatory Commendation (vv. 1, 2) 

I. Paul's Assumed Foundation on This Issue (v. 3) 

There is a divine order which undergirds the world and provides the framework for answering the 
question about womens' headcoverings. 

II. Paul's Specific Evaluation of This Issue (vv. 4-6) 

Ill. Paul's Further Argumentation About This Issue (vv. 7-16) 

Paul supports his directions regarding womens' head coverings by appealing to three authorities or 
using three arguments: 

A. His Appeal to the Facts of Creation, vs. 7-12 
B. His Appeal to the Teaching of Nature, vs. 13-15 
C. His Appeal to the Practice of the Churches, v. 16 

Now we will say much, much more about this passage, but do you get the big picture? 
Can you follow the main flow of thought? 

(3) The Exposition of This Section 

I do not believe that the most helpful method of expounding this passage would be a 
verse-by-verse commentary. Instead, I am going to arrange my exposition according to 
Paul's logic or structure. Paul first lays out the framework of the divine order (v. 3) and 
then applies it to the issue of headcoverings. Thus, our outline will be: 

I. The Exposition of the Divine Order of Male Headship 
II. The Application of the Divine Order to Womens' Headcoverings 

Under (I.), "The Exposition of the Divine Order of Male Headship" we shall open up this 
divine order by expounding three characteristics. 

I. The Exposition of the Divine Order 
A. The Reality of the Divine Order of Male Headship 
B. The Perpetuity of the Divine Order of Male Headship 
C. The Quality of the Divine Order of Male Headship 
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A. The Reality of the Divine Order of Male Headship 

Nhat do I mean by the reality ... ? I mean its factuality or actuality. There really is a divine 
order for the human race in which man is head and woman is subordinate to man. 

1. The Meaning of Headship Confirmed 

Up till now, I have simply assumed that the word, head, in 1 Cor. 11:3 meant headship, 
i.e. authority over someone. When Paul said, "the head of the woman is the man," I have 
assumed that he is saying, "the authority over the woman is the man." I am not alone in 
this assumption. This meaning was assumed by the whole Christian church till the 20th 
century. In this century this meaning has been challenged by certain so-called "Christian 
feminists." They have asserted that head never means authority over, but often means 
source or beginning. Thus 1 Cor. 11:3 should be read by inserting the word, source, for 
head. 1 

These assertions are refuted in detail by the following facts: 

(1) An Exhaustive study by Dr. Wayne Grudem of 2336 occurrences of "head" in biblical 
and pre-biblical Greek has shown that there is not an instance in which head means 
"source", but 49 times in which it means "authority over."2 

(2) Verse 10 of 1 Corinthians 11 confirms that the head covering of the woman was 
related to the idea of authority. Note the parallels in verses 8 and 9 with the assertion of 
verse 3; It is because woman came from man and was created for man that she should 
have a sign of male authority on her head! Here in v. 10 the specific Greek word that 
means "authority" is used. Authority here implies legal superiority in rank . 

. (3) Head often means "authority over" or "ruler" in the Bible (Judges 10:18, 11:8, 9, 11; 
2 Sam. 22:44; 1 Kings 8:1; Ps. 18:43; lsa. 7:8, 9:14-16; Eph. 1:22, Eph. 5:22-24). These 
are only the most explicit references in the Bible. As a matter of fact, all15 times in which 
head is used figuratively in the New Testament it probably implies the idea of authority. 

1George W. Knight Ill, The Role Relationship of Men & Women, (Moody Press, 
Chicago, 1990), pp. 49,50. 

21bid, pp. 49-80. 
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In light of these facts, the assertions of "Christian feminists" that head does not mean 
authority over, but often means source, are at best, sinful ignorance of the Bible or at 
worst deliberate perversion. 

2. The Idea of Headship Clarified 

The discussion of the meaning of head in 1 Cor. 11:3 has begun to clarify the precise 
meaning of the idea of male headship. In a sense we shall be clarifying the idea of male 
headship throughout our study, but it is important to begin here. Male headship is a 
matter of legal position and objective authority. That is to say, it is not primarily a matter of 
subjective influence or raw power. There is a difference between power and authority. 
Often they go together. Ideally they go together, but the legal right to do something and 
the raw strength to do something are not the same. There may be a rightful King whose 
throne has been usurped by a powerful general. He has the authority or right to be king, 
but not the power .. Here power is exercised to rebel against headship. Not all power in 
the hands of subordinates or subjects is, however, necessarily bad or a violation of the 
sovereign's headship. Think of an aged and wise counselor who has wisely guided a 
young prince's father before that father died and the young prince became king. Ideally 

· and properly that counselor ought to exercise enormous influence and power over the 
young king. Such influence properly wielded is not a violation of the king's authority. It is 
not rebellion on the part of the counselor. 

:Jo you see the application of these illustrations to male headship in the home and 
marriage and in every other sphere? 

Men! Male headship is not embarrassed by the reality that a wife's character may have 
enormous influence or her wisdom a great power in shaping your decisions! Do you allow 
yourself to be sanctified by your wife's graces and virtues? Do you permit yourself to be 
influenced in your decisions by the wisdom of your wife? If you do not you are acting in a 
very foolish manner! If you have so cowed her that she's afraid to counsel you freely, you 
are the loser. Don't argue that such influence will violate your headship! Such an 
argument totally misunderstands what headship is! Most of the time when men make a 
decision against their wife's counsel, they are wrong. 

Women! Male headship is not abrogated or abolished because you are smarter, or more 
educated, or even bigger or stronger than your husband. It is not abolished by your ability 
to manipulate or out-argue your husband, or by your more assertive personality. All those 
things do not mean that your husband is not your head or that you do not need to respect 
him, obey him, and allow him to lead you! Male headship is not primarily a matter of 
brains, muscles, or personalities. It is a matter of divinely appointed leadership which no 
amount of brains, muscles or personality permits you to usurp or ignore! 

As we continue our study of male headship in the church, many pitfalls and 
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misconceptions will be avoided by remembering what male headship is and what it is not! 
It is a matter of objective authority not merely subjective influence. May I say one more 

.. word of application before moving on? What a liberating concept this is of male headship! 
It should free men from the feeling that their headship is undermined every time they 

listen to their wives' advice. It should free them from the feeling that somehow if they are 
to be head they must repress their wives' abilities or pretend that they are superior in 
every way to their wives. It should free women from the idea that male headship means 
that "we can never be all we're meant to be." If male headship was merely raw power or 
influence, then it would be an oppressive yoke. But it is not! Women need not fear that 
they must be a mousey non-person with no opinions and no abilities because they 
embrace the biblical teaching on male headship. There is room for the full expression of 
womanly talents within the framework of and in submission to God's order. Outside of this 
order, there is only destruction and death for women. 

Do you see that God's law is a law of liberty? God's law is always a law that gives 
freedom (Jas. 2:12). Do not swallow the devil's lie that somehow liberty and love are 
contradicted by God's law! 

3. The Evidence For Headship Reviewed 

1 Cor. 11:3 in my opinion is the classic passage which asserts the biblical doctrine of male 
headship. It asserts this doctrine with a clarity, fullness, and brevity found nowhere else . 
. t is the tallest peak, but it is only the tallest peak. It is important to set this text in the 
context of the broad biblical witness. We must not allow any "Christian feminist" to think 
that it is just this text that they must get rid of in order to safely sail the feminist ship across 
the sea of the Bible. Rather, it must be seen that it is only the tip of an iceberg of massive 
biblical witness for male headship and female subordination. This iceberg is so big that it 
must wreck the "feminist" ship. 

There is another reason why I am going to take the time to review the rest of this biblical 
evidence. In this study, we are specifically interested in the place of women in the church. 
This question is addressed in only 2 or 3 passages. If we focus on just these passages 

and ignore its broad biblical background in the doctrine of the subordination of women to 
men, we will.mar the force of these passages. We will not appreciate the strength of 
biblical teaching on the subject. it is not just a matter of 2 or 3 passages. It is a matter of 
2 or 3 passages which specifically apply the broad principle of male headship to the 
church! 

I have selected 10 passages which clearly enunciate this principle. More could be said. I 
will say nothing about the many incidental implications scattered throughout Scripture or 
the overall impression conveyed by it. I will not enlarge on the fact that God permitted 
Jnly male priests in the Old Testament and that Christ chose only male apostles in the 
New Testament, though much could be said about this. 
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(1) Genesis 2:4-25 

_n this account that the New Testament builds so much upon, there are, at least, three 
indications that the woman was subordinate to the man. There is the order of her 
creation. Adam was created first, then Eve (1 Tim.2:13). This made Eve dependent for 
her knowledge of God's commands on Adam (vv. 15-17). There is the reason for her 
creation. She was made on account of Adam as a suitable help for Adam (1 Cor.11 :9 and 
cf. Gen. 2:18, 20). There is the naming of the woman after her creation. Adam named 

the animals (Gen. 2:19-20). This manifested his authority over them. He also named Eve 
(twice--ct. Gen. 2:23 and also Gen. 3:20) showing his authority over her!3 

(2) Genesis 3:16: "To the woman He said, "I will greatly multiply Your pain in childbirth, 
In pain you shall bring forth children; Yet your desire shall be for your husband, And he 
shall rule over you.'"' 

This verse should not be interpreted as a command, but as a curse. In other words, the 
statement, "he shall rule over you," is a prediction not a precept. As such it is part of 
God's decretive will, and not a part of that preceptive will of God which forms the rule of 
our duty. What relevance then does it have for the doctrine of male headship? Several 
factors must be remembered if we are to see its relevance. Adam's curse involved the 
cursing of creation ordinance, labor. The previous part of Eve's curse also involved the 
;ursing of a creation ordinance, the bearing of children. Even so the subordination of the 
woman to the man, present already in creation (Genesis 2) was cursed. Just as labor and 
childbearing had evil and pain injected into them, so now the relationship of subordination 
between man and woman has evil and pain injected into it by sin. The point is Gen. 3:16 
assumes that already in creation woman was under man and man ruled over woman. 

(3) Num. 5: 19, 20: '"And the priest shall have her take an oath and shall say to the 
woman, "If no man has lain with you and if you have not gone astray into uncleanness, 
being under the authority of your husband, be immune to this water of bitterness that 
brings a curse; if you, however, have gone astray, being under the authority of your 
husband, and if you have defiled yourself and a man other than your husband has had 
intercourse with you "'' 

(4) Num. 30:1-16 

This passage clearly implies the authority of the husband over the wife by giving him 
within certain bounds the right to annul sacred vows to God made by his wife. Note the 
parallel between fatherly and husbandly authority. 

31bid, p. 30. 
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(5) Eph. 5:22: "Wives, be subject to your own husbands, as to the Lord." 

~ote the correlation between "submit" and "head" in this context (vv. 22-24 ). 

(6) Col. 3:18: "Wives, be subject to your husbands, as is fitting in the Lord." 

(7) Tit. 2:5: "to be sensible, pure, workers at home, kind, being subject to their own 
husbands, that the word of God may not be dishonored." 

(8) 1 Pet. 3:1-6: "In the same way, you wives, be submissive to your own husbands so 
that even if any of them are disobedient to the word, they may be won without a word by 
the behavior of their wives, as they observe your chaste and respectful behavior. And let 
not your adornment be merely external-- braiding the hair, and wearing gold jewelry, or 
putting on dresses; but Jet it be the hidden person of the heart, with the imperishable 
quality of a gentle and quiet spirit, which is precious in the sight of God. For in this way in 
former times the holy women also, who hoped in God, used to adorn themselves, being 
submissive to their own husbands. Thus Sarah obeyed Abraham, calling him lord, and 
you have become her children if you do what is right without being frightened by any fear." 

(9) 1 Tim. 2:8-15: "Therefore I want the men in every place to pray, lifting up holy hands, 
without wrath and dissension. Likewise, I want women to adorn themselves with proper 
;lothing, modestly and discreetly, not with braided hair and gold or pearls or costly 
garments; but rather by means of good works, as befits women making a claim to 
godliness. Let a woman quietly receive instruction with entire submissiveness. But I do not 
allow a woman to teach or exercise authority over a man, but to remain quiet. For it was 
Adam who was first created, and then Eve. And it was not Adam who was deceived, but 
the woman being quite deceived, fell into transgression. But women shall be preserved 
through the bearing of children if they continue in faith and love and sanctity with self­
restraint." 

(10) 1 Cor. 14:33-35: "Let the women keep silent in the churches; for they are not 
permitted to speak, but let them subject themselves, just as the Law also says. And if 
they desire to learn anything, let them ask their own husbands at home; for it is improper 
for a woman to speak in church." 

This overview of evidence underscores the importance of this subject and the necessity of 
our study of it. This is a major theme of biblical ethics. Attacking this theme is attacking 
the core of biblical ethics. 

One response which I anticipate is someone saying, "Pastor, I don't see what's so 
. :;omplicated about all this. it seems to me that the Bible is clear as to this issue. Why do 
so many have a problem with it?" I agree. The broad picture is clear. The fact that some 
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have come to different conclusions or think that the issue is not clear after studying God's 
Word is due ultimately to rebellion against God and His Word. It is their rebellion which 
has blinded their minds. Some "Christian feminists" actually admit that there . is 
nconsistency in the Bible on this issue.4 Such perspectives are ultimately rebellion 
against God. Such rebellion against the Word of God has the most serious spiritual 
consequences (1 Cor. 14:37, John 14:21, 23, 15:14) Others profess to believe the Word 
of God, but are blind to this clear teaching. Such blindness over such a clear issue also 
raises serious questions (1 Jn. 2:21, 27). 

The submission of women to this teaching in our day will be one of the clearest marks of 
their genuine attachment to Christ! To knowingly believe all that the Bible says except this 
manifests the rottenness of your profession of Christ. Accepting Christ as prophet means 
giving heed in everything he says to you (Acts 3:22, 23). Inability to trust God in this area, 
especially after being clearly shown that there is nothing to be afraid of in God's law is a 
serious exhibition of unbelief. 

B. The Perpetuity of This Order 

I mean by the perpetuity of this order its permanence. If something is permanent or 
perpetual, it is lasting or enduring. It is the opposite of short lived, temporary, 
impermanent. 

Nhy is it important to say that the divine order of male headship is permanent? Because 
one of the major rationalizations of so-called biblical feminism is this. "Yes," they say, "the 
Bible does teach that women should be subordinate to men. But that order of things has 
now passed away. Once it was right and good that women should be subordinate and so 
the Bible taught it, but now it's no longer necessary." 

Now we must admit that there is a certain plausibility to this argument because not 
everything the Bible commands was intended to be perpetual. God instituted the order of 
the Old Covenant, but did not intend it to be permanent. Thus, He b. 8:13 says, "By calling 
this covenant "new" he has made the first one obsolete and what is obsolete and aging 
will soon disappear." It is, thus, necessary to show that the divine order of male headship 
is not intended to pass away. Our outline of this subject is as follows: 

1. Its Perpetuity Established by Two Considerations 
a. It is the Order of Creation 
b. It is the Order of Redemption 

-----------------
4Note the statement of Paul Jewett quoted in Susan T. Foh's Women and the Word 

of God, (Baker Book House, Grand Rapids, 1980), p. 26. 
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2. Its Perpetuity Applied Against Various Objections 

1. Its Perpetuity Established 

a. It is the order of creation. 

We saw above that Paul appeals in verses 7-12 of this passage to the facts of creation to 
confirm his directions regarding womens' headcovering being made necessary by the 
divine order of male headship. Why does Paul appeal to the facts of creation? What was 
instituted at creation endures as long as creation endures! Paul assumes that what was 
instituted at creation has abiding relevance for Christians. What is creational, for Paul, is 
perpetual. You remember that Jesus thought the same way. When he proved that his 
doctrine of marriage was true, he appealed to creation (Matt. 19:4, 5): "And He answered 
and said, "Have you not read, that He who created them from the beginning MADE THEM 
MALE AND FEMALE, and said, 'FOR THIS CAUSE A MAN SHALL LEAVE HIS FATHER 
AND MOTHER, AND SHALL CLEAVE TO HIS WIFE; AND THE TWO SHALL BECOME 
ONE FLESH'?" 

Verses 7-12, Paul's appeal to the facts of creation, has a very clear structure or movement 
of thought. Notice ... 

( 1) Paul's assertion (v. 7) 
)) Paul's argumentation (vv. 8, 9--"for") 
(3) Paul's conclusion (vv. 1 0--"for this reason") 
(4) Paul's qualification (vv. 11, 12--"however") 

By way of opening up the idea that the divine order of male headship is the order of 
creation, I will briefly expound each of Paul's four points. 

(1) Paul's assertion (v. 7) 

Verse 7 revolves around two key ideas: the idea of image and the idea of glory. 
Consider, first of all, the idea of image. What does image mean? The language, image of 
God, takes us back to Gen. 1:26-28, the creation account. An image is a visible replica or 
representation. An image may be illustrated by an idol-statue or a snapshot of one's wife 
with a 35 mm. camera. Both are images. According to Gen. 1 :26-28 man is the living, 
visible replica or representation of God in creation. What does Paul assert about image? 

I Paul asserts that the man is in some sense the image of God in a way that the woman is 
J not! You will note that Paul does not say that the woman is the image of man. This would 

have implied that woman was not the image of God. Paul certainly believed that women 
were bearers of God's image. The Bible teaches this clearly (Gen. 1 :26-28). Paul himself 
teaches that all Christians are renewed in the image of God (Col. 3:9-11 with Gal. 3:28-
29). Paul's point, then, in this verse must be that in some sense the man is specially or 
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pre-eminently the image of God, since he clearly teaches that in other senses woman is 
also image. What is this special image the male bears? Being the image of God means 

_"many things. Man is like God in many ways. One of the main ways in which man is the 
1isible image of God in creation is that he bears rule (Gen. 1:26, 28; Psa. 8:3-8). Clearly, 
the man and the woman share this ruling function, but just as clearly the man is in some 
way pre-eminently the visible representative of God's sovereignty because by creation he 
is even head of the woman. Thus in a way the woman can not, the man images God's 
supreme headship over all creation. The woman since she has a creaturely head cannot 
be the image of God's supreme rule. 

Do you see your calling, men? You, in your distinctive male-ness, are to image--visibly 
represent--God's supreme sovereignty over all creation. You are a son of Adam, the 
visible king. of creation. Indeed, God has crowned you with glory and honor! In you 
shines the glory of God's sovereignty. How closely he has related Himself to you! Be 
then, what you are! Resist every temptation which would detract from the dignity and 
honor with which God has crowned you. Resist every base, degraded impulse or desire 
which would pervert the image you give of God's power and glory. Is it too old-fashioned 
to say that you must remember your nobility and walk worthy of it. You are gods. Reflect, 
then, God's authority. Be kind, and good and wise, do not tyrannize your family. But also 
be strong, protective, assertive--do not abdicate your manhood! Take your responsibility! 
Let no one usurp it! Husbands let no one tyrannize your wife and family. Be their savior, 
protector, provider. Are you the head you should be? If you are, it ought to smack of 
lrrogance and pomposity to womens' libbers! If you are, it should constrain your wife and 
family's pride and gladness. Are you the kind of man that your wife and children can be 
proud of? Remember Prov. 17:6 "the glory of sons is their fathers." 

Consider, secondly, the idea of glory. The basic meaning of Paul's idea of image is clear. · 
The case is different with his idea of glory. This is not so clear at any rate to me. What 

does glory mean? Glory is visible splendor (1 Cor. 15:40, 41 ). When applied to persons, 
glory is the external or visible manifestation of their excellence (John 2:11 ). It is the 
opposite of shame. Shame is the visible exposure of baseness, nakedness, or evil. Note 
1 Cor. 11 :22: To shame those who have nothing is to "openly expose their poverty." What 
does Paul assert about glory? He asserts that the man is the glory of God. He is the 
visible manifestation of the excellence of God's power and authority. In contrast to this 
(Note the men de construction in the Greek.) woman is the glory of the man. Though this is 
somewhat difficult, I believe the meaning is this. The woman is the visible manifestation of 
the excellence of man's headship. The fact that over such an excellent creature as the 
woman, man is head clearly manifest the man's excellence. Godet penetratingly 
comments, "It is an honour, the highest of all undoubtedly, for one being to become the 
object of another's love and devotion; and the more the being who loves and is self­
devoted is exalted in talent and beauty, the more is the honour increased. Can there 
therefore be a greater glory to man than to possess as a loving and devoted helpmeet, a 
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being so admirably endowed as a woman!5 Prov. 12:4 says, "a wife of noble character is 
her husband's crown." 

,2) Paul's Argumentation (vv. 8, 9) 

Note the "for." Paul uses two arguments to prove that the male is especially the image of 
God's authority. Both are rooted in the facts of creation as recorded in Gen. 2. We may 
summarize these two arguments succinctly: 

v. 8- Woman was made from man. 
v. 9 -Woman was made for man. 

For these two reasons Paul regards the man as especially God's image and the woman 
as the glory of the man. Now the fact that Paul, the authoritative apostle of Christ, asserts 
that these things vindicate male headship ought to be the end of the debate for any 
genuine Christian. But in order to show that Paul's use of Gen. 2 is indeed accurate and 
for the further confirmation of your faith, I want to mention 6 facts which evidence the 
legitimacy of Paul's use of Gen. 2 to support male headship. 

Firstly, Adam is made first! His personal name is the name of the race. Prior to Eve's 
creation he alone receives the command concerning the tree. He alone names the 
animals. The phrase "Adam and his wife" repeatedly is used and suggests that he is 
.;entral in the relationship (2:25; 3:8, 3:20, 21 ). He, not Eve, is addressed by God after the 
sin (3:9). When the account is given of man's being driven from the garden only Adam is 
mentioned (3:24, 25). Perhaps anyone of these things taken by itself might be ignored, 
but together they convey a cumulative impression which no unprejudiced mind can evade! 

Secondly, Adam's naming of the woman is an act of authority in Hebrew thought and 
indicates his headship over her (Gen. 1 :5a, Sa, 1 0; 2:20, 2:23b ). 

Thirdly, Adam and the narrative of Genesis 2:23, 24 agree with Paul in seeing the 
woman's derivation from the man as defining her identity. She is named for her 
derivation.6 One's name in Hebrew thought defines one's identity. 

5Frederic Louis Godet, Commentary on First Corinthians, (Kregel, Grand Rapids, 
1979), pp. 548, 549. 

6James B. Hurley, Man and Woman in Biblical Perspective, (Zondervan, Grand 
Rapids, 1981 ), pp. 210, 211. 
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Fourthly, origin and authority are related in the Bible (Col. 1:15-18). Thus the facts of 
Eve's creation were ordered by God to show her subordination to the man's authority. 
3he was derived from him, originated from him by God to teach us that while God is the 
supreme lord of the woman, man is her earthly head. 

Fifthly, the purpose of the woman's creation as a suitable helper for Adam suggests his 
pre-eminence. She is made for Adam to help him with his task. She is given no separate 
or independent task of her own. Remember Col. 1:16 which says "all things have been 
created by him and for him." The fact that all is for Christ means that He is Lord of all. So 
Adam with his wife. 

Sixthly, Gen. 3:16 properly interpreted presupposes the role relationship of man and 
woman. It is the cursing of a previously existing relationship. 71nterpreted in light of its 
parallel passage in Gen. 4:7, it teaches the man's ruling position. 

It may be asked, "Why do you go into such detail to show that Genesis 2 teaches what 
Paul says it does? If the inspired Apostle in the sacred writings of the New Testament 
says it teaches it, then it must be, right?" I thoroughly agree, but I have gone into such 
detail to show the utter folly of certain objectors to Paul's reasoning. Paul Jewett says of 
Paul's argument here: 

Furthermore, in reasoning this way, Paul is not only basing his argument exclusively 
on the second creation narrative, but is assuming the traditional rabbinic 
understanding of that narrative whereby the order of their creation is made to yield 
the primacy of the man over the woman. Is this rabbinic understanding of Genesis 
2:18f. correct? We do not think that it is.8 

Not only are these sentiments a bald-faced repudiation of the authority of the Holy 
Scriptures, they are also simply inaccurate. In literally many ways Genesis 1, 2, and 3 
imply and assert the headship of man over woman in creation. Only one blinded by the 
prejudices of modern feminism can fail to see it. The only alternative to humble 
submission to the Word of God is to be given up to blindness and folly. 

7Knight, loc. cit., p. 31. 

8Paul Jewett, Man as Male and Female, (Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 1975), p. 119 
(cf. also pp. 112,113. 
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(3) Paul's conclusion (v. 1 0) 

_Before we begin the discussion of this interesting, but difficult verse; we must remind 
Jurselves of the place it occupies in Paul's appeal to the facts of creation. It is Paul's 
conclusion based on the arguments of verses 8 and 9 in which he restates the assertion of 
v. 7. Note the words, "for this reason." It is crucial that this be kept in mind as we attempt 
to unravel the knots in v. 10. 

There are two such knots. What is meant by "authority on her head"? And what is meant 
by "because of the angels"? 

What is meant by "authority on her head"? This is a reference to the covering of v. 7. 
Remember Paul is restating in this conclusion the assertion ofv. 7. The covering is called 
"authority." (The word "symbol" is not in the original though it is rightly supplied by the 
NASB.) The simple reason for this is that the covering is a sign of her husband's authority 
over her. The fact is that it is not the sign of the woman's authority, but the sign of 
someone's authority over her. 

What is meant by the phrase, "because of the angels"? In other words, why are the 
angels mentioned in this connection? Again, we must recall that this verse is a conclusion 
from the previous verses. Paul in mentioning this is not giving an additional reason t<;> 
those already mentioned in vv. 8 and 9. The word "and" in v. 10 supplied by the NJ._V is<not) 
n the original. If that word is deleted, you see that this is not a new reason fo-r 
headcoverings, but a restatement of the ones already given. The angels, then, are 
mentioned as the representative or guardians of the created order referred to in vv. 8 and 
9. The angels are associated with creation in Scripture (Job 38:7). ·They themselves are 
arranged in a very defined hierarchy (Eph. 3:1 0; Col. 1: 16). Thus, they are keenly 
sensitive to the maintenance of the order of creation among God's people. 

(4) Paul's Qualification (vv. 11, 12). 

Let me again remind you of the place these verses occupy in Paul's appeal to the facts of 
creation. They are a qualification of what Paul has been saying. Note the "however." 
Paul has made his main point but before he moves on he wants to make sure that it is not 
taken to a wrong extreme. Man is head, yes, but this does not mean he can get along 
without the woman. In a sense he is dependent on the woman. Once again in v. 12 Paul 
appeals to the facts of creation to make his point. If woman came out of man, it is also 
true that every son of Adam comes through the woman. 

One point must be made about this qualification. Paul is obviously not taking back or 
annulling the point he had just made. Some have attempted to use Paul's qualification to 
3mpty verses 7-10 of any force. This is obviously wrong. To qualify and to deny are two 
different things. If I say, for instance, Craig is my friend; however, Dave is also my friend, I 
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have qualified the statement that Craig is my friend, but I have not denied it. 

There are two other reasons why we must not use verses 11 and 12 to destroy the force 
Jf verses 7-10. First, if these words were intended to take back all he just said, Paul 
would be guilty of either spineless wishy-washy-ness or irrational contradiction. Both 
ideas are unworthy of an inspired apostle. Second, in fact Paul is very careful not to 
contradict the point he made in verses 8 and 9. He very carefully uses two different 
prepositions. Literally, here is what he says: "For even as the woman was out of(ek) the 
man, so also the man is through (dia) the woman. The preposition ek designates source. 
The preposition d i a designates medium. These two prepositions may be illustrated in the 
sentence: The water came out of a pond through a stream. This same distinction 
between the two prepositions may be seen in 1 Cor. 8:6. Thus Paul carefully preserves 
the man's priority, while teaching the woman's indispensability. 

Conclusion: 

This concludes our brief exploration of 1 Cor. 11 :7-12. The basic thrust of these verses is 
clear. Would you agree that by following careful principles of interpretation reasonable 
and even compelling explanations of even its most difficult parts have been given? Then, 
how can we explain this quotation: "It is really not clear what verses 8 and 9 mean in light 
of verses 11 and 12. "9 Others say the same! How can anyone read this passage and be 
so blind? What is the explanation for such blindness? 1 Cor. 2:14 reads, "The man 
Nithout the Spirit does not accept the things that come from the Spirit of God, for they are 
foolishness to him, and he cannot understand them, because they are spiritually 
discerned." 

What does this say to us who do accept the things of the spirit of God? Thank God for it! 
Pray to God for more of it! Weep for the evangelical church! The fact that evangelicals 
would even be arguing about these issues shows how deep its need is an how darkened 
its churches are! 

What does this say to those for whom the Bible is a closed book? The consistent 
testimony of the children of God is that when they were saved the Bible which had once 
been a closed book--uninteresting and confusing--now began to make sense. Why 
doesn't it make sense to them? Because they are not the born of the Spirit. 

b. It is the Order of Redemption 

We have seen that Paul did not trace his demand for the proper subordination of woman 

9Patricia Gundry, Woman Be Free, (Zondervan, Grand Rapids, 1977), p. 66. 

14 

Tim
Highlight

Tim
Highlight

Tim
Highlight



to a concern not to offend the cultural prejudices of the first century, but to the unalterable 
facts of the creation of men and women. Now we want to show that this order is not 
destroyed or annulled by the facts and realities but rather confirmed and re-enforced by a 
.'edemptive work of Christ. Why is it important to make this point? For this reason: 
someone might object to the idea that the order of creation is permanent by saying, 
"Creation did not remain in its original integrity. It fell under Adam and was redeemed in 
Christ. Doesn't this alter the original order?" 

Many things might be said to such an objection. We could say that the very fact that Paul 
appeals to the facts of creation to support his point shows that the original order has not 
been altered by the facts of the fall and redemption. We could say that such an objector 
must remember that redemption is redemption. It does not annul creation, but redeems it, 
restores it, perfects it, and glorifies it. Finally we could simply show that the order of 1 
Cor. 1'1 :3 is treated by Paul as the order of redemption. To put it in the words of Pastor A. 
N. Martin," The implications of this distinction are not negated by the fall or redemption (at 
least in its present dimensions.)" 

The order of 1 Cor. 11:3 is seen to be the order of redemption by three things: 

(1) It is the existing order in the redemptive age 
(2) It is the proper fruit of the Redeemer's exaltation. 
(3) It is the practical basis of the redemptive community. 

Before I open up 1 Cor. 11:3 along these lines, it is necessary to mention a word of 
qualification. I am referring to the qualification stated by Pastor Martin in the quotation I 
gave earlier. Why does he say, "(at least in its present dimensions)"? He says this 
because of a statement like that found in Luke 20:34-36. Something changes in the 
nature of man which supersedes marriage at the second coming of Christ. This raises 
many questions; for most of which I do not have an answer. Does it mean that male 
headship passes away with the old creation? I am not sure, but at least in its present 
dimensions the work of redemption does not negate male headship. 

Now as we come to examine 1 Cor. 11:3 in a little more detail, we must ask this question. 
Why does Paul mention the headship of Christ over the man and God over Christ? The 
rest of the passage makes clear that his "real point" is the headship of man over woman. 
Why, then, does he mention those other headships? 

The answer must be that these other headships are mentioned for the purpose of 
explaining and clarifying the headship of man over woman. In fact they do this in many 
ways. 10 

1°Knight, loc. cit., pp. 20f. 
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Having said this by way of premise, let us examine the three things that show that this 
order is the order of redemption. 

( 1) This order is the existing order in the redemptive age. 

All three of the headships of v. 3 are of lasting validity and are permanent. Even now, as 
Paul writes, after the death and resurrection of Christ in the gospel age and to those "upon 
whom the fulfillment of the ages has come", he can say Christ is the head of every male, 
and the head of the woman is the man, just as the head of Christ is God. These are 
present realities. The present tense is used. "is not was!" 

(2) This order is the proper fruit of the Redeemer's exaltation. 

Far from annulling this order, redemption confirms it. Christ is the head of every male. 
How? By his exaltation to glory, Christ has been given all authority in heaven and in 
earth. (Matt. 28: 18; Eph. 1: 19b-23; Col 2:9, 1 0). Redemption's work, the Redeemer's 
exaltation, has brought male authority under the domination and protection of the risen 
Christ. He is the head of all power and authority--also male authority and power! 

(3) This order is the practical basis of the redemptive community. 

lerse 16 very plainly implies this. It reads: "But if one is inclined to be contentious, we 
have no other practice, nor have the churches of God." The meaning of this verse has 
been unnecessarily befuddled and obscured by failure to observe a very basic interpretive 
principle. Context is king in biblical interpretation. In this context this is Paul's third 
support in his argument for the. covering of women. He certainly is not going to say 
something that undermines and contradicts his whole argument. 

Paul is, therefore, not saying that we have no such custom (practice is the word for 
custom) as being contentious. Paul is arguing against the custom or practice of women 
not being covered, not against the problem of a contentious spirit. Besides that being 
contentious is not a custom. It is a spirit or attitude, not a practice or custom. The custom 
against which Paul is arguing in this appeal to the practice of the churches is the one he 
mentions in v. 5, the custom of women publicly praying or prophesying uncovered. Paul 
says it is not the custom of the churches of God to allow this or practice this. Perhaps 
some contentious, ignorant, or perverse Corinthian had claimed that it was! 

Paul has appealed to the facts of creation (v. 7-12), then to the teaching of nature (v. 13-
15) and finally as the end of all argument (There is a tone of finality in v. 16.) as the 
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conclusive proof of his demand for the covering of women. He asserts that "we have no 
other practice--nor do the churches of God." 

lhe question which must be answered is this. What authority is Paul appealing to in these 
·words? Is he saying that the church at large possesses some sort of final authority for the 
Christians at Corinth? Is there some sort of incipient Roman Catholicism here? Is Paul 
appealing to the universal tradition of the church? 

No, that would be a complete misunderstanding. He is appealing to apostolic authority. 
The apostles of Christ were Christ's direct representatives on earth. The churches of God 
in the 50's of the first century were under their direct supervision. Paul appeals to the 
practice of the churches of God because it reflected the teaching and direct supervision of 
Christ's apostles. The key word is "we". This is clearly in this context a reference to Paul 
and his fellow apostles (1 Cor. 4:9, 15:9-11 ). The practice of the churches was only 
important because the church was governed at that time by living apostles. 

One of the most grievous problems in the present debate on women in the church is the 
total lack of due respect for apostolic authority. What is an apostle? It is a man's legal 
representative. The Hebrews had a saying "a man's shaliach is as the man himself." 
Shaliach was the Hebrews' word for apostle. Christ appointed the apostles. They carried 
His authority. They were as Christ himself. The church is built on the foundation of the 
apostles. We know nothing of Christ except through His apostles. The New Testament 
Nas written by apostles or their associates. The apostles claimed authority over Christ's 
church. This is especially true in the Corinthian church (1 Cor. 7:17,5:9-12,4:18-21, 
11:17,33, 34, 14:26-40 esp. v. 37). They claimed to be the living voice of Christ to the 
church. cf. 2 Cor. 13:1-3. Do you see how completely devastating it is to Christianity 
when apostolic authority is rejected? 

Brethren, we cannot and may not, appeal from the apostles to Christ. We may not appeal 
to Jesus against the apostles. The earliest heresy involved the claim by the heretics of 
secret knowledge received directly from Christ not given to the Apostles. The first heresy 
was an attempt to bypass the Apostles and appeal to Christ. The only Jesus we know is 
the Jesus of the Apostles. 

One of the central assumptions on the issue of women in the church must be that of Paul 
in v. 16. Appeal to the authority of the apostles of Christ is appeal to final authority. 
Apostolic directions and examples are law for the church of Christ not only on this issue 
but on every issue. Apostolically sanctioned customs may not be disregarded. 

The divin~ order of male headship, then, is mandated not only by creation, but by 
redemption because: 

(1) It is the existing order in the redemptive age. 
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(2) It is the proper fruit of the Redeemer's exaltation. 
(3) it is the practical basis of the church--the redemptive community 

,_With this foundation we can now apply the perpetuity of the divine order against various 
.)bjections that have been raised against male headship. 

2. The Perpetuity of the Divine Order applied against Various Objections 

The first objection is this: "Subordination is rooted in the Fall and removed by 
redemption."11 Answering this first objection is not difficult. Subordination is not rooted in 
the fall ·and the curse, but in the order of creation pronounced good by God. It is not 
removed by redemption, but confirmed by it. Now in back of male authority stands not 
only creation, but also the exalted Christ. 

Do you see how perverted the attitude behind this objection is? The attitude is that male 
headship is part of the curse brought on by the Fall. It is an evil consequence of sin from 
which Christ redeems us. Yet the Bible teaches that this order is part of the wise, good, 
and beautiful original creation. How perverted is the heart that sees what God said was 
good as bad and evil and oppressive! Truly, such people have said evil be thou my good. 
For them the lack of such an order that would not be a curse. Women, however, must not 

merely tolerate, they must embrace and thank God for this divine order! 

All of us must remember that sin has so deeply perverted us that often we do not even 
love what is good! Sin has touched not merely our minds and wills, but our affections and 
emotions. We love what is evil and consider oppressive what is good. For some their 
feelings are the basis for their attitudes. Our feelings, however, are also depraved! 

The second objection is this: "Subordination was a necessary and prudent concession to 
first century cultural attitudes, but ceased when those cultural attitudes changed." This is 
a common objection today. Answering it is also not difficult. The New Testament nowhere 
roots male headship in a concession to passing cultural attitudes, but in the orders of 
creation and redemption which transcend passing cultural fashions. Cf. also Eph. 5; 1 
Tim. 2; 1 Cor. 14. What is creational and redemptive is not transitory or in that sense 
cultural. 

11 P. Gundry, loc. cit., p. 61f. cf. Scripture, Tradition, and Interpretation, ed. by W. 
Ward Gasque, and William Sanford Lasor, "The Role of Women in the Church and Home: 
An Evangelical Testcase in Hermeneutics", by Robert K. Johnston (Eerdmans, Grand 
Rapids, 1978), p. 236. 
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The third objection is related to the second objection and in reality and is a specific 
application of it. Here it is: "Subordination of women like slavery was purely a matter of 
regulating first century practices without sanctioning them." Knight summarizes this 
Jbjection this way: "If the New Testament requires wives to submit to their husbands, 
then it also sanctions slavery." 12 Col.3: 18 and 22 may be cited by way of illustration of 
this. In v. 18 wives are told to submit to their husbands. In .v 22 slaves are told to obey 
their masters. Why do we practice the one and not the other? is the question then 
pressed by the feminists. 

Several answers may be given to this objection: First, if slaves were sitting among us, 
then it would be their duty on the basis of apostolic authority to obey their masters. It 
need not be admitted that such commands were culturally temporary. Second, this 
argument naturally implies that children are not bound to obey their parents. Cf. Col. 3:20. 
Are the feminists ready to assert this? Third, a very important distinction between two 

questions must be made which the feminists overlook. The two questions are: What is 
my duty if I am a slave? and, Is slavery itself divinely instituted? It is the duty of slaves to 
submit to their masters, just as it is the duty of children to submit to parents or wives to 
husbands. This does not mean that slavery is divinely instituted. Marriage and the family 
are clearly instituted in the creation order. Slavery is not! Slavery is merely regulated. 
Marriage is divinely instituted and regulated. 

C. Its Quality 

Having looked at the reality and perpetuity of the divine order, we now examined the 
quality of this order. Under the quality of the divine order, we will eventually examine 
three characteristics of it. 

1. Its Broad Generality 
2. Its Functional Necessity 
3. Its Underlying Unity 

1. Its Broad Generality 

What do I mean when I speak of the "broad gen~rality" of the divine subordination of 
women to men? I am saying that this order has a broad or general importance for human 
life which cannot be limited to one specific relationship. If a child says, "I like apples better 
than plums," you would assume that this is true not just today ... and not just of this 
particular apple or plum ... and not just of these particular kinds of apples or plums. You 
have a made a general statement which would have a broad application to all apples and 
plums. 

12Knight, loc. cit., p. 9; cf. Johnston, loc. cit., p. 237; Jewett, loc. cit., pp. 137, 138. 
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Even so when I speak of the broad generality of divine order, I mean to say that the 
.ostatement "and the head of the woman is the man" is not limited to the marriage 
:elationship. Though marriage is the central expression and most common expression of 
this order, male headship has a general significance for all of human life. 

It is important to say this because one of the most frequent dodges to avoid the 
implications of this order when it is popularly discussed is the assertion that 1 Corinthians 
11 or 14 only applies to married women. Even so good an evangelical as Harold Lindsell 
restricts headship to marriage and rejects its application to church life! 

How does the New Testament teach us the "broad generality" of the divine order? We 
could refer to 1 Corinthians 14 and 1 Timothy 2 where Paul sees womanly subordination 
as applicable to the question of church life and leadership in the church. This by itself 
indicates that male headship has a broader application than merely the marriage 
relationship. There is no indication either that the directions of either passage only apply 
to married women. 

- More closely related to our present business, we may say that Paul is not thinking merely 
or even primarily of the marriage relationship or married people in 1 Corinthians 11. Some 
interpreters have assumed this because the terms used for man and woman in 1 
Corinthians 11 are ambiguous. Normally, they simply mean a man or a woman, but 
sometimes they do designate a husband or a wife. In 1 Corinthians 11 Paul is thinking 
more generally. He is thinking of "generic" man or "generic" woman and not merely of 
"married" man or "married" woman. Generic is a very popular word nowadays. A generic 
drug is the opposite of a specific name brand.· Paul is thinking of generic womanhood and 
generic manhood, not of any specific individual or class of men and women. He is 
thinking of women in general or men in general. 

On what things do I base this statement? Many things in this passage show this. First, 
the repeated mention of "every man" or "every woman" creates the impression that it is 
not merely married men and women that are referred to. Cf. vv. 3, 4, and 5. Second, the 
subject under discussion, headcoverings for women, is not restricted only to married 
women. Assumedly all adult women would have to possess a head-covering. Cf. vv. 4-6. 
Third, the absence of the article in v. 3 and vv. 11 and 12 grammatically indicates that 
woman in general, woman as woman is in view (as well as man as man!) cf. Ralph 
Alexander says, "The anarthrous gunai koj stresses the nature, character, or essence of a 
woman in verse 3. If "wife" were meant, the article would be more appropriate in order to 
identify or specify, the wife of the man."13 Fourth, the appeal to the facts of creation and 
the teaching of nature (in verses 7 -15) tends to support the idea that all men and women 

13Knight, loc. cit., p.23. 
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are in view. Fifth, verses 11 and 12 cannot be applied to the marriage relationship. A 
husband does not come through, is not born of his wife. 

r . ~-his teaching of the Bible raises several questions, does it not? Does this mean that 
every woman must be subject to every man? Think of the zealous young college fellow on 
first date with a young lady turning her to Eph. 5:22 and saying, ''This means you must 
obey me." The answer is, Obviously not! Every woman's supreme allegiance must be to 
God and Christ. No obedience or subjection contrary to this is proper. Furthermore, a 
woman has a prior responsibility to be subject to her own man whether that is her father or 
her husband. Only where this general order comes to expression in a definite or specific 
relationship does this general order have an application. Then the woman should show 
an appropriate deference to male leadership depending on the nature of the relationship. 
Thus, the young lady does not owe this zealous young collegian marital obedience or 
subjection, but she should show him certain deference, i.e. she shouldn't offer to drive, 
pick-out the evening's recreation, choose the restaurant, pay the bill, or call him up for the 
next date on the following Tuesday. 

How does this apply in other areas of life, particularly in terms of political and business 
affairs? I have said (and the Bible teaches) that male headship has a broad and general 
significance that cannot be limited to marriage. So what is that significance? First, for 
most women such questions as these will be largely speculative and irrelevant. Many 
women will be married and will find being a wife, mother, and then a grandmother a full­
.:ime vocation. Second, the Bible has specifically regulated how male headship and 
womanly subordination comes to concrete expression in church-life. So this is not open to 
question. Third, the Bible has not specifically regulated how womanly subordination 
comes to expression in the areas of the state or business affairs. The order of 1 Cor. 11:3 
certainly is relevant to such things. I am sure that it does apply. I am simply not sure 
exactly how it applies. The Bible allows more liberty and flexibility in such areas. 

We must take our children's sexual identity as a man or a woman into account in planning 
for their futures and molding their vocational goals. It may not be wise to encourage and 
support a young lady who will in all likelihood find her life's vocation in being a wife or 
mother to pursue a career that requires many years of training and will have no practical 
usefulness to them in the home. 

Single women (and single men) may not opt out of the order of 1 Cor. 11:3. This order 
which comes to regulated expression both in the home and in the church governs single 
women as well as married women. ! Corinthians 14 and 1 Timothy 2 which forbid 
headship in the church to women apply to all women including single women. 

2. Its Functional Necessity 

The fact that this general order exists between men and women is not arbitrary in 
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character. This order is not an arbitrary arrangement to help two identical beings live 
together in harmony. The reason for this order is not that "Somebody must be the boss." 
"Somebody have the final say. So God arbitrarily chose the man." It is not so! Our first 
,Joint today regarding the generality of this order applying to all of human life indicates this! 
It is rooted in the nature and identity of men as men and women as women. This order is 

related to the divinely created sexual differences between men and women. 

Even conservative writers have tended to soft-pedal this truth. They have been so 
anxious to avoid the charge and even any appearance of teaching that women are inferior 
to men that they have often been almost silent on it. Now, of course, I am not saying that 
women are inferior by nature to men. But I am saying that the differences between men 
and women are such that it is better that headship in the family and in the church be 
exercised by men! 

The sexual differences between the minds of men and women are being supported even 
by secular scientists. Newspaper articles detail the physiological and mental differences 
even between baby boys and baby girls. The Bible was way ahead of modern science in 
teaching that there were profound differences between the sexes. 

J This is the implication of a wise creation. If men are called to be heads, and women are 
/ called to be helpers, it only makes sense that God would fit them by creation for their 
/ differing roles. If Adam was made to work in the garden and the woman was made to 

Nork in the home, it only makes sense that by creation man would excel in spatial abilities 
and woman in social abilities. 

God's creation manifests His wisdom. "The Lord by wisdom founded the earth; By 
understanding He established the heavens." (Prov. 3:19) Such wisdom involves the 
adaptation of things to their appointed ends. Even so we would not expect God to call 
woman to be a helper and fit her by creation to be a head. This would be foolish and 
cruel. 

This is the implication of 1 Pet. 3:7 which speaks of "the weaker vessel, the woman." 
Surely this statement in this context indicates that a woman's duty to subordinate herself 
to the man is related to her being created by God as the weaker vessel. Cf. vv .1, 5. 
Feminists see this verse as devaluing the woman and flagrant male depreciation of the 
"inferior" woman. Weakness, however, is not always of less value than strength. Pastor 
Greg Nichols speaks of an old iron pot and an expensive antique vase. Which is more 
valuable? Which would you rather be? 

This is the implication of 1 Tim. 2:14. There are many things this verse is not intended to 
teach by Paul. It does not teach that Adam did not sin, that Eve was a worse sinner than 
Adam, that Eve did not sin, that women in no sense make good teachers. Paul asserts 
none of these things. 
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This verse does teach, however, that woman is prone to deception on religious matters 
~' -.when she takes a leadership role in violation of male headship. Both conservative and 
i .iberal interpreters have striven to avoid this idea, but not withstanding all their work, this is 

still the obvious and natural meaning of the text. 

Paul's emphasis is on teaching in this context. Cf. v.11's "learn", v. 12's "teach" and 
"silent", v. 14's twofold use of "deceived", and also v. 7 where Paul speaks of himself as a 
"teacher". Genesis 3:13 is referred to in v. 14. The same root as is used in the LXX is 
used. 

Paul's reference is to the woman, not merely Eve personally. Her action is seen as 
J providing an insight into the nature of woman as woman. Notice how in v. 15 Paul speaks 
; of "they" i.e. all women with Eve's nature. Eve's action is seen as typical of all women. 

Paul's point is that God made man to lead in the realm of religious teaching and woman to 
follow. Hence, v. 13: Adam was first created so that his position as prophet to his wife 
could be clearly seen. Hence, v. 14: The woman was out of place to take the lead in the 
debate with Satan. Her deception and fall manifested her incompetence to take the lead 
in religious teaching. 14 Women can teach well, but only in subjection to wise male 
religious instructors. This is why in the history of the church so many leaders of cults and 
sects have been women. 

The objection may come that I am teaching that women are inferior to men. My response 
is that I am only teaching that because of the differences between men and women, it is 
good and wise and necessary for men to lead. I believe that women make much better 
mothers than men, but that does not mean that I think men are inferior to women. 

"But," someone may still object, "by making women inferior to men in terms of leadership 
and headship, you have made them inferior in the central thing. If women are inferior for 
headship they are inferior, period." We do not think so. Listen to Fairbairn's presentation 
of our point: "Her very excellences in other respects--excellences connected with the finer 
sensibilities and stronger impulses of her emotional loving nature--tend in a measure to 
disqualify her here." 15 This objection manifests an unbiblical focus or fixation on ruling 
which betrays an idolatrous and proud desire for headship by one who as a creature has 
for his ultimate duty worship and subjection and obedience. 

14Patrick Fairbairn, Pastoral Epistles, (James&Kiock, 1977), p. 129. 

151bid, p. 129. 
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Many practical applications of this functional necessity of male headship are obvious . 
. -Women must submit to male leadership for their own good. Their created character will 

_ind its greatest fulfillment and good in so doing. Much depends for women on their 
choosing the right man as their religious leader. Their own good, their usefulness is at 
stake. Men can lead their homes by God's grace. Men must realize that their wife and 

:1 family need them to lead. Remember her fragile physical and emotional make-up, her 
·/prone-ness to deception without your instruction, her created nature. They must be 
·. sensitive, diligent, compassionate in taking the lead. 

3. Its Underlying Unity. Now under with this point, we will examine ... 

a. Its Practical Exposition 
b. Its Modern Perversions 

a. Its Practical Exposition 

You will notice that I have spoken of "the underlying unity" of the divine order. Let me tell 
you why I have chosen this terminology. The word "underlying" refers to the fact that we 
have been talking about a divine order for men and women which tends to stress the 
differences between men and women. What I want to say by using this term "underlying" 
is that under this divine order as important as it is, there is a basic, foundational, unity or 
3quality between men and women. 

You will notice, however, that I have chosen the word "unity" not equality to describe this 
foundational reality. I have not chosen it because I do not believe that men and women 
are important respects "equal". I do believe that men and women are equal. I have 
chosen the word "unity" because I believe it is the term which most precisely and 
commonly describes the biblical concept at stake. It is not equality so much as it is unity 
which is the biblical concern. We can see this by looking at the passages where this 
biblical concept is asserted. 

1 Cor.11: 11-12: "However, in the Lord, neither is woman independent of man, nor is man 
independent of woman. For as the woman originates from the man, so also the man has 
his birth through the woman; and all things originate from God." 

Literally in v. 11 Paul says that the woman is not without the man, neither is the man 
without the woman. They need each other. There is this essential unity between them. 
In v. 12 he elaborates it. "for even as the woman is out of the man, even so also the man 
is through the woman, but all things are out of God." There is interdependence or mutual 
dependence between man and woman. In stark contrast to this, Paul underscores the 
sovereign self-sufficiency and independence of the Creator. There is no analogy between 
man's headship over the woman based upon her derivation from him and God's headship 
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over both based on his being Creator. 

Between man and woman there is mutual dependence and therefore essential unity. Note 
.hat there is here nothing about equality--though that is, of course, implied. 
Gal. 3:28: "There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free man, there is 
neither male nor female; for you are all one in Christ Jesus." 

This text is often claimed as the biblical manifesto for the equality of men and women. A 
certain equality is implied, but that is not the word Paul uses. He says "you are all one in 
Christ Jesus." It is the unity of men and women in Christ that is emphasized. As to God's 
adopting and justifying grace and salvation, men and women jointly, in oneness participate 
in it. This implies of course, that they share equally in God's salvation. 

1 Pet. 3:7: "You husbands likewise, live with your wives in an understanding way, as with 
a weaker vessel, since she is a woman; and grant her honor as a fellow heir of the grace 
of life, so that your prayers may not be hindered." 

Literally Peter says they are "together-heirs" of the grace of life. The emphasis is on the 
joint or united participation of husband and wife in the promised inheritance. Again, 
equality is implied, but the concept is clearly of the unity of men and women! 

These key texts underscore the peculiar quality of male headship as opposed to other 
jivinely ordained authorities. This head is one with, dependent upon, and equal with the 
one over whom he is head. Thus, this headship is different in quality than the parental 
authority. Parents are not dependent upon children generally speaking, but men are 
dependent upon women. There is mutual dependence. It is different in quality than the 
headship mankind was given over creation (Gen. 1:26, 28; Psa. 8:5-8). All things were 
put under their feet. Woman is not put under man's feet, but under his arm since she was 
taken from his side. There is much greater intimacy between man and woman and much 
greater unity than between mankind and creation. 

This headship is also different in quality than Christ's headship over every male in 1 Cor. 
11 :3. Though there is a common humanity and in that sense unity between Christ and 
men, Christ is not dependent upon or equal to those over whom He is head. Male 
headship is not like that of Christ's over men. His headship is supreme, absolute, 
independent, sovereign. Male headship is none of these things. 

Is there any analogous headship to that of mans headship over woman? Again, 1 Cor. 
11 :3 points us in the right direction by setting the statement of male headship in context 
with the statement of male headship in context with the statement "and the head of Christ 
is God." Here is a headship and a relationship which Paul regards as enlightening and 
illumining male headship. 
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Christ is one with the Father. They share a common deity. "I and the Father are one" 
Christ ·said. He was equal with God. Yet, Jesus Christ was the eternal Son and the 

__ eternal Word of God. He is God, and yet the Son of God. He is one with the Father and 
: ;et the Son of the Father. He is God and yet He is the Word of God. Here in the eternal 

Trinity there is equality and subordination at one and the same time: equality of essence, 
subordination of persons. Even so it is in the man-woman relationship. There is equality 
of humanity, but subordination of woman to man. 

What has this lofty theology to do with us? Much every way! The man's headship must 
be exercised with due appreciation and consideration of the woman's unity and equality to 
himself. Woman was made to be man's helper. It was not good that man should be 
alone. He needs her. He is deficient without her. She is equal to him and, perhaps, in 
certain ways his superior. 

This means, therefore, that the man in the exercise of his headship must elicit, respect, 
and only slowly and necessarily contradict the wisdom and opinions of his wife. He must 
do all this if he is going to lead his wife and family successfully, and he cannot do any of it 
without communicating with his wife. Communication, mutual dependence which 
demands communication, is the characteristic quality of male headship. The mutual 
dependence of the man-woman relationship demands communication and condemns any 
attitude or thing that short-circuits communication. 

This also means that in the exercise of his headship, the man must utilize his wife's talents 
and abilities. This involves assessment and appreciation of his wife's talents (not 
depreciating and degrading her); appropriate delegation of responsibility to the wife; and 
diligent mortification of laziness and lack of discipline by the wife.· 

b. Its Modern Perversions 

(1) There is the perversion of Gal. 3:28. "Christian feminists" on the basis of this 
passage assert that men and women are equal and that such equality is incompatible with 
any subordination of the woman to the man in roles or functions. 

This assertion leads some feminists to deny the inerrancy of Scripture. 16 Others profess 
to believe that Scripture is inerrant, but proceed to twist Scripture on the basis that no 
other Scripture could teach subordination of women because that would contradict Gal. 
3:28.17 The assertion that equality and subordination are contradictory raises the 

16 Jewett, loc. cit., pp. 112, 134. 

17Cf. Johnston's analysis of Gal. 3:28 in Scripture,· Tradition, and Interpretation, pp. 
240-242. 

26 

Tim
Sticky Note
This is CRAZY!  Again, Waldron has underlying presumptions here.  He presumes the woman holds her role and yields her will to her husband; that she loves him and supports him:  in what she says to him and about him; in how she treats him; in listening to him; in understanding her own position before him; assumes he has her best interest at heart; she has his best interest at heart; and in understanding her obligation to God in these matters.

What Waldron and others are saying is that the woman is not obligated, responsible or accountable (to God) to do this on her own will . . . that this will all happen if the man offers just the right tokens!  1 Pet 3 says otherwise as well as the myriad of other verses that compel her to simply submit.  He and others completely miss addressing the state of the woman's heart.  That is the purpose of Peter's citation of Sarah in 1 Peter 3.  How many women completely discount that citation with, "Yeah, right.  Like I'm going to call my husband 'lord'." This is their predisposition that has been encouraged by the anti-male, feminist culture of the last 40+ years.   The point Peter is making is the relationship and attitude Sarah had toward Abraham.  Notice that Peter did not cite that Abraham acted or said anything in a magical way to set Sarah's heart and attitude.  All the talk of "communication" and mutual dependence are secondary issues that are not Biblically founded.  These, amongst other things, will fall into place when the woman is obedient to scripture and simply submits to her husband "in everything."   When she truly submits, the order prescribed by God will be in place and the rest of the relationship, secondary issues like communication, mutual dependence, harmony, etc., will fall into place.  If she is not obedient to scripture, the rest of the relationship will not fall in place.

There is no consideration in Waldron's presentation of the contentious woman.  The best leader will be frustrated with a contentious woman.  Where does Waldron account for this?  A responsible survey of scripture makes clear that the contentious woman is not an isolated case.  In fact,  Proverbs 31 asks, "Who can find a virtuous woman?" 
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question. What do these feminists mean by equality? If we are to believe Letha Scanzoni 
equality means role-interchangeability--a maximum of equality of every kind. 18 

.-he whole argument of the feminists is, then, that equality and subordination are 
contradictory. Male headship means female inferiority. We must remember, however, 
that the central biblical concept' is that of the unity of men and women. The question is 
this. Does the biblical idea of the unity and equality of men and women contradict the idea 
of subordination in roles and functions? 

The answer is no, and that for at least five reasons. First, biblical unity is consistent with 
diversity of function (1 Cor. 12:12-26). Unity, then, does not mean role-interchangeability! 

1 ~Letha Scanzoni and Nancy Hardesty, All We're Meant to Be, (Word, Waco, 1974), 
p. 110; cf. Also Foh, loc cit., pp.38-45. In these pages Foh shows that are indications in 
their writings that this definition may be suspect as to its derivation having a frankly 
secular origin. 
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Second, biblical unity is consistent with a strict divine order. Gal. 3:28 says there is 
neither Jew nor Greek! Yet there was a carefully observed order between Jew and Greek 
in the gospel (Rom. 1:16--the readin@ is Jew and Greek literally; Rom. 2:9, 10--again the 
iterally reading is Jew and Greek) 1 Third, the context of Gal. 3:28 is not dealing with 
equality of function or role in the life and offices of the church, but with equality of 
participation in the justifying and adopting grace of God by which He saves men. Since 
we have seen that biblical unity is consistent with a strict divine order and great diversity of 
function, the "Christian feminists" may not assume that equality in salvation means 
equality in roles and functions in the church. Such an assumption would be a flagrant 
denial of the context of Gal. 3:28. In contrast the assertions of 1 Corinthians 11, 1 
Corinthians 14, and 1 Timothy 2 are dealing in context with precisely the issues of 
subordination of women, the exercise of gifts in the assemblies of the church, and the 
ordering of the visible church. Fourth, the Word of God manifests no sense that equality 
and subordination are inconsistent. In fact, in two passages which are parallel in thought 
to Gal. 3:28, the unity and equality of men and women is juxtaposed with the strongest 
assertions of the subordination of women to men. Note 1 Cor. 11:11, 12 with vv. 3, 7-9 
and 1 Pet. 3:7 (especially the word, fellow-heirs) with vv. 1, 5 and 7. Fifth, the doctrine of 
the Trinity itself shows that equality and subordination are not biblically inconsistent. From 
all eternity Christ was God and yet the Word of God (John 1:1 ). He was one with God the 
Father and yet the Son of God the Father (John 1 0:30; John 5:18, 19). There is equality of 
essence, but order of persons in the Trinity. Nothing could more clearly show the pagan 
character of feminist thinking than the fact that it contradicts the historic doctrine of the 
Trinity taught in the Bible, the Nicene creed, and the Athanasian creed!20 

(2) The Perversion of Eph. 5:21 

"Both husbands and wives are told to be submissive to one another in the realization that 
all Christians should be subject to one another (Eph. 5:21 )."21 This is the meaning of Eph. 
5:21 according Letha Scanzoni, Nancy Hardesty, and other "Christian feminists". They 
assert that this verse teaches the mutual submission of all Christians and each Christian 
to every other Christian. It, therefore, teaches, they say, that husbands should submit to 
their wives just as much as wives should submit to their husbands. There is mutual 
submission in the husband-wife relationship. 

To these assertions, t~e following things may be replied. First, if Eph. 5:21 teaches that 

19Robert L. Dabney, Discussions: Evangelical and Theological, vol. 2, (Banner of 
Truth Trust, London), p. 100. 

20Notice the questionable statements of Jewett, lac. cit., p. 133; Scanzoni, lac. cit., 
pp. 22, 23, 31; and cf. Knight, lac cit., pp. 43, 44. 

21 Scanzoni, loc. cit., p. 99; cf. also Gundry, loc. cit., pp. 71-73. 
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husbands should submit to their wives, it is the only passage in the Bible that does so. In 
fact; it would contradict the whole direction of the Bible's teaching. There are a multitude 

___ pf passages that teach that wives should submit to husbands, but not one which teaches 
r .he opposite. Second, if Eph. 5:21 teaches that Christian husbands should submit to 

Christian wives, then does it not also teach that Christian parents should submit to 
Christian children? Is this thinkable? Third, assuming that this verse is teaching every 
Christian to submit to every other Christian, this does not mean that it teaches that 
husbands should submit to their wives. Christians in v. 21, are addressed as Christians 
not as husbands and wives. For instance, there might be a pastor with his father in his 
congregation. The father would submit to his son as his pastor, not as his son. Even so a 
husband would submit to his wife not as his wife, but as a fellow Christian. 

It is doubtful, however, that this is the proper interpretation of Eph. 5:21. Eph. 5:21, 
properly interpreted, teaches that every Christian should submit to whatever other 
Christians have authority over him. They should not refuse to submit to a fellow 
Christian's position of authority over him (Cf., for instance, 1 Tim. 6:1, 2). Even the 
feminist, Paul K. Jewett, sees this as the proper meaning of the passage. 22 

This interpretation is supported by two considerations: the connection of v. 21 and the 
meaning of submit. The connection of v. 21 is significant. This verse is transittonal. It 
concludes the preceding verses and introduces the following verses. It is the last in a 
series of participles flowing out of v. 18. Cf. the NASB's translation: 
'speaking ... singing ... making melody ... giving thanks ... submitting. " It introduces the 
following verses by bringing up the idea of submission which is carried on in 5:22; 6:1, 5. 
Note that the word submit in v. 22 is supplied from v. 21. Literally, the text is "submitting 
to one another in the fear of Christ. Wives to your own husbands as to the Lord." This 
connection implies that when Paul says that Christians should submit to one another in v. 
21, he is not thinking of a general submission of all Christians to each other, but of the 
many different authority structures which Christians must embrace in their lives: the 
authority of husbands, parents, masters. 

22Jewett, loc. cit., p.137. 
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The meaning of the word, submit, is also relevant. The best translation of this word is 
"subordinate yourself'. It is composed of two Greek words: The word which means 

,"order" and the word which means "under." Hence, it may be translated, subordinate 
;ourself. It means to put yourself under an authority, to take your place in an order or 
authority structure. It always implies an authority or hierarchy. It is never used of general 
humanity toward other Christians. 23 

23Hurley, loc. cit., p.144. 
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II. The Application of the Divine Order to Womens' Headcoverings 

Introduction: . 

One of the marks of Pharisaism and false religion is externalism: pre-occupation with the 
externals of religious practice and ritual at the expense of spiritual reality and heart-deep 
godliness. (Read lsa. 66:1-3.) God's priority according to Isaiah is a man's spiritual 
attitude not a man's external, religious actions no matter how correct. 

Nonetheless a relfgion which consists only of spiritual attitudes that achieve no external 
embodiment is an enormity of which the Bible knows nothing. There is a commanded 
"form of godliness" (2 Tim. 3:5). The relationship of "internals" and "externals" may be 
illustrated by the relationship of the body and soul. The soul is without doubt that which 
imparts life to the body. Thus, a certain priority must be ascribed to the soul. Even so in 
religion "internals," as we have seen, take priority over the "externals" in God's eyes. On 
the other hand, it is only through the body that the soul can have any practical effect in the 
world, and the soul without the body is a monstrous abnormality created by the Fall and 
not by the Creator. Even so, religion which has no external embodiment is useless, 
monstrous, and dead! 

I say all of this because in this lecture we come to the commanded external embodiment 
of the spiritual divine order that Paul has enunciated in 1 Cor. 11:3. In the preceding 
ectures we have expounded at length that divine order--its reality, its perpetuity, its 
quality. In the following brieftreatment we will expound Paul's application of that spiritual 
order to a practical matter of external embodiment. The relative length of the spiritual as 
compared to the practical in these treatments will I trust convince all of you that, whatever 
you may think of this lecture, it is not marked by imbalance. 

In this treatment we will ask and answer three question about the head covering of which 
Paul speaks in these verses. Our outline will be as follows: 

A. The Context Assumed: Where was the headcovering to be worn? 
B. The Constraint Presented: Why was the head covering to be worn? 
C. The Covering Identified: What was the headcovering to be worn? 

A. The Context Assumed: Where was the headcovering to be worn? 

. Let me start out my answer to this question by reminding you that this is a different 
question than the question: Where shoutd a woman pray and prophesy? We will address 
that question when we come to 1 Corinthians 14, but now we ask where was the 
head covering to be worn? My answer to this question has four points: 

1. The headcovering had to be worn in some public situation. 
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Very obviously, a woman would not have to be covered in the privacy of her own home 
_ with only her children and husband present. Paul obviously has some more public 

.;ituation in view. 

2. The headcovering had to be worn in public situations beside church or 
public worship. 

} Why do I say that? Because it had to be worn when women publicly prayed and 
I prophesied and Paul forbade women to pray and prophesy in the church assemblies. 

Now, when I come to 1 Cor. 14:34, 35, we will look at the question of how 1 Cor. 11:2-16 
relates to that passage in some detail. Here, let me only state that when Paul said "they 
are not allowed to speak", he clearly prohibited the praying and prophesying of women in 
church. This clear deduction is confirmed by a study of the word, "speak", (I a I ew) as it is 
used in 1 Corinthians 14. I cannot stop here to give you all the evidence to support this 
conclusion. This word is used 24 times in chapter 14. (2 of those times are in verses 34 
and 35.) 14 of those times it is used of tongues speaking, 3 times of prophetic speaking, 
and 6 times of general speaking. The point is this. Whatever Paul forbids when he says 

·I women "are not allowed to speak," he certainly prohibits prophesying and tongues­
,.' speaking. Tongues-speaking was a form of prayer. Cf. 14:14. Thus Paul prohibits both 

praying and prophesying by women in church. The conclusion must be that wherever 
Paul had in mind that women could legitimately pray and prophesy, it was not in the 

· Jatherings of the church. Thus, in 1 Cor. 11:2-16 when he commands women to be 
covered, he is not just commanding them to be covered in church. They were to be 
covered when they prayed and prophesied, and they could not do that in church. Hence 
we conclude that the headcovering had to be worn in other public situations besides the 
church assemblies. 

3. The head covering had to be worn even when women were not praying 
or prophesying if they were in a public situation. 

At first, this assertion might seem odd because Paul's whole concern is that when women 
pray and prophesy they must be covered. But you will notice that Paul never commands 
them to put on a covering when they are praying and prophesying. He rather implies that 
what women ought always to have in public, they should have when the; pray and 
prophesy. Paul's language cannot be limited to only those rare times when women might 
pray or prophesy publicly. Cf. vv. 6, 14, 15. 

Are the assertions made in these verses only true when men and women are publicly 
prophesying or praying? No! They are true whenever a man or woman is open to public 
view. 

Paul does not refer particularly to praying or prophesying here, he speaks in 
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general. This shows even more clearly than vs. 5 did, that Paul does not have 
public worship in mind. cf. 14:33f. Paul's argument is: that which a woman is 
obliged to do under different circumstances, she must do also when she worships, 
when she prays or prophecies. The apostle appeals to common sense. it is 
shameful for a woman to have her head uncovered in public. 1 

4. A probable reconstruction of what was happening at Corinth confirms 
this interpretation. 

Tongues-speaking and prophesying were both forms of ecstatic speech. In the 
excitement and energy of such speech, it would be easy for a woman to get carried away 
and uncover her head perhaps deliberately or perhaps unintentionally. Paul warns 
against this violation of the normal, external manifestation of the divine order. 

; My conclusion to the question, Where was the head covering to be worn? is this. It was to 
/ be worn everywhere in public, also and especially when women prayed or prophesied! 

B. The Constraint Presented: Why was the headcovering to be worn? 

What constraint or moral necessity does Paul present as grounding this duty of the head 
covering? Lenski2 and other theologians argue that the headcovering was a culturally 
mandated expression of the divine order of female subordination. Thus Paul's directive 
Nas grounded on two assumptions: the divine order and the cultural meaning of 
headcoverings. Lenski proceeds to argue that since in our culture headcoverings do not 
symbolize subordination, this specific directive is not relevant, though the underlying 
divine order is relevant for us. 

Great and holy men of God have held this position. No great issue is at stake if we should 
decide to agree with those men. This seems to nicely solve the perplexing problem of 
whether head coverings and veils are mandatory for women today without falling into any 
grave error. 

1F. W. Grosheide, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, (Eerdmans, Grand Rapids, 
1976), p. 254. 

2R. C. H. Lenski, The Interpretation of I and II Corinthians, (Augsburg, Minneapolis, 
1943), pp. 435f. 
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Nonetheless, I cannot agree with this interpretation for these reasons. 

r,J 1) This directive according to v. 16 was a matter of universal custom and practice in the 
· \postolic churches. It was not of merely local significance (as Lenski implies). This 

interpretation, then, implies that Apostolic directives and customs universally practiced by 
the Apostolic church do not bind the church today. 

This implication was perhaps not so dangerous in another day, but in our day it cracks the 
door to the many flourishing deviations from the apostolic church order. The question 
must be faced: If this directive is culturally based, what others might be? Where will it all 
stop? 

(2) This directive according to Paul is taught by nature itself. Cf. v. 14 which literally 
says, "does not nature itself teach you that ... ?" Notice that nature does not teach merely 
that women should submit to men. It teaches the necessity of the covering itself. Cf. 
verses 13-15. Nature teaches that long hair is a shame for men, but that it is a glory for 
women. 

What is nature in the Bible? Is it merely deep-rooted cultural feeling that may vary from 
culture to culture? Some commentators teach this. Nature never has such a meaning in 
the Bible. It never designates something so superficial as cultural feeling. It is used 14 
times in the NT: 1 time of the unchangeable divine nature (2 Peter 1 :4); 1 time of the 
·nborn sinful nature (Eph. 2:3); and 12 times of the divinely created nature (cf. Rom. 1:26 
and 2:14 ). It is in this last sense that is used in 1 Cor. 11:14. Paul appeals to natural 
revelation as it is given by and in God's work of creation. He is saying, "Your God-created 
nature, general revelation, the work of the law written on your hearts, teaches you that 
women ought to have long hair and not be uncovered! 

My conclusion is that the covering of women is mandatory today. I conclude this because 
the covering of women was (1) a matter of universal, apostolic practice and (2) was 
required by the teaching of nature. Why was the headcovering to be worn? Because it is 
required by Apostolic command and natural revelation. 

C. The Covering Identified: What was the headcovering to be worn? 

I would be remiss if I did not express gratitude for the help that the commentary of F. W. 
Grosheide and especially the study of James B. Hurley have been to me on the identity of 
the woman's covering in this passage. 1 On the basis of help they have given me, I am 
going to answer this question by making and supporting three statements. 

1Grosheide, op. cit.; Hurley, op. cit. 
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