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Study 13

MALE AND FEMALE:
A BIBLICAL PERSPECTIVE ON GENDER

“God created man in His own image,
in the image of God He created him;
male and female He created them.”
Genesis 1:27

Genesis 1.27 gives us the first poetic lines ofBhie. In the previous verse, we hear God delitiega

with himself and stating the purpose to create mdns image. Then God'’s act of carrying out this
purpose is given in poetic form, which suggestelahiration of the crowning creation. The menticat th
God made them male and female makes this statestaantt apart from the statement on the creatioheof t
other living creatures. When God said, “Let thetkearing forth living creatures after their kindlie
narrative goes on to say that “God made the beasie earth after their kind...” (vv 24-25), bbete is no
mention of the fact that the beasts were made araddlemale. There was no need to mention thatfadte
of gender in the animal world is obvious and imglie the statement of the creation of animals. Bus,
serves to highlight the mention of male and fenirale 27. In the case of mankind, the genders have a
special significance that cannot simply be lefadsological fact of the species. The second aveati
account in Gen 2.4-25 confirms our observation f@en 1.27. In this passage, the theme of the oreati
of man (v 7) and woman (v 22) mark the beginnind and the creation account. This focus on male and
female or man and woman lifts up the subject oflgerand makes it a topic of biblical doctrine.

The creation narratives are not doctrinal discusssid hey are simply narratives that give the dath®
facts with which the doctrinal discussion must wdrkthe OT the significance of the difference bextw
male and female is assumed. It is not defined okegout. For this we have to turn to Paul’s lettd@ihe
apostle deals with two separate themes taken fnerbiblical account of creation. In 1Cor 11.2-16;
14.33a-36 and 1Tim 2.8-15, he takes up the thentieeadifference in roles between male and female. |
Eph 5.22-33 he takes up the theme of marriagénisnstudy, we will take up the former of the tweithes.

The principal text for the apostle’s teaching ondgr is 1Cor 11.2-16. In this passage, Paul guides
through the way we are to think of the differenetween male and female.

A. APPROACH TO 1 CORINTHIANS 11.2-16

We must begin our study of 1Cor 11.2-16 by takinterof the fact that this discussion is part oftéer. A
letter is written within a given relationship antbdaesses specific situations and issues knownttothe
writer and the recipients that are not stated iiting. This raises a particular challenge to thpedty

readers, which we are. We have to get in on thearsation between Paul and the Corinthians antbtry
understand the issues and problems being discussednderstandable if we try to get at the issue
immediately and ask, “What was going on at Corthtit Paul has to address?” Here we have to stdp bac
Paul does not spell out what the problem at Corniveth. As for this problem, we are left guessingviger
approach to 1Cor 11.2-16 would be to start by agkiwhat is Paul actually doing in this passageRisT
question turns our attention to the text to see ti@passage works. Now we are dealing with what we
have at hand.



1. The setting in the letter

1Corinthians 11.2 makes it clear that Paul is b@igma new section of his letter. Now he is turniag
traditions that he has delivered to them. Paultiesdiscussion in 1Cor 11.2-16 into what follows i
several ways.

The discussions on the head covering and the L&dfper that immediately follows are tied togetier
Paul’s introductory remarks. In v 2 he begins, “Nbpraise you because you remember me in everything
and hold firmly to the traditions, just as | deligd them to you.” When Paul turns to the themdef t
Lord’s Supper, he says, “But in giving this instiian, | do not praise you” (v 17). This rebuke stain

direct contrast to the praise in v 2.

Paul closed the discussion on the head coverirappgaling to the custom of the churches of God thisd
refers to the assemblies in other places. Theselods of God were referred to in Paul’'s introduttio

the letter in 1Cor 1.2. Paul addressed this Iétt¢ene Corinthians “with all who in every placelaah our
Lord Jesus Christ.” This is Paul's way of descripihe assemblies of believers. They met to calhupe
name of the Lord. The reference to praying and pgeging in 1Cor 11.4-5 and 13 fits in with this.

The theme of the churches of God naturally leads tvthe subject of the Lord’s Supper, becauséthe
Christians gathered to break bread (alluded to20;vand see Ac 20.7). In the assemblies, the mesmbe
exercised their spiritual gifts. All that was spolgy the Spirit said, in sum and substance, traisles
Lord (12.3). The speech addressed both peopladiphecy, 14.3, 24-25) and God (in prayer and
thanksgiving, 14.15).

Paul closes his instructions on the church meatirgway that ties in with 11.2-16. He appealshi t
practice and order of the churches (14.33b) aretsdd what the Law says (14.34) which points bHack
what was taught in 1Cor 11.7-9 from Gen 2. Paudeddby holding the Corinthians to his apostolic
teaching and to being in conformity with the wofdamd as it was received in the other churches3@4.
He also tells the Christians how to treat the pergbo refuses to recognize the teaching (14.38s dlh
echoes what Paul said in 11.16.

As we examine 1Cor 11.2-16, we must keep in miadlithis part of a larger piece that extends toehe
of chapter 14. Paul is dealing with what goes otéchurches of God (11.16) and all the assembfies
the saints (14.33b). One of his concerns is tlatrinthians see themselves as having the sarmantus
(11.16) and having received the same word (14.36).

2. How Paul treats the problem

Paul begins the discussion of 1Cor 11.2-16 witlspréor the Corinthians. This praise is set in gphar
contrast to the rebuke that he is about to detivéhem in 11.17-34. We should take note that thiells
Supper was a tradition. When Paul says that what¢dwived from the Lord he delivered to them (v, 2@)
is referring to tradition. The wordeliveredis the verb form of the word faradition. The Corinthians kept
the tradition of the Lord’s Supper but did not kéieip a praiseworthy manner. We must read thet $tdfm
praise to rebuke back into Paul's discussion orh#ad covering. This discussion is carried out with
unqualified praise for the Corinthians.

The discussion on the subject of the head covelies not involve any reprimand for even direct
correction of the Corinthians’ behaviour. In theri@thian letter, Paul is quite frank in rebuking tthurch
for deviant behaviour and very straightforwardeting them how they must change. This kind of
corrective note is missing in 1Cor 11.2-16. So, wdwes Paul point to directly as the challengeatrh?
He points his finger in v 16 when he says, “If anéclined to be contentious....” Some party (one or
several individuals) was being contentious ovemtlamner of women’s headdress. The Corinthians
appealed to Paul to gain his insight on the madted, for this he was very grateful. The apostlarsehis
answer by expressing his joy over the fact thag teenembered him in this matter and saw in this tha
indeed they were thinking of him when it came tostéh matters that he handed on to them (v 2). Teen h



guides them through the subject. Throughout theudision, he does not correct their practice bt set
before them the points that they are to consig®eals to their natural sense (vv 5b-6,14-15 )enghges
them to judge the matter among themselves (v 13).

3. What is the issue?

We would like to know what the issue was at Coriatid this would facilitate our understanding obtC
11.2-16. But, again we have to appeal for restrédaul does not spell out how the Corinthians predt
this custom of the churches. We can only work \tfih text we have before us. The more important
question is what is the issue as Paul sees it?

Paul deals with the matter in a balanced way. Wese® this if we lay out the points he raises:

The head of every man...the head of a woman...

Every man praying or prophesying...every woman pmgnprophesying...
For a man ought not...There for the woman ought...

If a man has long hair...but if a woman has long .hair

If we look closer at Paul’s reasoning, we see tifiatconcern lies on the woman'’s side. Paul reasons
the Corinthian woman’s intuitive aversion to cut leér hair and not from the man’s revulsion at grayv
his hair long (vv 5b-6). Paul does not open up vitheeans for the man to be the image and gloi@ad
but what it means for the woman to be the glorgnaf (vv 8-9) and gives the fuller reason for thenao
to attend to her head (v 10). In v 13 he comeswithitit. He does not call the church to judge ifiproper
for a man to pray uncovered but if it is properdoroman to pray uncovered. His closing statensent i
about the woman'’s hair and how that bears on tlestgpn of the covering (v 15).

The contention arose in the church over the womkee&ldress and not over the men’s. But, Paul dotes n
give his ruling on the matter. Rather, he guidesrthhrough the issue so that they as a churchuckye j

the matter. Here we should make a note on thel&t@ms. The NASB which we are using reads, “Judge f
yourselves” (v 13). The literal translation is, 43¢ among€n) yourselves,” and this is an appeal for the
church at Corinth to evaluate the matter and cangedecision. This call for the church to decide th
matter is in keeping with the nature of the isdnes 16 Paul points out that the matter in quesisoim the
area of the custom of the churches, and by engdge@orinthians to decide the matter among therasel
the apostle is honouring them as being one of tbleseches that has the custom as its own.

For Paul it was not just a “woman’s issue.” He vgahie Corinthians to see that it concerns bothrthe
and the woman and the way the two genders aredelateach other in the divine order. Herein Ifes t
value of 1Cor 11.2-16 for our doctrinal study. Piaulsing the question of a woman’s headdress t& wo
out an understanding of the genders in the divideroof relationships. We will now pursue the wauP
does this.

B. THINKING THROUGH THE ISSUES

We will chart the course of Paul's reasoning toagdiow he guides the church through an undersigndi
of gender.

1. The order of Paul’'s thought

Paul engages the Christians to look at the mattquéstion from two sides. The problem presentduno
is on the visible and physical side: how are wotteeadorn their heads when praying and prophesying?
This is only one side of the issue, and it is theosidary side from the apostle’s point of view. s
forward the invisible and spiritual side as theedicbhm which to look through to the visible and picgl
side. On the visible side it is a mere matter efdifferent ways that men and women appear. Oottiner



side, it is a matter of how relationships are strred; this takes in the difference between menvestien
but goes higher to take in God’s relationship imi§h

Paul develops his line of thought by moving frora thivine order to the visible order in a seriefoof
steps. The order can be laid out simply as follows:

1. Spiritual order: The order of relationships (v 3)

2. The visible difference: =~ What headdress and haanador the order of relationships (vv 4-6)
3. Spiritual order: The order of the relationshipab$ished in creation (vv 7-12)

4. The visible difference: ~ What nature teaches almmg hair and how this bears on the question

about the covering (vv 13-15)

Paul moves from the spiritual order to the visithigplay of the difference of the genders. The spiti

order is a matter of faith and not sight, and giieen in divine revelation. The visible displaytéken from
the natural realm. Paul does not appeal to scegturthe fact that the man ought not to be coverite

the woman ought to be. In fact, the OT would noteehis purpose at all, since the priests hacateh

their heads bound up in a cap or turban. For thiblei display of the difference between the sekas|
appeals to the women’s own sensibilities (1Cor B-Bpand to what nature teaches about dishonour and
glory (vv 14-15).

The way Paul moves from the spiritual order oftieteships to the visible display of gender diffezen
makes an important point for the church. Paul wevkk what is true in all decent cultures. Thera isuilt
in difference in the way masculinity and femininége shown and perceived. The controlling power is
usually subjective and social. People have a seinsenour and avoid shame or disgrace, and thalsoci
order gives this a kind of objective force in titattands over the individual. Paul sees in thimething
very natural that answers to what God has revealé&thrist (v 3) and in the biblical creation acco(ww
7-12). Paul does not want the churches to simpliytaia the display of difference between the geader
mere subjective and social grounds. They are tdrsekght of revelation shine through what is tegural
norm and fill the form of the natural order withrifpal meaning. Behind it lies the deep truth of
redemption. The redemption in Christ does not dgstreation and negate what vestiges there are in
society of the created order. Rather, redemptievagés the truly natural and gives it the full megrof
divine order of things that is both behind and abal.

2. Headship (1Cor 11.3-6)

Verses 3 to 6 are joined together in the themeeaflbhip. In v 3 Paul states that both the mantand t
woman have a visible head. Then in w 4-5 he as¢leat the way the difference between a man and a
woman is displayed in their heads when prayingroplpesying bears on their relational heads. Inh#65
Paul presses his point on the woman by tying remityi in her hair to the question of the coveriNgw
we will examine the reasoning in this.

a. Paul’s contribution (v 3)

Paul begins with, “I want you to understand (tib. know)....” By this introduction, Paul is signalitigat
he is now going to set forth the insight that h# @antribute to the discussion which will enabihemn to
see the matter from the correct point of view. \Wewd see this within the flow of thought from v/&s
for their practice, he has praise for them (v 2i};ih their struggle over the issue they neededright
that the apostle contributes.

In 1Cor 1.17, he said that Christ did not send tarbhaptize but to preach the gospel. He also twd t
Corinthians that he was determined to be trueitodbmmission. When he proclaimed the gospel tmthe
he was determined to know nothing among them busClesus and him crucified (2.2). The apostle is
true to this determination in the way he approat¢hegjuestion of the head covering. His part wagamo



give the Corinthians a style of headdress. Hiswals to give them the truth as it is in Christ &each
them how this is to inform and control all thatyhao.

Paul presents a hierarchy of relationships in wieiabh relationship has a head so that all theaakitips
are tied together in a series. Paul does not presiémear progression from the bottom up, i.anfrthe
woman up to God, or from the top down, i.e., fromd@own to the woman. Rather, he first states the
relational head of the man and of the woman, aed He presents God as the relational head of Christ
Paul presents the relationships in this order émwwof his discussion. Throughout the discussiowitidbe
dealing with the man and the woman (in that order-6; 7-12; 13-15). But, the relationships in atihe
man and the woman exist do not complete the piciilre whole hierarchy of relationships goes up ¢al G
from whom all descends through Christ.

There is a point of possible confusion due to thee® language. In Greek the words for husband afed w
are the same as for man and woman. So, in any>doméemust decide whether Paul is speaking of
husbands and wives or simply of men and women. dkenit explicit, one would have to say in Greek,

“his own woman” and “her own man,” otherwise thetaxt must show what is meant. The statement, “the
man is the head of a woman,” could be taken asriefeto marriage. But, Paul does not begin witls.th

He rather begins by saying, “Christ is the headwary man.” This statement has nothing to do with
marriage, and the phrase, “every man,” is not &ohito married men. This first statement sets thagpso
that we are not to think of the marriage relatigpdiut of the relationship between the genders.

We have already noticed that Paul does not semdtieer of the head covering as a “woman’s issue.” H
treats it as a male-female issue, as a gendertisatigvolves the man as much as the woman. Bat) e
this is too narrow of a view. Paul sets the issithimthe whole hierarchy of relationships up tods&or
our doctrinal study, we have to grasp the signifteaof this.

Paul does not see male and female in a binarylar palationship in which the one defines the otfi@ke
the north and the south poles. The two work togedhd define each other mutually. This is not hbev t
apostle presents male and female. They are nohliteand bolts which are different but simplyefittfor
each other. In the hierarchy of relationships presgin v 3, the man defines the woman in a wat/ttre
woman does not define the man. It is Christ (netwloman) that defines the man in a way that islighra
to the way the man defines the woman.

The perspective that Paul contributes in v 3 igtlam his gospel. In 1Cor 8.6 he gives the basis@dm
confession of faith that is held by all the Coriathbelievers. According to this confession, aihgjs are
from God the Father and through the Lord JesussCtimiough whom we exist. It is not the case, abén
Jewish view, that God is in heaven and we are dh @ad the relationship between God and peoplé mus
be worked out in a covenant. The gospel proclaithatiGod is related to all within the divine bei@n

the divine side, there is the Father as the scafra#t and the Son or the Lord through whom alhgs

come to be. Thus, God is from within his divinertgerelated and all exist as a result of that divine
relationship. In 1Cor 11.3, Paul applies this tgdb the question of gender.

b. What Paul means by head

It has been often assumed that by head Paul mgaosteon of authority over someone. Accordinghis t
understanding, Paul is presenting a series ofioakttips of authority and submission in 1Cor 1113
problem with this view is that it does not fit intiwwhat Paul makes of the idea of a head within a
relationship. Paul develops the concept of Chegha head of the church in Ephesians and Colassian
Here the idea of Christ as the authority over tigrch is not in view. Rather, Christ is presentedha
source of the church from whom the church is segplEph 1.22-23; 4.16; Col 2.19). In Col 1.18 Ciais
head is the beginning, the source of resurreciferidr all. Christ is called the head of all raed
authority in Col 2.10, and this refers to his ratecreator of all rule and authority (1.16). Thesidhat
Christ has authority over the church is not denied, it is not the point in the metaphor of thedhea



In Eph 5.22-33 Paul presents Christ as the he#lteofhurch in a personal relationship of the hughian

the church as his bride. Here the role of Chrisioispresented in terms of his authority but ofdds of

giving himself for the church and making her petf@de role of head is to nourish and cherish. Paul
works out the relationship between the man as ¢fagl land the woman in 1Cor 11.7-9 in a way thatrfits
with what we saw about headship from EphesiansCaidssians. In creation, the man was the soures fro
whom the woman was made. The evidence is soliccandistent. By head Paul means the source in a
given relationship.

The idea that the head is the source does not thaathe one under the head is not in a position of
submission. In Eph 5.22-23 Paul sets forth thdicelahip between the head and the body as onevioiggi
and submission. The submission in view is not thegof taking orders for Paul does not presenhéasl
as giving orders. The submission must be definethéyole of the head, and that means it is th@ipos
of receiving what the head gives. That Paul seesviiman’s side of the relationship in 1Cor 11.3a%2
one of submission is made clear from 1Cor 14.34eHPaul says that the women are to be subject and
adds, “...just as the Law also says.” He does nattpmit in this passage how the Law (the five baatks
Moses) says this because he is referring to whatpeinted out from Genesis 2 in chapter 11.7-9s Thi
shows that Paul assumed that it was understoodf that man is the head of the woman the woman is
subject to the man. In our thought world, we patharity and submission so that we only see subariss
under authority. This is not the biblical view. eatve will see how Paul understands authority,nowt we
are pointing out that on the theme of headship Rauks with a relationship of giving and submittittg
the role of giving, i.e., being in a receptive piosi.

c. The impact one has on his or her head (vv 4-6)

Now Paul applies the significance of the hierarohyelationships to the matter in question, thedhea
covering.

i. Following Paul’'s argument

Paul asserts the point that covering or not cogeoime’s own head bears on one’s relational head. He
makes this assertion in a balanced way for both (mén and women (v 5a).

In each of Paul's statements on the man and theamplre uses the wolteadtwice. It is obvious that the
first use refers to the physical head that is tom@vered or covered. The question that we musteanis:
what does the second reference to the head réfédes it refer to the person’s own physical haao o
his or her relational head? The flow of the arguvesuld decide in favour of the latter suggestiBaul
has just put forth the truth that the head of eveay is Christ and the head of a woman is the @waghhe
put this forth as the first truth that is to cohar thinking. If this truth controls our understing of vv 4-
5, then it is clear that the head which is impadsetie relational head. If one insisted that Fauoéferring
to a person’s own head, then one would have toeatttat one’s head is used to refer to one’s owsquer
The idea would be that the man who prays or prapbesith a covered head shames his own person.
While the drift of Paul’'s argument supports thesigihere is no support that Paul used the vaeatwith
this meaning. He does not use the woeddto refer to the person. He always uses the weatin a
relational way. It is the head of the body, whetther physical head or the metaphorical head (ske Ep
5.25-33).

Paul backs up the assertion that the woman whapmagrophesies with an uncovered head shames her
relational head with a challenge on what she ipnepared to do with her hair (vv 5b-6). He poimitis

that the woman who acts without having her heagVis one and the same with her whose head is
shaven and then argues that the significance dfabehead covering and hair, go together.

It is commonly asserted that Paul is referringrmspitutes who were distinguished by having theads

shorn. This turns out to be a rumor among commergaResearch has not supported the assumption.
Evidence has been pulled up to show that it wasnttd of women in lesbian relationships to havetsho
(manly) hair. Similarly long hair was a mark of hasexuals (Gordon FekCorinthiang. This suggestion



fits very well in Paul's argument. A woman with shdair is denying the relational identity of her
womanhood. Here again we see Paul's way at lockirggender. In Rom 1.26 he says of lesbians thgt the
exchanged their natural function or use for thaictviis unnatural. Paul did not see the use of¢heafe as
being for women but for the man. This is not redgc woman to be a chattel of men. This view istdue
the relational understanding of gender. Our idgmtitd function are defined by the divinely estdigis
relationships.

ii. Discerning Paul’'s point

Verses 5b-6 shows that Paul is drawing on the mfipersonal shame. Shame is the result of being
stripped of one’s dignity. That this is what Pauhiorking on becomes clear in vv 14-15. Here wetlsae
long hair was a dishonour to men and a glory to ewwnwWhen Paul said that the uncovered woman is one
and the same as she whose head is shorn, herig $hgt the issue in the head covering is the sene

the hair. It is a matter of displaying femininity @woman’s glory. In light of this, we are to unstand

Paul’s point.

Paul’s logic in vv 4-5a is that the way a persoespnts him or herself as to his or her genderiigidrears

on his or her relational head. For the man to takéhe badge of femininity is to shame Christ fdad

For the woman to remove the badge of her feminiisifpr her to shame the man as her head. Our gende
identity is relational and is to be displayed anchmunicated, and this display makes a statemeation
relational head. This goes beyond the saying, “N® loves to himself.” It means that no one has his
personal identity unto him or herself.

3. Considerations from creation and nature (1Cor 11.--15)

Paul’s opening assertion in v 7 signals the tuendiscussion is taking. He begins, “For a man onghto
have his covered,” and then proceeds to give thsorefor the moral obligation. He takes up the wosa
side in v 10 when he affirms, “Therefore the worsaight to....” Then in v 13 he calls upon the
Corinthians to judge the matter among themselvdschoses with an appeal to what nature teaches with
regard to long hair. In vv 3-6 Paul points out whaglect of the proper display on the head mearnthé
relational head. Now he gives the reason why thés@mns ought to have the appropriate displayheir t
heads.

The discussion in vv 7-15 runs parallel to Pausegtions in vv 3-6. The discussion on the oblagatd
not cover or to cover the head is based on ther ofdée relationship between the man and the woman
established in creation (vv 7-12) and this corresisdo the affirmations on headship in vv 3-5a. The
appeal to what nature teaches about long hairfendeénders in vv 13-16 corresponds to Paul's angdle
based on what the women are not prepared to dotlgth hair in vv 5b-6. We can lay this out asdelk:

Al. The relational heads and the covering (vv 3-5a)
A2. Making the case from cutting the hair off (vw-6p

B1. The obligation concerning the covering of thadand the order of the relationship between the
man and the woman (w 7-12)
B2. Making the decision in light of what nature tees from long hair (vv 12-15)

We should also take note of the significant changeerspective and tone in the second part of Baul’
discussion. Paul presents the matter of the heastiog from a negative point of view in vv 4-6. Heints
out what is the case if the man is covered anaviitean uncovered (what ought not to be). The rasult
shame to the relational head. In vv 7-15 he loodkbeamatter from a positive point of view. He pmets
whatoughtto be: the man is not to be covered and the wasembe covered. A term that ties this section
together iglory. The man is the glory of God, the woman is theygtd man and long hair is a woman’s
glory. This theme of glory stands in direct conttasthe theme of shame that dominates vv 4-6.



The positive perspective that we have noticedgsificant for understanding Paul’'s direction. Heedmot
see the matter of the head covering principallgras of avoiding shame, as if the woman simply loalolet
protected in her vulnerability to shame. Paul isagned about avoiding shame, but his real intéseast
the glory that is inherent in the man and the wanvsla see him moving in the direction of affirmirtget
woman'’s dignity. In v 10 he represents the coveiing positive and dignified way in terms of auibhorin
v 15, which is his concluding statement, he affitins woman’s glory.

a. The created order of the relationship between maand woman (vv 7-12)

This part of Paul’s discussion divides into twotpall he first presents the reasons in creation tiveyman
ought not and the woman ought to be covered (v0)7-The second balances the stress on the differenc
between the man and the woman with the interdeperdef the two in the Lord (vv 11-12).

i. The difference established in creation (vv 7-10)

This piece of the discussion has a clear strucRmel begins by stating that the man ought noeto b
covered (v 7a) and ends by concluding that the womuaght to be covered, though he puts this in texins
authority (v 10). In between these affirmationsylPdates the supporting facts from creation. \Welay
this out as follows:

Al. For a man ought not to have his head covered,
B1. since he is the image and glory of God;
B2. but the woman is the glory of man.
Explanation: For man does not originate from wontarn,woman from man;
for indeed man was not created for the woman's, §akevoman for the man's
sake.
A2. Therefore the woman ought to have authority dverhead, because of the angels. Note: this is

my translation of v 10 which will be explained late

We must be careful not to miss the flow of Pautgument through the statements he makes: “For a man
ought not to have his head covered, since he igrtage and glory of God; but the woman is the glafry
man... Therefore the woman ought to have authorigr tier head....” He is not assigning the fact that
man is the image and glory of God as the reasdrththaman ought not to be covered and the factttteat
woman is the glory of the man as the reason whyskbald be covered. This would be an artificial vady
reading the text. Both statements that the mameigtory of God and the woman is the glory of men a
the reason why the man ought not to be coveredfrantdboth of these statements Paul concludestikeat
woman ought to be covered. Paul is not isolatiegidlea of being the glory of God and saying thest th
ought not to be covered whereas the glory of maudh that it ought to be covered. It is the défere
between a man and a woman established in thehiachy creation man is the glory of God and the aom
is the glory of man that calls for the differenoehbw they present themselves in their heads. adnses
with the drift of the whole discussion in 1Cor 1-1.@. Paul is dealing the difference between thelgen

The difference between the man and the woman (vv 3

What is the difference between the man and the wdimgt Paul points to as being so significant? We
should first take note of what it is not. The diéface is not considered in terms of what they caar®
allowed to do. In another passage Paul bars theemdrom teaching in the church (1Tim 2.11-15), ibut
this passage Paul accepts that women do the samettiht men do: they pray and prophesy. These two
activities encompass address to God and to thegebod.

The difference that Paul is concerned with is the fact of the difference of gender. But, even hese
have to narrow our focus. Paul does not look d¢diht characteristics whether physical or psyafiokbl.



These do exist and are taken note of in othertesrep (1Tim 2.14 and 1Pt 3.7), but they are n@&wvasht to
Paul’s case in 1Corinthians 11. Actually, Paul gsiit down to something that from our point of view
seems quite abstract; it is the difference in ttiioof creation and not a difference in our exgeee as
men and women. | said that from our point of viéwg seems quite abstract because it has nothidg to
with what we have done or with an event that wesgm But, from God’s point of view this is not whst
at all. It is very concrete. It is how he made raad women, and the way he made them is transntdated
each man and woman.

He begins with the male and says, “...he is the insagkglory of God.” Then he differentiates the woma
by pointing out that she is the glory of man. Pativo terms for the man are image and glory. Titse fi

term is taken from Gen 1.26-27 where we read tloat @ade man in his image. The second term refers to
what Genesis 2 presents. To see this we have ématie of how Paul contrasts the man and the woman.

Paul does not say or imply that the woman is neftiitiage of God. Genesis 1.27 would speak agaiisst th
This verse makes clear that God made man in higeraa both male and female. The woman is as much
the image of God as the man is. The significamhtir Paul is not “image” but “glory”. He presettte
difference between the man and the woman in tefrgioy.

What Paul has in mind by being the glory of someisriought out in vv 8-9. Here we see that he is
thinking of the difference that the creation acdaarGenesis 2 points out. The man was made djrectl
from God whereas the woman was made out of theandrfor the man. Verses 8-9 state succinctly the
point made about the man and the woman in Gene&s@ said that he would make for the man a helper
(Gen 2.18), and when he had made her he brougho iee man (v 22). This shows that she was made fo
the man. In making her, God took flesh and bonmffglam and fashioned it into a woman so that Adam
could say that she was flesh of his flesh and lodinés bone (vv 22-23). She was made out of the.man

The point in Genesis 2 is not that the woman isréegt match for the man and so an ideal compathiain
complements him in every way. This is all true angblved in the creation of the woman, but it ig ndat
Adam focused on and celebrated in Gen 2.23. Whatahewas that she was taken out of him and received
his nature, and that means that she is not a sepaeation from him. He sealed this discovery aljirg
herishawhich is the feminine form agh, the word for man. In naming her, we see that Adalfowed up

on God’s work. God made the woman out of the mad,Adam imparts to her an identity from his. What
Genesis 2 relates is not a mere fact of the pastalreality of our existence. This is in theefioont of

Paul’'s mind in 1Cor 11.7-9. He uses the presersetemaris the image and glory of God, the worrian

the glory of man, the womada out of the man and for the man.

The two-way relationship that Paul points out in8¥9 (that the woman is both from and for the man)
matches with what we noticed about headship in-Bv Bhe head imparts what is his to the one witlonvh
he is related. The one receiving this exists ferttead so that if the man rejects his masculinithe
woman her femininity he or she shames the headcdheerse of this is that the man in his mascylinit
and the woman in her femininity are the glory dafithrespective heads.

The idea that the woman is the glory of man dogéglamean her or make her inferior to the man. It
actually is presented as the opposite. It certalidynot demean Adam to be made in the image of @gd
virtue of being made in God’s image within an imragel relationship with God, Adam was elevated to
being God’s glory. We see that Adam saw the womad Geated out of him in a similar way. He
celebrated her as having the same nature as hanldags being as human as he was. The difference was
that while he was created directly from God she gvaated from him. It is this difference in ordeat

Paul focuses on, and he sees the woman'’s dignttysrvery order: she is the glory of man.

In the man, God shows who he is in relation torttaa as the direct source of man. This makes thethean
glory of God. Similarly, the woman displays the pé&feature of the man that he is the source of a
relationship and the identity of the one he istealao. This makes the woman the glory of the man.



The woman'’s obligation (v 10)

Paul reasons from what the man and the woman a@»lis act of creation to their obligation, whagyh
ought to do. The obligation is to be carried outhi@ person’s physical head. This is quite undedstble.
We relate personally to others via the head angarsonally identified by our head. Paul reasoas\hat
we are in our being (as God made us and relatéal @@ch other) imposes on us a duty to display our
identity in our head. The man and the woman havsayan what they are. God made the one the gibry o
God and the other the glory of man. But, they havimke control of their own head, i.e., how thaegritify
themselves in relation to each other. Paul stditedrtan’s moral duty in v 7: “For a man ought nohdéwe

his head covered.” In v 10 he states the womanligation: “Therefore the woman ought to have auitiyor
over her head.”

We know from the overall argument that Paul hawiind the woman’s duty to be covered in contrast to
the man’s duty to be uncovered. However, he thiitsalance off. Rather than saying that the woman
ought to be covered, he states the woman’s duigrins of having authority. Before we can explairywh
he shifts his expression for the act of being cegtewe have to determine what he even means.

First we encounter a problem in translation. Paabkuhe Greek phrasxousian echein epivhich
normally means to have authority over. If we alloie words to have their normal sense, we would
translate as follows: “Therefore the woman ouglttidge authority over her head.” This runs up adgaires
way Paul’'s argument has been commonly understdoel a§sumption is that by head Paul means authority
and that throughout the passage Paul is arguinghtbdead covering is a sign of the woman’s subiais
to the man. So, the sense of v 10 has to be tarmahd from saying the woman ought to have authorit
over her head to affirming that she ought to becutide man’s authority. The prepositi@pi, is
understood as having a local sense and translatedon (in the sense of on top of her head). The word,
authority, must be taken to stand for “the symtfdwthority”. This is how the NASB translates tleatt
“Therefore the woman ought to haaesymbol ofuthority on her head....” All this leaves Paul's &e
rather cumbersome and going against the naturad gfahe language.

There are other considerations that weigh in agéis understanding of 1Cor 11.10. Paul never tlses
word head in the sense of an authority, and herrgayes that the man has authority over the woman.
Further, Paul does not see the covering as songetimrfin the sense of on top of) the head. Thergdse
terms he uses points to something that veils the by hanging down from it rather than somethirag th

sits on the head. He introduces the head coveningléd with a Greek phrase that literally medos/n

from the headHis last reference to the head covering is found15, and there he uses a word that means
to envelop or wrap around.

It is time that we looked at 1Cor 11.10 again t® if€aul’s language can be allowed to have itsnabr
meaning.

We have to begin by determining the way Paul usesvord, authority. At this point we cannot caroyt a
thorough word study. We only will consider the wRgul views the possession of authority, i.e., hgvin
authority. In 2Thess 3.9 he said that he, Silvaangs Timothy had authority, which is rendered in the
NASB as “have the righb this” What Paul is referring to is the authority thia¢ ministers of the gospel
have to receive their material support from thdsa they have ministered to. This is the autharityight
that a worker has to receive his wages. Paul bseword,exousiain this way in 1Cor 9.4, 5, 6, 12, 18. As
apostles Paul and Barnabas had the right to eaty mad not to have to work for own material nede.l
also speaks of the potter as having the autharityake of one lump of clay two vessels with differe
purposes (Rom 9.21). The only time that Paul spelitse exercise of authority in marriage is found
1Cor 7.4. Here he states that in marriage a pesswhthis applies to the husband as well as tovifee
does not have authority over his or her own bodythmat this authority over the body is held by the
marriage partner. So, the husband has the autlowéythe wife's body and the wife over the husbsnd
In all these cases, to have authority does not niehn able to arbitrarily do as one pleases. Altihes
only held within a given relationship or positionwhich the person is free to carry through the
prerogatives of that position. The wagousiais used in the sense of liberty in 1Cor 8.9, lmginehere
Paul sees the liberty given within one’s relatiopskith God. By the way, Paul sees the authority of
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government in the same way. Those in authoritynatdree to do as they please. They have a position
from God and the mandate to carry out a task #®gthod of society, and within this office they hake
authority to act and carry out their position (Rb&1-7).

Now we will briefly look at the expression to haaeathority over somethingkousian echein epin the
NT. To have authority on (over) earth is to hawe ¢larth as the sphere in which one is free torattarry
out his role (Matt 9.6; 28.18; Rev 6.8). To havéhatity over demons or people is to bring them unde
one’s power, subdue them or to rule them (Lk 90119; 19.17; Rev 2.26; 13.7; 20.6). To have autyori
over phenomena of nature is to control them (Re%8416.19). Revelation 22.14 speaks of having
authority over the tree of life, by which is me#mt one has the right to take its fruit. From gsvey we
can form an idea of what it means to have authongr something. It is a person’s right to carry lois
position in relation to that over which he has dla¢hority or that to which he has the right. Whathas
authority over is his sphere of action and is sttttje him.

Now we will apply the understanding of authoritathve have arrived at to 1Cor 11.10. For the wotoan
have authority over her head would mean for hexgrcise her womanly position and express it thnoug
her head. The head is the sphere of her self-esipreand is to be subjected to her as a womarmel dot
mean that she has the right to do with her headenvbashe pleases. Rights are never, in the bihliew,
rooted in the will. Rights are given to a persothia the position in which he or she is placed iittine
divinely established order. To exercise one’s 8ghtto carry out one’s divinely given position.

The sense we have given to 1Cor 11.10 fits in wigh the flow of Paul's thought. He argued that #or
woman not to cover her head and so to dishonouretetional head is one and the same as for a waman
degrade herself by giving up her dignity as a woifvarb-6). In vv 5b-6 Paul works on the fact tHas t
Christian woman wants to retain her dignity. Shi take charge of her head and the display of leadgr
identity. In v 10 Paul says that the woman oughiawee this authority over her head. We should ke
note of the fact that in Paul’s thinking for a wamta cast off the badge of womanhood would be an
exercise of her will but not of her authority. Pagflers to this kind of a move in 1Cor 6.12 wheeeshys
that all things are lawful for him, “but | will ndte brought under the authority of anything.” Aqmer can
exercise his will and come under the authorityarhething. What Paul has in mind is fornication. A
person can join himself to a prostitute at willt budoing so his body is redefined as being joiteter
body, and through this he is making himself poss#$y the prostitute. For a woman not to coverhead
is for her to give up her authority, i.e., that shery through what she is, and to be definedwag that is
contrary to her. In Paul’'s logic, the exercise atharity over her head can only go in one directimd
that is to take charge and display her femininggiast the vulnerability of being degraded. Thisstrhe
the woman'’s decision.

We should follow the steps in Paul's reasoning a@mefully. As for her being, a woman'’s head is the
man. This is stated in v 3 and established in @ AZ-woman’s physical head is her own, of coursel, a
she displays what she makes of her identity asraamathrough her head. This is the sphere of her
decision. Paul moves between the relational heddrenphysical head in two ways. In v 5 he says tha
what the woman does to her physical head makederstnt about her relational head. In vv 7-10 Paul
moves the other way. What she is in relation tontla@ as the glory of man (and that makes the man he
head) imposes on her the moral obligation to cautyher womanhood in the way she displays her physi
head. Both arguments that Paul runs, i.e., in vad 7-10, end on the note that the woman musé mak
the decision and carry out the right action (v @ ari0).

Now we can explain why Paul decided to express ¢linis terms of the woman having authority rather
than stating the obvious that she should be cov&adl has been putting the focus on the positole af
the head covering. It is not just a matter of tleenan avoiding shame. The woman is invested withyglo
She is the glory of man. Paul follows this up bpidéng her act of being covered in terms of thereise
of her dignity.

“...because of the angels”
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Another surprise that Paul adds in v 10 is the dadason that the woman ought to have authority loge
head “because of the angels.” The principal reagonthe woman ought to be covered is because she is
the glory of the man in contrast to the man whilésglory of God. To this Paul adds a secondaryarealt
is not difficult to find the basis for this refei@to angels in scripture. In the tabernacle, diierwere
displayed in the holy place where the priests edraut their service of worship. This suggestetliththe
holy place the priests were moving the presendaaaf and the angels. In Zech 3.7, the High Priest wh
governs God’s house and has charge of God’s cisugigen free access among the angels. This né@tion
taken up in Psalm 138.1. The Psalmist says thaiilhsing praises to the LORD before th®him which
is rendered as “the angels” in the LXX, the Gredidthat Paul and the Corinthians used. Jesudqibin
out that the angels watch and rejoice over those avh being saved (Lk 15.7, 10). Paul in Eph 3ridD a
Peter in 1Pt 1.12 refer to the angels’ interestliat is happening in the salvation of people aed th
building of the church.

The one verse that might throw significant lighttba reference to angels in 1Cor 11.10 is 1CorHe9e
Paul says that the apostles have become a speitdbeworld, both to angels and to men. Paulgjthe
head covering these two references. In 1Cor 1hé+&fers to the spectacle of a woman who givdseup
feminine dignity before men, and in v 15 he pomts$ her glory in the eyes of human society. Then 119
he refers to her as standing before angels. It &ifjthis, we can appreciate what Paul is doingwdats
the Corinthian women to be honourable before pedpiehe also wants to give them a higher reason. |
the church, which is God’s temple (1Cor 3.16), they before the heavenly court. The order of thelevh
created universe, visible and invisible, has a@regt in the woman holding her dignity in the cedatrder.
This agrees with the drift of Paul's discussiomasnoticed earlier. He is seeking to invest thetenadf the
woman'’s feminine dignity with the highest significz. It is not just a matter of avoiding shamehm ¢yes
of the world.

ii. The interdependence of the two in the Lord ({x12)

Paul begins this section with “however”, or it e translated, “nevertheless.” He will now adubant
that will keep what he has been saying in balafbe.point he makes is that the two genders, male an
female, do not exist apart from each other (v bj,they exist in a way that makes them dependent o
each other. What Paul is asserting puts a cheekhaih we can make of the things he said about the ma
and woman in vv 7-10. In vv 8-9 he stressed thaintilan did not originate from the woman and was not
made for the woman. Now he points out that thisisto be taken in the sense that the man stands
independent of the woman in his existence. We timgtPaul’s statements in vv 8-9 to his one pairat
the man holds a different position from the womathie order of creation. He is not saying thatrttas
stands apart from the women.

Paul’s statement that the woman ought to have &tittaver her head also must be held in check. This
does not mean that she can hold her identity ndivowt the man. The two genders are inseparable.

While affirming the interdependence of the man andhan, Paul maintains the difference he pressed in
8-9. Notice that in v 12 he says that the womaious of’ (e the man and the man is througtia] the
woman. Paul wants the difference and interdeperelbald together. This gives the woman both hereplac
in relation to the man as head and her positiogsasntial to the man'’s very existence and identity.

In v 11-12 Paul draws in the way the Lord Jesussthnd God the Father are related. Our
interdependence is in the Lord (v 11), and alt@sf God (v 12). Our existence in the Lord is notatter
of creation in the past. It concerns our presedt@rgoing sphere of existence. In the Lord the avah
woman are co-related and interdependent. In thd tter male identity is defined in relation to teenfle
and the female is defined in relation to the male.

Paul insists on the distinction between male anthfe, but he equally insists that the two cannot be

separated. The man’s headship and his positidmeaglory of God are displayed in the being of tlmman
who was made out of him. Without the woman, he wdase his relational significance. The woman'’s
identity is given to her from and in relation tetinan. All of this is in the Lord. Paul could noinceive of

12



a church life, a life in the Lord, where there veety one gender. The very significance of that gend
the Lord would be lost.

b. What nature teaches (vv 13-15)

Paul concludes his discussion on the head covering 13-15. In this section we see what Paul insiiag
at.

i. The call to judge the issue (v 13)

Paul calls the Corinthians to judge the matter agrtbemselves. This is his aim. We noticed at thseiu
of our study that Paul is not correcting the Cdrigns’ behaviour. He is, rather, guiding them tigtothe
issue so that they can judge the matter themselves.

Paul has set before the Corinthians all that islied in the question of the head covering. Thelhea
covering involves the hierarchy of relationshipshat/the man and the woman do with their heads loears
their relational heads. Paul also worked out theatabligation that the man and the woman havedage
the order of the relationship between the man hadvwoman established in creation. To this he atlied
fact that the two genders with their differences ot separated in the Lord. These are weighty
considerations that enable the Corinthians to ewalthe matter.

We should take note of the fact that in v 13 Padsdnot mention prophesying as in vv 4 and 5. Hg on
mentions prayer and adds that the prayer is ma@®tb He focuses the Corinthians attention on the
address to God rather than to the people of God.féllows Paul’s direction. We saw that in v 1@, h
added the fact that the woman is to act becauieeaingels, which reminds the Corinthians thatthech
is open to the heavenly court. His closing note &P is that all things are from God. The Corintisiare
to make the decision not simply by what human keinil see or think. They are ultimately to decttle
matter in view of their relationship with God.

ii. The final appeal (vv 14-15)

Paul follows the call for them to evaluate the mrattith an appeal to what nature teaches themPEgaol,
nature is not an order that sets the law of lifé mmormative for human behaviour. The order ihat
established in creation is not binding on us beeduis inherent in nature. It is only binding basa the
creator established this order. Nature in 1Cor4 iskimply the way things are. Paul is concerngtd w
custom and the human evaluation or judgment orodistir and glory. This makes Paul's appeal to nature
here parallel to what he says in Rom 2.14-15. WHeGentiles do by nature in evaluating behavibay t

do by themselves without the law that has beenmngbyeGod to the Jews. What nature teaches is an
evaluation that arises from human judgment apanhfany special revelation from God. Nature taught t
Corinthians that long hair is a dishonour to a rhana glory to the woman. This was the common aelll w
established view in the world of the NT among Jand Gentiles.

Paul's concern in vv 14-15 is not so much with itien as with the woman. He addresses the man'sside
set up for what he says about the woman, that hamgis a glory to her. The idea of glory here ban
illustrated from Ex 28.2. The priestly garments Aaron were “for glory and for beauty.” They weee t
display the dignity of the priesthood and give phniest a visible dignity. Likewise, the long haisplayed
the feminine identity of the woman in contrasthe tman.

Paul could count on the Corinthians to agree witlatwnature taught. The point in question was ttaelhe
covering. The whole discussion in 1Cor 11.2-16 shtivat the Corinthians had no feeling for the aile

the head covering. Paul is the one who has to rirekeonnection between their feeling about hairthed
covering. He makes this connection in his conclgda#mark: “...because the long hair is given tofber

a covering.” Now Paul presents a picture that wewsualize. The word for long hair knmaowhich

means to grow or wear the hair long. The word frecing is a compound word that means a wrap around

13



like a shawl. This agrees with Paul first phragettie covering in v 4: something that hangs dovemfthe
head.

The connection that Paul makes between wearinfaldong and the covering springs a surprise on
biblical scholars. The preposition Paul uses toarthk connection between the long hair and coveasing
anti. This word meanmstead ofin the place gforin exchange forThe normal sense of the statement that
the long hair is given to the woman in the placa abvering is that the feminine hair style of Greek
women stands in the place of a covering. Commerstétave found this a rather abrupt change from what
Paul has been arguing and so refuse to accepinibpéessense of the language. They suggest that Rénat
means is that the long hair answers to or pointséaovering and so should be followed up wittoséhc
covering. Well, this is a matter of wrestling PauBnguage down. If the prepositiantiin 1Cor 11.15 is
allowed to have its normal force, what is Paul 8g9iln vv 5-6 he treats the head covering and dlire h
length as two separate entities. He still work$wliis distinction in v 15, for the long hair arbt

covering are linked by the preposition. But, in5/He makes a direct connection between the twoldre
hanging hair of the Greek woman actually was hapgiown from the head (v 4), it was a covering (¥ 13
and looked like a wrap around shawl (v 15). Pays ¢hat this natural covering will do.

C. REFLECTING ON 1COR 11.2-6

1. What is the issue?

Now we are in a position to look at Paul’s discassin 1Cor 11.2-16 and see what it discloses tabasit
the actual problem at Corinth on the matter ofttbad covering. We will follow certain observatidhat

we can make from Paul’s discussion. We have alreatiged that he is not correcting their behavioutr
guiding them through the subject so that they catuate the matter among themselves. The only cafuse
the problem that Paul points to is the party thas wontentious (v 16). A controversy arose ovehte
covering, and the Corinthians referred this to Paul

What was the nature of the controversy? The way faues between the themes of the head covering and
hair suggests that the controversy was over th@iaeloth covering. Verses 5-6 and 14-15 showttha
Corinthians had a keen sense of what was propestyé for men and women. Paul appeals to thiswhe
making a case for them to accept the idea of a beagring. This indicates that the Corinthians had
feeling for the value or meaning of a cloth headeting. Research supports this. The evidence we hav
shows that Greek women did not normally wear clathd coverings. Paul does not suggest that he
imposed the cloth head covering on them as pdrisodipostolic tradition. If such were the casewbeld
have appealed to that, but he never refers to stleimg. So, where did the issue of the cloth coger
come from? It was the Jewish custom for women tanaeveil in public. Paul's appeal to the custom
among the churches of God suggests that the nudttee head covering came to the Corinthians’ &tien
from other churches. We know that different partied formed in Corinth and that some were claining
take their lead from others than Paul. This mehasthey were adhering to ways of other leaders and
branches of the Christianity. One party took upeP@ho was the apostle of the Jewish mission, hiscat
least shows that the Corinthian church was opésstes from the Jewish churches. | am not argtiag t
the Petrine party was responsible for the contyudt was Paul’s practice to suppress the ideofitlyis
rivals. He did not give them publicity and dealttwihe issues. All | am showing is that the Coriguth
church was open to influences from the East. Ilaagplike Corinth this was explosive, for Paul'tde
shows that they were an argumentative bunch withynradependent thinkers among them who charged
ahead with their own causes without regard to tak being and harmony of the whole church.

The way Paul approaches the subject of the heagtiogvsuggests that the idea of a cloth covering wa
largely rejected at Corinth. This was not justfasel to adopt the covering but a protest agahest/ery
idea of it. This is reflected in Paul’s focus omhtw think through the issue. Paul labours to bthem to
accept the concept of the head covering and thenssthem that the Greek hair style which displéngs t
womanhood of the woman serves the purpose of theric. One of Paul's motives in this is suggedigd
v 16. He did not want the Corinthians to break aivayn the other churches by rejecting a notion thas
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part of the custom of the churches. Rather, heauatitem to see that what they were doing was ingeed
harmony with the practice of other churches.

The way we have explained the situation that Pad dealing with clarifies a grammatical difficulty
encountered by commentators. The closing verswéngn the NASB as follows: “But if one is inclidgo
be contentious, we have no other practice, nor teavehurches of God.” This does not represent®aul
language accurately. Literally, we are to rendékét this: “If anyone seems (or is minded) to be
contentious, we have no sucuistom, nor have the churches of God.” The phrassuch custom,
grammatically refers to being contentious. Commtengafind it odd that Paul would regard not being
contentious as a custom. So, they say that Paefdsring to the contrary practice that the coriters
person is arguing for. Again, | contend that wettryvork with Paul’'s language and give him the dréat
having been in control of what he was writing. istpoint we have to ask, “What is the point of
contention that Paul has in mind?” The nearesteeafs® point is Paul’'s concluding point that thegldwir
of the Greek woman served as a covering, and thahmit stood in for the cloth veil worn by Jewish
women. On the practical side and on the matteusfomn, this was Paul’s contribution to the discussi
Paul anticipated that some, and most likely théythe raised the controversy in the first placeuld be
contentious over this point. They would argue thatJewish churches would insist on a cloth cogeri
and so represent their custom a contentious ong jfassuring the Corinthians that neither thestips
nor the churches of God have made the matter ofitlille covering a matter of contention.

2. Learning from the apostle

We have the saying, “History repeats itself.” Tinisight is stated in Eccl 1.9 “That which has beetiat
which will be, and that which has been done is #igth will be done. So, there is nothing new unther
sun.” This is has proven to be true on the matténehead covering. Most churches have not held to
rigorous tradition of the veil. They have left thepression of the difference between the gendessdial
norms of their culture. But, there are always thoke want to revive and hold to the practice ofchath
veil. In a sense, Paul is responsible for this bsede gave the custom a place and a sanctiomwithi
apostolic writings. By putting his teaching on tiead covering in writing and pressing the Corintkito
appreciate the concept of the veil, he kept thasreaustom before the Gentile churches. So, theiss
still well and alive in Christianity, and as it @ta in controversy we have to go back to learn fthen
apostle. We should learn from the wisdom of hisragph as much as from the doctrine he teaches.

In handling the controversial issue, Paul showatgnegsdom. Paul did not react to those who stitpdhe
controversy. He rather dealt with the matter imgiple and with respect for the practice of thdfclo
covering. He did not take sides and polarize thedsnto an either/or situation. He first laboutedbring

the Corinthians to see the importance of the ppiedn the head covering. Then he made them sée the
own way of expressing a woman’s womanhood as fanittg in the same way. While the outward form
was different, the meaning and the function weeestime. Through this Paul fostered a sense of mgrmo
with the other churches.

Paul turned the attention away from the visibleésghe cloth head covering, to the great spirisgles
behind it. It was not just a matter of proper deoorlt was not just a woman'’s issue. It was abbet t
relationship between men and women and how we stadat gender difference. The apostle makes the
believers see that their personal identities dediomal, and no one exists or functions unto hinherself.
He makes the Christians see that what they dotiwémselves, how they present themselves, bears on
those with whom they are related in God’s ordetetdtionships.

The difference between the genders is universaltyahd expressed. Christians are to be sensditteat
and go along with it. But, Paul teaches us tohigher. We are to see the divine order behind this.
especially important to consciously uphold theati#hce where in the Spirit men and women function i
the same way. The balance of the genders must img¢aimad in the Lord.
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3. Perspective on gender

Paul has given to the church an important persgecth gender and on what it means to be man and
woman. He affirms what Gen 1.26-27 presents. Mahlgrfirst of all seen as existing in a relatiomsthiat
originates from God. As the image of God we dohwitl our identity in ourselves. We have a relationa
identity that is held by God. Within mankind thésemale and female. Paul has stressed both theretifte
and the inseparable nature of the two. GenesigApp the view on this male-female unit and shoove
God put it together. Here we see the order of ¢étetionship. The order of creation shows us thdéeraad
female do not define each other mutually. The namecdirectly from the hand of God and has his
principal relational identity before God. The womaas equally a creation of God, but she was taken o
of the man and has her principle identity in thenan relationship with the man. This yields an iesting
insight on the different ways in which the male &mahale identity are defined. The woman is desigioed
see who she is within the human relationship. Fadmaman point of view, she is more relationally
oriented. The man is designed to see himself aslisig before the divine order that is above the dnum
relationship to impart what he has been givenlilleave this as something to ponder.

The revelation of God in Christ opened up the vi@uthe divine side of the relational hierarchyGan
1.26-27 we only see God relating to man. The gosipalvs that on the side of the creator there is a
relationship. The Father is God from whom arehatigs. He is the absolute head who receives frone no
and only gives. The Father is God as absoluteligiiole who dwells in unapproachable light. We canno
see God because our vision is limited to the horiafothat which stands in a position of receivilfige Son
of God is the one who receives all from the Fatkerthat he is equal to God, and imparts and reveals
what is from the Father. Thus he shares in thedfatiglory as head. To us he is the source ohalbs
divine. But, like us he receives all so that we saa him from the side of his submission. The nwaa a
creation is first of all in the position of subni@s and receiving. But, God created him to be thece out
of which the woman was made, and through this tsétipn of head was imparted to him. His headship i
analogous to Christ’'s and not the Father’s. The marot a divine head having within him that whish
unoriginated and divine. Only Christ can share \lih Father divine headship because he is eteritg i
being and relationship with the Father. The mandstgarallel to Christ in that he received whaishie be
the source of the being and identity of anothee Woman is in the receptive position but does hatesin
the position of head.

What ties Christ, the man and the woman togethtraisthey are all in a position of submissionfdet,

the position of submission comes first. Only byeieing from the Father is Christ the head for ladittis
from the Father. It hardly needs to be said thatntian is first of all in a position of submissiarda
receiving. This is an important point. The chapenciple of the Bible is not that of human righitsis the
law of submission. Paul stated this in Eph 5.21e $Bbject to one another in the fear of Christ.’"bEo
human means not to be a head but to be in submisBiee woman who is placed only in a receiving
position exemplifies the essential human positile. must see the position of head within this subiois
Headship is something that man received and it inei$teld and practiced under the headship of Christ

Paul’s teaching is in deep contradiction to modsaifiunderstanding. In the biblical view there ¢srnom
for an individualistic view of the human self. Humbeings have their identity within a structure of
relationships. Our identity is relational rathearthindividual. Our foundational position is onebafing on
the receiving end and of being in submission. T&ia direct contradiction of the modern idea ttinest
human being is first of all a person with the righself determination and self expression. Intitdical
view, a person has the moral duty to express whalltas made him or her, and this display of onefs o
identity confirms the relational structure of thend. It does not just confirm the balance betwten
genders but also affirms the relationship betweankimd and God.

This relational structure for human identity esistims unity. Male and female are co-related idiestind
so are inseparable. One cannot have masculinibowitthe reference point in femininity. This alsdrue
the other way around. The fact that the man hasstCis his head ties the human identity into Ganl.a-
Christian it should be clear that one cannot hawe male headship apart from the Lord. It is thedLo
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Jesus Christ who has fully revealed how human headls anchored in God. To the degree that men and
women define themselves from within themselvesuthiey God established in creation falls apart.

In the modern outlook, the bond between peopleés s contractual. It is created by the will ef th
parties, and is valid only by that will. The bitdlaunderstanding that we are considering goes sigtiiis.
There is a structure of relationships, and thsoimething that we must realize as established luyaBd
submit to. We are duty bound to express our owntityein a way that confirms that structure of
relationships.

The structure of relationships that we are considerannot be proven by empirical observation. &y
cannot see what sets this structure up. It is dungethat is revealed to us in scripture and fatiypfirmed
in Christ. For Christians, therefore, it is a mati€faith. The world will not and cannot accepisttor it
does not have that faith that comes by the wor@tofst. The world will persist in walking by sigahd
want to derive its understanding of gender andefaionship between the sexes from what is obbsdzva
and purely human. The result is that a sacred tatidesorder cannot be upheld. The world’s orieotati
puts the pressure on the Christians to ration#figebiblical order by how men and women functiod an
relate. Without denying the value of making suckeslations, | want to point out that this is na Hasis
for what the Bible presents. In 1 Corinthians 1lilfadealing with a situation in which the womem d
what the men do. Paul does not bring up the coreide that women do it differently or that menitlo
more competently. Where the women and the mencarallg capable, the difference is asserted, not on
human factors but on the revealed order of relatigps. This makes what Paul presents in 1Cor 16 .2-1
matter of true biblical doctrine.
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