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REPORT 33
COMMITTEE ON HEADSHIP IN THE BIBLE

1. PRELIMINARY CONSIDERATIONS

A. The Mandate

The Synod of 1981 adopted the following recommendations pertaining to
this committee: .

“1. That synod postpone the implementation of the decision of the Synod of
1978 regarding the ordination of women as deacons, pending the findings of a
study committee on headship.

“2. That synod appoint a study committee with the following mandate: To
examine the meaning and scope of headship in the Bible as it pertains to the
relationships of husband and wife and man and woman to ascertain:

a. Whether headship has implications for authority and leadership in
marriage and family, church, business, educational institutions and govern-
ment, and, if 50, how?

b. How these conclusions apply to the question of whether women may
hold office in the church.

Ground: Because the issue of headship remains unresolved, Synod of
1981 has not seen fit to accept any of the proposals before it relative to
Report 32~-Synodical Studies on Women in Office and Decisions Per-
taining to the Office of Deacon.
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3. Christ as Head of His Bedy, the Church
(The Husband as Head of His Wife)
4. Christ as Head of the Man
(The Man as Head of the Woman)
E. Other New Testament DPassages
I, Additional Material on the Role of Women in the Charch
A, Women Associated with Paul's Work
B.  Spiritual Gifts and Church Office
"C. Henrdship and Socigty
IV. A Summarizing Statement on Headship
V. Preparatory to Recommendations
VI. Recommendations
V. Minority Report
VIII. Minority Report I

C. Brief History of Previous Committees and Decisions

The Synod of 1970 appointed & study committee to examine the Reformed
practice of excluding women from ecclesiastical office. This committee submit-
ted an extensive report to the Synod of 1973, concluding that “the practice of
excluding women from ecclesiastical office cannot be conclusively defended on
biblical grounds” (Acts of Synod 1973, p- 588). One member of this committee,
the Rev. Peter M. Jonker, submitted a minority repott to the Synod of 1973 in
which he concluded that “underlying principles in the Scriptures concerning
the relation between man and woman confirm the soundness of the position
maintained in the Reformation of excluding women from the place of authority
over the whole of the congregation” (p. 593). As one of the grounds for his
position Mr. Jonker states: “Whatever may be said about the notion head, it
cannot be denied that it also indicates a position of authority and Tepresenta-
tion” (p. 592).

The Synod of 1973 appointed a new study committee to evaluate the 1973
report and to advise synod further on this matter. This committee also con.
cluded that “biblical teaching is not opposed in principle to the ordination of
women to any office that men may hold in the church” {Acts of Synod 1975, p.
593, Recommendation 3). One of the conclusions arrived at by this committee
was this: “To invest a woman with the authority of the offices of the church
under present conditions involves the unacceptable risk of conflict between her
authority as office-bearer and her husband’s authority as head of the home” {p.
592). Appended to this report was a note from the committee’s reporter, Rev.
Henry Petersen, indicating that he was withdrawing his support from Recom-
mendation 3. His note included the following statement: “Further reflection
rmm led me to the conviction that the headship principle precludes the ordina-
tion of women to existing church offices” (p. 593).

The Synod of 1975 appointed a new committee on “Hermeneutical Principles
Concerning Women in Ecclesiastical Office.” Four of the conclusions recom-
mended by this committee to the Synod of 1978 read as follows: “(2) The Bible
teaches that the husband is the head of the wife and it may also teach that man
15 the head of woman. (3) This headship involves an element of authority. (4)
Although the husband’s rule over his wife is first explicitly mentioned after the
fall, such headship s implied already in the pre-fall situation. (5) This headship

WM :W be recognized in marriage and upheld in the church” (Acts of Synod 1978, p.
0}.
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committee, giving it the mandate quoted above (see A under Preliminary
~Considerations).

'D. The Work of the Present Commitice

“Shortly after the appointment of our committee, two of the members orig-
«inally appointed resigned. The Synodical Interim Committee then appointed
two persons to replace those who had resigned, thus constituting the present
-Committee. The members of the present committee are as follows: John A. De
‘Kruyter (chairman), Anthony A. Hoekema (reporter), Sarah Cook, Willis I’
: ..Wwwomﬁ Wayne Kobes, Gordon H. Pols, and Thea B. Van Halsema (Mrs. Dick
.=~ The members of your committee were given a great deal of material about the
-subject of headship in the Bible, including many articles from periodicals and a
number of books. This material was studied, reported on, and discussed. We
- “were also sent materials by various individuals and organizations. Members of
..-the committee were given various assignments, and this material was later
“discussed and critiqued.

- Because of the extended illness of the secretary, the committee found itself
. unable to report to the Synod of 1983 (see Acts of Synod 1983, p- 459). Hence we
-afe presenting our report to the Synod of 1984,

+iThe committee held fourteen three-day meetings. Except where prevented
byillness or other emergencies, all the members of the committee were present
“‘at every meeting. Though we arrived at different recommendations, we did
work together amicably all the way. At the last meeting (October 19-21, 1983)
the-report of the majority of the committee was submitted and finalized, and
fhe final recommendations of the majority were adopted. These recommenda-
-“Hiens willbe found at the end of thisreport, together with two minority reports,
each of which will have its own recommendations.

The majority of this committee recommended to synod that consistories be
allowed to ordain qualified women to the office of deacon, giving as one of its
grounds: “Women can function in the office of deacon without violating the
principle of the headship of husband (man) over wife (woman)” (p. 532). The:
minority of this committee recommended to synod “that consistories be al-
lowed to ordain qualified women to the. office of deacon, provided that their
work is distinguished from that of elders” (p, 532). One of the grounds given for
this recornmendation was the following: “The headship principle in which the :
woman (wife) is to be subject to the man (husband) is not violated as long as the:
office of deacon is expressed in terms of assistance and service” (p. 533). The
minority also went on to recommend to synod that the offices of elder and
minister not be opened to women, giving as one of its grounds the following;
“If women were to function as elders and ministers (as those offices aré
presently defined), they would be in conflict with the headship principle thatis -
enunciated in the Old and New Testaments” (p. 533).

The Synod of 1978 ddopted the minority report of this study commitiee;
namely, “that consistories be allowed to ordain qualified women to the office of
deacon, provided that their work is distinguished from that of elders” (Actsof
Synod 1978, p. 104). The Synod of 1979 received many responses from churches -
and classes regarding the above-mentioned decision. The 1979 Synod therefor
decided to appoint yet another committee to deal with *Synodical Studies on
Women in Office and Decisions Pertaining to the Office of Deacon.” At.t
same time this synod instructed consistories to defer implementation of th
1978 decision allowing women to serve as deacons {though under certai
resttictions) until the study committee appointed by this synod had rendered’
its report (Acts of Synod 1979, p. 122). .

The committee appointed by the Synod of 1979 reported to the Synod of 1981
In the body of its report this commitiee made the following statement: “Aslong
as the extent and the application of the headship idea are as ill-defined as thei:
now are, the church is well-advised not to admit women to the offices which:
may embody headship functions” (Acts of Synod 1981, p. 515).

This committee presented three sets of recommendations: a majority report:
and two minority reports. Among the observations found in Minority Report’
was the following: “In view of the considerable ambiguity around the headship:
principle, we feei that progress wili not be made in clarifying the possible:zole
of worhen in the office of elder and minister until a comprehensive study
made by a committee,..” {p. 524} Minority Report 2 recommended that-the
present practice of excluding women from ecclesiastical office be maintained
giving as one of its grounds for this recommendation the following: “The
headship principle would be violated if women held such office” (p. 531).-

It will be noted that all four of the study reports presented to synod so far o
the question of the erdination of women have made references to the so-called
headship principle—that is, the principle of the headship of the husband ovér
the wife and/or of the man over the woman (though some reports expres
Ungertainty about the latter). The Synod of 1981, therefore, was of the convi
tion that the question of the ordination of women could not be settled unii
more light had been shed on what the Bible teaches about this “headship:
principle;” That-synod adopted none of the recommendations presented to'it
by the study committee appointed in 1979, but decided instead to appointoir.

“B..A Preliminary Caution
“#The pronounced difference of opinion within our own Christian Reformed
arcles with respect to the ordination of women to ecclesiastical office is an
indisputable and inescapable fact. These differences are basic and substantial
- resulting in a wide range of alternative solutions.
< ’For many this is an utterly perplexirig reality. How can there be so wide a
divergence on a matter of such significance among members of the same
«Reformed church family? It is tempting to lay hold of what appears to be the
easiestway of accounting for the differences: conservative versus liberal. There
isthe conservative who takes the Bible seriously, literally, at face value, and
who has no question about the church’s traditional understanding of the
~.televant Bible passages. Then there is the liberal who is less concerned with
hat the Bible says than with the realities of contemporary culture. The liberal
mind, it seems, is much more ready than the conservative to accommodate, to
tompromise the biblical witness, and to embrace novel, nontraditional ex-
egeses. :
-+ Tempting as such categorization is, we as members of the farmily of faith must
resist it. Issues will not be settled in a Christian way by hurling derogatory
epithets at each other. Impugning the character of avowed fellow Christians
with whom we may disagree, questioning their sincerity, doubting their com-
“mitment, or maligning their integrity are weapons which beiong to the arsenal

’
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of the church’s great enemy. Such weapons serve only to charge the air with
suspicion and to make honest discussion impossible,

The fact is that on the matter before us there are differences between honest,
sincere, committed, devout, and well-intentioned Christian brothers and sis-
ters. While this acknowledgment does not solve the problem, it does place the
problem in a context where Christians who differ significantly on these matters
can speak with each other, accept each other, and live with each other in the
same family of faith. Important as the matter before us is, it does not concern an
essential ereedal affirmation such as the church faced in the controversy with
Arius,

We urge everyone who is considering the question of the ordination of
women to do so with charity and humility. We ask everyone to acknowledge
that the matter is not crystal-clear. If it were, it would have been solved long
ago. Some of the most gifted theological minds and pastoral hearts in our
denomination have wrestled with this matter and have come to different
conclusions. This alene should suffice to eliminate stridency from our discus-
sions.

But there is more. It would be rash and foolish to presume that anyone could
approach the issue before us with a totally unprejudiced and unbiased mind.
For one thing, this issue is not new. It has been in or near the forefront of
ecclesiastical news, discussion, and debate for a good many years. In our own
denomination it has been discussed for miore than a decade. We have all been
confronted by a variety of argaments and opinions, and have gradually formed
our own positions.

The stance of each one of us about the role and place of women has been
influenced by a host of factors. It has been influenced by the thinking-of
parents, friends, spouses, and respected leaders in the Christian community,
as well as by the structure of contemporary social and cultural institutions.
Basically, of course, we want the Bible to have the last word on this matter also.

But what does the Bible have to say on this matter? This question has been the
main concern of a number of previous synodical reports; it will once again be
the chief focus of this report. The Bible does not directly, in so many words,
answer our question about whether it is permissible to ordain women to any or
ail of our present ecclesiastical offices. That is one complexity.

There is another complexity which we do well to acknowledge openly. This is

the fact that each one of us comes to the Bible with certain preunderstandings, '

with certain precommitments, with certain already-present notions about the
matter at hand. We may call them biases; we may speak of colored glasses—biut
whatever we call them, the realityis there. And this reality affects what we hear
God saying in the Bible. Recognition and honest acknowledgment of such
“biases” is an important ingredient in reading the Bible, in allowing God's Werd

to speak without our talking back to it—for only then can God's Word correct

and redirect our own mistaken notions. o
Bible study can only be done in a context of humility. We must aiways-say,

“Speak, Lord, for your servant fistens.” It is with that attitude and in that spirit - .
that this report was written and is now presented for the church’s considera- -

tion. May it be read and discussed in the same way.
E. Notes onn Our Times

~Theissue which our mandate places before us does not come to usin a social, -

cuiturat, and intellectual vacuum. The perception and the rote of the woman in
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the enterprise of society has undergone drastic changes in modern times. To
trace the development and contours of that change is the work of historians. No
doubt a complexity of roots and causes is involved. Such a study and tracing
work are beyond both our competence and our mandate. But of the fact that a
great change has taken place we are certain. Indeed, the change is still in an
active state of process and progress. Women have found and are finding places
in society which traditionally have been associated with men. This is visibly
true in industry, business, commerce, the professions, politics, the church, the
armed forces—yes, in all areas and on all fronts of life, Efforts, and at times
agitation, for still further changes—not least of all legal-status changes—are the
order of the day.

. We readily acknowledge the limits of our competence. Nonetheless we make
bold to present a few comments about what we perceive to be some of the
spirits, forces, and dynamics which have given rise to our current societal
landscape, and which we see operative today. We do so because in our judg-
ment these forces and dynamics are integrafly related to the changed and
changing role of women as well.

It can be agreed that the secularizing spirit of the Enlightenment had and has
much to do with the shape and dynamics of our own society. This spirit came to
brutal and society-wrenching expression in the French Revolution. While the
bloody excesses of that Revolution horrified the world, its fundamental spirit
expressed in the famous slogan of “liberty, equality, fraternity” has become
deeply embedded in the thinking and shaping of the modern world. This spirit
has been anathema to the so-called “oid order,” not least of all to the order of a
hierarchical society. It cannot be surprising that in the course of time one of the
fruits of this revolutionary and egalitarian spirit has been a new structuration of
traditional male and female roles.

The Industrial Revolution also gave greatimpetus to a changed perception of
the place and role of women. The rise of the modern assembly line and the
factory system of production employed the skills and energies of many
women. What had formerly been done in small home-related businesses and
shops was now centralized in large factories. Here the speed, efficiency, and

economy of the machine could be utilized. But the factories removed many
- women from their traditional place and role in the home. The great wars of this

century accelerated the process. As millions of men were called up to arms, the

women were asked to take their work-a-day places, or volunteered to do so.

Thus women entered almost every facetof the labor force. So it has remained to

this day, and the trend is still expanding. There are few, if any, areas of life today

where women have not attained or aspire to attain positions of significant

leadership—the “top” positions.

A third impetus to the changed and changing role of women in the life of

society deserves mention. We refer to the phenomenon of universal education.

A minimum of education is required today by law. No gender distinction is
made or allowed. The minimum prescribed has steadily risen. Today most
people do not feave school with less than a grade twelve education. Many,
indeed, graduate with a college or university degree. Equal opportunity, posi-
tion, pay, and status would seem to follow naturally for men and women with
equal or similar academic credentials, competence, and expertise.

All three of the above-mentioned factors are exemplified in our modern
democracies. These factors have contributed to what we would signalize as one
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ndividualism pushed toits extreme dissolves the binding quality of all human
“rélationships. Communal bonds, communal values, and communal obliga-
tions are inexorably jeopardized by a one-sided stress on individual happiness.
80, indeed, individualism has fanned the winds of a certain kind of “emancipa-
tion,” but society in terms of community pays a heavy price.

Individualism is not a biblically defensible social norm. Individualism de-
mands that many of the crucial ligaments which bind a society, a community,
‘togéther be severed when it comes to establishing social roles, social life, and
§ocial structures. As such, individualism runs completely counter to the bibli-
~gal:stress on covenant, and to the New Testament teaching on the Christian
‘gommunity as the body of Christ (I Cor. 12; Rom. 12). Individualism and certain
‘companion notions of liberty, equality, personal rights, as currently under-
stood and concretized in our society, are in fact destructive of true society. The
“tendency is to level all people and all relationships to the same functional
‘plane. The idea of office is thereby emaciated and in principle robbed of all
‘authority. Authority in our society has become a taboo word. The same is true
" feriany notion or mention of roles—social roles, sexual roles, and other roles.
:Such notions do not fit with a secular, egalitarian spirit. Individualism horizon-
alizes. It removes, or at least reduces, the vertical. It diminishes height and
depth in human relationships. It is a potent and pernicious affirmation of the
autonomy of the {individual) person.

“2:Itis in this climate of-an individualistic and functionalized society, with a
“hainly functional notion of office, that the question of women in ecclesiastical
“ office faces us today. That is not an indictment or a prejudgment of the issue or
“of its relevance for the church. 1t does alert us to a context which we cught not
“to ignore. It would be naive to assume that the church, the Christian com-
munity, has been unaffected by the individualism and functionalism so charac-
“teristic of our times. Christians, too, have drunk from this modern well; they
:have to some degree imbibed and embraced this spirit. They too have bought
~into the modern world-and-life-view, the individualistic and functional assess-
“ment of the hurman person. The gospel which the church prociaims by the
authority and injunction of her Lord calls for a “way of life” which at a great
“many points is at variance with that followed and promoted by the "world.”

of the main spiritual forces of our times, namely individualism. The spirit of
individualism tends to a leveling of all social, racial, moral, personal, and:’
creedal distinctions. As a result, there are in our soctety few certainties left,
Everywhere the “old” foundations are crumbling. There is a crisis of authority,
Having largely abandoned the Bible as revealing God's unalterable normis;
directives, and standards for life, society is groping its way to a new orderif
personal ethics, sexual morality, human refationships, economics, mo:zn@
education, family life, the arts—yes, in the whole of life.

‘Whereas at one time the family was commonly considered to be the smallest
social unit, today it is the individual. People today tend to be viewed as isolated,
self-contained, of-equal-vatue individuals. People are social atoms. Each is te:
lated to the other by the way of an equal sign. Each is a unit, each a whale, each
complete, with individual (personal) rights to match. At least so people are
regarded by and before the law, and in the public affairs of society. Differences
between individuals, such as gender, sexual preference, creed, family status
{whether single, married and/or supporting dependents) are regarded as accis
dental. Such differences are judged to be irrelevant, not only in matters per:
taining to housing and hiring practices, but more generaily in matters of place;
task, role, and responsibility.

Training, ability, skills, gifts, “image,” speed, efficiency, productivity,
profit—these are among the main criteria by which people (individuals)-are
accorded their status, their role, their task and position in life today. Thes
criteria are almost purely functional, pragmatic, and economic in orientation.
These are the criteria which count. Tasks and Hmwwo:m&zﬁmm\ for instance, are’”
mmw_m:ma on the basis of a real or perceived need. A “slot” is then opened, a _o,q.
is created (with a job description to suit), and then the position is filled by any
individual who is judged best to exemplify the requisite skills, expertise; arid
efficiency. Such anindividual, of course, is highly vulnerable—subject to being
replaced by anvone or anything thought to be able to do the job better. This
reality touches the life not oniy of unskilled laborers, but reaches up to the:
highest management and leadership levels in every area of life, including the.
realm of government and justice. :

Small surprise that in a society where the individual is stressed and exalted .
and the communal is barely acknowledged, many people feel and find them-
selves “lost.” Impersonal, deltumanizing, and alienation have become in-vogue -
words. When people are regarded as isolated social atoms, replaceable partsin
a social and industrial “machine,” many understandably drift about, trving'to
“find themselves.” They seek answers to the most basic questions of hurman
existence: Who am 1?7 What is my task, my place, my purpose? :

The forms of society such as we find reflected in the Bible, and such as mxaﬁma
right up to modern times, we may call traditional. In contrast, today’s society.
may be called functional. We detect as one of the key differences between a |
traditional and functional society the view of man, the place accorded to the
individual. Traditional and functional societies operate with different under- -
standings and definitions of such concepts as person, leadership, office, _.“mmm- ”
QEP responsibility, equality, and human rights.

“The trend toward individualism is everywhere evident in our society. The
exaltation of the individual has wrought many deep, profound, and lasting
changes in all of our social structures. Individualism is a potent acid which has -
worked to dissolve a host of traditional relationships, structures, and values.

I EXEGETICAL STUDIES

AL Old Testament Teaching
1. Before the Fali into Sin

a. Genesis I

Genesis 1 reveals the magnificent and moving message, simple and yet
-unspeakably profound, that there is nothing in all creation of which God,
Istael's God, our God, is not the sole Author and Creator. No forces or
powers, whether good or evil, exist or can act independently. Geriesis 1
proclaims the gospet of liberation for all who are ensnared in the web of
paganism and polytheism, and for all who live in cringing fear of the so-
called powers of nature. Mankind need have only one mmmﬂlﬁrm humble and
yet adoring fear of the One, Almighty, Creator God.

Itis in the contextof this declaration of the universal kingship of God that
we are informed of mankind’s creation, Mankind, too, owes its existence to
God. He is also our God and King. The key verses of Genesis 1:26-28 reveal
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that mankind was created by God from the very beginning to consist of a bi-
anity, to consist of male and female. To a strongly male-dominated and:
male-oriented world, Genesis 1 proclaims the gospel that the woman is niot;
an accident, an aberration of man, or inherently evil. Rather, woman like:
man has been from the beginning willed and created by God. S

We are informed thatof all of God’s creative work mankind alone has bee
made in his image. Mankind is uniquely God's reflection on earth—not only
male but.fernale too. Man and woman, each and together, are God’s irnage
Mankinds creation as male and female is crucial to imaging God. With
reverence we may say that Genesis 1 reveals God's creation-work as one.of:
being fruitful and multiplying. Mankind as male and female must image-.
him, and that means—as we are plainly told—that men and women tgo-
must be fruitful and multiply. Further, mankind is to image God in a second:
way. As God-by virtue of being the source, the origin, of all that is—has’
dominion over all that he has made, so mankind as male and female is.fo
have. dominion over all that is. Creation is therefore subject to a dua
dominion: namely, that of God and of mankind. Itis in the harmonious rule®
of God arnid mankind that the creation finds its shalom, its Sabbath rest, .0

All that God says in Genesis 1 about imaging him, being fruitful, BCEE%...
ing, subduing, having dominion, is said to hoth, to male and female. Nopatt:
of the blessing of the mandate is given to one or the other only. Conjunetion:
and parity come to the fore in the Genesis 1 revelation about male and’
female, Here we are told little if anything about the relationship that isito
obtain between male and female as they image God in being fruitful,
multiplying, subduing, having dominion. That is, chapter 1 says nothing’
significant about roles. 8

b. Genesis 2 Coi
Let us see whether chapter 2 says more. Genesis 2 provides the founda-
tion for much New Testament teaching about the relationship between map
and woman. Genesis 2:4-25 focuses specifically on the place of mankind
within the created order. It provides the most direct Old Testament teaching;
regarding the role relationship which obtains between men and women::
However one views the relationship between Genesis 1 and 2, our convic::
tion of the integrity of Scripture precludes us from reading them as beirig:
contradictory. Chapter 2, it appears, supplements, expands, enlarges on.
the relationship of God and man and of male and female as first revealedito:
us in chapter 1. Chapter 2 tells us first of all about the creation of man as’
male, Adam. And the first thing we want to note about Adam is that with.:
respect to.God, God is first, God is prior. Parallel to this with respect tothe
relation between Adam and woman-—and that relation is the focus of.our-
mangdate and our study—it is not the woman but Adam wha is first, Adam:*
who is prior. This is s0 obvious that one may easily overlook it. Yet to the
angient mind, certainly o the Hebrew mind, this whole matter of first-
ness-—-priority—was very significant. The notion of being firsi, prior, still
retains some of the same significant connotations today. k
The Bible certainly makes a case for the significance of firstness. This -

.- particularly comes to expression in the notion of the firsthorn. The firstborn
-wasaccorded a preeminence with respect to the others who followed. To be'
firstborn implied authority, rank, status, and inheritance rights, The father’s

firstborn implied authority, rank, status, and inheritance rights. The father’s
firstborn was considered “the first issue of his strength” (Deut. 21:17),* In the
- .absence of the father the firstborn son had authority over his brothers and

sisters (Gen. 24:55, 60). He ranked highest after the father. The firstborn

inherited twice as much as every other son (Deut. 21:15-17). Among kings

. theright of the firstborn implied the succession to his father’s rule (If Chron.

+1.21:1-3). The high rank of the firstborn led to the metaphorical use of the term

sufEx 4i22; Ps. 89:27). The status of the firstborn retains its relevance in the

i New Testament. It is significant that Christ is called “the first-born of all
creation” (Col. 1:15).

Technically speaking, Adam was not firstborn; he was first-created. Pre-

«cisely because he was first he could not be born the way subsequent human
- generations were. But surely that technicality ought not to obscure the
- parallel between firsi-created and firstborn. The prerogatives of the first-
. ’born were Adam’s. Luke called Adam “the son of God” (Luke 3:38). With
“:respect to the woman we may say that Adam was “firstborn.”
- Adam’s dependence on God is almost embarrassingly driven home.
o +Adam is “formed” by God as a potter might form clay. He is formed, in fact,
~:fromthe dust! Adam receives his breath of life, his vitality, from God. Adam
“i:ireceives. the garden—his well-watered “home”—and his food from God.
++ ~Adam receives his how-to-live and how-to-stay-alive instructions from God.
- Adam receives his authority and power over all living things from God.
“Finally, Adam receives his fitting help, woman, wife, from God: Al that

Adam is and all that Adam has he is and has because of God. Adam must

.22 -acknowledge God as his source, his origin, and from that flows the demand
: - that Adam must obey God.

It is in the context of this declaration of Adam’s total dependence on God,
his .accountability to God {do not eat), as well as his dominion over all

.creatures (he names them), that the creation of woman is narrated. We are
~told that it was not good that Adam should be alone. Indeed, for alone he
 could not carry out God's mandate to be fruitful and muitiply, to subdue the

earth and have dominion, to till the garden and to keep it. In a word, Adam

- -meeded a suitable and fitting helper.

Both inverses 18 and 20 we are told that the woman was created as Adam'’s
‘etser kfnegdd. The first of these two Hebrew words means help, and the

‘- .-second means corresponding to him, answering to him, suitable to kim, or
o complementing him. We may therefore translate the expression as fitting help,
+: suitable help. Adam recognized no such fitting help among any of the animals

he named. God therefore embarked on a new work of creation.
God created woman to be Adam’s fitting helper. Many are quick to point

»:-out that the use of the word. help does not itnply any submission of the
‘woman te Adam, nor that Adam in any way stands.in a position of lead-

ership or authority with respect to her. After all, the word ‘@er is used

sixteen times in the Old Testament with reference to God's being man’s help
‘or helper. Yet no one would argue from this fact that God must submit to
.man, or that man is in a position of leadership and authority with respect to
+God. Quite true. But then God.is nowhere said to have been created as
.- man’s fitting help either. On the contrary, man was created by and for God.

Yetof the woman it is explicitly stated that she was created for Adam, given to

o *Note: All Scripture quotations not otherwise identfified are from the Revised Standard
© Version.
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be Adam’s fitting help. That’s the difference, and that makes all the dif-
ference. The meaning and implications of the word.-help cannot be deter-
‘mined in the abstract, but only in the setting of a context.

Woman, like Adam, is said to owe her existence to the forming activity of
God. In addition, however, we are told that she owes her existence also to
Adam. God formed her from one of his ribs. She was taken from, out of,

- Adam, as well as having been made for liim. From and for—this differs from
Adam, who was made from the dust but not for the dust. Woman, therefore,
has a dual origin and source, and is dependent upor and subject to both.
The woman'’s relationship to Adam bears analogy, in fact, to Adam’s refa-
tionship with God, whe is-clearly Adam’s origin and source, for whom
Adam was created, and thus t¢ whom Adam owes allegiance and submis- :
sion.

When God presents Adam with his fitting help, Adam breaks out in
jubilation: “This atlast is bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh; she shall be -

called Woman [ishshah], because she was taken out of Man ['ish} (Gen. 2:23).
The unity; the fittingness of the woman with respect to the man-is thus. :
clearly expressed. Man and woman belong together. Nonetheless, it is.
Adamwhaosings this song, and itis Adam who calls (names) her “Woman.” -
- This latter observation is noteworthy because scholars point out that at that:
- time-—even meore than today—the act of nameé-giving was the prerogative of
semecneinauthority over the person or thing named. Itwould follow, then,
from the fact that Adam called her “Woman,” that Adam was in a position of
authotity .over her. .
- Some disputethis conclusion on the ground that Adam is not said-actually
to name {the Hebrew noun is shém} her in the way that he is said to name
{gara’ shemuth) the animals, He is said only to “call” (gara’) her, and that, soit -
is arguted, implies no authority per se. This argument, however, ignores thé
larger eontext. No such disjunction can be intended between nmwning and
calling. In the activity of calling, Adam is imaging God. In Genesis T.Gog
not said to name either; instead we are told that God called (gara’). God:called
the light Day and the darkness Night; he called the firmament Heaven; he
called the dry land Earth; he called the gathered waters Seas. Undoubtedly
God’s activity of calling indicates his quthority over that which he hadimad
Similarly, in the account of Adam’s naming the animals (2:19-20) the acger
is'niot on his assigning them a-name (shén), but on his activity of calling
{gara’), whereby his authority over them is indicated. “..The: Liord
God.. brought them [the animals] to the man to see what he would:ca
{gara’} thery; and whatever the man called (gara’} every living creature; that
was its name (shém).”
There are not a few who grant that in the Genesis 2 account Adam stand
in a position of prominence and authority with respect to the woman:/But
they hold that-the relationship or role here described between the:first:
human pairapplies to marriage, to the husband-wife relationship only:
the marriage relationship indeed all that is in view? The fact is that Gengs
doesm’'t say. It doesn’t even say that Adam and the woman were husband.
and wife. The words “ish and "ishshal can designate a husband and wife; i
‘they. can also designate the more generic man and woman. No doubt w
“-gotrectly conclude that they were married from the fact that verse 24 draw

..general conclusion which pertains to marriage: “Therefore a man leaves his
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father and his mother and cleaves to his wife, and they become one flesh.”
(Incidentally, this statement points to the leadership role of man ['ish]; the
initiative for establishing a new family and home rests primarily with him.)

1t is the understanding and position of the committee, however, that what
we learn about the relationship of Adam and woman in Genesis 2 has
relevance beyond the bounds of marriage as well. Several considerations
give us reasons for this. First, two words are used in Genesis ? for man,
namely, ‘adant and “ish. The first, ‘adam, is never used in the sense of

~husband but only in the more generic sense of man, male, mankind: some-

times, indeed, as a proper name. The word ‘ish, on the other hand, can be
used in the same sense as ‘adam but also in the sense of husband, When God
says that it is “not good that the man should be alone: I will make him a
helper fit for him,” then the word used for man is the generic ‘adam, and not
the word ish, which could mean husband. The fitting help is given to “adam.
And in Genesis 2:22 God is said to bring the woman to ‘adam.

Second: the womart is clearly given to man to be his fitting -help in

fulfitling God’s mandate (Gen. 1:26-28; 2:15). This mandate embraces the
‘whole of human life. 1t is the “charter” for human life. It defines the

enterprise of the whole human race as it is called to image God. Itis true that
Genesis 2 does not speak about the man-woman relationship as it comes to
expression in politics, business, education, and so on. This is beyond the
view of Genesis 2. Such relationships and realities can only come to expres-

:sion as the human race grows, multiplies, unfolds, and develops. The only

relationship we could reasonably expect to find mentioned in the context of

- the first and orly human pair is the refationship of marriage. And, indeed,

that is the relationship which js referred to. But we do not doubt that the first

5 .n..rm?mmm of Genesis give fundamental, foundational revelation which sheds
- light on the task and calling of humankind as well as on the relationships

which concern the whole human race in all of its subsequent expressions

~..and manifestations.

Third: there is still another consideration which is not so much exegetical
as practical. Some are of the opinion that if what is revealed in Genesis 2
about Adam’s priority, prominence, authority, and leadership with respect
to woman were applicable only to marriage, it would not need to be a factor
in ..mﬁ church, business, education, statecraft, and the like. In our conviction
this reasoning makes an assumption which is contrary to fact. It assumes

~-. that what holds for one area of life has no real bearing on other areas of life.
. .m:ﬁ. such is.not the case: Just:as economic, educational, political, and other
+.-social factors have a bearing on and impinge on marriage and family life, so

the reverse isalso true. The person involved in the business, or educational,
or pelitical arena of life does so not merely as a neutered human being, but

.. does so as a man or a woman, and if married, then as a married man or a

- »imarried woman. While modern individualism tends to rupture the integ-
;. tity ot life, it nonetheless remains a fact that human life is one. It is a.unity, no
..+ part of which exists in isolation from the other. Thus it is difficult to see how

a husband’s priority, authority, and leadership can be confined to marriage
onty, can be isolated so as to function inside the bonds of marriage oba\. By

o *way of anticipating the New Testament, it is not irrelevant at this juncture to

. point out that the apostle Paul certainly did not so confine it. He affirmed

that the husband's position with respect to the wife had relevance for life in
the church as well. |
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We conclude that Genesis 2 teaches that Adam was first, predominant,
preeminent with respect to the woman. His was the position of authority, of ©
leadership. Yet the woman shares fully in Adam’s life. With him she be-
comes a joint heir to the joy and blessing of life in the garden. She also.
becomes a joint heir with Adam to God'’s prohibition and warning. But she
becomes an heir through Adam. Surely he was the one who introduced herto
the garden and to life in the garden, He introduced her to God's promisé
and prohibition as well. She was “naturally” subject to his lead. And this:
lead was not a burden but a blessing; it was the sine qua non for her life. Left’
unprovided with Adam’s leadership and left unarmed with Adam’s life-and-
death knowledge, she would have been exposed to the danger of death by
eating unwittingly of the forbidden fruit.

That in fact she did eat the forbidden fruit was no fault of either God or
Adam. Genesis 3:3 says that she knew about the tree of which she was netto’
eat. Against better knowledge she submitted herself to the lies and deceitof -
the serpent. In so doing she rebelled not only against the command of God":
but also against the good {that is, obedient-to-God) leadership given her by
Adam. In her disobedience she set both God and Adam aside and took the -
serpent as her leader, following and submitting to the serpent’s destructive
lead, o

2. After the Fall: Genesis 3
Itis significant to note that after the fall had occurred, “The Lord Ged called’
to the man [‘adam], and said to him, “Where are you?” (Gen. 3:9). Though the"
woman had first eaten of the fruit of the tree, God called upon the man first to:
give an account of what had taken place. In the light of what we have seen about
the priority, the authority, and the leadership of Adam in Genesis 2, it is not
surprising that God calls on Adam first. God holds Adam first of all responsible
for the weal and woe of humankind. His rank and position understandably
place him in'a representative rofe. This confirms our understandding of the
way in which Genesis 2 describes the role of man and woman and their relation
to-each other. .
It seems noteworthy, in fact, that in being called to account, the order is:’
Adam-woman-serpent. In pronouncing the sentences the reverse order is
followed: serpent-woman-Adam. This may well be deliberate, a way of struc:.
turing which focuses the chief attention on Adam, who is thus mentioned first:
and fast. o
Genesis 3 informs us that God passed sentence upon all three of the parties -
(serpent, woman, man) directly involved in the fall. The serpent is said to be
cursed (v, 14), the ground is also said to be cursed for Adam’s sake (v. 17), but the",
word curse is not used for the man and woman themselves. In their cases we "
prefer, therefore, to speak of God's senterce or judgment upon them. -
The judgment which—in terms of our mandate-—is of particular significance’
to us is the one God pronounced upon the woman (or wife [‘ishshak], see 316k
In considerting in this verse the words “he shall rule over you,” words whichare ™
of crucial significance for our mandate, it is important to note a parallel with the
judgment passed upon the man (vv. 17-19). o
The ground is cursed because of Adam’s sin: “In toil you shall eat of it all the-
days of your life.” Yet in the light of Genesis 2:15, where God is said to have put -
man in‘the garden to “till it and keep it,” it is clear that work as such is not'a
curse. Had man not fallen into sin he would presumably have tilled the soil and
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.”Eo%mn_ the ground in unbroken joy and happiness. We therefore note two

‘elements in this judgment on the man: {1) There is continuity with an original

. arrangement: man must continue to work (keep and till} and the ground will
©-centinue to provide food; this continuity is a blessing. {2) There s discontinuity
~in that man’s work will henceforth be attended by distortion and hardship: he
--ghall eat bread "in the sweat of his face”; this discontinuity is the pamful
. sentence.

.7 When we now turn to God's judgment upon the woman {wife), we find the

same two elements: continuity and discontinuity.
v To the woman he said,
I will greatly multiply your pain in childbearing;
in pain you shall bring forth children,

i -yet your desire shall be for your husband,

and he shall rule over you” (Gen. 3:16).

~.From the command to be fruitful and multiply (Gen. 1:28) we may infer that

the woman would have brought forth children even if there had been no fall.

“We therefore note two elements in God’s judgment on the womar: {1y There is
 continuity with an original arrangement: the woman may continue to bear
- children; this continuity is a blessing. (2) There is discontinuity in that woman’s
- childbearing will henceforth be attended by greatly increased hardship and
““pain; this discontinuity is the painful sentence.

. *We note-the same two elemenis in the words of God’s judgment upon the

“woman which read: “yet your desire shall be for vour husband.” The word here
“used for desire, teshugah, is used very rarely in the Old Testament. It is used to

describe the desire of sin to master Cain in Genesis 4.7, and the desire of the
lover for the beloved in the Song of Solomon 7:10. In Genesis 3:16 it probably

- indicates the desire or longing for sexual fellowship of the wife with her

husband. Thus (1) there is continuity with an original arrangement: the woman
retains the desire for her husband without which procreation would be im-

Jpeded; this continuity is a blessing. (2) There is discontinuity in that this desire

will henceforth be attended by pain-filled childbearing; this discontinuity is the

" painful. sentence.

_ We come now to the last words of God’s judgment upon the woman: “and he
shall rule over you.” Some maintain that the matter of the husband’s “rule” over
the woman.is a new, post-fall reality. Our study of Genesis 2, however, led us to

-+ 'the conclusion that this is not so. We have seen that Adam held a position of

priority, authority, and leadership with respect to the woman. Thus, once
again, in the words “he shall rule over you” we note continuity with an original

. “arrangement. Adam’s priority and authority are reaffirmed after he had sub-

mitted himself to the woman'’s disobedient lead.

" More must be said, however. These words were spoken as an aspect of God’s
~judgment upon the woman: here for the first time the Bible specifically states
-~ that man will rule over the woman. The Hebrew word used (mishal} does not
- necessarily connote a sinful kind of domineering; it means a rule which may
..take either a beneficent or malevolent form. As we noted, man’s leadership

over the woman, his role as a direction-setter, was already established as an
aspect of the original creation structure. But these words were spoken after the

fall, in a context where the woman was told what will be the penalty for hersin.

Although she should have followed her husband’s leadership, she had sinfuily

taken the lead in the garden of Eden, influencing her husband to follow her
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example in eating of the forbidden fruit. Now God says to her that, asa penalty -
for her transgression, her husband shail rule over her. Though in itself the rule

of husband over wife does not need to be sinful, the fact that these words were

spoken after the fall, and as a part of God's judgment on the woman, implies -
that the ruling of the wife by the husband will from now on tend to be a sinful-or :
oppressive kind of rule, Ideally this rule should be of a benevolent and loving -

nature, but because of the fall this rule will tend to be tyrannical and domineer-
ing. The-woman's penalty, then, is not the rule of the husband as such, butthe

sinful exercise of that rule,

That this is the correct interpretation of these words is strengthened when
we consider the analogy between these words and the words spoken to the
manin verses 17-19: Adam, who had been toid to till the soil in order to provide:
food for himself and his loved ones, wasnow informed that this work {whichin.
itself was a blessing) would be attended by suffering and discomfort: “in toil -
you shall eat of it [the ground] all the days of your life.” Comparably, the -
woman is told that her husband will continue to have a leadership role over
her—which in itself is a blessing, and which reflects the structure built it
human relationships at the time of creation. But because of the fall, thisrule will

now become a sinful one, bringing suffering and hardship to the woman.’

We conclude that the fall of man into sin did not take away man's .Em&mam:.ﬁ_..
role over the womarn, nor did the fall introduce this rule as something new. This

leadership role of the man was there from the beginning, but because of the fal

it became a sinful and distorted kind of leadership. In the redemptive process
the sinful distortion of this role is to be taken away, but the leadership role itself

is to be retained—purified and sanctified by grace.
3. The Rest of the Old Testament

In the rest of the Old Testament the leadership role of the man is nmnomnww.m.m.

in various ways. At the time of the flood God came to Noah as the head and
representative of his family—indeed, in a sense, as the head of the new:

generation of mankind which was now to fill the earth. During the patriarchial-
period Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob functioned as the heads of God’s covenarit -
people. The leader of the people of God during the time of the Exodus was:

again 2 man, Moses. Through Moses God gave the people of Israel his laws;
these laws were addressed to males as the heads of families—note, for exari-
ple, the wording of the tenth commandment of the decalogue: “You shall niot:
covet your neighbor's wife” (Ex. 20:17).

Generally, with few exceptions, the judges, military leaders, kings, and

prophets of Israel were all men. Among these exceptions Miriam, the sister of
Moses, should be mentioned. She is cajled a prophetess in Exodus 15:20:
Together with Moses she led the people of Israel in singing a song of praise to
God for their deliverance from Egypt. During the desert journey she func:
tioned as a prophetess and leader. Later she and Aaron tried to undermine the
authority of Moses, In punishment for this act of rebeilion she was stricken
with leprosy {Num. 12:1-10). It is obvious that in this instance Miriam’s lead-
ership was not a blessing. Nevertheless, later God included her as one of the:
leaders he had sent at the time of the exodus (Mic. 6:4). .

Another important exception to the above-mentioned rule was Deborah,

who was recognized by the Israelites as one of the judges (Judg. 4:4-5). She sat

as judge over various civil cases brought before her. She commanded Barak to-
gather'an army together and to attack Sisera, the Canaanite general. At Barak's’
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" insistence, she accompanied him in the battle in which Siseras hosts were

decisively defeated. Deborah stands out in the narrative as the real leader, a
person of stronger character and stronger faith than Barak. Some commen-

tators surmise that the appointment of Deborah as judge implied a negative
“judgment about the spiritual state of Israel at that time, and was for the shaming
“of Israel. This'might be so, but it is not explicitly stated.

-+ Inethis connection mention must also be made of Athaliah, the daughter of

~“Ahab; the only queen of Judah spoken of in the Old Testament. She was queen
- mother while her son Ahaziah was king. After his death she massacred all the
‘toyal seed, her own grandchildren (with the exception of Joash, who had been

hidden). For the next six years she was queen of Judah. In 11 Chronicles 247 she
is' described as “that wicked woman.” Obviously, Athaliah’s evil reign did
riothing to suggest legitimate leadership roles for women in the Old Testament
period.

-+ ‘Another exception of which we should take account is Huldah, the proph-
~etess, who lived in Jerusalem during the reign of Josiah (Il Kings 22:8-20).
“ When the Book of the Law was discovered in the temple, the high priest and
the counselors of the king consulted Huldah for advice on what to do about the
“longsneglected words of the book. Her prophetic utterance was accepted as
¢oming from the Lord. Why Huldah was consulted rather than Jeremiah or
- Zephaniah, both of whom were prophesying at that time, is not known.
~Commentators conjecture that perhaps Jeremiah was then too young, or that
- possibly neither feremiah nor Zephaniah were in Jerusalem at that time. We are

not.told what the reason was, but what is clear is that Huldah did function as a
prophetess and that her words were accepted as authoritative. .
" Though it is significant that the women just discussed functioned as they did

~inOld Testament times, it must be remembered that they were indeed excep-
- tions to the rule. The general rule, as was said, was that the judges, military
-:-leaders, kings, and prophets of Israel were men.

“The elders among the Israelites were always men. During the time of the

“monarchy the rulers of Israel were all kings, with one exception, as noted
" above, The leaders of the people during the return from exile were again men:
“Jeshua, Zerubbabel, Ezra, Nehemiah. The leaders of the religious life of Israel
after the exodus were invariably male priests—there were no women among
‘ them. The exclusion of women from leadership in the cultic area, in fact, set
“Israel apart from neighboring nations. It should be noted, however, that the
" heddship of the man as described in the Old Testament extends not only to the
“-eultic area but to the judicial, military, and political areas as well. The rest of the
© Old Testament, therefore, further illustrates the headship of the man over the

woman which was found to have been established in Genesis 2 and 3.
‘B. Observations on the Coneept of Headship
- Our mandate is “to examine the meaning and scope of headship in the Bible

_ asit pertains to the relationships of husband and wife and man and woman....”

We should note at the outset that the term “headship” is not found in the Bible.
The Bible does, however, use the word head. After we have met the word on a
few occasions, we tend to develop the concept of “headship” as a quick way of
réferring to the idea or set of ideas associated with the word head, The concept
of headship has become widely used in our current church discussions, In fact,
we have come to use the phrase, “the headship principle,” suggesting that the
headship idea is seen to be a leading one for our lives. Our present study must
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seek as far as possible to learn what the Bible means when it uses the word head,
and in the light of this biblical usage either to confirm or to modify our
traditional understanding of “headship,” it the hope that in this way-we shall
also gain further insight into the question of the relationship between men and
women.

As we begin this section of our study, it is important to note that we are
dealing with a metaphor. The frequent uses of the word head in the Bible:to
designate an aspect of human or animal anatomy are not our concern. Rather,
our cancern is with the metaphorical use of the term Aead. The recognition that
we are dealing with a metaphor should alert us to use care in our interpretation;
When Jesus said, “I am the true vine, and my Father is the vinedresser” {John
15:1), we must ask how Jesus is like a vine and how the Father is like a
vinedresser. The key to.a sound interpretation is to see the likeness or analogy
intended. In our study we shall have to face the questior: In what sense is the-
word head used in each passage where we find it?

In modern English the word-head has come to be used in an extraordinary
variety of senses. After stating the literal sense of head as a part of a human or -

animal body, Webster's Third International Dictionary goes on to list twenty-four
additional ways of using.the word, with several subheadings under most-of

these headings. In which sense, now, is Christ the head of the church or the :

husband the head of the wife? Does the word hiead as used in the Bible have one
caritinuous sense or dees it have a combination of senses? Paul's uses of the

metaphorwill be crucial for our study. Does Paul always use the metaphor heid.
in the same way? Does the meaning of this word perhaps change from one-ot-

Paul’s Epistles to another? Might the meaning even change within a single
epistle? Responsible biblical interpretation must be alert to these things. ~

C. The Biblical Words for Head

Our committee mandate calls for the examination of the meaning and scope -
of headship in the Bible “as it pertains to the relationships of husband and wife .
and man and woman....” The specific passages which use the word head in-
connection with these relationships are found- in both the Old and the New
Testament. The Old Testament term is the Hebrew word rosh, and the New:
Testament term is the Greek word kephalz. Since the New Testament usage:of.
kephalé may have been influenced by the Old Testament use of the Hebrew’

word rosh, we shall first look at the various meanings and usages of rosh.

Uses of rosh. (1) Literal usage: the head of a person or animal: Genesis 40:16;-
Leviticus 1:12; etc. (2} Rosh may denote the whole person or the life.of the

person: [ Samuel 28:2 (where “keeper of my head” (K]V) is rendered in the R&V

“bodyguard for life”). (3) Rosh may indicate the top, summit, upper end of -
something, e.g., of a mountain (Gen. 8:5), or of Jacob’s ladder (Gen. 28:12}, (4)-

Rosh may also indicate first, beginning, source, e.g., Judges 7:19 (the beginning
of the middle watch), Genesis 2:10 {the river beccame four heads or :rmma
streams” [NIV]), Isaiah 40:21 (from the beginning).

“{5).Of particular interest for our study is the use of rosh as denating the n?mm :
foremost person, or leader. This is a very frequentusage. There can be heads in

various societal relations: e.g., chief priest (Il Kings 25:18; I Chron. 1%:11), heads
over ‘the people {Ex. 18:25), heads of thousands {Num. 1:16), heads of their

mmﬁr_mnm houses (Ex. 6:14; Num. 1:4; 7:2; Josh. 22:14; and many more}. In m:m...
cmmmm ‘of the word rosh there are clear indications of rulership or of being i ina:
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position of authority over others. Sometimes rosf is used for the first in a series

- ofleaders (e.g., I Chron. 12:9; 23:8, 11, 19, 20), an indication of how closely the
- position of chief (head) is associated with seniority or priority. Roshcanalsobea
-~ designation for God: I Chronicles 13:12 (“God is with us at our head,” or “as our
o head,” [in the context of battle formation]); I Chronicles 2911 ("you [God] are
~exalted as head over all” [NIV]). There can be no doubt that the Old Testament
~word rosh frequently meant a ruler, a person exercising authority over others.

Lses of kephale. One of the most complete Greek lexicons (covering Homeric,

nmmmmﬁm_ and koiné Greek) is that of Liddell, Scott, Jones, and McKengzie, It is

based on Greek writings from 1000 8.C. to about 4.D. 600. This lexicon lists the
- ‘following meanings for kephnlé: head, the whole person, the life, the upper part
-of anything, the source of a river, source or origin, starting point, crown or

completion, sum, total, or conclusion. It will be noted that the meaning “raler,”

- " #pne possessing authority,” or “one with superior rank” is not found in this list,
~This raises the question of whether the word kephalé in its New Testament
““usage has some meanings which Liddell-Scott failed to mention,
" Af secular Greek does not show kephalé used in the sense of a ruler or
“authoritative person, might not such a usage have arisen by way of biblical
- “Greek? The Hebrew Old Testament Scriptures were translated into Greek
" between 250 and 150 B.C., in the so-called Septuagint translation. In the Sep-
“tagint rosh was sometimes translated by kephalé. In all, the Septuagint trans-
- lators used nearly thirty different Greek words to translate rosh. When these
;- -lranslators selected a Greek word to translate rosh as head of a people or a
. family, they almost invariably used the Greek word archdn or one of its cog-
~‘nates—a word group that has the double meaning of “beginning” and

“rulership.” According to Berkeley and Alvera Mickelsen (Christianity Today,

-Feb. 20, 1981, p. 21) there are only 8 clear instances out of a pessible 180 where
‘the Septuagint translators used kephalé for rosh when the Hebrew word indi-
“cated a ruler or-person in authority—and most of these, according to the
~‘Mickelsens, are in relatively obscure places. 5o one cannot make a strong and

clear case to the effect that by New Testarment times kephalé has developed a
new usage by way of Septuagintal Greek. The Septuagintal translators very

seldom chose kephalé to translate that idea so prominent in the Hebrew word
“rosh: namely, ruling headship.

~However, one cannot exclude the meaning of ruling headship from the

- Greek word kephalé. After all, the usage can be found in the Septuagint: e.g., in
i Judges 11:11; Il Samuel 22:44 ( =Ps. 17:44); Isaiah 7:8f. It has also been proposed
<that kephalé and arché are used interchangeably in the Septuagint—the kephalé of
“1saiah 9:13 becomes arché in verse 1. These two words are indeed very close in
“meaning. This closeness in meaning has been used as an argument to
w:strengthen the * H.Emn.mr% sound in kephalé; it has also been used as-an argu-
‘mient to strengthen the “sourceship” sound in kephalé. Tn short, we are here

confronted by subtleties of language usage and language translation which

spermit no easy answers. Kephalé as a metaphor could be used in quite a variety

of senses, both in secular and in Old Testament biblical Greek.
Itis interesting to riote what Stephen Bedale says in an article entitled “The

“Meaning of kephalé in the Pauline Epistles” (Journal of Theological Studies, V,
“-[1954], pp. 211-15). He agrees that in common Greek usage the word kephalé
-does not mean ruler or persen with superior authority. But, headds, in arder to

~understand the meaning of kephalé in the New Testament we must take account
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of the uses of the word rosh in the Old Testament, since the New Testament is a
completion of the Old and must therefore never be seen in isolation from the
Old. Rosh in the Old Testament, he goes on to say, may mean not only “head”
but also “beginning” or “source.” Bedale admits that in the Septuagint kephalé
comes {0 be used interchangeably with arché, which means “beginning”; there-
fore kephalé also often means “beginning” or “source” in the New Testament.
But he goes on to say (and this is very important) that the word kephalé in the
New Testament “unquestionably carries with it the idea of ‘authority,” ” adding
that “such authority in social relationships derives from a relative priority
(causal rather than merely temporal) in the order of being” (p. 215).

-We should also note what has been said about Paul's use of the word “head”
(kephale) by Markus Barth in his Commentary on Ephesians in the Anchor Bible
{Garden City: Doubleday, 1974). Barth states that when Paul uses the noun head
to describe Jesus Christ, lve is not-giving this word a meaning independent of
the various senses attached to respective Hebrew or Greek terms (Vol. I, p. 183).
From the Old Testament conception of iead as meaning “ruler” or “chief” we
may understand what Paul means when he speaks of Christ as head over
principalities, powers, and all things.

Then the OT political meaning of head is indeed taken up.... Again, the
same is true of the statement “the Messiah is the head of each man” (I Cor.
11:3). The same position of authority is proclaimed in the affirmation thatthe
“head over all” is appointed “head of the church” (Eph. 1:22; Col. 1:18) (ibid.,
pp- 184-85).

Also, Paul .could and probably did learn from the OT...the idea expressed
in Ephesians and Colossians.. .that the head exerts a one-sided control over
all that is subjected to it (ibid., p. 189).

Barth goes on to say that Paul’s understanding of the word kead may also have
been influenced by the views held by the doctors of his time. Hippocrates, for
example, a Greek physician often called “the father of medicine,” who lived
approximately from 460 to 380 5.c., is quoted as follows:

The eyes, ears, tongue, hands, and feet carry out their work according to the
discernment...of the brain. The brain is in command, the members obey. It
exerts its rule by sending dispatches to the seat of awareness.. ., and itis also
the interpreter of the messages coming to it from awareness. Therefore the
brain both instructs and interprets (ibid., pp. 187-88; the reference in Hippo-
crates is to-his De Morbo Sacro, 16-17).
Barth adds: “In sum: according to Hippocrates the brain is the source of
thought and of awareness, and the ruler and judge of all other things” (ibid., p.
188). We could say that for Hippocrates the head, in which the brain is found, is
indeed the directive center of man.

Markus Barth goes on to state that among the Greeks the views of Hippo-
crates were further developed by Galen, who lived from approximately a.p. 130
t0 200, and who summed. up the accumulated scientific knowledge attained
between 300 5.C. and A.D. 100. In other words, Barth believes that Galen's views
represent the scientific understanding of the function of the head which was
prevalent in Paul’s day. Since, however, Galen lived after Paul, we shall not
stmmarize Galen's position, though we can understand why Barth refers to
“hime:

:- Putting together the evidence from the Old Testament and that from Hippo-
crates and: Galen, Barth goes on to say:
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Just like the OT concept of “head,” so also the scientists” views suggested
to Paul a completely unilateral and irreversible relationship between head
and body, or between ruler and subjects respectively, If Christ is the head
then he is the “greatest power,” the “source,” the “beginning” or the “rule”

- (arché), the “acropolis” of all members {ibid., pp. 190-91).
“'Barth summarizes Paul’s understanding of the headship of Christ as follows:

The image of Christ, the head of the body, denotes his authority over the
church, his power exerted in the church, his presence to the church, the
unity of the church, and the coordinated operation of all its members (ibid.,

. p. 192).
.HWB mowzmo: to our problem, then, would seem to be this: the meanings of
“source” and “person having authority over someone” for the New Testament

o word kephalé are not mutually exclusive, but rather inclusive. In other words,

kephalg in the New Testament can mean both “source” and “person with

- atthority.” This point will be further discussed under the exegesis of the

following passages: Ephesians 1:22; 5:23; I Corinthians 11:3, 8-9.

““The Arndt and Gingrich Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament gives
as‘one of the meanings of kephal? the following: “fig.—in the case of living
beings, to denote superior rank” (p. 431). We shall have to look carefully at each
use Of the word to determine what it means in each passage. But we are not
justified in ruling out from the outset the possibility that kephaié may sometimes
mean “a person with superior rank” or “a person who has authority over
others.”

D. The New Testament “Head” Passages

~In the New Testament the word hend (kephalé) appears seventy-four fimes.
We pass over fifty-seven of these passages, since they speak of the literal head, a
part-of the human or animal anatomy. Our interest is in the seventeen remain-
ing passages where the word head is used in a metaphorical sense. Most of
these make a statement about Christ's being head. But twice there is a state-
ment about man as head in connection with a statement about Christ as head.
We shall organize our review of the material under four contexts for Christ's
headship, and append the- discussion of man’s headship to the. appropriate
section on Christ’s headship. The sections are as follows:

1. Christ as Head of the Corner

2. Christ as Head over All Things

3. Christ as Head of His Body, the Church (The Husband as Head of His
Wife

Pvﬁrmmn as Head of the Man (The Man as Head of the Woman)

1. Christ as Head of the Corner (Matt. 21:42; Mark 12:10; Luke 20:17; Acts 4:11; 1
Peter 2.7) o

Psalm 118:22 is quoted five times in the New Testament. The psalm verse
describes the way the stone rejected by the builders became the head of the
corner. All five New Testament passages see in this psalm verse a picture of
Jesus’ rejection by his contemporaries and of his exaltation by God: The early
speeches in Acts suggest that this point was the very heart of earliest Christian
preaching in Jerusalem——it directly confronted Jerusalem with the issues. The
frequency of the quotation in the New Testament testifies to the prominence of
its usage among the early Christians.
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“Headship” is a metaphor widely used in architecture. It speaks of being at
the top in a position of prominence and importance. When itis connected with
the idea of previous rejection, as it is in the psalm verse, headship carries ideas
of exaltation, recognition of true worth, vindication.

The remaining twelve instances of the New Testament usage of head as a -

metaphor are all from Paul. They occur in three of his letters: I Corinthians 11:3
(three times), 4, 5; Ephesians 1:22; 4:15; 5:23 (two times); Colossians 1:18; 2:10;
and 2:19.

2. Christ as Head over All Things (Eph. 1:22; Col. 2:10)

Ephesians 1:22. In Ephesians, while Paul does not directly quote Psalm 118:22
about the rejected stone becoming the head of the corner, his thought is clearly
along the samelines. His beginning doxology and prayeris that Christians may
realize the hope, the riches, and the incomparably great power at work in them

(1:18-20). This is the power which raised Christ from the dead and “seated him

at his {God's] right hand in the heavenly realms, farabove all rule and aythority;
power and dominion, and every title that can be given, not only in the present
age but also in the one to come. And God placed all things under his feet and
appointed him to be head over everything for the church, which is his body,
the fullness.of him whao fills everything in every way” (1:20-23, NIV). Christ has
indeed become supreme.

“Far above (hryperand)...placed under (hypetaxen hupo)...head over (kephal?
hyper)’—here is an emphasis on order of rank, on superior position over
against inferior position. Furthermore, Christ’s high position and appointment
confirm the point of the incorparably great power at work in behalf of believers
(v. 19). Thus, “head over” clearly speaks of power, authority, rulership over
things placed in subjection. The Ephesians 1:22 statement “head over every-
thing” (NIV) or "head over all things” (R5V) depicts a ruling, authoritative
headship.

Colossians 2:10. In his letter to the Colossians there is another reference by
Paul to Christ’s headship in relation to other powers. In Colossians 2:8 Paul
warns against becoming prey to false teachings and false systems which come
from very rudimentary sources rather than from Christ. Paul continues: “For in
him {Christ] the whole fulness of deity dwells bodily, and you have come to
fulness of life in him, who is the head of all rule and authority” (Col. 2:9-10).

The phrase “head of all rule and authority” sounds very similar to the phrase
in Ephesians, “head over all things.” Two things are different, however. First,
there is a different grammatical construction. Ephesians had the word “head”
followed by the specific preposition “over” (hyper) and the plural object, “alf
things” {panta). In Colossians “head” is followed simply by the mm:::.ﬁm case
and, although there are two objects, they are both m_:mﬁmﬂ “all rule and
authority: (pasés archés kai exousias). The idea of “head over” is not specific in the
Colossian phrase as it is in the Ephesian one. The Colossian phrase could
expresg a source headship; it is not of necessity an expression of rulership and
supremacy.

The second difference is the context. The Ephesian context has very clear
mx_uummm_onm indicating superior and inferior position. In Colessians the context
“is much more a placing of Christ alongside the rival powers momentarily to
examine who it is through whom God is really working and who is really the

~'bearer of power and life. Colossians powerfully affirms God’s working through
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* Christ. In fact, in his recent working through Christ, God has publicly exposed
“-thee rival powers to humiliation (v. 15). Hence the statement, “In [Christ] the
“whole fulness of am:% dwells bodily, and you have come to fulness of life in
him” (vv. 9-10a) is a strong affirmation of Christ as our source of life and
‘fullness. When Paul adds immediately the thought of Christ being “the head of
-all rule and authority” (v. 10b), he may be thinking not so much of Christ’s
" rulership over all the rival powers as of Christ's being the source of life and

power for any and every instance of rule or authority. There is nothing to fear
and nothing to be attracted to in any rival spiritual power or ruler. These rival
powers all derive from the very Christ whoi is the source of our own fullness of

~life. The idea of head in the sense of “source” can find support in the context.

“Whether hegd in the sense of “ruler” can find support in the near context

. depends largely on whether one reads verse 15 with Christ as the subject or
~with God as the subject. Here the history of interpretation reveals a very long
- exegetical debate which we shall not rehearse. Rather, we observe that for
- Colosstans 2:10 a case can be made in either direction: head as “source” or head as
- “authoritative ruler.” 1t will depend on which exegetical choices are made in the
coniext.

In summary, Paul twice speaks of Christ's headship in relation to afl things or

.other powers. In Ephesians 1:22 this headship clearly speaks of rulership over
all things. In Colossians 2:10 the headship is not as clearly a headship of ruling;
- the more prominent idea may be head in the sense of source. Even if it is the

Iatter, however, the idea of authority over “ail rule and authority” cannot be

- entirely excluded.

3. Christ as Head of His Body, the Church; the Husbend as Head of His Wife (Eph.
w.ww. Col. 2:19; 1:18; Eph. 4:15; 5:23)

.Five times Christ’s headship is affirmed in the context of another metaphor,
namely, that the church is his body. “Head of his body, the church” speaks of a
different kind of relationship from that expressed by “head over ail things.”

Ephesians 1:23. Christ relates to his church differently from the way he relates

" to the spiritual powers in high places. Ephesians 1:22-23 says, “God ...ap-

pointed him to be head over everything for the church, which is his body...”

. (NIV). We have just reviewed the strong affirmation of authoritative headship

found in the expression “head over everything.” Now we note that this univer-
sal headship over everything is for the benefit of the church, “his body, the
fullness of him who fills everything in every way” (NIV). If the church is
Chirist’s fullness, Christ and his church belong inseparably together. As Her-
man Bavinck used to say, “We must never think of Christ apart from his people,
nor of Christ’s people apart from Christ.” The words of verse 23, therefore,
would seem to suggest that the primary sense in which Christ is here thought
of as the head of the church is the organic one: Christ is the source of the
church’s life; he is organically one with the church which is his body. Christ, in
other words, is the church’s organic head.

Yet the other sense of headship, headship of rule, is not totally absent here.
For surely the benefit.of Christ's universal HEEAE% {"head over everything”)
will not accrue to the church unless it shares in the privilege of being ruled by
Christ and follows his guidance. Christis surely the Lord of the church as well
as the Ruler of the universe. And it is precisely this combinaticn of thoughts
which gives the church its security and its hope. Christ is therefore pictured in
this passage not only as the church’s Organic Head but also as her Ruling Head.
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William Hendriksen, from whom the distinction between Organic Head and
Ruling Head has been borrowed, puts it this way:
As head Christ causes his church to live and to grow (Col. 2:19; ¢f. Eph.

4:13,16). He is its Organic Head. As head he also exercises authority over the:
church; in fact, overall things in the interest of the church (Eph. 1:20-23). He.

is its Ruling Head. It is doubtful whether either of these two ideas is ever
completely absent when Christ is called head of the church, though some-
times one connotation and then again the other receives the greater empha-
sis, as the context indicates. And in such a passage as Ephesians 5:23, 24

both ideas {growth and guidance) are brought to the fore {New Testament

Commentary on Col. 1:18).

Colossians 2:19. In the section on “Christ as Head over All Things” we men-

tioned Paul’s warning to the Colossians not to follow false teachers (Col. 2:8).
God is at work in Christ. These teachers pursue shadows and phantoms. They
delight in-false humility and the worship of angels. Their unspiritual minds
puff them up with idle notions. In Christ, however, there is real substance
(2:17). Paul makes clear why a false teacher of this sort cannot possibly present

the truth: “He [the false teacher] has lost connection with the Head, from.

whom the whole body, supported and held together by its ligaments and
sinews, grows as God causes it to grow” (2:19, NIV). :

The head here mentioned is obviously Christ, and the body of which he is
the head must stand for the church. The person who has tost contact with
Christ, the head of the church, cannot present true teaching to the members-of
the church. The church is here said to grow out of Christ, its head. The body
which grows out of Christ is said to be “supported” (a more acceptable render-
ing of epichorégoumenon than the RSV’s “nourished”) and “held together” by its
ligaments and sinews—an obvious reference to its unity. “Growing out. of
Christ” is a figurative expression indicating that Christ is the source of the
church’s life, growth, and unity. In this passage, therefore, the head metaphor
is not primarily picturing the exercise of superior rank or authority over an-
other, but rather the organic supplying of life, strength, and well-being to
another. With Christ as your head you have life. .

Colossians 1:18. In the letter to the Colossians there is another instance of
Christ’s being affirmed as “the head of the body, the church.” This expression’
appears in the closely packed statement found in 1:15-2(}, a statement which'is
often called a Christoiogical hymn because of its rhythm and careful balancing
of ideas over against each other. Verses 15-17 survey Christ's Godward direction
and connection. Christ is the image of God, the visible expression and repre-
sentation of God. Further, Christ is the firstborn of all creation, having priority
and precedence over everything in the created cosmos. In fact, he is the means
and'the channel through whom all things were created; he therefore holds the
position of supremacy over all created things.

Verses 18-20 look in the churchward direction. Verse 18 reads as follows: “He
is the head of the body, the church; he is the beginning, the first-born from the
dead, that in everything he might be pre-eminent.” Here the headship meta-
phoris in series with such concepts as beginning (arché), firstborn {pritotokos),
and: preeminence (or “having the supremacy,” NIV; prateudn). The series as a
whale stiggests favored position, privilege, attainment, and can naturally lead
to-ideas of strength, superiority, power, authority, or rulership.

Paul now goes on to note that all the fullness of God dwelis in Christ, and that
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through Christ God is reconciling everything to himself by way of Christ’s

- cross. The thought of Christ’s superior position is immediately focused on his
 service in bringing others into fellowship with God. As head, beginning,

firstborn, he is applying the reconciliation won on the cross. He is doing this as
“head of the body, the church”—a head in organic anion with the body.
The thought of authority and rule, therefore, is clearly present in the head-

._. . ship metaphor used in this passage, though the understanding of Christ as the

organic head of the church and as the source of its strength and unity is not

" absent, Note that Christ is here called “the first-born from the dead”—the
- expression “first-born” carries with it the implication of superior rank. Note
7 also the concluding clause, “that in everything he might be preeminent” (or

“might have the supremacy,” NIV). As the risen Lord, Christ is here said fo be

- supreme in authority over all creation, specifically over the church which s his

body.

. mu\m Bruce, in commenting on this passage, puts it this way:
This Christ, he [Paul] affirms, “is the head of the body, the church.” Christ
..and His people, that is to say, are viewed together as a living unit; Christ is
" the head, exercising control and direction; believers are His body, individu-
ally His limbs and organs, under His control, obeyving His direction, per-
-forming His work {Contmentary on Ephesians and Colossians, Eerdmans, 1957,

. 201},

.mﬂ:mmav:m 4:15. The statement in Ephesians 4:15-16 has much similarity to
what we found in Colossians 2:10. Once again the focus is on the head as soutce

. and supplier for the organic growth of the body: “Instead, speaking the truth in
“ love, we will in all things grow up into him who is the Head, that is, Q:.._mw
" From him the whole body, joined and held together by every supporting
L :mmﬁmdr grows and builds itself up in love, as each part does its work” (Eph.

- 4:15-16, NIV). Through speaking the truth in love we who are members of

Christ’s church must grow up into a richer and fuller union with Christ whe is
our head. Christ is the head who supplies life abundantly to the body. Since the
many members of the body ali draw their kife from a single source, wrmam isa
force working toward their unity. They must grow together, developing each
part’s strengths and potentials. The head-body metaphor is here used in the
service of Paul's overall theme in Ephesians-—a plea for unity. ‘Whereas both
Colossians 2:19 and Ephesians 4:16 picture the body as growing from Christ the
head, Ephesians 4:15 adds the thought of our growing into him. Both mm,.:ﬁm
strikingly portray the organic relationshp between head and body. Headship
here is organic headship, but not exclusively. . .

Ephesians 5:23. This passage, together with the preceding and following
verses, reads as follows in the New Internationai Version: “(22) Wives, submit
to your husbands as to the Lord. (23) For the husband is the head of the wife as
Christis the head of the church, his body, of which he is the Savior. (24} Now as
the church submits to Christ, so also wives should submit to their husbands in
everything.” In this passage Christ is explicitly called the head of the church. In
addition, we note that this is the first instance we have looked at in which the
rnmvm:nm is called the head of his wife. What, now, are the meanings of each of
these headships?

Paui here tells wives to submit to their husbands as to the Lord. The word
translated “submit t0” (supphed from verse 21) is hupotassemenoi, which means,
in the active voice, to rank under or to put into subjection; in the middle or
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passive vaice, which is used here, it means to be subject to or to submit oneself
to. Wives are here directed to submit thernselves to their husbands “as to the
Lord”—that is, as part of their obedience to the Lord. Not only so, but there is

an analogy between their obedience to Christ and their submitting themselves:

to their husbands: “Now as the church submits to Christ, so also wives should
submit to their husbands in everything” (v. 24).

Let us first look at the second headship mentioned, the headship of Christ.
Since the duty of the church is here described as that of being submissive to
Christ, it is clear that the headship of Christ here expressed is primarily a-
headship of rule—a headship involving authority over others. To be sure, in

verse 23 Christ is also called the Savior of the church, and in verse 26 Christ is-

further described as the one who loved the church and gave himself up for her.
Christ, therefore, exercises his ruling headship over the church in a loving and
self-sacrificing way. Christ’s rule is beneficent and foving; but it is a rule
nevertheless.

We now come to the question of the meaning of the headship of the husband
over the wife. Paul explicitly speaks of an analogyy between the headship of the
husband and the headship of Christ: “For the husband is the head of the wife as
Christ is the head of the church...” (v. 23). Since the headship of Christ as here
described is primarily a headship of rule, we conclude that the headship of the
husband, analogous to that of Christ, must also be a headship of rule, or a
direction-setting kind of headship. That this is so is evident from the require-
ment that wives should submit to their husbands as to the Lord. Herman
Ridderbos’s comment on this passage is significant:

The question as to what is meant by “head” in these contexts [the very
passages which have just been discussed under heading 3] admits of being
answered in particular from the pericope of Ephesians 5:22ff....From the’
headship of the husband over the wife and of Christ over the church here
first of all the subjection of the wife to the husband is inferred, just as the
church is subject to Christ. Headship points therefore to a position of
superiority and rulership (heerschappi; en zeggenschap) (Paul, trans. by J. R, De
Witt, p. 381).

The emphasis of this entire passage (vv. 22-33), however, is on the way this
headship is to be carried out. This headship is to be exercised in the way that
Christ exercises his headship over the church: “Husbands, love your wives,
just as Christ loved the church...” (v. 25). As Paul continues to develop this
analogy, he makes two points: first, husbands are to exercise their headship by
loving their wives in a self-sacrificing way; and, second, husbands are to
exercise their headship by loving their wives in an enabling way.

Paul develops the first of these two points in verses 25-27, Here he indicates
that the headship he has in mind is to be seen in connection with Christ’s
activities as Savior of the church: “For the husband is the head of the wife as
Christis the head of the church, his body, of which he is the Savior” (v. 23). Paul,
in fact, emphasizes this point in the words he goes on to address to husbands:
“Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ ioved the church and gave himself
up for her to make her holy, cleansing her by the washing with water through
the word, and to present her to himself as a radjant church, without stain or
wrinkle or any other blemish, but holy and blameless” (vv. 25-27, NIV).
Husbands, therefore, are to exercise their direction-setting headship over their
wives in a loving way, following the pattern set by Christ. As Christ gave

i d for their

imself for the church, so husbands should give themselves to and fc
MHMMM >M Christ's purpose with the church is to make her .TO,JN and radiant, so
the husband should try to help his wife be a radiant Christian. The husband

.. should exercise his headship over the wife not in a tyrannical or domineering

d in a self-sacrificing, loving way. . .
Eﬁmcﬁwmhwa%oﬂ%w% to show that m:mwmsmm ought to exercise their headship
over their wives in an enabling way. He does this in verses 28-32. In these
verses he shows us that the husband’s headship should involve *wm sdme
solicitous care of his wife which any head shows toward its own body: “Even so
husbands should love their wives as their own bodies. He who loves his wife

. i i ishes and cherishes
himself. For no man ever hates his own flesh, but nouris n

.Mmqmw% Owﬁmﬁ does the church, because we are members of his body” (vv. 28-30).

The thought here is that the husband should nourish and cherish his wife as a

i d cherishes his own body. In this way, again, he s;.: mo.:oa.a
%MWMMMMWMMMMM_T% given us, for Christ does this for the church, which s his
body. Paul is here speaking mvo:w an %nm.mzﬁ tie hetween head and body—a tie

ich i important aspect of headship. .
EWMMMM ﬁ._wzmwwwwm ommmaw tie between head and @mm% may stiil not have Gmm.ﬂ
caught, Paul goes on to say, guoting Omzmma. 2:24, m.oH m.dm reason.a man SJ:
leave his father and mother and will be united to his wife, and the two wi
become one flesh.” This is a profound mystery—but Lam E_Wc:m m@oﬁ:ﬂ:éﬂ
and the church” {vv. 31232, NIV). Husband and wife are now “one flesh.” Hea
and body are one life. Following Christ’s example, therefore, the husband must
cherish his wife, seek her best interests, seek .rmn mﬁaﬁs.m_ growth, .mm.mw mo
encourage her to exercise all her mﬂﬁm ﬂ_ _..TM Nm.j:nm of the kingdom. This is the
should exercise his headship. ‘
Emmmuwﬁrww%w”ﬁ?mm of Paul's day the role of submitting to their husbands was
not new. The whole of their culture had molded wives to conceive of no other
role for themselves than this one. But the Christian gospel had done Bmﬁiocm
things for them and for their marriages. In a very real sense it had .Bmmmr a
:dzmm new, Christian wives now had a new Snmwm:ﬁ or a new motivation: t mw
were to submit to their husbands “as to the ro,_.& (v. 22), ,?.a is the way towar
real life in Christ. Christ brings Christian wives to maturity in precisely this
way. This is an exciting new venture. Christian wives here receive a new

: old role. )
mrmmwﬂmmwmmwwwm husbands also receive a new challenge. When Faul says, for
the husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the n.r:anr. (v. 23),
he is saying that in Christian marriage the husband must fulfill a aﬁmnaﬂa-
setting role. But, as was said, the emphasis of this passage is on the way t ram
role is to be carried out. The direction-setting aspect and the organic aspect m
headship here come together. Husbands should exercise their headship self-
sacrificially, giving themselves for their wives in a loving way, as Christ mw<m

himself for the church. Husbands should strive to bring their wives to the fu
maturity of Christian living, as Christ gave himself to make the church a E&mwﬂ
church. Husbands should exercise their headship by nourishing and cherish-
ing their wives—encouraging them to be everything God wants them nOWm.m
Headship in marriage is therefore self-giving service, after the model o
Christ’s self-giving service for us.

4. Christ as Head of the Map, the Man as Head of the Woman (I Cor. 11:3, 8-9)

We come now to the last of the New Testament passages in which the word
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head (kephale) is used in a metaphorical way: I Corinthians 11:1-16. The key
verses here are 3 and 8-9. In the New International Version these verses read as
follows: "{3) Now I want you to realize that the head of every man is Christ, and
the head of the woman is man, and the head of Christ ts God....(8) For man did
not come from woman, but woman from man; (9) neither was man created for
woman, but woran for man.”

In this passage Paul is discussing how men and women should pray and
prophesy in public church meetings. There seems to have been a tendency on
the part of Corinthian women to be disorderly. The disturbing matter does not
seem to have been the question of whether women might pray or prophesy in
the public assembly, but rather the question of how they were to be dressed
when doing so. Women were praying and prophesying in church with un-
covered heads-—and this practice Paul criticizes as being disorderly. Women
may pray and prophesy in church meetings, so Paul rules, but only with
covered heads.

There is much difference of opinion about what is meant by the covering of
the head. Some interpreters contend that the covering of the head means the
wearing of a veil (though the word veil is not found in the passage). Others say,
particularly on the bais of verse 15 (“if a woman has long hair, it is her glory. For
long hair is given to her as a covering” [NIV]), that the recommended covering
for women is long hair, properly arranged. Still others combine the two
thoughts: long hair plus a veil. We shall not try to settle this question. What is
important for us is not the precise practice recommended, but the ground
adduced as the basis for this recommendation. :

Verse 3.deals with atriple headship: “the head of every man is Christ, and the
head of the woman is man, and the head of Christ is God.” The questionis,
what does headship mean in the passage? Some hold that send here means
source or origin. In the abstract this is possible, since source or origin is one of
the meanings of head in the New Testament. But the question is: Does this
meaning fit here? Is Christ the source of every man? One could say, of course,
that Christis the one through whom all things, including all men, were created
(see chapter 8:6; also John 1:1 and Heb. 1:2). But this is not the same as saying
that Christ is the source out of which all men have grown (compare, for
example, the use of head as “source” in Colossians 2:19, where believers are
urged to grow out of the head, and the similar use of #ead as “source” in
Ephesians 4:15, where believers are enjoined to grow into the head). Nor is it
correct to say that all men are part of the new organism of which Christ is the
head in the sense of “source” —for this relationship holds within the fellowship
of believers, but it is not true of “every man.”

We look next at the third headship mentioned in verse 3: “the head of Christ
is God.” Is God the source of Christ? The Mickelsens say, Yes, quoting John
8:42, “I[Jesus] proceeded and came forth from Ged” (lec. cit., p. 22). But Christ
here refers to his Messianic ministry. He proceeded and came from God in the
sense that God (the Father) sent him into the world to redeem his people from
their sins. But this is not the same as saying that God the Father was the source
of Christ. The Father was Christ’s sender, not his source. If we think of sourcein
the sense of origin, the idea that God the Father was the origin of Christ would
suggest that Christ was a created being—a view which is totally contrary to
Scripture.

. If we think of head in the sense of “ruling head,” however, the words just
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 discussed make perfectly good and perfectly biblical sense. Christisindeed the
" “head of all men in the sense of ruling over them; this holds even for non-

Christians, since all men are under the rulership of Christ, whether they know

.” it 'or not. God, or God the Father, is certainly the head of Christ in the sense of
.ﬁ.cgm head,” if we think of Christ as the Mediator whom the Father sent into
‘the world. Christ, in fact, says many times that he has come into this world only

todo the Father’s will, and only to do the works which the Father has given him

tado.

".Since the first and the last headship mentioned in verse 3 are headships of

" tule, we conclude that the headship spoken of in the middle part of the verse,

“and the head of the woman is man” is also a headship of rule, or a direction-

..getting headship. This is not inconsistent with Paul’s teachings elsewhere,
since, as we saw, in Ephesians 5:23--the only other New Testament passage
~where man is explicitly called the head of the woman (there the wife}-the
‘headship described is also a headship of rule, or a direction-setting headship.

.. In verses 8 and 9 Paul shows that this direction-setting headship of man over

~woman is grounded in creation: “For man did not come from woman, but

worman from man; neither was man created for woman, but woman for man.”

The word created in verse 9 specifically brings us back to the creation narrative
-found in Genesis 2. In our eartier study of Genesis 2 we found that the creation

of man prior to woman implied a certain headship of the man, and that the

" woman’s having been made a “helper fit” for man also implied a certain
“headship of the man over the wornan. What was implied in vammmm 2, however,
“is explicitly stated in I Corinthians 11: “the head of the woman is Bm:..a And the
“i reason given for this headship is precisely the facts about the creation of man
Cand woman which we learned from Genesis 2. What this means is that this

direction-setting headship of man over woman is not simply something associ-

“ ated with a bygone culture, but is permanent for all time, and is therefore still

valid today. This headship is grounded in creation.
For Paul this headship of the man over the woman was the basis for the

- exhortation given in verses 4 to 7 about the covering of the head. Paul recog-
“nized. that in the new era of the covenant in which he was living, after the
“outpouring of the Spirit on Pentecost Day, women had indeed been given new
-privileges and gifts. That they were able to pray and prophesy in church
~meetings was evidence of this. Apparently, however, some of the Corinthian
-women extended their newfound liberty too far. They were praying and proph-

esying with their heads uncovered. This, Paul saw, was a denial of the proper

“role relationships in the c¢hurch. Hence Paul told these women that they should

cover their heads as a recognition of the fact that they were under the headship

of the men, .
Lest Paul’s words about proper role relationships in the church be misun-

derstood, however, he quickly added verses 11 and 12, which show-the equality

-"and mutual interdependence of man and woman: “In the Lord, however,
. woman is not independent of man, nor is man independent of woman. For as

woman came from man, so also man is born of woman” (NIV). These words
were intended to keep men from abusing their headship over women. They

i suggest that men should look upon women as partners with them in the work

of the kingdom. And yet these verses do not negate what was said earlier in the

- chapter about the headship of the man.

"Does this section deal only with the relation of husbands and wives to each



310 REerorT 33

other? There are several reasons for believing that the passage has to do not
only with husbands and wives but also with men and women generally,

whether married or not: (1) The passage deals with conduct in the worshi
service, and such a service would involve those who were unmarried as wella

those who were married. (2) The references to “every man who prays or
prophesies” (v. 4) and “every woman who prays or prophesies” (v. 5) suggest
that more than married men and women are intended. {3) Verses 7-9 give'the
creational basis for the headship of the man; this creational basis, however,
holds for the umarried as well as the married. (4) In verses 13-14 Paul appealsio

nature or “the nature of things” (NIV) to prove his point; nature, however, ha

to-do not just with husbanids and wives but with men and women in general.
What Paul has said in this section means that the headship of the man'in the

sense described above is to be evident in the worship service of the church. The

specific way in which this headship was to be recognized in Corinth, namely, :

the covering of the head by women when they prayed or prophesied, was:

appropriate to the culture of that day. In the first century head covering

indicated that women were under the authority of men (see James B: Hurley,
Man and Woman in Biblical Perspective, p- 167). In our present society, however,:
head coverings for women do not convey that connotation. Though the ap-.
plication of the headship of the man may vary from culture to culture, the’
headship itself remains, because it is rooted in creation. The form may change; -

but the norm remains.

E. Other New Testament Passages
I Corinthians 14:33b-5

We go on to look at twp important passages about the conduct of women'iri .
the church where the word head is not mentioned. The first of these is |

Corinthians 14:33b to 35:

Asinall the congregations of the saints, (34) women should remain silent .

in the churches, They are not allowed to speak, but must be in submission

z

as the Law says. (35) If they want to inquire about something, they should
ask their own husbands at home; for it is disgraceful for a woman to speak in

the church {NIV).

To understand this passage, we should first of all note the context. Chapter14 ..

begins with a discussion of the use of certain spiritual gifts in the church

services, particularly the gifts of prophecy and glossolalia (speaking with~
tongues). In the first part of the chapter Paul points cut that prophecy i§ -

superior 40 tongues-speaking, since through prophecy the church may ‘be
edified, whereas a tongues-speaker will edify the church only if his words are
interpreted.

It becomes clear from verse 26 that in Paul’s day church services were quite -

different from what they are today: “When you come together, everyone hasa
hymn, or a word of instruction, a reveiation, a tongue or an inferpretation”
(NIV). Paul is concerned that the church service be an orderly one, so that the
members of the church may be strengthened, and so that visiting unbelievers
may be convicted of sin and moved to faith. Therefore he proceeds to give some
rules to govern the way in which various members of the church may take part
in the service. Tongues-speakers must speak one al a time, and then someone
must interpret what they have said; if there is no interpreter, the tongues-
speaker should keep quiet. Prophets should give their prophecies one at a
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time,iafter which “the others should weigh carefully what is said” (v. 29, NIV).
I, while a prophet is speaking, a revelation comes to someone who is sitting
down; they should not both speak at the same time, but the first speaker should

op-and yield to the second. It is clear that Paul is concerned to maintain good

grder irt the service, even though there will be many who take part in it.

Now follow the words quoted above, calling for women to remain silent in

the :churches: One of the problems associated with this passage is how to
. reconcile-these words with what Paul has said in a previous chapter, I Co-

thians 11:1-16. In the earlier chapter, it will be recalled, Paul permitted
omen to pray or prophesy in church services as long as they were properly
ressed. Here, however, he seems to forbid women from doing any speaking
“church services.

. One solution offered by some interpreters is that I Corinthians 14:33b to 35 is
" nota genuine part of the original epistle, but was added by later editors. This
mmwmu.ﬁmﬁmmo:\ however, is wholly without evidence, and must therefore be

¢jected. Others suggest that in I Corinthians 11 Paul was referring to private

w.m..mrmﬁsmmom. Christians, whereas in chapter 14 Paul was Hmmwa.:m .»o official
church services. Again we must reply that this is extremely unlikely, since there
i iothing in I Corinthians 11:1-16 to suggest that Paul had in mind only private
meetings of Christians. . .

“ it would appear, therefore, that in both of these chapters Paul is speaking
about the -official worship services of the church—services, it must be kept in
‘mind, which were generally held in the homes of members rather than in
public buildings. In these services Paul permiited women to pray and/or
prophesy if they were properly attired, according to chapter 11. But in chapter

14 Paul says that women are not allowed to speak but must remain silent in the

“churches. This cannot mean total silence, in view of what was mmﬁ inchapterIl.
I Whatis commanded, therefore, is only a limited or qualified silence.

From the general tenor of what Paul has been saying previously in this

chapter, we may conclude that at least one of the reasons for this qualified
~silence of the women must be the maintaining of good order in the services of

the-church. But now we ask, why does Paul here ask the women to remain

~silent in the churches? Let us again try to visualize the situation Paul was
~describing. Many people were participating in the church services. Women

were permitted to prophesy or to offer prayers, provided they were properly

~ dressed. After prophets or teachers had spoken, the others present were to
* weigh carefully what had been said. This careful weighing (digkrind) would

ificlude, we may surmise, an atternpt to understand and-evaluate what had

“beensaid, and to apply itto daily life. In.other words, after a prophetor teacher
~had spoken, there would be a discussion by the other members of the con-
- gregation of the content of the message given.

+-Itis in this connection that Paul goes onto say, “Women should keep silence
in the churches.” In trying to understand what was forbidden, let us note what
Paul says in verse 35: “If they [the women} want to inquire about something,

= they should ask their own husbands.at home” (NIV). These words suggest that

women were raising questions in the service. This must be tied in with what
has just been said about the discussions which followed prophetic wmﬁwmaomm
or words -of instruction, the purpose of which discussions was to “weigh
carefully” what had just been said. Paul is here forbidding women from enter-
ing into such discussions. Apparently such conduct on the part of the women
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time. We do not have today the kind of open worship service which Paul
‘pictured in this chapter, in which various people made their contributions to
the service, and in which the presentation of prophecy or teaching was fol-
lowed by a discussion and evaluation of that prophecy or teaching by others in
“the:church.
 What we do learn here is that certain kinds of speaking in the church service
were: prohibited to women at that time, since they were asked to “be in
silbmission” to others—presumably, to the leaders of the church. One reason
why women were prohibited from such speaking in that day, we may surmise,
was:probably that such speaking involved making judgments about the pre-
:sentatjons of certain men (possibly including their own husbands); such judg-
ment making would amount to exercising authority over men in the church
service. The injunction forbidding women from engaging in this kind of
speaking in the church, therefore, is probably an implication of the headship
‘concept. It suggests that Paul is here repeating the thought developed in [
-Cozinthians 11:1-16: namely, that the headship of the man should be recognized
-in the worship services of the church.
LTimothy 2:11-15
:-+This is-the only passage in the New Testament which specifically deals with
theteaching and/or ruling function of women in the church. It therefore hasan
mpoertant bearing on the question of headship, though the word head is not
used in it.
:*Paul probably wrote [ Timothy from Macedonia, in 4.D. 64 or 65. Paul had
previously left Timothy in Ephesus to supervise the church there and to deal
with false teachers (cf. I Tim. 1:3). The church at Ephesus was troubled by false
‘teachers who occupied themselves with myths and endless genealogies, desir-
ng o be teachers of the law but not reaily understanding what they were
feaching (I Tim. 1:3-7). The Ephesian Christians were also troubled by some
who were departing from the faith, who forbade marriage and commanded
- people to abstain-from certain foods (I Tim. 4:1-5). There is an extended
“tréatment of the proper conduct of women in chapter 2:9-15.
= It is«important to note that what Paul says in chapter 2:11-15 about the
‘possibility of having women teach has to do with teaching in the church. Thisis
“oparticularty evident from chapter 3:14 and 15: "I am writing you these instruc-
~fions so that, if I am delayed, you will know how people ought to conduct
themselves in God’s household, which is the church of the living God, the
piflarand foundation of the truth” (NIV). It should further be noted that verses
1-15 occur between 2:1-8 and 3:1-13, passages dealing with the instituted
“church, its worship and its organization. In fact, this section of I Timothy was
. “often used as a guide for ancient church orders; the qualifications for office-
‘bearers found in chapter 3 are still considered normative for churches today.
~z#Paul begins chapter 2 by indicating the proper conduct of men in the house-
“hald.of God, particularly in the activity of prayer. He then gives directives about
“the proper conduct of women in the household of God. The comments about
“the adornment of women have to do first of all with their conduct at worship
“(note the words “in like manner” [ASV; Greek, hosaut6s] in verse 9), though, of
sgourse, theseinjunctions apply-cutside of the church services as well. Paul then
igoes on to give specific instructions with respect to the involvement of women
-int the official teaching work of the church.
" The text of I Timothy 2:11-15 follows, in the New International Version:

in the congregation was considered disruptiive of good order by Paul. Paul was: -
not opposed to having women ask questions about .what had been said ir:’
church, but he instructs women to ask these questions of their husbands-at:,
home. S
Paul also says, “They [women] are not allowed to speak, but must be in
submission (hypotassestiiisan), as the Law says” {v. 34b). The Greek word hypo-
fassd means to subject someone or to bring someone or something to subje;
tion; in the passive voice it means to become subject or to be subjected; in the
middle voice it means to subject oneself. The form in which the verb is:used:
here is a present middle or passive imperative; the best translation therefore
would seem to be, “let them subject themselves” or “let them be in subjection.”
Paul is enjoining the women not to take partin these discussions which follow
the utterance of prophecy or teaching, but to subject themselves to others. Paul -
does not say to whom the women must subject themselves. One possibility:
would be, to their husbands; another possibility would be, to men in general;
still another possibility would be, to those in authority in the church. Sing
those in authority in the church would be men, we could say that this subjec:
tion: would be to men—probably to the men who would constitute the.lead
ership of the church. Married women were told to address their questions to
their husbands at home. Whom widows and single women were to addressis:.
not stated. Coeh
That Paul is not thinking only about the local situation in Corinth is evident
from the introductory words, “As in all the congregations of the saints.” Thisis:
evident also from the words, “as the Law says.” This reference to the law would
make Paul’s words apply to all Christian congregations of that day. It is hard to
determine exactly what Paul means by “the law.” Some interpreters think that
his reference is to the words of Genesis 3:16, where God is reported to have said:
to Eve after the fall, “he [your husband] will rule over you.” Other interpreters
suggest that the reference is to Genesis 2, which records the prior creation of
the man and which calls the woman “a helper suitable for” man. 5till others say;
that the words “the law” refer simply to the Old Testament in general, which:
teaches that men have a certain headship of authority over women. Whatever
be the precise referent of the word law here (and it is difficult to be certain about:
this matter), two things are clear: (1) Paul thinks of this injunction as a very:
important one—so important that it has its roots in:“the law,” presumabl
found in the Old Testament; and (2) Paul intends what he says here to be arul
for all the Christian congregations of his day, notjust for the Corinthian church:
It is also significant to note what Paul says in verse 37 of this chapter; “If
anybody thinks he is a prophet or spiritually gifted; let him acknowledge that
what I am writing to you is the Lord’s command” (NIV). What Paul has been
saying in the previous verses, in other words, including the injunction that
women should be silent in the churches, was not just his own advice, based on -
his.own ideas, but rested on a command from Christ himself. The prohibition:
of verse 34, therefore, is not to be regarded lightly; as of little importance. The
statement that women should remain silent in the churches is an injunction:
which is weighty, which has the Lord’s own authority behind it. e
What conclusion can be drawn from this passage about the question of -
headship? We must be very careful here: first, because the word hend is-not
mentioned in the passage, and, second, because there is no precise parallel ini
the-worship of the church today to what was going on in church services-at that =
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~there is no indication in 2:12 that the teaching Paul forbids women to engage in
Jiss.only false teaching; he simply says, “I do not permit a woman to teach.”
“It. must be remembered that by the time the Pastoral Epistles (to which
[ Timothy belongs) were written, the official teaching function of the church
~had come to be associated with certain persons. Paul, for example, calls himself
“a teacher of the Gentiles” in this very epistle (I Tim. 2:7). Colossians 1:7 speaks
~of the fact that the addressees of the Epistle learned about God's grace from
Epaphras. Timothy's special gift seems to have been that of teaching (see I Tim.
L6:2b; Il Tim. 2:2). It would appear, therefore, that Paul is forbidding to
omen particularly the kind of teaching he has assigned to men like Timothy
and Epaphras: the official teaching of the church. Such teaching, Paul is saying
“here, is to be done, not by women, but only by qualified men.
1, This thought is strengthened by the next phrase, “or to have authority over a
‘man.” It should be noted that “teaching” and “having authority” are closely
linked together What Paul here prohibits, in other words, is the kind of
~#eaching which involves the exercise of authority over men.
+The Greek word translated “have authority” is authentein; it occurs nowhere
else in the New Testament, nor does it occur in the Septuagint (the Greek
translation of the Old Testament which was made in the third century B.c.), Itis
- therefore impossible to be dogmatic about the precise meaning of the word. A
few studies have been made of this word. One rather common understanding
of it is that it means “to tyrannize” or “to domineer.” On this basis, what Paul
forbids women to do is to domineer over men, to exercise authority in a harsh
“ortyrannical way—implying that it would not be wrong for women to exercise a
positive, nondomineering authority over men. We grant that there may well
have been some domineering women in Ephesus at this time. Butif Paul meant
‘only to forbid women from exercising a domineering kind of authority, he
tertainly could have used a word or expression which clearly and indubitably
mieans “domineer”—for example, katakyrieuontes in [ Peter 5:3: “not lording it
over those entrusted to you.” Further, if this ruling was intended to correct
people who were using authority wrongly, it should have been stated ina way
hich would be applicable to men as well as to women. The following refer-
‘ence-to the prior creation of Adam would suggest that the prohibition of verse
“12is directed to women as such, rather than to certain women who happen to
‘have been using authority in a tyrannical way.
Although, for the reasons given, we cannot be totally certain about the
‘meaning of this word, it would seem reasonable to assume, on the basis of
-studies made by various scholars (note particularly a fifteen-page study of the
- -word made by Professor George W. Knight IIl of Covenant Seminary, which
tan:be found in the first issue of New Testament Studies in 1984), that quthentein is
estunderstood as meaning simply “to have authority over.” Paul must then be
‘understood to be prohibiting women from exercising the type of official teach-
ing in the church which places them in a specific kind of authority over men—
that is, the authority to be the official teachers of the church.

Contemporary notions of education can be very misleading, as we attempt to
inderstand the meaning of the word feaching in the New Testament, Today
eaching is often understood as a mere transfer of information or skifls. In
contrast to this, early Christian teaching, built on Jewish understanding, saw
‘Itself as an activity involving personal direction and authority. The teacher did
10t just give his views. He presented what he expected the student to accept.

(1) A woman should learn in quietness and full submission. (12) I do not
permita woman to teach or to have authority over a man; she must be silent:
{13} For Adam was formed first, then Eve. (14} And Adam was not the one :
deceived; it was the woman who was deceived and became a sinner. {15y But
women will be kept safe [mg.: be saved] through childbirth, if they continue
in faith, love and holiness with propriety. o
Verse 11 reads as follows: “A woman should learn in quietness and full {it.,
all] submission.” The word rendered “quietness” (hésuchia) may mean quiet-
ness or rest as well as silence. It qualifies the way Paul says women should
learn. We note that Paul is not opposed to having women Jearn. Since in those
days learning was not regarded as the proper province of women, Paul’s
concession that women should be allowed to learn was already great gain. But
Paul desires women to learn in quietness and “with all submissiveness” (RSV),
The quietness enjoined here probably does not imply an absolute prohibition
against all talking; the emphasis is rather on a certain attitude, manner, or
approach. The word rendered “submission” or “submissiveness” is hypotagé;
the noun form of hypotassd, which is the verb used in I Corinthians 14:34. In
both cases the concept of submission is applied to the conduct of womenin the:
church: they are not allowed to speak in church but must be in submission
(ECor. 18); they are to learn in church in quietness and all submission (I Tim: 2).
As was the case in I Corinthians 14:34, so it is here: it is not said to whem
women are to be submissive. One could say: to their husbands; that Paul-does.
have married women in mind is eviident from his reference to childbearing in
verse 15. Yet to limit Paul’s reference here to married women is probably net:
justified since he is speaking about conduct in the worship service and there -
might be single women in such a service as well as married ones. So.the
submission to which women are called might:be to all men. Or it might be to
those who are leaders in the church. Whicheverinterpretation we adopt, those
to whom women are to be submissive would obviously be men. And so we
could say that the principle of the headship of man over woman, which we have
found to be taught or implied in other Scripture passages, is alsoimplied here::
Verse 12 points to twe things a woman is not permitted to do in the church:
service (namely, teach and have authority over a man), and one thing a wornan
is asked to do (to be quiet or silent). “I do not permita woman to teach ortohave.
authority overa man; she must be silent.” The word for “teach” is didaskd. There
is, of course, a sense in which all Christians are to teach each other—compare
Colossians 3:16, “Let the word of Christ dwell in you richly as you teach.and’
admonish one another with all wisdom...” (NIV}. Obviously, Paul is not pro-
hibiting women from exercising this kind of teaching. Another type of teachiiig
which is open to women is that referred o in Titus 2:4-5, “Then they [the older:
women] can train the younger women to love their husbands and children;to
be self-controlled and pure, to be busy at homne, to be kind, and to be subject to
their husbands...” (NIV). In the verse preceding this passage, the older women:
are told to be “teachers of that which is good” (kalodidaskalous). This kind.of
teaching by women, too, is clearly not prohibited by Paul. S
What type of teaching, then, does Paul say women may not do? Some have:
suggested: false teaching. It is indeed clear from the rest of the epistle that:
much false teaching is going on at Ephesus. Timothy, in fact, has been specifi+':
cally told that one of his main tasks at Ephesus is to “command certain men [or
persons, R5V] not to teach false doctrines any longer” (I Tim. 1:3, (NIV), But
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‘ofvthe biblical revelation about man’s creation and fall? When Paul draws upon
. biblical teaching about the way man was created and the biblical narrative about
‘the.manner in which man fell, he is indicating that the principles involved in
~the' prohibition of official teaching by women are still to be abserved by the
kurch- today.

Naow follow the somewhat mysterious words of verse 15: “But women will be
saved-[following the marginal reading of the NIV] through childbirth [or
earing children, RSV], if they continue in faith, love and holiness with
propriety.” Inferpretations of this difficult passage go in various directions. The
NIV itext (in distinction from the margin) renders the Greek word séthésetni, a
fornivof s0zG, by “kept.safe,” suggesting that the promise is that women will not

ie‘in:childbirth. But in the three other places where this word is used in
1 Timothy the meaning is clearly “soteriological salvation,” or salvation in the
sual biblical sense (1:15; 2:4; and 4:16). Some see here an allusion to Genesis
:15, and therefore a reference to the bringing forth of the promised Messiah—
the Savior of both men and women. The thought would then be: “saved by the
‘bearing of 4 child.” But this cannct be the right interpretation, since the text
“eomtinues in the plural: “if they continue in faith.” Neither can the words mean
that-no woman can be saved apart from the bearing of children. This would
‘leaveno salvation-hope for childless women. This view is all the more unlikely
::because Paul elsewhere commends singleness as a positive choice for members

- ofthe Christian community (I Cor. 7).

#rQur exegesis of this passage sees these words as directing women te their
roper place and calling in life. Women, so Paul says, must not seek to be the
pfficial teachers of the church, since that role is not open to them. Instead, they
should seek (except in cases where singleness has been unavoidably or deliber-
itely chosen) to be mothers in the church rather than teachers of the church. In
contrast to the false teachers mentioned in 4:3, who forbid marriage, Paul exalts
“marriage and childbearing as God-honoring. The words “they will be saved
‘through childbirth” do not suggest that their salvation is merited by a good
weork; these words are addressed to women who are already Christians, who
sare-already enjoying salvation by grace through faith (“if they coniinue in faith,
:Jove and holiness with propriety”). The word through in the expression “will be
saved through childbirth” means “in the way of.” What Paul is saying here, in
other words, is that women will find happiness and blessedness in their
Christian life as they fulfill their God-appointed role of being faithful mothers,
‘bringing children into the world to the glory of God, and continuing in the
faith, love, and holiness which they have. Though there will be exceptions, this
“is:the nermal role for women, the normal way in which they are to bring rich
‘blessings to others and to themselves.

sInsummary, Paul’s forbidding women from being the official teachers of the
ichurch in I Timothy 2 is another implication of the headship of the man over the
“woman. Since such teaching involves having doctrinal and ethical authority
over men, and since the man is the head of the woman, a woman ought not to
be the official teacher of the church. This does not exclude women from many
“types of teaching which are permissible, to be sure. But this prohibition would
seem to exclude the kind of teaching which is done officially, for the entire
“congregation, by appointed office-bearers of the church.

FPeter 3:1-7
7 Peter says some significant things about the proper role of Christian women

Moreover, teaching occurred within a relationship in which the teacher had'
authority over the student. Students were expected to follow the teaching:
given—which, for the most part, was a way of life. Further, in the early chuich
teaching was viewed as given not so much by the individual teacher but by the
teacher as the representative of the body in whose name he taught. In-other
words, “..the scripture views teaching primarily as a governing function,'a’
function performed by elders, masters, and others with positions of goverrs
ment” (Stephen B. Clark, (Man and Woman in Christ, p- 196}, R
The word here used for man, anér, can mean eiither man or husband. If Paul
was thinking only about the husbands of the women he was addressing, he
could have.used a possessive adjective like her (“to have authority over her man:-
or her husband”). The fact that he simply says, “to have authority overa man’
{andros without the article) suggests that, though Paul may have been thinking
primarily about husbands, he is designating all the men of the congregation
(including single men) or any man in the congregation.
As we go on to consider verses 13 and 14, we note that, as was the case'in :
{ Corinthians I (“for man did not come from woman but woman from man};
so here Paul grounds his prohibition in the facts of creation: “For Adam wag
formed first, then Eve” (v. 13). As we saw in our discussion of Genesis 2, Adam’s
having been created before Eve implies a kind of direction-setting headshipof
the man over the woman. To this Paul now appeals. It is not right for a womiari
to have authority over a man in church, he is saying, since such authority::
violates the headship of the man over the woman. g
Paul now adds a second ground: the circumstances of man’s fall into sin:
“And Adam was not the one deceived; it was the'woman who was deceived and:
became a sinner” (v, 14}. To understand the meaning of the clause “Adam ‘was::
not the one deceived,” we must go back to Genesis 3:13,, where Eve is quotedas
saying, “The serpent deceived me, and [ ate” (NIV). In the Greek translation of’.
the Old Testament with which Paul would have been familiar, the Septuagint,
the word deceived in this passage is translated by a form of apatad, the same verh'
that is used in the first part of [ Tirnothy 2:14. So the words, “the woman was
deceived,” are simply an echo of the Genesis narrative. Eve fell prey to the
serpent’s deception and, by following it, became a sinner, thereafter leading
her husband into sin. Paul’s point here is not to exonerate Adam-—elsewhere in.
his writings he makes it quite clear that Adam bears his full share of the blame:.
for man’s fall (e.g., Rom. 512, 15, 17, 18, 19). But he seems to be using the
Genesis 3 narrative here as indicating what can happen when the proper reles:
of man and woman are reversed. The man should have been the teacher of the:
woman, and should have taught her correctly. Instead, the woman became the
teacher of the man, with disastrous results. She, having been deceived by Satarn
through the serpent, led man into sin. This, then, is Paul's second ground for:
forbidding women to teach in the church. .
The fact that Paul grounds the injunctions of verses 11 and 12 on the biblical’
data about creation and the fall makes it clear that these instructions were not
just intended for the Ephesian church at that time but are binding for the’
church of all time. There were indeed problems in Ephesus which gave rise to
the need for these injunctions. Women in Ephesus may well have been in-
volved in some of the false teachings Paul condemns elsewhere in this epistle;
they certainly seemed to be pressing for illegitimate freedoms. But if Paul were
only‘intending to correct a local error, would he have based these injunctions -
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in marriage in the first six verses of I Peter 3. It should be noted that in the
preceding chapter Peter was speaking about the proper attitude of slaves
toward masters {vv. 18-25): siaves are to submit themselves to their masters.

Chapter 3 begins with these words:

{1} Likewise you wives, be submissive to your husbands, so that some,
though they do not obey the word, may be won without a word by the
behavior of their wives, (2) when they see your reverent and chaste be-
havior.

The word rendered “be submissive” is hypotassomenai, from hypotassé, which
means to subject or submit oneself to someone. This injunction does not imply
inferior worth on the part of wives, but it does teach that wives are to play a
different role in marriage than their husbands. Though the word head is not
used in this passage, it is clear that the husband is here understood to be the
head of the family and the head of the wife.

The reason here given for this charge to wives is that by means of such
submissiveness unbelieving husbands, observing the exemplary behavior of
their wives, may perhaps be brought to conversion. This statement does not
imply that in giving this injunction Peter was thinking only abeut wives who
had unbelieving husbands. But it does clearly state that wives are to be sub-
missive even to unbelieving husbands—that the principle of the headship of
the husband, in ather words, is to be recognized even in such marriages.

Peter goes on to charge wives to adorn themselves primarily, not with
jewelry or fine clothing, but with “the imperishable jewel of a gentle and quiet
spirit.” By way of motivation he adds,

{5) 50 once the holy women who hoped in God used to adorn themselves
and were submissive to their husbands, (6) as Sarah obeyed Abraham,
calling him lord. And you are now her children if you do right and let
nothing terrify you.
Peter thus appeals to the example of godly women in Old Testament times,
both as regards adornment and submissiveness to their husbands. Sarah is
particularfy singled out in this respect; it is said that she "obeyed Abraham,

calling him lord.” The reference is to Genesis 18:12, where Sarah is reported to
have said, “After I am waxed old shall I have pleasure, my lord being old also?” |
(ASV). The word translated “lord” in I Peter 3:6, kyrios, designates a person

with authority, whe is to be treated with respect. In this case the respect
involved obedience. Sarah’s obedience to her husband is here cited as an
outstanding Old Testament exampte of the way Christian wives should relate to
their husbands. There is here no suggestion that such obedience on the part of

wives is culturally conditioned; surely Sarah’s example is still normative for -

women today—note what is explicitly stated in the latter part of verse 6. The

headship of the husband in marriage, as here described, is therefore one

involving authority and requiring obedience (though obviously obedierice

would not be required if a husband ordered his wife to do something clearly

contrary to the will of God). :
Inverse 7 Peter goes on to address.a word to husbands:

Likewise you husbands, live considerately with your wives, bestowing -

henor on the woman as the weaker sex, since you are joint heirs of the grace

of life, in order that your prayers may not be hindered.

Husbands are here told to “live considerately” with their wives (literally,
"according to knowledge”). Why should husbands do this? Because, so Peter
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goes on to say, “you [and your wives] are joint heirs of the grace of life.” Thisis a

most important statement. In those days a Jewish wife was not normally an
_heir, since the inheritance went through the male line. But here Peter says that
4n a Christian marriage husband and wife are joinf heirs of every spiritual

blegsing; they have total spiritual equality.
- Summing up, the husband is the head of the wife and the wife should

therefore be submissive and obedient to him. But this difference in role by no
:means takes away the spiritual equality of husband and wife; they are “joint
“heirs of the grace of life.”

. The headship of the husband is here described in terms of mutual fellowship

- and spiritual equality. Though headship does involve authority, it is never mere
.iauthority. Headship is here pictured in terms of loving considerateness, spir-
itual concern, mutual devotion to God, and fellowship in prayer.

Galatians 3:28
Galatians 3:28 is often quoted as proof that in the New Testament the barrier

.- between men and women based exclusively on sex difference has been re-
ioved, and that therefore no office in the ¢hurch should now be closed to
- “women. Since this text has been extensively discussed in previous synodical

- reports on women in ecclesiastical office (Acts of Synad 1975, pp. 580-82; Acts of
Syned 1978, pp. 509-13), our treatment of this passage can be brief.

-+ The main issue at stake in Galatians 3 is the role of the law in relation to faith.
Asecondary theme is that both Jew and Gentile must come to God on the basis

..“_om faith. Galatians 3:28 must be read within this framework. Verse 22 states that
~all people have been consigned to sin, so that all persons, both Jews and
-~Gentiles, need to be saved by faith. Since this is so, all people come to God on

equal footing, their race, freedom or lack of freedom, or sex having nothing to
do with the way in which they are to be saved. Herce Paul says in verse 28,
“There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free, there is neither
male nor female; for you are all one in Christ Jesus.” With respect to the

. -obtaining of salvation by faith, therefore, there is no difference between male

and female. Men and women are all one in Jesus Christ {along with Jews and

" Gentiles, slaves and freemen)-—that is, one insofar as the obtaining of salvation
“threugh faith is concerned. In the family of Christ Jews are not superior to
‘Gentiles, free people are not superior to slaves, and men are not superior to

women; ali are one in Christ.

“. The fact that Paul here says that men and wormnen are one in Christ, however,
does not take away the role differences between men and women which have
been established in creation. Neither does this text remove New Testament
instructions on the relationships between men and women. Galatians 3:28,

‘therefore, does not take away the headship of the man over the woman which
“.we have faund to be expressed and implied in scriptural‘teaching and practice.
.. It can, however, at the same time be acknowledged that spiritual oneness in

Christ does have social implications for the present. This was exactly the subject

-of Paul’s controversy with Peter recorded in the previous chapter (Gal. 2:11-14).

Now that both Jews and Gentiles are one in Christ, one may no longer observe

‘the traditonal Jewish practice of separating from Gentiles when eating. Paul

was very conscious of the fact that oneness m Christ had changed Jew-Gentile

relationships. He insisted that this oneness be reflected in practice.

~7Paul also showed a sensitivity to the practical implications of the gospel for
the slave-master relationship-—a relationship which Scripture never estab-
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lished or recommended. In writing to Philemon Paul hoped out loud that
Philemon would receive his former slave Onesimus back forever, “no Jongeras
aslave but more than a slave, as a beloved brother” {v. 16). The entire tone of the
letter sounds forth a subtle plea for Onesimus’s freedom. In view of Roman
sensitivities about the importance of slavery to the social structure of that day,
one can well understand why Paul might remain quite subtle about proposing
changes in this area. Paul’s eagerness to evangelize slaveholders or his expecta-
tion of the near return of Christ might explain why he did not more vigorously
pursue the social implications of oneness in Christ in the siave-free area.

Paul further saw social implications of the new oneness in Christ for male-
fernale relationships. It is noteworthy that women in the early church were
taking on some roles prominent enough to be mentioned in Paul's letters. What
were these roles? We turn now to a review of the work of women associated
with Paul'’s ministry.

[II. ADDITIONAL MATERIAL ON THE ROLE OF WOMEN IN THE CHURCH

A. Women Associated with Paul'’s Work

“The women should keep silence in the churches” (1 Cor. 14:34). “I permit no
woman (o teach or to have authority over men; she is to keep silent”
(I Tim. 2:12). Statements of this sort by Paul have been determinative for the
church as it has sought to find the role of women in the church’s ministry. There
is also evidence, however, that Paul gave women a more significant role in the
church than such statements by themselves would seem to warrant. That
evidence has to do with titles or expressions which he used to describe or
address certain women.

1. Diakonos

In Romans 16:1 Phoebe is called “a dickonos of the church which is at
Cenchrea.” We ask first what the word dizkonos means in this passage. Diakonos
is the common Greek word for servant (John 2:5, 9). This term is used to
describe Christ as.a servant (Rom. 15:8), the ruler as a servant{Rom. 13:4), and
believers as servants of Christ (John 12:26). The leaders of the church, following
Christ’s example, are designated servants or ministers by means of this same
Greek word (Matt. 20:26; I Cor. 3:5; Col. 1:7, 23, 25; I Tim. 4:6, and the like). In
these passages people are called servants or ministers of Christ, of God, and of
the church. The word diakonos is also applied to certain office-bearers of the
church who serve the church in specific ways (Phil. 1:1; T Tim. 3:8, 12);in these
passages the word is translated deacons, in distinction from other office-bearers
called bishops (or cverseers, NIV). :

Now the question arises: In what sense is the term digkoros used in connec-
tion with Phoebe? Since Paul has ruled women out of the teaching-ruling
offices, one must translate diakonos here as sotnething other than minister. In
places where digkonos does seem to designate a special office, and where the
word is usually translated deacon, it is applied to men but net to women
(wemen are distinguished from deacons in I Timothy 3:11). Hence most trans-
lators do not render diakonos as applied to Phoebe with the word “minister” or
“deacon”: a number of translators, however, call Phoebe a “deaconess” (since
there was no feminine form of digkonos at this time, the word could have this
meaning). Though Phoebe, then, was probably not a minister or deacon in the

- well:
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official sense of these terms, she did serve the church at Cenchrea in a very

* significant way.

2. Prostatis

“In Romans 16:2 Phoebe is called “a helper [prostatis] of many and of myself as
" Some have argued that the word prostatis rneans that she was a ruler who
‘had some kind of oversight over the church. Itis true that the masculine form of
this word (prostatés) means “one who stands before, front-rank man,.. Jeades,

~¢hief” (Liddell and Scott, Greek-English Lexicon, 9th ed., p- 1526); but the femi-
-nine form of the word which is used here means “protectress, patroness,

i

..._q._mwnmmmﬂ. (Amdtand Gingrich, Greek-English Lexicon, p. 726). So those who argue
that Phoebe exercised ruling functions in the church at Cenchrea do so on the

....._.u.mmi. of the masculine form of prostatis, which is not the form used in the text.
. Paul K. Jewett understands the term correctly when he writes, “In this passage

prostatis...should hardly be taken to mean that Phoebe was a woman ‘ruler.”

- Rather the meaning would seem to be that she was one who cared for the affairs
- of others by aiding them with her resources” (Man as Male and Female, p- 170, n.
L140)

3. Kopiad
In Romans 16:6 we read about Mary who “worked very hard for you.” This

-+ hara work is expressed by the verb kopiao, “to toil, labor, work hard.” Paul uses
- -this word to describe not only his own manual labor in supporting himself, but
-"also to describe his activity in teaching and preaching. He also uses the word in

~this' sense to describe the labors of others (I Tim. 5:17;
-:1Thess. 5:12). There is no evidence, however, to show that Mary engaged in the
-work of preaching, or that she exercised rule over the church.

4, Synergos

... This term means “fellow worker.” Paul called upon Christians to be subject to
- “every fellow worker [synergounti] and laborer” (I Cor. 16:16). It is important to
- note that Faul includes women as his fellow workers. Euodia and Syntyche are
-included among Paul’s fellow workers (synergdn; Phil. 4:2, 3).Prisca mmm}nnmm
~are called “my fellow workers (synergous) in Christ Jesus” in Romans 16:3.
-.Beveral things are said about Prisca which are significant. She and her husband
- ‘are always named together, and her name is often mentioned first. Both, as we

saw, are called Paul’s fellow workers. And both of them took Apollos aside and

‘explained to him “the way of God more accurately” (Acts 18:26). ‘Full weight
‘must be given to what is said about Prisca, espedially to whatever part she had

in the personal and private ministry which she and Aquila exercised toward

~Apollos. But this personal and private mipistry with her husband does:not
. .necessarily negate the teaching of the New Testament which excludes a woman
-~ from the public ministry of teaching and ruling in the church (I Tim. 2:12),

- The New Testament does not provide a detailed picture of how: men and

....@..oc:mm workers functioned together. They seem to have worked together in

teams. However, New Testament accounts of gospel work oughtnot to be read

- as if they were descriptions of what is happening in the contemporary situa-
- -tion. We have no reason for believing that the women who were gospel workers
-preached to crowds in public, in the manner of some contemporary female

evangelists.

.+-:The evidence from the century following the time of the apostles (the second

century A.D.) would seem to indicate that the role of women in the missionary
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work of the church was distinctly different from that of men. Clement of

Alexandria (¢. A.D. 155 to ¢. 220) describes the work of the apostles and of the

women who helped them as follows:
The apostles, giving themselves without respite to the work of evangelism,
as befitted their ministry, took with them women, not as wives but as
sisters, to share in their ministry to women living at home: by their agency
the teaching of the Lord reached the women's quarters without arousing
suspicion {Stromata, 111, 6, 53, quoted in Clark, Man and Woman in Christ, p.
116).

By “women’s quarters” Clement referred to the women'’s quarters in various
houses. Clement’s understanding was that these women workers evangelized
and cared for other women, in places where these women lived. )

Taken together, the Scripture passages about women associated with Paul’s
ministry tell us that these women worked hard in important ways, which Paul
recognized with thanks to God. There is no clear evidence as to what their
services inctuded, and we cannot use what is said about them as compelling
proof for admitting womeén to church offices today. What is clear is that the
women about whom Paul wrote were deeply involved in significant ways in the
ministry of the gospel.

B. Spiritual Gifts and Church Office

The question is often raised whether the phenomenon of spiritual gifts does
not shed some light on the role of womenin the church. Recent scholarshipand -,
church discussion have given considerabie attention to the phenomenon of -

spiritual gifts. Much of the discussion has centered around the relationship.of
gifts and office. Can the two be harmonized? Or is there a basic antithesis

between a charismatic form of leadership and service over against an institu- -
tional and official form of leadership and service? The problem becomes real
when a church officer shows little charisma—little evidence of spiritual gifted- =

ness-and empowerment—while some members of the congregation not in
office show considerable charisma.

Does a system of church offices tend to bind or thwart the free working of the K

Holy Spirit and his gifts in the congregation? This has frequently been pro-

posed in recent times. Reformed thinkers do not agree that this is so, They

propose that gifts lead to office. Gifts are the necessary qualification for office.

But the phenomenon of gifts is broader than office. All Christians possess -
spiritual gifts. They must be'led to discover, develop, and use them. Every gift:
need not lead to office. Gifts may be exercised in many ways other than office. -

The church-and its officers must find ways to encourage the use of spiritual
gifts. The church must not quench the Spirit (I Thess. 5:19); it must, however,

responsibly test the spirits to see whether they are from God (I John 4:1). Such -

are the directions of the recent Reformed discussion of spiritual gifts and office.

“What about spiritual gifts and women in office? Here the Reformed com-

munity has not engaged in the same measure of reflection and discussion. A
few cbservations may be offered.

It‘does not appear-that spiritual gifts as such are sex-specific—some femi-

“fiine, some masculine. Paul speaks of a variety of gifts. He gives no hint that
“gimie carry the label “for men only.” In fact, it appears that even as there is no

distinction between male and female as we stand before God in Christ (Gal. "
3:28); 50 therée is no distinction between male and female as Christ sends his .
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- Spirit with gifts. The prophet Joel foresaw the leveling of this distinction:

And it shall come to pass afterward,
that I will pour out my spirit on all flesh;
-your sons and your daughters shall prophesy,
your old men shall dream dreams,
and your young men shall see visions.
Even upon the menservants and maidservants
in those days, I will pour out my spirit (2:28-29),

“ This prophecy predicts the fulfillment of Moses” wish in Numbers 11:29:

“Would that al] the Lord's people were prophets, that the Lord would put his
spirit upon them!”

- Peter recognized on the Day of Pentecost that the time foreseen in Joels
prophecy had arrived: “This is what was spoken by the prophet Joel” {Acts

.”..N“Ev. Women as well as men, young as well as old, servants along with their
masters and mistresses—all were empowered to prophesy. The age of the
:#prophethood of all believers” had dawned. It is no wonder that women were
~“soon prophesying along with men in the Corinthian congregation (I Cor
:11:4-5).
- ‘And Paul would encourage all believers, women as well as men, to desire and
- develop the gift of prophecy (I Cor. 14:1, 39). Small wonder also that Paul used
--women in such significant ways in his mission work. If the gift of prophecy
--appeared in men and women alike, undoubtedly other spiritual gifts did as
Cwell,
~~Does the possession of a spiritual gift mean that it ought to be used? There

can be no answer to that question but “yes.” Paul spoke very clearly on this
matter to the Romans: “Having gifts that differ according to the grace given to

- us; let us use them” (12:6). He proceeded to mention the gifts of prophecy,
--service, teaching, exhorting (or encouraging, NIV), contributing, giving aid (or
~leading, NIV), and showing mercy (vv. 6-8). All of these are to be pursued with
“energy and diligence. If women have been given gifts of teaching, exhorting,
-and leading, Paul leaves them little choice but to teach, exhort, and lead.

~~"Does the possession of a spiritual gift and the use of it call for recognition
- from one’s fellow believers? This question aiso appears to have no otheranswer

than “yes.” Herman Ridderbos notes, “It is in the nature of certain charismata
that they have not merely an incidental, but a continual significance, and

therefore of themselves might lay claim to continuing and regular recognition
(for which reason the charismata, too, are not only denoted as powers, etc., but
-als0-as persons; cf. 1 Cor. 12:28; Eph. 4:8, 11)" (Paul, p. 445). The last point is
“significant. God did not simply give gifts to people. He gave certain gifted
- ‘people to the church. Ephesians 4:11 says just that: he gave apostles, prophets,

evangelists, pastors, and teachers. When people manifest a gift and use t, they
ought to be recognized. In fact, there is even reason for subjectiori-to them in
their gifted service: “Turge you to be subject to such men [as the household of
Stephanas, who were the first converts in Achaia and devoted themselves to
the service of the saints} and to every fellow worker and laborer” (I Cor. 16:16),

_The presence of spiritual gifts calls for recognition, response, and subjection on
- the part of the Christian community.

-~ Does the possession and use of appropriate spiritual gifts call for recognition
by way of appointment and ordination to church office? More simply, if you

“have the gifts, ought you to have the office? Now the answer cannot be a simple
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“yes.” Qbviously there are other considerations beyond the possession of
appropriate gifts. What other responsibilities does the gifted person already
have? How many others possess these gifts and are available for service in an
official way? What are the particular needs of the congregation? What is the
particular mission of the congregation to the community around it? And in
regard to gifted women, are there scriptural and social considerations that
would make it inappropriate for them to be given official status?

The phenomeron of spirituai-gifts does not solve the problem of whether
women may hold church office. Nor is the issue whether women are gifted.
Woman may be as gifted as men—sometimes more so. For church office the
issue fies in whether and in what ways women are to be subject to men and
whether and in what ways men may be subjected to women. To that issue the
phenomenocn.of spiritual gifts does not speak.

C. E.%%E.ﬁ and Society

Our mandate calls us to examine the relevance of headship not only for the
life of the institutional church, but for such other areas of life as business,
education, and government as well. We have concluded that the biblical teach-
ing about headship as set forth in our report has relevance for every area, across
the length and breadth of life. Headship is a principle that calls for acknowl-
edgement and recognition in such areas as business, education and politics as
well.as in the life and structure of the institutional church.

One of the reasons why the matter of women in ecclesiastical office has been
a persistent item on the agenda of the church is the fact of the woman's
changing role and place in almost every area of life outside of the instituted
church. Womnen have attained to very significant leadership positions in busi-
ness, education, government, the judiciary, the professions, as well as other
areas of life. This being so, the question was naturally pressed home as to why
women should be barred from holding office in the church. This exclusion has
been perceived by many members of the church as lacking sufficient rationale,
indeed, as being a matter of injustice. To teach that women may hold any
position open to them in such areas as business, education, and government
but that when it comes to-the life of the church they may not hold ecclesiastical
office indeed appears to.be a double standard.

Some defend this double standard by drawing a sharp line of division
between the church and ail the other areas of life. What the Bible teaches, so
they say, holds for the church but it does not hold for the rest of life. The church
represents the life and the community of the redeemed. The church is the
sphere of redemption. In the church the biblical teaching of headship must
apply. Beyond the pale of the church, however, biblical teaching does not
apply——or even if it does apply, we are in no position to press the Bible’s claims.

We discern in this reasoning a confusion of distinctions. The word church is
ambiguous, It can be used to indicate a unique societal institution distinct in
task and purpose from all other societal institutions. In this sense the church.is
not a business; it is not a school or educational institution; it is not a political
party.or government. The church is that institution whose task may be identi-
fied with the ministry of God’s Word and the sacraments. To fulfill this task, the
institutional church usually holds worship services, provides catechism in-
struction, has a-council or consistory, and maintains a building to facilitate its
activities, It is to church in this sense that the question of women in eccle-
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siastical office pertains. Surely it is clear, however, that church understood in
this sense does not encompass or exhaust the whole life of the believer—nor,
for that matter, even the greatest part of the believer's life. The believer's life
incorporates all other areas of activity as well, such as family fellowship, work,
business, entertainment, education, politics, and so on. It is completely
against the Reformed genius of understanding the Bible and the nature of the
Christian life to draw the dividing line between faith and unbelief, obedience
and disobedience, the Christian and the “world” in terms of the church as an
institution on the one hand and all the remaining areas of life and human
endeavor on the other.

. There is another way of understanding church, Church can be understood as
embracing the whole life of the redeemed community, the people of God. The
apostle Peter, for instance, so understands it when he describes the followers of
Christ as “a chosen race; a royal priesthood, a holy nation, God's own people”
(IPeter 2:9). When the church is understood as God's people, as encompassing
the whole life of God’s people, including their involvement in such areas as
labor, politics, education, and business, the demarcation, the dividing line, the
antithesis indeed runs between church and world. When the church is under-
stood as such a life-embracing reality, as the new humanity called to new life in
Christ, the directives and injunctions of the gospel are indeed given primarily
to the church. We must hasten to point out, however, that the gospel which is
good for the church is good for the world of unbelief too! This is precisely why
the church is called to bear witness to Christ, to be the Jeaven of God’s kingdom
in‘the world.

The whole point is that we fracture the gospel, we rupture the integrity, the
unity, of the life of the believer and the believing community, if we restrict the
call to obedience--the directives of the gospel—to life in the institutional
church as we know it today. The gospel is to hold sway, and is to shape the
believer’s loving and thankful response to God, across the entire length and
breadth of life. It is to be applied to the institutional church, to be sure, but also
to- the believer’s life as that comes to expression in such areas as business,
industry, and politics. Our study of the biblical meaning of headship has
shown headship to be a relevant structural principle not only for the rela-
tionship of husband and wife, but more generally for the ordering of riale-
female relationships in all areas of life. Therefore headship has applicatiors for
structuring the life of the institutional church as well as for all other societal
refationships, including such areas as business, education, and politics, -

The objection might still be raised that, while the Seriptures clearly.indicate
the relevance of headship for marriage and the (instituted) churceh; they say
little about the relevance of headship for any of the other areas of life: Thus, 16
“extend” the headship principle to all other areas of life seems largely based on
a questionable argument from silence. Two comments are-in order. First, the
Seriptures are not completely silent on the matter. Leadership in'the nation of
Israel devolved upon the men. This was true in cultic affairs—the priesthood; it
was true for those who served as community leaders and judges—the “efders
in the gate”; it was true for the highest “political” office—the kingship.

Second, the New Testament makes no notable. proclamations about. the
proper functioning of male and female roles in education, business, or politics.
Why? Because in these areas there was no contest, Not that the biblical head-
ship principle had no relevance in those areas, but the structures of the
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prevailing society were such that male headship was the uncontested order of
the day. (No doubt in a society which was a stranger to the gospel, male
headship often took on insensitive, if not domineering and tyrannical forms. ) It
was precisely in the context of the institutional church life of the new Christian
community that the liberating power of the gospel caused the issue of male-
female roles and relations to surface first. Paul redresses a misdirected eman-
cipation frend by the dual appeal to what “nature teaches” (that is, to what was
the commonly and culturally accepted male-female order of the day) and to
what “the law says” {that is, to what the Old Testament says).

It may be noted with some regret that the church in recent times has not
proclaimed very clear biblical directives for structuring life in those areas which
lie outside the boundaries of the institutional church. We think in our case
particulatly of the matter at hand: the structuring of male-female relationships
in such areas as business, education, and politics. In the absence of any clear
directives, Christian men and women have pretty much followed along with
the prevailing winds of social and structural change. As has been said before,
women—even Christian women—have attained to the highest echelons of
authority and leadership in many areas outside of the institutional church.
And then to deny them such positions in the life of the instituted church has
correctly been perceived by many as inconsistent and unjust.

The church must speak to this issue. It is our conviction that the Scriptures
teach the relevance of headship for the whole of life. The church must teach and
proclaim it as such. That, of course, immediately raises innumerable questions
of application in such areas as education, business, politics, and so on. How
can the biblical kind of male headship and a full helping role for women be
applied for Christians in society as they carry out the “have dominion” man-
date?

A Christian married woman seeks her place in society with the help and
approval of her husband because her responsibility to him as her head is
primary among her earthly relationships. Scripture places a high priority on
her marital and homemaking role (e. 8., Titus 2:4-5; I Tim. 5:4, 10, 14) in contrast
to much disparaging of these important responsibilities today. This means that

in addition:to but not in place of her homemaking role the married woman with:.

her husband’s blessing can do other things. The woman of Proverbs 31 funec-
tioned this way, out of her home as headquarters, for the good of her family,
and with her husband’s blessing (Prov. 31:10-12, 15, 27-29).

Single women formerly had the security and guidance of the men in their
extended families. Although the freedom, education, and recognition of single

womer have changed enormously over the centuries in the Western world, we
still should be urging Christian fathers and brothers to be more concerned for
assisting the single women--unmarried, widowed, divorced—in their owrn
families. And we should think through how the church as extended family of

Christ can offer to single women more support and help as they search out-and
take their places in various areas of life.

Scripture states clearly that in marriage headship belongs to the husband. I

the church headship is assigned to ministers, elders, and evangelists. But

Scripture does not clearly spell out where headship resides in the endless
varieties of societal structures. Where does it lie in schools and institutions of
different sizes and complexities, in national and international companies with:
branches and divisions, in the many levels of political structures? The issue is.

COMMITTEE ON HEADSHIP IN THE BIBLE 327

probably not so much whether there are any men over whom a woman has
responsibility. The point is that the woman should render her service under
and within the basic and direction-setting leadership of the organization. Her
attitude is to be one of welcoming and enhancing male leadership, rather than
an-attitude of competing with it.

How is this to be applied in practical particulars? For one thing, it cannot be
applied by seeking to impose it on people who do not accept Scripture as
determinative for their lives. Application of headship and “helpership” in
society is the result of Christin conversion and commitment to the Word, which
much of saciety does not share, and which we need to model for them. Even
some Christians are finding the concept of headship so far out of line from
prevailing thought and practice as to make it unacceptable to them.

~For those of us who believe Scripture teaches headship in all areas, the
practical applications to society are not easy to spell out, They are not easy even
formarriage and the church, where the structure is more clearly delineated. We
make certain inferences and deductions from biblical material. We affirm the

norm and “with fear and trembling” shape the form. We have been doing this

. even with the clearest of biblical norms—witness, for example, our struggle

over how to apply the sixth commandment, “thou shait not kill,” to such
significant issues as war and capital punishment.

- And as we do this for headship in society, let us reaffirm that the truth of the
gospel has never been likely to win a popular opinion contest. But a biblical
principle is not annulled because through neglect a given community lacks
darity and consensus in terms of applications. The situation with respect to the
‘headship” teaching found in the Bible is not as desperate as its detractors

. atfirm or imply. To those who accept the headship principle as a valid biblical
- Aeaching with refevance for life today, some applications will readily suggest
themselves. No.doubt, considerable reflection and discussion will need to take

place before anything close to a consensus can be expected for applying this

. teaching to the various areas and enterprises of life. A small committee such as
- wours cannot do this for the wide array and complexity of society.

;. The answer is not to ridicule or deny the relevance of the biblical teaching,

+blitfor Christians as individuals, married couples, and in church community to
_work at faithfu application in the assurance and confidence of the Holy Spirit's

~leading. Such is the call and character of the whale of the Christian life in
- distinction from the life of the world.

V. A SUMMARIZING STATEMENT ON HEADSHIP

wm...».cm now suminarize what we have fearned from the Scriptures about the
meaning of headship. From the Old Testament we have learned that, though

.v.o..ﬁ.r man m.:n.m woman were created in the image of God, and thoughboth were
- given dominion over the earth,” Adam was created before Eve: ‘Since firstness

entails responsibility and authority, as demonstrated in the concept of the
firstborn, man therefore has a certain authority over woman.

. Woman was created to be man'’s “fitting helper.“ This fact does notmean that
'woman is inferior to man, but it does imply that woman was created for man,

-and not man for woman. When Adam proceeded fo name the womari, he
revealed that he was in a position of authority over her—since the act of name-
glving was the prerogative of someone in authority over the person named.
o.From Genesis 2, therefore, we learn that Adam was first and preeminent with
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respect to woman, and that therefore his was the position of authority and
leadership.

After the fall, God first cailed on the man to give an account of what had
taken place. God here dealt with the man as the spokesman for both himself
and the woman; the man was acting in a representative capacity. At this point
again the leadership role of the man was evident.

From the last part of God’s judgment upon the woman, “and he [your
husband] shall rule over you” (Gen. 3:16), we learn that the leadership role of
the husband over the wife which had been present from the beginning will
continue after the fall. However, because of the fall this Jeadership role will
terid to degenerate into an Oppressive, sometimes tyrannical or domineering,
kind of leadership. In the redemptive process the sinful distortion of this roleis
to be taken away, but the leadership role itself is to be retained—purified and
sanctified by grace.

In'the rest of the Old Testament the leadership role of the man is recognized .

in various ways. Generally the military leaders, judges, kings, and prophets of
Israel were men; the _uimwﬁm and elders were always men. Miriam, Deboraki,
Athaliah, and Huldah, in our understanding, constitute exceptions, and there-
fore do not set aside the norm. :

Synod asked us to “examine the meaning and scope of headship in the
Bible....” Though the term headship is not found in the Bible, the word head is
used, both in the Old and the New Testament. The Old Testament word for
head is rosh, whereas the New Testament word is kephalé. Rosh is often usedin
the Old Testament to denote the chief, the foremost person, or the leader.
Though in extra-biblical Greek the word kephaléz does not usually (but see
Markus Barth material above) mean “one possessing authority” or “one with
superior rank,” when this word is used in the New Testament it does carry with
it the idea of authority. The precise meaning of kephalé, however, must always
be determined by the context. :

In the New Testament passages where the term kephalé is used meta-
phorically, it is applied both to'man in refation to woman and to Christ. When
the term is applied to Christ, it may mean (1) head as a position of prominence

(“head of the corner”); (2) head as ruler over other spiritual powers, over the

church, and over every man; (3) head as the source of life and strength.
Another way of stating this third meaning is this: head in the organic sense

(head as part of the body and as one with the body). On the basis of the -

meaning of the term head in connection with Christ, therefore, we may dis-

tinguish between a ruling headship and an organic headship. Headship in both. -

senses applies to Christ.

Twice in the New Testament the head metaphor is used of man in relation to
woman: in Ephesians 5:23 and in' | Corinthians 11:3. In Ephesians 5:23: the
husband is said to be the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the church.
Since the chuirch is here asked to be submissive to or to subject herself to Christ,

itis obvious that the headship of Christ here expressed is primarily a headship .

of rule—a headship involving authority. The headship of the husband, there-

fore, analogous to the headship of Christ, must also be a headship of rule, ora -

direction-setting kind of headship. That this is so is evident from the require-
ment that wives should submit to their husbands as to the Lord.

. 'The empbhasis in this entire passage {(vv. 22-33), however, is on the way in
which the husband’s headship is to be carried out. In Christian marriage this

COoMMITTEE ON HEADSHIP IN THE BIBLE 329

headship is to be exercised lovingly and self-sacrificially, after the example of
= Christ. The husband should give himself to his wife as Christ gave himself to

the church. The husband should seek his wife's spiritual growth, and encour-

~age her to exercise all her gifts in the service of God's kingdom.

22 I I Corinthians 11:3 Paul says: “..the head of every man is Christ, and the
- head of the woman is man [or the man], and the head of Christis God...” {(NIV).
- Since the first and the last headships mentioned here are headships of rule
- {Christ is the head of every man in the sense of ruling over him; God is the head
ofChrist in the sense of ruling over Christ as Mediator), we conclude that the
headship of the man over the woman spoken of here is also a headship of rule,
:0ra direction-setting headship. This headship is not simply something associ-
-ated with a bygone culture, but is still valid today, since it is grounded in
- creation (“for man did not come from woman but woman from man; neither
" was'man created for woman, but woman for man,” vv. 8-9).

*FromI Corinthians 14:33b-35 (“women should rémain silent in the churches”
- [NIV]) we learned that the headship of the man should be recognized in the
- worship services of the church. Certain kinds of speaking in the church service
- were prohibited to women, since such speaking involved making judgments
- about the presentations of certain men, and since such judgment-making
= would amount to exercising authority over man. That Paul was notjust thinking
.. about the local situation in Corinth is evident from the context.

~That the headship of the man should be recognized in the worship of the
church is also taught in I Timothy 2:11--15. Women are there enjoined to “learn

-'in_quietness and full submission” (NIV). Though we are not told to whom
. women are to be submissive, we may presurmne that it is to the leaders of the
‘church. According to verse 12 a woman is not permitted “to teach or to have
“authority over a man.” These words apply primarily to the worship service of
= the ¢hurch. Though net all types of teaching are forbidden to women, what
" Paul here forbids is teaching which involves the exercise of authority over
- men—such instruction as was done by the official teachers of the church.

Because Paul grounds this prohibition in the biblical data about creation and the

- fall {vv. 13-14), it is clear that this injunction was not only for the Ephesian
~- church at that time but is binding for the church of all time.
- From | Peter 3:1-7 we learned that the different roles of husband and wife in

marriage do not take away the spiritual equality of husband and wife; they are

" “joint heirs of the grace of life” (v. 7). Though the headship of the hushand
“involves authority, this authority is to be exercised with a view to promoting
“loving considerateness, spiritual concern, mutual devotion to God, and fel-
“ - lowship in prayer.

-+ -Certain women associated with Paul were deeply involved in significant
~-ways in the ministry of the gospel. Yet what these women did does not negate

what the rest of the New Testament tells us about mrm...J%mm. of official functon-
ingin the church in which women should not engage. The fact that women are

given many mE&E&. gifts does not by itself solve the problem of whether
 women may hold church office or not. :

.. The church must proclaim the refevance of the headship of the man also in

- areas of life other than marriage and the church, Qur study of the biblical

meaning of headship has shown headship to be a relevant structural principle

' which has implications for the ordering of male-female relationships in all areas

of kife.
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By way of conclusion, we have seen that a principle of male headship was
inherent in creation, was damaged in the fall, and must be reclaimed through
redemption in the areas of marriage, church, and society. For marriage this
means that the husband should exercise a direction-setting rele, which is to be
carried out in a loving, self-sacrificial manner, in the way of service rather than
of lordship. For the wife this means that she should be the husband’s “suitable
helper,” assisting him, complementing him, encouraging him, and voluntarily
accepting his leadership. The headship of the man should also be recognized in
the administration and worship services of the church—men are to exercise
direction-setting leadership in the church and women are to serve as “suitable
helpers’ to the men (though this does not exclude every kind of leadership on
the part of women). Women should be encouraged to use their gifts in the
church, but not in such a way as to violate the headship role of the men. In
society in general the headship of the man should be recognized as well: men
are to fill a direction-setting rofe. In short, male headship does not mean
domineering or tyrannizing, but the exercise of self-giving leadership and
direction-setting in all areas of life.

V. PREPARATORY TO RECOMMENDATIONS

We now come to one of the crucial aspects of the problem for which syned
asked our advice. In the light of the headship principle, as developed from the
Scripture passages dealt with in our report, women ought not to exercise the
kind of teaching or ruling authority which would determine the course for the
faith and practice of the believing community as 2 whole (see previous discus-
sion of I Corinthians 14:33b-35 and I Timothy 2:11-15). This would imply that
the offices of minister, elder, and evangelist ought not to be opened to women.

We do find instances inthe New Testament, however, where women did the -

type of work which we now associate with the office of deacon, as we shall sé

it a moment, :
Are there also instances in the New Testament where women did some of the

work which we now associate with the office of minister and elder? The lines:of

demarcation between church offices as they function among us today are not -
always so clearly discernible in the New Testament. The lines are fluid; thereéss -

overlap. However, we note the following;

‘The daughters of Thilip prophesied: (Acts 21;9). Such prophesying is in =

keeping with the promise of Joel, said by Peter to be fulfilled at Pentecost (Acts

2:17). Priscilla was involved in a teaching ministry when, together with-her -

husband, Aquila, she “expounded to him [Apollos] the way of God more
accurately” (Acts 18:26). In Titus 2:3~4 Faul bids the older women “toteach what
is good, and so train the young women to love their husbands and children.”

Itis clear from the instances here referred to that women were doing some of
the work we now associate with elders. This' does not come as a complete
surprise. [tis in keeping with our understanding of the woman as man’s fitting’
helper: Certain women with appropriate gifts may very properly be set aside by
the church to assist the elders in doing their work. Since women can work rrore’
effectively than men in many situations, it would be advantageous for elders to

‘be able tocall on women for assistance. These women would not replace elder

in'the consistory; in fact, they would not serve in the consistory. They would be.

commissionéd by the congregation to assist the elders in their work, undé

their direction, and they would give an account of their work to the elders. But

-be serious,”

COMMITTEE ON HEADSHIF IN THE BIBLE 331

now the question arises, to what ordained office(s) in the church may women
be admitted? The committee wrestled with this problem for a long time, It
considered and discussed four different options:

(1) Women as deacons and as members of the consistory.

{2) Women as deacons but not as members of the consistory.

(3) Women in an ordained office of their own but not as members of the
consistory.

{4) Women not in ordained office but commissioned to assist in the work of
all- the offices.

After considerable discussion the committee decided to accept Option 1,
“women as deacons and as members of the consistory.” We now proceed to

. give some of the reasons why this option was chosen.

~ On the basis of its exegesis of the relevant Scripture passages, the committee
has concluded that the headship principle forbids women from holding the
offices of minister, elder, or evangelist. But the committee has found no indica-

.. tion in the New Testament that the type of activity associated with the office of

deacon is forbidden to women.
It will, in fact, not be difficult to show that in New Testament times women

- -did indeed engage in the kind of work which is today associated with the
- diaconal office: for example, the administration of mercy toward those in need,
- and the serving of the distressed with counsel and assistance. The instance of
*.Phoebe is often mentioned: “I commend to you our sister Phoebe, a deaconess
or servant, NIV; Greek, diakonos] of the church at Cenchrea” (Rom. 16:1). The
.+ same Greek word here used to describe Phoebe (diakonos) is used in Philippians
- Iland I Timothy 3:8 to describe office-bearers in the church parallel to bishops

(orelders). So the word may mean that Phoebe exercised the office of deaconess
at Cenchrea; at least this possibility cannot be excluded. But we cannot be
certain about this; the word digkonos may simply mean “servant” without

_.. “implying a kind of ecclesiastical office.

In I Timothy 3:11 Paul speaks about certain women in the congregation at

: ..m.wrmmcm" “The women likewise must be serious, no slanderers, but temperate,
- faithful in all things.” These words are preceded and followed by a series of
- staternents about the requirements for deacons (diakonoi). The Greek word

it

translated “the women” is gunaikas, from gurie, which may mean eithér woman
or wife. If Paul intended to speak about the wives of the deacons, he would

--presumably have used the pronoun their in front of gunaikas: “Their wives must

3

be etc. Further, if the verse were intended to refer to the wives of
deacons, one would have expected to find a paralle] mention of the wives of

““elders earlier in the chapter, where the qualifications of elders {or bishops) are

discussed. But there is no such mention. Though, again, we carinot be abso-

‘lutely certain, the more likely interpretation is that the “women” in 1 Timothy
31 were a group of women who had specific duties in the early church—duties

which presumably supplemented those of the deacons. .

- There are other indications in the New Testameént that women did work
comparable to that done by deacons today. Jesus himself permitted women to
minister to him” (Mark 15:41; Matt. 27:55) and to “provide for” him and the

“twelve “out of their means” (Luke 8:1-3), There is certainly a parallel here to
- :work done today by deacons. In Acts 9:36 we read about the disciple at Joppa
.. named Tabitha or Dorcas, who was said to be “full of good works and acts of
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charity,” and who was particularly remembered for the “robes and other
clothing” which she had made for others. Though we do not read about her
having filled an office in the church, the kind of work she did, for which she
was highly commended, would certainly be in line with the kind of work done
today by deacons.

In I Timothy 5:9-10 mention is made of widows who may be placed on a
certain list: "No widow may be put on the list of widows unless she is over sixty,
has been faithful to her husband, and is wellknown for her good deeds, such as
bringing up children, showing hospitality, washing the feet of the saints,
helping those in trouble and devoting herself to all kinds of good deeds” (NIV).
These widows were apparently to be “enrolled” (ASV, RSV; Greek, katalegestho)
as members of a certain group. It has been suggested that this was simply a list
of widows who were eligible for receiving support from the church, This is
highly unlikely, however, since the matter of support for widows has been
touched upon in verse 3 and wiil again be touched upon in verse 16. Besides,
why should support be given only to widows who are over sixty years old?
What Paul is speaking of here is a list of widows who were to perform certain
services which would be helpful to the members of the congregation. Though
we are probably not warranted to think of a specific ecclesiastical office here, it
seems clear that this was a group of widows who could be called upon to
perform acts of mercy and charity. When we observe the kinds of good deeds
for which these widows were noted, we see that they were analogous to the
work done today by deacons: showing hospitality, “washing the feet of the
saints” (that is, serving others in love and humility, being willing to do menial
tasks for people in need), and helping those in trouble. Though we are not told
exactly what kind of work these widows were expected to do, we may presume
that it would be similar to the kinds of good works for which they were already
known.

Supporting this interpretation of I Timothy 5:9-10 are the commentaries of
Calvin, C. Bouma, H. Ridderbos, and W. Hendriksen. Hendriksen, in fact,
adds the following comment;

There is sufficient evidence to show that in the early church such a body of
widows, with definite functions actually existed. Thus Tertullian (possibly
about the year 204), referring definitely to I Tim. 3:9 [should be 5:9],...states

. that the task of these women was, “that their experienced training in all the

affections may have rendered them capable of readily assisting all others
with counsel and comfort” (On the Veiling of Virgins, 1X) (Commentary on |
Timothy, p. 173).

We have seen, therefore, that women did indeed perform duties in the
church analogous to those carried out today by deacons. Apparently, too, in
some cases at least, wommen performed such duties at the request of the church
{as.in the case of the enrolied widows mentioned in I Timothy 5).

The committee is convinced that admitting women to the office of deacon
does not involve a violation of the headship principle. It should be noted that
previous synodical committees which dealt with the question of women in
ecclesiastical office, in their majority reports, were of the conviction that to have
women serve as deacons would not viclate the principle of male headship. It
should mﬁm_o.vm observed that both the majority and the larger minority of the
committee reporting to the Synod of 1981 favored the admission of women to
the'office of deacon. It should further be recognized that women have served as

CoMMITTEE OGN HEADSHIP IV THE BIRLE 333

deacons in Reformed churches in the past: see the decisions of the Convent of
Wezel of 1568 on this matter (Acts of Synod 1981, p. 509).

* The committee therefore recommends that the synod allow consistories to
ordain qualified women to the office of deacon, provided that their work is
distinguished from that of the elders. The duties of these women deacons
wotld be the same as those of male deacons:

The task-of the deacons is to administer Christian mercy toward those
who are in need, first of all toward those of the household of faith, but also
toward the needy in general. In executing this task, they shall diligently
collect, administer, and distribute menies and other gifts, and shall serve
the distressed with counsel and assistance (Church Order, Article 25, a; see
the rest of the article for a list of related tasks).

Before proceeding to our recommendations, we should face what may per-
haps prove to be the biggest obstacle in the way of adopting the proposal to
ordain women deacons: namely, the role women deacons would play as mem-
bers of the consistory. Those who oppose the ordination of women as deacons
could very well advance considerations fike the following: (a} In larger consis-
tories, women would then be members of the general consistory and would
thus have a part in.the general government of the church; (b) in smaller
consistories, women deacons could then be permitted to function as elders (see
Acts of Synod 1938, p. 81).

What shall we say about this? Would the presence of women as members of
the general consistory in the case of larger churches, or as members of the
undifferentiated consistory in the case of smaller churches, constitute a viola-
tion of the headship principle?

We consider first the situation in larger consistories. According to Article 35,
aof the present Church Order, all office-bearers are members of the consistory,
and the consistory is responsible for the general government of the church.
Article 35 continues as follows:

b. Where the number of elders is at least four, a distinction may be made
between the general consistory, to which all office-bearers belong, and the
restricted consistory, in which the deacons do not participate.

¢. When such a distinction is made, the supervision and discipline of the
congregation shall be vested in the restricted consistory. The work of Chris-
tian mercy shall be the task of the deacons, who shall renderaccount of their
work to the general consistory. All other matters belong to the general
consistory. s

. In larger consistories, therefore, women deacons, if there were such, éomE
usually be meeting separately with the male deacons for the purpose of doing

their diaconal work. Women deacons would, however, also be meeting with all
the other office-bearers as members of the general’ consistory. Would this

violate the headship principle?
Your committee does not think so. It must be remembered, first of all, that
these women would be members of the general consistory ds deacons; their

primary task, therefare, would be the work of Christian mercy as described in

the Church Order. Matters pertaining to the supervision and discipline of the

congregation would be the responsibility of the elders, and would be handled

in separate meetings of the elders, not in meetings. of the general consistory.
Women deacons would, therefore, not be doing the work of elders even though
they would be members of the general consistory.
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It seems clear to your committee that the term consistory as used in the
Church Order does not always intend to inchude the minister(s), the elders, and
the deacons, but may sometimes mean only the minister(s) and the elders. For
example, in Articles 78, 81, 83, 84, 85, 86, and 87 the word consistory is used in
connection with the disciplinary work of the church (cf., e.g., Art. 78, b, “the
exercise of admonition and discipline by the consistory...”). But Article 24, a
assigns the work of admonition and discipline specifically to the minister(s)
and the-elders. It would seem obvious, therefore, that the Church Order does
not intend to assign the work of church discipline to deacons in the above-
mentioned articles pertaining to discipline, even though these articles assign
that work to “the consistory.”

In other words, when the Church Order uses the word consistory, care must
be taken to understand the word in the light of the division of duties described
in Articles 24, 25, and 35 between the minister(s) and elders on the one hand
and the deacons on the other,

The committee therefore recommends that the understanding of the duties
of deacons, including women deacons, when deacons are part of the general
consistory, should be governed by the division of functions described in
Articles 24, 25, and 35 of the Church Order-Bach consistory must, in other
words, use its own good judgmentin deciding which matters could be handled
by the general consistory (minister, elders, and deacons), and which should be
assigned either to the elders or to the deacons—since deacons should not
become inivolved in elder functions. Your committee, however, recommends
that such matters as worship, discipline, education, and evangelismn shall
belong to the domain of the restricted consistory—that is, of the minister(s)
and the elders.

Whiat kind of matters would be taken up by the general consistory, to be
discussed by the minister(s), elders, and deacons together? Budget matters and
building matters would certainly be included. It would be advantageous to have
the input of women on both matters. (It will be remembered that approval of -
both budget and building matters would be given by the entire congregation -
which, in most cases, would include the female members.) Nominations for office -
would also be prepared by the general consistory. It would certainly be advan-
tageous to have women take part in the nominating process. In fact, already at
the present time women, as members of the congregation, may direct the
consistory’s attention to suitable nominees for office (Church Order, Art. 4, b

Other matters which would come before the general consistory would in-
clude mutual censure and church visiting. The former means mutual counsel and
advice with respect to office, whereas the latter would involve the asking of:
questions and the giving of advice. Neither the giving nor the receiving o
advice is a headship matter. The committee concludes that none of the activitie
mentioned above would involve women deacons who might be present at
general consistory meetings in a violation of the headship principle. .

We go on now to consider what would be the role of women deacons.in -
smaller churches with smaller consistories. In consistories where the nirmber:
of elders is three or less, it will be recalled, the distinction between the general
and the restricted consistory would not be made. It would, incidentally, alsobe:
possible for this situation to prevail in larger consistories-—note the word mai/in
Church Order Article 35, b, quoted above, In such consistories women deacons
would not meet separately as part of the diaconate, but would always be:
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meeting with the elders and the minister(s) as members of the consistory.
Would their meeting with the elders in such instances constitute a violation of
the headship principle?

In churches where the deacons do regularly meet with the elders, the
deacons would, of course, do the work of the diaconate. In addition, they
would take part in discussions and decisions involving such general matters as
were mentioned above under the work of the general consistory. In neither
case would such activities involve a violation of the headship principle on the
part of women deacons who might be members of such consistories.

But now there is a further complication. In 1938 the synod passed a recom-
mendation to the effect that when in small churches deacons are “added to the

- consistory” (the phrase is taken from Article 37 of the pre-1965 Church Order,

and.reflects the time when the diaconate was separate from the consistory),

- they “are warranted in performing presbyterial functions.” A second sentence

of the recommendation puts it this way: in such consistories “deacons may
function as eiders” (Acts of Synod 1938, p. 81).

:“Though this decision was passed before the 1965 Church Order, which made
deacons part -of the consistory, was adopted, the ruling would still hold. for
consistories where deacons de not meel separately (rom the elders. In such
consistories women deacons would stilb be deacons; their primary task would
still be the diaconal one. But as long as the decision of 1938 remains in effect in
its present form, women deacons in such consistories could be permitted to
function as elders. Such functioning, the majority of your cominittee believes,
would violate the headship principle.

In order to avoid this difficulty, therefore, we propose that the Synod of 1984
adopt the following resolution: “that synod declare that in consistories where
the distinction between the general and the restricted consistory is not made,

- women deacons may not function as elders.” If this resolution is adopted,
. women deacons could continue to meet with the elders and other deacons in

such consistories, but their work as members of such consistories would not

“violate the headship principle.

*.The recommendations which follow are those of the majority of the commit-
tee. The recommendations of the two minorities will be found in the two

: - minority reports which will follow the majority repost.

LV RECOMMENDATIONS:

L. That the privilege of the floor at synod be given to the following: the

chairman, Rev. john De Kruyter; the reporter, Dr. Anthony Hoekema; and

representatives of the minority positions. .
2. That synod declare that "the headship principle,” which means that the

- man shouid exercise primary leadership and direction-setting in the home, in

the chuxch, and in society in general, is a creational norm recoghized in both
the Old and the New Testament.

- 3. That synod declare that God gave woman to be man's fitting helper for the
- whole of human life, and that she should render her service and exercise her
©-gifts in a way which acknowledges the headship of the man.

- 4. That synod declare that the headship of the husband in marriage involves

A direction-setting role, which is to be exercised in a loving, self-sacrificial way,
after the pattern of Christ’s headship over the church.
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and historical material. I differ from it only in the conclusions it draws from the
material. In my judgment, the teaching of Scripture and the majority report
exposition of it support Option 4, “women not in ordained office but commis-
' rather than Option 1, “women as

5. Thatsynod declare that the headship of the man in the church implies that
women should not be admitted to the offices of minister, elder, or evangelist.

6. That synod declare that the headship principle does not prohibit women

from serving in the office of deacon. sioned to assist in the work of alf the offices,”

deacons and as members of the consistory.” Thus the significant difference

Grounds: wm.gmmm the majority report and this minarity report is the issue of the ordina-~

a. The office of deacon does not involve the kind of authority over men
which is prohibited in the New Testament.

b. The New Testament contains many instances of women who did the kind
of work presently associated with the office of deacon.

7. That synod reaffirm the decision of the Synod of 1978: “That consistories
be allowed to ordain qualified women to the office of deacon, provided that
their work is distinguished from that of elders” (Acts of Synod 1978, p. 104).

8. That synod declare that such matters as worship, discipline, education,
and evangelism belong to the domain of the elders. .

9. That synod declare that in consistories where the distinction between the
general and the restricted consistory is not made, women deacons may not
function as elders.

10.- That synod ratify the amended form of Article 3 of the Church Order
which' was adopted by the Synod of 1978, with the addition of the word -
“evangelist” in section a:
Article 3

a. Confessing male members of the church who meet the biblical require- -

ments are eligible for the offices of minister, elder, [and evangelist].

b. All confessing members of the church who meet the biblical require-

ments are eligible for the office of deacon.

¢. Only those who have been officially called and ordained or installed shall

hold and exercise office in the church (Acts of Synod 1978, p. 105).

11. That synod declare that the decision as to whether women should be =
ordained as deacons in any specific congregation be left to the judgment of each
local consistory. i

12. That synod urge the churches to acknowledge the woman’s role as man's-
fitting helper in the church by appointing qualified women as “assistants in -
ministry” (not members of the consistory) so that they might complement the -
pastoral work of the elders and the ministers. o

13. That synod refer this report for information to the churches which arein -
ecclesiastical fellowship with the Christian Reformed Church, and to the-
churches which belong to the Reformed Feumenical Synod. o

14. That synod discharge the committee.

The Committee on Headship in the Bible -
John A. De Kruyter, chairman

Anthony A, Hoekema, reporter

Wayne Kobes

Gordon H. Pols

Wmnoﬁa.mzammnﬁ 12 which, in recommending women as assistants to elders
andministers, implements a part of Option 4.

. There are three reasons which compel me to write a minority report defend-
ing Option 4, “women not in ordained office but commissioned to assist in the
work of all the offices.”

L. The first reason why 1 defend Option 4 rests on what I conclude from
Scripture. [ agree with the strong exposition in the majority report of the role
and nature of male headship as a creational norm recognized in both the Old

- and-New Testaments, with the man exercising primary leadership and direc-
;- ion-setting and the woman assisting him as a fitting helper for the whole of
- human life. In applying this teaching of headship, I do not find clear teaching or
. ﬂwﬁ%ww Mw .mnzmuzb,m which allows women to hold any of the ordained offices of
. The majority report discusses Stripture passages thoroughly. Ionly pinpo;
‘some of the examples and teachings n:m%, >mmm5mw the Wmmnwwaoﬁ %m MMMWMMW
fional norm and the need to reclaim it after the fall, we note that the priests of
the Old Testament were male in distinction from the practice in various cultures
~-around Israel. In the freedom of the gospel which Christ brought, we have
examples of women helping significantly in various kinds of work in the
X ”..mr.:ﬁnw. Conspicuous are Phoebe of Cenchreae (Rom. 16:1-2) whom Paul called
a servant (deaconess?) and “a helper of many and of myself as well”; Priscilla
(Acts18:26) who with her husband “expounded to him [Apollos} the word of
God more accurately”; Philip's “four unmarried daughters, who prophesied”
{Acts 21:9); the “any woman who prays and prophesies with her head un-
~Veiled” instruction {I Cor. 11:5), followed by the creation reasoning of verses
+7-12; Dorcas (Acts 9:36), “full of good works and acts of charity”; the older
-women asked to teach and train the younger women (Titus 2:3-4); and ‘the
-older widows (I Tim. 5:9-10) who could be “enrolled” on the basis of their age
godly life, and good deeds to their families, the saints, and the distressed, The
.. passage on widows speaks about financial provision for themn ?Q‘mmm.m\ 8. 16)
and is often interpreted as also reflecting a specific assignment in the church,
_Probablyin keeping with the good deeds for which they were known. Ali these
Bive evidence of significantly increased participation- by women in the various
‘ministries of the New Testament church. . . .
.But the apostles and their first associates, the seven (often called deacons
though the word as a noun is not used [Acts 6:1-6])—these all were men. ,?m
teaching about qualifications for office of elder and deacan isin masculine form
(LTim. 3:1-13), linked in verses 4 and 12 to the rmm%rﬁ men are to exercise in
their. families. We wonder about the meaning of verse 11 which, literally
Interpreling three Greek words, says, “Woman/wives likewise worthy-of-re-
spect.” But we have no clear guidance about what this means and cannot say
more than Scripture says. In writing to Titus, Paul again lists qualifications for

VI MiNoRiTY REPORT ]
T'am in hearty agreement with the majority report as it presents its biblical’
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maie elders (Titus 1:5-9) as he emphasizes sound doctrine. Does he omit
qualifications for deacons because sound doctrine is not their primary respon-
sibility, or for another reason? We do not know.

I do not see how we can say mare from the New Testament than that men
served as ordained office-bearers and women helped significantly in all the
ministries-of the church. This is consistent with the creational norm of head-
ship and the Genesis passages thoroughly discussed in the Majority Report.

One argument advanced for admitting women to the ordained office of
deacon is that women in the New Testament did the kinds of work carried out
by deacons today. But we should note that these kinds of work did not result in
ordination for women in the New Testament church of which they were a part.
These kinds of work did not result in the ordination of women as deacons
throughout the long history of the church either, as Report 32 of the 1981 Acts of
Synod describes well. The New Testament pattern of male office-bearers has
continued almost without exception, with women assisting through helping
orders or as deaconesses at various times.

Calvin, in establishing "two distinct grades” of deacons, made a clear separa-
tion between administering deacons who were men and the women who did
the actual care of the poor, after the example of the enrolled widows in I
Timothy 5 (Institutes 1V, 3, 9). The 1568 Convent of Wezel, noting Calvin’s
pattern, provided for women deacons and, like Calvin, allowed no deacons in
the consistory. The Wezel position on deacons was reversed three years later in
Emden and then more officially in the Church Order written by the 1574 Synod
of Dordrecht. We have not kept the distinctions made by Calvin and Wezel
when today we propose women as full deacons and as members of the consis-
fory.

In this century, particularly since the 1920s, the Christian Reformed Church
has been emphasizing the unity and special nature of all three ordained offices.
Deacons have become increasingly involved in the governing of the church
where the principle of male headship is reflected. This authority of deacons is
an added reason, I think, why we cannot argue for women deacons today on
the basis of the kinds of helping work women did in the New Testament
church. In fact, it is the issue of ruling authority which keeps us from arguing
also for women pastors and elders on the basis of teaching-prophesying kinds
of work done by women in the New Testament,

2. The second reason for recommending Option 4, “women not in ordained
office but commissioned to assist in the work of all the offices,” arises from the
Christian Reformed Church Order by which the life of the church is regulated.

The Church Order of 1965, now in practice for eighteen years, reflects a
twentieth-century theological explanation of church offices which emphasizes
the inherent unity of the three offices and which gives deacons full place in the
consistory with ministers and elders. One result has been that the work of
elders and deacons is not clearly distinguished in the articles of the Church
Order.

The Synod of 1978, in its decision o recommend women deacons, added the
words “provided that their work is distinguished from that of elders.” Recom-
mendation 7 of the 1984 majority report reatfirms the 1978 recommendation
about women deacons and adds the same proviso.

It is difficult to see how this proviso, that the work of deacons be dis-
tinguished from that of elders, can be carried out effectively. Our current
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Church Order does not delineate the offices of elder and deacon in consjstent
fashion. Articles 24 and 25 of the Church Order separate the general work of
elders from that of deacons. But Article 35 blurs the distinction by stating that in
gvery church “a consistory composed of the office-bearers” (including both
elders and deacons) “is responsible for the general government of the church.”
This term, consistory, is used more than sixty times in the rest of the Church
QOrder. It is to the consistory, without further delineation, that the following
work of the church is assigned (the numbers refer to articles in the Church
Order);

nominations for and installation of office-bearers (4), nominating and calling
a pastor (12), releasing a pastor (16, 17), supporting ministers {15), authority
of consistory (27, 34), general government of the church (35, a), evangelism
and missions (73, 74), worship services (52, 53), sacraments: baptism (55,

- 56), Lord’s Supper (59, 60), profession of faith (59, a), catechetical instruction
{64), transfer of membership (66}, instruction and admonition to marry in
the Lord (69), encouraging Christian education (71), promoting and super-
vising societies and youth organizations (72), admonition and discipline (78,
81, 83, 84, 85, 86, 87; and in 80 “the church” is responsible), suspension of a
minister (90), suspension of an office-bearer (91}, The supervision of a pastor
is assigned to “his calling church” (13).

- Which of these tasks are inherently the work of elders? The Church Order
gives us no guidance. In how many churches are some (many?) of these tasks
carnied on by the consistory of elders and deacons together, as the Church
Order wording allows? Where these tasks are done by elders and deacons
together, it is impossible to distinguish the work of deacons from the work of
elders,

The particular work of elders is described in the 1965 Church Order as
follows:

general task description (24), definition of general and restricted consistory

(35), presiding at meetings in minister’s absence (36, a), delegate to classis

and synod {40 and 45), pastoral care and family visiting (65), church visitors

to other congregations (42), assisting in catechetical instruction “appointed

by the consistory” (64, b). In Article 12 the assistance of elders is alluded to in
the description of the work of a minister.

The Church Order also does not make it mandatory for churches to have a
restricted consistory through which elders carry out their work separately. The
wording of Article 35 is “a distinction may be made” [italics minej. In smaller
churches synod has made provision for deacons to serve as elders when
needed.

No doubt individual churches have implemented the 1965 Church Order in a
variety of ways in the past eighteen years. The general trend seems to be
toward more work being done by the consistory of elders and- deacons to-
gether, with a smaller role for elders only. This isin line with the wording of the

©" 1965 Church Order.

On the basis of this Church Order I do not see how it is possible to ordain
women as deacons and members of the consistory “provided that their work is
distinguished from that of elders.” Is it feasible to ask each consistory to sort out
the blurred distinctions of all the “consistory” work listed in the Church Order,
under the general guidance that “such matters as worship, discipline, educa-
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tion, and evangelism belong to the domain of the elders” (Majority Report
Recommendation 8)? Are we asking deacons to reduce their present involve-
ment in the work of the church so that women may serve in the consistory? If
women deacons are not to serve as elders in churches that do not have a
restricted consistory, how would this be practically applied in a consistory
meeting as the office-bearers together would be working through the agenda?
And could a church not choose to observe the actual wording of the Church
Order and be technically in compliance with it, and yet do all its work through
the consistory?

We have made a strong case for the ruling headship of elders and ministers,
but we have not protected it when we recommend that women deacons servein
the consistory, since the present Church Order does not clearly distinguish
between the work of elders and deacons, and since the current trend is to do
more and more governing of the church by the elders and deacons together.

3. The third reason why I defend Option 4, “women not in ordained office
but comumissioned to assist in the work of all the offices,” stresses the last part of
this option. The first two reasons spoke against ordaining women as deacons
and members of the consistory. This last reason addresses the need forus as a
denomination to develop a recognized, structured way to welcome women as
helpers in all the ministries of the church.

The reason for the assertion that women should give such help is the
scriptural teaching that God intends women to be of significant help to men in
every part of life. Man and woman belong together in the relationships and
work of God’s world, carrying out the “have dominion” mandate of Genesis 1.
Together they reflect the image of God and carry out their roles. Headship does
not exist in a vacuum but in a relationship, and the helping part of that
relationship is just as important as the headship one. Thus, implicit in the
creational norm of male headship is the woman’s role of fitting helper in all the
work and ministries of the church. There is no area in the church in which the
help of women is inappropriate, and God calls us to initiate, develop, and
implement this participation. .

We as a denomination have not taken much initiative to do this. We have
watched while a few churches chose deaconesses to assist in the work of mercy,
a time-honored practice over the centuries. We have discussed, with varying
degrees of charity, whether women may serve in the ordained offices, and have
appointed a series of synodical study committees to tell us what Scripture says
about different aspects of this subject. The committees have not been unan-
imous in their conclusions and recommendations. Sadly, this committee is not
unanimous either, though we have worked hard and with a growing bond of
respect for one another.

Meanwhile, it seems to me that we can develop and implement a specific way

for women to serve in the church. This will not be enough for some. Perhaps it .

will be too much for others. But it will be a way for the denomination. to

recognize that God intended women to be of significant help in all the minis- .

tries of the church. Thope that for many of us such a plan would be consistent
with what we believe Scripture teaches about male headship of the right kind
and.about a fujl helping role for women. -

Fractically, Option 4 means that qualified women should be nominated and
elected for terms of service as “assistarts in ministry” to all the ordained office-
bearers of the church. The work of these women would include helping in such

mon
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ministries as education, evangelism, worship, care of members mercy, and
benevolence. ‘ '
These “assistants in ministry” would not be members of the consistory, but
would meet regularly with their ordained counterparts to report, consult
recommend, evaluate, and plan. These women could ask or could be asked ﬁn\.
be present at a consistory meeting. They would have special assighments for
working with women, though not only with them. The denomination should
provide guidelines for this ministry, a form for commissioning, and other
helpful materials. '
: Wm..”cBanmmmo: 12 of the majority report proposes that churches should
appoint qualified women as “assistants in ministry” to work with the elders
and ministers. [ propose that qualified women should be chosen as “assistants
mvministry” to work with all the ordained office-bearers of the church, on the
basis of the body of the majority report, and on the basis of the scriptural and
church-government reasons given above.

mmnozzngdoz

That synod urge the churches to acknowledge woman’s role as man’s fitting
helper in the church by establishing a position of “assistants in ministry” (not
an ordained office) whereby qualified women can assist the ordained office-

_.umm.wmwm in all the ministries of the church.

" Grounds:

L HE,M s nwommwmnm:n «Mﬁﬂ scriptural teaching about male headship as a
creational norm, and about the wi s s fitti
e onal ngrm, and sbx he woman'’s role as man’s fitting helper for
2. This is a clear and consistent way of implementing the helping role of
women under our present Church Order and practice.
3. This provides an organized, recognized way in which women may use
their gifts more effectively than before in all the ministries of the church,
Thea B. Van Halsema (Mrs. Dick L}
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B. Exegetical Studies
1. The Early Chapters of Genesis

. %MWWWM%MW report gives an excellent summary of the revelation of the first
: o e SMMmHm Mwwﬂ&:m the man and the woman. The two stand W
- fpenction wit w.mmﬁmn other, on a par. Both image God. Together they receive
s mand be fruitful, BEE&% subdue, and have dominion. I i

: mm mmd there are no indications of differing sex roles on- o this
. moﬁ.%m anm%sm.ng?mn of Q.mbwmum that has regularly been seen as providin
e w et EM ications of the n:mm:bm roles of the two sexes. In this mnno::mw
e manan mwogsmﬂu,_mm are created at different times and there are some initial

M catic Omﬁmmmm ] e man’s-side at least, of the relationship between them

infused him with OM%M Mﬂ:ﬂﬂ%ﬂﬂ.ﬂwﬂﬂﬁ%%ﬁ%m% ?MHM o o of the mmn.ﬂr,
o i : . placed him in a ga ifi-
o m% %.meﬂmmmﬂ wﬂﬂﬁ. The garden was well-watered and Sm:-ﬁmw:%mm% wwmm_mw
| ith pleasure and it met his need for food, He was its ca tak

0d, nowever, was still in charge. Limits were placed on Adam’s moﬁmmﬂ mﬂmw

ole garden was for his use except one designated tree. Adam had been

“provided with a fascinating and i i i
e with a fasci g bountiful environment in which to begin his

Something, however, was lacking. Adam was alone and this wa

A. Introduction

Fourteen years ago the Christian Reformed Church began in a formal way: to -
examine the practice of excluding women from the offices of the church. Thig
present committee is now the fifth committee appointed to examine this issue
Two members of this committee have found themselves back at the beginning, -
back where the first study comnittee had already arrived. That committeée:
concluded as its first recommendation: “The practice of excluding women from
ecclesiastical office cannot conclusively be defended on biblical grounds” (4 ts:
of Synod 1973, p. 588). More than ten years of continued struggle for clarity on
this issue have now intervened. The present study committee was charged.t
examine what light “headship in the Bible” shed on the question. The majorit
of the committee has found that “the headship principle” does indeed s
light: “The headship of the man in the church implies that women should i
be admitted to the offices of ministet, elder, or evangelist” {Recommendation
5). We, a minority, must dissent. We do not find “headship” to be that biblical
ground which makes defensible the exclusion of women from ecclesiastical
office. .

“The majority of the committee has affirmed this primary conclusion:.”,
headship principle,” which means that the man should exercise primary. l€a

ership and direction-setting in the home, in the church, and in society He must h s ot sood
general, is a creational norm recognized in both the Old and the New:Test ~Hemust nave companionship of the sort that woul o, Was ot good.
ment” (Recommendation 2). Such a statement is open to a variety of emphases; & w_:.cn creativity, and productivity. He could not Wmnw WM%mEm% Mmm for so-
and interpretations. Much depends on what is meant by the qualifier’ oy g mn this state of aloneness. God proceeds to form the m:_.gmm_m c&: M:Sms

laged companions of sorts. They are formed from the ground mmwmﬁ%%mﬂm

primary. Apparently women may legitimately engage in leadership and dire
tion-setting, but this must not assume the role or stature of primary leadership
and direction-setting. Where is the line of distinction? It is not easy 10 det
The majority report has not sought to give specific guidance on locating the |
in the marital relationship. Neither has it given much specific help to Christi
as they function in larger societal relationships. But for relationships:
church the line of distinction has been detected. It intersects the office st
ture. The office of deacon does not require application of the creational nors
male headship; the offices of elder, minister, and evangelist do.
Here we demur. We are not confident that when the Bible uses the tetm firrd
in regard to 2 man, this is conveying a biblical principle. We become: 1
confident when this “headship principle” is accorded the stature of acréation
narm. We are moved to express dissent when the proposed applicationiof
headship principle” is interpreted to exclude all women, regardless of th
training, maturity, spiritual giftedness, and potential usefulness to:the Cf

tian community and mission, from the church offices of elder, minist h
may we learn from this account about the distinctive roles of the two

evangelist. : ‘ .
| | — . Sexes?The primary clue woul iei
The entire commitiee worked together long and hard in its examina Teb. P Y widappear toliein the phrase “a helper it for him”

study, and discussion of many Scripture passages and of the way th
message regarding the roles and refations of the sexes is to be understo
majority of the committee find their exegetical choices and way of under
ing the overall thrust of Scripture pointing toward “the headship principl
We, a minority, judge that in some crucial instances there is:validity 4o
other exegetical options. We also find ourselves differing fromthe’
our understanding of the Bible’s total message and thrustrega
and relationships. :
We turn first to a review of our alternative exegetical choices.

. w, Qm MM %mmmﬂ W.M.m @Hm%m:»ma to him, his intellectual powers go to work
oot b s ms.m * NB out, and giving them names. But they do n
Jpe of pantonship which is Adam’s real need. God goes to .
e Creating a companion from a part of Adam himself. As
mm m. € presence of this new creature, he breaks forth in
il %._m.s.w Mmm is no Ho:mwn alone. He has a true companion a
. w.mﬂwwmwmw mﬂﬂﬂnﬁm@% immediately to comment on the strong drive that
gasa. proidiot=i is deep level o.mnogﬁmﬂ.o:mgﬁ. Natural tes to father and
g Wm., companionship for which the man reaches out cannot be
ohs e § even in his attachment to his parents. In marriage-the man
i his panion in the profoundest sense—they become “one flesh.” Thei
el sexual distinctiveness is no barrier between the nion a5
husband and wife the two find full freedom, comfort
d'has created a most fascinating and enrichin oter
“favored creatures—humankind. s poten

, Tecogniz-
ot form the
work again,
Adam wakes
joyful cry of

m. In their union as
m,za satisfaction. The
tial for fullness of life

Kenegdd). The animals failed ¢ :

creer Kene : 0 meastre up, but the i

gunm.wgw. role gloriously. The Hebrew word \%Nmn ;rm_ﬁwﬁwﬂmwwﬂw Pl
onnwmu ive relationship. Someone is in need (like Adam in his m_oﬂmwmmxnamﬂ

other comes and meets that need. With the two of them life moves Mw mmmm

%.W.MM%MMM Mmrmzwn.aon MJ& able to live in a full sense. The concept ‘ézer
cates: o brings help, aid, assistance, one who a ‘ ict

ard, B cts
tis found twenty-one times in the Old Testament, penefically for the
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The predominant use of Ztzer is of God as a help to human beings (sixteen
times). A sampling of God's helping activities can be found in Psalm 146: God
“made the heaven and earth..., keeps faith for ever, ...sets the prisoners free,

...opens the eyes of the blind, ...lifts up those who are bowed down, ... watches. -
over the sojourners, ...upholds the widow and the fatherless,” etc. Small:
wonder that the psalmist exclaims, “Happy is he whose help (‘ézer) is the God.:
of Jacob” {v. 5). God as help is God the creator, protector, and redeemer at work -
in behalf of his people (Ex. 18:4; Ps. 20:2; 115:9, 10, 11; 12k1-2; 124:8, et al). -

Men are also referred to as helpers (three times: Isa, 30:5; Ezek. 12:14; Dan.
11:34). However, in each of these instances, man as helper is found to be

insufficient or ineffective. Compared to God, men frequently fail to furnish.the

kind of help really needed.
The other two instances of
refers to the animals: “for the man there was not found a helper fit for him.” The

deficiency in the animals is prebably not at the point of their being an ‘étzer as
such—animals can be very useful and beneficial to man. Rather they were npt:
“fit for him.” They could not meet Adam's real need for companionship. In the.
creation of the woman God accomplishes his purpose of making “a helper fit for-

him” (vs. 18). In the woman the needed help is found. .
The concept ‘éfzer gives no indication of a lesser position or subservient.role

It does not indicate which one is in charge or who is taking the lead. God.as

helper is.obviously in charge. Animals as helpers would obviously not.be
charge. Fellowmen as helpers might or might notbe incharge. Itis obvious.thaf
many kings and warriors who came to the help of others {the verbal form:o:
‘étzer) took no subservient positions. What about the woman as ‘¢lzer:t
man? The role of an ‘ézer for the woman does not indicate that the mari
necessarily in charge. It gives no indication whether either of them is in charge
or whether perhaps they meet as equals and as partners in action. It does.no
speak to the issue of being in charge or being in the position of a follower: Thi
point must be emphasized, for the English word helper very readily. bri
associations of apprentice, errand boy, maid, the one who follows the order.
and does all kinds of monotonous, or detailed, or distasteful, or less importan
tasks under the direction and orders of another. The concept of “2tzer doe
carry these associations. In the context of Genesis 2 the woman's helpisin
area of the man’s need for a companion: “It is not good that the man shoul
alone; I will make him a helper....” Helper does not indicate that she is subords
nate. It indicates that she meeis his need. i
What about the remainder of the phrase—"fit for him?” Does that give 50
clues as to the relative roles of the man and the woman? The Hebrew: %o
kénegdo expresses the idea of being “over against,” “face to face,” or “infronto:
It is a Hebrew way of expressing comparison, correspondence, similarity;
one fitting the other. The man needs a help corresponding to him, or, a
Brown, Driver, Briggs Lexicon puts it, “a help...equal and adequate to himse
Here was precisely the failure of the animals: they were not on the level.
man, - suritable to overcome his aloneness. And this was precisely” Ada
excitement in first meeting the woman: “This at last is bone of my bones.
flesh of my flesh!” He had found an adequate counterpart and his alonene
had been overcome. There is no hint in the phrase kfnegdd of a ranking of
above the other; the whole indication is that of being on a par. They meeton
same level, It is the picture of mutuality, equality, partnership. They:a

‘etzer are in Genesis 2. Verse 20 by implication

e
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mo«%ﬂm%m%ﬁ of anw other, alongside each other.
-i ¥vhat about the man's being created first? Does this gi
..w.._,.a.a. of status or stature not m%mnmm by the woman? I_mm mn% MMMMM %MMM%—MM
~woman. And during the time that he lived alone in the garden he had signifi-
.cant experiences. He also has received significant information and Em:ﬁm:
= .?oﬂ the Lord about what he is to do in the garden and about the tree Emﬁo.:
*forbidden to his use. So the man will naturally be in the position of leader mﬂM
i .nm.mnrnw S&m.ﬁ the woman arrives. But is there more to his position of firstn
~:than just this natural relationship- of the woman's learning from the Emw.wm
.._v.woma.ma experience? Is he in charge of herin a way that she is not in charge omm
. st.hv Mm.wm to nﬂsmﬁ in charge? Is it the prerogative of the male, as being Qmmmwmn_
= Mm.m.moﬂ Mn_nw Mzwmmm of the fermale? None of this is obvious from these Genesis
. An appeal has often been made to the institution of the firstborn in order to
show the significance which the Bible places on firstness. In Old Testament
- times the practice of according to the firstborn son the position of principal hei
appears.generally to have been followed in Israel and the surroundin u_umzo:h.q
.H:m.bamﬂwog was accorded a preeminence with respect to the oﬁmmnm Erm
.omo.imm. To be firstborn carried authority, rank, status, and inheritance im-
.murnmnozm. The fathers firstborn son was considered \.\mrm first issue of ﬂm
strength” (Deut. 21:17). In the absence of the father the firstborn son assumed a

ther. The firstborn inherited twice as much as ever

maw.mv. Among kings the right of the firstborn implied %m@wﬁmmmmmw:ﬁmmmm
mm».wﬂ.m rule (II Chron. 21:1-3). The high rank of the firstborn led to the meta-
phorical use of the term for Israel as God's firstborn son {(Ex. 4:22; Ps. §9:27)

However, the position of firstborn carried no sure and mz.ﬁoammm\mwmﬁmn.mmn.m
Israel. God frequently disregarded it, giving special privileges and lead-
mﬂm?w.»o m.m?\. Isaac, Jacob, Judah, Ephraim, Moses, David, Solomon-—none of
whom was a ‘m:mmuoﬂn son or-even the eldest living son. When Jacob gave his
mmm..wﬁ_..m: Emmm_:.m to his sons, he acknowledged Reuben as firstborn wc»mamamm

S,Fm.wqmmqr:mnnm of the firstborn, giving it to Judah instead Amwm: 49:3-4
mumz his earlier days Jacob himself had used devious means to obtain the
fir @og.wﬁémmmm for himself (Gen. 25:29-34 and 27). Jacob again ignored the
: “ma.wo.mz institution by crossing his arms in blessing Joseph's sons, thus givin
&m,woﬁ:mmn the principal blessing {Gen. 48:13-22). David chose mm_c.s._om. o<mmm
?mn_mﬁmw sons (I Kings 1:33-35; | Chron. 23:1). In the E.o:manr% the right of the
irstborn indeed implied the succession to his father’s rule, as [ ﬁmﬂoa&mm

-3shows, butit is interesting that this VEry passage goes om._ to point out that

he firstborn Jehoram, once having gained control, liquidated-all-his brothers
vi4) ..fuﬁmwwﬂz% even in Judah, where the covenant with David was deter-
ninative of wEmmEmy Jehoram could not depend on the firstborn institution to
m.mn_,.*..:ﬁ security. Was there, then, a divine principle or a creation ordinance at
o.nw.ms this institution of the firstborn? It would be hard to make a clea f
that'in view of the Old Testament record. reasetor
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ligence. God had formed her as an ishshah; Adam recognized her as an ishshali
It is debatable whether one can conclude that Adam’s exclamation is an evi-
dence of his sense of having authority over his wife in sovereignly naming her.
~This act by the man does not appear to be an important clue to establishing the
“1ole of the sexes in their created purity.
-Genesis 3 records the fall of Adam and Eve into sin. In this incident Eve took
a.leading role and Adam was the willing follower. Some have found in this
supposed switching of the sex roles a factor contributing to the fall,
Appeal can be made to God’s words to the man: “Because you have listened to
the voice of your wife, and have eaten of the tree ... “ (Gen. 317}, The line of
thought s that Adam was wrong on two counts, listening to his wife and eating
“pf the tree. However, God Jater tells Abraham, “Listen to whatever Sarah tella
you...” (Gen. 21112, NIV—the Hebrew wording is similar in the two passages)
.H.ﬂ....,.zocﬁ be hazardous to derive general rules from either of these instances ow
wives teiling their husbands what to do. The content of what is said, niot the fact
thatawifeis saying it, is the important point. It is very tenuous to conclude that
Adam was blameable for the simple fact of following the advice of a wife.
51t can still be argued, on the other hand, that after the fall it is the man who is
. w.&._mr_ﬂ to account. Does this fact not indicate that God has placed man in the
position of primary responsibility? The man is the one whois to represent the
‘human pair. The majority report has appealed to this line of mamcgm;ms.on.
. /Once again we do well to look carefuily at the account. The story pictures
God'in a highly anthropomorphic way. He comes walking in the garden in the
¢cool of the day seeking the fellowship of his human creatures. But they are not
to be found. Hence God cails to the man, “Where are you?” Adam and Eve
“come forth from their hiding, and because of Adam’s strange behaviorin hiding

D..oB the Lord and his embarrassed confession about his nakedness, the Lord
asks straightforwardly whether Adam has eaten from the forbidden tree,
Adam is being addressed not so much as the responsible party of the human
pair who must give an account of what has taken place, but as the Lord's first
companion in the garden who is now acting so suspiciously. In terms of the
anthropomorphic account the Lord did not vet know what had taken place
when he called to the man, “Where are you?” We ought not to read into the
‘question ideas about Adam’s particular responsibility and mnnoc:gw::w for
the actions of the human pair; the Lord, walking in the garden, was stmply
alling, “Where are you?” The Lord continues talking to the man untjl Adam
points to the woman as the culprit. Then God immediately switches his
. questioning to her. Adam's being questioned first after the fall is no clear sign

that in the created order men were to be the responsible parties in charge of

omien. ,
In Genesis 3:16 we finally have a clear statement about the man's rulership
gver the woman. In this passage we have a part of God's sentence orjudgment
-apon the woman after her fall into sin: “He [your husband] shall rule over you.”
The straightforward statement about male rulership’is spoken in the context of
e falien relationship. .

The majority committee report has pointed out that with the fall not all
¢hationships changed. In fact, the account of God's judgment and sentence
upon the human pair assumes that some of the pre-fall relationships will
“continue. Childbearing is not new, for the original couple were to “be fruitful
Jand multiply, and fill the earth” (Gen. 1:28). Working the soil and growing food

The book of Genesis is a grand testimony to the sovereignty of God's election
precisely because God so freely deviated from expected and established human
practice. His ways are not our ways. Jacob and David joined God in'not feeling
bound to primogeniture. Christians also have felt free to give up the firstborn "
arrangement in many of the societies in which they have lived. The societal
practice of the firstborn is hardly sufficient evidence to verify that God, in
creating the man first, intended to make him the person in charge and in.
authority over the woman. RS
Hence, Adam’s firstness naturally made him the leader and the teacher ofthe -
worman in the garden. But it certainly is not clear that the man's firstness would:
make it inappropriate for the woman ever to be the man's teacher or ever tobe
in‘a position of leadership or authority over him. The woman might well gain.
the man’s stage of maturity and could conceivably even have experiences‘and
revelations which would make her an appropriate teacher and leader’ To
conclude from the fact of the man's having been created first that he is in‘a:
position of authority over the woman does not appear to be a necessary
conclusion from the Old Testament accounts. {(What Paul meant by appealing -
to man’s firstness will be discussed in connection with the Pauline passages.)
The argument is often proposed, however, that Adam showed an awareness:
of being in charge already in his first act after the woman’s creation. This
argument claims that upon meeting her, he names her. Scholars have observe
that naming among aricient peoples was “an exercise of sovereignty, of co
mand” (von Rad). When Adam called her “Woman,” Adam showed his pos
tion of authority over her, even as he had shown his position of authority in
naming the animals. Therefore the conclusion may be drawn, itis argued, that
Adam clearly sensed that he was in charge. i
Is such a reading of the man’s excited enthusiasmn for his new companion a:
fair reading of the account? We acknowledge that name-giving meant more in
ancient society than it usually does today. We acknowledge also that't
ancients saw in name-giving “an exercise of sovereignty.” We raise the que
tion, however, whether these were always and inevitably the implications o
giving a name. When the women of Bethlehem named Ruth’s baby “Obed;
did they mean to expréss sovereignty over the child? The whole context focuses
on the joy that Naomi has an heir (Ruth 4:17). The women are absorbed in
rejoicing with Naomi as they name the baby. When Hagar called the name o
God “Thou art the God of seeing” (from which a prominent well-derived:
name), was she assuming sovereignty over God? Israel would hardly hav
recorded the story of heract of name-giving if it had had such implications. On
the contrary, Hagar’s name-giving was a joyful exclamation of faith and con:
fidence in the God whe had just revealed his presence. Her response is 10¢
him by a new name. Adam’s calling his new companion “Woman™ is i t
same vein, a joyful recognition of what God has accomplished. The accou
says that “the rib which the Lorp.God had taken from the man he madé info
woman [ishshah]” (Gen. 2:22). God’s creative skill determined that she shou
be ishshah. When she is brought to the man, he recognizes what God had ma
and excitedly exclaims that at last he has a true counterpart: “bone of my bores
flesh of my flesh.” He recognizes that she is the same as himself, only feminin
‘He expresses that by making a wordplay on what he is—ish, man: “She shallb
called ishshah, because she is taken out of ish.” The exclamation shows joy ar
éxcitement; it shows the man’s powers of immediate recognition and int
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 isclearly more prominent than the female segment. No daughters of Adam and
Eve ever enter the account beyond the mentioning that there were some (Gen.
2:4). The story proceeds in terms of events involving the men. In fact, this
. attention to the man was even in evidence in the Genesis 2 creation story. There
‘18 no mention of the woman’s needs, of her reaction to the man, or of how she
-was to find fulfillment. We cautioned in our previous section against con-
-cluding that the attention given to the male was indicative that he was in charge.
mm: there can be no denying that throughout the Bible the primary focus is on
the man.

~...There can also be no denying that after the fall the man is not only the most
~:prominent but also clearly the dominant one. The man is in charge. He rules.
‘As the majority report has pointed out, this is true throughout the structures of
“-society—of judges, military leaders, monarchs, prophets, priests, and elders.
.- The Old Testament used the word head for some of these men in positions of
- leadership and authority. There were heads of houses (families), heads of
‘clans, heads over the people. There is a form of “headship” practiced in the Old
‘Testament. It is the headship of the ruler over his sttbjects. He is head of both
. males and females. This Old Testament headship is not the headship of the
man over the woman, but the headship of the office-holder over those under
him. In a male-dominated society the officers will naturally be men. Is there
any way of determining from the clear pattern and practice of the Old Testa-
ment male-dominated societal life whether male-domination is a God-willed
~God-ordained, God-revealed pattern and practice? In short, is male Qosa:mu
. tion really a creation structure, or is it only a human societal pattern? Or again
Hm..wvw%mﬁmwnrm_ pattern of society the will of God for alf human society in mmm
mes?
- Here is where the admittedly few exceptions in the Oid Testament become
important. The majority report calls these “exceptions to the rule.” Do they
mean by “the rule” the going practice, or the God-ordained norm? Undoubt-
edly the latter. But exceptions to the God-ordained norm are not to be lightly
“waved aside. One expects some obvious reason, oran explanation, or a sense of
dreadful uneasiness or wariness in view of an obvious departure from God’s
ays. On the contrary, the Old Testament shows only natural and .S&::m
acceptance of the leadership of these women in Israel. Miriam, the prophetess
15.in trouble when she challenges Moses’ superior authority (Num. 12). But
otherwise her leadership is pictured without apology, and later God can re-
- mind.[srael that she was one of the three whom he had sent to lead at the
exodus (Mic. 6:4). Deborah is a prophetess and a judge. “She used to sit under
‘the palm of Deborah...and the people of Israel came up to her for u.:mmuﬁ.m:n:

was not new, for Adam was placed in the garden of Eden “to till it and keep it”
{Gen. 2:15). Thus the man’s ruling of the woman need not be new either. God in
pronouncing his sentenice has graciously maintained and reaffirmed the basic
creation order, The man is to continue in the ruling position.

Such an interpretation is a possible one. In regard to childbearing and the
growing of food the original arrangements are indeed maintained, although
now in distorted, corrupted form. This is made clear in both cases by the:
Hebrew word ‘issabén, “pain, toil, suffering”: “in pain you shall bring forth.
children...in toil you shall eat of it [the ground] all the days of your life” (vv.
16+17), The majority report, in finding male rulership a continuance of the
created order, comments immediately upon how this rulership will degenerate
and become threatening to women after the fall. In other words, it assumes that:
the ‘issibin-idea of pain and suffering is to be understood in connection with
the statement about ruling as well as childbearing and working the soil. Rulin
will now cause pain and suffering for the woman. Ruling will degenerate intg:
tyranny and become a domineering type of ruling rather than the benevolent:
and loving ruling of the original order. The woman is placed under this:
sentence. Thus the statement, “he shall rule over you,” maintains the created
roles but also carries overtones of the pathetic lot of the woman in her fallén:
condition. The statement about ruling is a part of the sentence upon her. -

Such reading of “he shall rule over you" is complex. It calls for a quick switch:
from good rule to threatening domineering rule right within the one word rule;
Does the single word rule in this sentence really carry the content of bothi'th
created order and the fallen order? e

There is a simpler, and in our estimation a better, way of understanding the:
statement about man’s rulership. Radical changes have happened in God's
good creation. Thorns and thistles appear to be something new now that sin
has come. Man’s return to the dust from which he was taken sounds like a new
situation for the man. The man’s rulership over the woman can also be read as'a
niew, radical change. It is a statement of the sad consequences of the fallen
sinful state. It describes that fallen state. It does not prescribe God's will fo;
people living in the fallen state, so that husbands must insist on their right to
rule. (We do not treat the pains of childbirth or thorns and thistles in:g
gardens as things to be maintained by divine will!) Neither does the statemen
about the husband's ruling prescribe God's will for the ideal created and:
redeemed order. The relationship where the man is automatically the rulerand
the woman the ruled is a picture of the creation disturbed and fallen, R

The early chapters of Genesis have delivered to us no firm indications o1

clues to a rofe for the man which puts him in charge. The clues which are ofte
proposed were found highly tenuous and debatable. On the other hand, th
tirst chapter of Genesis views the man and the woman alongside each othe
without role differentiation, and the second chapter of Genesis appoints the
woman to be the true counterpart of man, the companion that has overcon
his aloneness. The man is not constituted always to be in charge and 1
woman always to be a follower. It appears rather that they were created as true:
partners, to live in mutualleadership and fulfillment of each other, Created this:
way, perhaps they may hope that the created state will someday be restoted,

- 2, Fhe Rest of the Old Testament
“-As the'biblical account moves on from the fall, the male segment of humam &

menton Israel’s partin accepting her. The book of the law is found in the termple
and its threatening words need authentcation. King Josiah instructs: “Go
inguire of the Lorp for me....So Hilkiah the priest...went to Huldah the
prophetess.... And she said to them, Thus says the Lorp...” (I Kings 22:13-15).

ing and priest seek the word from a woman. There is no embarrassment or
sense of humiliation, but only a sense of urgency to hear the authoritative word
~irom a recognized source. The incident is all the more striking if the prophet
Jeremiah was indeed on the scene in those days, as the standard chronologies
“propose.




350 ReroRT 33

Is it clear, then, that the Old Testament demonstrates that only men are to be -
in positions of leadership, at least, primary leadership? ls there more primary. -
leadership than Deborah's judging Israel and commanding military generals,
and Huldah's instructing kings and priests? These women were a departure
from the usual patterns of their society. They strongly suggest that othet
patterns are possible in God’s good purposes with his people. ...

3. The New Testament “Head” Passages

a. General Comments g
The majority report appropriately alerts us to the fact that what concerns
us is not the head as part of human or animal anatomy, but the word heid
used as a metaphor. Metaphorical usage assumes a similarity and analogy:
We must seek to detect the implied similarity. In what sense is Christ, ora
husband, or a man similar to a head? The ‘word studies in the majority
report have surveyed the variety of usages in ancient Hebrew and Greek:
cultures and especially within the Seriptures. These word studies showed
that there is not a clear and direct line from that widespread Hebrew usé of:
head for a tribal or family leader to the New Testament “head” passages. The:
predominant choice when translating the Ofd Testament Scripture passages
into Greek was to use the Greek word for ruler (archon) rather than the Grigk:
word for head (kephalé), This raised the question of whether it was entirely’
natural to hear the idea of ruling leader in the Greek word kephalé. Therehas.
been much scholarly discussion of this point. The majority report has
presented much careful exegetical study of the “head” passages in the New
Testament, seeking to detect the focus of the head-idea in each passage. We
can express wholehearted agreement with much of the committee’s work:
here, =
It has sometimes been denied that the word kead in the New Testament:
ever refers to a person in his exercise of rulership and authority. Such.a
proposal cannet stand. A clear instance of head in a ruling sense is Ephes
sians 1:22, where Paul says that God made Christ “head over all things.” The:
context has clear expressions indicating the superior position of Christ and .
the inferior position of all else. The preposition “over” brings out the ruling
stance. Colossians 2:10 may be referring to the same kind of headship. The:
language is slightly different. Christ is here called “head of all rule angd
authority.” The indications of superior and inferior position are not:ag
prominent, and Christ is not said to be “head over,” but “head of.” An
alternative ' meaning for this passage could be head in the sense of fout:
tainhead, source, or origin—they all came from him. But, over against
voices who toa sweepingly declare that notions of rulership and authority
are strange to the Greek concept of kephale, at least the Ephesians 1:22
expression of "head over” presents contrary evidence. In the New Testa:
ment head can refer to an authoritative rufing position. In passing, it should
be noted that the “all things” over whom Christ is the head summarize all
the powers which rival Christ’s rule (cf. v. 21), e
There is another prominent focus to the head metaphor in the New
Testament. Paul sometimes combined the head metaphor with the body
metaphor, one of his favorite representations of the church. In two passages
(Col. 2:19 and Eph. 4:15) Paul was very specific about the head-body rela-
tionship he had in mind. The body draws its life and energy from the head:
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‘From this source of supply the body is nourished and enabled to grow. It
» Teceives its energies, its cohesiveness, its ability to act with effectiveness

from the life it draws from the head. Headship here is an organic type of

headship. The head is the source and supplier of life through organic

processes.
- Hence, we have detected two types of headship in the New Testament.
Broadly speaking, they follow the distinction between how a head relates to

L ‘its own body (organic headship), and how a head relates to other bodies and
::things outside itself (ruling headship). This distinction is important to

notice.
At this point some difficult questions arise. Are these two types of

.. headship mutually exclusive, so that if one is present, the other will not be?
.. -Or is the very opposite the case, namely, that the two facets, ruler and
~+-.organic supplier, are always both present in varying degrees in each in-
_...stance of the head metaphor? Does ruling headship imply the organic
..+ -relationship? This would hardly seem to be true of Christ’s ruling headship
.7 over the powers—they are definitely not connected to him in a bodily

fashion. Ruling headship, thus, does not necessarily imply organic head-

ship.. Does organic headship, on the other hand, imply the stance and

activity of ruling? When Christ is pictured as the head supplying energy and
noeurishment to his body, the church, do we have a picture of Christ as ruler?
Or are the ideas subtly different? In regard to Christ the idea of rulership is
never far away, for the basic Christian confession is that Christ is Lord—a
confession of rulership. But is headship an alternate synonymous expres-
sion for lordship? Popular usage tends to equate the two. Did Paul really

. *. mean headship to be understood thus? And if the ideas of headship and

lordship seem to lie so close together in regard to Christ, are they also
closely associated when Paul calls the husband head of the wife? There has

-surely been a tendency to hear overtones of the husband’s lordship over his

wife in the term head. Is there any way through this maze of difficult
guestions and subtle points? We can only plead for extra careful listening to
Paud, intent on catching his point and resistant to the temptation to extend
Paul’s kead metaphor beyond the point he made with it. We proceed to the

“two passages where the head metaphor is used of a man in relation to a

woman, asking what point Paul intended to make.

b. Ephesians 5:22-23
In Ephesians 5:22-23 we meet for the third time in this letter Paul's use of

“the head metaphor. The first one had clearly been ruling headship—Christ is

“head over all things” (Eph. 1:22). The second one had clearly been Christ’s
organic headship—"...grow up in every way into him who is the head, into

" Christ, from whom the whole body...makes bodily growth and upbuilds

itself” (Eph. 4:15-16). What is the focus of the third time “head” is used—
Ephesians 5:22-237 This passage is importarit to our present study, for rﬂ,.m
the head metaphor speaks not only of Christ but of men, or, more specifi-
cally, of husbands. “Wives, be subject to your husbands, as to the Lord. For
the husband is the head of the wife as Christ is the head of the church, his
body, and is himself its Savior. As the church is subject to Christ, so let wives
also be subject in everything to their husbands. Husbands, love your wives,
as Christ loved the church and gave himself up for her...” (Bph. 5:22-25).
The majority report has proposed that the basic explication of the head-
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ship idea here is to be found in the command to the woman to be subject. It
concludes that headship in this passage is dlearly and primarily ruling .
headship. The material in the passage that alludes to an organic type of
headshipis seen as showing the way in which the basic ruling is to be done.
Ruling is to be done in a loving and self-sacrificing way. The majority points
out that this is clearly the pattern of Christ’s headship, so we may be .
confident that this is the pattern which Paul has in mind for the husband as:
well. This understanding of the passage is widespread and of long standing -
But it may be questioned whether it has caught Paul’s thrust with entire
clarity. Two matters call for further probing: {1} what is subjection in this~
passage, and (2} what is headship in this passage? -
(1) Paul calls wives ko subjection in this passage. It is important to note,
however, that this call immediately follows a general call for all Christians to -
be subject to each other. The two are so closely tied together that in the Greek.
Paul did not even repeat the specific command for the wives. It reads
literally: “Subject yourselves to one another in reverence of Christ, wives to-:
your own husbands...” (5:21-22). In other words, wives are the first specific:
instance Paul gives of the way all Christians are to live in subordinating
themselves to each other. Subjection is not a uniquely female stance any
more than the command he gives to husbands to love is a uniquely male
stance. Both are expressions of appropriate ways for Christians to subject
themselves to each other. o
Mutual and reciprocal subjection is at the very heart of the new thing th:
has happened in Christ: Paul alludes to it several times: “Outdo one anoth
in showing honor” {Rom. 12:10); “In humility count others better thén
yourselves. Let each of you look not only to his own interests, but alsoto.thi
interests of others” (Phil. 2:3-4); “Be subject to one another out of reverence
for Christ” (Eph. 5:21). Christians are being called to break with the whole
system of rankings that loom so large in ordinary societal relationships:
They are asked to cease all their careful calculations as to who owes them
honor and deference and to whom they, in turn, are obligated to:show
honor and deference, The Christian stance is to show honor and deference
to all, without distinction, willingly, and with enthusiasm. It recognizes that
the claims of others upon one surpass the claims that one owes to himselt.or
herself. It is the difference between self-giving and self-seeking, between
being directed toward others and being directed toward self. Mulual subjec:
tion describes the attitude of willingly giving in, cooperating, assuining
responsibility, acknowledging others’ claims to one’s time and attentio
being a helper. As Markus Barth says in his commentary on Ephesians, [t
[subjection] is a demonstration of that ‘total humility, gentleness, mutial
bearing, love, unity, peace’ which in [Eph.] 4:1-3 were described as
constitutive works not of miserable slaves and bootlickers but of the fre¢
children of God, of persons in high standing, even of princes” (p. 710); Chuist
called it “self-denial.” -
In learning something about headship fram Paul’s use of the term subjec:
tion, we must pay careful attention to how Paul is using that term, He had
used the word once before in Ephesians, then also in connection with:t
idea of headship: God subjected (hypotassi-—active voice) the principalities,
powers and all things under Christ’s feet and made him head over all thin
(Eph. 1:22}. This subjection was reaily subjugation. It happened quite 1

: ~one flesh. It is this vivid metaphor of Christ’s

- . For Christian wives of Paul’s day the role of submission
=.+The whole of their culture had molded them to conceive of nio otherroie for

gardless of their will in the matter—in fact, since they were hostile powers, it

+ happened against their will. The headship of that passage is clearly ruling,

authoritative headship, an exerting of one’s rights over others. However, the
expression here in 5:21 makes a significant change. Subjection is expressed
-with the same word (fiypotassd), but now in the Greek middle voice: subject
yourselves, each one doing his own subjecting. It is not one of rank subject-

& ing others, but of those without rank subjecting themselves. And here in

mvrmmwmmm 5it s to be mutual and reciprocal subjection: “to one another” All
rankings and orderings are being disregarded. A ruling, authoritative iead-
ship does not fit well into a system of mutual subjection.

(2) What kind of headship-is pictured for Christ and for the husband in

o ”mwrmmmmsm 5:227 Paul defines it very specifically: “The husband is the head of
i+ the wife as Christ is the head of the church, his body, of which he is the

”

~.~Savior.” The English translations fail to convey the exact parallelism of the

phrases here used of Christ. The Greek order reads literally

The Christ
He

head
savior

of the church
of the body.

. ... Paul could hardiy indicate more clearly that the headship he has in mind is to
" be seen in Christ’s activities as Savior.

Paul'emphasizes the fact that he has Christ’s saving activities in mind in

" the words he immediately addresses to husbands: “Christ loved the church

and gave himself up for her, that he might sanctify her, having cleansed her

. .. by the washing of water with the word, that he might present the church to
. “himself in splendor, without spat or wrinkle or any such thing, that she

might be holy and without blemish” (Eph. 5:25b-27). The headship here

. pictured is the solicitous care which a head shows to its own body. Paul
o ..Bmwmm that specific: “For no man ever hates his own flesh, but nourishes and
- cherishes it, as Christ does the church, because we are members of his body”
- {vv. 29-30). And lest the strong organic ties between head and body still
- .have not been caught, Paul quotes Scripture: “For this reason a man shall
. 'leave his father and mother and be joined to his wife, and the two shall
. become one flesh.” This mystery is a profound one, and [ am saying that it
 refers to Christ and the church” (vv. 31-32). Christ has, , giv
" his individual identity; :

( as:it were, given up
he now finds his identity in the church. Christ and
the church are "one flesh.” Head and body are one life.

- The headship of Christ in this passage is emphatically organic headship.

" The body aligns itself to the head as naturally and as inevitably as any body

finds and draws its life from its head. “The church is subject to Christ” (v.
24). His headship is life-giving; her subrmission is Em-a.ﬂmiimi..%m%.mwm.
. . organic headship of the
which Paul finds to be the model for husband-headship.
was nothing new.

church, his body,

themselves. But now Christianity has come and- everything has become

new. Q.E.mim presence has brought a qualitatively new dimension to all
< relationships. Christian wives find that their marriages also have become

new. There is a new incentive and a new mativation: they are to submit to
their husbands “as to the Lord” (v, 22). It is true that they are to be subject “in
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everything” to their husbands (v. 24). But in the new life in Christ even a
total subjection does not threaten a wife’s dignity or diminish her poten-
tialities. She keeps her identity, her integrity as a person, her prerogatives.
She rules her hasband’s body, even as he rules hers (1 Cor. 7:4).
Paul can conceive of fascinating possibilities of mutuality within the rela-
tionship of subjection. Wives will find life, real life, by way of submission te:
their husbands. Christ is bringing themn te maturity in him in precisely this
way. It's an exciting new venture. Wives receive a new challenge because:
there is new content for them in a very old role.
Itis the husband that receives the more striking challenge, however. Heis:
called “head.” What is the meaning of such a designation? Paul sees the
husband’s position in the marriage as analogous to Christ’s relation to-his
church. Christ is the head of his church, his body. The husband is the head"
of his wife, his body. The body designation for the wife and the church:
focuses the meaning of kead. The organic relationship is in view here. Head is
a position of power. But the head uses its power not to exert itself over it
body, but to make itself available so that the body can draw life. The hugband
is not to find his model as head in Christ’s headship over all things (namely,
the rivaling powers) but in Christ’s headship for the church. Ephesians 1:22-
had said that Christ was “head over all things for the church, which is hi
body.” Ephesians 4:15 had further focused the relationship of Christ and his..
church and called Christians “to grow up in every way into him whio is thi
head, into Christ, from whom [comes]... bodily growth.” Hence husbarid
are not being told, “Make Christ’s headship over the rival powers you
model; subject your wives to yourselves; assert your headship.” Rather E
says to husbands and wives: “Submit to one another out of reverence fo;
Christ...Husbands, love your wives, just as Christ loved the church
gave himself up for her...In this same way, husbands ought to love’thei
wives as their own bodies” {vv. 21, 25, 28 [NIV]). Husband-headshipisu
one's power to supply nourishment, sustenance, growth, life to one’sb
It is the picture not of dominance but of empowerment. It is not fa
charge and asserting self, but investing one’s self in the other, enabling t
other to come to the maturity which Christ is now making possible: Head
ship in marriage is self-giving service on the model of Christ’s self-gi
service of us. The goalis to bring forth a radiant wife something like Chizis
radiant church (v. 27). C
Christ is the model for husband-headship—Chuist in his self:gt
saving, life-supplying role. In the position of head there is power, no
latent power available to be tapped, but working power, power going for
to accomplish a goal. Does this not suggest authoritative and ruling,
sions even for organic headship? Yes, but Christ remains the mode
member his words to the disciples: :

You know that those who are supposed to rule over the Gentiles lo
over them, and their great men exercise authority over them.-B
not be so among you; but whoever would be great among yout
your servant, and whoever would be first among you mustbe slay
For the Son of man also came not to be served but to serve, and to giv
:Jife as a ransom for many (Mark 10:42-45). S

The exertion of power must come through service. The Christian husba
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as head exerts his power not by imposing it regardless of the wife's person

and integrity but only by way of the head-body uni ife-givi i
. ¥ union of life-giving and life-
drawing harmony. The head exerts power so that the woam% meu\ Nm Mnm-
powered. Wives will be led into the radiant splendor of Christian maturit
vwﬂﬂ@‘ of the husband's self-giving headship. ¢
is minority dissents from the majority’s use of this passage t i
. 1 2 10 restrict
the roles open to married women in society and the nrzuwr. Hwﬂom_mmwmmﬂ_

“that when the kind of organic headship pi i ioni
en p pictured here is functioni
~the Christian husband would be leading his wife to the kind of MMEEMW

where the roles open to him as a Christian in societ i

; and the church
effectively be shared by her as well. The husband’s Wmmamri is MMW Emmwm%h
eye fo restricting her activities and range of service; his headship is for the
purpose of enabling and qualifying her for full participation in the whole

- gamut of Christian activities. His headship opens up he iti
~7gives no hint that he may do things she Sﬂu\ ﬂoﬁ Qc.ﬁ " opporfunities. It

= I Corinthians 11:3
In I Corinthians 11:3 there is a threefoid statement of headship: “the head

. of every man is Christ, and the head of the woman i
o, ofever: i . s man, and the head of
) .ﬂrzmﬂ.ﬂm God .AZMSH S%.J\ does Paul introduce the new subject to Qrwwr %m
-1 turning in this Corinthian letter with this recitation of threefold headship?

The answer probably lies in the problem he wishes to discuss. Something

. 'has gone awry in the Corinthian church with the wa i
in n@:«nr.. The head is the focal center of the EoEmE%&mﬁwﬂw mmn”. wmmﬂmw%wwwwm
ancient situation that it is difficult for us to detect whether it is a matter of
hairstyle, or of a head covering, or perhaps both. We also cannot detect
‘whether men and women were equally involved in the problem or not. It
..m..o:.sam as if the women may have been the primary offenders. E:mﬁm<mw it
was, shamefulliberties were being taken. In expressing his disapproval Paul
stated it evenhandedly. Men's heads ought not to look like women’s and
. women’s heads ought not to look like men's. At the primary point for public
-, recognifion, the head, there must be clear sexual identity. P
~ Paul had learned that in Corinth there were some tendencies to blur the
“lines between the sexes. He found such conduct highly shameful. He

ished to bring out the shame with all due force. He begins by mentioning

the three metaphorical heads: Christ of man, man of wo

Christ. Then he remarks immediately that inappropriate mﬂw% _wmm MM@MMMMM

: shames cz.mw head. Catch Paul's double meaning here: it is a shame to one'’s

- own .@E\mﬁw_ head, but it is also a shame to one's other head, the meta-
phorical head to which each one of us is related. Paul engages ina wordplay

Heighten the point of the shame. Men oughtto look like men, and women

‘ought to look like women. Otherwise, double shamel!

In what sense is the metaphorical head to be understood? Paul’s line of

easoning in this whole discussion is far from clear. But i e gi
s0 : : - But in verse 8'hé gives
the following reason to back the position he has taken: “for man is mo%nos:

oman but woman from man. And man was not created for the woman, but

‘woman for the man” [literal translation}. Man's being th i i
w&m woman was created and the fact that she was Eme wwmwom:mmm MMWMMMTM”M
Are-reasons for keeping an immediately identifiable difference ngmms
them. since Paul makes a specific point of the man’s being the source
point of origin for the woman, this sounds like the clue to how he was rmwm
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using the term head. Such a notion of headship is still found in such words as
“headwaters” and “fountainhead.” Head is here being used to express the -
refation of source, the point of origin. .
The majority report has rejected the notion of a source headship for this -
passage. To them it does not make sense to say that Christ is the source of
every man. However, their discussion of the matter confuses source head-"
ship with organic headship. It is true that every man is not in a bodily:
relationship with Christ, drawing his life, energy, and nourishment from-
Christ as source (organic headship). But every man as an instance of the.
male human being can find his male origination at the point of the creation of:
the first man. He came from that living breath of the creating Christ. Christis-
his source, his head. The authors of the majority report find it even more:
unacceptable to think of God as the source of Christ. They comment, “Ifwe:
think of source in the sense of origin, the idea that God the Father was the:
origin of Christ would suggest that Christ was a created being—a view
which is totally contrary to Scripture.” This appears to the minority to be aii:
overstatement. Colossians 1:15 can speak of Christ as “the first-born. of all
creation.” In the very letter we are dealing with, T Corinthians, Paul had:
made it specific that Christ is to be identified with “the wisdom of God”:
(1:24, 30). This identification for Chuist is commonly understood as Paul
linking Christ to the Wisdom figure of the later parts of the Old Testament

Wisdom speaks thus in Proverbs 8:22: “The Lord created me at the begi
ning of his work, the first of his acts of old.” That the Messiah figure, Christ,
finds his point of origin in God somewhat analogous to the man'’s finding his
point of originin Chirist the creator, and the woman her point of origininthe

man does not appear to us to be “totally contrary to Scripture.” We of th
minority read Paul’s threefold headship in I Corinthians 11:3 as:alludin
primarily to source, point of origin. This is the interpretation of such com-.
mentators as C. K. Barrett, F, E. Bruce, and J. Murphy-O’'Connor. Paul gave
the clue that he was thinking of source headship when he made a poir
the woman's being “from man” and not vice versa (v. 8). L
Does the reference to headship in this passage carry any further conten
beyond source or origin? The history of the use of head as metaphor sho A
how natural is the development from being first chronojogically. to:bei
first in importance, privilege, prerogative, jurisdiction and authority:1
firsthorn becomes head of the family [egally and socially. The elders becom
the rulers. The Greek word arch? means “beginning,” but then develops th
meanings, “sovereignty, dominion.” Does Paul’s statement “the head of th
worman is man” speak of a ruling headship as well as a source headship!
Many simply assume that it does. Many have argued that it does. Inter
of this passage they argue that the veil is an evidence of man’s authority:ay
the woman and an evidence of her subjection to the man{vv. 5, 6, 105:-Th
problem with this argument is that it is not at all clear that Paul is speaking;

a veil in this passage. The man's rulership over the woman has.somet
been seen in the fact that the woman is called “the glory of the-man’ (v,
and in the fact that she was created for (din) him and not vice versa (v ). The
_* thought about the man being God’s glory and the woman being the ma
glory {v. 7)is not at all clear to modern interpreters; it may allude tosomela
~ Jewish or rabbinic ways of speaking. The thought of the woman being m
_ for the man clearly aliudes to the Genesis 2 account of the man’s alonen:

L authority the woman has, as a woman in Chri

“from,”

..Here in I Corinthians 11, however,

o WMMMM& m._mz.mén:.:m: {or Em.ﬁm-m.mb;mmmv relationship. Man is head of wom
/] erives from the fact that in creation the woman was created from wm._m
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and how that aloneness was overcome b i
] : ¢ “ y the creation of
WMMQ %w%m _mmmm.m %m %msmﬁmﬁ_&\ awailing the creation of a n%%BHWWHﬂ. mMM
s modeled M fit nmz and his need. But this does not :mnmmmmmqﬂmmm that
s was made | is su o_d,_nmﬁm and servant. Paul is simply emphasizing that
{he sax1 Q.m%. mzn_aw“mﬁmmw of male and female derives from the VeTy process
of their Omom. e needs to make this point as evidence against the
i y in Corinth to abandon unique female or male identity |
ndenc ntity in how they
?oﬁ%m LMMM@OMMMM Wmﬁ&ﬂmﬂronaﬁoqﬁ Em woman is sometimes derived
arom the wse of ord "authority” (exousia) in verse 10 (NIV), (This verse is
2 most diffict ﬁw\mwmm to understand. ) The difficulty with finding the man’s
anth m.wy ver the woman expressed here is that it is by no means clear that
uthority referred to is the man’s authority. It could be referring to m.wm
. ; st, observing pro
Mm%w_,mﬁ MMM %mermmw in the pubiic assembly. If the Emmm%m nmwﬂ MMMMM.MMM
roing head of mm%oam: 1 present in this passage, it is present in a highl
armb m 559_.“59. n Em other hand, .Em idea of man being the source ?omm
i wo vooamm 15 present specifically and unambiguously in v. 8
oes Paul do with the idea of headship in this 1 Corinthians 11

? .

. Wmmmmmwmwm mﬂwwz mem HMMW _umuﬂ:wg Mrmaﬂoaﬁ_m% calculated to increase the
s ropriate headdress. In reasoning ab i

. o .
: .MMMWMM%MMEWMB men and women as to appropriate rmmmaummww mwmmmmm
L ; e idea of Em woman being from the man (man’s mo:wmm head
.. ship—v. 8). But even this principle is not one which can stand without me:m.

‘qualifi . L :

mowﬁwmwww. Nevertheless, in the Lord woman is not independent of m

o Eoﬂm M Mo%mm,. mo.n as woman was made from man, so man is now wowm
- And all things are from God"” (vv. 11-12). Here is a reaffirmation

i that i
: woman is from (ek) man, but now there is the significant addition that

all men presently have come through (by way of, dia) woman. To this h
2 ) e

~-adds a final thought: in tracing sources {as expressed in the preposition

g

ek}, remember that God is the sour

| ! 5 ce of all. Headshi

mMMMm:T ﬁrwrmm:mm of source, does not appear to be a z._o:m.:m%mmm_a M‘MMTMM Mr
press. He then goes on to argue further about differing hairstyles by mvvmmm

» .
.Ing toa sense of propriety, to nature or custom, and to established practice in

the churches (vv. 13-16).
This I Corinthian 11 passage contains one of the two places in the New

" Testament where metaphorical headship is applied to man. The othe
. . T

Instance (Eph. 5:23) is clearly speaking of the husband-wife refationship
the relationship appears to be the un-

marn. The sexes are distinct, The w
ma . ord from Jesus that in h i
! ct, The ] . eaven
%MWMM._Wm BWMHMSW nor giving in marriage (Mark 12:25 and wmﬁzm_%nmﬂzm
) erstood as a doing away with sexual distinctiveness here and :o%

WLMMTMM Mmmmﬂ% statement like “in Christ there is not male and female” (Gal
....Hu..w:_ . : must remain males, and females must remain females. And
Faul is enforcing this basic created distinction by insisting th istin

- tion be immediately apparent and s o Slinc.
=+ her appropriate headdress and hairstyle.

acknowledged by each person in his or

" There is, then, biblical warrant for speaking of man as head of woman
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But may one go further with this Pauline statement of male headship than
Paul did? He clarified that it was source-headship and insisted that there be
distinct habits of dress for men and women, Remarkably, he proposed no
distinction of activity, role, or place in the congregation. Both men and

women might pray and prophesy when properly attired. Paul is not making -
a point about a role for women in the congregation which is clearly distinet .

from men. There is no trace of a more limited role for women than for men in
this passage. Paul’s point is the distinction of appearance.

4. Other New Testament Passages

a. I Corinthians 14:33b-35
In reading through I Corinthians, one is surprised in the fourteenth

chapter to come upon the prohibition of women speaking in church. We are -
not prepared for it. The eleventh chapter had so clearly implied that when.

women were properly attired, they, as well as the men, might pray and
prophesy. Now we hear that they must be silent,

The members of the majority have given a good discussion of this passage
and of the problems in undersianding it. They have proposed a likely -

solution. They find that the prohibition is not against all kinds of speaking.
Such an interpretation would not fit with the praying and prophesying

permitted in chapter 11. Tt also does not fit with the immediate context,.”
which is urging Christians, one and ail, to seek the best gifts, “especially .

that you may prophesy” (see 12:31; 14:1 and 39). The majority report finds a

clue to what Paul was forbidding in the advice he gave for the women in v. |
35: “If they want to inquire about something, they should ask their hus-

bands at home” (NIV). The report explains:

These words suggest that women were raising questions in the service.
This must be tied in with what has just been said about the discussions

which followed prophetic revelations or words of instruction, the pur-
pose of which discussions was to “weigh carefully” what had just been:
said. Paul is here forbidding women from entering into such discussions. -

Apparently such conduct on the part of the wamen in the congregation
was considered disruptive of good order by Paul.

Such an understanding of the passage makes sense out of Paul’s words here

as well as out of what he had said earlier.

The majority report goes on to link this understanding of the situation to.

the idea of headship.

What we do learn here is that certain kinds of speaking in the church-
service were prohibited to women at that time, since they were asked to.
“be in submission” to others—presumably, to the leaders of the church..
One reason why women were prohibited from such speaking in that day, -
we may surmmise, was probably that such speaking involved making:
judgments about the presentations of certain men (possibly including:
their own husbands); such judgment-making would amount to exercis-

ing authority over men in the church service. The injunction forbidding

wormen from engaging in this kind of speaking in the church, therefore,

is prabably an implication of the headship concept.

This is one way of interpreting the materials. The majority is quite »msmm.... :

o

~ tive in its presentation—note the qualifiers: “presumably,” “we may sur-".
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mise,” “probably,” “possibly.” They confess, in effect, what very many
commentators confess: we cannot be exactly sure what Paul is prohibiting
bécause we are not sufficiently clear on the Corinthian situation and the
problem.

Do we learn something about headship from this passage? The term head
is not used here. The headship notion must be derived from the statements
about submission for the women, But it is not clear to whom they are to be
submissive. Isit to their husbands? to all men? to the church officers? to the

.good order of the worship service? to the general edification of the Christian

community? Precisely what kind of headship notion is to be learned from
this passage?

The sitaation to which Paul is speaking is the very disorderly worship
service. In rapid succession Paul calls three groups to silence (the Greek
word sigac is used for each): the tongue-speakers (vv. 27-28), the prophets
(vv. 29-32}, the women (v. 34). He twice points to a role of submission
(hypotassd): for the spirits of the prophets (v. 32: “The spirits of prophets are
subject to prophets”) and for the women (v. 34). In the former reference Paul
probably means that each prophet is master of his own spirit even when his
spirit is being inspired by the Holy Spirit to prophesy. To propose such a
subjection is botd indeed, for it borders on placing the Holy Spirit in
subjection. One dares think it only in connecticn with Paul's immediate
addition: “For God is not a God of confusion but of peace” (v. 33}. For the
sake of orderliness and general edification prophetic spirits can be and are
submissive. Then comes the call to women to be submissive. The context is
clearly the need for order in the worship services.

Paul is concerned that the worship services be edifying (v. 26). He is also
concerned about the impression the worship service makes on visitors:
“H...the whole church assembles and all speak in tongues, and outsiders or
unbelievers enter, will they not say that vou are mad?” (v. 23). Women's
questioning during the worship service was apparently not very edifying.
This need cause no surprise. The Jewish synagogue had religiously ex-
cluded women’s participation in the cornmunal discussions. And from no
less an authority than Aristotle we learn how Greeks viewed women's
participation: accerding to him the deliberative part of woman’s soul is
without authority and needs ruling by males (Politiea, 1260a). In Greek
society the virtuous faithful married woman was for the most part secluded
and untaught. Neither Greek nor Jewish cultures had prepared women for
participation in intellectual pursuits or religious discussions.

Paul says further that it is shameful for a woman to speak in church. Greek
and Jewish customs were not comfortable with women participating intel-
lectually in mixed groups. Christian practice was still having to firid its way
with the new status accorded to women. Remember the problem of proper
attire when praying and prophesying (chap. 11}. One could call forth a sense

- of shame in women for departing from the customary role assigned them by

their culture.

Paut also called upon the law as a witness to women’s role of submission
(v. 34). No specific law assigns women such a role—unless one adopts the
reading of Genesis 3:16 that makes it a law. Interpreters have puzzled
extensively over Paul’s appeal to the law here—it sounds so untypical of
Paul. 5ome have found in it a clue for proposing that this whole passage
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about women is the work of a later interpolator. Others propose that Paul is E
quoting a Corinthiar proposal here, to which he finally answers, “What!
Did the word of God originate with you?” (v. 36). We shall not trace the host
of proposals this enigmatic appeal to the law has brought forth. We propose: -
that Paul may be alluding to the picture of woman’s role in the whole of the
Mosaic legistation. Under the law structure wornen had always functioned
in subordinate roles.

Finally, Paul affirms that his advice is “a command of the Lord” (v. 37).
What specifically is the Lord commanding? It would be so clear, precise, and
easy of application to understand the Lord commanding once and for all
time: women are not to speak in church. But such acommand is at odds with
what Paul permitted, for they were allowed to pray and prophesy (11:5).
Also, Paul has just been urging the Corinthians to seek the gift of prophecy
more than the gift of tongues (14:1, 39). Does he really mean to exclude
women from seeking these gifts? A categorical prohibition against women
speaking would finally thwart women's coming to full participation in. the
life and worship of the Christian community. Rather, we understand thé
Lord’s (and Paul’s} command to be: “Wormen, in circumstances where you
conduct adds to the disruption of the worship service or threatens tobring:
stigma upon the gospe!, adjust your behavior in appropriate ways for th
sake of the edification of your fellow Christians and for the sake of the good
name of the gospel among unbelievers,” Such a command cannot be 45
precisely applied as the simple “Women, be silent.” But it acknowledge
women’s maturity in Christ and it calls women to Christian self-giving for
others and for Christ’s sake in appropriate situations. The command does
net imply that with every situation and in all cultures silence (even ‘whier
limited to some particular type) is the inevitable or ordained stanee:f
women.

Da we learn something about a headship principle for all times from thi
passage? The submission here called for is an appropriate way to attemptt
restore order to this disruptive situation in the church service. It is not'clea
that this same pattern of submission must be maintained in all worshi
situations at all times. There could conceivably be worship situations wher,
women'’s intellectual participation would be edifying to the worshiping:
congregation. Paul was concerned with disrupted worship in Corinth. To.
find an eternal male headship principle operative in this passage is a very .
debatable conclusion. o

b. { Timothy 2:11-15 :

The majority report has found in this passage some light on how head

ship speaks to the question of women in church office. It concludes:

Paul’s forbidding wormnen from being the official teachers of the churchi
I Timothy 2 is another implication of the headship of the man over 4
womarn. Since such teaching involves having doctrinal and ethical
thority over men, and since man is the head of the woman, a woinan
ought not to be the official teacher of the church.... This prohibition
would seem to exclude the kind of teaching which is done officially; fo
the entire congregation, by appointed office-bearers of the church:+-
We, a minority of the committee, are not persuaded that this is the on
-nor even the necessary, conclusion of this passage. Our reservations:li

two areas: (1) whether the prohibition can be limited to the formal church
situation—it appears to apply to all of Christian conduct, and (2) whether
the prohibition specifically applies to all ages and all cultures. The majority
found a rule for all ages, but a rule speaking only to a very limited area of
life—church office. We suspect that Paul meant his rule for far broader

~ -~ application in Christian communal life, but may not have been legislating for
all times and ages. In short, was it a narrow prohibition for all times, or a
" "broad prohibition for that time?

' ‘Perhaps we ought to pause here for a moment and ask whether the Bible,

‘or, more specifically, the New Testament, has commands or prohibitions

which do not specifically apply to all times and all societies. A moment's
thought reminds us that most churches do not practice the holy kiss greet-
ing in spite of Paul's commanding it four times (Rom. 16:16; I Cor. 16:20;
I Cor. 13:12; I Thess. 5:26) and Peter's commanding it once (I Pet. 5:14). We

. . have developed different forms of greeting each other, We teach our chil-

dren to fold their hands in prayer in spite of Paul’s command {for men, at

‘least) to lift them in the air (I Tim. 2:8). Jesus washed his disciples’ feet and
-~ "then said specifically, “If I then, your Lord and Teacher, have washed your

feet, you also ought to wash one another’s feet. For I have given you an
example, that you should do as I have done to you” (John 13:14-15). But few
Christians practice this command. Women now cut their hair in spite of

- ICorinthians 11115, and they appear at worship without a covering for their
~“heads in spite of I Corinthians 11:5. In fact, women now wear gold, pearls,

“and expensive dresses quite contrary to Paul’s command {I Tim. 2:9), And as
©faras “fixing their hair” or “getting it done"—the very thing Paul was talking

about in his words “not with braided hair” {I Tim. 2:9}—few women would

“"feel comfortable today appearing for worship without having done it.

“Times have changed,” we say. Exactly so. This is particularly true of matters

. which are not moral in themselves but which mean varying things in
~* varying societal and cultural circumstances. A hairdo said something in
© first-century Ephesus which was inappropriate for Christian women’s be-

havior. In the twentieth-century western world it no longer conveys an
inappropriate message. .

- Might the same thing be true of women’s teaching men? Miglit it even be
true of women’s addressing men with some authority in church? This is the

. M._ " question for which we are seeking light, The Bible does not answer this kind
© “of question directly. Paul did not say, “Greet one another with:a holy kiss

while thatis appropriate.” On some of these matters of Christian conduict we
must seek to make sound and sensitive Christian judgments beyond the

~ “specific guidance of the Scriptures, We nonetheless appeal for the Holy
2o Spirit's guidance.

~.." What was Paul trying to say to the first-century Christians in Ephesus by
his statement to Timothy that he was not permitting a woman “to teach or to
~"have authority over men?” To answer this, we must seek to learn what we

can about the circumstances and problems of the Christian community in
Ephesus,
By the time of Paul’s letter to Timothy, the Christian ¢hurch was in a

‘precarious relationship to the world around it. The governing authorities

often got the impression that this new Christian faith and community was a
subversive movement. New religious movements have never been wel-



362 ReroORT 33

comed by the established order. Day by day the threat of suspicion, persecu-
tion, and outright banning of the movement loomed large. Paul began the
chapter we are presently considering (I Tim. 2} by calling for a most open
display of progovernment commitment: “I urge that supplications, prayers; -
intercessions, and thanksgivings be made for all men, for kings and all who
are in high places.” It was important that both local and imperial leaders -
learn what a wholesome influence was at work for them in the realm. They
could then afford to be kindly disposed or at least tolerant toward this new
faith. Christians were seeking the favor of their God for the government. .
Paul was concerned for the church. “Pray [for the rulers],” he says, “that
we may lead a quiet and peaceable life, godly and respectful in every way”
{v. 2}. He was not just seeking the church’s comfort and security. He was
eager to build bridges. Let rapport be established with the governmental
rulers, so that we can avoid being the victims of their suspicions and fears, -
These people could be the next Christian converts. After all, God desires.”
that all men be saved. Furthermore, there is only one God, and the mediator
to God is for Gentiles as well as Jews. Gentiles are included in God's rule and -
satvation. Paul recalled that his special appointment was to be a preacher,
apostle, and teacher of the Gentiles. The Ephesian Christian community
was to seek to open doors for the gospel and to keep them open by their
attractive, winsome, and circumspect Christian behavior.
Paui continues, “I desire then [Greek: oun, “therefore,” “to this end”] that:
in every place the men should pray, lifting holy hands without anger and
quarreling” (v. 8). “Also [f desire] that women should adorn themgselves:
modestly and sensibly in seemly apparel, not with braided hair or gold or
peatls or costly attire but by good deeds, as befits women who profess’
religion” (vv. 9-10). Paul was urging women to acceptable behavior. The
must live in those ways which will not shock, or provoke, or alarm their’
neighbors and especially the authorities. The restrictions placed npon:
women are set in the context of winning a favorable impression from the:
broader community so that Christians may live in peace and the mission of
the church may be fostered. . -
Paul has issued a call for prayers, for concern for the salvation of the:
Gentiles, and for circumspect Christian behavior (I Tim. 2:1-10). There is:
nothing in this call that suggests that Paul was thinking only of prayers and
Christian behavior in the official church worship service. Rather, the:
prayers, mission concern, and appropriate behavior were to be practiced in;
the whole of their lives as Christians.
The next chapter makes exactly this point by indicating how broadly Paul’s:
instructions were to be applied. After outlining the appropriate qualifica-:
tions for a bishop and for deacons, Paul states: “1 am writing these instrug:’
tions to you so that. .. you may know how to behave in the household of God,
which is the church of the living God, the pillar and buiwark of the truth’
{3:14-13). Paul obviously is not speaking about behavior in a certain building’
called the church, God’s house. Nor is he speaking of the church in the
limited institutional sense in which we use the term. He is speaking about:
the new Israel. Gentiles are not being added to the oid Israel—they do rot:
have to become Jews to be part of God’s people. Gentiles are being added to”
the new Israel, Christ’s church. The church must be thought of as broadly as
[srael-—it is the society of God's new people in Christ. It encompasses. al
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facets of Charistian life and activity, Any Christian activity is church activity

as Paul is here speaking. The church is the whole of Christian life. The
bishop and the deacons function in the whole of Christian communat fife,
rather than being limited to some formal "ecclesiastical” area as defined in
fater times. Paul is not operating with that distinction made later in history
between the ecclesiastical organization and other areas of Christian life.
Christian life for him is church life. The Christian’s whole existence now is
“in the household of God.” So whatever restrictions Paul places on women's
behavior here apply to their whole life as Christians and to every area of
Christian communal living. We cannot restrict the prohibitions to the lim-
ited sphere that we call “church.”

By the time of Paul’s letters to Timothy in Ephesus and to Titus in Crete
some alarming developments were surfacing in Paul's mission churches.
The Christian faith had never had an easy time in Ephesus. According to
Acts 19 the Artemis cult with its center in the temple at Ephesus was a very
vital religious force in Paul’s day. In fact, Demetrius, the Ephesian sil-
versmith, claimed that “all Asia and the world” worshiped Artemis (Acts
19:27), and Demetrius and his fellow craftsmen were bent on keeping it that
way. After they had incited a riot against the Christians, the town clerk
finally got the mob under control by assuring them that the Christians were
“neither sacrilegious nor blasphemers of our goddess” (19:37). The Ephesian
and Asian converts to Christianity were in a precarious position as they
sought to disengage themselves from the local and national religion. There
was every temptation to hang on to some of the oild beliefs and ways, rather
than to make an outright disavowal and to break with them. Some of the
converts undoubtedly brought along into their new faith old ideas in which
they had been reared.

" The French commentator C. Spicq suspects that at several places in the
Pastoral Epistles Paul may have been reacting to ideas or expressions typical
of the Artemis cult. In regard to the hymn which Paul recites in I Timothy
3:16, Spicq comments: “Very soon the Christian hymn writers were sub-
stituting Christian acclamations for those to Diana [Artemis], and the the-
ology of the gospel for that of the sacrilegious cult” (Les Epitres Pastorales, p.
108). There are probably many nuances in the Pastoral Epistles which we fail
to catch because of our inability to hear the words against the background of
the Artemis cult and other religious notions of the day. We do know,
however, that different doctrines, myths, endless genealogies, and specula-
tions were circulating in the Christian community (I Tim. 1:3ff.). Paul speaks
of deceitful spirits, doctrines of demons, pretensions of liars, the forbidding
of marriage (4:1ff.). Paul’s final plea in his first letter to Timothy is to “avoid
the godiess chatter and contradictions of what is falsely called knowledge
{gnosis]” (6:20). Certain persons must be charged not to teach their “different
doctrines” {1:3). The insubordinate people, empty talkers, and deceivers
must be silenced and sharply rebuked (Titus 1:10-13). By the time of the
second letter to Timothy Paul saw people going after teachers that “suit their
own likings,” so that the people turn away from listening to the truth and

- wander into myths (l Tim. 4:3-4). It is clear that strange ideas were circuiat-

ing under the guise of the Christian faith.
It is clear also that women were caught up in this wayward teaching,. It
affected them and sometimes victimized themn. But they may well have been
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willing participants in the deviant views and even a means by which heresy
was spreading. Paul writes that there are “those who make their way into
households and capture weak women, burdened with sins and swayed by
various impulses, who will listen to anybody and can never arrive at a
knowledge of the truth” (I Tim. 3:6-7). He found younger widows to be
particularly open to temptation: “When they grow wanton against Christ
they desire to marry. ...Besides that, they learn to be idlers, gadding about
from house to house, and not only idlers but gossips and busybodies,
saying what they should not” (I Tim. 5:11, 13). The new role of prominence
and active participation in the affairs of the community which Christianity
had made possible for women was not an unmixed blessing. Even as
women had showed a particular responsiveness to the orfginal preaching of
the gospel in the synagogues (cf. Acts 17:4, 12), they were now again
responding to newer and deviant teachings. We have seen that Paul had to
rein in some overly enthusiastic women in Corinth who were giving up
customary feminine attire for the worship service (I Cox. 11:5£.} or being too
disruptive in the church discussions (I Cor. 14:33ff.). Now in Ephesus too
women’s conduct was threatening the good name of the church in the
Gentile community and the peace, welfare, and orthodoxy of the Christian
community. In such a situation Paul found it necessary to call the women to
exercise restraint and to subrnit to the regular leadership of the Christian
community,

Twentieth-century Western ears hear a severe restraint placed on women
in-Paul's words, “Let a woman learn in silence with all submissiveness” (I
‘Fim. 2:1). The restraining note is there, but there is also the note of oppor-
tunity and new privilege. There is a note of liberation in “let a woman learn.”
This was not woman’s traditional role, especially not in Judaism. Sons of the
covenant had marvelous opportunities for education in the scheols of the
synagogues. There were no similar provisions for the public education of
daughters of the covenant. Boys had their “Bar Mitzvah” and entered upon
a lifetime of law study and religious discussion. Giris at about the same age
became brides and entered a lifetime of childbearing and household tasks.
Girls had been taught what they needed to know about the law at home and
it was not considered necessary that they learn to read or study the law. In
general, the same pattern was typical of Greek women in Hellenistic times,

They entered marriage, were secluded in the home, were untaught, and

were not participants in public affairs.

The Christian church would be opening marvelous new opportunities for
women. Whereas earlier only an exceptional situation had allowed a woman
to learn or to rise to a position of prominence, in the Christian church
learning would be for all. When Paul stipulated that the woman’s learning
must be done “in silence with all submissiveness,” he was not imposing a
ban on speaking. Paul was calling for quiet, orderly conduct. There must be
the same kind of quietness for the study and discussion sessions that Paul
desired for the whole life of the community—"that we may lead a quietand
peaceable life” (2:2—hesychia, “quiet,” used as an adjective here and as a
noun in verses 11 and 12). New learners, introduced to learning late in life,
must leamn that there is much to learn before their contributions to the
discussion can be very helpful. Nonetheless, women were now to be learn-
ers along with the men.
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When TPaul says, “I permit no woman to teach or to have authority over
men; she is to keep silent” (v. 12), the majority report interprets that to be a
permanent prohibition on women from the kind of teaching that involves
having doctrinal and ethical authority over men. In view of the setting just
sketched, this need not be the only way to hear these words. Paul’s com-
mand can be the entirely appropriate and necessary command for that
situation and time. Several reasons could have called for such action. Women
in general were not well-educated or long-experienced in religious matters.
Some of them came from pagan backgrounds, with pagan ideas that had to
be untearned and pagan practices that had to be disavowed. Heresy was a
growing threat and women with their more Hmited backgrounds were
peculiarly vulnerable to heretical trends. The surrounding secular com-
munity, especially what we have come to call “the Establishment,” was
becoming increasingly wary of this socially revoluticnary movement and
the new roles these Christians were permitting women to assume. Paul’s
command was an effort to help the church with the things that threatened
her from within and without at this particular point in her history.

The majority report argues that the command cannot be limited to a
certain {ime and situation because the injunctions about women are
grounded by Paul in the biblical data about creation and the fall. The
majority hears an appeal to a “headship principle” here. This is a possible
interpretation. But are we really confident that we understand what Paul is
doing here? In rapid succession he appeals to Adam’s firstness (v. 13), Eve's
being deceived (v. 14}, and woman’s being saved through childbearing (v.
15). The last thing mentioned has always beers a most ptzzling thought and
throughout history has brought forth a multitude of attempted explana-
tions. The middle thought that “Adam was not deceived, but the woman was
deceived and became a transgressor” has seldom been pressed, for to press
it lightens Adam’s role and responsibility for sin‘s entrance into the world.
Furthermore, pressing it suggests that when Adam sinned, he did so with
no confusion or deception, but in full awareness of what he was doing—
hardly a recommendation for why he should be the teacher and authority
rather than the woman! The first thought also is not a very clear rationale for
forbidding women's teaching and having authority over men. Is there
something about priority that inevitably establishes the direction of au-
thority? We may suspect that some things are going on in this passage which
are not immediately clear to us later twentieth-century readers.

Paul has told us that myths and false teachings were circulating in the
name of the Christian faith in Ephesus. Is Paul reacting to some of these
myths? We have noted the vitality of the Artemis cult. Artemis was a-savior-
goddess to her devotees in times of trouble and danger. The verb save
(Greek: s6z6) used in 2:15 (“saved through childbearing”) is used of Artemis’
saving activities. Artemis was also known as the protector of pregnant
women. Paul assured women that they would be “kept safe through child-
birth” (NIV) in the way of Christian piety (2:15), This might have been Paul's
way of assuring women that as Christians they no longer needed the
protection of Artemis or other traditional deities as they faced the crisis of
childbirth.

A myth about women’s mediatorial powers may also lie back of some of
Paul’s language in I Timothy 2. In ancient religions it was a common phe-
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nomenon to find a woman or a feminine principle as the most effective
mediator before the deities. Even late Judaism had Wisdom, a feminine
concept, as God's constant companion. Christianity all too soon would itself
develop a cult of Mary as the way to the heart of the Lord. Were myths
already developing which promoted the woman’s role as mediator to-the
Christian’s God? Such a phenomenon would offer an explanation for what
interpreters have so long puzzled over, namely, why in introducing his
instruction to the women Faul stated so emphatically that the one mediator
between God and man was the man (anfhripos) Jesus Christ (v. 5.

Paul warns about “what is falsely called knowledge [gndsis}” (I Tim. 6:20).
We know that Gnosticism began to do what late Judaism had done—
elaborately embellish the stories of Adam and Eve. In Gnosticism Eve was
even seen as the one who gave life to Adam. He lay lifeless without a soul -
until she said, “Adam, live!” Furthermore, from the serpent Eve received a -
secret knowledge which was the very opposite of a fall—it was enlighten-
ment—the gndsis of good and evil. Gnostic myths proclaimed Eve as the
bearer of both life and light to Adam. If any such kinds of myths were =
alreacdly present in the early forms of “gnosticism” circulating in Ephesus
during Paul’s time, then Paul's arguments suddenly take on quite a different -
sound. Paul goes back to the biblical record. Adam was created first; Eve in
no sense gave him life! And Eve was anything but an instrument of light to
him—she was grossly deceived and led him into darkness. Nonetheless, it
is not necessary for women to grasp for exalted roles or favored treatment.
Even in their most dangerous hour of childbirth, they will be kept safe in'the:
humble ways of faith and Christian piety. Much sense can be made of I
Timothy 2 through hearing Paul reacting to myths possibly circulating in~
Ephesus. R

There is still another way of interpreting Paul’s references to the creation”
and the fall. He was neither correcting myths nor citing creation ordinances. -
He was simply observing the likeness between the Garden of Eden situation :
and the Ephesian situation. In both instances we have an experienced
person and a novice. Adam was the older one in the garden and the one to-
whom the prohibition about the tree had been directly communicated.
When Eve, the later arrival, got caught up in deep religious issues, she got
contfused and was too easily deceived. She might better have remained in
the role of learner and follower for a while longer. So too with the womenin:.
Ephesus. They were not being assigned the role of perpetual learners, never’:
able to teach, Wornen were being accorded the new privilege of learning and
they were urged to learn. They were being charged not to teach until they
had the requisite learning and experience. Furthermore, to assume:the
position of teaching and having authority over men was seen as {66/
provocative and threatening to the societal structures of the day. Paul could
not permit it, given the Ephesian situation. His words “I permit no woman
to teach” need not mean “women will never be permitted to teach”; the:
statement could mean only “1 am not now permitting them to teach:”
Perhaps we greatly over-read Paui when we hear from him broad theological:
and sociological principles in his words about Adam being created first.-

There are, thus, ways of interpreting the I Timothy 2 passage which avoid
having to draw the fine lines around the prohibition placed on womeé
which the majority found necessary. They understood it to apply only to.
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“the official teaching of the chuarch,” or “the kind of teaching which involves
the exercise of authority over men.” The other interpretations here offered
aflow the prohibitions of women's teaching and having authority to have the
same broad application that is usually seen for the other regulations for
waornen in this paragraph. The instructions on proper dress, ornamenta-
tion, and good deeds are usually applied to the whole of life within the
Christian cormununity, and outside it as well, Itis also commonly recognized
that some of these restrictions have changed with changing culture. Women
now wear gold and curl their hair. May they perhaps also teach men and
assume positions of authority? The particular circumstances that made
prohibitions in these areas appropriate for ancient Ephesus do not neces-
sarily obtain for all times.

A weighty recommendation for reading the prohibitions of I Timothy 2 as
not being applicable universally and for all time is Paul’s own practice, He
does not appear constantly to have enforced women’s silence and to have
prevented their teaching or being in leadership positions. Paul used women
in his ministry in important ways. We turn to a survey of how women were
associated with Paul's work.

5. Women Associated with Paul’s Work

Every Christian knows Paul’s statements about women keeping sitent. They
have been programmatic for determining the role of women in the church’s
ministry. Whatis not so widely realized is that there is another side to Paul. Paul
used women in his work of ministry. Personal greetings and passing comments
in his letters indicate this. In particular, note should be taken of the fact that Paul
addresses and designates certain women by the same titles or expressions
which he uses to address male associates in ministry. We shall look into several
of these titles or descriptions of women’s work.

a. [ikonos

Diakonos is a foundational word for Christianity. It basically expresses the
idea of service. In our English Bible it is, however, variously translated as
“servant,” “minister,” deacon.” In its broadest sense the word in either verb
or noun form can be used to describe the life of every follower of Jesus.
Every Christian is a dinkonos—a servant. Nonetheless, it is also frequently
used to describe the work of a follower of Jesus in a more focused or
specialized way—if you will, in a more “official” way. Only the context can
determine this. Our interest is particularly with the use of this word in what
appears to be this more specialized or “official” way.

Paul applies this word to himself in this focused or specialized way. Heisa
diakonos of the gospel (Eph. 3:7; Col. 1:23), a digkonos through whom the
Christians in Corinth had come to faith (I Cox. 3:5), a dizkorios of the new
covenant (I Cor. 3:6), a diakonos of Christ (I Cor. 11:23), a diakenos of God (II
Cor. 6:4), a digkonos of the church {Col. 1:25). As a dizkonos his task was to
preach, to proclaim, to “present...the word of God in its fullness” {Col. 1:25,
see also Eph. 3:7-8; Col. 1:23). As a diakonos he could also gather funds for
the poor of the Jertsalem church (Il Cor. 8:4; 9:1,12f.). The quick interchange
of apostolos (translated “apostle”) and digkonos (translated “servants”} in II

Corinthians 11:13-15 suggests that Paul considered these two Greek terms as
~broadly synonymous.
It is impartant for our purposes to note that digkonos is precisely the term
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Paul used for several of his associates. In I Corinthians 3:5 Apollos is so
designated. In Colossians 4:7 and Ephesians 6:21 Tychicus is called a faithfui
diakonos. In Colossians 1:7 Epaphras is called a faithful diskonos through
whom the Colossians learned the gospel. Timothy is perhaps the best-
known name in this list (cf. I Tim. 4:6; II Tim. 4:5). What calls for attention in
each of these instances is that dinkonos and diakoria are clearly a service
which is rendered in the area of preaching, teaching, encouraging, exhort-
ing, evangelizing. Ins this light it is perhaps not to be considered as surpris-
ing that of the seven appointed in Acts 6 to the special diskoniz of “serving
tables,” two-—Stephen and Philip—are subsequently seen as involved in
teaching and preaching the Word as well.

In Romans 16:1 “our sister Phoebe” is called by Paul a digkonos. In view of
Paul's use of this term for himself and for a number of his associates in direct -
connection with their service of preaching, teaching, and evangelizing, can
there be good ground for excluding afl such work from Phoebe’s ministry in
the church of Cenchreae?

b. Prostatis .
Prostatis has the basic meaning of helper, but of helper in the sense of being -
a defender, a guardian. In its verbal form this word is used of church leaders
(I Thess. 5:12; Rom. 12:8). In I Timothy 5:17 it expresses the ruling which
elders do. It is 2 word which, when applied to males, would certainly be
interpreted as referring to leaders in the church whose work is to care for the'
congregation. Now Paul designates Phoebe in Romans 16:2 by the feminine
form of the word, prostatis. Would this not suggest some leadership role or
function for “our sister Phoebe” in the church of Cenchreae?
c. Kopiad
Kopiad, the verb, and kopus, the noun, express the thought of hard work,-
toil, labor. Paul uses this word to describe not only his own manual labor in.
self-support, but also—in fact, primarily—his own activity in teaching, -
preaching, and evangelizing (Col. 1:28-29; Gal. 4:11; Phil. 2:16). In this latter:
sense he also used it of other church ieaders (I Tim. 5:17;  Thess. 5:12; I Cor..-
16:16). These passages make clear as well that because of their labor these
leaders carried a given authority to which the Christians whom they served
were expected to submit. “The household of Stephanus ... have devoted
themselves to the service [diakonian] of the saints;  urge you to be subjectto’:
such men and to every fellow worker and laborer [kopidnti] (I Corx. 16:15-16)
In Romans 16:12 Paul greets Tryphaena, Tryphosa, and Persis. Of these:
women he says that they were “workers in the Lord [kopidsas en kyriol.” lt'is
not clear what their work may have been, but if the names had been male;-
the tendency would be to think of gospel workers. When Paul greets Mary
{Rom. 16:6}, his terminology is slightly different. He says she “has worked:
hard among [or for] you [ekapiasen ¢is hymas].” This is precisely the phrase
Paul used of his own authoritative evangelizing of the Galatians {Gal. 4:11).
Murray in his commentary suggests that the Roman church's organization:
-could have been largely due to Mary’s influence. It clearly sounds as if Mary:
was among the leaders in the church at Rome. I
d. Synergos
Literaily synergos means “working together with.” In the Bible it is gnly:
used as a substantive, meaning “helper” or “fellow-worker.” In Paul the-

COMMITTEE ON HEADSHIP IN THE BIBLE 369

word always designates a worker or group of workers distinguished from
the general group of believers. Paul uses the word to describe Apollos (I Cor.
3:9), Titus (II Cor. 8:23), Urbanus (Rom. 16:9), Epaphroditus (Phil. 2:25},
Clement (Phil. 4:3), Aristarchus, Mark and Jesus Justus (Col, 4:10-11), Phi-
lemon (Philemon v.1), and Demas and Luke (Philemon v. 24). Timothy is
perhaps the most prominent of Faul’s fellow-workers (Rom. 16:21; T Thess.
3:2). We recognize each of these as preachers, teachers, evangelists, and co-
workers in the promotion of the gospel alongside of Paul. Collectively they
form a team of church leaders.

For our concern in this report it is important to note that Paul includes
women when he makes mention of his fellow-workers. Euodia and Syn-
tyche are numbered in their ranks. “They have labored side by side with me
in the gospel together with Clement and the rest of my fellow-workers,
whose names are in the book of life” (Fhil. 4:3). The famous husband-wife
team of Prisca and Aquila, who expounded the Word more fully to Apollos,
and probably to others, are also calied Paul’s fellow-workers. Of the six times
this couple is mentioned in the New Testament {Acts 18:2, 18, 26; Rom. 16:3;
[ Cor. 16:19; 1I Tim. 4:19), Prisca’s {or Priscilla’s) name is mentioned first four
times. This suggests a greater prominence for her than for her husband in
their joint ministry work. It appears that she took the lead in their teaching
activity.

Paul called Christians to be subject to “every fellow worker {synergounti]
and laborer” (I Cor. 16:16). The subjection he expected is hypotassi subjec-
tion. It is the subjection appropriate for wives to their husbands (Eph. 5:22;

- Col. 3:18; Titus 2:5; ] Pet. 3:1, 5); for slaves to their masters (Tit. 2:9; I Pet. 2:18);

for young men to their elders (1 Pet. 5:5 NIV); for prophets to the prophets (1
Cor. 14:32); for women in the disorderly Corinthian worship service (I Cor.
14:34); and generally, for Christians to each other (Eph. 5:21). Christians
were to be subject “to every fellow worker and laborer” (I Cor. 16:16), and in
some places there were women among Paul’s fellow-workers and laborers.
Paul did not find it inappropriate for women to be in a position of public
leadership in the church community. He was not apologetic about these
women among his fellow-workers. He praised them and their work warmly.
They gave real service and effective leadership.

In view of the important titles and terms used by Paul for women and their
work in the churches he established, it ddes not appear that Paul himself
always enforced women'’s silence and always saw to it that they never taught
or had authority over men. There are hints, however, that Paul was sensitive
to cultural differences in the various communities where he worked. Roman
culture was far more open to women functioning freely and openly in
society than was Greek culture. Hence it is no surprise to find quite a list of
prominent women to be greeted in Paul’s letter to the church in Rome.
Philippi was a Roman colony and was largely inhabited by Roman citizens; it
is here that we meet Paul's fellow-workers, Euodia and Syntyche, as well as
the prominent tradeswoman Lydia. In Corinth and Ephesus, both very
Greek cities, where considerable stigma was attached to women's free and
open participation in society, Paul called the women to submission and
silence. Galatia, on the other hand, was a less thoroughly Grecianized area
than the Aegean coastal cities of Asia Minor like Ephesus or even Colossae.
Paul, in writing about the new oneness in Christ to Corinth (I Cor. 12:13) and
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to Colossae (Col. 3:11), pointed out that barriers between Jew and Greek and
between slave and free have been overcome. In writing to Galatia {Gal. 3:28)

he added a third item: also the barrier between male and female. The .

Galatian territory had had along history of prominence and public ministra-
tion of women. This aspect of Christ’s salvation could be urged in Galatia.

Paul was sensitive to cultural differences in the prominence he gave to -
women and the role he urged them to follow as new Christians. His policy of :

being “a Jew to the Jew, a Greek to the Greek” (cf. I Cor. 9:20ff.) and his
concern for giving no offense “to Jews or to Greeks or to the church.of God”
for the sake of bringing the gospel (1 Cor. 10:32f.) affected what he said about
women and how he associated them with his ministry. If Paul could show

flexibility in this matter, may not we, his later followers, provide for a similar

flexibility within the church today?
There is urgency that the Christian Reformed Church develop very soon
some flexibility regarding the place and role of women in the church. The

Lord is raising up in the church some women of considerable gifts and

talents. Spiritual gifts are to be used. The majority report has a very impor-

tant section on “Spiritual Gifts and Church Office.” We shall not repeat its -
content, but urge its reading at this point. We can express wholehearted:

agreement with it, The majority report observes at the end that the matter of

spiritual gifts does not shed light on the question of whether women are to”

be subject to men and whether men may be subject to women—the head-

ship issue. It is the headship issue which, for the majority, is a barrier to-
gifted women’s becoming church officers. This minority report has at-.
tempted to show that there does not have to be a problem with allowing
women’s gifts to come to recognition in the congregation, even in the offices
of the church. In fact, we think the presence of the gifts makes the matter of .

opening offices to women the more urgent.

C. The Overall Direction of the Bible on Male-Female Relations

The overall thrust of Scripture is toward women attaining a place alongside.
men, rather than under them or sequestered from them. The Scriptures opert’
with the man and the woman side by side as God's image-bearers, assigned.a’
common task. They are equals and in beautiful harmony. Very soon we hear of -
the man’s ruling his wife as the sad result of sin. Men are regularly in the .
foreground and women very much in the background as Scripture proceedsto.
narrate its significant events. However, already with Moses there was the wish
that all God’s people could be prophets {(Numbers 11:29). Joel foresaw the arrival
of such a day: “Your sons and your daughters shall prophesy” (3:28). Joel's:
vision saw that the distinctions between male and female, age and youth, and".
owner and slave would fall. The beautiful harmony of creation had not been

lost forever. It was to be restored.

With Jesus the restoration began to take place. He lived in a remarkable -

openness toward women. He allowed women to join his band of disciples and
travel about with him (Luke 8:1-3; Mark 15:40-41)—a shocking thing for his day.

To the amazement of his disciples he could engage a woman he did not knowin
deep spiritual conversation and make her the first missionary to the Samaritans

(John 4:27-30). He could praise Mary for being a learner at his feet over Marthd

for being so busy with household tasks (Luke 10:38-42). He chose women tobe

the first heralds of his resurrection (Matt. 28:1, 10; and parallels), With Jesus the
restoration of the created order was moving dramatically into place.
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. -social implications of *
- ‘ministry he putinto practice some of the new social relationships between men

To Peter was given the privilege of proclaiming the arrivai of the great day:
“This is what was spoken by the prophet Joel” (Acts 2:16). The Pentecost
descent of the Spirit on the women and men of Jesus’ disciple band, enabling
“your sons and your daughters...my menservants and my maid-servants” to

-prophesy (Acts 2:17-18), was the evidence that the new age had arrived. The

new inttiatory rite for entrance into the New Covenant—baptism—was ap-
plicable to women as well as to men. Paul was soon caught up in the spirit of the
new age. In the church in Corinth women were praying and prophesying
alongside men, and when some were disturbed by the radicainess of it all, Taui
counseled only the restriction of proper dress (I Cor. 11:4-5), He encouraged the
Corinthian congregation to “earnestly desire the spiritual gifts, especially that
you may prophesy” (I Cor. 14:1). In view of his having acknowledged women’s
prophesying, he must have meant his call to seek that gift for women and men
alike. Women were called to submission when their conduct disrupted the
worship service, but there was no retrenching from their new status and
privileges in the Lord. During his Corinthian ministry Paul had taught the
Christian faith to women, and one of his female pupils became so capable that
she became one of the teachers of one of Corinth’s later preachers, Apollos
(Acts 18:26}. In the Roman colony city of Philippi Euodia and Syntyche con-

-tenided alongside Paul for the gospel (Phil. 4:2-3). Phoebe was a church feader

in Cenchreae (Rom. 16:1). Paul gave her the same title—dinkonos—which he
used for his preaching, teaching, and evangelizing associates, Women were
being used in leading roles in Paul’s ministry.

Paul sensed that the new age had brought a leveling of the age-old barriers
between people: “There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free,

-there is neither male and female; for you are all one in Christ Jesus” (Gal. 3:28).
‘The oneness in Christ spoke primarily of the one way of salvation and of

spiritual oneness in Christ. But spiritual oneness in Christ had its social

[implications as well. Paul sensed this deeply in regard to Jew-Gentile rela-

tionships and fought for equal acceptance for the Gentile by the Jew in the hard
test of table fellowship (Gal. 2:11{f.). He hinted quite straightforwardly at the
‘neither slave nor free” in his letter to Philemon. In his

and women. In doing this he was sensitive to the varying cultural situations in

‘his churches. In the Gredian city of Ephesus, where there had been considera-

ble hostility to Christianity for some time, he found it necessary to restrict
women's role for the sake of the gospel and the peace of the church. But his use
of women elsewhere shows he did not have objections to the principle of their

. functioning alongside men. The overall sweep of Scripture is toward Christ's

restoring the created order of men and women living and working side by side,
on & par, mutually supporting and ministering to each other in pursuit of their

common task. The New Testament pictures the beginnings of the restored

creation. Paradise lost—Paradise regained.

D. Summary

What light has the foregoing study shed on our mandate “to examine the
meaning and scope of headship in the Bible as it pertains to the relationships of
husband and wife and man and woman?” We briefly review the main points of

" this report.

In the first chapter of Genesis the human pair were created alongside each
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. The head metaphor is twice used of man in relationship to woman. In
‘Ephesians 5:23 Paul says, “the husband is the head of the wite as Christ is the
‘head of the church, his body, and is himself its Savior.” Panl proceeds in this
~passage to develop a beautiful statement of organic headship, where the
husband, following Christ’s example of self-giving, takes the initiative in sup-
-plying his wife with the sustenance, energy, opportunities, and guidance to
‘become a mature person in Christ. The wife is to “be subject” to such headship.
- The wife's subjection is spoken of in the context of mutual Christian subjection
toone another (Eph. 5:21), and hence subjection hereisnota uniquely feminine
.-stance or role. The husband’s headship is to be life-giving; the wife’s submis-
sion then would be life-drawing. Together they are to be one body, one flesh.
- The headship here is not that of maintaining control or staying in charge. It is
. that of investing oneself, extending oneself into the life of the other, and sharing
~ever fuller life by growing together.
... The marital union pictured in Ephesians 5 is close. The two become one
flesh. Can such a close relationship as husband and wife permit of any other
:relationships for the marital partners? It has long been assumed so for men.
The man goes outside the home into the factory, business, university, govern-
ment, and into a wide range of arenas. He goes as a married man, but he does
not function there as the head of his wife. His headship of his wife is not
directly operative in his activities outside the home and family. The woman also
goes outside the home. May she only function outside the home as relating to
rm.a husband as head? Her husband’s headship of her does not directly function
- inthese other areas. If she takes a nursing position, her husband's headship is
oot functioning as she practices her nursing. Her subjection in her nursing
inust be more primarily to the supervisor of nursing than to her husband. Is
there some principle in the married relationship which allows one partner to
- function more freely beyond the married relationship than the other? Being
“husband or being wife does not establish the role either one is to play outside
-the marriage sphere. In theory at least, it would seem that married women
“ought to be as free to take up positions in the factory, business, university, and
-government as married men are, and in each of these places to act with the
- same degree of individuality that is accorded to men. True, the woman is o be
the mother in the family. But just as truly, the man is to be the father in the
family. Both are fulltime assigniments, but it would appear that both may have
“room for other activities beyond direct obligations as mother and father.
.-Inregard to church offices, married men do not enter the consistory room or
mount the pulpit as heads of their wives. Can women be debarred from these
: .ﬂmwmm because of the headship of their husbands? Christian marriage, of
~tourse, calls for mutual consent and cooperation on the part of both marital
£ partners for either of them to enter any of the arenas beyond marriage. This is
the very essence of marriage. Each one serves the other as partner and sup-
porterin all of his or her roles—that is, in all of his or her life. The headship of
“the man within marriage, especially the self-giving headship of Ephesians 5,
: places no more restrictions upon the married woman'’s other roles than it does
upon the man’s other roles. In a word, as far as the headship of Ephesians 5 is
concerned, wives as well as husbands may be church officers.
- Some may conclude that too little authority has been accorded to the hus-
‘band in our interpretation of his designation as head. So be it. We would
observe, nonetheless, that even for those who find the hushand as ruler-head

other with a common mandate. The Genesis 2 account pictures the man created.
first, with several events happening before the creation of the woman. The. -
reason for the woman's creation is the man's need for companionship: “Itis not -
good that the man should be alone” (Gen. 2:18). The new creature is described
as “a helper fit for him” and as an ishshah (a play on the word ish, man). Neither.
term implies inferiority or lesser position. Neither term suggests that the man:
is to be some kind of authority-figure in the relationship between them. The
only clues to any kind of a headship notion from the picture of the original
creation order in these first two chapters are: (1) the fact of the man’s being
created earlier, so that he is older, more experienced, and the natural leader -
when woman arrives on the scene; and (2) the fact of the woman’s being made:
from the man’s rib, so that he might be seen as her head in the sense of hef
source or point of origin. o
Genesis 3 pictures an event with the woman leading and the man following;
Her leadership was not good leadership, and the human pair fell into sin, The '
account need not mean that the fall was somehow to be accounted for through
improper sex-role relationships—a woman as a leader and a man as a follower:
The account does record the sad disturbance of refationships in the created
order once the pair had failen into sin. The husband will take the position:gf -
ruler over his wife (Gen. 3:16). The early chapters of Genesis trace the wide- -
spread phenomenon of male rulership over females to a point of origin inthe:
fall, not in the ideal creation order. e
The remainder of the Old Testament pictures a very patriarchal form of -
society. The term head is used of various levels of leaders and rulers in that.
patriarchal society. The “head” rules over both the men and the women under
him. The term head was not used for man’s specific relationship to woman. Fhé'.
highly patriarchal Old Testament does have a few instances of women in
leadership positions over men. These are very significant, for they strongly
suggest that other patterns of societal relations than the male-dominance
pattern are possible in God’s good purposes with his people.
The term headship which synod asked us to examine undoubtedly derives:
from the New Testament’s using the term hesd for man in relationship: 1o
woman (or his wife). In these New Testament passages head is a metaphor: Both -
Old Testament Hebrew and secular Greek were familiar with metaphorical
uses of the term head. The metapheorical “head” in ancient times, as in modérn:
English, could express a variety of ideas. Cur study discovered that no tlear
and direct line could be established from the Old Testament expressions “head
of the tribe” or “head of the family” to the New Testament's use of the term head
for Christ or for men. In other words, the New Testament usage does not reflect
some single and established usage of the metaphor head derived from the @ld
Testament. T
When Paul called Christ or the man “head,” he was not necessarily alluding,
to a ruling position or a ruling function. The head metaphor had other mea
ings as well. Although a ruling type of headship is clearly affirmed of Christiz
Ephesians 1:22, more often the head metaphor focuses on the organic type of
relationship between a head and its body, where the head is the supplier of life,
energy, and growth (Col. 2:19; Eph. 4:15; 5:23). The head metaphor can‘als
suggest the idea of “source” or “point of origin,” similar to our English condept.
of fountainhead or headwaters. One must listen with care to detect the real
thrust of the head metaphor when used of male-female, or husband-wife; .
refationships.
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- “their role. For a truly Christian society here on eart isti i
remains a basic w.E._&nm block. Its ﬁznvowm‘ as the ﬂEm-rﬁDMMMm%wwinm%mM
s0 aptly stated, is “the propagation of the human race, the Elrmamwnm of the

E.hm&oa of God, and the enrichment of the lives of thoge entering this state.” A

man and a woman become husband and wife, one body, one flesh, a new

-enriched unity. In that marriage Paul designated the rc&wm:a as rmwa The

model for husband-headship is Christ’s self-giving headship for the nmcanr

-which is his body. It is the husband’s calling as head, according to Paul, to use

his powers i self-giving, loving care of his wife, in order to empower her fo full

‘Spiritual, social, and personal maturity in Christ. He does it as if she were his

own body, exercising the care toward her that he shows toward himself

Together, .r:mgn.n and wife will counsel, encourage, and support each other in

heir marital obligations and in the various social and societal relationshi

.m.mm,ﬂ of r»:m%; Q%iowm beyond their marriage. P

1e husband’s designation as head does not impt ict

wife's involvement in arenas of life outside the Emww%mw MMMHMMMMW MWoE:meM

.Emﬁ.zﬂm husband will help his wife discover her gifts and talents and sy ort

herin the work and arenas, inside and outside the marital relationshi «Wmﬁr

they mutually agree are her areas of service, her dizkonig in God's kin mﬂﬁ She

i turn will do the same for him, for they are one body in Christ Hmrmam is no

principle to be derived from Paul’s designation of the husband as head of the

ﬁ%n”?nﬁ presents _umwmﬁw to a woman serving in any arena in life or office in
e church or society which i ilits
it o b ool Mmm..m. 1s appropriate to her abilities and to her respon-

- Since there are viable exegetical alternatives to those T j
ity of the committee and to those commonly cited wmu %%%MMMU% wamnﬁmﬁw

~women from the offices of the church, we of the minority cannot join %M

majority in their position that this exclusion is clearly biblically mHo:Lan_ In
view of these viable exegetical alternatives, we judge that the Church Order of

-the Christian Reformed Church ought not to limit the options regarding those

- on-whom the nvﬁnrmm may call to serve in their offices. We therefore Mmmoai

‘mend the deletion of the stipulation in the church order that those eligible for
rm.o?nmm of the church must be male. Each congregation ought to have the

option of determining from the entirety of the members of Christ’s body in that

ongregation which ones are best able to serve them as officers. Y

of the wife in the marriage and family, there is no necessary reason for:
excluding wives from holding church office. Church office is a matter of "
exercising Christ’s authority. Christ exercises his authority by means of his
Word and Spirit. No one brings any personal authority to church office:
Church office requires not personal aithority, but the ability to exercise Christ’s
authority. And Christ’s authority operates by way of interpreting and applying
the Word and by being sensitive to the movements of the Spirit, Hence, wivés
in possession of these gifts, even if they are understood to be under the ruling;
headship of their husbands in marriage, could be very effective ministers o
Christ’s authority when duly called and instailed in church office. Chaplains'te
kings may be subject to their kings, but as chaplains they speak with Chuist’
authority to the kings. Church office authority is Christ’s authority, not some:
personal, or male, or husband authority.
The other head metaphor used of man is I Corinthians 11:3: “The head of the’
woman is man” (NIV). Both the majority report and our report have wrestled
with the ambiguities and difficulties of this statement in its context. T it
speaking of husband headship of wives or male headship of females? Is the
headship a ruling headship or a source headship-—an allusion to the wife/
woman originally coming from the man? Answers to these questions are'not |
clear, From the passage we do detect that Paul’s interest is in the maintenarice of .
visible sexual distinctions through clothing and hairstyle. Women must keep
their feminine identity. The head metaphor here is not sufficiently cléar to
allow for deducing a doctrine or deriving a principle which would restrict
wamen's role or areas of activity. In fact, in this passage women are prayinga
prophesying along with men. This suggests that when they are propetly
attired they may assume the full and open participation in the worship services
that the men assume. They may be leaders along with men. et
The restrictions placed on women’s conduct in I Corinthians 14:33ff. andin
Timothy 2:11ff. have been found to be appropriate measures in view of th
disturbed situation in the congregation and in view of the larger threats fo'th
church from the surrounding community. Where the circumstances 'K
changed and the church is confronted with quite different challenges:and
threats, it does not appear that the solutions which were appropriate forthe
first century in Corinth and Ephesus need to be perpetuated. .
There are two observations that suggest to us that when Paul placed rest
tions on the conduct of women he was not laying down eternal, universall
applicable, creatior-order principles. For one thing, Paul himself had a latger
role for women in his ministry than the “silence” texts might suggest. Women
were functioning in leadership roles in some of Paul’s churches. It appears
Faul practiced flexibility regarding the role of women, depending on whéthe
the societal circumstances were open to the prominence of women or were
threatened by it. The other cobservation suggesting that the restriction
women were not creation norms is the overall direction of Scripture. The:
foreseen by the Old Testament of the Spirit functioning through women‘as well
as men arrived with Pentecost. The gifts of the Spirit were poured outon:both
and both were encouraged by Paul to seek especially the gift of prophecy. Go
would be speaking through women and through men. This places women
alongside men in giving leadership in the new age of the Spirit. e
The role of women in society and in the church is again on the churilis
agenda. The church must detect the thrust of salvation in Christ for women and

. Recommendations

M.Hrmwm:omngmmrmm:. i i
it ommn.wm ollowing statements regarding headship and

a. Paul's use of the head metaphor for male-female i i
Paul [ - relations in th
: Hmﬂod:"ﬁmnm 11:2-16 passage is not sufficiently clear to warrant Emﬁno%
“-ctusion that women are to be excluded from church offi
”._mmMmamEm and service in society. Hices or ofher areas of
- Paul's use of the hend metaphor for husband-wif i i
; . ~wite relations in th
- Ephesians 5:21-33 passage pictures the organic head-body relation, STQM
-the husband empowers the wife for spiritual, social, and personal growth
.”E.«Mmﬁ Enmwzﬂq_ﬁunwammn the husband’s headship does not imply that the
~wite must be excluded from church offices or oth rshi
service i oot or otner areas of leadership and

c. There is not sufficiently clear evidence from Scripture to warrant the
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conclusion of a “headship principle,” holding that man’s rulership over

womarn is a creation norm. .
d. The church should seek to recognize, .Q
gifts for leadership and service found in all its mem

Emwm.mmnw. congregation should be encouraged to call to office those persons

itini ini d mission.
d and serve it in its local ministry an
Wmﬂrﬂw_mwﬁnwmwmmﬁmﬁm the word male from Article 3 of the Church Order, so

that Article 3 would read:

Confessing members of the church
office-bearers are eligible for office.
called and ordained or installed s

(Note: We can support the majority’s reco
women. We cannot support thern in their ral
church offices, nor in the distinction
implied in their Recommendation 9.)

evelop, and use the spiritual
bers, female as well as

who meet the biblical requirements for

Sarah Cook
Willis P. DeBoer

Only those who have been officially
hall hold and exercise office in the church.
i ‘s office: to
mmendation to open the deacon’s office:!
tionale for excluding women from the othef:
they make between female and male deacons,: m..m.
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REPORT 34
WORLD MISSIONS AND RELIEF COMMISSION

I. MANDATE

The Synod of 1983 appointed the undersigned commission with the follow-
ing mandate (Acts of Synod 1983, pp. 687-89):

L. That synod appoint a five-member ad o commission called the World Missions
and Relief Commission with a tenure of two years, under extraordinary conditions
subject to extension by the Synod of 1985 for one more year, with the following
mandate:

2. The commission shall study the problems and issues not yet resolved to gain
further insight into the principles and practices which should govern both agen-
cies. {See Report 36, I, p. 464-68.)

b. The commission shall study the problems and issues involved i the
adherence or nonadherence of the respective agencies to their Constitution or
Mission Order, and advise synod as to possible revisions of these documents.

¢. The commission shall inform itself continuously as to the ongoing perfor-
mance of these joint ministries, provide CRWM?® and CRWRC with evaluation and
advice concerning this performance, and, as may be necessary, appeai to the
Missions Coordination Council for assistance within its resources to make such
evaluation and advice effectual.

d. The commission shall do everything it can and as soon as possible to secure
a unified administrative erganization and a single programmatic front on each
field of joint ministries.

2. That synod invest the World Missions and Relief Commission with authority
:-and power to take the following actions:

a. Consider and take appropriate action within its mandate on all matters
brought to its attention or which it observes as being points of detrimental discord
between the two agencies.

b, Assess and take appropriate action within its mandate on all actions of the
two agencies which would potentially create difficulties for the church or any of its
other agencies.

¢. Veto any action of the board or staff of either agency which it deems
detrimental to the effective operation of the other agency,

d. Undertake studies of structural systems with the intent to effect improve-
ment in the operations of the twe agencies, and to make them compatible by

i "Following is a glossary of the acronyms which appear in this report:

CRBWM—Christian Reformed Board of World Ministries
CRC—Christian Reformed Church
CRWDA—-Christian Reformed World Diaconal Agency
CRWEA—Christian Reformed World Evangelism Agency
o - CRWM—Christian Reformed World Missions

- CRWRC—Christian Reformed World Relief Committee
< "MBO—Management by Objectives

;. MCC-—Missions Coordination Council

- 8IC—Synodical Interim Committee



