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prays and is heard (11:41f; 17:1-26). In light of this i

subordination we should not be surprised gzvffllrn:n Icsusths:i:zll:sgk;gfotlii
_Father as “greater than I” (14:28; also 15:1). And yet, paradoxically, it
is precisely because of such subordination, because of Jesus’ tm;zs—
Darency, that Jesus is able to deliver a perfect revelation of the Father:
“Whoever has seen me has seen the Father” (14:9; also 1:18). ‘

CONCLUSION

Ifx summary fashion, this study has reviewed the basic raw materi-
als wh.lch the Gospels supply for continuing reflection on the humanity
and ch‘.nnity of Jesus. Though not strictly a theologian, I must confess
that, gwcn the testimony of the Gospels, not to speak of the remainder
of Scripture, I can hardly see how the Fathers had any viable option

~ other than the christology enshrined in the early ecumenical creeds such

as the Qhalccdon Definition, confessing Jesus as fully man and full
God, with Father and Son sharing the same substance (homoousios) thz
latter the famous contribution of the Nicene Creed, AD 325 ’
Although the orthodox Fathers never doubted that Iesus. possessed
a human body, they were eventually constrained also to confess that he
possess?d a human “soul.” Especially the synoptic Gospels portrayed
Jesus ufrch a mind that operated within the limits of temporal sequence
and ﬁfutc knowledge. He differentiated his will from that of his Father,
and his emotions ran the gamut berween ecstasy and despair. ’
On the other hand, what created being could be credited with the
WOI‘%( he accomplished or the epithets he bore? The Logos christology in
paranﬂar sealed off the door to some kind of “Spirit-inspired rﬁyan”
chnsto%ogy. And if the church was to avoid polytheism or the Arian trans-
formation ?f Jesus into a mythological creature, then she was, as far as I
can tell, driven straight toward “fully God” and homoousios tI;us accept-
ing Jesus’ subordination as real, but functional rather than ’csscntia.l.sclj)
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In 1 Cor 11:2-16 Paul negotiates between theological ideals (11:11-
12) and bis assumptions about the sexualizy of men, women, and
angels. Paul’s instructions derive from what he assumes is proper 1o the
ordering of vhe cosmos. It is therefore less important to decide whether
in 11:10 Paul is concerned with “good” or “bad” angels.

The interpretation of 1 Cor 11:2-16 remains one of the more baf-
fling problems of exegesis for contemporary scholars, clergy, and laity.
Not least problematic has been the view of some that this passage seems
to represent a contradiction within Paul’s thought. Whereas this passage
presupposes that there are women in Corinth who pray and prophesy
aloud during worship (11:5),! Paul admonishes in the same letter at
14:34 that “women should be silent in the churches.” This possible
contradiction is exacerbated by the fact that in both passages Paul
appeals beyond his own views to common practice among the church-
es: On the one hand, concerning the suggestion that women should not
cover their heads, he states, “we have no such custom, and neither do
the churches of God” (11:16) while, on the other hand, concerning the
silence of women, he emphasises that “as in all the churches of God, let
women be silent in the churches” (14:34).

1. The text: “And every woman who prays or prophesies with the head uncovered shames her
head.” .

2. Tt should be noted that the practices referred to in both passages are different. The appeal to
common practice in 1 Corinthians 14 is more directly concerned with silencing women from speak-
ing in “the churches,” whereas in 1 Corinthians 11 the reference to custom among congregations
has to do with whether or not women wear veils or head coverings. This recogaition of different
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5 upThuS7 whatCVCI: one makes of 1 Cor 11:2-16, problems of how
aul’s statements fit into the literary context of the letrer as a whole can-

not be ignored. This is also true of smaller bits of the passage. Although -

fﬂlffcrent points are raised which seek to convince readers about the mer-
its of WOII’l.CI'l wearing head coverings in worship, it is not always clear how
these are interrelated or to what extent they comprise an overarching
c?hcrent argument. This is nowhere more true than in 11:10. While thf:
: dlftum .of- i{1terprcﬁng within the literary context may seem rather
aXIomac, it is a point that bears mention here: in relation to 1 1:2-16, the
reference to angels does not, at first glance, seem to add very muc;x to
Paul’s reasons about women having long hair or wearing head coverin
Indeed, were the phrase Sié T0V¢ &yyEhovg (din tous angelows, “becaugssc;
of the angels”) in 11:10b to be omitted, the argument woulli roceed
smoothly fom 11:10a to 11:11-12 without anything being iﬁssea
Nevertheless, in view of the fact that “angels” are given as one rcasor;
among others within a passage replete with problems for Interpretation, it
is .unna.lly appropriate to consider two aspects of 11:2-16: first this stu’d
will look' at several interpretive difficulties in order to draw sor;e prcﬁmi)—r
nary decisions that provide a profile for an exegetical approach; second
this study will contextualise 11:10 by drawing brief attention to c;thcr rca-’
sons assembled by Paul in support of his insistence that women, while
they pray or prophesy, adjust their appearance as it relates to the h,cad.

PROBLEM AREAS FOR INTERPRETATION

Inconsistency

This logical tension between 1 Cor 11:2/3-16 and 14:33b-36 is
resolved by a numaber of exegetes who argue that one or the

. ; : othe -
sage 1s an interpolation.® With respect to 11:2/3-16 in parti o

cular, such

contexts of argument might initially seem to be i i
: plausible way of resolving the icd
However, the prophesying of women, which is taken for granted in 11:5, isgcxduccizzt'rlzdﬁ}gz'

Thus iti i
Thus, unless ope adopts‘a text- or source-critical solution, one should nor be too quick in attempt-
Ing to resolve the material Incongruity between the texts. ’

3. More than in the case of 11:2-16, a number of A
. 2-16, scholars treat 14:33b-36 ~Panli
%I:SS’ 'dcsplte thc. absence of text-critical evidence to the contrary; so €sp. Iohan.n:cS Iac[;;;tollczuﬁi
: wi in der antiken Welt und in Urchristentum (Giitersloh: Gerd Moha, 1962) 125-126; C.X.
arrett, A Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians (New York: Harper and Row. ,196‘8)
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a later insertion is supposed to have been by either Paul himself (Earle
Ellis*) or by a pseudo-Pauline disciple (See A. Loisy,’ William O.
Walker,b L. Cope, and G.W. Trompf®). It is true that 11:17 (“In
instructing you in this, I do naot praise you” [In the following directives,
I have no praise for you.]) can be read as if following immediately upon
11:2 (“I praise you because you remember me in every way and
[because] you hold fast to the traditions just as I transmitted [them] to
you.”). This solution, however, does not have any external (that is, text-
or source-critical) evidence to support it.” Moreover, it is possible in my

330-333; Robin Scroggs, The Text and the Times. New Testament Essays for Todny (Minneapolis:
Fortress Press, 1993) 71; Gerhard Dautzenberg, Urchristliche Prophetie: Thre Erforschung, ihre
Vorausseszung im Judensum und ihre Strukvure im ersten Korintherbrief (Stutrgare: Kohlhammer,
1975) 257-273, and “Zur Stellung der Frauen in den paulinischen Gemeinden,” in Die Frax im
Urchristentum, eds. G. Dautzenberg, Helmut Merklein and Karlheinz Miiller (Quaestiones dispu-
tatae, 25; Freiburg im Breisgau: Herder, 1983) 182-224. In addition to the contradiction between
this passage and 11:2-16, further considerations have been identified: () 14:33b-36 intrudes into
the context of 1 Corinthians 14 which is concerned with regulating prophetic activity; (b) the
appeal in 11:34 10 the law as the authoritarian basis for behaviour is difficult to reconcile with Paul;
and (c) its content is congruent with that of the deutero-Pauline 1 Tim 2:11-12 (“Let 2 woman
learn in quiet [and] in all submission; that is [8€) I do not permir a woman. to teach or to have
authority over a man, but to be in quiet.”).

4. Earle Ellis, “Traditions in 1 Corinthians: For Martin Hengel on His Sixteth Birthday,” NTS
32 (1986) 492-494: Paul himself or through instructions has inserted an “oral or written” tradi-
tion (i.e. 1 Cor. 11:2-16) “into an initial secretarial draft or into the completed roll or codex before
the letter was sent to Corinth.”

5. A. Loisy, Remarques sur la livtérature épistolnire dn Nowveau Tessament (Paris: Nourry, 1935)
60-62: 1 Cor 11:3-16 interrupts the flow of Paul’s argument between 11:2 and 11:17 and, there-
fore, must have been added by another hand.

6. Walker posits an insertion of 11:3-16, which was a combination of three post-Pauline sources;
see “1 Corinthians 11.2-16 and Paul’s Views Regarding Women,” JBL 94 (1975) 94-110; “The
‘Theology of Woman’s Place’ and the ‘Paulinist’ Tradition,” Sem 28 (1983) 101-112; “The
Vocabulary of 1 Corinthians 11.3-16: Pauline or Non-Pauline?” JSNT 35 (1989) 75-88 and esp.
pp- 83-84,n.3. '

7. L. Cope, “1 Cor 11,2-16: One Step Further,” JBL97 (1978) 435-436. Uniike Walker, Cope
attibutes 11:2 to Paul.

8. G.W. Trompf, “On Attitudes toward Women in Paul and Paulinist Literature: 1 Cor 11:3-16
and Its Context,” CBQ 42 {1980) 196-215. ‘

9. See the convincing arguments against the hypothesis by Walker in Jerome Murphy-

0’Connor, “The Non-Pauline Character of 1 Cor 11,2-16" JBL 95 (1976) 615-621, and “Sex
and Logic in 1 Corinthians 11:2-16,” CBQ 42 (1980) 482-500.
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opinion seriously to explore ways in which 11:2-1

. : 2-16 presupposes o
reflects Fontcnt In the remainder of the epistle, a possibility Whpglzh is noi
$O €asy in the case of 14:33b-36.10

Incomplete Knowledge abour the Corinthian Stuation

The passage 11:2-16 raises another, more general exegetical diffi
culty If one takes for granted that it stems from the apé;sﬂc what is th :
relationship between what Paul states and what was actua]ly) oin, N o
th.e church at Corinth? This issue raises further questions: Vghatiajf I;n
sazld about the particular situation with which Paul is COIIICCI’I}CCP Wh .
did Paul know about what was happening in Corinth and how -did li:

find out? Can one assume that what was reported to Paul, whether oral-

?}1 or)tgough a letter from Corinth, accurately reflected the sitnation'
ere? Finally, how much of the passage reflects practices in Corinth. so

t_hat cvery statement of Paul may be mirror-read mto similar or
site opinions at Corinth,! st

and how much of it re i
: resents a
sort of rhetoric which see ; 14 s

ks to undermine views not yet held among

10. The consideration of 14:33b-36 as 2 margj :
: : ginal note added by Paul between the i itial
?iui: Zhrc Iszninsg e’f ic letter has been suggested by Earle E. Ellis, “The Silenced Wivcslcr)l;Cogrnat}f:
§ Cor 14, ;{ )" in New Testament Tetual Criticion: s Significance for Exggesis, eds. Eldon |
E gfu!; : or ?n D. Fee (Oxford: Clarendon, 1981) 213-220, followed by StcpI;en ]éarton in.
- (198863053 ; zl;lgcil An Anthrolggoiical Approach to Community Formation in Corinth,” 2\,TTS
“+20. In support of the Pauline origin of the passage, Barton appeals 1
:ﬁ:ﬁz\ffngﬁ;ﬁé{zg and o;h;rgpa.rt(si olf 1 Corinthians in the following areas: (Sf LhcS a;;;f ltl(fr\:'nhz
¢ VS (14 see 9:3-9 and 14:21) and (b) the appeal to a distinction betw: i
(otxog, oikss, “house ) and public (&xcAnoio, ekklEsia, “assembly”) in corrcctingclc;::hi:i‘:;:

(14:35; see 11:17-34). However, Barton 80¢s on to explain the incongruity of the “shame” of 2

Z(g):lizncip;:ﬁcgdﬁ; :ic fdl?:lxnzgw Wfthdll:fl-lfh b(y stating that, unlike the former, the Jatter pas-
ge is ¢ ! mspired” speech (p. 231). The excellence of Barton’s discuce
aside, his explanation is unsatisfactory & i which Pl conn

J : ry for the reason that, in a context in which Paul j
:;r(.; p::grlxlli;y, ;3; writer of t};zf;cxr shows no attempt to qualify the categorical :ilczlaig 2?1;2323
- Likewise wnsatisfactory is the attempt 1o reconcile 14:34-35 wi
wom S ! . : with thy
' }{e S,:;l::;m b}é ;,i-h;-abah Schiisser-Fiorenza, In Memory of Her: A Fominist 725513;;:5
s Czi of an Orzgfm (London: SCM Press, 1983) 228-229, who argues that 14:34-
specifically to wives, while 11:2-16 is concerned with the activities of “pneumatic” wor.ncn

who can be devoted to the affairs : i i
appos a0 the of the Lord (see 7:32-35). Again, the text in 14:34-36 jtslf pre-

11. For readings that tend to reflect this
1. F approach,, see those of Antoinette Clark
Corinthinn Women Prophets: A Reconstrustion through Ponls Rhetoric ( Minneapcf[is: F ortr‘zlﬁ;rzsfe
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those being addressed?> While hardly anyone today disputes that a sit-
uation at Corinth lies behind the multilayered arguments concerning
the need for women to wear head coverings or to have long hair, one
still may wish to consider just which of Paul’s statements on this matter
reflects the Corinthian context to which Paul was responding.’®

Background in Contemporary Social Customs

A further obstacle to understanding the passage has received con-
siderable attention, namely, the extent to which Paul’s position and the
positon he secks to correct (even in relation to angels) reflect contem-
porary social practices and tradition-historical sources from Jewish and
classical antiquity as they relate to conventions among males and females
with regard to the cutting of hair, hair styles, and head coverings. Can

1990) 116-134; and L. Ann Jervis, “But I Want You to Know . . .”: Paul’s Midrashic Intertextual
Response to the Corinthian Worshipers (1 Cor 11:2-16),” JBL 112 (1993) 231-246.

12. Unlike other sections of the epistle, 11:2-16 is not introduced by the phrase nepi 8¢ (peri
de, “therefore™) as in 7:1,25; 8:1; 12:1; although this phrase, on the basis of 7:1, has been taken
as an indicator that Paul is responding to problems he has learned about through written corre-
spondence, the absence thereof does not, conversely, mean that Paul has therefore gleaned his
information about the situation orally. See esp. Margaret M. Mitchell, Paul and the Rhetoric of
Reconcilinsion: An Exegesical Investigation of vhe Language and Composiion of 1 Corinthians,
HUT 28 (Tiibingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck], 1991) 261 and n. 214; and Ben Witherington,
Conflict and Community in Corinth: A Socio-Rhetorical Commentary on 1 and 2 Corinthians
{Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1995) 231.

13. This matter is in part exemplified by Paul’s statements about men. A number of interpreters
have argued that Paul’s reference in 11:4 to men who pray or prophesy with their heads covered is
merely a hypothetical problem, meaning that it is a rhetorical construct marshalled in suppost of
Paul’s criticism of women who pray or prophesy without head coverings; so esp. Johannes Weiss,
Der erste Korimtherbrief, KEK, 5, 9th ed. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1910) 271;
Archibald Robertson and Alfred Plummer, A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the First
Epistle of St Paul to the Corinthians, ICC, 2nd ed. (Edinburgh: T. & T. Clark, 1914} 229; F.F.
Bruce, I and 2 Corinthians (London: Butler and Tanner, 1971) 104; and Gordon Fee, The First
Epistle vo the Corinthians (Grand Rapids: Eerdemans, 1987) 507-508. For a contrasting view, see
esp. Richard F. Oster, “When Men Wore Veils to Worship: The Historical Context of
1 Corinthians 11.4,” NTS 34 (1988) 481-505, esp. pp. 483-484, 505, and “Use, Misuse, and
Negleet of Archaeological Evidence,” ZNW 72 (1990) 52-73, esp. pp. 67-69. With respect to
womer, most scholars have assumed that Paul is dealing with a real problem in the Corinthian con-

gregadon; however, see Susan T. Foh, Women and the Word of God: A Response to Biblical
Feminism (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1979) 106: “The possibility that 1 Corinthians 11.2-16 was not
intended to correct an actual wrong must be noted.”
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any-satiffaaory “fit” be found betwe
iizx;:tﬁagjs and sources which dcscrib:: I;r?ckzjesl) ;Uio;ommends s
rcspond; Czc;agc;r; Iv;vorld? Mc?rcovcr, is there any straightforward cor-
rpor iblical 1:.rad1uon, contemporary Jewish inte i
pture, and early Jewish writings? preen
With %'csp'ect to the Graeco-Roman context
;2:‘1: rlil;ninn?ag}xé hav'c proved helpful, though p
e Mcﬁt:rmcjues.‘ Bc:th the literary and archaeological evidence
Comthe anes prigzg:ltthy::vcn v:r(hcn it relates to first-century
fies citt_lcr the statements of Pat?lrtoifthierfcczlm il T':hat oy
addresing 1 prodlem he is purportedly

g various groups

> attempts to provide
erhaps invariably they

v

Excursus

statements insofar as the

. Y pertain to h 1 .
evidence provides some ead coverings. If anything, this

: : background to the coiffure of

::1211 ; zsaiuéﬁ‘that women should have long hair ‘?f lméc;l;ziimt:ayt’

S bt ,Grec.rlz 1tcls styled o’n the head, may be appropriately described

Pt the G rm TcapLBo?Loaov (peribolaion, “wrapping,” 11:15).15
noton of head coverings, concerning which the arc,hac ;

remains of Corinth pr

. ological
ovide almost no evidence, we have

to turn to

in ¢ 481-505, the earli
in “A Feature of , the earlier remark by ;
¢ of Qumran Angelology and 1 Cor. 1L:10,” in Essays on the Szmgnio.;cmngrl&azttiz ;Jl; );Zr
3

188, 1. 1. s . > €d., SBS, 5 (Missoula, MT: SBL and Scholars Press, 1974)

> 2. L, still holds: “Though many detai .
Jewish and Greek women, have bccﬂ};r;?ﬂs about the wearing of the veil in antiquity, both by

: d for .
of the church in Corinth. We d Ve forus, none of them bears directly on the problem
tying to handle.” 0 not know the exact nature nor the origin of the abuse IL’)auI was

15. Thompson, “Hairstyles, Head i
R X cove : i
S1(1988) 99-115, here p. 112, Schilr Fepenss 1y oo 200 Roman Corint” B4

Pty e ; 23, In Memory of Her, 227, is surely correct
s 8 a wrapping suggests that he is not concerned in Corinth Zvith :thr}ilsag

fn4n
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literary sources. Pausanius (Descriptions of Greece, Elis 1.20.2-3) notes
that priestesses, in the context of singing in the temple of Eileithyia in
worship of Sosipolis, had to cover their heads and faces in a white veil”
(2nd cent. AD). According to Apuleius (Metamorphoses 11.10), women
participating in the cult of Isis near Corinth “had their hair anointed
and their heads covered with bright linen, but the men had their crowns
shaven and shining bright” (2nd cent. AD). It is also known more gen-

- erally that women, according to Roman custom, were known to have

veiled their heads when offering sacrifices (so Varro, de Lingua Latina
5.29.130%; see Juvenal, Satwrnalia 6.390-392), though one should
observe that, in contrast to Paul, these practices were not regarded as
ways of distinguishing women from men.”” Thompson herself concludes
that Apuleius’s description of the Isis cult must have referred to a spe-
cial circumstance rather than to general practice in Roman society, while
Plutarch’s statements on Roman women going about in public with
their hair covered while the men do not (Roman Questions 14)® are
more speculative than derived from strict observation. The correspon-
dence to Paul’s view, especially in the case of the Isis cult, is notewor-
thy, while the literary witnesses to the disheveled hair of the maenads in
the cults of Dionysos, Cybele, the Delphian Pythia, and the Sibyl¥ cor-
respond, by contrast, more to the behaviour Paul is criticising. At least
two points can be learned from this evidence. First, the use of head cov-
erings in a cultic context does not refer to a general, but rather to a
function-specific, practice. Thus we are not 1o imagine that Paul was
requiring women to cover their heads in contexts other than when they

16. Varro’s note on the Roman rizus avails despite his strained etymological dexvation for the
term 7ita (“veil”). See further M. Beard, “The Sexual Starus of Vestal Vixgins,” Journal of Roman
Studies 70 (1980) 12-27, esp. pp. 16 and 21.

17. See Oster, “Veils.”

18. The passage is in Plutarch’s Moralia 267 A-B. This custom is not in itself the focus of
Plutarch’s comments as such. His description of practice, instead, occurs while he inquires into
why, during funerals, sons cover their heads while daughters do not, reasoning that such a custorm
is intended to contrast from what is usually done in public.

19. On the conventions associated with these cults, see R.C. and C.C. Kroeger, “An Inquiry into
Evidence of Maenadism in the Corinthian Congregation,” SBL Seminar Papers 14 (1978) 2.331-

346. See esp. Juvenal, Susurnalin 6.314-316.
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;::r; pranJ:lg or prophesying. Second, the custom of abandoning an
X ; covenngs in worship as a mark of true prophecy among some con}-’
«“ alr);)(r;rgy ;:hu;ltsc r:a}y tc;llanfy WI;ZI such a practice could have been adopt-
rinthians, while the practice described b ius i
relation to the Isis cult shows tha A
t there could have be imi
- _ ho en a similar prece-
) ;chs'z; ;he pras;cz;n]é)mcd by Paul. Therefore, just because Il’)aul js
a speciically Christian context of worship d
- : 0€s not
would necessarily have wished to distinguish practilzes of tI}ILZ énh?sntiz

::IIHIILUU'[) ﬁ om t}l: S€ If-[l: nin :Ehi'li I hg‘ous :Ldts' II: 18 ::Il:f]’ll:d,

in the end, with custo : o
lematic), mary practice here. More significant (and prob-

Pant uscdoilo tilc one h;?d, is the distinctive theological reasoning which
upport his view and, on the other h d th .
wished to use this as 2 mark of Jie other hand, the fact that he
. | gender distinction.
course In relation to the role of “angels” in Paul’n For the latter, and of

s discussion, it beco
hecessary to explore the backgrounds in bibli : e
Ty o P gr s in biblical and contemporary

Problematic Terms

If we focus on the translation and inte
words and phrases, several difficulties-arise.
of translating the term xepori (kephals,

rpretation of particular
First, there is the difficulty
“head”) in 11:3-5:

iz 22: of{ zvx n'lan is Christ, and the head of the woman is man, and
v s 20‘, rist is God. Ev;r.y man who prays or prophesies whil:: not
ering) on the head shames [with his head covered dishonors)

his head. And every woman wh
: Who prays or prophesies without i
head shames {with her head uncovered dishonors] her head covenng her

;ic_ x_zv?,rd w(fntcnded as a metaphor, but in what sense? Does it mean

ongin™ or “source™ Or does it mean “lordship” or «
Whichever meaning one chooses, two points
stage: (1)

superiority”?
should be mentioned i
ing o at this
Paul is using the term to draw a distinction in some sense

20, « i :
211?21?, ;armlzconl, S. }':’slcgale, _Thc’ Meaning of Kephale in the Pauline Epistles,” JTS 5 (1954)
Sron ,“Paul A ! f;z Conntbgzm, 103; Barcetr, Commentary on First Cm‘mbizm; 248;
o8 oraul ad the Exdasogil Women,” 89'ad n, 41; Marphy-O'Conaor, “Sx ad
a[lowi;g o tcm.l < ui: er- xarznza, In Mzm.ory of Her, 229, also adopts this interpreta’ﬁon while
eate o d tIliotc A descending hierarchy, though in the sense that “cach rc::edi.nv
.. ¢.other’s being.” ' ? :
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berween God, Churist, male, and female (in which sense remains to be
seen); and (2) that the behaviour inferred by Paul on the basis of this
term is closely bound up with “glory” (11:8-9,15; see 15:40-41), on the
one hand, and with “shame” or “dishonor” (11:4-5,14), on the other.
The question, for our purposes, will be to ask against which framework
the distincdons of order and of behaviour are to be understood.

That Paul is using a pun with respect to xe¢odr] is reflected in his
literal use of the term in the phrase xoté xepofic Exov (kata kephales
echon, “having on the head”): to have on the head means for Paul to
hopour one’s head. Concerning the meaning of “having on the head,”
however, interpretations are divided. Does the phrase, as used in 11:4,
refer 1o a man who “has something [a head covering] on his head,” as
conventionally understood, or, as Murphy-O’Connor has argued, does
the expression merely refer to a man who has long hair? By extension,
does the term “to be covered” (xoroxchdnte, katakalyptd) allude to a
piece of clothing or, again with Murphy-O’Connor, does it denote long
hair?®! The likelihood that Paul’s language refers to something on the
head, rather than to hair itself, is strengthened by Plutarch’s use of the
phrase xaté Ke¢oAng in a similar way.22 I think that Paul’s reference to
hair “as a wrapper” (6viL mepiBoAcion, anti peribolaion) in 11:15 is not
a straightforward identification of what he is ultimately advocaring, but
should rather be understood as & comparison. Since in 11:5-6 Paul can
associate bareheadedness with being without covering (GxotaxeAdnt®),
he leaves it to his readers to infer that having long hair must naturally
be accompanied by head covering. Finally, an emphasis on clothing
seems apparent, since the context of “praying or prophesying” in wor-

21. See Murphy-O°Connor, “1 Corinthians 11:2-16 Once Again,” CBQ 50 (1988) 268-269.
Murphy-O°Connor thus translates the phrase Gvti mepiBoAadov in 11:15 to mean “as 2 wrap-
per” instead of “in place /instead of a wrapper.” Morcover, on the basis of 11:6 Murphy-O’Connor
regards “being covered” as Paul’s way in the passage 1o denote a woman’s long (uncut) hair.

22. So Witherington, Conflict and Community in Corinth, 233, Who appeals to Plutarch’s
Regum 2008; Roman Questions 267C; Pyrrhus 399B; Pompey 640C; Caesar 739D; Lives of Ten
Orators 8428. However, one should note that these examples include the verb “to have” with an
object, usually 1 mov (o himation, “garment” or “piece of clothing”). Hence the importance
of the cumulative weight added by the other reasons given here. For a further argument that Paul

*is concerned with veiling and not hairstyle, see Annic Jaubert, “La voile des femmes (1 Cor. xi.2-

16),” NTS 18 (1972) 419-430.
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would have more clearly signalled the difference of context.

Finally, and perhaps most disputed of all, is the question of how to
understand the term gEovoia (exousia, “authority”). Since this term
occurs in 11:10a, thar is, just prior to mention of the “the angels,” it
J,rncnts; some comment. When the text says that “a woman ought to i;ave
gEovoia on/over the head,” Interpretations have been varied; analogous
to “having on the xedoA,” the translation of the phrase with gEovoio is
not s@ghtforwud. I'have to admit that it is difficult to decide among
the primary interpretations (both pew and traditional); they include. the
following: (1) The phrase is made to refer to a Woman’s having “power,”
“control,” or “authority” over her own activity when she prophesies ;r
prays. Paul would thus be admitting that woman has the authority to

“prophesy or pray” in the context of worship.? Along similar lines (2) -

the phrase is related to the woman’s “freedom?” or “right” to choose to
do what she wishes with her head.? This Interpretation attempts to
place what Paul says here with other parts of 1 Corinthians where Paul
using ££ovoio to refer to one’s “freedom” or “right,” mentions that’
theoretically, a2 man is not under constraint to marry (7:37), one may ear:
meat sacrificed to idols (8:9), and an apostle ought to be supported
(9:17-18). Problematic for this explanation is that “having #£ovoia over
the head” in 11:10 is not a construction that takes this form® in the

other instances. If either of the two options just mentioned avails bere,

it remains doubtful that it is the only meaning in play. It has to be

23. In this connection two articles are most often referred to: M i
tion. : Morna D. Hooker, “Authori
Ecr Hc?d: ”An Examination of 1 Cor. XL10,” NTS 10 (1963-1964) 410-416; and W. Focztz;l
efovole,” in TDNT 2:562-574. See further Barrett, Commentary on First Corinthians 2553

Jaubert, “La voile des femmes.” 428-430; Richard N. Longe, il Ethice
; ; . necker, New Ty 7
Sor Todmy (Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984) 82. SR o Toaens Sl B

24. See A. Padget, “Paul on Women in Church: The Contradicti iffure i
. : on of Coiffure in 1 Cor 1] 2-
16,” JSNT20 ( 1984) 69-86, esp. 78; and Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 520. g

. 25. The closest analogy is in 1 Cor 7:37. The phrase refers to a man’s freedom sz to touch his
vIrgin, and not to the freedom to do so, In 11:10, however, &Eovcia is related 10 an obligation.
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remembered that Paul regards this $£ovsic as an “obligation” (he uses
the verb o¢e1her, opheilei, “ought”), that is, as a constraint rather than
simply as a “right.”

(3) A very different sort of explanation has been proposed inter
a1z by Fitzmyer: the use of £ovota may itself mean “head covering” or
“veil.” Following the lead of Kittel, Fitzmyer appeals to the Aramaic
word W (ltwnyh) which in the Tabmud Yerushalmi carries the
meaning “head ornament” or “veil.”” Since the root of this word, 07
(8It), commonly means “to have power/dominion over,” the Greek
&Eovoto may be understood as an equivalent. And so, Paul’s vocabulary
cither derives from a simple mistranslation or reflects a “popular ety-
mology” that no longer betrays knowledge of the Aramaic word.? It is,
of course, possible that the apostle himself knew such an etymology;
however, the translation or identification of #ovoto as “veil” seems
unnecessarily specific. Furthermore, I doubt whether the Corinthian
recipients of his letter may be expected to have understood the term as
an equivalent for “veil”!

(4) The term #Eovoia has in the past been frequently understood
as 2 “magical power” possessed by the veiled woman, there to protect
her against the invasion of evil spirits or angels. This view would imply
that, at least for Paul, women belong to “the weaker sex” and, unlike
men, need a head covering to protect them, especially during times
when they are vulnerable, such as when they pray or prophesy in ecsta-
sy. Fitzmyer, among others, has rejected this view because he has found
no evidence from antiquity which attests that such a protective function
was accorded to a woman’s veil. However, as will become clear below,
such a conclusion is too dismissive.

Summary and the Nature of Gender Equality in Panl
The foregoing discussion brings us to the point of addressing the

26. Fitzmyer, “A Feature of Qumran Angelology and the Angels of 1 Cor 11:10,” 193-194; see
further Foerster, “6Eovato,” 574.

27. Along these lines, it is thought that the textual variant KoAvUpo (halymma, “veil™), vely-
mez in some Lat. mss., in place of £5ovota and Origen’s explanatory addition of kévppe kon
before the word when discussing the text (in a Lat. translation: yefamen ¢t) demonstrate a straight-

. forward equivalence between “veil” and ££ovoice
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Problern of the phrase “on account of the angels.” In doing so, it i

Important for us not to forget the perspectives reached thus fﬁ Fc;rlth1 )
sake_ of clarity, the views I adopt as a basis for the discussion may. be surr:
manz'ed as follows: (1) 1 Cor 11:2-16 is Pauline. (2) The statemcnté of
Paul in the passage cannot be confined to the question of hairstyles; ref-
€rences to covering are best related to “apparel” or “clothing.” (33 Al-

though in 11:4,7, Paul refers to men who do not wear head coverings

the thrust of the argument as a whole is directed towards the behavi

of women. (4) The various Interpretations of a woman’s having é?’;oo:"?orc
on the head are not all mutually exclusive. In fact, the text itself seemi
to reflect the ambiguous status of the woman: on t1;c o oy
possess “authority” over what she does; on the other
!Dcmg asked to participate in exercising constraint ove
ity “on account of the angels,
gaton, is not far away.

ne hand, she may
hand, women are
s - r their own activ-

¢ notion of protection, if not subju-

It is true that 'in 11:11-12, in some ways the climax of the argu-
vn:oczfénl’::i ug;i;rh;zs t]:;:c]li mllllmality and interdependence between
. €s this, however, mean “ ity” i i
f}lthough the language of Paul acknowledges cqua?t;rlaélgwei g:: cs:;(t?
n th? Lord-” and although elsewhere Paul cites baptismal tradition thci
thch is “peither male nor female” (so Gal 3:28), what this means )
reality is another matter (even in Gal 3:28 the maséuline form is used o
denote male and female oneness). We know, for instance, from tlzo
Gospil of Thomas (logion 114)® and Joseph and Aseneth (14:,15-15-2 );
that a?drc')gyny” did not have to denote equality which rcspccts.the
woman’s dignity as # woman but rather accepts equality on grounds
that she be virtually regarded as a male. Paul, of course, refuses il 112
16 to blend the distinctions between women and men. i\Ievcrm-ﬂlcss T‘V’
learn, especially from Gospel of Thomas, that one ought not assume ;:hai

28. This often cited text may be translated fr . i
‘ om the Coptic as follows: “Simon Peter said to hi
hﬁt irl\;Izrr); Sﬁ f[rom us, :fclalusc wrzflxcn are unworthy of this life.” Jesus said, ‘Bchofis?shzl}l)zz
) may make her a male, 50 that she may also become 2 living spiric. beine |
Tk
males. For every woman who makes herself a male shall enter into the kingdfnsxp of tl;ca:rlzf’” o

29. The virgin Aseneth’s full preparedness for conversion to Judaism is signified by the removal

of her head covering (at the angel’s be .
1 young man” (IS:ig),( e angel’s befest) which renders the appearance of her head “as that of
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notions of gender unification are going to mean equality in practical
terms. In other words, Paul might not have understood equality or even
mutuality in a straightforward manner.%

Paul’s Axguments for Head Coverings

As observed above, the expression koo xepadiig Exwv looks like
a throwaway, enigmatic comment which is unnecessary to the flow of
the argument. Paul does not bother to explain it or to connect it to the
immediate context with any transparency. In this sense, the phrase
stands out in contrast with at least five other reasons given by Paul, rea-
sons which more readily reinforce one another through notions of
order, scriptural exegesis, “nature,” and common practice among the
Christian congregations. The fact that Paul produces not one, but a
number of arguments in order to convince women to cover their heads,
signals the special importance he attached to this practice in relation to
the worshiping assembly. Herewith, we briefly consider these other
arguments, which are found in 11:3-9 and 11:13-16.

First, Paul appeals to the status of women in the hierarchical order
of the cosmos (11:3-5a,7). It is hard to escape the conclusion that the
term kedoit, regardless of whether or not it is to be translated as “ori-
gin” or “source,” denotes a pecking order of relationships within the
cosmic order: God (the head of), Christ (the head of), man (the head
of), woman. This hierarchy is reinforced in 11:7, where “Christ” is left
out of the equation: the terms gixdv (etkin, “image”) and 365 (doxa,
“glory”) are both directly applied to the man in relation to God, while

30. See especially Wayne Mecks, “The Image of the Androgyne: Some Uses of a Symbol in
Earliest Christianity,” History of Religions 13 (1974) 165-208; and Dennis R. MacDonald,
“Corinthian Veils and Goostic Androgynes,” in Inages of the Feminine Gnosticism, Karen L. King,
¢d. (Philadelphia: Fortress Press, 1988) 276-292, who demonstrates how widespread male hierar-
chy within androgyny was among the gnostic sources (e:g., the Apocryphon of. “Johm); sec further the
excellent overview of the notion of “unequal androgyny” by Dale B. Martin, The Corinshian Body
(New Baven: Yale University Press, 1995) 230-232. Against Schiissler-Fiorenza (In Memory of
Her, 211-113), who attempts to rescue the Gospel of Thomas (and thus Paul) from gender-related
notions of inequality, it seems rather that the notion of practical inequity in Paul (as may have been
assumed by Paul in Gal 3:28) ought not be dismissed t00 quickly, that is, merely on the grounds
that gnostic beliefs cannot be shown to have influenced the behaviour of the Corinthian women.
The issue is more one of latent male attitudes than of tradition- and refigio-historical influences.
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the woman’s 36E0. is merely conceived in relation to the man.# For Paul
this essential difference between man and woman is to manifest itself in
the matter of head covering, with the man being without any at all and
the woman having to cover herself. If this cosmological classification is
disturbed by the woman, she brings shame upon her head (11:5), that is,
upon her superior (the man), just as a man who crosses the boundaries
of propriety by covering his head brings shame upon his head (11:4—
presumably this is Christ). Given the introduction of kedoAn in 11:3 to
denote superiority, 11:4-5 cannot be read as activity which brings shame
upon one’s self. The language—thar is, to “shame his/her head”—
means instead that one dishonours the one who is next up or immedi-
ately above in the cosmic scale. The notion of shame characterizes activ-
ity which is in breach of the cosmic order.

The metaphorical use of
kepodr] as “leader” or “ruler (Hebrew ©z1),® in combination with the
literal meaning “head,”

results in a semantic wordplay: the appropriate
treatment of one’s head in terms of covering or not covering shows

respect towards one’s head, that is, towards one’s distinct place in the
divine order. This wordplay implies that the order imposed upon the
world involves boundaries of distinction that should not be violated.
Second, as we have discussed, for the sake of the argument, Paul
cquates a woman’s uncovered head with her having no hair at all.
Strictly speaking, this argument makes no sense, because it is not based
on observation; it builds, rather, on a sense of shame which Paul
assumes his readers in Corinth would share towards the notion of
female bareheadedness (11:62).* The identification of an uncovered

31. This argument assumes the “image” language of Gen 1:27 which is being interpreted
through the point of view of Genesis 2. See Gen 5:1-3, in which both male and female are
described as created, though unlike Gen 1:27, the term “image” is reserved for “Adam,” which is
the name given to both of them.

32. For the Heb. term in the generic sense of “ruler,” see Deut 1:13 and Isa 29:10; in the con-
text of Israel, as “leaders,” see Exod 6:14,25; 18:25; Num 1:4,16; 7:2; 8:12; 10:4; 13:3; 17:3;
25:4,15; 30:1; Deut 1:15; 5:23; 28:13,44; 33:521: Josh 11:10; 14:1; 19:51; 21:1; 22:21; 23:2;
2¢:1; Judg 7:25; 10:18; 11:89,11; 1 Sam 15:17; 1 Kgs 8:1; 1 Chr 5:24; 7:247.9,11.40;
8:6,10,13,28; 9:13; 12:32; 29:11; 2 Chr 5:2; 28:12; and Ps 18:43. Among the Dead Sea materi-
als, sec esp. 1QSa (Rule of vhe Congregasion) col. i, 16.23.25,

33. See the Test. of Job 23:8-10 and esp

- 24:9-10, in which Job’s wife shows her shame by hav-
ing her hair cut.
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with a shorn head enables Paul to transfer tht: sh:;nchas?ciatcd with
i i i e practice of not covering the head.
bemgT“;:tzo;Z:lf :guﬂ;ncit appeals to the chronological order of cre-
ation: Wor;mn was created from man, not vice-x{crsi (1 1:8—9).f'1‘hl:l 1,3,
clearly based, not on Gen 1:26, accord}ng to Wl%lch maj.c ar;d cmhicc:h
were created together, but on the creation story in Genesis 2, in w: j
a discernible sequence of time clapsed between Adam and the formation
Ofth;:;vuc.)rr?ha,ni’aul appeals to “nature” (q:m’)mg,. physis, 11:14). Pcrl}aps
this argument is in some way related to the social shame I’a_ul as‘socm;t:lsl
with bareheadedness in 11:6. Paul presumes that the Connt]c‘nanlsf ;
agree with him that it is inappropriate, on g9m® of nature itse 1:1 or
2 man to have long hair and that it is appropriate for a woman to Pa\;i
long hair. Granted that this view is shared by the: (_L‘onnthlans, aa“
assumes further that they will conclude that long hair is to be accc;ln'fp :
nied by a head covering. Long hair is to b'_t covered am% sho'rt : air 16
not.® The logic of the argument also works in t‘hc other direction: s;lncc
men should not wear 2 head covering in worship, thf.:y shou.lgl ;10; :;c
long hair; if women should be covered (as Paul thinks sho e
CaSC)’Ftigly Siilloﬁéliéa‘lig I::itilatlnrs own argument short by referring -to
the problc)m as a contentious matter; anyone Yvho would dlsagrfcé W;tl:
his instruction contravenes uniform practice “1n. the chur‘i_hcs”oh O .O
Paul thus appeals to “custom,” that is, he clalms. that w; az; ;Cr
other practice either. Is Paul referring to congregations whic  are nder
his own apostolic influence (“we”) and then to all t}lc. rcm:umncgt oo
gregations? It is not clear. Nevertheless, Paul’s rheto.nc is conszu Tedin
such a way as to emphasise that any among the Corinthians who

34. A similar adaptation of Genesis 2 seems to be operative in the .fragmcnzary text of 4Qc4: ng
(=4Q‘Imtmcrim) f. 2, col. i, lines 1-9; see J. Strugnell and D.J. Harrington, erisf., %ugmzﬁdoﬂ
4 5(XIV Sapiential Texts, Part 2, Discoveries in the Judaean Desert XXXIV (Oxford: Clar ,
1999) 47-48 (ext and translation). .

35. See Jos. and Asen. 15:1: The angelic humanlike figure tells Aseneth to remove her vei
bccau.sc her h’ead “is like that of a young man,” that is, because she has short hair, a veil is not
deemed necessary.
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resist his instr.ucdon regarding head coverings risks isolating himself
from the remainder of the Christian movement.

WY, THEN, “ON ACCOUNT OF THE ANGELS”?

As we have observed, the angels are not as such integrated into the
flow of the argument in 11:2-16. Therefore, the possible explanations
are, by necessity, drawn from inferences based on the immediate context

(in particular, 11:2-9), the epistle as a whole, traditions about angelic

bCi{lgS. in early Jewish documents and, more broadly, Graeco-Roman
antiquity. In terms of a debate concerning which of specific background
throws light on whar Paul consciously thought when he mentioned the
angels, little has been said which may be called “decisive.” Thus. in
addition, we may need to consider the worldview—that is, the reah}; of
what Paul may have assumed—against which an interpretation can be
most satisfactorily pieced together. We need to be open to the possibil-
ity, therefore, that not all the conventional alternative interpretations
pro.posed are mutually exclusive; perhaps, moreover, the questions for
which the alternative proposals provide an answer need to be rethought
The four main interpretations of “the angels,” whether offered m
the distant or recent past, are as follows:
First, a number of interpreters have and continue to maintain that
Paul was simply referring to human &yyehor.¥* Murphy-O’Connor, in
support of this view, appeals to 1 Cor 10:32 and 14:23. In 10:32 }ust
prior to this passage, Paul exhorts the Corinthians in general to’ “be
without trouble to Jews, Gentiles, and to the church of God.” while in
.14:2-3, in addressing disorderly conduct in worship fomentccl, by speak"
Ing mn tongues, he warns that “ordinary people or unbelievers” would
regard them as crazy. From these texts Murphy-O’Connor argues that

“Paul would be concerned that practices in Corinth should not shock
envoys from other churches.”¥

36. So, ].B. Lightfoot, in Horse Hebraicae et Talmudicae (Oxford: Oxford University Press

1859) 4:238; and, more recenty, A. Padger, “ :
> A ) get, “Paul on Wormen in Church” 81 .
O’Connor, “1 Corinthians 11:2-16 Once Again,” 271-272. in Church” 81; and Murphy.

37. Tbid.
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This approach to the angels in 11:10 is very weak. Although the
term &yyehot can refer to a noncelestial human being several times in the
writings of the New Testament (so Matt 11:10; Luke 7:24; 9:52; Jas
2:25; and, as some argue, the “angels” of the seven churches in Rev
2-3), it nowhere clearly refers to such in the Pauline or deutero-Pauline
corpus.®® Furthermore, although 10:32 does refer to contact between
the Corinthian Christians and others, it does not specify a context of
worship. Finally, in 14:23 those whom Paul envisions as observers of the
Corinthians’ worship are not Murphy-O’Connor’s “envoys from other
churches,” but rather idwdton (i4:6tas, “untrained”) and dmotol (apis-
to3, “unbelievers”)! Thus, while not entirely impossible, the notion that
women are to wear head coverings on account of visiting humans as
&yyehor is highly unlikely.

Second, an interpretation which often regards “the angels” in 11:10
as unequivocally “good” or at least “obedient”; they are guardians of the
created order. Within the immediate context, as we have seen, Paul
draws on the biblical tradition from Genesis 2 to assert the chronolog-
ical priority of man over woman (11:8-9; see 11:3). If the creation story
is in view, it could be argued that a mention of “angels” in 11:10 would
not be out of place. Indeed, according to some exegetical traditions,
angels were considered to have been active participants with God in the
creation of humanity. According to Philo, in Genesis (1:26) God is
speaking to the angels when God says, “let us make man” (4e Opificio
Mundi 72-76; see de Confusione Linguarum 171-182; de Fugn et

Inyentione 65-70; de Mutatione nominum 27-34).* The tradition in

38. Gal 4:14 does, admitredly, come close. However, Paul uses the expression éyyshov 6g0v
there as a hypothetical (not real) description of himself to emphasise the exemplary hospitality of
the Galatians towards him (“you welcomed me as [though I were] an angel of God, as Christ
Jesus™). The thrust of the statement, which extends the comparison to include Christ, suggests that
Paul is thinking of a strictly nophuman, divine messenger.

39. Philo’s purpose for involving angels (identified as “heavenly bodies” created on the fourth
day) in the creation of humanity is to account for the duality of voluntary and involuntary dimen-
sions of human natare. Whereas heavenly bodies possess a mind (but only unto themselves) and
plants and animals are without mind and reason, only humans have the capacity to participate will-
ingly in evil. The role of angels in creation of humanity, therefore, serves to distance the utter
goodness and transcendence of God from responsibility for being the originator of evil.
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Targum Psendo-Jonathan to Gen 1:26 is thus probably dependent on an
older tradition when it specifies that “let us” refers to “the angels who
minister before him and who were created on the second day of the cre-
ation of the world.” Such participation of angels in creation is presup-
posed among the recently available 4QInstruction (also known as
4QSapiential Work A ) manuscripts, in which two types of humanity are
distinguished (4Q417 1 i, lines 15-18): on the one hand, there is “Enosh”
(U, “8163), a spiritual people (TP 0Y, @m ruah,1.16) whose created form
corresponds to “the pattern of the holy ones” @E@WiR XD, ktabnit
q%63tm, 1.17); on the other hand, there are the “children of Seth™ (L.15)
who presumably do not have the capacity to discern between good and
evil (L.18).* Unquestionably, Paul is concerned with maintaining dis-
tinctions within divine order, both in 11:2-16 and in 1 Corinthians as a
whole (see Paul’s reference to the distinet 86Ea of “heavenly” as opposed
to “earthly” bodies and, more specifically, among the heavenly bodies
themselves in 15:40-41). Angels guard this order—here the distinction
between man and woman—and, presumably, would take offence art a
practice which violates this order as set forth in verses 3 and 8-9.4 A dif-
ficulty with this interpretation is thar, surprisingly, there is hardly an

40. On the analysis of this passage, I am indebted to Benjamin Wold, whose thesis is exploring

scriptural exegesis among the more recently available sapiential texts from the Dead Sea docu-
ments.

41. Those adopting this view include James Moffatt, The First Epistle of Paul to the Corinthians
(London: SPCK, 1947) 152; Fitzmyer, “Quraran Angelology and 1 Cor 11:10,” p. 197 nofs). 36-
37, and Charles H. Talbert, Reading Corinthians: A Liternry and Theological Commentary on
1 and 2 Corinthians (New York: Crossroad, 1987) 69. This view has provided an attractive option
for those who interpret Paul’s emphasis on man’s chronological priority over woman in creation as
a concession to the old order (i.c. of the law) of which angels are guardians.

A different way of relating the function of angelic beings to creation has been maintained by
those who regard them as guardians of the “old” order, presumably as they are often regarded as
having acted as mediators in the giving of the law (Gal 3:19; see Acts 7:53; Heb 2:2; Jub. 1:27,29;
2:1 passim; Apoc.Mos. introduction; and Josephus, Az, 15.136). Paul is negotiating between the
eschatological (see 11:11-12) and the old order (11:8-9) and instructs women to wear head cov-
exings cither (a) as 2 concession to the old (or even pagan) order itself or (b) in order to show that
they have the authority (see 11:10a) to transcend the old order to which she was once subjected.
For the position of (a), see G.B. Caird, Principalities and Powers (Oxford: Clarendon, 1956) 15-
22; and T.W. Manson, On Paul and John, 19-20; in relation to (b), sce Hooker, “Authority on
Her Head,” 412-413; Scroggs, “Paul and the Eschatological Women,” 91, n. 46.
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instance in early or rabbinic Jewish tradition in which angelic beings are
specifically assigned such a role, to say nothing about what suc'h
guardian angels would have had to do with the coiffure of women. This
is not to deny that the mention of angels in 11:10 in some way rclatfes
to cosmic order; indeed, the reverse seems to be the case. However, in
what sense? .

Third, we are brought a step further by the proposal of Fitzmyer,
who has drawn attention to a number of texts from the Dead Sea doc-
uments concerned with the notion of the angels’ presence in the congre-
gation of the communiry** In his inital publication, Fitzmyer was ox?iy
able to refer to four texts, according to which purity in the comrr’l'ml‘lty
is demanded because of the presence of the angels (1 QWa:r R-ule Vi, hnf:
6; 1QSa=Rule of the Congregation ii, lines 8-9; 4,QFlom.3@mm fr. 11,
lines 3-4; see CD=Damascus Document xv, lines 15-17); since then, fur-
ther materials overlapping with the previously known docunalent,s ha\:c
come to light which echo this motf (4Q491=4QWar Rule fr’s 1-3,
line 10; 4QD=Damascus Document fr. 8 i, lines 6-9).# In terms of
form, these texts provide 2 list, inspired by Leviticus 21:18-23, of c.at-
egories of men® who are not allowed to participate in the community,
whether it be in the eschatological war (as in the War Rule) or the wor-
shiping, eschatological assembly (as in the Rule of the.Congwgatwn,
Damascus Document, and Florilegium). Of particular interest, notes
Fitzmyer, is the explanatory formula “for the angels of. holiness shall be
with” (O UTp ";S??; ™, ki mal’dké godes Gm) of which thc. const?u'c-
tion Sud plus the accusative odg &yyéhovg in 1 Cor 11:10 is reminis-
cent® Taken together, the texts strengthen the view that the presence

42.Tam in agreement with Jaubert, “La voile des femmes,” 427, who emphasises that there are
10 sources from antiquity which support this interpretation.

43. Firzmyer, “A Feature of Qumran Angelology in 1 Cor 11:10.”

i documents and to corre-

44, For convenient access to the Hebrew rexts of rhcse) Dead Sca' _
sponding English translations, see Florentino Garcia Martinez and Exbc‘rt J.C. Tigchelaar, "Ih’
Dead Sea Scrolls Study Edition, 2 vols. (Grand Rapids: Berdmans, 2000, lightly reworked edition
from the 1997-1998 publication). -~

i ii e ale or woman (TR

45. Only in 1QM vii, 3-4 does the category of women occur: “n0 youag ma'c or i

shall enter into their camps when they go out from Jerusalem to go to war until their return.

46. Ibid.
223
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of angels was considered to have significant
vance of purity regulations in the Qumran community.#

One could develop Firzmyer’s ideas further. These Qumran texts,
in turn, reflect the belief, more widely attested among the Dead Sea
documents, that the community (and, possibly other communities as
well) related its self-understanding to the presence of angels in their
midst.* For instance, in 11QBerakhot the presence of God and of God’s
holy angels in the community is given as the reason (i, line 14) for the
community’s enjoyment of favourable weather, good harvest, and pro-
tection from a variety of mortal and unclean dangers (ii, lines 7-14); for
this fanction the angels present in the community can even be “blessed”
alongside God (ii, lines 4-6).¥ Among the Songs of the Subbuth Sacrifice,
extant mostly through the Cave 4 manuscripts from Qumran (4Q400-

ramifications for the obser-

47. Those who have shared or followed Fitzmyer’s interpretation of 1 Cor. 11:10 include the

following: H.J. Cadbury, “A Qumran Paralle] to Paul,” HIR 51 (1958) 1-2; and Jervis, “But I
Want You to Know . . » 231-246, esp. 244, n. 53.

48. Sec esp. 1Q8 xi, 8; 1QSb i, 6; v, 26; 1QH iii,21-23; vi, 13; i, 11-14; £. 2,1.10,14; £. 5,
L3; . 7,111; & 10, 1L6-7; 1QM 1, 14-15; xii, 1-2, 45,7-9; xiii, 10; xvii, 6; 1Q36; 4Q181 . 1,
11.3-4; 4Q400 ii. 5-7; 4Q491 fr. 24,14, 4Q511 £ 2,18; £. 8, 19; 11Ql4 i, 13-14. On the sig-
nificance of these texts, see the studies by B. Girmer, Tre Temple and the Community, SNTSMS,
1 (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1965); P. von der Osten-Sacken, Gotz und Betal,
SUNT, 6 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1969) 222-232; H.-W. Xuhn, Endermartung
und Gegenwirtiges Fleil, SUNT, 4 (Géttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1966) 66-73; Hermann
Lichtenberger, Studien zum Menschenbild in Texten der Qumrangemeinde, SUNT, 15 {Gottingen:
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1980) esp. 224-227; and Loren T. Stuckenbruck, Angel Veneration
and Christology, WONT, I1/70 (Tabingen: J.C.B. Mohr [Paul Siebeck]

, 1995) 150-163. As com-
position of the sapiential document Instruction cxtant among materials from Caves 1 and 4 cannot

be assigned to the Qumran community itself, the following texts which coordinate the life of the

faithful community with angelic beings are of special interest: 4Q417 15, 15-18//4Q418 f. 43, 1.
11-14; fr. 55, IL. 8-12; . 69, IL. 10-14; f. 81, 1L 4-5.

49. Column i in 1IQBerkahor overlaps in content with 4Q285 f. 1, 1L1-10 and, therefore,
Martin Abegg has argued that it preserves 2 portion of the War Seroll: see “Messianic Hope and
4Q285: A Reassessment,” JBL 113 (1994) 81-9%; and, further, P. Alexander and G. Vermes,
“4QSefer ha-Milhamah " in Qumran Cave 4 XXVI- Cryptic Texts and Miscellanen, Part ],
Emanuel Tov, ed, in consultation with Jarnes VanderKam and Monica Brady, DJD, XXXVI
(Oxford: Clarendon Press, 2000) 231-232, 2

41-243. The blessing formuta of this text, in which
the blessing of God precedes the blessing of the angels, shows that the Book of Tobit, at 11:14-
15 (where the same occurs), draws on a traditional formula (both recensions; Cod. Sinaiticus pre-
serves 2 more elaborate form); see further 4Q418 f. 81, 1L1-5.
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407; see 11Q17 and the Masada manuscript), the com_mumty dcs.cribc:
the heavenly worship of the angels; the members of this c.or’nmun.lty ta;l
said to stand in awe of the privilege they have to p-arnapatc n ;
angelic cultus (4Q400 ii, lines 5-7). Angelic worship is thus describe
as ixcmplary, and this inspires the human community to declare jbho;i
the angelic elim: “they are honoured among all the camp; of thle :1) tzh ’
ils.” Clearly, the presence of angels
d revered by human councils A ’ _
iimmunity was related, not only to its members’ general sense sz ;vilc
i hip that to whic
i t also represented a form of cultic wors ‘ !
Ezl;iizzity aspircEl. We may infer, therefore, that the inclusion ;)f eu'lgcij1
i boundaries between the clean an
into the reason for drawing clear \ :
1é;.:lczm takes for granted that they convey the holiness of God in the
comn;?hitrf'wc rerurn to 1 Corinthians 11, we may consider hoxév tge%
Dead Sea materials could be thought to provide a ‘backgrou.n . .
course, one glaring difference that comparison reveals is the prcscx;ce o}
womcxl in the Christian worshiping commtftmty. ”LF‘hc Dead Sea h(:?j,:
ments do not envisage women as full participants in the -pr-cscnt, -
enly, or even eschatological cultus. To the extent that Chnst;lan mdin.ons
, i i fell heir to such traditions,
men, especially those of Jewish descent, ‘ :
thc;y woulc]lP have been aware of the new status given 11:3 C;hc womzur;1 ;1;
i i ision—from which women
the postresurrection era, when circumcisi . ;
beerll? excluded by definition—no longer ﬁmcu.oned asa reqmrcrr;::m; f:;
full admission into the participation in worship. Onf: does noth av o
argue much further to show how this new perspective would zvc o
tog:reconﬁgmaﬁon of male-female relationships; rhus‘Paul coul wn:n
in 11:11: “peither is woman without man nor man without woman :
the Lord.” Paul would have instructed the women of the congregato
to cover themselves, in accordance with the womax%’s :;f;onda;rf}; ;:f;a;
i i her 86Eq is differen
ce in the order of creation and because
i?vcn to men. Fitzmyer explains, in analogy to the Dead Sea tCXti:bth::
:hc unveiled woman would have been perceived by the angcls_ asa uo-1 o
i the assembly.® The covering would,
ity defect” to be excluded from : . ‘ .
z:t{en be a way for.compensating for this deficiency, especially so in the

50. Fitzmyer, “A Feature of Qumran Angelology in 1 Cor 11:10,” 56-57.
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presence of holy angels, with whom are associated an’ exemplary, heav-
¢nly, and pure worship of God. Presumably the Corinthians no,t least
the women who prayed and prophesied in the assembly, w::suld have
been familiar with such an ideal: they would have undc;stood them-
selves to be worshipers of God alongside the angels (13:1,% in which
.Pau.l may be subordinating such a percepton to an o’cyo’cm-e;fﬁc) Thus
in 11:10 Paul would be seen to advocate head coverings for WOII.;CIl ou';
of respect for the angels with whom the congregations’ members unde
stand themselves to be worshiping God. il
’Thjs picture is coherent, even inspiring. It even attempts to situate
Paul’s reference to the angels within the context of 1 Corinthians as
le.tter and, tf) some extent, the situation in Corinth. It is compaziblz
with .thc? notion of angelic guardians of the created order.5 Fitzmyer is
ccin‘fzmcglg, ‘ﬁlrthermore, in showing that Paul is concerned with main-
iammg holu.xcss” and “purity” in the worshiping community and that
the angels” in 11:10 have something to do with this. However, there
are several problems with this approach, if it is adopted to the cxc,lusion
of other possibilities. First, it presupposes that Paul would have ima{g-

ined that physical defects are sufficient reason for exclusion from the

Christian co ity, si
MMUnIty, since Wwomen are, on argument, being instructed

to cover their heads on account of their associat i

W}.ﬁc.h, according to Lev 21:18-23 and the Dcz?;:: n‘:’:xicln'(;ltfe:r:‘?fcjs
n31331b_le to the cult.®® Secondly, and more of 2 difficulty, the ’tradi:ila ‘
historical background invoked by Fitzmyer does not direc7tly bear on 2;1:,
presence or activity of women in the religious community. One could, of
co1t1rse, argue that Paul is simply applying a tradition to a situat;on
which, by _1ts very nature, is essentially different (where the inclusion
of women in the worshiping community is more or less being taken for

51. 8ee e.g., Schiissler-Fiorenz i
s 2, In Memory of Her, 228; and Judith M. Gundry-Volf.

’ " > > . - , “Paul
%ﬁ::o}ngjlc)?dén A C{ompan;;m Em‘h Early Jewish Views,” in The Road f::ny D:zmasczjr Toﬁt
onversion on His Life, Thought, and Ministry, Richard N. Lo _
(Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1997) 184212, esp. 20% 15 ken o g e

2 > €sp. 205, where 13:1 is tak
of 11:10 are those who were understood to mediate “gifts of inslpfimtizi.t S farthe gl

52. Sce the reference to Fizzmyer in n. 26 above.

53, Similarly, see the criticism by Murphy-O’Connor,

awdn 57 “Sex and Logic in 1 Cor 11:2-16,” 497
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granted); this argument, however, carries weight to the extent that there
are no other traditions which more directly relate women to angelic
beings. Thirdly, Fitzmyer—as indeed many interpreters of this pas-
sage¥—feels constrained to decide whether the angels are “good” or
“had”; for reasons I wish yet to specify, this seems to be a false dichoto-
my; the question should not be what kind of angels Paul is referring to,
but rather what kind of worldview, whether conscious or not to Paul
and his readers, would have made it possible to regard the covering of
the female head in a highly charged religious context such a necessity.
Our asking this question reveals the greatest difficulty of all in
Fitzmyer’s thesis: it relies wholly on analogy and does not help to
account for the head covering (and by women!) in and of itself. Rather
than taking “angels” as a logical point of departure, discussions should
actually begin with the question about veiling and head covering in
angquity.

This brings us to a fourth explanation, which I regard as tenable
despite the fact that variations of it have been so categorically dismissed
by a number of scholars: the head coverings were intended to be pro-
phylactic. While this reason may seem to assume that “the angels” to
which Paul refers must therefore be “bad,” the more important ques-
Hon is what social functions could be attributed to the veiling of woman
in classical antiquity. How, moreover, do any of these functions bear
upon the importance Paul attaches to women covering themselves while
they are prophésying? In asking these questions, we are not necessarily
looking for a theological intentionality on the part of Paul, but rather
we wish to consider predominant assumptions which accompanied the
veiling of woman.*

54. So, Jean Héring, The First Epistle of Saint Paul vo vhe Corinthians, trans. by AW. Hethcote
and P.J. Allcock (London: Epworth, 1962) 106-108; Hooker, “Authority on Her Head,” 412;
Barrett, Commentary on the First Epistle to the Corinthians, 253-254; Schiissler-Fiorenza, In
Memaory of Her, 228; Fee, The First Epistle to the Corinthians, 521; Talbert, Reading Corinthians,
69; J. Winandy, “Un curieux casus pendens. 1 Corinthiens 11.10 et son interprétation,” NTS 38
(1992) 621-629, esp. 627-628; see also the publications cited in n. 56 below.

55. Here the recent stadies, which are sensitive to culrural anthropology, are especially impor-
tant, The observations on the significance of veiling in Graeco-Roman antquity depend to some
degree on the following publications: Helen King, “Producing Woman: Hippocratic
Gynaecology,” in Women in Ancient Socieies, eds. Léonie J. Archer, Susan Fischler, and Maria
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Although the wearing of head coverings among men in antiquity
Wwas not uncommon, the practice among women carried with it strong
sexual connotations. Apparel was, of course, one way of marking the dif-
ferences—or, better, boundaries—between the sexes, that is, to keep
gender categories distinct. Of course, we are not in a position to gener-
alise about Graeco-Roman antiquity, as practices must have varied
according to time period, place, and social context.5 When, however,
women did cover their heads or veiled themselves—whether in public,¥”
in relation to marriage rituals,® while mourning,” or participating in a

Wyke (Houdsmills/Basingstoke /London: MacMillan, 1994) 102-114; Gail Paterson Corrington,
“The “Headless Woman’: Paul and the Language of the Body in 1 Cor 11:2-16,” Perspectives in
Religious Studies 18 (1991) 223-231; Anne Carson, “Putting Her in Her Place: Woman, Dirt, and
Desixe,” in Before Sexuality: The Construction of Erotic Experience in the Ancient Gresh World, eds.
David M. Halperin, John J. Winkler, and Froma 1. Zeitlin (Princeton: Princeton University Press,
1990) 135-169, esp. pp. 153-164; and Martin, The Corinthian Body, 229-249 and 294-300.

56. So, e.g., the differences between Romans and Greeks with

respect to head coverings in
Moralia, Roman Questions 14.

57. See Dio Chrysostom, Disconrse 33.48-49, who refers to a persisting custom in Tarsus con-
cerning the “the attire of women,” meaning that they dress in such a way
part of them, neither of the face nor of the remainder of the body,
thing from the road™). Dio’s explanation of this practice focuses
than the man, for he goes on to describe the fanction of the face covering as a way of keeping out
“wantonness” (of the woman!), whereas an uncovered face is as vulnerable as “an uncovered soul.”
On the propriety of head coverings for women in public in the early Jewish and rabbinic Jewish,
see Peter J. Tomson, Panl and the Jewish Law: Hulakha in the Letters of the Apostle to the Gentiles,
CRINT III/1 (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1990) 133. See Philo, Spec.Leg. 3.56, in an interpretation of -

Numbers 5, according to which the removal of the suspected woman’s head covering symbolises
her loss of innocence, :

58. See Carson, “Putting Her in Her Place,” 160-164. Carson refers to 2 number of sources,
from which the following, in terms of exercising social control over (or “civilising”) the bride, scem
to be the most significant: the myth which explains cosmology as Zeus” gaining control over the
goddess of the underworld by a veiling through which she is transformed into a beautiful and fer-
tile wife Ge. See Hermann Diels and Walther Kranz, eds., Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, 6th ed.
(Berlin: Weidmannsche Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1951) 48; Plutarch’s reference to the customary
Boeotian wedding ceremony, in which “after veiling the bride they pur on her head a crown of
asparagus, for this plant yields the sweetest fruit from the roughest thoms” so that her “initial
unpleasantness” will give way to “a docile and sweet life together” (Moralia, Coning. pracc. 138D).
With respect to the protection of the bride’s viginity see Lucian, The Carousal, or the Lapiths 8:
the bride on the couch, surrounded by women on both sides “is strictly veiled™; in Homer’s Odyssey
1.334, Penelope, accompanied by two maidservants on each side, is covered by “a veil across her
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religious cult®—assumptions concerning the nature of femalc physiolo-
gy and, thus, sexuality were being brought to expression. Si.."lCh \-’vou.ld
have been especially true in contexts which scholars in the sogal sciences
have termed “strong group.”® These assumptions re‘ﬂe.ctcd, in tarn, th’c
male Angst in the face of female sexuality. The association of woman’s
nature with wetness and porousness was thougl:zt to -rnakc her cspccl:ial—
ly vulnerable to disease, sexual appetite, irrationality, and pollution.
These values in antiquity are even assumed among those who devoted
themselves to the science of studying the female anatomy, foF exa:mplc,
as in the detailed works of the Hippocratic school (b.cgmmng in the
4th-5th centuries BC, esp. Diseases of Women ) and Aristode (41'11. cen-
tury BC; esp. History of Animals, Parts of Animals, and Gmerfmcm (_Jf
Animals) & The significance of these sources is not so much their trach.-
fion-historical relevance for ideas consciously taken up by_ Paul or }IJ:IS
Corinthian readers during the first century AD, but r:jtthcr 1t’ consists in
the fact that observations being made among the “sic1e'1'1ces’ were con-
ditioned by male assumptions about female mfenc?n_ty. Socially, the
wearing of something on the head, especially when enjoined on women,
would have reflected the wish to exert control over the woman whose

cheeks” as a symbol of her unavailability to would-be suitors. In additi9n, there are numcrquis] rtchf-
erences among classical sources to the moment of unveiling in 2 wedding ceremony, at whic o 3
protective boundaries around the bride are removed to expose her to the penetative gaze o .c;
husband. See ibid., 163 and n. 55, and esp. Cynthia B. Patterson, “Marriage and the Mamz
Woman in Athenian Law,” in Women’s History and Ancient Hmm,VSarah B. Pomeroy, ed..
(Chapel Hill: University of North Carolina, 1991) 48-72.

59. See Plutarch, Moralia, Roman Questions 14.

60. So Apuleius, Metamorphoses 11.10; Varro, De Lingua Latina 5.29.130; Juvenal, Saturnalia

6.390-392. See the Excursus above. iy Do, Nl
i ouglas

61. On this expression as a cultural anthropological category, sce Mary X
Symbols (Ir\llcw YorkE:) Pantheon, 1982) 54-64, and its adaptation for New Testament study bySBr;clc
Malina, Christian Origins and Cultural Anthropology (Atlanta: John Kr.lo,x’c, 1986) l‘i—].di.rl e
Codntzlian situation, we may supposc, fits best the “strong group, _1ow grid mf)dcl, according to
which the strong concern for purity in a community is combined with the experience of that com-
munity being under the threat of pollution from within. f

62. See the excellent study of these sources by Lestey Dean.-Ioncs, “The Cultm-ai Con;xﬁ:ci 3(})7
the Female Body in Classical Greek Science,” in Women’s History and Ancient History, 111-
(bibl. in n. 58).
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very Physiology represents a danger to the (male) ordering of society.®
Wi'l'hln a group for which special importance is attached to definine
strict boundaries of “purity” between its members and outside inﬂi.:
ences (as Paul tries to do for the Corinthians; see 1 Cor 5:1-2.9-13:
6:1,15-20; 8:7,11; 10:20-21), it should not be surprising th;t thf;
woman can be regarded as one focal point for the attempt to assert con-
trol over the danger of “pollution.”*

. .Tlf-lc notion in Graeco-Roman antiquity of female vulnerability and
inferiority, assumed in many Jewish sources,® and the attendant practice
of prophylactic head covering fit well with the early Jewish mythologi-
cal interpretations of Gen 6:1-4. With regard to this, NT scholars have
customarily focused on the essentially evil character of the angels who
“fell” because they were attracted by the beauty of the “human daugh-
ters.” This would be much in line with the Book of Watchers of 1 Enoch
(see chapters 7-8) and the Book of Giants: here the more neutral “sons
of_Qod” in Gen 6:1 are interpreted as the angels who have introduced
c_v1_l into the world by instructing women in reprehensible matters and
siring through them a race of oppressive giants. These gigantic offspring
are scen as a mala mixta, the result of an illegitimate violation oof
!:voundarics in the cosmic order (I Ex. 15:8-16). With this background
In view, some scholars, even recently, have interpreted “the angels” in
1 F)or 11:10 as categorically “bad” angels.® The women wear head cov-
enngs as protection against precisely zhese angels because, being invari-
ably cast as male beings, they pose a sexual threat to the women.

63. Thus the sexual dimension of head coverin i
: cad gs may presuppose a construal of female physiol-
ogy which cg:rclates th.c head and genitalia (that is, goes well beyond regarding such a conlr)zc);ﬁon
as metaphonca%); on this, sec Dean-Jones, “The Culrural Construct of the Female Body,” 124-125
and 136, who is followed by Martin, The Corinthian Body, 237-239. ’

64. It would simply be wrong, therefore, to conclude with Fitz «
ong, therefore, myer, “A Feature of Qumran
Angelology and 1 Cor 11:10,” 193, with respect to protection, that there is a “lack of evidence

showing that a woman’s veil was ever thought of as havin, ion in antiquity™: in thi
- ’ ’ g such a function in antiquity”; in this
concur with Martin, The Corinthian Body, 299, 1. 66. quiys n this]

65. Josephus, c.Apionem 2,201 (“a woman is in all things inferior to a man™); Philo, Spec.Ley
3.169-180 (2 woman is infezi_o: and oriented towards the senses); and passinz. ’ T
66. See John Hurd, The Origin of 1 Corinshians (London: SPCK, 1965) 182-185 (esp. 184 n.

4, with bibL); Walker, “The Vocabulary of 1 Corinthians 11.3-16.” 82: Br
Seripture and Bobics, AGATU, 2 (Leidens: Bell, 1994) 139, > Roses Fash

~na
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However, given our emphasis on the sexual significance of head cover-
ings in antiquity, I would like to suggest that the problem kies less in the
sort of angels being referred to than in the assumption of sexual vul-
nerability of women to pollution. For Paul it is not a matter of offering
an explicit argument in chapter 11 about female weakness in this respect;
rather, his reasons for commending head coverings are unable to break
away from the deep-seated assumption that women constitute the locus
where boundaries between different parts of the cosmos are most likely
to be violated. This view breaks through to the surface of the argument,
despite all the mutuality between male and female emphasised by Paul
(11:11-12).

If the point of departure for female head coverings is located in
notions of sexuality and hierarchy in antiquity, then it is unnecessary to
consider whether “the angels” are good or bad. In relation to the
Tewish apocalyptic traditions, it is important to realise that the “fallen
angels” were usually considered “good” to start with. It is only after
they have departed from their proper place in creation when the trou-
ble begins. In Jub. 5:1-11, the “fall” of the angels is delayed; it does not
occur in heaven, but happens on earth, while the angels were on a mis-
sion to instruct humans “and perform judgment and uprightness upon
the earth” (5:6 and 4:15). The status of angels is, in other words, not
static. Whatever their position or nature, angels have the capacity to vio-
late the cosmic order. Despite distinctiveness between human and
angelic spheres of existence, Paul and his Corinthian readers shared the
worldview that both nevertheless share social space (see 1 Cor 4:9,15;
6:3; 13:1). Because the understanding of angels was commonly expressed
in terms of male sexuality and because women were assumed to be espe-
cially “open” to invasion (from whatever source), Paul’s reference to the
angels betrays a subtle warning that more than just social relationships
between men and women are at stake; ultimately, wearing veils is a mat-
ter of maintaining the cosmic order. The head coverings are prophylac-
tic in the sense that they protect this order by helping to draw bound-
aries between distinct, yet sometimes socially overlapping, spheres more
clearly.

These boundaries, which have structured the universe since cre-
ation, are to be respected. For Paul, head coverings function to keep
men and women distinct from one another; in this regard, the noton
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of distinctiveness plays into a hierarchical arrangement that reflects the

status quo. The head coverings also function to keep women distinct -

from the angels who, for the sake of this argument, are considered

essentially different order of creation. After all, in ,analogy to hc -
men, tfhc apocalyptic angels were prone to be> cast as beings u:ian
potentially active male sexuality. The veil is protective on twf ﬁonts"’:-l
on the one hand, it protects the woman against inadmissible invasio '
from the outside and, on the other hand, protects those on the outsiclil:

(so, from the male point of view!) agai
' -) against the vulnerabili _—
the woman represents.$ ¢ valnerability to evil that

CoONCLUSION

In the foregoing analysis, I have not
that something “normative”
instructs that women in Co

. proceeded on the assumption
_ 3.1 a'; stake in inquiring into whar Paul
: rinth should do and why they should do it
}I)nstcad, this ftudy has delved into worldviews and trédition-historica.i

ackgrounds in order to bring to light the matrix within which Paul’s

67. This double firnction is reflected in the acc i
7. 1nctic ount of Dio Chrysostom cited in n. 57 above. In
:;iiugg{,}qsz};iﬁ:t in O; f‘ll{e Apfz;;:el of Women and On the Veiling of Virgins: the vei;’ cpgro-
: ; -85 Veslung of Virgins 3: “Every public expo irgi
is.... a suffering of rape™) at the same time as protcct:'nc;y e . T pee i

; the angels (e.g., Veiling of Virgins 7- <
f;arﬂoui a face, ti‘1en,' ought to be shaded, which has cast smmbﬁng(-stincs cvcf s{: f::ﬂ;ﬂ;;w?
t, when standing in the presence of God, at whose bar it stands accused of the driving of thc.

Eicfl; i‘;[;‘l c?;!ci];b[cnaﬁv;]- co;nﬁgcs, [it may blush before the other angels as well: and may repress
rty of its head,~[a iberty} now to be exhibited nos even befo.
Tertullian draws on the watchers myth from the Enochi on 2 the backpone by o
; ‘ nochic tradition as the back d
11:10. However, unlike the Enochic tradition and other Jewish apocalyptic doéﬁtztsﬁl)i: ?izgi(g

the interest of the evil angels to virgi is 00 indication i
‘ f gins. There is no indi inthi i
ticularly concerned with unmarried women, rokaronin | Corinbans 11 tha Paul i e

. 68. W;lmh noting is that the Jewish interpretations not only considered the “watchers” as hav-
; % p%s; a sexual threat to women during the antedifuvian penod (1 En. 7-8; 19:1; Jub. 4:21-22:
: nC $ .I_-lS;;&i—S()l but also blamed adorned women themselves for this fa]i (so i’m }in;bm ch,
- overng the head would have, of course, covered a i . :
: A prominent area of th ’
:llich,mjgcn xaigmf:d, Wa; frequently associated in Mediterranean antquity. cspc:iarljy? rI]::;?n;::zb::)t(lily
A sexual vices reflecting, from the traditionally-minded Ro; aal ign 1 :
(¢.8., from the Bast—Indie, China, Arabia—from whi ool et encs
5 " — which many such goods i ;
Maria Wyke, “Woman in the Mirror. The Rheror; i the Romen Forlts o B
i At St 1o etoric of Adornment in the Roman World,” in Women
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enigmatic statement concerning “the angels” in 1 Cor 11:10 might
make sense.
The context of 1 Corinthians suggests that Paul and the congre-
gation in Corinth were both familiar with and even understood their
worship as participation in the worship of angels. This belief would have
reinforced what is at stake in maintaining order (circumscribed by ‘holi-
ness’) in the community, though Paul himself could relativise the ideal
(13:1) if some members of the community were placing it in service of
a spirituality that overlooked the dignity and place of others in the com-
munity. While the import of angels for the community could be explic-
itly articulated within the framework of 1 Corinthians, it is unlikely that
the mention of angels in 11:10 can be fully explained on this account.
Any act of communication—and surely that of Paul is no excepdon—
represents a blend of ideas being consciously articulated and perhaps
even unexamined assumptions that underpin these ideas; what is delib-
erately written and what is left unsaid may correspond to one another
or, at times, may conflict. I have presented matters in such a way that,
in the case of 1 Corinthians 11, Paul’s statements (for instance, those in
11:8-9 and 11-12, respectively) should not be harmonized too quickly,
as the apostle fell heir to a worldview in which veiling could not be dis-
associated from sexual connotations widespread in antquity. The men-
ton of “angels,” therefore, is a reflex of such connotations: whatever
ideologies of worship may be coordinated with the exemplary worship
of angels, the potential remains that these angels are sexually vulnerable
as well.
In any case, we should recognise that almost since the beginning
1 Cor 11:2-16 has exercised an enormous influence on behaviour with-
in churches. As Christian churches almost unanimously agree that Paul’s
letters belong to a canon of authoritative writings, it is not improper
from within the Christian tradition to ask in what way the results of our
considerations might be construed as meaningful. The answer, I think
lies in the nature of what Paul is doing: here we find him negotiating
between a principle of “neither male nor female,” which for him counts
as ultimate, eschatological reality “in the Lord” (Gal 3:28; 1 Cor 11:11-
12), and socially-conditioned views and assumptions which have mid-
gated his vision of what such a principle of equality may imply for social
relationships between women, men, and even angels. It is hard to escape
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the notion that Paul’s instruction in 1 Cor 11:2-16 implies that a
Z:;na\;: even when she prays or prophesies, is the social inferior of the
- il.ltcr; atrfs ti1huz Iefft with an irresolvable tension in Paul. Of theologi-
o > therefore, less what he concludes on the matter, but that

as struggling at all to come to terms with Christian identity within

a complex matrix of sexually-conditio
ned : .
the Mediterranean world.5G mores and social practices of

“Water And Blood” in AntiChrist
(Christiantty (1[ ]@lm 5:6)

Tom Thatcher
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Jobn and the “AntiChrists” appealed 10 the same Jesus tradition, but
interpreved that tradivion in radically diffevent ways. While the
AnziChrists emphasized the beligver’s continuing revelatory experience
via the Spiris, John insisted that new revelations must be consistent with
the community’s vesching about vhe historical Jesus. This tension under-
lies the distincrion between “water” and “blood” ax 1 Jolhm 5:6-12.

Among the many mysteries surrounding the Johannine Epistles,
considerable attention has been given in recent years to the identity and
beliefs of the “AntiChrists” (1 John 2:18-19).! The AntiChrists are of
interest for several reasons. First, they provide the backdrop against
which the christology of the Fourth Gospel and 1, 2, 3 John were con-
structed. Much of 1 John explicitly seeks to refute their beliefs, and it is
possible that the Fourth Gospel was shaped in the context of the
AntiChrist conflict.> Second, the AntiChrists represent a variant strain of

1. The term “AntiChrist” is used throughout this essay in 2 neutral sense to represent that group
<o which the author of 1 John opposes himself. It assumes nothing about their origins, beliefs, or
refationship to the author or the Johannine tradition. The unusual spelling adopred in this paper,
with the “C” capitalized, is intended to indicate that these people specifically oppose the tradi-
tional, Johannine view of Jesus. '

2. This is the working presupposition of the “developmental approach” to the composidon of
the Fourth Gospel, which believes that the current version of the Fourth Gospel was produced
through a series of revisions which kept the Johannine Jesus tradition relevant to community needs.
Major discussions of this approach and its implications appear in J. Louis Martyn, History and
Theology in the Fourth Gospel, 2nd ed. (Nashville: Abingdon, 1979); Raymond Brown, The
Community of the Beloved Disciple: The Life, Loves, and Hases of #n Individual Church in New
Testament Times (New York: Paulist, 1979); and Jobn Painter, The Quest for the Messiak: The
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