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Restoration of the Image of God:
Headship and Submission

I. Introduction
The impetus for the ordination of women as elders/ministers in the Seventh-day

Adventist church has its origin deep within the feminist movement which in America picked up
steam with the leadership of Betty Friedan (The Feminine Mystique) and Gloria Steinem in the
1960s-1970s. The push for women’s ordination entered into Evangelical Christianity with full
force in 1973 with the formation of the Evangelical Women's Caucus (EWC). Key books were
published. Primary examples include Letha Scanzoni and Nancy Hardesty, All We're Meant to Be
(1974); Paul Jewitt, Man as Male and Female (1975); Virginia R. Mollenkott, Women, Men, and
the Bible (1977); Virginia R. Mollenkott and Letha Scanzoni, Is the Homosexual My Neighbor?
(1978).

Galatians 3:28 became “a canon within a canon” and became a rallying point for
evangelical Feminists. In contrast to evangelical feminists, mainstream feminist theologians
clearly identified the principle of headship and submission as being built into the Genesis 2
record, not Genesis 3.! But mainstream feminist theology firmly rejected the high view of
Scripture which evangelicals claim to hold. On the other hand, evangelicals are still trying to
reconcile feminism with the Bible through the reinterpretation of troublesome texts.

Adventist advocates for ordination of women (egalitarians) also have adopted a special
hermeneutic for troublesome and uncomfortable portions Scripture dealing with women in
ministry. They have identified this special hermeneutic as a “principle-based, contextual,

III

linguistic and historical-cultural” reading strategy2 which is at the heart of their biblical

approach for certain texts.> Mainstream feminist theologians long ago understood that such

! Mainstream feminist Rosemary Ruether states “Even in the original, unfallen creation, women would have been
subordinate and under the domination of man.” Sexism and God-Talk: Toward a Feminist Theology, Beacon Press
(1983), 94. See also “. .. [M]ale-female hierarchy was not just a product of sin, it was a part of the natural order
created by God” (Ibid., 97).

2 Kyoshin Ahn, “NAD Theology of Ordination Study Committee Report” Theology of Ordination Study Committee,
January, 2014, 22-31. http://www.adventistchurchconnect.com/site/1/docs/NAD Ordination Report 2013.pdf
accessed 12-2 -2013.

* Adventist egalitarians have adopted a flexible hermeneutic called a “principled-based, contextual, linguistic,
historical-critical” strategy for certain uncomfortable texts. For Adventist feminist, the text determines which
hermeneutic to employ—a plain reading of Scripture or the “principled-based” method. This flexible hermeneutic
appears to be distantly related to a form of literary criticism and variant of a hermeneutic called “deconstruction”
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reinterpretative approaches would be fruitless. They therefore abandoned the principle of
normative authority for all 66 books of Scripture.”

The present paper employs the historical-grammatical method of interpreting Scripture,
which relies on “the plain meaning of Scripture,” accepting the Bible “just as it reads.”> This
approach is endorsed by the “Methods of Bible Study” Document (MBSD),® which has been
taken as the fundamental exposition of Seventh-day Adventist (SDA) hermeneutical method to
be followed in the study of the theology of ordination. The role of the Writings of Ellen G. White
in interpreting Scripture has been previously documented.’

The biblical principle of headship and submission is woven like a golden unifying thread
through the pages of Scripture from Genesis to Revelation. This biblical principle is the
foundation for male headship in the home and in the church, and is the basis for the
appointment (ordination) of men as local elders or the conference-employed elders/ministers®
with governing and teaching authority in the church. With the exception of the roles of

elder/minister and local elder, women may be appointed to other ministry roles in the church.

fathered by German philosopher, Martin Heidegger, and fully developed by Jacques Derrida in his classic 1967
work, Of Grammatology. Deconstruction espouses multiple meanings to a text or passage with no true meaning
possible, recontextualization of the text, and rejection of all authority and hierarchy. Literary criticism of
Deconstruction gives the reader the authority over the text. See http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Deconstruction (11-
25-2013), See also http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Martin_Heidegger#Derrida_and_deconstruction accessed 11-25-
2013. See the Conclusion of this paper for a more complete discussion of Deconstruction.

* Portions of this brief historical summary are found in Larry Kirkpatrick’s “Foundations of Women's Ordination
Part 6: Evangelical Feminism.” http://ordinationtruth.com/wp-content/uploads/2013/06/kirl-fwo-pt6.pdf
accessed 12-1-2013.

> Ellen G. White wrote: “Let the Bible explain its own statements. Accept it just as it reads, without twisting the
words to suit human ideas.” Loma Linda Messages, 55. “All who exalt their own opinions above divine revelation,
all who would change the plain meaning of Scripture to suit their own convenience, or for the sake of conforming
to the world, are taking upon themselves a fearful responsibility.” GC 268. “When those who profess to believe
present truth come to their senses, when they accept the Word of the living God just as it reads and do not try to
wrest the Scriptures, then they will build their house upon the eternal Rock, even Christ Jesus.” 21 MR 346.

® “Methods of Bible Study” Document [MBSD], a statement voted by the General Conference of Seventh-day
Adventists Executive Committee at the Annual Council in Rio de Janeiro, Brazil, 12 October 1986, available from
http://www.adventist.org/fileadmin/adventist.org/files/articles/official-statements/Statements-2010-english.pdf
pages 241ff, accessed 12-1-2013. The preamble to the MBSD makes very clear that the use of the historical-critical
method of Bible study, which “de-emphasizes the divine element in the Bible as an inspired book (including its
resultant unity)” and “minimizes the need for faith in God and obedience to His commandments,” is to be rejected.
’p. Gerard Damsteegt, “Ellen G. White on Biblical Hermeneutics,” Theology of Ordination Study Committee,
January 2013.

® Elder/minister are synonymous and interchangeable terms for the conference-employed leadership role in the
local church, district, or conference entities.
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This paper will document the headship/submission principle in Genesis 1-3 with twenty-
six points of identification. This will be followed by an examination of the headship/submission
principle in 1 Corinthians 11 and 14 and 1 Timothy 2-3, in which the apostle Paul uses the
priority of Adam’s creation as a rationale for the principle. We will then examine the concept of
authority and order in creation followed by a documentation of the principle of headship and
submission within the Trinity. We will conclude with a summary of popular objections to the
principle of headship and submission.

Il. Creation Headship in Genesis 1-3

The fundamental assumption of those advocating the ordination of women in the role
of elder/minister is that the principle of headship and submission was not divinely ordained at
creation and was non-existent until after the Fall. The chapter entitled, “Headship, Submission,
Equality in Scripture” in Women in Ministry’ clearly states the premise. “Before the Fall there
was full equality with no headship-submission in the relationship between Adam and Eve (Gen
2:24). But after the Fall, according to Genesis 3:16, the husband was given a servant-headship
role to preserve the harmony of the home, while at the same time the model of equal
partnership was still set forth as the ideal. This post-Fall prescription of husband headship and
wife submission was limited to the husband-wife relationship . . . [and was] never broadened to
the covenant community in such a way as to prohibit women from taking positions of
leadership, including headship positions over men.”°

In other words, before the Fall—so the theory goes—there were no functional role
distinctions between the man and the woman except perhaps for the obvious functional role of
childbearing. After quoting Genesis 1:27 the author states that “[T]his basic passage gives no
hint of a divine creation order. Here man and woman are fully equal, with no subordination of

»1l Irrespective of these assertions, the “hint” of male headship is, in fact,

one to another.
found in Genesis 1:26-27. This “hint” will be amplified as we examine the principle of male

headship in Genesis 1-3 in parallel with an exposition of the same principle found in 1

° Richard M. Davidson, “Headship, Submission, and Equality in Scripture,” Women in Ministry, ed. Nancy
Vyhmeister (Berrien Springs, Ml, 1998), 259.

10 Ibid., 284, italics original.

! Richard Davidson, “The Bible Supports the Ordination/Commissioning of Women as Pastors and Local Church
Elders” (Spectrum, 10 Apr 2010).
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Corinthians 11, and also within the entire context of 1 Timothy 2-3. It also will be seen that
Genesis 3 is, in fact, a commentary on the reversal of the divine creation order of Genesis 2.

A point-by-point critique of the thesis on headship and submission in Women in Ministry
has been previously documented.'” The same article in Women in Ministry contends that “no
inspired writer—not Moses, Jesus, Paul, or Ellen White—teaches the creation headship of man
over woman.” We will enumerate twenty-six identifying points of creation headship that can be
found in Genesis 1-3. But first, does Ellen White endorse and harmonize with the principle of
creation headship? The answer: Adam was to stand at the head of the earthly family;13 Adam
[was] the monarch of the world;** Adam was the vicegerent of the Creator;"® The Sabbath was
committed to Adam, the father and representative of the whole human family;16 Adam was
crowned king in Eden; He made Adam the rightful sovereign over all the works of His hands;"’

He made him ruler over the earth;18 Adam was lord in his beautiful domain.*®

2 samuele Bacchiocchi, “Headship, Submission, and Equality in Scripture,” Prove All Things, ed. Mercedes H. Dyer
(Berrien Springs, Ml, 2000), 65.

B “The relationship existing in the pure family of God in heaven was to exist in the family of God on earth. Under
God, Adam was to stand at the head of the earthly family, to maintain the principles of the heavenly family. This
would have brought peace and happiness.” RH, January 16, 1913 par. 4; 6T 236.1

" “Having conquered Adam, the monarch of the world, he had gained the race as his subjects, and he should now
possess Eden, and make that his head-quarters. And he would there establish his throne, and be monarch of the
world.” RH, February 24, 1874 par. 19. Adam was appointed by God to be monarch of the world, under the
supervision of the Creator. BEcho Aug. 28, 1899 (cf. ST Apr. 29, 1875).

13 “Satan's dominion was that wrested from Adam, but Adam was the vicegerent of the Creator. His was not an
independent rule. The earth is God's, and He has committed all things to His Son. Adam was to reign subject to
Christ. When Adam betrayed his sovereignty into Satan's hands, Christ still remained the rightful King.” DA 129.

18 “In Eden, God set up the memorial of His work of creation, in placing His blessing upon the seventh day. The

Sabbath was committed to Adam, the father and representative of the whole human family.” PP 48.
7 “pdam was crowned king in Eden. To him was given dominion over every living thing that God had created. The
Lord blessed Adam and Eve with intelligence such as He had not given to any other creature. He made Adam the
rightful sovereign over all the works of His hands. Man, made in the divine image, could contemplate and
appreciate the glorious works of God in nature.” Redemption; or the Temptation of Christ, p. 7; 1BC 1082.2

18 “\When God made man He made him ruler over the earth and all living creatures.” PP 59.

9 “Adam and Eve were rich indeed. They possessed Eden. Adam was lord in his beautiful domain.” FE 38.
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It may be noted that Ellen White states that "Adam and his companion were to bear rule
over the earth" (PP 50). But this does not contradict the thrust of all her other statements
concerning the relationship of Adam to his helper. It does not say, “Adam and his companion
were to bear co-rule over the earth," since it is not detailing the relationship of Adam to his
companion—but their relationship to the earth. Adam’s “companion” was his “helper” (see PP
46). At his creation Adam was made "ruler over the earth and all living creatures. So long as
Adam remained loyal to Heaven, all nature was in subjection to him." (PP 59). With Eve as
Adam's "helper" (companion), they both were to "tend and keep" the Garden. But primary
responsibility was given to Adam. Eve was to bear rule over the earth with him. Eve may well
have functioned as "queen" of the Garden home—being second in authority to Adam, but this
does not mean she was a "co-ruler" in the sense of being appointed co-monarch, co-sovereign,
vice-gerent, etc.

A co-monarchy is not specified. Co-equal leadership roles and titles for Adam and Eve
are completely missing from the inspired writings. Adam and Eve are not identified as co-
sovereigns, co-equal vicegerents, co-rulers, or king and queen with equal roles, nor was Eve
identified as the representative of the whole human family. It is true that Eve was
ontologically20 equal (equality of being or nature) with Adam; she was “to stand by his side as

an equal, to be loved and protected by him.”**

However, Adam’s role of protector further
substantiates the principle of creation headship. Thus, the principle of male leadership in the
Adamic family of God is unmistakably clear from Ellen G. White’s writings.
A. Twenty-six Points of Identification

Male and female role differentiation is both obvious and implied in Genesis 1-3 in
several ways: by their differentiation in terms of gender, by the order and mode of their
creation, and by describing the primacy of man’s responsibility.?> Not only is there a “hint” of a

creation order given in Genesis 1:27 which will be established in the conclusion of Section Il on

Genesis, but there is also a repeated amplification of the principle of creation headship in

In

20 Ontology/ontological refers to the nature of being. All future references to “ontological” will be designated by
“being” (that is, ontological equality will be designated equality of being).

2L Ellen G. White, Patriarchs and Prophets, 46.

?? paul S. Ratsara & Daniel K. Bediako, “Man and Woman in Genesis 1-3: Ontological Equality and Role

Differentiation,” Theology of Ordination Study Committee, July, 2013, 13.
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Genesis 1-3 in terms of the man’s responsibility and accountability. The twenty-six identifying
points of creation headship in Genesis 2-3 are summarized below.

Point 1: Adam was created first. “God formed (plasso, LXX*3) man of dust of the
ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living being” (Gen
2:7). If the priority of the creation of Adam was not important in the creation of male and
female, why were they not created simultaneously from the dust of the ground to prevent any
possible suggestion of role differences?** The prior creation of the man helps define the
relationship between Adam and the woman. The historical account in Genesis 2 is a sustained
interaction between God and Adam, prior to the creation of Eve, where God gives Adam
guidance and instruction concerning life in the Garden of Eden. The apostle Paul uses the
priority of creation, that “Adam was formed (plassé)? first, then Eve” (1 Tim 2:13) as one of the
principal justifications for the headship of man in the church and that a woman was not to
teach or have authority over a man. Evangelical feminists claim that Paul was refuting radical
feminists in first-century Ephesus who were presumably advocating priority of the creation of
Eve over Adam.’® In fact there is no historical evidence that a feminist culture existed in first-
century Ephesus,”’ and this proposition, derived from methodology associated with literary
criticism and limited biblical authority, has been rejected by scholars embracing plenary
inspiration and the historical-grammatical hermeneutic of Scripture which allows the Bible to
interpret itself.?®

The importance of the priority of creation and role differentiation has been resisted by
suggesting that Genesis 2 incorporates a literary device, an inclusio derived from rhetorical
criticism,*® in which the creation of man at the beginning and the creation of woman at the end

of the historical account correspond to each other in importance.30 The inclusio device may well

2 XX, The Septuagint is the Greek translation of the Hebrew Old Testament.

** Ratsara & Bediako, 17.

% paul is careful to use the identical Greek equivalent from the Septuagint for the Hebrew in Genesis 2:7.

*® Davidson, quoted in Spectrum, 10 Apr 2010; see: http://spectrummagazine.org/node/2305 .

%’ See “Three Reviews of / Suffer Not a Woman by Richard and Catherine Kroeger,” in Wayne Grudem, Evangelical
Feminism and Biblical Truth, Appendix 6 (Wheaton, IL, 2012), 646-674 (specifically p. 654).

28 William D. Mounce, Pastoral Epistles (Word Biblical Commentary, vol. 46; Nashville: Nelson, 2000), see pp. Ixix-
Ixxxi; 130-143; 232-243 and citations therein.

*® Ratsara & Bediako, 16 and references cited therein concerning rhetorical criticism and the inclusio argument.

30 Davidson, Women in Ministry, 261.
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convey the idea of equal value of the man and the woman, but it does not eliminate the
element of functional differentiation.*® If equality without role differentiation between man
and woman were of paramount importance, God could have created both man and woman
simultaneously from the dust of the earth and avoided the need of a subtle literary device to
demonstrate equality.

It has been argued that although Adam was the “head of the human family” (6T 236)
and “the father and representative of the whole human family” (PP 48), this headship was
based not on the priority of creation but on the principle of corporate solidarity. It is thus
claimed that Eve should be considered an equal partner with Adam where they both are
representative heads of the entire human race —Father (and Mother) of the human race.>? But
the Bible explicitly teaches that Adam is the representative of the human race. Adam’s actions
(not the actions of Adam and Eve) affected the whole human race. “As in Adam [not in Eve] all
die, even so in Christ all shall be made alive” (1 Cor 15:22).>® Sin and death entered the world
through one person, not two (Rom 5:12). The fallen race is not redeemed by the last Adam and
Eve or the Second Adam and Second Eve; it is redeemed by the Last Adam (the Second Adam).
“‘The first man Adam became a living being’; the last Adam became a life-giving spirit. . . . The
first man was from the earth, a man of dust; the second man is from heaven. ... Just as we
have borne the image of the man of dust, we shall also bear the image of the man of heaven” (1
Cor 15:45-49). The human race was derived from the representative man, Adam.

The idea that Adam and Eve functioned as co-equal heads of the human race is also

contradicted by the fact that “Adam was the monarch of the world”** and God “made Adam

*! Ratsara & Bediako, 16-17. Ratsara and Bediako have demonstrated the shortcomings and shallowness of the
inclusio argument and conclude their analysis with the following summary. “The interval between the creation of
man and the creation of woman in Gen 2 is filled with chronologically meaningful events that need not be
attributed merely to the inspired author’s interest in arranging a literary inclusio. We may as well question the
historicity of the narrative if the arrangement of the text is attributed simply to the author’s interest in creating a
literary inclusio” (cited in note 72).

32 Richard M. Davidson, “Should Women Be Ordained as Pastors? Old Testament Considerations,” Paper for the
Theology of Ordination Study Committee, Baltimore, MD, July 22-24, 2013, 7. Davidson asserts the possibility
based on solidarity that “Eve also was given a representative role in solidarity with the entire human race, as the
‘Mother of all living.””

3 Al Scripture references are taken from the NKJV version of the Bible unless otherwise noted.

3 White, Confrontation, 16.
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35 The terms, sovereign and monarch, in

the rightful sovereign over all the works of His hands.
this context exclude Eve and demand absolute singularity—Adam was the sole and singular
monarch and sovereign of the world under God. By definition, a monarch is a sole ruler, one
who rules alone. Prior to the Fall, the human family consisted only of Adam and Eve. Thus,
Adam’s functioning as “monarch of the world” and “head of the human family,” in point of fact,
makes him head of the woman.

Furthermore, “The home of our first parents was to be a pattern for other homes as
their children should go forth to occupy the earth” (PP 49). This means that even before the
Fall, Adam’s headship in his relationship with Eve would serve as model of male headship in
subsequent families.® Finally, when the redeemed are welcomed to the City of God, Christ
does not greet Adam and Eve as Father and Mother of the race; He greets Adam as the father
of the race. “As the ransomed ones are welcomed to the City of God, there rings out upon the
air an exultant cry of adoration. The two Adams are about to meet. The Son of God is standing
with outstretched arms to receive the father of our race.”*’

Point 2: Adam given authority and responsibility. “Then the LORD God took the man
and put him in the Garden of Eden to tend and keep it” (Gen 2:15). Prior to the creation of the
woman, God provided a garden home for Adam; He placed Adam in his garden home; God
provided a source of food for Adam (Gen 2:8-9). God then assigned Adam with primary
responsibility and leadership to manage and care for (“tend and keep”) the Garden. Adam is in
charge of the Garden. With the later creation of Eve, Adam was given a helper with whom to
share the responsibility to tend and keep the Garden. But all major scriptural directives
concerning care of the Garden and its prohibitions were communicated to Adam directly by
God prior to the creation of Eve, thereby conveying creation headship responsibility to Adam.

Point 3: God speaks to Adam first and gives him leadership accountability. “And the
LORD God commanded the man, saying, ‘Of every tree in the Garden you may freely eat; but of
the tree of the knowledge of good and evil you shall not eat, for in the day that you eat of it you

o

shall surely die’” (Gen 2:16-17). Prior to the creation of the woman, God instructs Adam what

*Ibid., 11.
*® Ratsara & Bediako, 26 (cited in note 96).
3 White, The Great Controversy, 647.
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to eat.* Then God commands Adam, prior to the creation of Eve, with the warning not to eat of
the forbidden tree. Adam was given leadership responsibility to transmit this warning as it
became necessary. Eve received this same warning indirectly from God through Adam and
angels.>® With cunning intentions, the serpent spoke to Eve first (Gen 3:1), enticing her to take
responsibility for leading the family into sin, and inverting the order that was established at
creation. Because Adam listened to the voice of his wife rather than the face-to-face
communication from God, Adam was held accountable and responsible for the Fall of the
human race (Gen 3:17; Rom 5:12).

Upon the creation of Adam, God could have immediately created the woman from
Adam’s rib, if He had not intended to instill within Adam a sense of servant-leadership
(headship) prior to her appearance. This appears to be a contributing reason for man’s priority
of address, thereby conveying authority and responsibility to Adam. With no supporting
evidence other than inclusio arguments, egalitarians claim that first-hand instruction from God
regarding the forbidden tree conveyed no headship status to Adam.* But denying the
scriptural evidence for creation headship, supported by God’s direct command to Adam
regarding the forbidden tree, does nothing to support the functional role of equality of men
and women in the home and the church, and illustrates the weakness of the evangelical
egalitarian position.

Point 4: Adam is given a helper. And God said, “It is not good that man should be
alone; | will make (lit. “for”) him a helper comparable to him” (Gen 2:18). Since no animal was
suitable as Adam’s companion, Eve was created to be man’s ‘ézer k°negdé (“helper like
opposite him”). Specifically, she was to be his equal (k®negd6) with the same human nature of
the opposite gender. She was also to be his helper (‘ézer), implying male headship. Thus, ‘ézer
kenegdé itself spells equality and functional differentiation.** It should be noted that man is

never said to be an ‘ézer of his wife. By defining the woman as ‘ézer k®negdé, the idea is

%% Ratsara & Bediako, 15-16.
3 White, Patriarchs and Prophets, 53.
“® pavidson, Women in Ministry, p. 261. Davidson sweeps this evidence aside with no supporting evidence, other
than the unconvincing inclusio argument, by simply claiming that “the divine impartation of such knowledge to
Adam before Eve was created does not thereby reveal the headship of Adam over his partner.” For the “inclusio”
argument, see Davidson, “Should Women Be Ordained as Pastors? Old Testament Considerations,” 8.
41 .

Ratsara & Bediako, 18.
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conveyed that she will play a role within the overall responsibility given to the man.** A
“helper” is one who assists the person having primary responsibility for the task at hand. The

743 is refuted by the

suggestion that “never does the word refer to a subordinate helper
example where God would scatter all the troops, Zedekiah’s help (‘ézer), from him (Eze 12:14),
if he tried escape from the siege of the invading Babylonian forces. As evangelical feminiusts
and some Adventist egalitarians have pointed out, “Elsewhere in Scripture, it is most often God
Himself who is called ‘ézer (‘helper’) (Exod 18:4; Deut 33:7, 26; Ps 33:20; 70:5; 115:9, 10, 11)."44
But the role of helper can be carried out by someone in greater authority—for example, a
father helping his son with homework. Although the father takes on a subordinate role, the son
still has the primary responsibility for the task. Such was the case when God helped Moses,
David, and Jehoshaphat in conquering their enemies.

Likewise, such is the case when God helps needy redeemed sinners. God assumes a
subordinate role, but the sinner is held responsible for responding to God’s grace. In the
Garden Adam was given a helper equal to and comparable and opposite to himself. The
Hebrew text can be translated literally as, “l will make for him [Hebrew, /6] a helper
corresponding to him.” Thus the apostle Paul correctly conveys the “helper” role of Eve in 1
Corinthians 11 when he justifies the headship of Adam with the rationale, “nor was man
created for the woman, but the woman for the man” (v. 9).

Point 5: Adam names the animals. “Out of the ground the LORD God formed every
beast of the field and every bird of the air, and brought them to Adam to see what he would
call them. And whatever Adam called each living creature, that was its name” (Gen 2:19). The
animals are “brought” to the one in authority. Only the man is given the responsibility to name
the animals (vv. 18-20), thereby echoing his role to have dominion over the world and to be
prime ruler over the animal creation (1:28).*® It is universally recognized that the person doing
the “naming” of created things is always the person who has authority over those things. Adam

had sole and authoritative responsibility for naming the animals prior to the creation of Eve.

*Ibid., 20

3 Davidson, “Should Women Be Ordained as Pastors? Old Testament Considerations,” 8.
e Davidson, Spectrum, 10 Apr 2010.

*> Ratsara & Bediako, 25-26.
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The woman, having no participation in the naming process, simply accepted the names
authorized by Adam, giving further evidence of his creation headship.

Point 6: The woman is derived from man. “Then the rib which the LORD God had taken
from man He made into a woman, and He brought her to the man” (Gen 2:22). The apostle
Paul refers to Genesis 2:22 in 1 Corinthians 11:3-16, where he presents justification for the
headship of man in the home and the church. He first asserts the headship of man in
1 Corinthians 11:3—“The head of every man is Christ, the head of the woman [wife] is man
[husband], and the head of Christ is God.” He then establishes its rationale in 1 Corinthians
11:8—“For man is not from the woman, but the woman from man.” Paul substantiates the
headship/submission principle by referring to the historical and biblical evidence that the
woman derived her existence from the man. The priority of the creation of Adam from whom
Eve derived her existence supports the creation headship of Adam.

It seems clear that “God wanted to convey two theological truths (not just one) in the
formation of the woman from the rib of Adam: Since the woman was taken out of the man, 1)
she is fully and equally human since she has come from his bones and his flesh, and 2) her very
human nature is constituted, not in parallel fashion to his where both would have been formed
from the same earth, but as derived from his own nature, so showing a God-chosen
dependence upon him for her origination.”*®

Adam’s protective role as head of the woman in relation to her origin (from man) is
conveyed in the following statement. “Eve was created from a rib taken from the side of Adam,
signifying that she was not to control him as the head, nor to be trampled under his feet as an

47
”*" Some

inferior, but to stand by his side as an equal, to be loved and protected by him.
Adventist egalitarians assert that Ellen White's reference to protection has no connection with
headship responsibility, only physical strength.*® It must be noted, however, that in the perfect
environment of the Garden the physical strength of Adam was not required to protect Eve;

Adam was to be her “protector” from the deception of the fallen angel. Only after the Fall did

*® Bruce Ware, “Male and Female Complementarity and the Image of God,” in Wayne Grudem, ed., Biblical
Foundations for Manhood and Womanhood (Wheaton, IL, 2002), 83.

4 White, Patriarchs and Prophets, 46.

8 Davidson, “Should Women Be Ordained as Pastors? Old Testament Considerations,” 10.

John W. Peters Headship and Submission: Image of God Page 13



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

21

22

23

24

25

26

27

28

physical strength and protection become a necessity. Just as the stronger of two allies protects
the weaker, or a father the child, the husband is to protect the wife. In a post-Fall setting,
White states that “The Lord has constituted the husband as head of the wife to be her
protector.”*® According to White, the man’s function as head and protector of the wife applies
to both the pre-Fall and post-Fall condition. Adam was responsible for the protection and
welfare of the woman, who was derived from the man, signifying the servant-leadership
(headship) of the man.

Point 7: God presents the woman to Adam. “[A]nd He [God] brought her to the man”
(Gen 2:23). This apparently unremarkable statement is embedded with deep significance. The
woman is “brought” to one in authority. God does not present the man to the woman; He
presents the woman, as a gift, to the man in his previously established role as monarch of the
world. Of all the gifts given to Adam by God, Eve was “that one gift which in his eyes outvalued

7Y One who receives a gift has responsibility to cherish and protect it. So now

every other.
Adam has responsibility to care for the woman, and to protect and cherish her. The whole
scene is infused with Adamic headship as the woman recognizes the priority of Adam’s creation
and she listens to Adam explain her origin.

Point 8: Adam speaks first upon creation of the woman. “And Adam said: ‘This is now
bone of my bones and flesh of my flesh; she shall be called Woman, because she was taken out
of Man’” (Gen 2:23). These words imply the equality and close affection of love that was to
exist in the union of the man and the woman. But these words also convey a unique message.
The woman begins to gain an understanding of herself. Assuming his headship responsibility,
Adam initiates communication with the newly created Eve and informs her of her origin,
explaining the source (from him: “taken out of Man”) of her existence. These words spoken by
Adam communicate his leadership responsibility to Eve. The apostle Paul alludes to this text as
well as 2:22 (Point 6) in confirming the headship principle as found in 1 Corinthians 11:8 (“the
woman [is] from man”).

Point 9: Adam names the woman. “She shall be called [gara’] Woman, because she was

taken out of Man” (Gen 2:23). God brings the woman to Adam, and the first words she hears

9 White, The Adventist Home, 215.
0 White, Patriarchs and Prophets, 56.

John W. Peters Headship and Submission: Image of God Page 14



10

11

12

13

14

15

16

17

18

19

20

from Adam conclude with: “she shall be called Woman because she was taken out of man.” The
assertion that the foregoing quotation contains a pair of divine passives is unpersuasive.”
Adam informs her that she is part of him (“she is bone of my bone”) and was derived from him
(“she was taken out of man”). These first words the woman hears from Adam, including naming
her, instills within her the unmistakable sense of Adam’s leadership responsibility, and she finds
her own identity in relation to the man as his equal and helper by man’s definition.>? Adam
names his partner in order to distinguish the gender difference between himself (man: ’ish) and
his partner (woman: ’ishshah). As with Adam’s naming of the animals, the person doing the
“naming” of created things is always the person who has authority over those things.

To claim that the assigning of the name “woman” in 2:23 is only a generic
identification®® contradicts the pattern of naming activities found throughout the first two
chapters of Genesis where same verb (gara’, “to call”) is used in contexts of naming. For
example, God calls (gara’) the light Day; calls (gara’) the expanse Heaven; calls (gara’) the dry
land Earth. Thus when Adam says, “She shall be called woman,” the term Woman is surely
taken as a name in 2:23, which coincides with the naming of mankind (Adam) in Genesis 5.>*
“He created them male and female and [God] blessed them and called (qara’) their name Adam
(‘adam; mankind)” (v.2). When God names male and female, “man” (“Adam”), in Genesis 5, a
male priority is indicated along with full male-female equality. The responsibility given to Adam
in naming indicates the leadership function and authority God gave to him, which Eve did not

have over her husband.>®

> It has been asserted that Gen 2:23 contains a pair of “divine passives” indicating the designation of “woman”
comes from God, not man (see Davidson, “Should Women Be Ordained as Pastors? Old Testament
Considerations,” 11). But this creative proposition to deconstruct the text is tainted with eisegesis. More correctly
stated, Gen 2:23 contains a pair of “Adamic passives.” It simply ignores the plain reading of Scripture: “Adam said .
.. ‘She shall be called Woman.”” The responsibility given to Adam in naming indicates the leadership function and
authority God gave to him, which Eve did not have over her husband.

> Edwin Reynolds and Clinton Wahlen, “NAD Theology of Ordination Study Committee Report” Theology of
Ordination Study Committee, January, 2014, 199.

>3 Davidson, Women in Ministry, 263.

> Wayne Grudem, Evangelical Feminism and Biblical Truth (Wheaton, IL, 2012), 31 (note 14).

>t is noted here that Adam does not give the personal name “Eve” to his wife until Genesis 3:20 (“the man called
[Hebrew gara’] his wife’s name Eve, because she was the mother of all living”). This is because in the creation story
in Genesis 2 Adam is giving a broad category name to his wife, indicating the name that would be given to
womanhood generally, and he is not giving specific personal names designating the character of the individual
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Point 10: Man to take the initiative in marriage. “Therefore a man shall leave his father
and mother and be joined to his wife, and they shall become one flesh” (Gen 2:24). The man,
not the woman, exercises a leadership role and initiates the marital relationship, thereby
assuming responsibility for the welfare of his spouse. This command of Scripture for the man to
initiate marriage reaffirms the creation headship of the man in the home and in the church, for
the Garden of Eden constituted both the home and church for Adam and Eve.

Irrefutable confirmation of pre-Fall male headship is derived from the ideal pre-Fall

o

marriage: “...the two shall become one flesh.” The apostle Paul asserts that this mystery
(“two shall be one flesh”) “concerns Christ and His church” (Eph 5:32). But he has already
affirmed that “the husband is the head of the wife, as also Christ is head of the church. .. [and]
just as the church is subject to Christ, so let the wives be subject to their own husbands in
everything” (vv. 23-24). The ideal marriage in Eden, where the man and the woman were one
flesh, was to be based upon the mystery of “oneness” between Christ and His church (the two
are to be one flesh). Since Christ is head of the church, as the husband is head of the wife, it is
apparent that Adam, in Eden, was ordained by God to be head of the woman/wife. Paul uses
Genesis 2 to ground and establish his teaching on headship both in the home (Eph 5) and in the
church (1 Cor 11 and 1 Tim 2-3).

The record of creation in Genesis 2 delineates at least ten definitive actions on the part
of God or Adam, all of which illustrate the non-hierarchical servant-leadership responsibility
that God intended for Adam with respect to his wife.

In Genesis 3, the servant-leadership of man in the Garden home was now divinely
mandated for our parents in their post-Fall condition. Just as the Garden home was to be a little
church, now the Christian home in a post-Fall world was to be a little church where a man was
appointed leadership responsibility. The church was to be an extension of the home. “The
home of every Christian should be a little church, a representation of the heavenly home, from

which others may learn what a family can become in this world through obedience to God's

person. This is analogous to Adam’s naming the animals with broad category names rather than personal names.
(See Grudem, Biblical Foundations of Manhood and Womanhood, 28.)
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Genesis 3 continues as a commentary on the reversal of the divine creation order of
Genesis 2.

Point 11: The woman leaves Adam’s protective sphere, initiating role reversal. The
serpent said to the woman, “Has God said, ‘You shall not eat of every tree of the Garden’?”
(Gen 3:1). Eve wanders from her husband’s protective care and becomes deceived by the
serpent. Eve asserts independence from her husband and begins to assume a leadership-
headship role. “[S]he had fallen into temptation by separating from her companion, contrary to
the divine direction. . . . Eve had been perfectly happy by her husband's side in her Eden home;
but, like restless modern Eves, she was flattered with the hope of entering a higher sphere than
that which God had assigned her. In attempting to rise above her original position, she fell far
below it. A similar result will be reached by all who are unwilling to take up cheerfully their life

”57 The immediate context of this statement indicates

duties in accordance with God's plan.
that the “higher sphere” which Eve hoped to enter was “to rise above her original position” “by
her husband’s side.” The passage concludes with the warning that today the same process is
being repeated by modern Eves. Eve’s hope to be like God was not the “higher sphere” which
she sought to enter, nor is that the higher sphere that modern Eves hope to enter.”® The
context suggests that modern Eves hope to enter a higher sphere by attempting to rise above
their original positions, by their husband’s side, in a manner congruent with the actions of the
first Eve. In addition to the evidence of Eve’s seeking a “higher sphere” instead of remaining in
“her original position” “by her husband’s side,” the text of Genesis 3 reveals at least fourteen
other indications of Adam’s leadership role.*

Point 12: Serpent and woman initiate dialogue, continuing role reversal. “Has God

indeed said, ‘You shall not eat of every tree . . .?’ And the woman said to the serpent, ‘We may

eat the fruit of the trees of the Garden’” (Gen 3:1-2). The serpent speaks to the woman as if

> White, Bible Echo, February 16, 1903, par. 1.

7 White, Patriarchs and Prophets, 58-59, emphasis added.

*% Davidson contends that the higher sphere to which Eve hoped to enter was to be like God. This assertion violates
the context of the passage. See Davidson, “Should Women Be Ordained as Pastors? Old Testament
Considerations,” 24.

*% Contra Davidson who contends that there is no “indication of male leadership over the woman, and female
submission to the man in the account of the Temptation and Fall” in Genesis 3:1-7. Ibid., 23.
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she were the head, reversing the headship principle.?® Rather than first seeking her husband’s
counsel upon encountering this mysterious phenomenon, Eve asserts her independence, and in
contradiction to the warning concerning the forbidden tree responds to the serpent’s question.
Further advancing her leadership aspirations, and seeking a higher sphere, Eve initiates
communication and responds to the serpent’s temptation.

Point 13: The woman initiates transgression, continuing role reversal. “And when the
woman saw that the tree was good for food, that it was pleasant to the eyes, and a tree
desirable to make one wise, she took of its fruit and ate” (Gen 3:6a). Embracing her perceived
leadership potential and disregarding the warning of angels® regarding the forbidden tree, and
seeking to enter a higher sphere, Eve was deceived and fell into transgression. The apostle Paul
alludes to Eve’s attempted role reversal and seeking of a higher sphere in 1 Timothy 2:14,
where he justifies the headship of man in the home and in the church by stating that “Adam
was not deceived, but the woman being deceived fell into transgression” (v. 14). “As the first
reason for male headship, Paul pointed to the creation order in which God created human
beings: ‘For Adam was formed first, then Eve’ (1 Tim 2:12). The second argument points to the
order of transgression: ‘Adam was not deceived, but the woman being deceived, fell into

transgression’ (1 Tim 2:14).7%?

The reason for male headship: Adam was created first, and Eve
sinned first. Ingo Sorke, perceptively identifying the reversal of roles, states that “by conceding
to Satan, Eve substituted Adam’s authority [headship] with Satan’s, introducing sin and death

to the world (an ‘unutterable woe’).”®?

She began to assume headship over Adam and made
Satan her head. The serpent misled Eve, and she now proceeds to usurp Adam’s headship
authority.®

Since Eve sinned first, we might expect that the New Testament would tell us that we
inherit a sinful nature and die because of Eve’s sin, or that we are counted guilty because of

Eve’s sin. But this is not the case. In fact, it is just the opposite. We read in the New Testament,

% Wahlen and Reynolds, “NAD Theology of Ordination Study Committee Report (Minority Report),” 204.

o1 White, Patriarchs and Prophets, 53.

%2 p. Gerard Damsteegt, “Headship, Gender, and Ordination in the Writings of Ellen G. White,” Theology of
Ordination Study Committee, July, 2013, 29.

6 Ingo Sorke, “Adam, Where Are You?” Theology of Ordination