
Christian Clothing
Scripture Standards for Dress and Conduct

“Unto Adam also and to his wife did the LORD God make coats of
skins, and clothed them” (Genesis 3:21).

“The woman shall not wear that which pertaineth unto a man,
neither shall a man put on a woman’s garment: for all that do so are
abomination unto the LORD thy God” (Deuteronomy 22:5).

“Then answered the LORD unto Job out of the whirlwind, and said,
Gird up thy loins now like a man: I will demand of thee, and declare
thou unto me” (Job 40:6, 7).

“I will therefore that men pray every where, lifting up holy hands,
without wrath and doubting. In like manner also, that women adorn
themselves in modest apparel, with shamefacedness and sobriety”
(I Timothy 2:8, 9).
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Introduction

The setting for this booklet is 21st century Australia, a country whose people
have brought about the urgent necessity for an address on the subject of
Christian clothing. We must recall the truths from a Book once so familiar to
our forefathers, that not only did the Lord God present clothes of His own
design for our first father and mother (Gen. 3:21), but that He has given
mankind this binding command: “The woman shall not wear that which
pertaineth unto a man, neither shall a man put on a woman’s garment: for all
that do so are abomination unto the LORD thy God” (Deut. 22:5).

The decadence we see in our culture has come about through our negligence
in earnestly contending for the faith which was once delivered unto the saints
(Jude, verse 3). For this reason the first chapter concerns the Church’s
doctrinal and moral corruption. And because our clothing must be consistent
with the calling conferred upon each one of us, the second chapter is devoted
to an explanation of the distinctive roles accorded to men and women by the
Word of God. The ensuing chapters concentrate more directly on the need for
men and women to wear clothing according to the pattern decreed of God.

My prayer is that this booklet will prove a means of glorifying God in providing
biblical encouragement to a holy life in Jesus Christ our Saviour, who alone
has power on earth to forgive sins and to breathe life into those who are dead
in trespasses and sins (Matt. 9:6; Eph. 2:1).

Stephen Tanner, April 2005.

1. The Church’s Doctrinal and Moral Corruption

In the book of Genesis we are told that Adam, the father of the human race,
was created an upright man in the very image of God. We are also told of
Adam’s attempt to rise above his own rank and become like a god, resulting
in his breaking of God’s command and falling into sin. In him are all his
posterity fallen (Rom. 5:12). That is why the carnal mind, being enmity with
God and not subject to His law (Rom. 8:7), has a desire to overthrow superior
authorities and to establish a new order (Eccl. 7:29). But by the covenant of
grace man is freely offered salvation from sin and death, and those who have
been raised up in newness of life are enabled willingly to submit themselves
to their Maker, falling down before His footstool to give thanks to “the great
God and our Saviour Jesus Christ; Who gave himself for us, that he might
redeem us from all iniquity, and purify unto himself a peculiar people, zealous
of good works” (Titus 2:13, 14). Our Lord Jesus came to crush the head of
the serpent, and having made atonement for sinners of mankind He will
destroy the works of the devil.
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But the Lord’s own Church today has been shaken to the foundations; the
enemy has come in like a flood and continues to entice man into subverting
the order and authority that God has placed in the world. The device of the
evil one is to erode the belief in an infallible Word, and since the acceptance
of Higher Criticism his purpose has been manifest and his work largely
successful – since the 19th century there has been unceasing pressure from
within the bounds of Christendom to suppress the most crucial doctrines
imparted to man in the Holy Scriptures.1 C. H. Spurgeon knew it in 1887
when he said:

The doctrine of Christ crucified is always with me. As the Roman sentinel in
Pompeii stood to his post even when the city was destroyed, so do I stand to
the truth of the atonement though the church is being buried beneath the boiling
mud-showers of modern heresy.2

This decline, resisted by the Lord’s dwindling flock everywhere, was alluded
to in the sermon preached in 1875 at the funeral of Irving Hetherington,
minister of the Scots’ Church in Melbourne, Australia, and friend of Robert
Murray McCheyne. The minister, Dr Macdonald, said of Hetherington:

As a preacher he had many excellencies, including, of course, the chief that he
himself believed. He preached in a way that I am afraid is going out of fashion
now – logically, doctrinally, evangelically. His sermons were full of marrow,
founded on the first of all gospel doctrines – atonement by blood, Christ
crucified; and no man mourned more than he over the loose preaching which is
becoming popular now-a-days, which does not convince of sin, and in which
sound doctrine and godly experience are dropping out of sight.3

Evangelical Christians have attempted to stand firm on the doctrine of the
atonement, but many of us have been wounded, failing to take up the shield
of faith as we ought, with the result that our belief in the infallibility of God’s
Word, the immutability of His counsel, the righteousness of His judgement
and the everlasting wonder of His mercy in Christ Jesus have not been held
in our hearts with constancy. The Scottish preacher Robert Haldane (1764-
1842) said:

When the canker of the principles of German Neology, derived from the
Continent and from America, is perverting the faith of many, and seducing them
into the paths of error, – while a spirit of lukewarmness, and indifference to
truth, is advancing under the mask of charity and liberality, – there is a loud call
on all Christians to ‘stand fast in one spirit, with one mind striving together for

1 See endnote [1].
2 C. H. Spurgeon, The Blood Shed for Many, a sermon on Matt. 26:28 (preached at the
Metropolitan Tabernacle, 1887).
3 Quoted by Iain Murray, Australian Christian Life from 1788 (Banner of Truth, 1988),
p263.
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the faith of the Gospel,’ to present a firm and united phalanx of opposition to
error under every name, from whatever quarter it may approach, and not to
‘stumble in their ways from the ancient paths, to walk in paths, in a way not cast
up, to make their land desolate,’ Jer. 18.15. ‘Thus saith the Lord, Stand ye in
the ways and see; and ask for the old paths, where is the good way, and walk
therein, and ye shall find rest for your souls.’ Should believers become unfaithful
to their trust, and be seduced to abandon their protest against false doctrines,
they may gain the approbation of the world; but what will this avail when
compared with the favour of God? But if with prayer to God, in the use of the
appointed means, they contend earnestly for the truth, then they may expect the
gracious fulfilment of that blessed promise, ‘When the enemy shall come in like
a flood, the Spirit of the Lord shall lift up a standard against him.’4

As our spiritual forefathers were fearless in convincing men of their sin (cf.
Matt. 14:4), so must we stand strong in the face of evil, and if need be,
reprove our brethren “in love, and in the spirit of meekness” (I Cor. 4:21). It is
vital that Christians recognise the need to resist on every side an especially
powerful attack which has its roots in the Higher Critical subversion of God’s
authority, and which, if not withstood, will cause further decay in gospel
preaching. This assault is directed against the power of the man in the
community, in the family and in the Church itself – it is a subtler form of
Pharaoh’s action against the children of Israel (Exod. 1:22). The promoters of
this error are “chiefly them that walk after the flesh in the lust of uncleanness,
and despise government. Presumptuous are they, selfwilled, they are not
afraid to speak evil of dignities” (I Peter 2:10). Their dogma is permeating the
length and breadth of this continent, eroding our culture, and unless the Lord
has mercy on us the literal fulfilment of His word spoken by the prophet Isaiah
will continue its progression in Australia: “As for my people, children are their
oppressors, and women rule over them” (Isa. 3:12).

This artful device the devil has used since the Garden of Eden to degrade
and destroy our race. Persuading the woman to rule and the man to obey her,
he assaults the doctrine of Scripture which teaches the primacy of the man
over the woman. The Inspired Record teaches that while equal in value, men
and women are different in rank: “But I would have you know, that the head of
every man is Christ; and the head of the woman is the man; and the head of
Christ is God” (I Cor. 11:3). The Lord’s will is that these differences be always
observed in human society, and that men and women behave themselves in
such a manner as not to confound the distinctions by introducing new
inventions, contrary to sound doctrine. Distinctions are necessary in the
clothing of men and women (Deut. 22:5), and the respective places accorded

4 Robert Haldane, Exposition of the Epistle to the Romans (Banner of Truth, 1996), p729.
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to them in society provide foundations upon which to build an understanding
of such differences.5

It is crucial that the Church not accept any practice or doctrine which is
contrary to God’s revealed will, and error must be assailed with spiritual
weapons, with the shield of faith and the sword of the Spirit, which is the
Word of God. John Knox (c. 1505-1572), Protestant Reformer and one of the
fathers6 of the Scottish church, said:

If fear, I say, of persecution (I Cor. 9), of slander, or of any inconvenience
before named might have excused, and discharged the servants of God (Matt.
26; Acts 18, 21), from plainly rebuking the sins of the world; just cause had
every one of them to have ceased from their office. For suddenly their doctrine
was accused by terms of sedition, of new learning, and of treason: persecution
and vehement trouble did shortly come upon the professors with the preachers
(Psalm 2; Acts 4): kings, princes and worldly rulers did conspire against God
and against his anointed Christ Jesus. But what? Did any of these move the
prophets and Apostles to faint in their vocation? no. But by the resistance,
which the devil made to them by his supporters, were they the more inflamed to
publish the truth revealed unto them and to witness with their blood, that
grievous condemnation and God’s heavy vengeance should follow the proud
contempt of graces offered. The fidelity, bold courage, and constancy of those
that are passed before us, ought to provoke us to follow their footsteps, unless
we look for another kingdom than Christ hath promised to such as persevere in
profession of his name to the end.

If any think that the empire [i.e., rule] of women, is not of such importance, that
for the suppressing of the same, any man is bound to hazard his life, I answer,
that to suppress it, is in the hand of God alone. But to utter the impiety and
abomination of the same, I say, it is the duty of every true messenger of God, to
whom the truth is revealed in that behalf. For the especial duty of God’s
messengers is to preach repentance, to admonish the offenders of their
offences, and to say to the wicked, thou shalt die the death, except thou
repent.7

As man was created male and female, in the image of God, there is a moral
and spiritual equality between all men and women, and this is most
wonderfully manifested when fallen sinners of mankind are created anew in
Christ Jesus (Gal. 3:28). All believers – men and women, parents and

5 History shows that as woman began to usurp man’s authority she ventured to wear his
apparel. As early as the 16th century Reformation there was protestation against “a woman
clad in the habit [i.e., clothing] of man, yea, a woman against nature reigning above man”
(John Knox, The First Blast of the Trumpet Against the Monstrous Regiment of Women,
1558 – “monstrous regiment” meaning unnatural rule). See endnote [2].
6 On the Scriptural use of the term “father” for such men see passages such as II Kings
2:12, 13:14 and Gal. 4:19.
7 John Knox, ‘Preface’, The First Blast of the Trumpet (cited above).
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children, masters and servants – have equal and glorious access to the
throne of grace. In another respect, though, we are not all equal: the man is
the head of the woman, he is above her, and she is his subordinate. God
created the man first, in His own image, and the woman afterwards, for the
man.

For a man indeed ought not to cover his head, forasmuch as he is the image
and glory of God: but the woman is the glory of the man. For the man is not of
the woman; but the woman of the man. Neither was the man created for the
woman; but the woman for the man. For this cause ought the woman to have
power on her head because of the angels (I Cor. 11:7-10, cf. Gen. 2:7, 22).

“It is an unseemly thing”, says John Bunyan (1628-1688), “to see a woman so
much as once in all her lifetime to offer to overtop her husband; she ought in
everything to be in subjection to him, and to do all she doth, as having her
warrant, licence, and authority from him. And indeed here is her glory, even to
be under him, as the church is under Christ.”8 God, having distinguished the
woman from the man and made her subject to him, calls her “the glory of the
man” (I Cor. 11:7). The French Reformer John Calvin (1509-1564) comments:

There is no doubt that the woman is a distinguished ornament of the man; for it
is a great honour that God has appointed her to the man as the partner of his
life, and a helper to him, and has made her subject to him as the body is to the
head. For what Solomon affirms as to a careful wife – that she is a crown to her
husband, (Proverbs 12:4,) is true of the whole sex, if we look to the appointment
of God, which Paul here commends, showing that the woman was created for
this purpose – that she might be a distinguished ornament of the man.9

2. The Duties of Men and Women

God’s Word, which “lives on in defiance of every assault made upon it”,10 is
the only rule to direct us how we may glorify and enjoy Him11 (II Tim. 3:16,
17). The clear pattern presented there for the various duties of men and
women, written for our benefit, is binding upon all mankind (I Tim. 2:8-15).
Unregenerate persons are under the fatal curse of the moral law (Gal. 3:10),
which is revealed by God to condemn them and drive them to seek
deliverance in Christ from the guilt and poison of sin (Gal. 3:24).
Nevertheless, the same law remains a guide to direct believers in the way of

8 John Bunyan, ‘Christian Behaviour’, Works, vol. 2 (Banner of Truth, 1991), p561.
9 John Calvin on I Cor. 11:7, Commentary on the Epistles to the Corinthians, vol. 1 (Baker
Books, 2003), p357. Note that in this sense an ornament confers lustre.
10 James Scott, The Story of Primeval Man, (Hobart, Australia, 1890), p6.
11 ‘Shorter Catechism’, Q2, Westminster Confession of Faith (Free Presbyterian
Publications, 1997), p287.
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holiness as they strive in the strength of Christ to keep His words. “But we
know that the law is good, if a man use it lawfully” (I Tim. 1:8, cf. John 15:5).
Thomas Boston (1676-1732) says that for those who are in Christ, the law
serves:

1. To magnify Christ in them, shewing them their obligation to him for fulfilling it
in their stead . . . 2. To be a rule of life unto them, wherein they may express
their gratitude by obeying the law of Christ. So the law leads to Christ as a
Redeemer from its curse and condemnation, and he leads back to the law as a
directory, the rule and standard of their obedience to him.12

And this unchangeable rule of obedience teaches us that the father is to be
master in his family, the head of the wife and custodian of his children:

Wives, submit yourselves unto your own husbands, as unto the Lord. For the
husband is the head of the wife, even as Christ is the head of the church: and
he is the saviour of the body (Eph. 5:22, 23); And God said unto Abraham, As
for Sarai thy wife, thou shalt not call her name Sarai, but Sarah shall her name
be. And I will bless her, and give thee a son also of her . . . And God said,
Sarah thy wife shall bear thee a son indeed; and thou shalt call his name Isaac
(Gen. 17:15, 16, 19, cf. Gen. 24:34-38; Exod. 21:22).

Furthermore, we are taught to grant women a privileged position in society,
ensuring that they are kept under manly protection: “Husbands, love your
wives, even as Christ also loved the church, and gave himself for it” (Eph.
5:25). And so Mr Boston says, “Husbands sin against their wives in dealing
untenderly with them, . . . most of all in beating them, a thing in use only with
furious or mad men, Eph. 5.25, 29.”13

And we are taught to see that the lives and occupations of women be based
in the safety and privacy of the home and its environs, according to the word
of God spoken by King David: “The Lord gave the word: great was the
company of those that published it. Kings of armies did flee apace: and she
that tarried at home divided the spoil” (Psalm 68:11, 12, cf. Micah 2:9). In like
manner the apostle Paul ordains that women occupy themselves as “keepers
at home”, or homemakers, giving Titus this exhortation:

But speak thou the things which become sound doctrine: That the aged men be
sober, grave, temperate, sound in faith, in charity, in patience. The aged women
likewise, that they be in behaviour as becometh holiness, not false accusers,
not given to much wine, teachers of good things; That they may teach the
young women to be sober, to love their husbands, to love their children, To be
discreet, chaste, keepers at home, good, obedient to their own husbands, that

12 Thomas Boston, ‘The Moral Law, The Rule of Man’s Obedience’, Commentary on the
Shorter Catechism.
13 Thomas Boston, ‘Of the Fifth Commandment’, Commentary on the Shorter Catechism.
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the word of God be not blasphemed. Young men likewise exhort to be sober
minded (Titus 2:1-6, cf. Prov. 14:1).

“Discreet and chaste stand well together”, observes Matthew Henry (1662-
1714), the famous Bible commentator and son of the Puritan Philip Henry;

many expose themselves to fatal temptations by that which at first might be but
indiscretion. Prov. 2:11, Discretion shall preserve thee, understanding shall
keep thee from the evil way. Chaste, and keepers at home, are well joined too.
Dinah, when she went to see the daughters of the land, lost her chastity. Those
whose home is their prison, it is to be feared, feel that their chastity is their
fetters. Not but there are occasions, and will be, of going abroad; but a gadding
temper for merriment and company sake, to the neglect of domestic affairs, or
from uneasiness at being in her place, is the opposite evil intended, which is
commonly accompanied with, or draws after it, other evils. 1 Tim. 5:13, 14, They
learn to be idle, wandering from house to house; and not only idle, but tattlers
also and busybodies, speaking things which they ought not.14

Thus the Christian woman’s occupation is homemaking, “her business lying
within-doors”.15 She rises early to give food to her household, and a portion of
labour to her maidens (Prov. 31:15), and “her candle goeth not out by night”
(v. 18). Her husband, however, “goeth forth unto his work and to his labour
until the evening” (Psalm 104:23), and he “is known in the gates, when he
sitteth among the elders of the land” (Prov. 31:23). Mr Henry remarks that
when this man “goes abroad to attend the concerns of the public, he can
confide in her to order all his affairs at home, as well as if he himself were
there”.16

The very accounts of the creation and fall of our first parents show us the
same divisions of labour; and in our technological age such biblical principles
still guide us in the lawful use of occupational opportunities. The Lord God
placed our father Adam in the Garden of Eden “to dress it and to keep it”
(Gen. 2:15), and brought him a wife as “an help meet for him” (v. 18, cf. vs.
20, 22). When they sinned in eating the forbidden fruit their temporal
punishments were meted out according to their differing roles. The woman,
as homemaker, was accorded sorrow in childbirth and a stricter subjection to
her husband (Gen. 3:16), while to the man was assigned rigorous labour in a
harsher and less fruitful environment. As the first man, Adam was of
necessity a farmer, a primary producer, and he would now till the cursed soil
until he returned to it in death (vs. 17-19). By the promised Messiah (v. 15) all
is turned to our good (vs. 20, 21; Rom. 8:28), and the distinctive roles of men
and women, established at the time of creation and decisively reinstated after

14 Matthew Henry, A Commentary on the Whole Bible, vol. 6 (Ward, Lock & Co.), p1225.
15 Ibid., on Prov. 31:18, vol. 3, p578.
16 Ibid., on Prov. 31:11, vol. 3, p578.
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the fall, are not altered. Rather, gospel blessings include the unequivocal
proclamation of such distinctions, with the promise of strength to keep them
by faith in Jesus Christ. “Cast thy burden upon the LORD, and he shall
sustain thee: he shall never suffer the righteous to be moved” (Psalm 55:22).

Young girls should be raised in preparation not for professional life but for the
blessing of marriage and raising godly children (Mal. 2:15), because woman
was made to be a helper and companion for man and because children are a
gift from the Lord:

Lo, children are an heritage of the LORD: and the fruit of the womb is his
reward. As arrows are in the hand of a mighty man; so are children of the youth.
Happy is the man that hath his quiver full of them (Psalm 127:3-5, cf. Gen. 1:28
& 5:4, 9:1; Psalm 113:9; Psalm 128:3; Prov. 17:6).

The inspired apostle wrote, “I will therefore that the younger women marry,
bear children, guide the house, give none occasion to the adversary to speak
reproachfully” (I Tim. 5:14). The English Puritan Matthew Poole (1624-1679)
makes the following remarks on this passage:

guide the house, and take care of the government of families within doors
(which is the woman’s proper province); give none occasion to the adversary to
speak reproachfully; and give no occasion to Jews or pagans (the adversaries
of Christian religion) to speak of the church, or any particular members of it,
reproachfully, as living beneath the rules of morality and decency.17

Consider whether the evil predicted by Paul has not come to pass this day. Is
not the Word of God greatly blasphemed among the heathen, and have we
not given the adversary an occasion to speak reproachfully? Even a little folly
in the Lord’s people sends forth a stench, causing sinners to despise the
name of Jehovah, to stumble and perish, suffering the vengeance of eternal
fire (Eccl. 10:1; Rom. 2:23, 24; Jude, verse 7). Out of love therefore to God
our Father, who visits His children’s transgression with the rod (Psalm 89:32),
and to the brethren, and also out of compassion for guilty sinners, let us heed
the advice of Scripture in which Christian women are counselled to be
discreet and modest, not improperly wandering about “from house to house”
or “in the streets” (I Tim. 5:13; Prov. 7:12), but “keeping”, says Matthew
Henry, “a pious decency and decorum in clothing and gesture, in looks and
speech, and all their deportment, and this from an inward principle and habit
of holiness, influencing and ordering the outward conduct at all times”.18 They
are to keep the place and occupation of women, as Mr Henry further explains
when elucidating the situation of Abraham’s wife:

17 Matthew Poole, Commentary on the Holy Bible, vol. 3 (Macdonald Publishing
Company), p785.
18 Matthew Henry on Titus 2:3, Commentary, vol. 6, p1224.
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Where is Sarah thy wife? say the angels. Behold, in the tent, said Abraham.
Where should she be else? There she is in her place, as she uses to be, and is
now within call. Note, 1. The daughters of Sarah must learn of her to be chaste,
keepers at home, Titus 2:5. There is nothing got by gadding. 2. Those are most
likely to receive comfort from God and his promises that are in their place and in
the way of their duty, Luke 2:8.19

It follows that as unmarried men work in the same professions with their
married peers and not among women in the home, so should the employment
of unmarried women be within the sphere of women. The status of a married
woman is higher than that of a maiden, whose own employment should not
elevate her above her allotted and rightful position among women. A virgin
has “no distinct estate, being yet in her father’s house”.20 And whether a
woman be married or not, her business differs from men’s (cf. Exod. 1:15-21;
Lev. 26:26; I Sam. 4:20). Matthew Henry distinguishes between the two
spheres of labour in his exposition of Proverbs 31:

She applies herself to the business that is proper for her. It is not in a scholar’s
business, or statesman’s business, or husbandman’s business, that she
employs herself, but in women’s business: She seeks wool and flax . . . she lays
her own hands to the spindle, or spinning-wheel, and her hands hold the distaff;
(v. 19.) . . . and she does not reckon it either an abridgment of her liberty, or a
disparagement to her dignity, or at all inconsistent with her repose.21

Even Tamar the princess, the unmarried daughter of King David, was
employed in her father’s house, from whence he sent her on an errand: “Then
David sent home to Tamar, saying, Go now to thy brother Amnon’s house,
and dress him meat” (II Sam. 13:7). Matthew Henry says of this lady:

Though she was a king’s daughter, a great beauty (v. 1), and well dressed (v.
18), yet she did not think it below her to knead cakes and bake them, nor would
she have done this now if she had not been used to it. Good house-wifery is not
a thing below the greatest ladies, nor ought they to think it a disparagement to
them. The virtuous woman, whose husband sits among the elders, yet works
willingly with her hands, Prov. 31:13. Modern ages have not been destitute of
such instances, nor is it so unfashionable as some would make it. Preparing for
the sick should be more the care and delight of the ladies than preparing for the
nice, charity more than curiosity.22

19 Ibid., on Gen. 18:9, vol. 1, p68.
20 Matthew Poole on Exod. 22:17, Commentary, vol. 1, p166. Matthew Henry says: “Many
daughters, in their father’s house, and in the single state, have done virtuously, but a good
wife, if she be virtuous, excels them all, and does more good in her place than they can do
in theirs. Or, as some explain it, A man cannot have his house so well kept by good
daughters, as by a good wife” (on Prov. 31:29, Commentary, vol. 3, p580).
21 Ibid., on Prov. 31, p579. See Charles Bridges on the “virtuous woman” in endnote [3].
22 Ibid., vol. 2, p811.
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Thus virgins, too, are to be keepers at home under their father’s protection
and authority (I Cor. 7:37), as wives rest under their husband’s rule and
protection23 (Ruth 1:9; Gen. 20:16, cf. Ezek. 16:38). For the welfare of both
man and woman it is ordained that heads of families – husbands and fathers
– have power over their wives and daughters (I Cor. 11:10). The Bible speaks
of fathers giving away their daughters in marriage, though not without consent
(Gen. 24:58), and taking daughters for their own sons. The godly remnant of
Israel vowed “to walk in God’s law . . . and that we would not give our
daughters unto the people of the land, nor take their daughters for our sons”
(Neh. 10:29, 30). And Abraham’s servant told Rebekah’s father and brother,
“And my master made me swear, saying, Thou shalt not take a wife to my
son of the daughters of the Canaanites, in whose land I dwell: But thou shalt
go unto my father’s house, and to my kindred, and take a wife unto my son”
(Gen. 24:37, 38, cf. Deut. 7:3; I Cor. 7:38). This system provides an analogy
of God the Father’s electing and effectual calling of sinners (cf. John 6:37),
and of the Church’s being presented to Christ “as a bride adorned for her
husband” (Rev. 21:2).

The dominion entrusted to men carries with it a weighty responsibility to see
to the welfare and protection of their women:

If a woman also vow a vow unto the Lord, and bind herself by a bond, being in
her father’s house in her youth; And her father hear her vow, and her bond
wherewith she hath bound her soul, and her father shall hold his peace at her:
then all her vows shall stand, and every bond wherewith she hath bound her
soul shall stand. But if her father disallow her in the day that he heareth; not any
of her vows, or of her bonds wherewith she hath bound her soul, shall stand:
and the LORD shall forgive her, because her father disallowed her. And if she
hath at all an husband . . . and if she vowed in her husband’s house . . . Every
vow, and every binding oath to afflict the soul, her husband may establish it, or
her husband may make it void . . . But if he shall any ways make them void after
that he hath heard them; then he shall bear her iniquity. These are the statutes,
which the LORD commanded Moses, between a man and his wife, between the
father and his daughter, being yet in her youth in her father’s house (Num. 30:3-
6, 10, 13, 15, 16).

In this passage we see also that it is normal and preferable for virgins to be
employed under their father, in his house, as the wife labours in her
husband’s house. Accordingly those women without husbands or fathers had
to be especially cared for as they were defenceless and without a provider or
breadwinner:

When thou cuttest down thine harvest in thy field, and hast forgot a sheaf in the
field, thou shalt not go again to fetch it: it shall be for the stranger, for the

23 See endnote [4].
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fatherless, and for the widow: that the LORD thy God may bless thee in all the
work of thine hands (Deut. 24:19, cf. Lev. 19:10; Isa. 1:17; Acts 6:1; I Tim. 5:3,
5; James 1:27).

When a widow, Ruth laboured according to this law, gleaning and gathering
after the reapers among the sheaves and staying close by the maidens of
Boaz,24 rather than working for men’s wages alongside the young men; and
after harvest, she kept at home. “So she kept fast by the maidens of Boaz to
glean unto the end of barley harvest and of wheat harvest; and dwelt with her
mother in law” (Ruth 2:23, cf. I Tim. 5:16). Matthew Henry shows how such
actions befit an industrious and humble woman:

She also kept fast by the maidens of Boaz, with whom she afterwards cultivated
an acquaintance, which might do her service, v. 23. But she constantly came to
her mother at night in due time, as became a virtuous woman, that was for
working days, and not for merry nights. And when the harvest was ended (as
Bishop Patrick expounds it) she did not gad abroad, but kept her aged mother
company at home. Dinah went out to see the daughters of the land, and we
know what a disgrace her vanity ended in. Ruth kept at home, and helped to
maintain her mother, and went out on no other errand than to get provision for
her, and we shall find afterwards what preferment her humility and industry
ended in. Seest thou a man diligent in his business? Honour is before him.25

Though some widows were destitute of all family and therefore able to spend
time in “supplications and prayers night and day” (I Tim. 5:5), such were
honoured and sustained by the Church (I Tim. 5:3, 9, 10) and were not
employed in a domain markedly different from that of mothers. Dorcas made
clothes for the poor:

Then Peter arose and went with them. When he was come, they brought him
into the upper chamber: and all the widows stood by him weeping, and shewing
the coats and garments which Dorcas made, while she was with them (Acts
9:39).

In ordinary circumstances both unmarried women and younger widows lived
in the house of their father, who was responsible for their protection and
provision until they were given in marriage:

Then said Judah to Tamar his daughter in law, Remain a widow at thy father’s
house, till Shelah my son be grown . . . And Tamar went and dwelt in her
father’s house (Gen. 38:11); And Naomi said unto her two daughters in law, Go,
return each to her mother’s house: the LORD deal kindly with you, as ye have
dealt with the dead, and with me (Ruth 1:8, cf. Gen. 24:23, 28); But if the
priest’s daughter be a widow, or divorced, and have no child, and is returned

24 “Abide here fast by my maidens; for those of her own sex were the fittest company for
her” (Matthew Henry, Commentary, vol. 2, p669).
25 Ibid., p671.
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unto her father’s house, as in her youth, she shall eat of her father’s meat (Lev.
22:13, cf. I Cor. 7:37).

Though the law in Leviticus 22:13 refers specifically to priests’ families and
the eating of holy things, the case was that only those who were in the
priest’s family, those for whom he normally provided (whether as husband,
father or master), were allowed to eat of such things. The widows partook of
their fathers’ provisions because they had been re-incorporated into their
fathers’ families. John Calvin explains:

The prohibition, therefore, that the meats offered in sacrifice should be eaten by
strangers, was not made so much with reference to them as to the priests, who
would have else driven a profitable trade with the offerings, or, by gratifying their
guests, would not have hesitated to bring disrepute on the whole service of
God. The Law consequently prohibits that either a sojourner, or a hired servant,
should eat of them; and only gives this permission to their slaves, and those
who were incorporated into their families. Moreover, He counts the priests’
daughters who had married into another tribe as aliens. The sum has this
tendency, that whatsoever depends on the service of God should obtain its due
reverence; nor could this be the case, if what was offered in the temple were not
distinguished from common food. Inasmuch as they were human beings, they
were allowed to subsist in the ordinary manner; yet was this distinction
necessary, which might savour of the sanctity of Christ.26

Matthew Henry’s comments also help to cast light on this law, showing that
not only wives but daughters also are exempt from earning their own living:

As to the children of the family, concerning the sons there could be no dispute,
they were themselves priests, but concerning the daughters there was a
distinction. While they continued in their father’s house they might eat of the
holy things; but, if they married such as were not priests, they lost their right (v.
12), for now they were cut off from the family of the priests. Yet if a priest’s
daughter became a widow, and had no children in whom she might preserve a
distinct family, and returned to her father’s house again, being neither wife nor
mother, she should again be looked upon as a daughter, and might eat of the
holy things. If those whom Providence has made sorrowful widows, and who
are dislodged from the rest they had in the house of a husband, yet find it again
in a father’s house, they have reason to be thankful to the widows’ God, who
does not leave them comfortless.27

So if a woman loses her husband who had provided for her (Exod. 21:10),
she may return to the house of her father, whose duty it is to extend his
protection over her once more. If her father has died or if she has her own

26 John Calvin, Harmony of the Law, vol. 2 (Baker Books, 2003), pp243, 244.
27 Matthew Henry, Commentary, vol. 1, pp311, 312.
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family, the duty of care and provision falls to another near relation such as a
son, usually the eldest (I Tim. 5:4; Deut. 21:17).

Now when [Jesus] came nigh to the gate of the city, behold, there was a dead
man carried out, the only son of his mother, and she was a widow: and much
people of the city was with her. And when the Lord saw her, he had compassion
on her, and said unto her, Weep not. And he came and touched the bier: and
they that bare him stood still. And he said, Young man, I say unto thee, Arise.
And he that was dead sat up, and began to speak. And he delivered him to his
mother (Luke 7:12-15, cf. Matt. 8:14, 15).

Now there stood by the cross of Jesus his mother, and his mother’s sister, Mary
the wife of Cleophas, and Mary Magdalene. When Jesus therefore saw his
mother, and the disciple standing by, whom he loved, he saith unto his mother,
Woman, behold thy son! Then saith he to the disciple, Behold thy mother! And
from that hour that disciple took her unto his own home (John 19:25-27).

The case is similar concerning women who never marry. Lazarus and his
sisters Mary and Martha lived in the town of Bethany at the time of our Lord’s
sojourn here on earth, and they were beloved of Him (John 11:5). Lazarus
being the man of the house, his premature death must have been on that
account all the more traumatic for his sisters (vs. 21, 31), who nonetheless
believed our Lord to be faithful in all things (v. 22). After the miraculous
resurrection of Lazarus from the dead (v. 44), the division of responsibilities in
the family continued on in the biblical pattern:

Then Jesus six days before the passover came to Bethany, where Lazarus was
which had been dead, whom he raised from the dead. There they made him a
supper; and Martha served: but Lazarus was one of them that sat at the table
with him (John 12:1, 2, cf. Mark 1:31).

“Here was a decent, happy, well-ordered family,” says Matthew Henry with
typical warmth, “and a family that Christ was very much conversant in, where
yet there was neither husband nor wife (for aught that appears,) but the
house kept by a brother, and his sisters dwelling together in unity.”28

Mark the contrast between this loving co-operation in which each family
member fulfils his duty, and the behaviour of the woman in the attire of a
harlot, who “is loud and stubborn; her feet abide not in her house: Now is she
without, now in the streets, and lieth in wait at every corner” (Prov. 7:11, 12,
cf. Jer. 3:3, 20; Ezek. 16:30). See also the (now abrogated) judicial law of the
betrothed damsel (Deut. 22:23-27), and Matthew Henry’s observations on the
passage:

28 Ibid., on John 11:1, vol. 5, p603. Henry says that the two sisters “seem to have been the
housekeepers . . . while perhaps Lazarus . . . gave himself to study and contemplation”.
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Nay, her being found in the city, a place of company and diversion, when she
should have kept under the protection of her father’s house, was an evidence
against her that she had not that dread of the sin and the danger of it which
became a modest woman . . . Now if it were done in the field, out of the hearing
of neighbours, it shall be presumed that she cried out, but there was none to
save her; and, besides, her going into the field, a place of solitude, did not so
much expose her.29

Chapter 34 of the book of Genesis contains the sad narrative of the defiling of
Jacob’s daughter, and the retaliatory massacre of the men of Shechem by
two of her brothers. Simeon and Levi, having failed to protect their sister from
the wicked and enclose her, as it were, with “boards of cedar” (Song 8:9),
added blood-guiltiness to their record and increased their father’s suffering.
But notice the “little” folly that let loose such mischief: “And Dinah the
daughter of Leah, which she bare unto Jacob, went out to see the daughters
of the land” (Gen. 34:1). John Calvin observes:

This chapter records a severe contest, with which God again exercised his
servant. How precious the chastity of his daughter would be to him, we may
readily conjecture from the probity of his whole life. When therefore he heard
that she was violated, this disgrace would inflict the deepest wound of grief
upon his mind: yet soon his grief is trebled, when he hears that his sons, from
the desire of revenge, have committed a most dreadful crime. But let us
examine everything in order. Dinah is ravished, because, having left her father’s
house, she wandered about more freely than was proper. She ought to have
remained quietly at home, as both the Apostle teaches and nature itself
dictates; for to girls the virtue is suitable, which the proverb applies to women,
that they should be oijkouroi<, or keepers of the house. Therefore fathers of
families are taught to keep their daughters under strict discipline, if they desire
to preserve them free from all dishonour; for if a vain curiosity was so heavily
punished in the daughter of holy Jacob, not less danger hangs over weak
virgins at this day, if they go too boldly and eagerly into public assemblies, and
excite the passions of youth towards themselves. For it is not to be doubted that
Moses in part casts the blame of the offence upon Dinah herself, when he says,
‘she went out to see the daughters of the land;’ whereas she ought to have
remained under her mother’s eyes in the tent.30

Thomas Boston, too, speaking of honest employment as a guard against
breaking the seventh commandment, deems homeliness to be the
distinguishing feature of women’s work:

Honest labour and business cuts off many temptations that idle persons are
liable to. Had David been in the field with his army, when he was rising from off
his bed in the evening-tide, II Sam. 11.2, he had preserved his chastity when he

29 Ibid., vol. 1, p476.
30 John Calvin, Commentary on Genesis, vol. 2 (Baker Books, 2003), p218.
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lost it, and so had Dinah, if she had been at her business in her father's house,
when she went out to see the daughters of the land, Gen. 34.1.31

Women must endeavour to see that their occupation, dress, behaviour and
company is chaste, and men have an obligation to keep away from loose
women (Prov. 5:8), and to respect the chastity of virtuous women. Indeed,
both men and women must always be looking to the preservation of their own
and others’ purity in heart, speech and behaviour32 (Matt. 5:28; I Cor. 7:1, 2; I
Thess. 4:1-7). “I made a covenant with mine eyes”, said God-fearing Job;
“why then should I think upon a maid” (Job 31:1). John Bunyan saw the grace
of God in his own reticence with women, saying,

And in this I admire the wisdom of God, that he made me shy of women from
my first conversion until now. These know, and can also bear me witness, with
whom I have been most intimately concerned, that it is a rare thing to see me
carry it pleasantly towards a woman; the common salutation of women I abhor,
it is odious to me in whomsoever I see it. Their company alone, I cannot away
with; I seldom so much as touch a woman’s hand, for I think these things are
not so becoming me. When I have seen good men salute those women that
they have visited, or that have visited them, I have at times made my objection
against it; and when they have answered, that it was but a piece of civility, I
have told them, it is not a comely sight: Some indeed have urged the holy kiss;
but then I have asked why they made baulks, why they did salute the most
handsome, and let the ill-favoured go? Thus, how laudable soever such things
have been in the eyes of others, they have been unseemly in my sight.33

The Word of God ordains that the man’s occupation, behaviour and
appearance are to differ markedly from the woman’s, so that while he was
made the governor, provider and protector of the family, the weaker vessel
was created to be his honoured companion, a fruitful and submissive
enrichment to him: “Thy wife shall be as a fruitful vine by the sides of thine
house: thy children like olive plants round about thy table” (Psalm 128:3). As
we see in this passage not only the wife but the children also are to be

31 Thomas Boston, ‘Of the Seventh Commandment’, Commentary on the Shorter
Catechism. Here Boston also condemns “Promiscuous dancing, or dancing of men and
women together. This entertainment, however reckoned innocent among many, is
evidently an incentive to lust, Isa. 23.15-17 . . . This practice seems to be struck at by
these scriptures, Rom. 13.13; 'Let us walk—not in chambering and wantonness', I Pet. 4.3,
where mention is made of 'walking in revelling'. It is offensive to the grave and pious, is
condemned by our church, yea, and has been condemned by some sober heathens”.
32 See ‘Shorter Catechism’, Q71, 72, and ‘Larger Catechism’, Q138, 139, Westminster
Confession of Faith, pp306, 307, 222, 225.
33 John Bunyan, Grace Abounding to the Chief of Sinners (Oliphant Anderson & Ferrier),
p127. The same author describes feminine impropriety in his depiction of worldly lust, or
Madam Bubble: “She is a bold and impudent slut; she will talk with any man” (The Pilgrim’s
Progress – The Second Part, The World’s Classics, 1963, p300).
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nurtured and protected. Children exist wholly from and by their parents,
making “their dependence and subjection absolute and universal”.34 The fifth
commandment is binding for life: “Honour thy father and thy mother: that thy
days may be long upon the land which the LORD thy God giveth thee” (Exod.
20:12). Nonetheless, we know that as sons and daughters grow up their
distinctive positions as men and women begin to reflect those of their parents.
This is indicated in Psalm 144: “That our sons may be as plants grown up in
their youth; that our daughters may be as corner stones, polished after the
similitude of a palace” (v. 12). The sons of the people of God grow to be
healthy and fruitful in all their business, especially the Lord’s business, and in
the inspired psalmist’s imagery they are placed outside the house. On the
other hand the daughters, equally precious, are the stays of the house,
beautifully polished. In the words of John Calvin, the psalmist “speaks of the
girls as being like corners skilfully and ingeniously cut out, to make the
building beautiful; as if he would say that they adorned the house by their
comeliness and elegance”.35 David Dickson (1583-1662), the Scottish
preacher and Covenanter, says:

Godly magistrates are a special means of peace and prosperity to the subjects,
and should be careful, as in training up young men in grace and virtue, so they
may be fruitful instruments of the public good, as plants grown up in their youth;
so also in training young women, that they may be beautified with all
endowments that may make them godly mothers of the succeeding age: our
daughters may be as corner-stones, polished after the similitude of a palace.36

Observe, besides, how Thomas Boston in 18 th century Scotland advised
believing parents to train up children in their respective roles:

They should give them learning according to their ability, and see that at least
they be taught to read the Bible, II Tim. 3.15 . . . Christians should train up their
daughters to do virtuously, [Prov. 31:29]. For their own sakes, let them be
capable to make their hands sufficient for them, seeing none knows what straits
they may be brought to. And for the sake of others to whom they may be joined,
let them be virtuously, frugally, and actively educated, otherwise what they bring
with them will hardly quit the cost of the mischief that their unthriftiness and
silliness will produce, Prov. 14.1. Whether ye can give them something or
nothing, let them not want Ruth's portion, a good name, a good head, and good
hands, Ruth 3.11. Sons should be brought up to some honest employment,
whereby they may be worth their room in the world, Gen. 4.2. This is such a

34 John Owen, ‘The Origin of the Priesthood of Christ’, Works, vol. 18 (Banner of Truth,
1991), p18.
35 John Calvin, Commentary on the Psalms, vol. 5 (Baker Books, 2003), p268. Spurgeon
quotes Daniel Cresswell (1776-1844) on this passage: “It is remarkable that the Greeks
made use of pilasters, called Caryatides, (carved after the figure of a woman dressed in
long robes,) to support the entablatures of their buildings” (Treasury of David, 1885).
36 David Dickson, A Commentary on the Psalms (Banner of Truth, 1985), p507.
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necessary piece of parents' duty to their children, that the Athenians had a law,
That if a son was brought up to no calling at all, in case his father should come
to poverty, he was not bound to maintain him, as otherwise he was.37

When their family’s poverty compelled unmarried girls to work outside their
father’s house, until the late nineteenth century they were almost invariably
given domestic duties – even when working for wages – which overlapped
the tasks of wives and mothers.38 Among mothers, who have greater
responsibilities in the family, even the poorest normally worked in and around
their husbands’ homes: “And Pharaoh’s daughter said unto her, Take this
child away, and nurse it for me, and I will give thee thy wages. And the
woman took the child, and nursed it” (Exod. 2:9, cf. Prov. 31:10-31).

In rural settings also, the tasks of mothers, daughters and maids differed from
those of the men; and we see in Scripture that on the whole, men obeyed
their masters while a maiden served her mistress: “Behold, as the eyes of
servants look unto the hand of their masters, and as the eyes of a maiden
unto the hand of her mistress; so our eyes wait upon the LORD our God, until
that he have mercy upon us” (Psalm 123:2, cf. II Kings 5:2; Prov. 31:15; Isa.
24:2). James the son of Zebedee and John his brother were in a ship with
Zebedee their father, mending their nets, when came the call of the Lord
Jesus to follow Him (Matt. 4:21), and they presently “left their father Zebedee
in the ship with the hired servants, and went after him” (Mark 1:20). Their
mother did not appear at this time because, as an Israelitess, she was a
homemaker, blessed with opportunities to minister unto Jesus with other
godly women: “And many women were there beholding afar off, which
followed Jesus from Galilee, ministering unto him: Among which was Mary
Magdalene, and Mary the mother of James and Joses, and the mother of
Zebedee’s children” (Matt. 27:55, 56). Davis Dictionary of the Bible details the
place of women among the people of God:

The younger women of the family, especially in the earlier times and among the
nomads, tended the sheep (Gen. 29.6; Exod. 2.16), and they went to the
harvest field and gleaned (Ruth 2.3, 8); but the main duties of women were
about the household. They brought water from the well (Gen. 24.13; John 4.7),
ground the grain for daily use (Mat. 24.41), prepared the meals (Gen. 18.6; II
Sam. 13.8; Luke 10.40), spun wool and made clothing (I Sam. 2.19; Prov.
31.13, 19; Acts 9.36-39), taught the children religious truth (Prov. 1.8; 31.1; cp.
II Tim. 3.15), and directed the household (Prov. 31.27; I Tim. 5.14).

The Mosaic law and also public opinion among the Hebrews secured to women
the enjoyment of many rights . . . The spirit of the N. T. was equally hostile to
woman’s degradation. It insisted that man and woman shall occupy their

37 Thomas Boston, ‘Of the Fifth Commandment’, Commentary on the Shorter Catechism.
38 See endnote [5].
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respective spheres as indicated by the Creator in mutual respect and
dependence (Mark 10.6-9; Eph. 5.31; I Tim. 2.12-15). The sanctity and
permanence of the marriage relation were taught, and divorce permitted only for
extreme causes (Matt. 19.8, 9; I Cor. 7.15; Eph. 5.22-33).39

The private instruction of children in the doctrine of Christianity is vital for
every family. Fathers must raise their children “in the nurture and admonition
of the Lord” (Eph. 6:4, cf. Deut. 6:7), leading the family in worship morning
and evening (II Sam. 6:20; Jer. 10:25, cf. Num. 28:3-6; Heb. 13:15). And God
has greatly honoured mothers in giving them a significant share, under their
husbands’ guidance, in teaching their children the truth as it is in Jesus (Prov.
1:8, 31:1; II Tim. 3:15, cf. 1:5). Thomas Manton’s “Epistle to the Reader” in
the Westminster Confession says: “Especially women should be careful of
this duty; because as they are most about their children, and have early and
frequent opportunities to instruct them, so this is the principal service they can
do to God in this world, being restrained from more public work.”40

Private work in the family, and the “duties of the kitchen and farmyard”,41

remained the domain of women until Christianity gave way to equal
opportunity. Indeed, similar patterns continue today, though some of our
newsmen would have the nation think otherwise. Conversely, the man’s duty,
along with governing his household in the way of the Lord (Gen. 18:19; Eph.
6:4), is usually to earn a living for himself and any dependents. Men’s callings
include working for wages (Gen. 29:15; Lev. 19:13; Luke 3:14), running farms
or businesses (Gen. 13:2; Mark 6:3; Col. 4:14), labouring on behalf of the
people as ministers of the crown or as monarch (II Chron. 19:5; I Peter 2:13,
14; II Sam. 5:3), and serving the Church as elders or ministers of the gospel
(Jer. 3:15; I Tim. 5:17, 18; I Pet. 5:1, 2). It is clear from Exodus 21:10 that “by
the law the husband was obliged to provide food and raiment for his wife”,42

and so Thomas Boston writes:

Now the husband as the head of the wife owes her, 1. Protection, so as she
may be as safe and easy under the covert of his relation to her as he can make
her. For this cause God has given the husband as head to the weaker vessel:
and therefore it was an ancient ceremony in marriage for the husband to spread

39 John D. Davis, Davis Dictionary of the Bible (Baker Book House, 1990), p870.
40 Quoted by Thomas Manton (1620-1677), ‘Epistle to the Reader’, Westminster
Confession of Faith, p10. The writer continues: “And doubtless many an excellent
magistrate hath been sent into the Commonwealth, and many an excellent pastor into the
Church, and many a precious saint to heaven, through the happy preparations of a holy
education, perhaps by a woman that thought herself useless and unserviceable to the
Church.” See endnote [6].
41 Thomas McCrie, The Story of the Scottish Church (Free Presbyterian Publications,
1988), p349.
42 Matthew Henry on Isa. 4:1, Commentary, vol. 3, p668.
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his skirt over his wife, Ruth 3.9 . . . 2. Provision, 1 Tim. 5.8. The husband ought
to provide for his wife, and cheerfully furnish her with what is needful and
convenient according to his station and ability; and lay out himself by all lawful
means for her comfortable through-bearing . . . And on the other hand, the wife
ought to be helpful to her husband by her frugal management, Prov. 31.27. And
God's word and frequent experiments plainly shew, that a man's thriving or not
thriving has a great dependence on his wife's management, Prov. 14.1. While
he, then, is busy without doors, she should be careful within; and therefore it is
recommended to women to be much at home, Titus 2.5. Yet she may well go
abroad when her business calls her, as Abigail did, 1 Sam. 25.43

Along the same lines is C. H. Spurgeon (1834-1892) in his monthly
magazine, where he compares the believer, the spouse of Christ, with an
earthly wife who is diligent in her husband’s house:

But a third position, which I think will be recognised by every wife as being
correct, is not simply dependence upon her husband’s care and delight in her
husband’s love, but also diligence in her husband’s house. The good housewife,
as Solomon tells us, ‘looketh well to the ways of her household, and eateth not
the bread of idleness.’ She is not a servant, her position is very different from
that, but for that very reason she uses the more diligence . . . The making of her
husband happy, and the training up of her children in the fear of God, that is her
business. The good housewife is like Sarah, of whom it is written, that when the
angel asked Abraham, ‘Where is Sarah thy wife?’ he answered, ‘Behold, she is
in the tent.’ It would have been well for some of her descendents had they been
‘in the tent’, too, for Dinah’s going forth to see the daughters of the land cost her
dear. Now, this is the position, the exact position of the chaste lover of Jesus,
he dwells at home with Jesus, among his own people. The Christian’s place
with regard to Christ is to be diligently engaged in Christ’s house . . . To neglect
our holy life-work is to wrong our heavenly Bridegroom. Put this matter in a
clear light, my brethren, and do not shut your eyes to it. Have you any right to
mind earthly things? Can you serve two masters? What, think you, would any
kind husband here think, if when he came home the children had been
neglected all day, if there was no meal for him after his day’s work, and no care
taken of his house whatever? Might he not well give a gentle rebuke, or turn
away with a tear in his eye? And if it were long continued, might he not almost
be justified if he should say ‘My house yields me no comfort! This woman acts
not as a wife to me!’ . . .

May you rise up and open to him, and then your hands will drop with myrrh, and
your fingers with sweet-smelling myrrh upon the handles of the lock. But
remember if you neglect him now, it will cost you much to find him when you do
arise, for he will make you traverse the streets after him, and the watchmen will
smite you, and take away your veil. Rise and admit him now.44

43 Thomas Boston, ‘Of the Fifth Commandment’, Commentary on the Shorter Catechism.
44 C. H. Spurgeon on Jer. 2:36, ‘Gadding About’, The Sword and the Trowel (Sept. 1870).
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In his first epistle to Timothy, the apostle Paul, ordained a preacher and a
teacher of the Gentiles in faith and truth, makes a marked distinction between
the public role of Christian men and the modest, quiet role of their women: “I
will therefore that men pray every where, lifting up holy hands, without wrath
and doubting. In like manner also, that women adorn themselves in modest
apparel, with shamefacedness and sobriety” (I Tim. 2:8, 9). Men lead in
prayer, lifting up pure hands to God (cf. I Kings 8:22; Psalm 24:4; Psalm
28:2), and “women adorn themselves in modest apparel, with
shamefacedness and sobriety; not with broided hair, or gold, or pearls, or
costly array. But (which becometh women professing godliness) with good
works” (I Tim. 2:9, 10). The apostle teaches that shamefacedness (or
modesty, the root word implying downcast eyes) is to be a characteristic of
godly women, and modest apparel the clothing of humble women, as
opposed to the pride, impudence and ostentatious finery that characterise the
woman in harlot’s attire (Prov. 7:10, 16, cf. Jer. 3:3). He then proceeds to
elaborate on the submissive and homely duties of women, saying,

Let the woman learn in silence with all subjection. But I suffer not a woman to
teach, nor to usurp authority over the man, but to be in silence. For Adam was
first formed, then Eve. And Adam was not deceived, but the woman being
deceived was in the transgression. Notwithstanding she shall be saved in
childbearing, if they continue in faith and charity and holiness with sobriety (I
Tim. 2:11-15).

Writing to the Christians in Corinth likewise, Paul decrees that women keep
silence in the public assemblies, and that they ask any questions of their
husbands in the seclusion of the home:

Let your women keep silence in the churches: for it is not permitted unto them
to speak; but they are commanded to be under obedience, as also saith the
law. And if they will learn any thing, let them ask their husbands at home: for it
is a shame for women to speak in the church (I Cor. 14:34, 35).

Irish commentator Andrew R. Fausset (1821-1910) analyses I Corinthians
11:5, and says of women:

The ordinary rule to them is: silence in public (I Cor. 14:34, 35; I Tim. 2:11, 12).
Mental receptivity and activity at home are recognized in Christianity, as most
accordant with the destiny of woman . . . Scripture sanctions not the
emancipation of woman from subjection: modesty is her true ornament. Man
rules; woman ministers: the respective dress should accord.45

45 Jamieson, Fausset and Brown, A Commentary, Critical, Experimental, and Practical, on
the Old and New Testaments (1871). Deborah the wife of Lapidoth is sometimes cited as
evidence that women may hold public and dominant positions. However, she judged only
by divine inspiration (Judges 4:4, 6, 9) and did not mingle with the civil or religious rulers.
Rather, she “dwelt under the palm tree of Deborah” while the Israelites “came up to her for
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3. Necessity of Modest Clothing

Apart from such regulations as belonged to the ceremonial or judicial laws of
Old Testament Israel46 (Dan. 9:27; I Cor. 9:8-10), all precepts ordained by
God are binding upon the New Testament church (Matt. 5:17). Enshrined in
the moral law is the directive that mankind must “hide the shameful
nakedness of the body from the sight of men”47 (Gen. 3:7-11, cf. Isa. 20:4;
Ezek. 23:29; II Cor. 5:3). Clothing has been essential for mankind ever since
the fall, and a hearty assent to modest clothing is a sign of true godliness.

And the LORD God called unto Adam, and said unto him, Where art thou? And
he said, I heard thy voice in the garden, and I was afraid, because I was naked;
and I hid myself. And he said, Who told thee that thou wast naked? Hast thou
eaten of the tree, whereof I commanded thee that thou shouldest not eat? And
the man said, The woman whom thou gavest to be with me, she gave me of the
tree, and I did eat. And the LORD God said unto the woman, What is this that
thou hast done? And the woman said, The serpent beguiled me, and I did eat.
And the LORD God said unto the serpent, . . . I will put enmity between thee
and the woman, and between thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head,
and thou shalt bruise his heel . . . And Adam called his wife’s name Eve;
because she was the mother of all living. Unto Adam also and to his wife did the
LORD God make coats of skins, and clothed them (Gen. 3:9-14, 15, 20, 21).

This passage shows us that clothing has become necessary because of
Adam’s fall into sin. All men, women and children descended from Adam48

have guilty, corrupt natures, from which emanates all actual sin (Rom. 5:12,
19; Matt. 15:19), and so the human race is destitute of spiritual clothing, our
own righteousnesses being now but filthy rags (Isa. 64:6). Unless provided
with a spiritual coverture (Isa. 61:10; Eph. 5:25), every human being will be
compelled to answer for his own wicked works on that day of wrath (Job
21:30; Matt. 25:41, 46; Rom. 2:5, 6). Guilt, and the shame of nakedness both
spiritual and physical, are results of sin. The more the knowledge of one’s

judgement” (Judges 4:5). But ordinary judges, always men, sat with the elders in the gate,
in the public thoroughfare of a city (Gen. 19:1; Deut. 16:18; Ruth 4:1, 2; Amos 5:15). In the
New Testament also, women who prophesied were to maintain the proper distinctions
between the sexes (I Cor. 11:5, 9, 10). Andrew Fausset says: “This instance of women
speaking in public worship is an extraordinary case, and justified only by the miraculous
gifts which such women possessed as their credentials; for instance, Anna the prophetess
and Priscilla (so Acts 2:18) . . . This passage does not necessarily sanction women
speaking in public, even though possessing miraculous gifts; but simply records what took
place at Corinth, without expressing an opinion on it, reserving the censure of it till I Cor.
14:34, 35” (on I Cor. 11:5, Ibid.).
46 See ‘Of the Law of God’, Westminster Confession of Faith, chap. 19:3, 4, pp80, 81.
47 William Perkins, ‘On the Right, Lawful, and Holy Use of Apparel’, Cases of Conscience.
48 ‘Shorter Catechism’, Q16, Westminster Confession of Faith, p290. Christ was not
descended from Adam by ordinary generation.
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guilt before God is suppressed, the more one’s conscience becomes seared,
and the sense of the shame and depravity of physical nakedness is stifled.

You see that in providing Adam and his wife with clothing from the skins of
slain animals, God gave a symbol of the Sacrifice for sinners who would
provide spiritual robes of righteousness for those who “come unto God by
Him” (Heb. 7:25). Says Matthew Henry:

Thus the first thing that died was a sacrifice, or Christ in a figure, who is
therefore said to be the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world. These
sacrifices were divided between God and man, in token of reconciliation: the
flesh was offered to God, a whole burnt-offering; the skins were given to man
for clothing, signifying that, Jesus Christ having offered himself to God a
sacrifice of a sweet-smelling savour, we are to clothe ourselves with his
righteousness as with a garment, that the shame of our nakedness may not
appear. Adam and Eve made for themselves aprons of fig-leaves, a covering
too narrow for them to wrap themselves in, Isa. 28:20. Such are all the rags of
our own righteousness. But God made them coats of skins; large, and strong,
and durable, and fit for them; such is the righteousness of Christ. Therefore put
on the Lord Jesus Christ.49

The covering of righteousness for sinners was devised in eternity when God
made a covenant with His Son (Psalm 89:3), and being of God’s design it
was appropriate that it be represented by the material clothing made by God
to cover the shame of physical nakedness. Not only is physical clothing
absolutely required of God, but from the beginning it was bestowed upon men
and women to be worn in the way that He sees fit, in a manner that fulfils the
purpose of clothing. In his commentary on Ezekiel 16, William Greenhill
(1591-1671) analyses the rich apparel given by the Lord to the Jewish
church, which is represented as a woman; and in order to “discern more
clearly of the lawful use or sinful abuse of these things”, Greenhill considers
“for what ends the Lord hath given apparel and ornaments”:

(1.) To cover man’s nakedness. God set man and woman naked in the world at
first, that they might see they had nothing of their own, that all was the Lord’s
who created them; but when they sinned in eating the forbidden fruit, they were
ashamed of their nakedness, and sought to cover it, Gen. 3:7, 21; yea, God
made them ‘coats of skins, and clothed them,’ ver. 21, that so their nakedness
and shame might not be seen, that so modesty and chastity might be
preserved: Hos. 2:9, ‘I will recover my wool and my flax given to cover her
nakedness.’

(2.) To arm and defend them against the injury of the air, the violence of wind
and weather, heat and cold [Prov. 31:21; 25:20; Job 24:7] . . .

49 Matthew Henry, Commentary, vol. 1, p20.
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(3.) To distinguish one sex from another. God would not have men and women
dressed and adorned alike; Deut. 22:5, ‘The woman shall not wear that which
pertaineth unto a man, neither shall a man put on a woman’s garment:’ God
would not have men to be effeminate, nor women to be mannish . . .

(4.) To preserve the healthiness of our bodies. ‘Man is born to labour, as the
sparks fly upward,’ Job 5:7; and man labouring, his body sweats . . . which our
vestures receiving are to be changed, and so health preserved: so in time of
sickness, Job 30:18 . . .

(5.) To notify the conditions, ranks, and places of men [Gen. 41:42; Esth. 6:8;
Acts 12:21; Psalm 45:13, 14; II Sam. 13:18; Lam. 4:5; Matt. 11:8; 27:28] . . .

(6.) To adorn the body [Gen. 27:15; Isa. 52:1; Hos. 2:13] . . . Jer. 2:32, ‘Can a
maid forget her ornaments?’ Exod. 28:40, Aaron’s sons must have coats,
girdles, bonnets, ‘for glory and beauty’ . . .

(7.) To testify grief or joy. Mordecai put on sackcloth in a time of mourning [Joel
1:13; Luke 15:22; Isa. 61:10; Eccl. 9:8] . . .50

It is not therefore merely for a covering of shame – for modesty – that we
wear clothes, but also, notably, for the “honouring of the body”51 (I Thess.
4:4), for protection from the elements, and “to distinguish sexes”.52 Holy
Scripture dictates that women’s clothes are to be distinct from those of men:
“The woman shall not wear that which pertaineth unto a man, neither shall a
man put on a woman’s garment: for all that do so are abomination unto the
LORD thy God” (Deut. 22:5). The distinctive features of men’s and women’s
apparel complement their respective roles in society, and those who
transgress these laws, wearing forbidden garments, display the wantonness
and covetousness of their hearts. Women in particular add rebellion to these
sins, breaking the fifth as well as the seventh and tenth commandments (cf.
Exod. 20:12, 14, 17). “The distinction of sexes by the apparel is to be kept
up,” notes Mr Henry,

for the preservation of our own and our neighbour’s chastity, v. 5. Nature itself
teaches that a difference be made between them in their hair (I Cor. 11:14), and
by the same rule in their clothes, which therefore ought not to be confounded,
either in ordinary wear or occasionally . . . It forbids the confounding of the
dispositions and affairs of the sexes: men must not be effeminate, nor do the
women’s work in the house, nor must women be viragos, pretend to teach, or
usurp authority, I Tim. 2:11, 12.53

50 William Greenhill, An Exposition of Ezekiel (Banner of Truth, 1994), p358.
51 William Perkins, ‘On the Right, Lawful, and Holy Use of Apparel’, Cases of Conscience.
52 Thomas Boston, ‘Of the Seventh Commandment’, Commentary on the Shorter
Catechism.
53 Matthew Henry on Deut. 22:5, Commentary, vol. 2, p475.
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John Gill54 (1697-1771), a predecessor of C. H. Spurgeon’s at New Park
Street Chapel, comments:

The woman shall not wear that which pertaineth unto a man . . . It being very
unseemly and impudent, and contrary to the modesty of her sex; or there shall
not be upon her any ‘instrument of a man’, any utensil of his which he makes
use of in his trade and business; as if she was employed in it, when her
business was not to do the work of men, but to take care of her house and
family.55

In the use of the word abomination (hb"[ewOT, tow’ebah, in Hebrew) to describe
the woman who wears “that which pertaineth unto a man”, and the man who
puts on “a woman’s garment”, the immorality of such confusion is powerfully
and decisively expressed, the same word being used in Leviticus 18:22 to
denounce the sin of the Sodomites. And without doubt, those crimes
denounced by God as abomination cannot be avoided by using merely
arbitrary rules of human invention. This would be to follow the practices of our
rebellious and perverse generation, who teach for doctrines the
commandments of men. The Sacred Volume is our rule, and while giving little
information on precise details of articles of clothing – replication of ancient
garments being needless – it provides the principles necessary for
appropriate and modest covering. These may be learned by searching the
Scriptures and observing the standards of the godly. The apostle Peter
exhorts us to follow faithful examples:

Likewise, ye wives, be in subjection to your own husbands; that, if any obey not
the word, they also may without the word be won by the conversation of the
wives; while they behold your chaste conversation coupled with fear. Whose
adorning let it not be that outward adorning of plaiting the hair, and of wearing of
gold, or of putting on of apparel; But let it be the hidden man of the heart, in that
which is not corruptible, even the ornament of a meek and quiet spirit, which is
in the sight of God of great price. For after this manner in the old time the holy
women also, who trusted in God, adorned themselves, being in subjection unto
their own husbands: Even as Sarah obeyed Abraham, calling him lord: whose
daughters ye are, as long as ye do well, and are not afraid with any
amazement. Likewise, ye husbands, dwell with them according to knowledge,
giving honour unto the wife, as unto the weaker vessel, and as being heirs
together of the grace of life; that your prayers be not hindered. Finally, be ye all
of one mind, having compassion one of another, love as brethren, be pitiful, be
courteous (I Peter 3:1-8, cf. Heb. 11).

We do well, too, if we eschew the bad example of those set forth as warnings
(Luke 17:32). Matthew Henry, expounding the prophet Isaiah’s warning to the
daughters of Zion, says:

54 Unfortunately some of Dr Gill’s writings exhibit a tendency towards Hyper-Calvinism.
55 John Gill on Deut. 22:5, Exposition of the Entire Bible.
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The prophet’s business was to show all sorts of people what they had
contributed to the national guilt and what share they must expect in the national
judgments that were coming. Here he reproves and warns the daughters of
Zion, tells the ladies of their faults; and Moses, in the law, having denounced
God’s wrath against the tender and delicate woman (the prophets being a
comment upon the law, Deut. 28:56), he here tells them how they shall smart by
the calamities that are coming upon them. Observe,

The sin charged upon the daughters of Zion, v. 16. The prophet expressly
vouches God’s authority for what he said, lest it should be thought it was
unbecoming in him to take notice of such things, and should be resented by the
ladies: The Lord saith it. ‘Whether they will hear, or whether they will forbear, let
them know that God takes notice of, and is much displeased with, the folly and
vanity of proud women, and his law takes cognizance even of their dress.’ Two
things that here stand indicted for – haughtiness and wantonness, directly
contrary to that modesty, shamefacedness, and sobriety, with which women
ought to adorn themselves, I Tim. 2:9. They discovered the disposition of their
mind by their gait and gesture.56

4. Men’s Clothing

Since the role and physical structure of men is by God’s ordination different
from that of women, men’s clothing should be distinctively adapted for manly
physique and activity. In Scripture the man’s dress was more suited to
outdoor life, travelling and hard physical work than that of women, as
evidenced by the practice of girding up the loins:

And the hand of the LORD was on Elijah; and he girded up his loins, and ran
before Ahab to the entrance of Jezreel (I Kings 18:46); Then answered the
LORD unto Job out of the whirlwind, and said, Gird up thy loins now like a man:
I will demand of thee, and declare thou unto me (Job 40:6, 7, cf. Exod. 12:11; II
Kings 4:29, 9:1; Jer. 1:17; Luke 12:35-37; I Peter 1:13).

The latter statement is repeated in Job 38:3, which Matthew Poole explains
as follows: “Gird up now thy loins; as warriors then did for the battle. Prepare
thyself for the combat with me.”57 As indicated in God’s words to Job on this
occasion, girding up the loins was invariably a custom pertaining to men
alone, by which they would have “their long garments tucked up (which
otherwise would hang about them, and hinder them)”;58 whilst on the other
hand we infer from Isaiah 47:2, 3 that for women, any raising of the skirts was
a disgrace. The word used in Job 38:3, 40:7 and Deuteronomy 22:5 for “man”

56 Matthew Henry on Isa. 3:16, Commentary, vol. 3, p667.
57 Matthew Poole on Job 38:3, Commentary, vol. 1, p1018.
58 Matthew Henry on Luke 12:36, Commentary, vol. 5, p412. Note that “to gird” can mean
simply “to clothe” oneself (Prov. 31:17; John 21:18).
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is rb,G, (geber), which tends to denote a “valiant man or warrior”,59 whereas the
word used in Deuteronomy 22:5 for “woman” is hV;ai (ishshah), which is the
feminine of vyai (iysh), the ordinary word for any man. Hence, the Hebrew
grammar in the phrase, “The woman shall not wear that which pertaineth unto
a man”, shows us that especially forbidden to women is the costume of an
active man: the “long garments which they tucked up when they went about
earnest business”,60 the shorter robe, and the trousers worn as an outer
covering by workmen, soldiers, sailors, horsemen, etc., in many ancient and
modern cultures.

Men’s robes being of such a style, and being worn in such a manner, as was
conducive to their being girt up to free the wearer for action is one of the most
frequently cited distinctives of men’s apparel in Scripture, and it contradicts
the common argument for “women’s trousers”, which is as follows: “As men
and women of Bible times all wore robe-like garments, so modern women
may wear trousers as men do, so long as the trousers are different in style
from men’s.” It should firstly be noted that the current “differences” in apparel
are so minor as to be generally unobservable, except that women’s outfits
tend to be closer-fitting and altogether less concealing. But secondly, until
after the entrenchment of Higher Criticism and other heresies in the churches,
and the loss of faith in God’s Word, the distinctive clothing of women was
never merely a modified imitation of whatever men might be wearing, but a
full-length robe, so styled as to conceal the body and provide proper covering
down to the ankles or feet, as we shall see.

Conversely, very long robes worn by men were an addition to the essential
garments (Luke 20:46) and were, along with other flowing, outer garments
worn in those Eastern lands, considered an encumbrance to a man on a
serious errand. This is seen in the actions of blind Bartimæus, the son of
Timæus, who, “casting away his garment, rose, and came to Jesus” (Mark
10:50, cf. Acts 7:58). Matthew Henry explains: “The poor man, hereupon,
made the best of his way to Christ; He cast away his loose upper garment,
and came to Jesus (v. 50); he cast away every thing that might be in danger
of throwing him down, or might in any way hinder him in coming to Christ, or
retard his motion. Those who would come to Jesus, must cast away the
garment of their own sufficiency . . .”61 Mr Henry then proceeds to speak of
“the sin that, like long garments, doth most easily beset them, Heb. 12:1”.

59 James Strong, ‘Hebrew and Chaldee Dictionary’, Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance
(Baker Book House, 1982), p25.
60 Note on II Kings 9:1, Geneva Bible (1599).
61 Matthew Henry, Commentary, vol. 5, p302.
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By the same token John Calvin says, “We know that orientals use flowing
tunics and long robes, so that they cannot execute any business without
putting off their garments.”62 Although the nobler sort of men often wore long
robes (Mark 16:5), these were not essential as a covering and were different
from the woman’s outer robe. Even in our day, the long ceremonial robes
worn by a prince, and the gown of a judge, are quite distinguishable from a
woman’s dress or long skirt and blouse. Our Lord warned the disciples,
“Beware of the scribes, which love to go in long clothing, and love salutations
in the marketplaces” (Mark 12:38, cf. Luke 20:46). Matthew Henry says of
such men:

They affect to appear very great; for they go in long clothing, with vestures
down to their feet, and in those they walk about the streets, as princes, or
judges, or gentlemen of the long robe. Their going in such clothing was not
sinful, but their loving to go in it, priding themselves in it, valuing themselves on
it, commanding respect by it, saying to their long clothes, as Saul to Samuel,
Honour me now before this people, this was a product of pride. Christ would
have his disciples go with their loins girt.63

Long garments, as well as the rest of the wardrobe, are misused by men who
indulge in excessive elegance, luxury and softness. Such vices are to be
shunned – in men they are breakages of the rule of Deuteronomy 22:5.
James Durham (1622-1658) elaborates:

There is in clothes a base effeminateness amongst men (which some way
emasculateth or unmanneth them) who delight in those things which women
dote upon, as dressing of hair, powderings, washings, (when exceeded in),
rings, jewels &c. which are spoken of, and reproved in the daughters of Zion,
Isa. 3. and so must be much more unsuitable to men. Also interchanging of
apparel is condemned; men putting on women’s, and women men’s clothes,
which is unsuitable to that distinction of sexes which the Lord hath made, and is
condemned in the word, as a confusion, an absurd, unnatural thing, and an inlet
to much wickedness. Whereof the Dutch annotators, as several fathers did long
before them, on I Cor. 11:14. make men’s nourishing and wearing of long hair to
be some degree [i.e., crime], it being given to women, not only for an ornament
and covering, but also in part for distinction of the female sex from the male.64

Though men are cautioned against pride in the wearing of dignified long
garments, such are the standards of modesty required in the Sacred Records
that a man wearing only an inner garment is said to be naked. Easton’s Bible
Dictionary describes this inner tunic:

62 John Calvin on Ezek. 4:7, Commentaries on Ezekiel, vol. 1 (Baker Books, 2003), p181.
63 Matthew Henry, Commentary, vol. 5, p309.
64 James Durham, ‘The Seventh Commandment’, The Law Unsealed (Edinburgh, 1676),
p308.
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It was a closely-fitting garment, resembling in use and form our shirt (John
19:23). It was kept close to the body by a girdle (John 21:7). A person wearing
this ‘coat’ alone was described as naked (I Samuel 19:24; Isaiah 20:2; II Kings
6:30; John 21:7).65

According to the same dictionary, a Hebrew man would also wear another,
longer tunic over the inner “coat” (I Samuel 2:19, 24:4, 28:14; Matthew 10:10;
Luke 9:3), and over that an outer garment consisting of a “piece of woollen
cloth like a Scotch plaid . . . confined to the waist by a girdle, and the fold
formed by the overlapping of the robe served as a pocket (II Kings 4:39;
Psalm 79:12; Hag. 2:12; Proverbs 17:23, 21:14)”.66 Thus biblical truth teaches
us that, while taking account of the climate and customs of each land, men
must be decently dressed in clothing that covers the body and is not tight-
fitting. Although God’s Word emphasises the virtue of modesty in women,
there is also, without doubt, great shame in the uncovering of a man (Gen.
9:23; II Sam. 10:4, 5; I Chron. 19:4, 5; II Cor. 5:3; Rev. 16:15). For this reason
the Lord commanded Moses to make linen breeches for Aaron and his sons,
which were a form of trousers worn under the robe, to cover the body “from
the waist to a little above the knee”.67 The Lord appointed the priests’ trousers
in these words:

And thou shalt make them linen breeches to cover their nakedness; from the
loins even unto the thighs they shall reach: And they shall be upon Aaron, and
upon his sons, when they come in unto the tabernacle of the congregation, or
when they come near unto the altar to minister in the holy place; that they bear
not iniquity, and die: it shall be a statute for ever unto him and his seed after him
(Exod. 28:42, 43).

“They are particularly ordered, in their ministration,” notes Matthew Henry of
these priests of the Lord,

to wear linen breeches, v. 42. This teaches us modesty and decency of garb
and gesture at all times, especially in public worship, in which a veil [for women]
is becoming, I Cor. 11:5, 6, 10. It also intimates what need our souls have of a
covering, when we come before God, that the shame of their nakedness may
not appear.68

While the various robes and turbans of the priests were made “for glory and
for beauty” (Exod. 28:40), the breeches were necessary for decency, being
given “to cover their nakedness” (v. 42). John Gill says that these breeches
“were to reach above the navel near the heart, and to the end of the thigh,
which is the knee, as Maimonides says; who also observes, that they had

65 M. G. Easton, Easton’s Bible Dictionary (Thomas Nelson, 1897).
66 Ibid.
67 Ibid.
68 Matthew Henry, Commentary, vol. 1, p231.
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strings, but had no opening before or behind, but were drawn up round like a
purse; they were a sort of drawers, and somewhat like our sailors' trousers.”69

Ezekiel, too, was told that the priests “shall have linen bonnets upon their
heads, and shall have linen breeches upon their loins” (Ezek. 44:18, cf. Exod.
39:28; Lev. 6:10, 16:4). The bonnet mentioned here “denotes properly a
turban worn by priests”,70 turbans being the typical headgear or hat of
Hebrew men. So, in compliance with the divine order, the priests of the Lord
wore linen turbans, and trousers made of the same material. Also, in common
with all men not under vows, the priests were commanded neither to shave
their heads nor to grow long hair: “Neither shall they shave their heads, nor
suffer their locks to grow long; they shall only poll their heads” (v. 20).
Matthew Henry observes that “they must be grave and modest, must poll their
heads and keep their hair short. If a man, especially a minister, wear long
hair, it is not becoming (I Cor. 11:14); it is effeminate.”71

Therefore the priests’ costume was to be in the form of men’s garb; different
from ordinary wear, and hallowed, but still of a manly style. By God’s
ordination the priests wore short hair, turbans and robes in common with
other Israelite men (cf. I Cor. 11:14; Ezek. 24:17; Luke 15:22), and although
ordinary Jews were apparently not compelled to wear breeches, it is probable
that those consecrated for the priests had their equivalents in the garments
worn by common men. Such appears to have been the view of John Calvin,
who remarks in his comments on Jeremiah 13:1-5, that the Hebrew word
rwza, asur, or girdle in the Authorised (King James) Version, “means not only
the breeches which they then wore, but also a girdle or belt, according to
what Isaiah says, when, speaking figuratively of Christ’s kingdom, that
faithfulness would be the girdle of his loins (Isaiah 11:5). It may here,
however, be taken for breeches as well as for a girdle.”72 Knee breeches well
accommodated the custom of girding up the loins and the practice of horse-
riding, ensuring that the wearer would remain covered above the knee.

Further, it appears from the account of Shadrach, Meshach and Abed-nego in
Daniel 3:21, “Then these men were bound in their coats, their hosen, and
their hats, and their other garments, and were cast into the midst of the
burning fiery furnace”, that Jewish men were not averse to wearing trousers
as an outer garment after the manner of the Persians. “Hosen” is an old word
for trousers or breeches; Matthew Henry says, “They were bound in their
coats or mantles, their hosen or breeches, and their hats or turbans, as if, in

69 John Gill, Exposition of the Entire Bible. Maimonides, or Moses ben Maimon (AD 1135–
1204), was a Jewish scholar and physician.
70 M. G. Easton, Easton’s Bible Dictionary.
71 Matthew Henry, Commentary, vol. 4, p1226.
72 John Calvin, Commentaries on Jeremiah, vol. 2 (Baker Books, 2003), p160.


