
2.. 

1 Cor. 11:3-16: 

• • A D1scuss1on 

On The Covering 



Foreward 
In 1971 I approached two brethren relative to a writ ­

ten discussion on the covering of 1 Cor . ll:2-16. Both men 
are excellent representatives of their particular pos i 
tion. I don't beli eve anyone could have done a better 
job than these two. They approach the i s sue from a schol -

arly viewpoint. 

The covering issue has "bothered" the church for many 
years. However, although brethren have stood for their 
convictions on both sides, this one issue has not been an 
instrument in dividing the church. We are thankful to God 

for that. 

When this debate was originally planned, I wanted one 
between two brethren who did not know each other. This 
was planned to keep down personalities and keep the dis­
cussion on the issue. Although the two brethren in ques­
tion did know each other, they kept personalities out of 
the discussion. I thank them for that. 

Both of these brethren are friends. They have known 
one another for years . At one time, both held the cover­
i ng viewpoint. Brother Negative changed his views later. 
This is another reason that makes this discussion inter-

esting. 

We hope and pray that this booklet will be read and 
studied with an open mind and Bible. If it helps someone 
who has been troubled over this issue, all our time and 
efforts have been worthwhile. We appreciate the many 
hours of study put into this debate by the two brethren 
who were involved. We are not giving their names here due 
to our agreement which was originally made. However, if 
at a later time one or both brethren wish to publish the 
dis cussion under their own name, they may. 

The Publisher, 

~~ 

~ 

... 

w~~f0~ 
First Affirmative 

I am delighted to enter into thi s wri tten discussion 
wi t h my brother in Christ . The proposi t ion we have agreed 
to discuss is: RESOLVEV : 1 Co~. 11 :2 -1 6 TEA CHES THAT THE 
CHRISTIAN WOMAN MUST WORSHIP GOV IN TH E CHURCH ASSEMBLY 
WITH AN ARTIFICIAL COVERING UPON HER HEAV IN OUR SOCIETY 
TOVAY. In many places the study of 1 Cor. ll :2-16 has been 
virtual ly ignored; it is therefore refreshing t hat two 
brethren can agree to study the subject through the medium 
of debate in a spirit of love and meekness. 

Ordinarily, I would first of all define the proposi ­
tion. I think, however, it is rather self-explanato ry; 
perhaps though, I can clarify a point or two. If my oppo­
nent wishes further elaboration, I shall be glad to o­
blige. 

Within the context under consideration, Paul affirms, 
"Every woman that p rayeth or prophesie th with her head un­
covered dishonereth her head .... " (verse 5). To my know­
ledge, it is almost unanimously agreed among Bible schol­
ars that the teaching here enjoined by Paul was to re­
gulate the activities of the church assembled for the pur­
pose of worship. Some have assumed that Paul was merel y 
cautioning Christian women about their "public appear­
ance;" i.e., they were to conform to public dres s s tand­
ards and not to violate the decorum of the age. But the 
truth is, there is not the slight est hint of thi s i n 1 
Cor.ll:2-16. Paul is concerned with the Christian's ap­
pearance when praying and prophesying. Praying and proph­
esying represent the elements of publ i c worship. 

The apostle presents si x arguments to support his af­
firmation that the woman must wear a covering (kalumma 
KaAV~~a } when worshiping God. They may be characteri zed 
as follows: {l) Headship, (2) Equal to being shaven or 
shorn, (3) Order of creation, (4) Angels, (5) Nature , (6) 
Universal praatiae of the ahurahes . These will now be 
considered. 
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HEADSHIP 

The divine order of headship is thus: God, Christ, 
man, woman. (verse 3). Both God and Christ are over rna~; 
he is the image and glory of God, hence, man must worsh1p 
God uncoveredJ otherwise he dishonors his spiritual head, 
Christ. Conversely, the woman (the glory of man), when 

worshiping bareheaded, shames her head, man. Is it proper 
that she should so act? Positively not! Hence, l et her 
be covered. It needs to be emphasized at this point that 
the "covering" here considered is an artificial one put on 
for the purpose of worshiping and thus should not be con­
fused with her natural covering (peribo laionJ TI€Pl86Aalov) 
mentioned in verse 15. Now the question is: has God' s 
divine order of headship become obsolete? Is God stil l 
the head of Christ, Christ the head of man, and man the 
head of woman? If not, what changed the relationship? If 
so, then the teaching based upon this principle still 
stands and both man and woman should conduct themselves 
~ccordi ngly. 

EQ.UAL TO SHAVEN 

Next Paul uses the argument ex concesso~ whereby he 
reasons from a point admitted by those whom he address­
es. This is a l egitimate means of establishing positive 
truth. The woman who worships uncovered is "one as if she 
were shaven. " (verse 5) The Greek literally means "of e­
quality." [Joseph Henry Thayer, Greek-English Lexicon of 
the New Testament (Grand Rapids: Zondervan Publishing 
Rouse, 4th print., 1965), p.87]. The woman worshiping 
bareheaded is equal to the shaven woman. It is admittedly 
shameful for a woman to have her head shaved. Hence, Paul 
admonishes, "let h e r b e covered ." (verse 6) The verb is 
present tense, middle voice, literally, "let her k eep o n 
covering hersel f. " Again it can be stressed, H it is im­
proper for a woman to shave her head in the 20th century, 
it is improper for her to worship uncovered, for they are 
equa 1 ! 
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ORVER OF CREATION 

It is next declared that man is not of ( €K~ out of) 
woman; the reverse is true. Man was created first, the 
woman second. Notice how this argument goes all the way 
back to creation , rather than being founded upon some 
elleged "custom." Neither was man created for the woman, 
rather, she was fashioned as a help suited for him. (vers­
es 8,9) (Cf. Gen. 2: 18) Thus, because woman was created 
from the man and f or the man, she is subordinate to him, 
and for this cause she ought to worship covered as a sign 
of her subjection to man. (verse 10) The phrase "for this 
c ause" in verse 10 suggests a conclusion made upon the 
arguments previously presented. Notice that his reasoning 
has not been based upon pagan customs but upon the very 
order of creation. Paul argues simil arly in 1 Tim .2:12,13 
regarding woman's subordinate position as a teacher. 
There he prohibits a woman from teaching (delivering a 
didactic discourse [Ibid., p.l44] or exercising authority 
over the man. He reasons, "For Adam was first formed, 
then Eve ." Since the woman's head-covering and her sub­
ordination to man are both tied to the same divine princi­
ple, there is no logical reason why she is not either 
bound to both, or released from both. In other words, if 
the woman may disregard Paul's argument on the order of 
creation in 1 Cor. ll, and thus cast aside her covering, 
why may she not also ignore the apostle's reasoning in 1 
Tim.2 regarding the order of creation and hence dominate 
man? This will definitely have to be dealt with, for some 
brethren are now contending that Paul's instructions re­
garding the subordination of woman were written in view oy 
the "customs" of ·that day, hence not applicable today. 
They are even contending for women preachers and elders! 
In comparing 1 Cor.ll:2-16 with 1 Tim.2, the Gospel Advo­
cate Annual Lesson CoiTillentary for 1964 says, "When these 
two passages are cor, <idered together, it is not difficult 
to see the reason for the relative positions of man and 
woman in the public assembly , and why women are required 
to give a demons tration of the ir r ecognition of the dif­
f e r e nce . " (p.255) 
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ANGELS 

The word "power" (verse 10) is a figure of speech 
known as metonymY. It stands for the head-covering it­
self, which is a sign of man's power (authority) over wo­
man. Paul says that the woman is to have ["wear," Thayer, 
Q£. Cit., p. 266] this on her head because of the angels. 
Tne -allusion to angels is admittedly difficult and ob­
scure . Henry Alford contends that the expression "The 
angels~ absolute , never means anv thing in the N. T . except 
the holy a ngels of God." [Henry Alford, New Testament For 
English Readers, p.l043] . Most commentators believe that 
the verse suggests the interest that angels have in human 
conduct in the worship services. But whatever the meaning 
here, it is perfectly clear that the argument is based up­
on a apirituaZ premise. And there is no reason for assum­
ing that the same premise, as well as its application, 
would not be obligatory today. These arguments are much 
too weighty for the cursory treatment often afforded these 
verses. We need to think seriously about them! 

In verses 11 and 12 it is affirmed that even though 
woman is subordinate to man, she is not inferior. Each 
sex has its own place in the Christian system and is re­
ciprocally dependent. 

NATURE 
The question is asked in verse 13: "Judge in your­

selves : is it comely that a woman pray unto God uncover­
ed?" The term "comely" "refers to a necessity f ounded up­
on the inner fitness of things. (Cf . Heb. 2:10; Matt.3:15) 
It is better rendered proper." [Wycliffe Bible Commentary, 
pp. 1247, 1248]. Paul then asks, "DOth not nature itself 
teach you, that, if a man have long hair, it is a shame 
unto him? But if a woman have long hair, it is a glory to 
her: for her hair is given her for a covering." (verse 14 
and 15) It is thus demonstrated that "The fact of short 
hair for men and long hair for women is a divine suggest­
ion in nature itself that the man and the woman are to 
heed in their dress in the assembly . " [Ibid.] In other 
words, the propriety of :nan being uncovere<land woman be-
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ing covered in worship to God is very appropriately and 
naturally illustrated in nature itself. Or as another 
scholar says, "It is natural to her to have long hair for 
her covering; she ought, therefore, t o add the other head­
covering , to show that she does of her own will that which 
nature teaches she ought to do, i n token of her subjection 
t o man." [Faussett, JFB Bible Corrrnentary, VI, p.314]. 

UNIVERSAL PRACTICE OF THE CHURCHES 

Having concluded his argumentation based upon the 
sacred principles presented in the foregoing treaties, 
Paul closes with one final appeal. If one is inclined to 
disregard the divine reasons already suggested, and thus 
to contend against the apostle's words, he must realize 
that he is not only in violation of apostolic teaching, 
but in addition, he stands against the practice of the 
whole church! "If any man seemeth to be contentious 
(wishes to dispute the matter) , we have no such custom (no 
such practice as violating the foregoing teaching, i.e., 
women worshiping uncovered), neither the churches of God." 
(verse 16) This clearly shows that Paul was not merely 
dealing with a local matter, but was enjoining upon the 
Corinthians that which was standard practice in all the 
churches. 

W.E. Vine has pointed out that "The injunctions were 
neither Jewish, which required men to be veiled in prayer, 
nor Greek, by which men and women were alike unveiled. 
The Apostle's instructions were 'the commandment of the 
Lord' (14:37) and were for all the churches (vv.33,34) . " 
[Expository Dictionary Of NT Words, IV, p. 176]. 

In summing up, may I point out that within 1 Cor.ll: 
2-16: (1) There is no allusion to the customs of heathen­
ism, rather, the teaching is directly opposed to pagan 
practices. (2) There is no hint that Paul is merely urg­
ing Christian women to refrain from identifying with 
"loose women" in their dress, as some assert. On the oth­
er hand, it is apparent that the requirements are based 
upon a spiritual foundation. As W.E. Vine has said, "This 
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is no ins i gnific ant matt e r. It may seem s mall t o the nat­
ura l mi nd but i t comp r eh e nds truths o f the v e ry highe s t 
orde r ." [Commentary On 1s t Cori nthi ans , p. 149]. 

In his summation of the teachi ng, the schol arly Dr . 
Lange declared: 

"But the Apostle , i t wi l l b e obse rved , makes no 
al l usio n t o the cus toms of nations in the matter , 
nor i s e ve n the men t i o n of t hem r e l evant. This , 
it will b e i mportant to observe , since many are 
incl i ne d to cons true his instruc t i o n s a s appli­
cable only to those e arly times, being f as h ione d 
i n accor dance with customs then pr evalent . So far 
i s thi s , however, f r om being the c a se , that he ap­
p e als for s uppor t , sol e l y t o the Divi ne ordinances 
i n nat u re , a nd the r e f o r e i mparts a lesson wh i ch i s 
applicable a l ike for all times." [John P. Lange, 
Commentary On 1st Corinthians, p.227]. 

May I therefore urge both my worthy opponent and 
every reader of this dis cussion to consider this matter 
with the greatest care. If I am wrong, God help me to see 
it; if not, may I continue to speak the truth in love. 
(Eph.4:15) . 

I would li ke to present the following ques t ions for 
my opponent• s candid consideration. I feel these might 
help us bring the issue into sharper focus . 

1 . Do you be Zieve that it would be appropriate f or a man 
to worship with a covering on his head today? 

2 . Do you f eel that had Paul been writing to a JeWish con­
gr egat i on that he woul d have commanded men to pray with 
cover ed heads in conformity with Jewish practice ? 

3. Do you f eel t hat 1st century women were act ually bound 
by Paul 's teaching i n 1 Cor .11: 2- 16? If so, approxi­
mat ely how many generations lapsed before the requi re­
ment s could be ignored? 
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4. Do you believe that a Chris tian woman m~ ,have hel' 
head with God ' s approval? 

5. Do you believe t hat 1 Cor . l 1:14 may be used as a rebuke 
to t he fad of "Hippy - i sm" with its characteristicly 
"long hair "? 

Your brother, 
AFFI RMATIVE 

~w~ 
First Negative 

The relati onship of soc1al cus toms and practi ces to 
Christian morali ty is a perenni al probl em that has troubl­
ed many members of the church of Christ . The teaching of 
l Cor .ll: 2-16 is a prime example. 

Some Chri stian women at Corinth claimed equal i ty with 
the mal e sex, overs tepped the bounds of propriety, and 
prayed and prophesied without the customary head covering 
of females [Jameison, Fausett, and Brown, Commentary On 
N.T., 1 Cor . 11: 3]. These women had thrown off theTr 
verls, the symbol of subjection, and had flaunted author­
ity li ke the heathen priestesses of their day [Albert 
Barnes, Barnes• Notes On The N.T . (Grand Rapids : Kregel 
Publications, 1962), p.754j.--

In t hat oriental society the custom was for all women 
t o wear veils in publ ic [Fred H. Wi gh t , Manners And Cust­
oms~ Bibl e Lands (Chicago: Moody Press , 1953) :1Jp~-
100 ] . No woman was to be seen outs ide without a veil 
[Adam Clarke, Clarke•s Commentary (Nas hvill e: Abingdon 
Press, n. d. ), VI, 250] . Barnes adds, "The vei l i s a token 
of modesty and of subordination ...• an embl em • • • • of i nfer­
ior ity of rank and s t a t i o n ... . to r emove that, is t o r e ­
move the appropr iate mark of such subordinatio n, and i s a 
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public act by which she thus shows dishonor to man" [Barn­
es, Loc. Cit .]. Si nce only harlots went unveiled [G. G. 
Findlay, The Expositor's Greek N.T .• ed. W. Robertson Ni­
col l (Grand Rapids: Wm.--s:-Ierdmans, 1961), II, p.872 ] 
to depart from that custom would be to act out of char­
acter, and bring disgrace to the husband and scandal to 
the ch urch. 

Paul goes ahead to argue that if a woman is going to 
disregard her veil she may as well lay aside the other 
usual indication of her sex and rank in life and have her 
head shorn or shaven which would put her on the same level 
as a courtesan [Marvin Vincent, Word Studies In The N.T. 
(Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, l957T:" I It, p. 247]-. - --

The practice of dress and hair styles in the twenti ­
eth century and Western Hemisphere are greatly different 
from the first century and the oriental world. Today in 
our society a woman is not considered lewd or disresp~ct­
ful to her husband if she appears in a public gather'''!.'; th 
her hair cut or trimmed and wtthout the oriental veil. 
"In Western countries a woman ' s hat has never had any sym­
bolism whatever ." [J . W. McGarvey and P. Y. Pendleton, 
Thessalonians, Corinthians, Galatians, and Romans (Cincin­
nati : Standard, n.d . ), p.ll 3]. 

J. W. Roberts observes , "Throughout the passage the 
significance of the instruction grows out of the meaning 
of the veil and the meaning of the woman's being veiled 
and not being veiled. In a society where being veiled is 
not ' one and the same thing' with being shorn or shaven, 
it would seem that the command , 'let her be veiled' would 
not be binding. Where else would a conditional command­
ment be binding after the condition became untrue?" [J. W. 
Roberts, "The Veils In 1 Cor. 11 :2-16," Restoration Quart­
erly, III (Fourth Quarter , 1959), p.l98]. 

Today, a man removes his hat as a sign of respect in 
the presence of a woman, inside a house, to honor the 
dead, or as the flag passes by . Being bareheaded in to­
day's etiquette indicates subjection whereas in the 
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Graeco-Roman world it was exactly opposite. In our soc ­
iety a man removes his hat in the presence of a woman or 
in a church assembly beca use he has honor, reverence, and 
respect, not because of any power, authority, or super­
iority he enjoys. [McGarvey, Loc. Cit. ] 

Paul mentions men to illustrate his principle . His 
teaching that they were to be uncovered agreed with popu-
1 ar custom. Plutarch said, " It is more customary for wo­
men to come forward in a public building cover ed, and for 
me n uncovered. " [14. ll. 267a, quoted by Roberts , Q_p_. Cit. 
p.l90]. Contrary to some commentators, Jewish men i n~e 
time of the apost l es did not use a tallith (or head cover­
ing) in worship. Strack and Bi llerbeck have amassed the 
evidence to show that the tallith came into practice in 
the fourth century A. D. and not in the first [H.L. Strack 
and Paul Billerbeck, Kommentar Zum Neven Testament aus 
Talmud und Midras ch (Meunchen: C.H. Beck , 1922), III. 423 
ff . , as quoted by Roberts, .Q£. Cit ., p.l 88]. The same 
conclusion is reached by Robinson-and Plummer [A Cri tical 
Commentary On First Corinthians, International- Critical 
Commentary -rN.Y.: Scribner's , 1911) p. 326 ff.] and Cony­
bea~e and Howson (The Life and Epistles of St . Paul (Grand 
Rap1ds: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1959}, p.402]. 

Paul appeals to principl es of headship, creation, and 
angels as a basis for his instruction. "These facts sup­
port the fitness of the custom to divine and natural law 
a~d did not in themselves establish the law" [Roberts, Q_p_. 
Cl t. , P. 198]. "Paul teaches the Corinthian women to re­
spect the custom because of its symbolism and because of 
what the discarding of it symbolizes. The early Christ­

ians found the veil in use and were to respect its sign­
ificance." [Raymond Ke l cy , First Corinthians (Austin: R.B. 
Sweet, 1967), p. 51]. Christ1ans should acknowledge those 
"marks of respect which the customs of the countries where 
they live have established as expressions of respect." 
[James Macknight , Apostolic Eeistles (Nashville: Gospel 
Advocate, n.d.), p.l79]. Chnstianity should not "need­
lessly vary from the national customs of the day." [Mc­
Garvey, Q_p_. Cit. , p. llO . Compare 1 Pet . 2:12] . 
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Paul a 1 so appeals to that which is "seemly" and that 
which "nature" teaches. "Seemly" i s from np£nw and means 
"to be pecoming, fit" [J.H. Thayer,~ Greek-Enfish Lexi ­
con of the N. T. (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1963 , p.5~. 
Amo<lern<fiilionary defines "seemly" as "fitting or proper 
in respect to conventional standards of good or taste~ de­
corous ." [Webster's New ~ollegiate Dictionar) (Spnng,­
field , Mass.: G. & C. Mernam Co., l96l), p.766. Paul .s 
teach ing then is based on the form of decorum customary 1n 
the oriental society. 

"Nature" is from cpucr 1s and one defi ni ti on is "a nat­
ural feeling of decorum, a native sense of propriety, e . g. 
in respect to national customs in which one ~s born.and 
brought up." [Edward Robinson, A Greek and Engl1sh Lex1con 
of the N.T. New York, 1850 ] . ~ence tfilS, too, may well 
refer-to the situation of modesty and decorum of the anc­
ient world. 

The universal Christian practice of the church (verse 
16) was a matter of soci a 1 decorum and etiquette. "In the 
light of totally different social customs, we may well 
hold that the fullest acceptance of the principle under­
l ying this chapter does not require in Western lands in 
the twentieth century women must always wear hats when 
they pray." [Leon Morris, The First E~istle of Paul to the 
Corinthians (Grand Rapids:!Wrn. B. Eer mans, T95sr:-p~5~ 

The principles of headship, creation, subordinat~on, 
modesty, and decency are binding upon every generat1on. 
However, purely local and temporary applications and hi~t­
orical peculiarities of these principles cannot be requlr­
ed of us in our society. [William Barclay, The Letter to 
the Corinthians (Philadelphia: Westminster Press, 1956), 
pp. 107-108]. 

If Paul was living in modern America and writing to 
the church in Nashville he might well say, "Celebrate 
the New Year's festivities with sobriety," and "Make your 
behavior on Independance Day worthy of the gospel," and 
"Greet each other with a handshake of sincerity." Would 
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any one dare say Paul would be binding on all future gen­
erations (even those two thousand years removed) the spec­
ific applications (New Year's, lndependance Day, hand­
shake)? Or would Paul merely be binding the principles of 
conduct? The same applies to the Jewish and.orienta~ cus­
toms of the first century such as feet wash1ng, lay1ng on 
of hands, the holy kiss, and the veil. 

This covers every one of my opponent's major points. 
Here are some questions for him. 

l. The Greek word KaTaKa.\vnTw means "that which hangs 
down, " never a mere hat or handkerchief. The Greek word 
for "hat" is n1Aos and for "handkerchief"crouociplov , but 
neither these, nor their derivatives, are used to.d~­
scribe the covering of 1 Cor.ll. How can you legltl­
mately substitute a "hat" (pilos ) for a "veil" 
(kalumma) when you condem~ the d~nom~nat~on~lists ~ for 
substituting "pouring" (xsw) or spnnkl1ng (pavn<;;w ) 
for "baptism" (8aTTTfz;:w)? 

2. Both Paul and Peter bound the "holy kiss" (Rom.ln:l6; 
1 Cor.l6:20; 2 Cor.l3:12; l Thess.5:26; l Pet.5:14). 
Both use the imperative mood to stress its necessity. 
This "kiss" was not a metaphorical or figurative greet­
ing but an actual "touching of the lips . " [S.H. Blank, 
"Kiss," Interpreter's Dictionart of the Bible (Na~h­
ville: Ab1ngdon Press, 1962), II , p. 39}. Do you b1nd 
and practice the apostolic holy kiss as it was ~ractic­
ed in the first century or do you agree that 1t was a 
histori cal peculiarity whose principle only of love and 
fellowship is still binding? 

3. Jesus commanded diat we "wash feet" (John 13:14,15) and 
an enrolled widow must have done so (1 Tim.5:6). In 
our society, though, fully ninety per cent of the 
Lord's church have never washed anyone else's feet as 
Jesus commanded, though they certainly have expressed 
the humility and service Jesus demanded. Do you bind 
and practice thi s same custom in the same way the early 
church did or i s this a historical peculiarity whose 
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principle only is binding today? 

4. What significance or symbolism does a veil (ka lumma ) 
have in our Western society today? What significance 
or symboli sm does a hat (pi los ) worn by a woman have in 
our society today? 

5. Would a woman who worships God in the public assembly 
today without a head covering be just as guilty and 
worthy of di sfellowship as a person or congregation who 
worships God in the public assembly with instrumental 
mu s ic? 

Now to my opponent's questions. 

1. Do you believe that it would be appropriate for a man 
to worship wi t h a covering on his head today? 

(1) It would not be appropriate for a man to worship God 
with a covering on his head in our society today be­

cause social etiquette still demands a man remain bare­
headed. As McGarvey said, "We today as males worship with 
uncovered heads in consequence of Paul' s instructions, but 
not for his reason s . It is now an expression of r e ver­
e n ce . ... " [McGarvey, Q£. Cit., p. 113]. 

2. Do you f eel that had Paul been writing to a Jewish con­
gregation that he would have commanded men to pray with 
cover ed heads in conformity wi t h Jewish practice? 

(2) As already shown, Jewish men did not cover their heads 
in worship at this time. There were Jews in the 

church at Corinth (1 Cor.lO:l ,2). 

3. Do you f eel that 1st century women were actually bound 
by Paul ' s t eaching in 1 Cor. 11:2- 16? If so~ approxi -
mately how many generations lapaed before the require­
ments could be ignored? 

(3) Yes, first century women were actually bound by Paul's 
teaching. Feet washing and the holy kiss were also 

bound. When the commands based on social etiquette no 
longer ha~ any symboli sm or significance in society, like 
feet wash1ng and the holy kiss, then they were no longer 
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practiced. I might ask my opponent: "How ma ny 1erations 
lapsed before the r e quirements f o r the veil (ka l umma) were 
ignored a nd the hat o r handkerchief took its pl ace? " 

4. Do you believe t hat a Christian woman may shave her 
head with God ' s approval ? 

(4) No, a Christian woman may not shave her head with 
God's approval because it i s a shameful p~ac t~ce today 

as it was in the first century. However, 1t 1s not a 
shame for a woman today to be "s horn," that is, have her 
hair cut or trimmed, so long as she does not appear "man­
ni sh." 

5. Do you believe that 1 Cor . 11:14 may be used as a r ebuke 
to t he fad of' "hippy-ism" wi th its characteristicly 
"long hair"? 

(5) 1 Cor.ll :14 may be used to rebuke the f ad of "hippy-
ism" with its characteristically long hair if the 

length of the hair is condemned by the custom of society. 
However, one must keep in mind that hair styles change. 
Many of our former presidents of the United States and 
19th century gospel preachers look somewhat strange to us 
when we look at their much longer hair and beards (as com­
pared to our socially accepted lengths). 

Brother NEGATIVE 

Second Affirmative 
I am happy to reply to my brother' s article. My op­

ponent' s initial mistake is reveal ed in hi s first sen­
tence. He makes one gigantic assumption to whi ch he holds 
throughout the entirety of hi s article, namely, ~hat~. 
Cor.ll:2-l6 i s based upon "social customs and pract1ces . 
Actually, this is the only thing he can ~laim, though 
there is no proof whatever for the assumpt1on . As was 
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pointed o ~ tn my first affirmative, there is not even the 
slightest allusion to "customs " among the apostle's argu­
ments; he reasons from spiritual premises. Thus, until my 
brother can show, from the context of 1 Cor.11:2-16, that 
"social customs" are involved, my affirmative stands un­
touched! 

Brother Negative quotes from several sources.as ~o 
the proper dress of first century women when appear1ng 1n 
public. That has nothing to do with this discussion. 
Paul i s concerned with how they appear when worshiping 
God. There public decorum is of no consequence here. 
Paul argued that women must be covered when worshiping God 
for the following reasons: 

( 1 ) Headship 
( 2) Equal to being shorn 
( 3) Order of creation 
( 4) Angels 
(5) Nature 
(6) Universal church practice 

I wish that my opponent had seen fit to examine these 
arguments individually and thus show how each was related 
to "custom." Thi s he did not do. But let us review his 
article in detail. 

Our brother alludes to Paul's arguments based upon 
headship, creation, and angels, and acknowledges that 
these serve as a basis for the apostle's ins tructi on . And 
yet, he quotes J. W. Roberts that "these facts support the 
fitness of the custom to divine and natural law and did 
not in themselves establish the law." It is true that 
these principles did not in themselves establish the law; 
PauL, an inspired apostLe, estabLished the Law, and facts 
he introduces support that l aw. 

I pointed out that the woman who worships with an un­
covered head is equal to a woman with her head shaved and 

s uch practice is shameful, or a "moral indecency." [F. 
Godet, l st Corinthians, II, p.ll9]. 
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My opponent replies that: 

(a) Paul did not want the woman to be on t he same level 
with a prostitute, 

(b) Hair styles (being shaven or shorn) are now different 
from Paul's day, 

(c) In our society where being shaven is not equa 1 to be­
ing unveiled, Paul's command would not be binding. 

My reply: 

(a) In the first place, there is no allusion to prostitut-

(b) 

(c) 

es in 1 Cor .11:2-16. Secondly, "There is no evidence 
for the statement of some commentators that prostitut­
es in Greece shaved their heads." [Richard Kugelman, 
Jerome Bible Commentary, p.270]. 
The reason hair styles are now different is because 
many have disregarded Paul's teaching . 
C. K. Barrett says that it is "necessary to ask the 
question whether Paul is here simply dependent on 
custom, so that 'in ~ommunities where it is no longer 
a disgrace for a woman to be " shorn," the argument has 
lost its point.' This is probably not so; Paul thinks 
that nature (see verse 14) expects a woman to be cov­
ered, so that for her to be uncovered is not only an 
offence against custom but also an unnatural act." 
[C. K. Barrett, The First Epistle To The Corinthians, 
p.251]. - ---
Further, when Paul says that the woman's hair is given 
o£ooTa1 her for a covering (rrEp18oAafou), his verb is 
in the perfect tense, suggesting that her long hair is 
to be her permanent covering. Hence, her permanent 
covering (long hair) Wl I I ne a permanent argument for 
veiling in worship, for they are "equal . " 

In my first article, I emphasized that Paul argues 
for the covering on the grounds that man was created 
first, woman second. And for the same reason the apostle 
limits a woman's "teaching" and "authority" in 1 Tim.2:12, 
13. I reasoned, - if the woman may disregard Paul's 
teaching on the order of creation in 1 Cor . 11 , and thus 
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cast aside her covering, why may she not do the same re­
garding l Tim.2, and hence dominate man? In spite of the 
f act that t he argument took fully one third of a page, my 
opponent completely i gnored it! He cites William Barclay 
to the effect that "local and temporary 11 applications and 
11 hi s torical peculiarities" are not required of us. Bar­
el ay makes the same asserti on of l Tim. 2. He says, "This 
is a pass age wh i c h cannot be read o ut of its histori cal 
co~ =ext .... All t he thin gs i n thi s chapter a r e mere t emp­
orary reg u lations l aid down to meet. a g i ven s ituation." 
[Wi 11 i am Barel ay, Letters To Timotlw, _Titus and Philemon, 
pp. 76, 78] . Ac tually, Barclay is more consistent than my 
opponent; he dismis ses Paul on both counts . Brother Neg­
ati~e. we ~ou!d l ike to have you comment on thi s . 

~1y brothct amuses me when he quotes Webster on ••seem­
ly11 (verse 13) to the effect that 11 conventi onal standards" 
are suggested by the term. Webster also defines baptism 
as 11 Sprinkle. " The word prepo is found some seven times 
in the N.T. and is never used of 11 Conventional standardS .

11 

(See quote in first article.) Also Edward Robinson's 
s t atement about 4Jucn s (nature, verse 14) being in 11 respect 
t o nationa1 customs, 11 was n.ot a pczrat of his defini t ion; it 
was his personal comment as an interpreter. Brother Nega­
tive knows better than to repres ent that as de f i nition. 
One of Vine's definitions for ¢uo ls is "the r egular law or 
o r der of r.ature." [Vine, ~- Diet., III, p.l03]. 

My opponen t contends that "The univer sal Christ ian 
p r acti c e of the c hurch (verse 16) was a matte r of social 
decorum and etiquette. " That is jus t not so. In fact, 
Paul •s admon~tions were contrary to the customs then pre­
valent. Note: Paul •s teaching was against JEWISH pract i ce 
wherein men worshiped covered. [V i ne, Li ghtfoot, Edersheim 
etc . ]. My opponent denies this but consider his witnesses . 

(1) Strack and Bil1erbeck admit t hat Jewish men used a 
tallith when "under s ane k i nd of c urse or a fflicti on." 
[W.F. Howard, Abingdon Bible ConYnentan, p.ll 85]. 

(2) Robertson S t!YS the :nat te r i s "unce r ta in." [Robe rtson, 
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Word Pictures, IV, p.l59] . And Conybeare and Howson deny 
the usuage of the tallith only when the Jew was "officiat­
ing" in worship. Secondly, Paul's teaching was against 
GREEK practice . "It used to b e asserted by theo logi ans 
that Paul was simply endorsing the unwritten l a w o f 
Hellenic and Hellenistic feeling for wha t wa s proper. But 
this view is untenable." [A. Oepke, Kittel's Theological 
Dictionary Of The N.T., III, p.562] . Oepke even refutes 
the exact quotation of Plutarch used by my opponent, 
pointing out that Plutarch alluded to Roman custom about 
which he was probably ill-infonned. He says "it i s quite 
wrong that Greek women were under s ome k i nd of comp ul s ion 
to wear a veil in public . " [Ibid.] Greek women worshiped 
bareheaded. [Rob~rtson, Q£. Cit., p. l59]. Finally, Paul's 
instruction was contrary to ROMAN practice. "Veiling was 
customary among the Romans at sacrifices, .. . . but this did 
not apply to the Greeks. In neither case was there any 
distinction of sexes. Hence Paul was not thinking of 
these customs." [Oepke, Q£. Cit., p.562fn.]. Sunming up 
we note: There was a universal, standard practice of veil 
wearing among Christians. But there was no standard, cust­
omary practice ?mong the pagans in this regard. Hence, 
Paul •s teaching was not based on custom, but was the com­
mand of the Lord. (1 Cor.l4:37) 

Now let me consider brother Negative's answers to my 
questions. 

l. Do you believe t hat i t woul d be appropriate f or a man 
to wor ship with a covering on his head today? 

(1) He contends that a man should not now worship covered 
because of custom, however, this logically means that 

if enough men would go ahead and do it anyway, it even­
tually would become all right! 

2. Do you f eeZ that had Paul been writing to a Jewish 
congregation that he would have commanded men to pray 
with cover ed headS i n conformity wit h Jewi sh practic e? 

(2) Dealt with above. 

3. Do you f eeZ t hat 1s t century women wer e act uaZZy bound 
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b!! Fa • t h · 1 c _ , eac 1,ng 1,n or. 11 :2- 16? I f :w~ approxi-
r.rately how rnany genera r;ions lapsed befor e the r equi re­
men ta coul d be ignored 1 

{3) a. H~ says first century women were bound by Paul's 
teach1ng here. Th?se who violated it sinned; but after 

enough m~rtyrs est~bl1shed the practice, it became right. 
b. S1nce I_bell~ve that the covering (kalumma) r equi r­

ed by Paul 1s st1ll required today, my opponent has no 
parallel. 

4. Do you believe that a Chri stian woman mau shave her 
head with God' s approval? ~ 

(4) He_does not be~ie~e a woman may shave her head, but he 
bel1eves that _,f 1t_becomes fashionable {as a recent 

style expe:t pred1cted 1t will), such will not be wrong, 
and a~cord1ngly (5) m~n .could grow their hair as long as 
woman.s. In fact, th1s 1,s the style in places now. [Look 
Magaz1ne, Feb.l8, 1969, p.53]. And where "Hippy-ism-rr-:r5 
the vogue, my opponent cannot oppose it. 

ANSWERS TO BROTHER NEGATIVE'S QUESTIONS 

1 · The Greek word KaTC:ucC!AvrTTw means "that whi ch hangs 
down~ " never a mere hat or handkerchief. The Greek 

word f~r ''hat 1
' i s rn>.6s and for ''handkerchief" cro~oap1 ov 

but.ne1,ther these nor their derivatives, are used t o d~­
sc~be the covering of 1 Cor.11. How can you legitimatel 
substitute a ''hat" TTlAOs for a "veil" KclAUlJlJa when yo~ 
cc:,ndemn the denomi nationalis ts for substitut i ng "pouring" 
X£W or "sprinkling" pav T1 r,:w f or "baptism" SarTT1r,:w? 

(1) The proposition states that the Christian woman is to 
wear an "artificial covering" when worshiping in the 

church assembly. As far as this proposition goes, I am 
und~r no obli~a t ion to prove any_ style of covering is 
ob~1gatory . . Fnst we must detenn1ne if anythi ng is re­
qulred . It 1s superfluous to argue the mode of baptism if 
the command is uness ential in the first place. However, I 
deny that a kal umma must necessarily involve something 
that "hangs down." But let me ask our brother this. If 1 
Cor.ll deal s exclusively with a covering that "hangs 
down," could a man worsh ip wearing a hat, since it does 
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not " h2:.g down"? We wi l l be wait i ng ':o :, edr di.L.~ thr1t 

2. Eo:;h Paul ~..md Peter bound the ''ho ly idss '' (?.om . .!. 6 : JIJ ; 
1 COI'. 16:20; 2 Cor.1 J :1 2; 1 1'hesa . 5 : 2~; 1 Pet . 5 : 14) . 
3or;h :Ase t he imperative mood to s t res.c; its neeessity. 
This "kiss " was not a metaphoricaL or figurative greet ­
i ng bu ~ an act-v~.aZ "touchi ng of t he Lip;." [S . H. !Jlank ~ 
"K-~ss~ " Interpreter's Dictionary ~the BibLe (Nash­
vi lle : Abingdon Press ~ 196 2) ~ III~ p . 39] • Do ='au bind 
and ?ractice the apostolic holy kiss as it was practic ­
ed in the firs t cent ury cr do you agr ee that it wa.s a 
historical peculiarity whose principle on ly o f loDe ar.d 
fellows hip i s still bindi ng? 

(2) The kiss of greeting was not bound upon the early 
church. The imperatives regarding this were concern­

ing its proper practice. It was to be a holy kiss (not a 
lustful one) and a kiss of love (not one of treachery). 
(Rom.l6:16; 1 Pet.5:14, etc.) "It s hould be note d tha t 
the apostle did not enjoin kissing as a method of greet­
ing; the custom already prevailed. His words were design­
ed to insure that the custom would be observed in keeping 
with the morality and chastity characteristic of the high 
calling of Christianity." [Guy N. Woods, C00111entary On 
Peter, John and Jude, (Nashville: Gospel Advocate Company, 
1960) ' i)"TI6j. -

3. J es us comrranded that we "wash f eet" (John 1 3 :14~ 15) and 
an•, enrolled widow must have done so (1 Tim. 5:6 ) . I n 

our socie ty~ though, fu l ly ninety percent o f the Lor d 's 
church have never washed anyone e lse 's fe et as Jesus com­
manded~ though they certainly have expressed t he humi l ity 
and s ervi ce Jesus demanded. Do you bind and practice t his 
same custom i n t he s ame way t he earl y church did or is 
t hi s a historical pecul iarity whos e princip l e only i s 
binding today? 
(3) I am amazed that my opponent says that Jesus commanded 

"that we 'wash feet'." He contends that the early 
church bound and practiced this. I have debated the 
"holiness" on feet-washing, but I never expected to have 
to meet one of my brethren on the subject . I am ready to 
sign another proposition with my opponent denying that the 
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~arly church was obligaterl to practice feet-washing. Bro­
t her Negat ive, you do not have a parallel there and you 
kno~ it. The truth of the matter_ is_, the eariy church was 
ccmnanded to pract~ce the teaching of 1 Cor .l1:2-16. But 
it was canmanded neither to kiss or wash feet, hence no 
para1lel exists. 

4. 'f.t'hat aiqni[ican.ce or symboliart does a veiL (kaLUJ111la) 
have in OW' Western soc--~ et;y todc.y? What significance 

or symboLism does a hat (pi los) worn by a woman hav e i n 
our societ':J today? 
( 4) The covering has the same significance today as it had 

in the first century by those who are familiar with 1 
Cor .ll :2-16. Immersion has little meaning today to some. 

5. Would a wman who worships God in the public assembLy 
today without a head covering be just as guiLty and 

worthy of disfeLZowship as a person or congregation who 
worships God in the public assembly with instrwnental mus­
ic? 
(5) No. I think it is a matter of spiritual knowledge and 

growth . I would not advocate disfellowship from a wo-
man who refused to sing; I would be patient and endeavor 
to teach her. But brother Negative believes a man ought 
not to worship covered. Would he advocate disfellowship 
from one who did? He claims a woman•s hair ought not to 
be "mannish." Would he disfellowship one who was mlfl­
nishly shorn? Tell us about that, brother . 

Our brother tries to parallel 1 Cor.ll with certain 
American traditions. It will not work. Can you imagine 
Paul saying, "Celebrate New Year's Day because God is the 
head of Christ, etc. " Or, "Observe Independance Day be­
cause man was not created for wcman but woman for man." 
Or, perhaps, "Greet one another with a handshake because 
of angels." As I have repeatedly stressed, . the divine 
reasons suggested within this context are much too weighty 
to simply be relating to pagan customs . As Godet pointed 
out, Paul •s reasons for woman•s head-covering "have not 
changed to this hour, so that it must be said either that 
the apostle was wholly wrong in his reasoning, or that his 
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reasons, if they were t rue for his time , are still s o for 
o urs, and will be so t o the end." [Godet, QQ_. Cit., p.l33] 

The pos ition advanced by the aff innative is the sa fe 
pos i ti on beyond all question. Brother Nega tive' s pos ition 
is the questionable one. No one contends that t he woma n 
who worships covered is doing wrong; there is , however, 
considerable ques t ion on the other side . Read these art­
icles again closely. And now, consider brother Negative 's 
second reply. 

Your brother, 
AFFIRMATIVE 

Second Negative 
The issue in this discussion boils down to this one 

point: Are Paul •s teachings in 1 Cor.ll:2-16 newly created 
Christian doctrine based entirely on spiritual premi ses 
with out regard to social decorum and modesty? Or, do 
Paul •s teachings on the wearing of the veil take their root 
in the Graeco-Roman-Oriental world and its standards of de­
corum and modesty with Paul requiring the practice of soc­
ial customs of that day because they support the divi ne 
order and spiritual subordination of male and female? It 
is my thesis that this second alternative is the truth. 

CONSIVER THE BACKGROUNV OF THE VEIL 

All the authorities agree that no respectable woman i n 
the eastern world went outside in public without a veil. 
If she did, she would automatically be judged to be a lewd 
woman of loose character. [See Marcus Dads, "The First 
Epistle To The Corinthians," The Expositor•s Bible, ed. W. 
Robertson Nicoll (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1956), V, 
679; H.A .W. Meyer, A Critical AndSX-egetical Handbook. To 
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! h e: t:p;s;:lt: ;: ...-he Cor ' ;~th i tir. S , ~ ::: d1ntur~: T . • ~ T. Ci ar k, 
18i9 ), I , J21·:--A. P. Stanl ey, The Epi s t1 es Of Paul To 
The Cori nthldns, (London: John Murray, 1876), p. 179 ~ 
Jean Hen ng, :rhe Fi r st Epistle Of~ Paul To The Corinth­
i ans, (London: t ;)worth , 1962 ) , p~05 j . 

My brother matle refe rence to Oepke but did not 
quot e him f u11y . ["Kalupto, '' Theological Di cti onary Of Th e 
N. T., ed. by Gerha rd Kittel (Grand ~a pi d s: Wm . B. Eerdmans , 
1965) , I I I , 556- 592]. Oepke says the gener al mean i ng of 
.~aiupto ; s "to concea 1" or "to cover" and quote s Plutarch 
and Proclus on the "prying removal of th e ve il" of the god­
dess Isis-Athene was a "violation ot her virginity" tpp. 
556-557, 559) . Philo allegorical ly says "v irtue ve il s it­
self .... like Tamar at the c r ossroad s (Gen.38 :l4f) i n orde r 
tha~ c uriou s wayfarers may s ee her vir gin b eauty when s he 
unveils it" (anakalupsantes ) Congre. 124. Thi s clearly 
shows t he kalumma t o be a veil, not a small hat or head­
band. Oepke affinns that "the veiling of women is a custom 
in I srae l " ( p. 561). It is true that Paul "was not tlsli.U~ 
ing o f the customs" of the Greeks and Romans in sacrificing 
because there was "no distinction o f sexes," but in dairy 
life and social concourse there was a distinction of sexes 
and the church assemblies would come under this publ i c de­
cot>um. (See II below). Plutarch said men nonnally go a­
bout uncovered in public and women covered (as quoted in 
my first negative), and Oepke arbitrarily says Plutarch 
"may not have been too well-informed." Where iS the evi ·­
dence to justify Oepke's judgment and set aside Plutarch's 
testimony? He further argues from silence and Jewish hist-
ory two hundred years later in Nor th Africa . Oepke be­
l i eves the "veil was oriental rather than d i s tinctively 
J ewish" and ci t es t he Middle Assyrian Law Code which says 
women and widows must be veiled in public pl aces and har­
lot s unveil ed [See J . B. Pritchard , Ancient Near Eastern 
Texts, (Pri nceton: Universi ty Press , 1950}, p . l~ par .40] . 
Oepke concludes, " Paul is thus attempti ng to introduce into 
congre ga tions o n Gr eek soil a custom whi ch corres ponds t o 
orienta l and especial l y Jewish sensibility rather t han 
Greek ." (p.56 3). Thus Oepke cl ear ly shows the practi ce to 
be a custom of that age. 
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QUESTIONS FOR THE AFFI RMATIVE 

1. Do you agree that respectable 
wore veils in public? 

Jewish and Grec-ian lJXJmen 

2. Do you agree that lewd women went unveiled in public? 

J . Do you agree that the veil was a symbol of subordination 
in the first cent ury? 

4. Do you agree that courtesans were shorn or shaven as 
marks of character and/or punishment for their sins? 

5. Did Paul find the vei l alr.eady in use or did he create 
the practice? 

6. Is every perfect tense in the N. T. a permanent argument 
for the permanent existence of a certain practice? 

7. Ar e t her e any situations or practices of t he f irst cent ­
~ :h~rch t hat you would descr ibe as histovvcaZ pecu­
har'1..t7.-es that are not bindi ng on us in the tu.Jent ieth 
century? 

II. WHY VOES PAUL SPECIFY THE VEIL WHILE "PRAYING ANV 
PROPHESYING"? 

The specific application of the woman being veiled 
while in worship is because this is where the problem was 
occuring! The Corinthian women thought that Christ gave 
t~em freedom from social propriety while in a spiritual ser­
Vlce [Barnes , Loc. Cit., Jameison, Fauset t, and Brown, Loc. 
Cit.; and Dads QQ.IClt . , pp. 679-681]. Grosheide states , 
"The point o f the apos tle i s that a woma n must cond uct her­
sel f in p r ayi ng and prophesyi ng a s s h e a lways wo uld whe n ap­
pe<:tr i ng i n public" ~F. ~· Grosheide, Commentary On The First 
Ip1stle To The Connth1ans, N.I.C. (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. 
Eerdmans, 1955}, pp . 252-254]. Further, " t hat which a woman 
i s obliged t o do unde r diffe r e nt circ ums t a n ces , she must do 

al~o when she wc r s hips " (p.254). Stanley says the Pf'ObJem 
ex1sted because of the "abandonment of the usual Grecian 
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head-)r ess by t he Corinthia n women, when t hey met in 
Chri3 tian ass P.mbl ies " (Op. Cit., p. 179). Hering sums up · 
Paul's teaching: "Do not~omc before God in a way considered 
elsewhere as inde cent" (QQ. Ci t ., p. 109). 

lhe arguments used by Paul are not based on office or 
capdcity but crea t ion and subordination and the soc1ally ac­
cepted marks of such and apol y to social and common life, as 
well as religious assembli es. If this is the case and t he 
firs t century marks of subordi nat ion are still binding, then 
the s pecific app l ications of the veil are binding in all 
social and common Zife ~ as well as religious, just like they 
were C:n the first century ! If this is not the case, then 

l. ~ woman who is shorn outsi de the worship service (v.6) is 
not shamed until worship time begins, and 

2. Men could have long hair as long as they were not in the 
worship services! 

III. DEFINITIONS ANV ARGUMENTS CLARIFIED 

A. Did Jewish men worship covered? Strack-Billerbeck, Rob­
ertson- Pl ummer, and Conybeare-Howson, as well as others, 
say they did not in the first century! My brother part­
ially quoted W. F. Howard . Note his full statement: 
"Strack and Bille rbeck show that in the N.T. period there 
was no obligation for men to pray with covered head, ex­
cept when under some kind of curse or affliction" ["1 
Corinthians," The .. 'l.bingdon Bible Commentary, ed. by F.C . 
Eiselen, E. Lewis, and D.G. Downey (N.Y.: Abingdon, 1929) 
p. 11 86] . My brother quotes Robertson and Conybeare-How­
son who either refute the idea or stress its uncertainty! 
If the tallith was in use then, are the commentators 
right who say Jesus used the long shawl over his head 
when he read in the synagogue in Lk.4:16- 2l? If this is 
so, then did Jesus violate the "nature" of 1 Cor .ll :l4 as 
understood by my opponent? 

B. What is "seemly" of 11 : 13? I quoted Thayer on prepo and 
Webster on "seemly . " My brother is amused because Web-
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ster gives "baptism" as "sprinkling. " After the Greek­
English Lexicon defines "baptism" as "i mmersion" then an 
English dictionary mus t define "immersion." This i s ex­
actly what I did with prepo . Every Greek word i n t he 
Greek N.T. must be defined with a Greek-English Lexi con 
and the English definiti on defi ned with an English die t ­
; onary. Groshei de says prepo means "what everybouy 

thinks" (QE_. Cit ., p. 255) and Ch~rles H?dge , "becomlng or 
deco r ous" LCorrmentary On The F1rst Ep1stle To The Cor­
inthians (Grand Rapids: Wm. B. Eerdmans, 1956) ~ p. 2131. 
It has never been required by any \vestern soc1ety that a 
woman worship veiled in order to be '' becoming, proper , 
fitt i ng"! My opponent, in answer t o my ques ti ~ n ~ ~ , 
tacitly admits that a woman's headdress has no s1gn1f1-
cance for our society . That in itself i s the appro­
priate answer to "Is it seemly? " 

C. What is "nature" of 11:15? Kugelman says it is "conven­
tional con cepts of what is proper" [The First Letter To 
The Corinthians , The Jerome Bible Commentar ( Engl ewood 
Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968) , p. 270 . Meyer says it is 
" the native, inborn sense and perception o f what is seem­
ly. This instinctive consciousness of propriety had ~een 
established by custom and had become phusis" (QQ. C1 t. , 
p. 329). Hodge points out, " The instinctive sense of pro­
priety i n a n eastern maiden prompts her, when suprised by 
strangers, to cover her face. In an European ~t would 
not produce that effect . " (QQ. Cit . , p. 213) .. T~l S shows 
the veil to be relevant only to eastern soc1et1es. If 
"nature" always means the "objective c r eati on of things" 
then what does that imply in Eph.2:3 and Rom.2:14? 

D. What i s the veil? All the authoriti es say the veil was a 
"mantle , hood, or shawl" which covered the whole head, 
neck , ears , and sometimes part of the face and upper body 
[Hering, Q£. Cit ., p. 109; Hodge, Q£: C~t ., P, · 20~; T.;. 
Shore, "The First Epistle To The Con nth1 ans,. Ell1 cott s 
Commentary On The Whole Bible , ed. C . .. J. Elllc~tt .. (Grand 
Rapids: Zondervan, n. d.), VII 328; Kalumma~ Ka~up ­
to," "Katakalupto , " as defined in~ Greek-Engl1sh Lex1con 
Of The N.T. And Other Early Christian Literature by W. F. 
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Arndt and F. W. Gingrich (Cambridge: University Press, 
1957), pp. 401-402, 412; plus Barrett and Oepke quoted a­
bove]. The drawings of the vei l of antiquity s how it to 
be much more then a small hat or headband [See James Yat­
es , "Peplum," Dicti onary Of Greek And Roman Antiquities, 
ed . William Smith (London: John Murray, 1866), p. 885]. 
A fre sco in the ca tacomb of Ca ll ixtus in Rome shows 
a Christian woman praying with her head veiled, not 
with just a small hat. [See a picture of it in Michael 
Avi-Yonah and Emi l G. Kraeling, Our Living Bibl e (N.Y.: 
McGraw-Hill, 1962), p. 345]. 

My opponent refused to answer question # 1 in my first 
negative (see page 9). He cannot answer it and be cons is ­
tent! He says it is "irrelevant" and compares it to the 
purpose of baptism. Yet it is a fact that Alexander Camp-

bell learned the purpose of baptism while studying for the 
debate with Walker on the design of baptism . If my opponent 
would face the truth as to the design of the veil he would 
arrive at the purpose of the veil! No man sincerely seeking 
the truth and confident in his position is afraid to examine 
any inquiry. Will he answer question # 1? 

Since my opponent believes the kalumma (veil) is still 
required, then he must, 

1. Show us how the modern hat can meet the requirements for 
a vei 1 , 

2. Where it i s so defined in history and antiquity, and 

3. That in the first century the modern woman ' s hat or head­
band would have sufficed to meet the demands of Paul. 

E. Why was it a shame for a woman to be shorn or shaven? 
Plutarch says th a t Greek women cut their hair as a sign 
of mourning (Quaestiones-Romanae .!1; cf. Deut. 21 :12). 
Lucian says women with shav ed heads were held in great 
contempt (Dialogue To The_ Co urtesans, V 13; Drapetai, 
27). It wa s punishment amor.g the Jews to compel a woman 
to remov~ her hai r (Num.5:1U) . Wei ss says that women who 
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were guilty of unnatural prostituti on wore their hair 
short (Quoted by Grosheide, ~- Cit., p. 245 n.5 ). The 
loss of hair, in Greece as well as in Judaea, wa s consi d­
ered as a special mark of infamy to women (Aristopanes, 
Thesmophoriazusae, 838). A shorn head was a s ign of dis­
grace indicating a woman was an adulteress (Meyer, Q£. 
Cit., p. 321). 

In our society it is not a mark of an adulteress, 
slave, mourner, or harlot for a woman to have her hair trim­
med or cut decently. Therefore, the conditional commandment 
"let her be veiled" (v . 6) no longer applies because the con­
dition ("if it be a shame") has bec001e untrue! 

IV. THE HOLY KISS ANV FEET WASHING 

By what hermeneutic did my brother ever arrive at the 
conclusion that the kiss was not binding in the first cent­
ury when Paul and Peter five times corrmand "Salute one an­
other with a kiss of love" (1 Pet.5:14, et. al . ) The same 
logic, reasoning, and history by which my brother says that 
the kiss itself is not binding is the same logic that de­
mands that the veil itself is not binding! Every argument 
my brother makes against the kiss can be made against the 
veil! Woods is correct when he says the kiss was a method 
of greeting already in use in apostolic times and the church 
used it as a form of social greeting; but note the parallel: 
The veil was a method of subordination already in use in 
apostolic times and the church used it to demonstrate that 
subordination. 

On feet washing Jesus said, "You also ought to wash one 
another ' s feet . For I have given you an example that you 
should do as I have done to you" (John 13:14,15). This 
clearly shows that Jesus adopted the common social hospital­
ity of the day and demanded that hi s disciples practice it 
as it was needed in that sandal-wearing society. Would my 
brother enroll a widow who has never "washed the saints 
feet" as Paul required? (1 Tim.5:6). The same logic that 
shows that the social hospitality of feet washing is not re­
quired today shows that the social decorum of the veil i s 
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not requ ireo today! 

As to 1 Tim .2: 11,12, here Paul teaches the subordina­
tion that is the very principle behin~ ~ Cor;ll :2-16. ~he 
function and capacity of wanen are l1m1ted uY the ~reat1on 
and the fall of 1nan . In ·1 Cor.11:2-16 Paul .deals w1th pre­
cedent (v. l6), moral indecency (v.6) , propnety (v. l3 ), ~nd 
genera 1 consciousness ( v. 14) ~s arguments . fo r the ve1 ~ · 
These may change with each part1cular e~pre~slon. of subordl­
nati on (as the veil) but the subordl na t1 on 1 tsel f ~s a 
principle never changes. ~he subord~nation, as taught 1n_ l 
Tim . has always been true s1nce creat1on and bound by God 1n 
.. j11 ti:nes. Yet the veil of the fi rst century was not ge~ ­
erall y prac t iced by the ancient Hebrews. If my brother s 
vi ews. of "seemly," "shame," "nature, " and the pennanence _of 
t he veil are conect , then the veil would have of necess1ty 
been binding throughout al l the anci ent history of the O.T. 

BROTHER NEGATIVE 

Third Affirmation 
~: opponent is right about ?ne thing; this wh?le dis-

cuss i 2:1 does boil down to one po1nt. Is the teach1ng of 1 
Cor . ii :2-16 based upon "spiritual premises witho~t re?ard to 
soci~:.. -::~:coru.'ll," or is the apostle merely deal1ng w1th the 
" sec: ~~.:. ..;·Js t oms o f that day" ? 6ro~her Negative assumes the 
1 a Ue ·· . The r e2.der ir.us t determine which of us has more 
near ~ . based our arguments upon the bibli cal text itself. 

:ur opponent once aqai n treats us to an ostentatious 
array J~ quotations whi ch are singularly unimpres s ive since 
tlley :: n= not germane to the i s~ue di ~cussed in 1 Cor .11. 
Gro t~~ ~ Nega t i ve, there is no v1rtue 1n pr~fuse ~ocumenta­
tion :·:r se . As I have said before, the 1ssue lS n~t ~he 
pubL·_, "-:a.bits of ancient women, but rather, how Chnst1an . 
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women were to appear when worshiping God. Any quotation no t 
pertaining to this point is totally i rrelevant! Paul' s in­
structions regarding the wearing of the head- covering when 
wor shiping God fits no ancient custom concerning wor ship . I 
quoted scholars to show that Paul's admonitions harmonized 
with neither Jewish, Greek or Roman religious customs. Al­
fred Edersheim, himself a Jew, says, " .... the pious Jew 
would cover in .prayer his head wi th t his mysterious fringed 
garment;" (Jew1sh Social Life, p.220). (I demonstrated that 
the quotations of my friena-to the contrary were inconclu­
sive). Findlay shows that "Amongst the Greeks both sexes 
wo r shiped with uncovered head , although women covered their 
heads at other times (Plato, Phaedo, 89 B.C.), while Roman 
men and women alike covered their heads during religious 
rites (Servius ad AEn., iii., 407) . " (Expos i tor's Greek 
~esta~ent, I~, pp. 8~873). My quotation from A. Oepke 
1s st1ll val1d for it dealt with worship . 

However, if Paul was simply teaching Christians to con­
form to social custom, as my opponent contends, then: 

1. Why did not_Paul instruct the Christian woman to stay out 
of the p~Z~c~ for Gr~ek women rarely appeared in public 
s1nce th1s was conduc1ve to a bad reputation? (Vincent's 
Word Studies, II, pp. 246, 247). 

2. Why did he instruct the man to be uncovered when the man 
o~ the Graeco-Roman culture could wear a hat in public 
w1thout any reproach? (H.E. Dana, The New Testament 
World, p. 225) . - -

3. Why must a woman be covered when worshiping since: 

(a) 

(b) 

worship was often conducted in private homes (Rom.l6: 
3-5; 1 Cor.l6 :19; Col.4 :15; Philemon 2) and 
ancient women were not required to be veiled within a 
private dwelling? 

Brother Negative is still contending that "seemly" 
(prepo ) in verse 13, t i es this context to social customs . 
Jesus was baptized in order to do that which was seemly . 
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" . . .. it become th (prepon ) us to ful fill all rig~teousness ." 
(Matt . 3:15). Brother Negative , was Jesus bapt1zed because 
such was in harmony with Jehovah ' s will , or merely to con­
form to popular uustom? This exampl e also shows that some­
th ine can be "seemly" and yet not binding throughout "all 

J • b II 1 II the ancient history of the o .T. " Hence , 1t may e _seem Y 
for a woman to worship covered i n theN . T. age , wh1le such 
was not binding in the O.T. period. 

My opponent poses some questions (please re-read them). 
Ques ti ons 1 thru 4 are not relevant t o this discussion . I 
couldn 't care less whether ancient women wore "toe-sacks" on 
t heir heads in public, or whether prostitutes went nude! 
Our study deal s with "praying and prophesying." 5. The 
wearing of the coveri ng as a worshi p regulation is a N.T. 
ins titution. 6. Deal t wi th l ater. 7. All s pecific commands 
bound upon early Christians are bound upon us today. 

But what is the covering? My opponent insists that I 
am under obligation to affinn some size of a covering, and I 
deny it. The proposition doesn't involve that and he knows 
it. If the text demanded a covering to the ground, we_would 
be obligated to so teach. But brother Negative spec1ously 
reasons: the covering of I Cor.ll i s one that hangs d~wn a~d 
covers the whole head; but such would be ~nappropr~at~ 1n 
our Western culture, hence Paul's teaching 1s not b1~d1~g . 
Would he thus argue: Baptism is immers ion; but such 1s ln­
convenient in cold climates, hen ce baptism is nonessential! 
Such l ogic! 

However, for the sake of t he record, consider the fol­
lowing. 

l. The Christian woman was to be covered (katakaLupto ) with 
a covering (kalumma ) when worshiping God. The verb kata­
ka'Z.upto l ite rally means "cover down." It does not nec­
essarily mean a covering "hanging down from the head," 
but may mean "down on" the head. "Hering takes kat.a to 
mean not ' coming down from,' but ' coming down upon ' 

· • " (C K. Barrett, First _E-thus with a head-cover~ng . · 
~tle To The Corin thians, p. 250). If, however, kata-
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kaluptc requires a coveri ng that "hangs down," may a man 
properly worship wearing a hat, s i nce such doesn 't hang 
down? I asked brother Nega tive that last ti me and he 
ignored it. Now , dear bro ther , as you have so wisely de ­
clared : "No man sincerely seeking the truth and confident 
in his position is afraid to examine any inquiry," will 
you answer the question??? 

2. T.W. Davies poi nts out t hat the Hebrew term masveh (kal ­
wruna - LXX) is a "general" term and sho uld not be trans ­
l ated "veil. " Other words denote ve il s in the strict 
sense. (Has tings ' Di ctionary Of The Bible, IV, p. 848) . 

3. W.E . Vi ne did not feel that a kalumma was of specific de ­
sign as he said, "Whatever the character of the covering , 
it is t o be on her head as ' a sign of authority ' .. . . " 
(Expository Dictionary, IV, p. 175) . 

4. Kalumma may denote armour or shield used in battl e ( l 
Maccabees 4:6; 6:2), or a skul l (as the brain's cover­
ing), Nic . Th. 906., the covering of the gills of fis hes , 
Arist. HA 505 92, sheathing planks for a roof, Inscrip­
tions Graecae 22 1668. 57. (See Liddell & Scott, Greek 
Lex1 con, p. 871). 

5. There was a controversy over the s ize of the covering in 
the second century; Tertullian contended that the veil 
must come down at least to the top of t he dress . How­
ever, as Smith and Cheetham point out, "Tertullian's rig­
orous views were not those of the Church at large; as a 
general rule Christian women have worn the head-dresses 
of their country and station , and have cover ed their 
heads in the place of assembly." (William Smith and Sam­
uel Cheetham , A Dictionary Of Christian Antiquities , Vol. 
I, p. 761). Tn conclusion--, it is admi tted that women of 
the first cent ury may often have worn a kalumma which 
hung down, but that such is demanded by the term , we 
deny. 

Brother Negative wants to know, "Why was it a shame for 
a• woman to be shorn or shaven"? He t hen cites Plutarch , 
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Lucia n, etc. in answer to hi s query. Why no t jus t accept 
PAU L as the authority? It was a shame because Paul, by the 
Spi rit , sai d it was! Wh en bapti sm was commanded of Co rne­
l i us (Acts 10:48), he did not demand a di scourse on the 
historical significance of "ceremon i al was hings. " He meekly 
submi tted to the divine corm1and. Brother Negative says, 
" the cond i tional commandment 1 l et her be veiled 1 (v . 6 ) no 

l o01ger <l;?F lies because tJ:e condi tion ( 1 i f it be a s hame 1
) 

has become untrue !" Which means conversely , as l ong as the 
condition " if it be a shame" remains true, the commandment 
"l t: t her be veiled" will stil1 be bind ing. Now watch thi s. 
As long as it is a shame for a woman to be shaven OR shorn, 
she must worship covered. Thi s my opponent has admitted . 
However, in his fi r st speech he forthrightly decl ared t hat 
fo r a Christian woman to be shaven today would be as shame­
ful as for t he first century woman . (lst Negative speech 
final paragraph, p. 10). Thus, according to brother Nega­
t i VE 1S own l og ic, the covering i s still binding today . It 
wil l be interesting to see how he trys to get out of thi s 
one! 

Again, I emphaticly de ny that "kissing" was a firs t 
century command for Christians. (See my former speech). If 
the early Christians were given a spe~~fic command, i.e., to 
kiss, it would stil l be binding today. My opponent contends 
that they were given such a specific command, but the "hand­
s hake" may be substituted today . How many other s pecific 
commands have present-day substitutions? May "play" be sub­
stituted for "s ing"? And i n John 13, Jes us was not command ­
ing fe et wash ing as an act to be performed. Thi s is evident 
from Jesus 1 statement , " What I do t ho u knowest no t now; but 
thou shalt understand !lereafter," (v . 7) and hi s subsequent 
question, " Know ye wh a t I have done to you? " (v.l 2) . Th ey 
knew he had been literall y washing feet, but t his was not 
hi s poi nt . He was teaching an object le sson in humility . 
But apparent ly brother Negative "knoweth not" what he did 
either! Al so , humbl e service is the qual ification in 1 Tim. 
5:10, not the li teral washi ng of feet. Brother Negative i s 
simply grasping for some pa ralle l to 1 Cor.ll whereby he may 
di sm i ss i t. 
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In my first affirmative, I demon strated that th e apos­
t l e Paul introduced six arguments to back up his inspired 
instructions that a woman ought to wor ship with a cover ing 
on her head. 

l . HEADSHIP - Woman is to wear the coveri ng because s he i s 
subordinate to man; he is her head. This divine order 
has not changed (my opponent admits). Th e command to be 
covered i s thus stil l applicabl e . To express it log i­
ca 11 y, 

a. If man is woman 1 s head, she should be covered. 
b. But he is her head. 
c . Therefore, she should be covered. 

2. EQUAL TO SHAVEN -

a. Worshiping uncovered is equal to being shaven. 
b. It is improper for a woman to be shaven (even today, 

says brother Negative) . 
c. Therefore, it is improper for a woman to worship un­

covered. I pointed out this will always be the case 
since woman 1s long hair was given to her as a perma­
nent covering, as indicated by the perfect tense in v. 
15. But he asks if the perfect tense is always used 
to suggest permanency? I am not obligated to dis­
course on the general use of the perfect tense in t he 
whol e N.T . You jus t deal with this particular argu-
ment, brother Opponent. I n discussing the perfect 
tense, G. B. Winer says of 1 Cor.ll:5 that woman has 
her 1 eng hair "by permanent arrangement of n ature . " 
(Grarrmar Of The Greek New Testament, p. 339). (See 
also Robe rtso~ Word PiCtUres and Expo sitor 1S Greek 
Testament). Thus, a woman1S permanently given long 
hair serves as a permanent argument for being covered 
in worship . 

Again, it was emphasized, and thi s was argument, 

3. Paul in 1 Cor.ll: 8 ,9 and in 1 Tim .2 :12,1 3, reasons fromn 
the ORDER OF CREATION that women are subordinate to men 
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and t hi :; .)Ordinati on must be demonstrated in the wear­
ing of the covering. Brother Negative fina ll y did refer 
to this but erroneously assumed that since woman had been 
subordinate since creation, this would imply a covering­
obli gation from the beginning . Not so . Our brother 
fa i 1 s to recognize that a princip le may exist 1 ong before 
a spee-ific.J app Zicacion of it i s required. After the work 
of creation, God rested on the Sabbath; that day was not 
required as a holy day, however, until Sina i, hundreds of 
years later . (Neh . 9:13,14) . The principle of living by 
f~i th has been incumbent upon man since creation, but 
certainly the N. T. has specific regulations for demon­
strating this that were not binding upon previous ages. 

Because of ANGELS a woman should worship with a covering 
which is a sumbol of man's authority over her. Our 
opponent' s pos~tion i s that the symbo l may be dispensed 
with as long as the principle is entertained. · Might one 
dispense with the Lord's supper, the symbols of Christ's 
body and blood, as long as the principle is kept in mind? 
Also, if anqels still have an interest in the affairs of 
Christians -(1 Cor.4:9; l Tim.5:21; Heb.l:l4), the "sign 
of authority" should be retained. 

Paul introduces NATURE as a corroborative argument. Nat­
ure per se would not establi sh the practice, but it does 

back up and harmonize with Paul's inspi r ed injunctions. 
And finally, 

,, The UNIVERSAL PRACTICE of the churches sh~ws that the in­
novaters at Corinth were out of step w1th the general 
practice of the churches. The churches of_God had_no 
such custom (practice) of violating apostol1c author1ty 
in this regard. The term "custom" ( sunethos ) has been a 
s tumbling block to some. It simply means an "estab~ished 
practice . " (Bagster , Greek Lexi con, p. _389). ~n~ 1t may 
denote a practice th at 1s in conform1ty t? d~v~ne law . 
(See Josephus, Antiquities, 10, 4, 5). Th1s further re­
veals that Paul's teaching in this context was not 
according to pagan tradition. The pagans had no s ~and­
ard practice, regarding the wearing of head-cover1ngs 
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by men and women in their wor shipJ which is the theme of 
the apostle' s instructions. 

In conclusion, let me list some things which my oppo­
nent must establish if his position is to arrest our atten ­
tion. 

1. He must show that Paul alludes to social decorum, e.g., 
the demeanor of harlots. 

2. He must prove that there was a universal practice among 
the pagans regarding their worship, to which the Corinth­
ians were urged to subscribe. 

3. He must show how 1 Cor.ll, if dealing with publi c con­
duct, would apply to worship within private dwellings by 
the assembled church. 

4. He must show why a "hat" violates the principle of 1 Cor . 
11 for the man, and yet a "hat," according to him, does 
not demonstrate the principle on behalf of woman. 

5. He must establish that the New Testament sanctions the 
"shearing" or "shaving" of a woman, as opposed to the 
"shame" which 1 Cor.ll attaches to the practice. 

6. He ought to show what objection he would have to a woman 
shaving her head if such was the accepted "custom." 

7. He must tell us how a woman can honor God's principle of 
subordination, while rejecting the very symbo l designed 
to demonstrate it. 

8. He must prove that t i me can make a New Testament regula­
tion obsolete. 

9. Finally, he must show how a person, having access to onl y 
the New Tes t ament, could ever come to the position which 
he has advocated in this debate. I respectfully submit\ 
that it could never be done! 

With just a final word, may I express genuine apprecia-
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tion for brothe r Negative's find spirit in this debate and 
the stud~ which was a necessary part of his preparation. 1 
have a h1gh regard for him personally, and though our argu­
ments were Dressed with ferver , we love one another as 
Ch~i s tian bre~hren, and urge our fell ow-brethren to study 
thls m~tter Wlth the greates t of precision . And remember, 
th:re 1s a safe course one can pursue. Let us all strive to 
ga1n heaven . 

BROTHER AFFIRMATIVE 

Third Negative 
The reason the veil was so important in the Corinthian 

church is that universal social custom had dictated that re­
spectable women always wore the veil in public places. The 
veil "was the most significant part of the woman's dress. 
Among the Greeks it was the universal custom for the women 
to appear in public with the h ead covered . .•• Both sexes 
fOOked upon the veil as the truest and most treasured emblem 
of woman's position." (Deds, Q£.. Cit., p. 680) . Paul 's maj­
or thrust in 1 Cor.ll :2-1 6 is that a woman's relation to 
Christ does not dissolve her relation to society. She must 
appear pure, decent, modest, moral, and respectable before 
others. My opponent says woman's dress is not germane to 
the issue at all. I emphatically deny this and so does the 
entire world of historical and Biblical scholarship! Even 
the symbolism of the vei l of the modern bride goes back to 
the ancient i deas of modesty . T.W. Davies says, "The veil 
plays a much more important part in woman's life in the East 
than in the West. No r espec table woman in an Eastern vill­
age o r city goes out without i t, and i~ she does, she is in 
danger of being misjudged . " ("Veil , " ~ Di cti ana r~ Of The 
Bible, ed. James Hastings (N.Y.: Charles Scribners-sons, 
1911}, IV, 848]. Joachim Jeremias quotes the Jewish law of 
Jesus' day that a husband could divorce hi s wife if she went 
out bareheaded (2£. Cit., pp. 359-360) . The Cyclopedia Of 
Biblical, Theolog1 cal, and Ecclesias tical Llterature, editea 
by John McClintock and James Strong, says " For Christian 
wome n to ha•Fe c!cpar ted i:1 s u ch a matter from the gener.:l l 
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practice of the countries whe r e they resided wo uld ine vit­
ably have brought reproach upon the Christian name" [(N.Y.: 
Harper and Bros., 1881), X, 739]. "In Oriental l ands the 
veil is the power and the honour and dignity of the woman" 
[~m. Ramsay, The Cities of~· Paul, Their Influence On Hi s 
~1fe and Th9ught, (Lo~don: Hodder and Stoughton, 1907},-p: 
L04 J · Hen ng em ph as 1 zes, "It i s certain that among the 
J ews, as among the Greeks moreo ve r, it was, f or one reason 
o: another, considered as lacking in decency for a woman or 
g7r1 of good family to appear bareheaded in public " (.QQ. 
C1t . • p. 105). Paul appeals to universal consciousness 
c~stom, a~d common pract~ce (11:13~16) and in doing so base~ 
h1s tea~h1ng for the ve1l on soc1al propriety, not on the 
unchang1ng rule of God. 

. Paul's instructions perfectly harmonize with daily o­
rlental custom and regul ar social decorum in public places . 
The fact that the Greek and Romans had no distinction of 
tre sexes in sacrificing to idols is irrelevant because 
"su~h ~acrific~g and praying was not in any way like the 
Chr1st1an serv1ce in a public assembly of men as well as _ 
men" [J . Massie, "Corinthians," The Century Bible, (Lond~~: 
Le Bas and Co., n.d.), p. 213, n.~. In daily life and de­
c~~ th: Greeks and Romans definitely observed a strict 
d1st1nct1on of sexe~, and the church assemblies would fall 
under su~h regula~1ons. Strack and Billerbeck have proven 
th~t J~w1sh men d1d not wear the long shawl or tallith at 
th1s t1me (Lac. Cit.). It would have been a shame for a man 
to appear ~ith a feminine article of dress, i.e., a veil, 
because th1s would denote s ubjection (l Cor.ll:4,7). To 
an~wer_my brother's question, the small hat the men wore 
da1~y.1 s not.a kaZumma (veil}, is never so defined, i s not a 
fem1n1ne_art1cle, and does not come under the prohibitions 
of Paul 1n l Cor.ll. Paul' s teachings do agree with there­
gu~a~, customa ry practice of the first century world in 
ve1l1ng and unveiling. 

Contrary to my opponent, it was not conducive to a bad 
reputati~n for a woman to appear in public, but it was to 
appe~r w~ ~hout a vei l ! It is true that some of the churches 
met 1n pr1vate homes, but the nature, s ize, and compos ition 
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of the assembly in the home fell under the rules of social 
decorum. Outsiders would even come in (1 Cor.l4:23-25). 
Because the church was heterogeneous and its assemblies open 
to all willing to be taught, its assemblies fell under the 
rules for social modesty and binding custom. 

"Seemly" (v.l3) is always used in the New Te stament to 
describe what is "fitting o r appropriate" in view of the 
situation. It is true Jesus was baptized because it was 
"fitting".- but this is not the reason anyone else has ever 
been bapt1z~d. Jes us was the only person ever baptized who 
had never s1nned and this shows in itself that something can 
be "seemly" for one person (or one age of the world) and not 
"seeml .( ' for other persons (or other ages of the world). 
The ve1l was ~ee~l~ for the first century but today has ab­
solutely no s1gn1f1cance for anybody in the Western world. 

WHAT IS THE COVERING ft 

I presented lexicons, dictionaries , conmentaries, and 
even drawings to prov~ that the kalumma of the first century 
covered the head, ha1r~ neck, ears, and sometimes part of 
the face. My brother d1d not refer to any of the evidences 
or references I presented. Hering does say that "kata with 
the genitive generally means 'coming down from'" and gives 
examples from Plutarch, kata tes kephales eahon to himation 
"having his cloak over his head," (Apophthegmata regum: 
200E) and Esther 6:12, lupoumenos kata kephales., "observed 

mourning by having something on his head," (LXX). Even if 
~ering is correct and the Greek did mean "coming down upon" 
1nstead of "hanging down from ," the point is still true that 
every use of kalumma or katakalupto and the derivatives 
means "concealment" or "covering," as illustrated by the a­
bove examples, not just a hat or headband . The same i s true 
of every one of the examples given by my brother. Thayer 
says kat a occurs in "ve rbs naming that with whic h anything 
is cove r e d, conc ealed, ove rwhelmed, e tc ., as katakalupto ... " 
(~. Cit., p. 329). A.T. Robertson says the same thing in 
h~ s ~_Grammar of the Greek New Testament~ The Light Of 
H1stor1cal Research-rl919, p. 606f). In the apostolic fath­
ers, the Shepherd of Hermas definitely uses the word to mean 
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a complete covering with a veil (Hv. 4, 2, 1) . The only 
time the word kal umma occurs in the New Testament is in 2 
Cor. 3:13-1 6 where it must refer to a veil that concea l s. 
Again I ask: Where is the evidence a small hat ( pilos ) or 
handkerchief (soudarion ) is a kalurrma (veil)? Davi es defin­
ition of l<.a.l wruna have to do with "garments" or "clothing" 
that conceal, again not a small hat, and when used with a 
headdress "to cover," not just to decorate or ornament. 
Both sides of the discussion in Tertullian's time called for 
a complete coveri ng of the head and hair, not just a head­
ban?!. Again I ask: Where i s the proof for my opponent' s 
pos1~1on? .Does my brother actua lly believe that a woman ap­
pearlng w1th a small hat or headband i n the assemb ly in 
Paul's day would have fulfilled the requirements for the 
kal umma (veil) and would have been recognized as being "cov­
ered" or "veiled"? 

Since it is true that "Christian women have worn the 
headdresses of their country and station" and Western cul­
ture a~d _c~untries have n~ver had any headdress with any 
type s1gn1f1cance or symbol1sm, then it follows that for wo­
men in these countries the headdress is not required. In 
Paul's age, modesty, nature, seemliness, shame, and prece­
dent demanded the veil. Today none of these are in any way 
related to the presence of the veil or the absence of the 
vei 1! 

Today a woman being "shorn" decently indicates absolut­
ely nothing about her character! Paul's argument is based 
on the fact that both being "shorn or shaven" indicated im­
modesty and immorality. Si nce my brother believes a woman 
must be veiled in worship because it is a shame to be shorn 
or shaven, does that mean then that a woman could be shorn 
o~ shaven and it not be _a shame ~f she is no~ in wor ship? 
E1ther my brother must b1nd the ve1l at all times (worship 
and otherwise) or admit that the "shamefulness " of being 
shorn or shaven does not require the veil today! Further, 
if woman is to wear the veil because she is subordinate to 
man, why doesn't she wear it all t he t ime in publ ic (like 
they did in the first century) since she is subordinate to 
man all the time, not just when worshipping? 
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THE HOLY KISS ANV FEET WASHING 

My brother refused to noti ce my challenge that every 
argument made against the kiss and feet washing can equally 
be made against the veil . Note the parallels : 

l. Both t he ki ss and the veil exi sted before Paul . 

2. Both the ki ss and the veil had spiritua l overtones and 
implications. 

3. Both the kiss and the veil passed out of significance. 

4. Both the principles of the ki ss (love and brotherhood) 
and t he principles of the veil (modesty and subjection) 
are still binding. 

5. If a brother or sister wants to practice the kiss and the 
observance of the vei l today, they may . 

6. If a brother binds the kiss or the veil on others today 
he is anachronistic, creates division, and is guilty of 
sin. Thus neither the binding of the kiss or the binding 
of the veil is the II safe II position. 

Jesus truly gave a lesson on humility when he washed 
feet, but he told us to do the same thing (John 13:14,15). 
The Greek word for "example" is hupodeigma~ the same word 
that is trans l ated "pattern" in Heb. 8:5 . If my brother can 
see that the literal "pattern" of feet washing i s not bound 
on us 1900 years l ater since it i s not needed in our "shoe" 
society, then why can't he see that the wearing of the veil 
is not required of us in our Western culture since it has 
never had any significance to us? 

My brother's rule of henneneutic i s that " every specif­
ic command bound upon the early church is bound upon us. 11 

Then why does he not bind the kiss? It is s pecific, it is 
imperative , it is coiTT11a nded five times. My brother comp.let­
ely overl ooks hi storica l peculiarities. What about these 
following commands? Are they bound upon us the exact same 
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way with the exact same application they were ' upon first 
century i ndi vi dua 1 s and/or churches? " Render unto Caesar" 
(Matt . 22:21) , "Honor the king" (1 Pet.2 :17), " Anoint with 
oil" (Ja.5:14), "Drink a little wine " (1 Tim.5:23) , "Take 
these and purify thyself" (Acts 21: 18-26) , "Bring the cloak, 

come before winter" (2 Tim. 4:13, 21) , "It is better not to 
marry" ( 1 Cor. 7:2 , 26-27), "Contribute for the poor in Jer­
usalem" {1 Cor.16:1 - 3) . AZZ Scripture having to do with 
acts or facts of history must be understood in the light of 
that h-istorical context and interpreted in the l.ight of that 
initial setting. If this i s not so , then every one of the 
specifics mentioned above is binding upon us in the same de­
gree and in the same way they were binding upon those to 
whom they were addressed! I contend t hat a more accurate 
rule of interpretation i s "All situations and specific 
appl ications of principles which describe p urely local and 
temporary peculiarities in the New Testament are s ituations 
and specifi c applications of principles which are not re­
quired of Christians today." 

Paul in troduced the theologi cal premi ses of headship , 
creation, and angels because they support the general pri n­
cipl e of subordination and modesty, not because they them­
selves, in themselves~ require a veil in every age of the 
world . Otherwise the veil would reside in the very nature 
of existence and would have been binding since creation. If 
all the reas ons the sabbath was kept were present i n the 
creation , then the sabbath would have been observed from 
then (see Deut.5 :1 5), but my opponent beli eves all t he rea­
sons the veil i s binding were present at that ti me. God's 
doctrinal laws do change with each dispensation but his mor­
al laws have never changed s ince creation and the veil i s a 
moral precept ("shame" and "seemli' indi cate this) havi ng _to 
do with a relationship to soci ety and its marks of res pect . 
My opponent 's position would req uire us to actually resur­
rect the first century clothing habits and the ideas they 
symbolized! 

A carefu l study of the New Testament coupled wi th sound 
principles of Bib li cal i nterpre tati on, l og ic, and reason , 
refute my brother's positi on. He refuses to distinguish be-
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tween the p) .nc iples of subordination and the marks of that 
respect pecul iar to each culture. His position must be re­
jected as unsound and uns afe. 

BROTHER NEGATIVE 
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