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Introduction
Among Christians, 1 Corinthians 11:2-16 is one of the most controversial passages in the New Testament. Several different views of its teaching are held by brethren and by denomina-tional leaders. Two of those views are represented in this book.

D. L. Welch was for many years recognized as the leading debater on behalf of the “Oneness Pentecostal” people. A longtime resident of Pensacola, Florida, he participated in more than 100 formal debates during his lifetime. The Falls-Welch Debate, the Thrasher-Welch Debate and the Religious Debate on Pentecostal Doctrine (Moore-Welch Debate) were published in book form. In this debate Mr. Welch affirmed the usual Pentecostal position that a woman’s long hair is the only covering required by 1 Corinthians 11:2-16.
Drew E. Falls was working as evangelist with the Hanceville church of Christ, Hanceville, Alabama, when this discussion was held in 1972. He participated in ten formal debates. In addition to this book, four of his other debates were published in book form: the Falls-Franklin Debate on Holy Spirit baptism and gifts of the Spirit, the Falls-Storment Debate on 1 Corinthians 11:2-16, the Falls-Speakman Debate on miracles, and the Discussion of the Sabbath.
The publisher encourages each reader to “search the Scriptures” to determine the truth on the issue discussed. “Ye shall know the truth, and the truth shall make you free” (John 8:32).
Thomas N. Thrasher
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  D. L. Welch
Falls' First Affirmative

It is indeed a pleasure to discuss this most important subject with Mr. D. L. Welch. I hope and pray that all who read this debate will do so with an open mind and Bible, and will study the things we have to say.

I will not spend much time in defining the proposition as I believe that it is a simple one. It all comes down to the fact that I believe that these verses, 1 Cor. 11:2-16, teach two coverings that are to be worn by a woman in order to please God: hair, which is her glory, and an artificial covering (veil, scarf, hat, etc.) to be worn when she prays or prophesies.

The first thing that I want to point out in this discussion is the situation that did exist at Corinth. For one thing, the people there were Greeks and, therefore, "seeking after wisdom" (1 Cor. 1:22), yet a wisdom not from God but of the world. This caused certain problems. There was division over whom to follow, 1 Cor. 1:10-16; division at the Lord's table, 1 Cor. 11:17-34; division over spiritual gifts, 1 Cor. 12-14; questions about marriage, 1 Cor. 7; taking a brother to court, 1 Cor. 6; and questions about the resurrection, 1 Cor. 15.

In 1 Cor. 11:2-16, we see that there were also problems concerning authority and subjection. Beginning in verse 3 of chapter 11, Paul sets forth the foundation for his arguments. It is headship! Then Paul gives several reasons why a woman ought to cover her head and a man ought not cover his.

1. 
Notice that Paul's foundation argument teaches that God is the head of Christ, Christ is the head of man, and man is the head of woman.

2. 
Paul's second reason as to why a woman ought to cover her head and a man ought not cover his is dishonor. Notice verse 4, "Every man praying or prophesying, having his head covered, dishonoreth his head." Therefore, if a man prays or prophesies with his head covered, he dishonors his head, Christ.

Verse 5, "But every woman praying or prophesying with her head unveiled (uncovered) dishonoreth her head...." Therefore, if a woman prays or prophesies with her head unveiled, she dishonoreth her head, man. But notice also verses 5 and 6 where it says, "For it is one and the same thing as if she were shaven. For if a woman is not veiled, let her also be shorn: but if it is a shame to a woman to be shorn or shaven, let her be veiled." This ought to teach us that the covering under consideration in verses 4-7 is not the hair. But we shall say more about this later.

3. 
Paul's next reason is image. Verse 7, "For a man indeed ought not to have his head veiled, forasmuch as he is the image and glory of God: but the woman is the glory of the man." Since man is the image and glory of God, he ought not have his head covered. But the woman is the glory of man, for this cause she ought to cover hers.

4. 
Paul's fourth reason is creation, verses 8-10. "For the man is not of the woman; but the woman of the man: for neither was the man created for the woman; but the woman for the man...." In other words, Paul is saying that this is the way it was at creation. The woman was created for the man and for this cause she ought to show her subjection by covering her head when praying or prophesying.

5. 
The fifth reason is because of the angels, verse 10. "For this cause ought the woman to have a sign  of authority on her head, because of the angels." I am not sure what Paul means by the angels in this verse, but we know that this a reason that Paul gives that a woman ought to cover her head when praying or prophesying, and a man ought not to. (May I suggest Jude 6 as a possibility: "And angels that kept not their own principality, but left their proper habitation, he hath kept in everlasting bonds under darkness unto the judgment of the great day." This could be what Paul means, but I am really not sure.)

In verses 11 and 12, Paul is just simply teaching the man that he ought not get the bighead, or glory over the fact that he is head over the woman, for it is not for anything he had done, but it is of God.

6. 
The next reason Paul gives is judgment, verse 13, "Judge ye in yourselves: is it seemly that a woman pray unto God unveiled?" Paul is not telling them to make up their own mind one way or the other. He does not leave it to their judgment to judge wrong, but on the basis of what has been said thus far they ought to be able to understand. Notice back in 1 Cor. 10:14-15, "Wherefore, my beloved, flee from idolatry. I speak as to wise men; judge ye what I say." Paul was not leaving it to them to judge wrong, but in view of the evidence they ought to be able to see what was right and wrong. You might compare Acts 4:19 and Jer. 10:23.

7. 
Next Paul appeals to nature, verses 14-15, "Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if a man have long hair, it is a dishonor to him? But if a woman have long hair, it is a glory to her: for her hair is given her for a covering." Paul is appealing to the natural covering, hair. Since nature teaches a woman ought to have a covering, long hair, and man to have short hair, this ought to teach us that the woman is to supply an artificial covering when praying or prophesying. It is just natural that long hair is a shame to a man and a glory to a woman. What Christian would want his hair long today? Or what Christian woman would cut her hair off like a man? Hence, natural! We ought to remember that people can "change the natural ... into that which is against nature" (Rom. 1:26).

8. 
In verse 16 Paul is dealing with the contentious person. "But if any man seemeth to be contentious, we have no such custom, neither the churches of God." I ask the question: no such custom as what??? Paul says man ought not cover his head and woman ought to cover hers when praying or prophesying, and any man who wants to argue about it, well we do not have such a custom as he is contending for. In other words, any contentious person with other ideas is without apostolic sanction.

What about today??? Let us look at the reasons again:

1. 
Is not God the head of Christ, Christ the head of man, and man the head of woman today? If  yes, then this reason certainly applies today! We might also add that this reason was not limited to Corinth. Therefore, it was not a local custom!

2. 
Is it not a shame today for a woman to shave her head? Or cut it like a man? This certainly was not limited to Corinth.

3. 
Is man today in the image and glory of God? If yes, then this reason applies today! This was not limited to Corinth.

4. 
The creation applies today! This was not limited to Corinth.

5. 
Angels exist today (Luke 20:36), and angels were not limited to Corinth.

6.
We certainly ought to be able to judge today! This was not limited to Corinth.

7. 
Does not nature teach today that men ought not have long hair? Does not nature teach today that women should not cut their hair like men? Neither was this limited to Corinth.

8. 
If any man wants to be contentious today, then where in the scriptures do you find the practice that you are contending for???

Notice that every reason given by Paul applies today and was, and is, universal. What in these verses could make anybody apply this to a local custom at Corinth or to just the days of the apostles??? Certainly not the scriptures! It would have to come from some other source other than the Bible, and that certainly could not be considered a safe guide.

Paul, in giving these reasons wanted to accomplish something. The thing he wanted to accomplish was an action. And the action was to demonstrate a principle, and behind the principle was subjection. Paul gave the reasons to prompt the action that would demonstrate the principle. (He did not give the reasons to demonstrate this principle.) Eight reasons given—action (artificial covering)—principle demonstrated (subjection). These reasons were given by Paul to encourage a woman to cover her head with an artificial covering when praying or prophesying and for a man not to cover his. This action, woman covering her head and man not covering his, would show that the woman was in subjection. Question: would this action demonstrate this same principle today??? If not, why not???

Now Mr. Welch, I believe that you and the Pentecostal people teach that the only covering in these verses is the hair. Well let's prove that you are wrong about that.

1. 
Notice that these verses deal with men and women. It deals with them when they are praying or prophesying. A man may cover his head when he is not praying or prophesying, and a woman does not have to cover her head when she is not praying or prophesying. The covering is one to be "put on" sometimes and "taken off" at others. It is removable!!! This cannot be said of the hair. Women can cut their hair off, but they cannot grow it back every time they pray or prophesy. Furthermore, if the hair was the covering, it would be on or off all the time and there would be no need for Paul to limit it to praying or prophesying. Paul could have just said, "Men ought to have short hair and women ought to have long hair." But he said the woman was to be covered when praying or prophesying! Is a woman to have long hair only when she prays or prophesies? That is when the covering of verses 4 and 5 is to be put on or taken off.

2.
Since this is talking about men and women, whatever a woman is to put on the man is to take off. Therefore, if it is the hair, then a man must shave his head to take his covering (hair) off!

3.
In verse 6 we can easily see that the hair is not the only covering in these verses: "For if a woman is not covered, let her also be shorn: but if it is a shame to a woman to be shorn or shaven, let her be covered." The word "also" proves that there are two coverings in these verses. Notice that if the hair is the covering, then Paul is saying, "If a woman does not have hair, let her also cut her hair." You see, hair will not fit for both coverings. If she does not have any hair, how can she cut her hair??? Paul shows that a woman can be not covered, before she cuts her hair short. ("If a woman is not covered, let her also be shorn.")  The women and men to whom Paul was writing knew that it was shameful for a woman to cut her hair or shave her head, so he is simply telling them that if they will not cover their heads when praying or prophesying (artificial covering) they might as well cut their hair short or shave their heads and be consistent, for they are "one and the same thing." Notice below:




"For if a woman is not covered [has short hair], let her also be 




shorn [cut her hair short]."  See the absurdity!!!

4.
Now I want us to notice verses 4 and 14. We learn from verse 4 that, "every man praying or prophesying with his head covered dishonoreth his head." His head is Christ, verse 3. Therefore, he dishonors Christ. But in verse 14 we learn that the man with long hair dishonors himself, not Christ! "If a man has long hair, it is a dishonor to him." Therefore the covering in verse 4 dishonors his head, Christ, but the covering of verse 14 dishonors the man himself, not his head. Therefore, there must be two coverings!

Also notice that the same is true about the woman, verses 5 and 15. In verse 5 the woman praying or prophesying with her head uncovered dishonoreth her head, man. But then in verse 15 we learn that her hair is her glory! Without it she would shame herself (verse 6), not her head, man! Therefore, I contend that there are two coverings in these verses.

5. The covering of 1 Cor. 11:5, 6, and 13 is from the Greek word kalumma, which is the corresponding noun for the Greek verbs katakalupto (covered, 11:6), akatakaluptos (uncovered, 11:5, 13), and oukatakalupto (not covered, 11:6).  But in 1 Cor. 11:15, "For her hair is given her for a covering [Greek, peribolaion]."  Notice this covering is not a "kalumma," but a "peribolaion."  Therefore, I must contend that in 1 Cor. 11, there are two coverings under consideration: the permanent one of verse 15 (hair), which God supplies, and the temporary one of verses 5, 6, and 13, which is to be taken off and put on when praying or prophesying.

Notice that in verse 13 Paul says, "Is it seemly that a woman pray unto God unveiled [Greek, akatakaluptos]?"  Also in verse 5, "But every woman praying or prophesying, with her head unveiled [Greek, akatakaluptos] dishonoureth her head." Without a doubt, it is wrong and sinful for a woman to pray or prophesy akatakaluptos!  But can the hair of verse 15 be the covering or verses 4, 5, 6, 7, and 13?  The corresponding noun kalumma (a veil), is what a woman is to be katakalupto (covered) with in 1 Cor. 11:5, 6 and 13. The peribolaion (covering) of verse 15 cannot be the covering of verses 5, 6, and 13, because the Greek verb "katakalupto" cannot be correctly used with the Greek noun "peribolaion''!  The verbs or 1 Cor. 11:5, 6 will not go with the noun of 1 Cor. 11:15 (so, naturally the noun of 1 Cor. 11:1 will not go with the verbs of 1 Cor. 11:5,6). Kalumma (not peribolaion) is the corresponding noun for the verb katakalupto in verse 6, but periballo (not katakalupto) is the corresponding verb for the noun peribolaion in verse 15. In the beginning God did cover (Greek, periballo) woman with a permanent covering (peribolaion). Woman is to wear the covering (peribolaion) of 1 Cor. 11:15 all the time. Then in addition to that per​manent covering (peribolaion), Paul shows  in 1 Cor. 11:5, 6 that, when praying or prophesying, woman must  cover (kalupto)  her head with a temporary covering (kalumma)!  Thus you see there is a verb and noun for the hair covering of 1 Cor. 11:15, and another verb and noun for the arti​ficial covering of 1 Cor. 11:4-7.  
Thayer's Greek-English Lexicon of New Testament words says, "uncovered'' means "not covered, unveiled: 1 Cor. 11:5 and 13.'' "Covered” means “to veil or cover one's self: 1 Cor. 11:6.'' "Shorn” means “absolutely of shearing or cut​ting short the hair or the head,  1 Cor. 11:6."  Thus, when a woman, Christian, fails "to veil or cover her head,'' she is uncovered and may as well ''be shorn."

Notice the following translations:


The Revised Standard Version: "if a woman will not veil herself, then she should 
cut off her hair.''


The Westminster version of 1948: "if a woman will not cover her head, she may 
as well cut off her hair."


The Amplified New Testament: "if a woman will not wear/ a head/ covering, 
then she should cut off her hair too"

 The New English Bible translation: "if a woman is not to wear a veil she might as          well have her hair cut off”

The Riverside translation from the original Greek: "if a woman  is not covered, 
then let her cut off her hair.”

The Emphatic Diaglott Greek-English interlinear word for word translation: "if a 
woman  is not covered, let her hair be cut off also.''


J. B. Phillips translation:  ''if a woman does not cover her head she might just as 
well have her hair cropped.''


More could be given, but I believe that this is sufficient to show that the translators could see two coverings. We can easily see it from the King James or the American Standard versions, but these are offered to further prove what I have said.

In conclusion to this article, and as I wait for Mr. Welch's reply, let me offer two questions for Mr. Welch to answer in his article.
1.  How can a woman have her hair cut off also, if her hair was the covering she did not have on (v. 6)?

2.  If the hair is the only covering of 1 Cor. 11, why did Paul command the putting it on or  taking it off only when praying or prophesying?

( ( (
Welch's First Negative


It affords me great pleasure to deny the proposition Mr. Falls has affirmed concerning the 11th chapter of 1st Corinthians. I take the position that there is taught in this chapter, one covering, not two as Mr. Falls believes. This chapter deals with authority—God is the head of Christ, Christ is the head of man, and man is the head of Christ. It also spells out the difference taught in the personal appearance of man and woman. God wants a man to appear as a man and a woman as a woman. And now since the condition of the world is like it is, many men have long hair like a woman and are trying to look like a woman; and so many women are trying to look like a man. So it will be a pleasure for me to discuss this.


Mr. Falls tries to read into the 11th chapter of 1st Corinthians things that are not there, when he talks of a covering used by woman or man that God did not make. It makes one think of the garden of Eden, when Adam and Eve tried to cover themselves with something that they had made. It was a covering of fig leaves which God would not accept. The artificial covering Mr. Falls speaks about is something that God will not accept.


Now in the 11th chapter of 1st Corinthians, we note that a woman's hair is given her for a covering. This is the covering that God is talking about. He doesn't mention any other. God makes it plain what he is talking about concerning man and woman. God names the covering he is talking about.


The trouble with Mr. Falls is, every time he sees the word veil, he thinks about cloth. In 2nd Corinthians 3:15-16 we find this: "But even unto this day, when Moses is read, the veil is upon their heart. Nevertheless when it shall turn to the Lord, the veil shall be taken away." According to his teaching, this would mean they wore a special cloth over their heart. The 11th chapter of 1st Corinthians explains the difference between being covered and uncovered. If a man has long hair his head is covered; or if a woman has short hair, her head is uncovered. After Paul had talked about authority, praying, and prophesying, he concluded this subject with this: "Judge in yourselves: is it comely that a woman pray unto God uncovered? Doth not even 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." This last part could also be translated to read "for her hair is given to her for a mantle, veil, vail, covering or vesture."


It is wrong for a man to have long hair. It is also wrong for a woman to have short hair, or to cut off any of her glory which God says is for a covering. Now if God would permit a woman to use something else besides long hair as her covering, then we justify her in cutting her hair. This is what happens to women who violate God's word and cut their hair. They cut their hair and then put a little piece of cloth on their head and then go to church and pray to God. God's word has always condemned them about cutting their hair, and it will take more than a piece of cloth to appease God. But women by the thousands have disobeyed God and followed the fads and sinful ways in the world today. When the Bible says in I Corinthians 11:6, "For if the woman be not covered, let her also be shorn: but if it be a shame for a woman to be shorn or shaven, let her be covered," that means that if a woman will not let her hair grow long, but she keeps it short, then she might as well have her head shorn or shaven. Mr. Falls would have you believe that to have short hair and have your head shorn is the same thing. But we find the apostle Paul, who had short hair, had his head shorn, Acts 18:18. To be shorn or shaven means to cut the hair to the skin.


Paul is putting forth the reason for short hair and long hair. He does not just say that a man should have short hair and a woman should have long hair, but goes into detail as to why this is. According to Mr. Falls' reasoning, a man would be uncovered regardless of the length of his hair as long as he didn't have a piece of cloth on his head; or that a woman could have short hair and try to ease her conscience and to appease God by putting a piece of cloth on her head. She could put a whole bolt of cloth on her head and still be guilty before God for cutting off the glory that God has given to her. The Bible does not refer to a cloth veil or any other artificial veil in the 11th chapter of 1st Corinthians. The only covering or veil that it mentions at all is hair. Anything else becomes the doctrine of men, and these man-made doctrines have only caused women to cut their hair short in direct disobedience to the word of God. The apostle Paul did not say anything about putting anything on or taking anything off.


There is no argument as to authority such as Christ the head of the man, man the head of the woman. There is no argument as to why a man's head should be uncovered or a woman's head should be covered. The argument is over what the Bible says. The Bible says that a woman's hair is given to her for a covering. Mr. Falls says her hair is not her covering, but she must add a piece of cloth or something artificial on her head in order to be covered. What Mr. Falls needs to do is to do like the apostle Paul (I Corinthians 11:15) and put a period after the statement "her hair is given her for a covering," and not add something to it.

( ( (
Falls' Second Affirmative 

Greetings, Mr. Welch and kind reader! I am happy to continue this discussion and hope that it will be used in a profitable way. I do feel like some will think Mr. Welch has been cheated in his last article because it falls well short of the 3,000 words he could have used.  But he evidently could not think of anything else to say. He could have chosen to deal with my arguments and answered my questions for he had plenty or space to do so.

Either Mr. Welch failed to understand what I wrote or he just ignored it and misrepresented me concerning the importance or "long hair.” He stated, ''The Bible says that a woman's hair is given to her for a covering. Mr. Falls says her hair is not her covering but she must add a piece of cloth or something artificial on her head  in order to be covered.''  Mr. Falls never said a woman's hair is not her covering! As a matter of fact, the proposition that I am affirming says "two coverings," hair and an artificial covering. I teach that the "hair" is also a covering, and  if a woman does not have long hair, it  would not do her any good to cover her head with an artifi​cial covering to try  to take the place of her natural covering.

The ''hair'' is the natural covering ("does not nature teach you...") that is to be worn by a  woman all the time. Nature teaches it! A man is not to have "long hair" at any time. Nature teaches it! But when praying or prophesying, which is a specific time, a woman is to add an artificial covering (which does not take the place of “long hair") as a sign of authority. A man is to have short hair all the time, but when praying or prophesying he must remove any artificial (hat, etc.) covering.

Now before taking up the things Mr. Welch had to say, let me briefly go over what I believe 1 Cor. 11:2-16 teaches. These verses teach authority: God the head of Christ, Christ the head of man, and man the head of woman. Paul shows that a woman should pray and prophesy with her head covered and a man should pray and prophesy with his head uncovered.  Then he gives several reasons why this is so: 1) headship; 2) dishonor; 3) image; 4) creation; 5) because of the angels; 6) judgment; 7) nature. Now as I said in my first article, Paul gave these reasons to accomplish something, and the thing he wanted to accomplish was an action which would demonstrate a principle. Note: 7 reasons—to prompt action (artificial covering)—to demonstrate principle (authority). Thus when a woman covers her head when praying or prophesying, she   demon​strates the principle of authority. The artificial cover​ing is “a sign or authority.''  Her hair  is not the sign of authority, but is her natural covering.

Now let me deal with the things Mr. Welch had to say. In his first paragraph, Mr. Welch states that 1 Cor. 11:2-16 teaches authority. True, and this is what I said. He also says the verses speak of the difference in the personal appearance of men and women. Again he is cor​rect. Verses 14 and 15 are plain on women's and men's hair. Women ought to have "long hair'' and men ought to have ''short hair.'' The Bible is also plain as to the dress of men and women. Women ought to dress in women's clothing and men in men's clothing. Not only does the Bible teach it, but nature also does. But I Cor. 11:2-16 also teaches that when a woman prays she ought to cover her head. Nature does not teach this. Paul, an inspired apostle, does!!!

Mr. Welch's comparison (?) is not a comparison at all. The story of Eden is true concerning the clothing to cover the body, but has absolutely nothing to do with the commandment by Paul in 1 Cor. 11:2-16.  If I, or any​one else, were teaching that the "artificial covering" took the place of the "natural covering," Mr. Welch might have an argument. But I don't!!!  I  believe both are needed. Nature teaches one; Paul commands the other. To dis​regard either would be sinful!!!

Mr. Welch said, “In the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians, we note that a woman’s hair is given her for a covering.” This is true, Mr. Welch. Her hair is given her for “a” covering, not “the covering” or “for her covering.” Mr. Welch also states in the same paragraph that Paul does not mention any other covering, but that he names the covering he is talking about. If you are right, Mr. Welch, why didn’t you answer my arguments concerning the two coverings??? The trouble with Mr. Welch is, he has not tried to use “long hair” in verses 4-6 to see if it would work. Neither has he looked at the original language. True, the hair is the peribolaion (covering) of verse 15, but in verses 4, 5, 6, 7 and 13, the original is different. The word is katakalupto. This ought to teach any honest person that there are two coverings under consideration.

It is almost amusing what Mr. Welch has to say about 2 Cor. 3:15-16. The truth of the matter is, we can determine what veil is under consideration by the context. In 2 Cor. 3, Moses came down from Mt. Sinai and he veiled his face. This was a literal veil! The Jews figuratively were veiling their hearts. They were closing their minds to the truth. In 1 Cor. 11:4-7, 13, we know that the veil is one to be put on or taken off when praying or prophesying. The hair will not work here. In 1 Cor. 11: 14-15 we know that the covering is “hair” for it is specified.

Notice also that Mr. Welch said, “If a woman has short hair, her head is uncovered.” All we need to do is use the little illustration that I used in my first article and we can see his error:

“For if a woman / has short hair (is not veiled) / let her ALSO / cut her hair short (be shorn).”

See the absurdity! Just taking the verse and supplying Mr. Welch’s definition of “uncovered” we can easily see there have to be two coverings. “For if a woman has her hair cut short let her also cut her hair short.” Pshaw! Mr. Welch knows better. The word “shorn” means cutting short the hair of the head (Thayer). I will look at what Mr. Welch had to say about the definition of “shorn” later.

Notice Mr. Welch said, “Now if God would permit a woman to use something else besides long hair as her covering [emphasis mine, DEF] then we could justify her in cutting her hair.” Mr. Welch knows I do not teach that a woman can use something in place of her hair. I stated very plainly that her artificial covering could not be her peribolaion, and neither can her hair be her katakalupto. A woman ought to have long hair as her permanent covering and a man ought to have short hair. But, when praying or prophesying, she should cover her head with an artificial covering and a man ought to remove any artificial covering.

Mr. Welch stated concerning 1 Cor. 11:6 that it “means that if a woman will not let her hair grow long, but she keeps it short, then she might as well have her head shorn or shaven.” By translating some words for Mr. Welch, we can see his confusion.

If a woman / cuts her hair short 

“If a woman will not let her hair grow long, but keeps it short,

/ then she might as well have / her hair cut short or shaved off.

then she might as well have her head shorn or shaven.”

Even Mr. Welch ought to be able to see the absurdity of such a statement!!!

Now, Mr. Welch’s statement about my definition of shorn. He said, “Mr. Falls would have you believe that to have short hair and have your head shorn is the same thing. But we find the apostle Paul, who had short hair, had his head shorn, Acts 18:18. To be shorn or shaven means to cut the hair to the skin.” Really, Mr. Welch! Mr. Welch must think he is speaking to children. He ought to know that shorn and shaven do not have the same meaning. If they do, why does Paul use them both: “shorn or shaven”??? I have already given what Mr. Thayer said about “shorn.” It means absolutely of shearing or cutting short the hair of the head, 1 Cor. 11:6. Will Mr. Welch accept the scholars, or will he try to invent a definition to fit his doctrine? The word “shaven” comes from a word which has to do with a razor. Thus shorn means to cut the hair short and shaven means to shave it off. “If a woman is not veiled, let her also cut her hair short; but if it is a shame to a woman to have her hair cut off short or shaven, let her be veiled.” Enough said!!!

Mr. Welch thinks Acts 18:18 is convincing proof that “shorn” means something other than cutting short the hair of the head. Mr. Welch, could a man have hair long enough to comb or part and then have it “shorn” (cut short) like a flat top? Sure he could, and both would be scriptural. Also, could a woman have long hair and have it “shorn” (cut short) like a man? Certainly she could, only when she cut it short she would be disobeying God. But the point is, neither the man nor the woman would have their heads shaved. If Mr. Welch wants to find where someone had his head shaved, he needs to see Acts 21:24, “that they may shave their heads …” Mr. Welch needs to accept the meaning of the words “shorn and shaven”!

Mr. Welch’s main problem is, he does not understand the reasons for the artificial and the natural coverings. Notice this statement that he made: “According to Mr. Falls’ reasoning, a man would be uncovered regardless of the length of his hair as long as he didn’t have a piece of cloth on his head; or that a woman could have short hair and try to ease her conscience and to appease God by putting a piece of cloth on her head.” Mr. Welch could not be further from what I believe and what Paul teaches here. A man could shave his head as slick as a door knob, but when he prayed he would still have to remove any artificial covering. The artificial covering is to be removed by the man when praying. He is to have short hair all the time, not just when praying. A woman’s hair is a natural covering. She could have hair 10 feet long, but when she prayed she would have to supply “a sign of authority.” If she should cut her hair short like a man, she could put 100 artificial coverings on her head, but she would still have sinned by cutting off her glory. The hair is not the covering when praying and neither is the artificial covering the one to be worn all the time. The artificial covering does not take the place of the natural covering and neither does the natural covering take the place of the artificial covering!!!

In 1 Cor. 11:10 Paul shows that the covering is “a sign of authority” (American Standard Version. King James says “power”—see Thayer). In Isa. 7:14 the prophet said, “The Lord will give you a sign: behold, a virgin shall conceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel.” Now would it have been a sign if it had been a natural birth? In other words, if the prophet had said, “Behold, a young girl shall conceive…”? Certainly not! Young girls were conceiving all the time. The sign was something unnatural. The same is true concerning the covering. The hair is natural and therefore not a sign. The artificial covering was to be a sign of a woman’s subjection.

Mr. Welch states: “Paul did not say anything about putting anything on or taking anything off.” Well then, look at verse 7, “A man indeed ought not to cover his head.” Mr. Welch, if your wife told you that you “ought not cover the table” would she be telling you not to put something on the table? Also Mr. Welch, why didn’t you answer my question on this point? If the hair is the only covering of 1 Cor. 11, why did Paul command the putting it on or taking it off only when praying or prophesying??? I am asking the question again and hope that you will deal fairly with it in your next article.

I believe that takes care of everything Mr. Welch had to say in his first article. This is my last affirmative article, and my proposition has been proven by the word of God. Mr. Welch’s neglect in answering my arguments has proven them to be unanswerable. Notice that I gave 5 major arguments to prove my position to be true. I even numbered them so it would be easy to follow. I invite Mr. Welch and you, kind reader, to go back and look at each argument, and then read again Mr. Welch’s first negative and see if you can find an answer to them. It was not that he didn’t have enough space, for he stopped well short of 3,000 words.


Argument # 1. Paul specified when a woman was to be covered and man uncovered. It was when praying or prophesying. He said nothing about when a man was fishing, etc. But hair is a permanent covering. What did Mr. Welch say about it???

Argument # 2. These verses deal with men and women. What the woman puts on the man must take off. Thus indicating a man would have to remove his hair if the hair was the only covering in 1 Cor. 11:2-16. What did Mr. Welch say about it???

Argument # 3. The word “also” in verse 6. “For if a woman is not covered [has short hair], let her also be shorn [cut her hair short].” What did Mr. Welch say about it???

Argument # 4. We noticed that in verses 4 and 5 that the covering that a man ought not wear and the woman ought to wear was a dishonor to Christ or man to violate it. Then we noticed that if a man had long hair, it was a shame to him, and if a woman had short hair, it would be a shame to her. Both would be a violation of the Scriptures, but it shows that 1 Cor. 11:2-16 teaches two coverings. What did Mr. Welch say about it???
Argument # 5. I showed from the original language that Paul taught two coverings for he used two words. In verses 4, 5, 6, 7, and 13 Paul used katakalupto and in verse 15 he used peribolaion. I also showed that the verbs  in verse 15 would not go with the noun in verses 4-7 and 13. I also defined ''shorn.” What did Mr. Welch say about it???

What did Mr. Welch say about the translations that prove my proposition? What did Mr. Welch say about the two questions I asked him?  I ask them again with hope that Mr. Welch will deal with them in his last denial.

1.  How can a woman have her hair cut off also, if her hair was the covering she did not have on (v. 6)?

2. If the hair is the only covering of 1 Cor. 11, why did Paul command the putting it on or taking  it off only when praying or prophesying?
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Welch's Second Negative

Mr. Falls in his affirmative finds himself short of anything to prove his position. He makes mention that I did not use 3,000 words to answer his first proposition. Actually, I did not need all I did use because Mr. Falls can find nothing in the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians to prove  anything that looks like two coverings in these Scriptures. However, it affords me great pleasure to show up his error; and I might mention to Mr. Falls that many words don't prove anything. It reminds me of what I heard of an Indian listening to a political speech. When it was over someone asked him what he thought of it, and his answer was, ''Heap of thunder, but no rain."   That is what Mr. Falls' argument sounds like to me. He has quite a few words, but he proves nothing.

Now, in the 11th chapter of Corinthians the only thing mentioned in that chapter concerning a covering for a man or a woman is her hair. Mr. Falls tries to build up his argument around the verses 5 and 6: "but every woman that prayeth or prophesieth with her head uncovered dishonoureth her head: for that is even all one as  if she were shaven. (6) for if the woman be not covered, let her also be shorn: but if it be a shame for a woman to  be shorn or shaven, let her be covered. (7) 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.”  Now these three verses are where Mr. Falls tries to build his argument on two coverings. But there isn't one thing in either verse about any artificial covering. I dealt with that in my other speech, and I will deal with it in this one. The thing(and the only thing(we find is hair. Verse 13, and let us note the essence of this chapter, "Judge in yourselves: is it comely that a woman pray unto God uncovered?" Verse 14 spells out the covering that man shouldn't have. "Doth not even nature itself teach you, That,  if a man have long hair, it is a shame unto him?" And 15, "but if a woman have long hair, it is a glory to her. For her hair  is given her for a covering.'' I think that anyone can see that the only thing mentioned in this chapter here about coverings is hair. That is, if a woman has long hair it is a glory to her. For her hair is given her for a covering. There isn't one word in this chapter that says anything  about any artificial covering. The Bible teaches that the head of Christ is God, and the head of man is Christ, and the head of the woman is the man. Now, some questions we would like to ask, and I am sure we dealt with these before. Mr. Falls cannot deny or do away with these facts in this chapter. If a woman's hair is given her for a covering, and she bobs or cuts her hair, she has uncovered her head and is indicted by God as being in transgression, disobedient to the Bible, and dishonoreth her husband, which is her head. We ask Mr. Falls this question, "Could a woman who has bobbed her hair, in direct disobedience to the scriptures, be considered covered if her head has on it an "artificial covering"?  I  know that Mr. Falls made the statement that he believed a woman should have long hair and a man should have short hair. I have dealt with religious groups that taught this before, and I find that there were people who believe that if a woman cuts her hair just as long as she puts on some kind of artificial covering that she stands justified to go to a church and to pray or to  prophesy to God. I  feel this is a big weakness in   Mr. Falls'  argument. For instance: in the membership of his church or the people Mr. Falls preaches to, are there any ladies that bob or cut their hair and don't let it grow as long as  it would grow and yet put some kind of artificial covering on their heads and think they are justified  in a church to worship God? On the other hand, according to Mr. Falls’ argument, a man could go into a church to worship, pray or prophesy with long hair as a woman; and he would be justified as long as he did not use an artificial covering. He would be per​fectly justified, according to Mr. Falls, to worship God as long as he did not put on an artificial covering on his head. If God will not excuse him for violating the natural covering of hair, then certainly him putting on an artificial covering or taking it off would have nothing to do with  it.
The same goes for the women. Mr. Falls has something to say about the Greek word that veil is translated from. The word "veil" has many meanings. You could use the word hair in the sense of covering to mean veil. Just like the Bible speaks in Hebrews 10:20 of God: "by a new and living way, which he hath consecrated for us, through the veil, that is to say, his flesh." This has reference to the Lord Jesus Christ and the "humanity" of Christ was a veil that the invisible God dwelt in when among the mankind of earth. It was a veil in the sense of that. It wouldn't mean you would have to use an artificial cover​ing, for flesh was a veil. Just like Moses when he came down from the mountain; he had been in conversation with God, and his face shined so bright that he had to put a veil over his face so that the children of Israel could look upon him; for his face shined so. The veil of Christ is flesh and was a veil just as we said.

Now, as we deal further with Mr. Falls' argument, he has quite a bit to say about authority. There's not too much argument we have concerning that because the woman is in subjection to the man.

Now, I would like to deal with a woman that doesn't have a husband(a single woman.  We ask this question, "If a single woman enters the church and then prays and prophesies, can she pray or prophesy without an artifi​cial covering?" She has no husband, she could not dis​honor someone she did not have.  Could she come in and pray with just long hair to cover her? Now, if she could, of course, it shows again the weakness of Mr. Falls' ar​gument, because this woman has no husband(she has no head. I contend that the single woman has the same glory and the same covering that the married woman has, that is her long hair that was given her for a covering. So that doesn't help Mr. Falls any to try to go around a false covering as an artificial covering. For a married woman to pray without her long hair would be to dishonor her head or husband. The whole essence of this subject is that God has made a distinction between man and woman. It has always been that way, and it always will be that way. That is, God condemns a man that is effeminate, that is, for a man to want to be like a woman or to have an appearance about him like a woman, have long hair like a woman. God condemns that. Then he condemns women that want to be like men and usurp authority like men and dress as men. That is why the Bible speaking of women said, "In like manner also, that women adorn themselves in modest apparel, with shamefacedness and sobriety: not with broidered hair, or gold, or pearls, or costly array” (1 Tim. 2:9). And God also says in Matt. 5:36, "Neither shalt thou swear by thy head, because thou canst not make one hair white or black." And in 1 Peter 3:3-5, "Whose adorn​ing let it not be that outward adorning of plaiting the hair, and of wearing of gold, or of putting on of apparel." In the verse where women were plaiting their hair, it shows that women had long hair enough to plait. Again that brings us to the same thing: that hair, and hair alone, is the covering in the 11th chapter of 1 Corin​thians.

Now, I know that Mr. Falls tries to show in his think​ing and tries to put into that chapter two coverings, but he doesn't find it in the scriptures and will not!  Mr. Falls and his brethren are noted for using the saying  "We will speak where the scriptures speak, and where the scriptures are silent, we will be silent." This is one place where it is silent on anything but hair(speaking of hair as a covering.  And Mr. Falls could keep trying to argue this into that chapter and live to be an old man and he would never find anything there but hair spoken of.  That is why I take the position against Mr. Falls' proposition, because there is no scripture to prove what he teaches. I believe Mr. Falls believes it, and I think that some of his people believe it.  Some of his people that call themselves members of the church of Christ would believe as Mr. Falls believes; there would be other people probably that called themselves the church of Christ that would not believe what Mr. Falls believes. When they go into the church, the women that attend the services (those that did not have an artificial cover​ing as Mr. Falls believes and teaches), would they be violating the word of God?  If they had the covering that the Bible speaks of(hair? A woman with long hair and that did not have anything but that, would she be violating the laws of God to worship, to pray or prophesy? I say no. The scriptures teach exactly what I believe. As we read the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians all the way through, there is nothing mentioned but the covering of hair. Your young women that are not married, that have this God-given glory,   should not cut it and should not bob it;  they should let it grow as the Bible teaches that they may have power upon their heads because of the angels. Now when a young woman like this marries, she is the same woman; and she should not bob or cut her hair. If she did, she would dishonor her head—or husband. It hasn't been too many years back that if a woman bobbed or cut her hair,   she was looked down upon by all. The other women of the neighborhood would consider her a reproach or a sign of dishonor to her husband or her family. They felt she had bobbed or cut off her hair, or covering, that God Himself had put there. I want to say that even though Mr. Falls personally says that he doesn't believe that a woman should cut her hair, I am almost sure you would find that among many people who use artificial coverings for their heads when they go  into a church, they would feel that they were justified if they had short hair or had cut their hair, just as long as they had that artificial covering upon their head. One of the largest   denominational churches in the world teaches that. And when the women of that church go to mass,  into the church house to go to confession, as long as they have a handkerchief or some kind  of cloth on their head, even though they may have their hair cut just like a man—short and bobbed—they will yet feel justified if they have this veil upon their head. So even in this age where women cut their hair and go to the church to pray to God and dishonoring their heads, I  find that it affords me great pleasure to disagree with Mr. Falls since I believe with all my heart that his teaching is in error. Not only would I  like to straighten him out, I would like to straighten out all others who believe in this theory. The word of God cannot be added to or taken from. As I read this chapter--verses 3-15 of the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians—I will read it just as it is. “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. Every man praying or prophesy, having his head covered, dishonoreth his head. But every woman that prayeth or prophesieth with her head uncovered dishonor​eth her head: for that is even all one as  if she  were shaven. For if the woman be not covered, let her also be shorn: but if it be a shame for a woman to be shorn or shaven, let her be covered. 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. Nevertheless neither is the man without the woman, neither the woman without the man, in the Lord. For as the woman is of the man, even so is the man also by the woman; but all things of God. Judge in yourselves: is it comely that a woman pray unto God uncovered? Doth not even 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.'' 
Now this absolutely spells out from the Bible exactly what  it  is talking about. If I were Mr. Falls and could not find, and he can’t find anything spoken of in this chapter as a covering but hair, I would simply say hair where the bible said hair, and where  it doesn't say veil or artificial covering I simply would not say that. I am going to charge Mr. Falls for perverting and  twisting the scriptures in his argument here and tell him that he is wrong, because there is nothing spoken of in this chap​ter as a covering but hair. You take a man who has long hair like a woman, he is condemned to stand before God and prophesy or pray because he has a feminine appearance, and God condemns that. He wants a man to be a man and a woman to be a woman.   He wants men to look like men and women to look like women. Now I am going to say again—keep pressing this—that if a woman would stand before God with her hair cut, her glory shorn and uncovered, cut it off to be uncovered, she might as well have it shaved as to have it bobbed. Because that she has cut her glory and covering off and she stands condemned before God regardless of how many artificial coverings she put on her head. She could stack them up like a bale of cot​ton on her hair and she would still stand condemned for having taken away her glory and covering which is her long hair that God has given her. Hair, I want to say  it again, hair. Now let me emphasize, long hair. So you see as we study this subject that all of the imagination Mr. Falls has summed up from his mind and all the things he has said about the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians  is to no avail according to what God's word has to say about it. We contend there is one covering and one alone, and Mr. Falls' argument falls short. Just like Mr. Falls' name is Falls, so does his argument fall.

Now, he has something to say about my reference of Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden.  It does make me think of that.  What he  is trying to do here, teach here, is like what Adam and Eve did long ago—which didn't work but failed. When they found themselves to be uncovered before God, they set out to make an artificial covering before God to hide themselves. This failed so God killed an animal—shed blood—and took the skin and made them a covering or provided them a covering to hide their bodies with. I want to say again, that man-made coverings don't work. You can say what you want to about it, but  it was a covering God made them as he made hair as a cover​ing for a woman. This is the glory on her head. This glory on her head, her long hair, is plainly spelled out as to what the covering is in the 11th chapter of 1 Cor​inthians. You try to argue around it and try to argue in something that isn't there.  So in this age in which we are living, as I said before, it affords me great pleasure to take my position in opposition to Mr. Falls because of the tremendous violation of God's word by women who bob their hair and men who let their hair grow long like a woman's. I am wondering if Mr. Falls would allow a man to worship where he worships and condone him, if he had long hair like a woman's just as long as he did not have an artificial covering on his head.  I am also wondering if Mr. Falls would allow a woman to worship where he worships if she was praying or prophesying with her hair bobbed or cut and condone it just as long as she had an artificial covering on her head. So Mr. Falls will note that I shall need only 15 verses here and this is all I need to answer him on hair as a covering and prove there is only one by the word of God. I  feel you and those who believe and teach as you do are misleading people on the explanation here. I hope that I can help to   straighten you and all who believe your way out by the scriptures. If the ladies in our church  were to bob or cut their hair, they would be reproved by the New Testament minis​try and by gospel-preaching ministers. 
In the 11th chapter I find nothing anywhere even coming near to his argument of artificial coverings. Or course, as I said before, if he believes something and can’t prove anything or defend it scripturally what he relieves, he might as well be silent. It is, therefore, a great pleasure for me to deny his position. The Greek word that he uses here as veil, or tries to argue veil from,  could mean veil in any sense. The flesh of Christ was His veil. Any covering could be a veil, so the hair in one sense would be the same as a covering and could be classified as a veil. Just as flesh could be a veil. Moses had a veil when he came down the mountain. That doesn't change the facts in 1 Corinthians.  It only spells out hair even more. Mr. Falls could live long enough to make Methuselah look like a schoolboy, yet could never find a covering spoken of in the 11th chapter of 1 Cor​inthians other than hair.

( ( (
Welch's First Affirmative

The proposition is that the scriptures teach in the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians one covering(hair.  It does not teach an artificial covering; it does not teach two coverings. Affirm: D. L. Welch. Deny: Drew E. Falls.

In affirming that there is only one covering mentioned in the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians, I have given close and careful consideration of this chapter and have found that it deals with authority, obedience, and rebellion. The covering that is taught in this chapter for a woman is proven to be her long hair. Also, the order for men taught in this chapter is for men not to have long hair. We notice in the beginning that the apostles said in verses 1 and 2 of 1 Corinthians the 11th chapter, "Be ye followers of me, even as I also am of Christ. Now I praise you, brethren, that ye remember me in all things, and keep the ordinances, as I delivered them to you." In verse 3 he starts dealing with authority, obedience, and disobedience; and I quote, "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." Now since the Bible teaches that man is the head of the woman, he is under subjection to Christ and takes the place in the church and in the family as being the head of his wife and family. There is no covering mentioned for the man to show that he is in subjection to Christ; so consequently, the Lord condemns a man in having a covering and placing himself in the same category as a woman. Hair is used to spell the difference. 

He said here in verse 4, "Every man praying or prophesying, having his head covered, dishonoreth his head." Much has been said and will be said about an artificial covering here, but there is no scripture to sustain that. The covering is proven to be hair, and a man should not have long hair; he should not put himself in the place of the woman. If he did, it would mean that he was submitting himself to some man to be his head instead of Christ. Therefore, God condemns him in taking that position and said every man praying or prophesying having his head covered dishonoreth his head. In other words, he would be in submission to some man just the same as the woman shows her submission by having long hair.

Verse 5 explains the woman's side, "But every woman that prayeth or prophesieth with her head uncovered dishonoreth her head: for that is even all one as if she were shaven." In the age in which we are living, there is a picture of this in the land where we live. That is, men having long hair like a woman, having the appearance of women, and in many cases taking the place of a woman in many things. The long hair that the men have in this land today speaks or stands for the sign of rebellion. Rebellion to the government, rebellion to society, and rebellion against all laws of the land. We live among a generation of rebellion and rebellious people.

You don't see any young man with a veil on his head as a sign that they "dig" rebellion. You see very many men though today that wear long hair(they dig burning the flag; they dig criticizing the government; they dig criticizing the society that they live in. In fact, it is a sign between them when one meets another and he has this appearance. They naturally fall in line because it is a sign of their concept of the society(that they wish to establish basically a society in rebellion against all that has been. We do not find them wearing a veil or some artificial covering as Mr. Falls contends. Hair(long hair(on men in this generation is a sign of rebellion against authority.

Now we take verse 5, "But every woman that prayeth or prophesieth with her head uncovered dishonoreth her head: for that is even all one as if she were shaven." Now you can let a woman cut off her glory, which is her long hair; she might as well shave her head as far as bobbed hair would be concerned as showing that she is a woman under submission to the authority of her husband. I am sorry to say that many, many women in the last few years have cut their hair off and wear bobbed hair or short hair openly before God in rebellion. Not only to what God teaches, but a sign of rebellion against the authority of her husband. In the time of Women's Lib they dig the fact that they are in open rebellion to men and cry for the same authority in everything as man. We are living in that age. 

Verse 6, "For if the woman be not covered, let her also be shorn: but if it be a shame for a woman to be shorn or shaven, let her be covered." That is, if she cuts her covering off, she might as well shave her head as far as God is concerned, because he won't take a half-way covering. One of the largest churches in the world, the Catholic Church, to appease the conscience of the women that belong to the church, allow the women to have short hair in direct disobedience to God. Some cut their hair almost like men, and yet put a veil or piece of cloth on their head and go to the Catholic Church and worship, or claim to worship. And thinking that God will not notice the fact that they cut their glory off and try to appease God with a little homemade covering. Many women "dig" that and some churches "dig" that.

Now as we go on down, "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." As I stated before, thousands of men today sure are covering their heads by letting their hair grow out like a woman. The question we would ask is: If God would accept a veil, or an artificial covering, could not those men be justified as long as they did not wear a little veil(even though they had long hair like a woman? That is the reason that I take the position that there is only one covering taught in the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians and that covering is hair. Long hair and short hair. Man is taught to have short hair, and woman is taught to have long hair.

Verse 8, "For the man is not of the woman; but the woman of the man." Since the woman was created for the man and God told Adam and Eve in creation, and especially speaking to Eve, "Thy husband shall rule over thee." Hair, long hair, is given by God and taught by God as a sign that she is in subjection to her husband, and there is the power as allocated by God to her(power to live in this world and fulfill the mission of a woman, of a wife, of a mother, and have power on her head because of the angels. We find in studying the classes of angels that there were two classes. One class obeyed God, and another class disobeyed God and were rebellious. The Lord is showing in this chapter that obedient women, holy women, godly women, would reverence their husbands(come under subjection as wives to bear children, guide the house, giving none occasion to intrude upon the home, or to be criticized for the lack of wifely and motherly teaching to the children, and godly living and biblical subjection. That is why he said in the 10th, 11th, and 12th verses, "For this cause ought the woman to have power on her head because of the angels. Nevertheless neither is the man without the woman, neither the woman without the man, in the Lord. For as the woman is of the man, even so is the man also by the woman; but all things of God." In other words, the first woman came from the side of a man. Bone of his bone and flesh of his flesh she was created. Adam was created and the woman was by the man in creation. Since that time, because of women, there are other men brought into existence through the generations of birth; therefore, without women there would be no civilization, there would be no human race, there would be no men, neither women. So in this process of generations, woman has held a tremendous power in her place as a woman to be the instrument by which men could enter the world. Women could conceive and bear children. By that, the process of generation, she is a powerful part of the human race. Also, she is a very, very wonderful person if she fulfills the mission in life that God ordained that she should fulfill. So we say that women, godly women, holy women, virtuous wives, godly wives, godly mothers, wield a tremendous influence. The Bible teaches that. First, those that marry are commanded to bear children, guide the house, and the Bible teaches that if a woman has an unsaved husband and she has submitted herself to him being a godly Christian woman, in time her influence as a Christian will have its effect upon her husband. The Bible says he can be won by that power or that influence that the wife's life sheds on his pathway.

Now we notice coming down speaking on the covering and proving by this chapter that there is nothing taught in this chapter but hair. Verse 13 and I quote, "Judge in yourselves: is it comely that a woman pray unto God uncovered?" I think that anyone can say, I think Mr. Falls ought to say that, it is so plain here what the Bible is speaking of in this chapter. After the 13th verse we find exactly from the Lord's word what this covering is and I read verse 14, "Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if a man have long hair, it is a shame unto him?" Now I would like to dwell on that word "nature." I am going to say this and not back off, especially in this age. There are men in the world today that want to dress like women; they want to act like women, and some of them want to take the place of women even in cohabitation. Thus by that they have fulfilled the scriptures where it said, "Men burning in their lust toward other men that which is against nature." I am more than sure when I write this article which shall be read by very many people, that some men that read it will fall in this category. Whether they ever admit it or not, they will know that it covers the things concerning their unnatural desires. The Bible also teaches women along the same line. Many women burn in their lust one toward another, and there are women in the world that believe themselves to be men, and the same goes for men that believe themselves to be women. I would not say that all women who cut or bob their hair would fall into this category. I would not say that all men who grow long hair would fall into this category, but the scriptures teach that there will be people that will live a life adverse as to what nature itself teaches and there are men and women(men with long hair and women with short hair(that fall into this category. "Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if a man have long hair, it is a shame unto him?" This settles forever what the covering is concerning a man(it is long hair, and any man that would pray or prophesy with long hair like a woman would dishonor God because he is placing himself in the same category as a woman that must bend to the will of men and be in submission to her husband. A man who places himself in that category lowers himself in the eyes of God and also in the eyes of men. Now that forever settles about the man's covering, and shame(long hair and nothing else. Verse 15 forever settles what a woman's covering is and I quote, "But if a woman have long hair, it is a glory to her: for her hair is given her for a covering." I think that this chapter explains itself. Nowhere in this chapter does it say a veil is for a covering. No place, no line. When Mr. Falls or any other person tries to read into this chapter something that God himself did not put there, he finds himself in trouble with the Lord.

In Mr. Falls' affirmation he had quite a bit to say about a veil and the meaning of the word "veil." Veil could cover a lot of things. Christ came to this world to veil himself in human flesh. That's right. The hair could be called a veil as far as the sense of teaching the overall of what veil means. As flesh could be called a veil and then hair could be called a veil(of course, neither one is in this chapter. The word veil is missing. The only thing we find is hair. Therefore, I contend that this chapter teaches nothing but what my affirmation sets forth. I could say a lot about hair in this age(the way people are wearing it(the disobedience of it. The women's covering comes from the word nature, "phusis." It means a regular law or order of God.

We note a little further here the Bible teaches against men having effeminate qualities. "Neither fornicators, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor abusers of themselves with mankind [homosexuals] ... shall inherit the kingdom of heaven" (1 Cor. 6:9). If you look up the word effeminate in Webster's dictionary, you will see it means "to become womanish, having the qualities or characteristics of a woman, to appear delicate or unmanly." The apostles firmly taught against any age of time when men would leave their God-given role of masculinity and take on characteristics of a woman. We have lived to see this day with men's clothing designed almost identically on the lines of feminine fashion. Lace shirts, flowered pants, bright button "flies," high-heeled shoes, beads, purses, and cosmetics are all "unisex" symbols of a degraded manhood. Pony tails, hair bands, and earrings are also the "in" thing for the new crowd of "pretty" men. Whenever a man's hair style resembles a woman's, long or short, he becomes a disgrace to manhood. Long hair tells a story. In our major cities the drug addicts brag that long hair is a badge of drug usage. Some wear it to attract other homosexuals into "gay" parties, pads, and acts of immorality. Long hair has become the uniform of those who disapprove of American values. Such men disrupt orderly political meetings, preventing public officials from being heard. They often stand for violent revolution and glorify the heroes of Communism. They wave the Viet Cong flag and burn ours. So we live in an age of revolution and disobedience, and the time that Peter spoke of and said, "Save yourselves from this untoward generation" is here. Truly I believe that old people will say that today the change in the United States is a disgraceful thing in our society. The new generation wants a new society built on rebellion against authority and discipline. Young kids identify short hair with authority, discipline, unhappiness, boredom, hatred of life ... and long hair with letting go. As one teenager writes, "Wherever we go our hair tells people where we stand on Vietnam, Wallace, campus disruption, and drugs. We are living T.V. commercials for the revolution."

So we see that more than ever the long hair on a man stands as a sign of Christian disobedience to God. Long hair on a woman shows obedience to God, obedience to his laws, and subjection to her husband. I want to state again and clarify the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians here mentioning the covering of hair, and it is in opposition to what Mr. Falls teaches, that there is an artificial covering. I ask this again: In all of the rebellion that is being displayed in this land today among the young men, do you see men and women wearing veils on their heads or long hair? I have yet to see a young man wearing a veil, yet I have seen scores with long hair. Then the same applies to women. If a woman cuts her hair as I have stated before, and then she puts a little piece of cloth on her head thinking that will appease God, that He will be pleased with her cutting her hair, bobbing her glory off, and yet being appeased by putting a little artificial covering on her head then going up before God and saying, "I have cut my glory off that you gave me and put on one that I made myself," and then pray and prophesy in the presence of God(do you think that God will accept that woman? Ten thousand times no, because God said if a woman has long hair it is a glory to her. So what we are trying to do in the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians is to sustain what God said. We do not find in this chapter where God said wear a veil and cut your hair. Mr. Falls says to wear a veil; I don't think he goes as far as to say cut the hair(some do.

But God in this book and this chapter only made one thing, and as I have sustained that in my affirmation, I am sure you will find that one thing in this chapter, hair, to be true. I am asking Mr. Falls to produce the verse in this chapter that says that if a woman doesn't have on a veil she is uncovered, and if a man has on a veil he is covered. I will be waiting for Mr. Falls' answer to that, and I am sure I will be getting to wait a long, long time before he answers that. He will have plenty of time and space to do it, but I imagine Mr. Falls won't be able to find it no matter how much time or space was given him.

Mr. Falls could live long enough to make Methuselah to look like a schoolboy, but he will never find anywhere in the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians where it shows anything but hair as a covering.
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Falls' First Negative

It affords me great pleasure to continue this discussion with Mr. Welch. I enjoy studying the Bible, especially when truth and error are contrasted. I am now in the negative; therefore, it is my duty to deal with the arguments that the affirmative, Mr. Welch, presents. I will deal with the things Mr. Welch introduces, exposing error and pointing out the truth, with the hope that Mr. Welch and you, kind reader, can see that which is pleasing in God's sight.

Mr. Welch is supposed to be in the affirmative, but he has spent most of his time telling us about the rebellion of people with long hair. He tells us that it is a sin for a man to have long hair and for a woman to have short hair. I say well and good; I teach the same thing! I believe that it is a sign of rebellion for a man to have long hair. I also teach that it is a sin! But what Mr. Welch needs to do is spend his time on what 1 Corinthians 11 teaches about the coverings. He needs to explain why Paul tells a woman to have long hair when praying. He needs to tell how a woman could also cut her "long hair" short if having long hair was the only covering under consideration in these verses. Many other things need to be explained in view of Mr. Welch's position on these verses!

Since Mr. Welch asked me some questions in his negative paper which I did not have a chance to reply to, I must assume that he wants me to answer them in this article. Therefore, I will begin with his questions and remarks of his last paper.

Mr. Welch did not like me reminding him of his failure to answer my arguments nor reminding him of his failure to use all of his space! Therefore, he attempted to excuse himself by replying that he did not need all the space to answer me. Mr. Welch knows better than this! He did not reply to a single thing I said. I even reintroduced my arguments in my second affirmative and he still did not mention them! Shame, shame, Mr. Welch! Mr. Welch states that Mr. Falls "has quite a few words, but he proves nothing." Well, Mr. Falls has proven enough that Mr. Welch would not even mention the arguments. You know that, don't you, Mr. Welch??? The reader does!

Either Mr. Welch cannot read or he is deliberately misrepresenting me on this next point. He said, "According to Mr. Falls' argument, a man could go into a church, worship, pray or prophesy with long hair as a woman; and he would be justified as long as he did not use an artificial covering. He would be perfectly justified, according to Mr. Falls, to worship God as long as he did not put an artificial covering on his head." Mr. Welch knows better! He knows that I teach no such thing, don't you, Mr. Welch? Mr. Welch is trying hard to find something to say even to the point of trying to prejudice people that are interested in the truth. I have pointed out several times to Mr. Welch that he is misrepresenting me on this point. Why do you continue to do so, Mr. Welch? Notice some of my statements from earlier articles. In my first article: "1 Cor. 11:2-16 teaches two coverings that are to be worn by a woman in order to please God." In my second article: "Mr. Welch said, 'The Bible says that a woman's hair is given her for a covering. Mr. Falls says her hair is not her covering, but she must add a piece of cloth or something artificial on her head in order to be covered.” Mr. Falls never said a woman's hair is not her covering! As a matter of fact, the proposition that I am affirming says two coverings, hair and an artificial covering. I teach that the hair is “a” covering, and if a woman does not have long hair, it would not do any good for her to cover her head with an artificial covering to try to take the place of her natural covering." In my second article, "The hair is the natural covering that is to be worn by a woman all the time. Nature teaches it! A man is not to have long hair at any time, nature teaches it. But when praying or prophesying, which is a specific time, a woman is to add an artificial covering (which does not take the place of long hair) as a sign of authority. A man is to have short hair all the time, but when praying or prophesying he must remove any artificial covering." I think from these explanations of what I believe, the reader can see that Mr. Welch is not dealing fairly with me.

Mr. Welch stated "that the word 'veil' has many mean​ings. hat it could mean the flesh of Christ, or the veil on Moses' face."  That is true, Mr. Welch, but it could also mean an artificial covering to be worn by women when praying! Could it not, Mr. Welch? The question is: How do we know when it is talking about the flesh of Christ or the veil over Moses' face? By the context!  In 1 Corinthians 11 the context teaches an artificial veil, as has been proven. 

Mr. Welch asked, "Could a woman who has bobbed her hair in direct disobedience to the scriptures, be considered covered if her head has on it an artificial covering?" Now I want the reader to notice how I answer Mr. Welch's questions.  I am not going to ignore them. I will deal directly with his questions in order. I wonder why Mr. Welch never answered my two questions? Strange indeed! Mr. Welch, if a woman disobeys God, she could put ten thousand artificial coverings on her head and still be in sin. The same is true of those who attend services putting money in the treasury although they have never obeyed the gospel, they could give a million dollars a week and still be in sin!

Mr. Welch’s second question: “If a single woman enters the church and then prays and prophesies, can she pray and prophesy without an artificial covering? Now, if she could, of course it shows again the weakness of Mr. Falls’ argument, because this woman has no husband—she has no head.” Mr. Welch amuses me here. Let us turn the thing around a moment and instead of saying an “artificial covering” we will use “long hair.” If a single woman enters the church and then prays and prophesies, can she pray or prophesy without long hair? Now if she could, of course it shows again the weakness of Mr. Welch’s argument, because this woman has no husband—she has no head.” While we are on this, think about the four virgin daughters of Philip who prophesied. Now they had no husbands, could they cut their hair off??? You tell us, Mr. Welch, and I will have more to say about it!

Mr. Welch, these verses are not talking about married men and women! It says, “Every man praying or prophesying” and “every woman praying or prophesying.” If it is talking about married women, then it must be talking about married men. Therefore, if the unmarried woman has no head to dishonor, then the unmarried man has no head to dishonor. That is, according to the reasoning (?) of Mr. Welch! The truth is, Christ is the head of every man: “But I would have you know, that the head of every man is Christ; and the head of the woman is the [husband? No! No!] man: and the head of Christ is God” (1 Cor. 11:3). Shame on you, Mr. Welch. I thought you could do better!

Mr. Welch’s next question: “When they go into the church, the women that attend the services (those that did not have an artificial covering as Mr. Falls believes and teaches), would they be violating the word of God?” Yes!!! 1 Cor. 11:2-5.

Mr. Welch said, “She could stack them up like a bale of cotton on her head and she would still stand condemned for having taken away her glory and covering which is her long hair that God has given her.” True, Mr. Welch. The “artificial covering” is not to take the place of long hair and neither does long hair take the place of the covering that the woman is to put on when praying. Both are required! A failure to have either is a transgression of the law of God.

Now I want to take up the things Mr. Welch had to say in his affirmative, item by item.

Question by Mr. Welch: “If God would accept a veil or an artificial covering, could not those men be justified as long as they did not wear a little veil—even though they had long hair like a woman?” Absolutely not! If a man wears an “artificial covering” when praying he violates 1 Cor. 11:2-7, and if he has long hair, anytime, he violates 1 Cor. 11:14!

Mr. Welch goes to 1 Cor. 11:14-15 and asserts that the hair mentioned in these verses is the covering of 1 Cor. 11:2-15. He asserts it, but he does not prove it, neither does he try, for he knows as well as I that he cannot. Note what he says: “Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if a man have long hair, it is a shame unto him?’ This settles forever what the covering is concerning a man—it is long hair …’ But if a woman have long hair, it is a glory to her: for her hair is given her for a covering.” Now Mr. Welch would read the verse as saying that a woman’s hair is the covering, but it says that her hair is a covering. I have already shown that there are two: one is the “artificial covering” and the other is the natural covering. Let us notice once again the original.

The covering of 1 Corinthians 11:5, 6, and 13 is from the Greek word kalumma which is the corresponding noun for the Greek verbs katakalupto, akatakaluptos and ou katakalupto. But in verse 15 the covering is from the Greek word peribolaion. The peribolaion (covering) of verse 15 cannot be the covering of verses 5, 6 and 13, because the Greek verb katakalupto cannot be correctly used with the Greek noun peribolaion. I challenge Mr. Welch to show me where this is wrong! Will you at least try to deal with this argument, Mr. Welch???

Mr. Welch states: “You don’t see any young man with a veil on his head as a sign that he ‘digs’ rebellion… I ask this again: In all of the rebellion that is being displayed in this land today among the young men, do you see men and women wearing veils on their heads or long hair?” Mr. Welch, I see a lot about the young, and old, that I would consider a sign of rebellion. One is men wearing long hair. I also see women dressing like men (wearing pants, etc.) which I believe is a sign of rebellion. I am opposed to filth, dirt, unisex, long hair on men, immodest apparel and rebellion as much as anybody, but our discussion is about the coverings of 1 Corinthians 11. Can you offer any argument to prove that there is only one covering in these verses? If yes, please offer!!!

Mr. Welch states and asks (talking about women who cut their hair off), “I have cut my glory off that you gave me and put on one that I made myself,’ and then prays and prophesies in the presence of God; do you think that God will accept that woman?” No! Neither will God accept her if she says, “I have let my hair grow 10 feet long, but I am not going to cover my head when I pray.”

Again Mr. Welch says, “We do not find in this chapter where God said wear a veil and cut your hair.” I agree!!! Neither do we find a verse that says to have long hair and throw away your veils! Do we, Mr. Welch? But then neither do we find an argument to help Mr. Welch’s position!

Mr. Welch can ask the most amusing questions. He asks, “Find a verse in this chapter that says that if a woman doesn’t have on a veil she is uncovered and if a man has on a veil he is covered.” Mr. Welch wants me to affirm again! I thought you were in the affirmative, Mr. Welch? Nevertheless I will answer, but I will give three verses! First, I want to go to Mr. Thayer and define something. Thayer’s Greek-English Lexicon of New Testament words says “uncovered” means not covered, unveiled: 1 Cor. 11: 5 and 13. “covered” means to veil or cover one’s self: 1 Cor. 11:6. Are you listening, Mr. Welch? If you are, then in verse 5 when it says, “But every woman praying or prophesying with her head unveiled dishonoreth her head,” it is teaching that if a woman is not veiled (“For if a woman is not veiled…”—verse 6) she is not covered! Also in verse 7 it is stated that “man indeed ought not to have his head veiled…” Therefore, he ought not cover his head! Can I help you further, Mr. Welch? I appreciate Mr. Welch’s questions for they help teach the truth and expose his error.

Not only are Mr. Welch’s questions helpful, but he makes several statements that prove him wrong. He even quoted verses 5 and 6 when he ought to have left them alone. Notice these verses as we quote them supplying his definition of “the covering”:

“For if the woman has her hair bobbed or cut short (is not covered), 

let her also bob or cut short her hair (be shorn).”

Shorn means absolutely of shearing or cutting short the hair of the head (Thayer). I am surprised at Mr. Welch not replying to this before! Mr. Welch, can’t you see the absurdity of such a rendering of this verse? I believe that you can. Why won’t you admit it? How could a woman also be bobbed or cut her hair short if to be bobbed or cut the hair short was the uncovering of verse 6?

Mr. Welch quoted the verses we are studying (as a filler) suggesting that they teach his doctrine. I want to quote some also and insert his erroneous definitions and interpretations so we can see his many errors.

“But I would have you know that the head of every husband is Christ; and the head of every wife is her husband; and the head of Christ is God. Every husband praying or prophesying having long hair dishonoreth Christ. But every wife praying or prophesying with short hair dishonoreth their husbands; for it is one and the same thing as if she were shaven. For if a wife has short hair, let her also cut her hair short: but if it is a shame to a wife to have short hair, let her be veiled. For a husband indeed ought not to have long hair, forasmuch as husbands are the image and glory of God: but the wives are the glory of the husbands … Judge ye in yourselves; is it seemly that a wife pray unto God with short hair? Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if a husband has long hair, it is a dishonor to him? But if a wife has long hair, it is a glory to her: for the wife’s hair is given her for a covering.” (Absurd to say the least, ain’t it, Mr. Welch?)

I will now use my affirmative arguments in the negative with hopes that Mr. Welch will at least try to deal with them.

# 1. The verses deal with men and women. What the woman puts on the man must take off. Thus indicating a man would have to remove his hair if the hair was the only covering in 1 Cor. 11:2-16. [Addition to this argument based upon Mr. Welch’s definition of shorn and shaven: Mr. Welch, if shorn or shaven means to completely cut the hair off, and if a woman is uncovered when this is done, a man would have to shorn or shaven (completely cut off) his hair.]

# 2. Paul specified when a woman was to be covered and a man uncovered. It was when praying or prophesying. He said nothing about when a man was fishing, etc. But hair is a permanent covering.

# 3. The word “also” in verse 6 proves that the hair is not the covering in those verses. “For if a woman has short hair, let her also cut her hair short.”

# 4. We noticed that in verses 4 and 5 that man dishonors his head (Christ) by wearing the “artificial covering,” but in verse 14 he dishonors himself by having long hair. Both are sinful! Also in verses 4 and 5 we see that a woman dishonors her head (man) if she removes the “artificial covering” while praying or prophesying, but in verse 15 we see that having short hair is a shame to her, not her head. Both are sinful, but it shows two coverings!

# 5. I have shown from the original language Paul taught two coverings, for he used two different words. In verses 4, 5, 6, 7 and 13 Paul uses katakalupto and in verse 15 he used peribolaion. I also pointed out that the verbs in verse 15 will not go with the noun in verses 4-7 and 13. I also defined “shorn.”

Questions for Mr. Welch

1. How can a woman have her hair cut off also, if her hair was the covering she did not have on (v. 6)?

2. If the hair is the only covering of 1 Cor. 11, why did Paul command the putting it on or taking it off only when praying or prophesying?

3. Is there any difference in the definitions of the words shorn and shaven? If yes, please explain. Give proof for your definitions!

4. Could an unmarried man pray with long hair?

5. Could an unmarried man have long hair and it be alright in the sight of God?

Now, Mr. Welch, be sure and answer these questions. This is your last chance! Kind reader, watch and see if he does, because a failure to do so will show the weakness of his position!!!
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Welch's Second Affirmative

In affirming that there is only one covering mentioned in the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians, I have given careful attention to this chapter and have found that the scriptures concerning hair for both men and women teach that women should have long hair and men should have short hair. They should do this in obedience to God's word. There is only one covering(hair. It does not teach an artificial covering.

Now, this will be my last affirmative on this subject of the covering or hair of men and women. I would like to carefully go over the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians again, beginning with verse 3, "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." In this chapter the Lord is showing the difference between men and women(the difference in life, the difference in authority, the difference in ruling, and the difference in being ruled by. In verse 4, and I quote, "Every man praying or prophesying, having his head covered, dishonoureth his head." In this verse we learn that a man is not to have the appearance of a woman when he comes before God to pray or prophesy. Since he is not to appear as a woman in praying or prophesying, he is not to appear as a woman in life. When God created Adam and Eve, God told Eve, "Thy husband shall rule over thee." Since that is God's plan, then it is wrong for a man to appear as a woman in dress or in hair, and it is wrong for a woman to appear as a man. Then he comes on down speaking of a woman in verse 5, "But every woman that prayeth or prophesieth with her head uncovered dishonoureth her head: for that is even all one as if she were shaven." We will find in this chapter the exact thing that God gave and taught concerning what the covering is. 

In verse 6 are the words that Mr. Falls and I differ upon. He takes one position; I take another. I read, “For if the woman be not covered, let her also be shorn: but if it be a shame for a woman to be shorn or shaven, let her be covered.” Now since we find in this chapter that a woman’s hair is given her for a covering, then if she would bob her hair or cut it, it would take away the appearance of her being a woman with long hair—she might as well be shaven or shorn, because bobbed hair would not be the covering that God had ordained that she have. Now Mr. Falls believes that the covering here was some kind of a covering that people made, such as a veil. Of course, I don’t believe that; Mr. Falls believes that—that is, he says he doesn’t—a woman should cut her hair. In my course of dealing with women that wanted to use veils to cover their heads in church worship, I have found many, many women who would not wear long hair, but would want to bob their hair or cut their hair and then put a veil on and go to church to attend church worship. This is found frequently among the Catholic people because the Catholic women do cut their hair. Some of them cut their hair and then put a veil or handkerchief or any kind of a little piece of cloth on their head and then appease themselves in going into the Catholic church to confession or to worship. I am asking this question, and of course Mr. Falls can answer it if he wishes to: “Among the women that he preaches to, do any of these women cut their hair (wear it bobbed in any form) and does he allow that in the church where he preaches?” If they put a veil on their head, would he feel that they were justified in worshipping God with a veil on their head if they had bobbed hair or had cut their hair? Now if not, then my contention is this: if a woman was created to be different from a man, and God Himself gave her long hair as a proof of her submission to her husband and as a covering, if she has that, then why command her to wear something else that God did not ordain that she should wear? This chapter is strong in supporting my position. 

As we go into verse 7, “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.” I take the same argument here about the man that I did about the woman only in the man’s position. If there is some artificial covering that God has ordained that women wear and men are not to wear, then the same thing would be asked: “Could a man have long hair (like many men have today) and be justified as long as he did not wear a veil on his head when he came to worship in the church? One makes as much sense as the other. And if a man would have long hair like a woman, and then God had something else in mind as a covering, and the man did not have this artificial covering, or veil, or handkerchief, could he stand before God and worship justified as long as he had not used an artificial covering to cover his head—even though he had long hair? In verse 7, as I have just quoted, it said, “Man should not cover his head forasmuch as he is the image and glory of God.” But the woman, it says, is the glory of the man. In verse 10, and this is in favor with my position, “For this cause ought the woman to have power on her head because of the angels.” The power upon her head would be that she would be submissive by being a woman—like the angels are subject to God. She should be in subjection to her own husband, since she had every appearance of a woman which would be, of course, modest dress and long hair. God ordained hair for her covering, which you take examples for instance in the Bible that prove this. One time a woman came to Christ and washed His feet with her tears from her eyes and dried His feet with the hair from her head. There just isn’t a word said here about this woman having any kind of veil on her head. I think that any reasonable person that wants to see the truth would readily understand that if this woman had had a veil on her head that she would have used that veil and could have used that veil a whole lot easier than she could have dried the Master’s feet with the hair of her head. Now as she knelt down before Him and washed His feet with the tears from her eyes, and then took the long hair that she had for a covering and dried his feet with that hair, she was again showing perfect submission as a woman. 

You remember John the Baptist told Jesus that he was not worthy to stoop down and unloose His shoes. He meant by that that Christ with His own footsteps and His own feet was to make the way and the footprints that all mankind should follow. As one writer said, “For even hereunto were ye called: because Christ also suffered for us, leaving us an example, that ye should follow his steps: Who did no sin, neither was guile found in his mouth” (1 Peter 2:21-22). So it is just a reasonable thing to ask Mr. Falls if this woman had had a veil on her head. Like I have already stated, it would have been absolutely unnecessary for her to go down and put her head close to the ground to take the long hair, her covering, a sign of her subjection, a sign of her obedience, and dry His feet with her hair off her head. I quote this again: “For this cause ought the woman to have power on her head because of the angels.” That power is her long hair and not a veil or a handkerchief because she did not dry His feet with any kind of veil or handkerchief. She dried His feet with the hair of her head. She bowed at His feet in submission and it was a sign of her recognizing that she was a woman and did not usurp authority over the man or over Christ. “For this cause ought the woman to have power on her head because of the angels.”

Now we deal with verse 12: “For as the woman is of the man, even so is the man also by the woman; but all things of God.” Now verse 13 on down explains in no uncertain terms as to exactly what this covering is. I don’t see how Mr. Falls can even argue against it. I think that the man has just got this idea in his mind and perhaps teaches it where he preaches. I don’t think that all the people that claim to belong to the church that he belongs to believes what he believes about this. I have debated with Church of Christ people for years, and outside of the group that was up in Cullman, Alabama, I have never noticed any people that belong to what they call the Church of Christ (of course, it is not the church of Christ, they just call it that), I have never noticed but very few that ever wore a veil on their head. Evidently, they don’t agree on it. 

Let us notice down in verse 13 as we come down to the meat of this subject: “Judge in yourselves: is it comely that a woman pray unto God uncovered?” We are coming down to the exact facts as to what the covering is. There is no way to get around it. It is the only thing mentioned in this chapter as a covering. God Himself is the author of this chapter. 

In verse 14, “Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if a man have long hair, it is a shame unto him?” For a man to stand in God’s presence with long hair like a woman—that is a shame, and he didn’t need to be minus a veil on his head for God to condemn him. He is not condemning him or saying anything about a veil being on his head. He is condemning him because he has long hair on his head! That is what I’m talking about—“Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if a man have long hair it is a shame unto him?” It didn’t say a word about his having a veil on his head. I want Mr. Falls to read this right close and see if he can find anything here that even looks like a veil to make this mean “condemned before God.” He won’t find it. He will find that long hair on his head makes him an object of condemnation before God Almighty. That is all there is to it—hair! As I have contended all the way through this discussion, the object of condemnation is his long hair. This is my last speech, and Mr. Falls hasn’t done anything with his position, and he won’t do it because he has no argument.

Now let us come to verse 15, “But if a woman have long hair, it is a glory to her: for her hair is given her for a covering.” Now this didn’t say a thing in the world about her having a veil. The Bible didn’t mention a veil being given her for a covering. It said, and always has said and always will say, that her hair—long hair—is given to her for a covering. I want to say again that if a woman comes in the presence of God with bobbed or short hair, she is condemned. If she puts a veil on her head or a handkerchief to try to use as a substitute, she still stands condemned; and that veil or handkerchief will not suffice. It must be what God Himself has given and what God said. Women that I have noticed going to churches (of course, not our churches or the churches that my brethren and I belong to, which is the church of our Lord), but I have noticed women attending churches of various creeds and denominations, and also the denomination which Mr. Falls belongs to (he’s not going to like that!) coming into an assembly with a piece of cloth on their head. Not long ago I met a Catholic woman who had her head bobbed with a handkerchief tied on her head. I asked her if she had been to mass; she said yes. She wore that handkerchief into the Catholic church and tried to appease her conscience, even though she had cut her covering and glory off, which was her long hair. 

I notice many women today in different denominations and church creeds that bob or cut their covering and glory that God gave them off. Some of them try to justify themselves by using an artificial or a man-made cloth or a woman-made cloth covering. It does remind me of Adam and Eve in the Garden of Eden after they had sinned, and they knew they were uncovered. They made themselves a home-made, man-made covering out of fig leaves. They tried to get by God with it. The Bible says that they heard the voice of the Lord, and He called to them and said, “Adam, where art thou?” They were afraid when they heard His voice, because they knew they had done wrong. So God turned down their man-made covering and spilled blood to get an animal’s skin. An animal that had life had to die to make a covering for Adam and Eve. Christ died, shed His blood, to buy the New Testament; and His blood is woven into every word of the New Testament and the New Testament teachings. 

I have clearly shown in my affirmative speeches that there is nothing mentioned by God in the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians as a covering for a woman’s head but hair. I am glad to take the position that I am taking because I feel confident that from the very beginning of time that God made a difference in men and women.

He first formed Adam, then from the man He took a rib and made him a wife or a help meet and gave her instructions that she could not usurp authority over the man, or her husband. He taught her to be different from man, and she is. First she is a weaker vessel; second she is feminine; third she is not a man. Even though in her mind she might want to be—she might want to wear men’s clothes, but she shouldn’t do it. She might want to get her hair cut, but she shouldn’t do it. She is commanded by God to dress modestly. 1 Peter 3:5, “For after this manner in the old time the holy women also, who trusted in God, adorned themselves, being in subjection to their own husbands.” She is also given instructions to be a mother, to bear children, to rear the house, and to give no occasion for anyone to be talked about in her family. SO the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians is only explaining, in perfect harmony with all the other teachings, about the difference in men and women, the difference in their places in life, and the difference in how they are commanded to be in subjection—how and to whom. So I will say that a woman must dress like a woman in modest apparel—not tight fitting garments like a man or short dresses to expose her body, or short hair to cut off her glory. I think the Pentecostal women (we will call them that) that belong to the church that the apostles belonged to and the church that my brethren and I belong to, are the best Bible motivated and taught and produced women in the world today. They have long hair to cover their heads; they have long dresses to cover their bodies; they do not use rouge or lipstick, and they don’t make their eyes look like a hoot owls’ eyes with all that black paint. So I want to say that I am proud to be a minister of godly men and with godly women who preach the exact doctrine that the apostles of our Lord preached and taught, and it produces people just like it did in their day. Modest dressed women with long hair as a covering, and modest dressed men with short hair and no head covering are produced. We feel that it is a great honor to be a member of this church that these people belong to, which is known as the United Pentecostal Church. All of our brethren teach the women in their churches that they must have a covering—which is long hair. They teach the men that they must not have that covering. They teach the women in the churches to have their dresses where they are modest and wear them like that. They teach them not to wear men’s clothes but to wear modest apparel that is feminine. They teach the men not to have long hair neither wear dresses. When you see us in a group, and I say this without any reservation, you will see one of the most godly bunch of men and women that you will ever see in this age, 1972 in which we are living. So I close my argument again to say that the 11th chapter of 1 Corinthians does not teach but one covering, and that covering is hair—that is all it deals with!

( ( (
Falls' Second Negative

It is good to continue this discussion with Mr. Welch. I have enjoyed the discussion and am looking forward to seeing it in print shortly. I hope that it will do much good in teaching the truth. Let me say before I continue the discussion that I appreciate Mr. Welch's attitude and his willingness to discuss what the scriptures teach. I find that he is a likable man and I certainly find no pleasure in differing with him as to what the scriptures teach. But since we do differ, and since he does teach error, I will expose that error!

Mr. Welch again says a lot that I agree with and have agreed with throughout the discussion. I will not spend my time in the last article going over that same material since we do agree, but I will reply to everything else.

In his last article Mr. Welch stated: "I am asking this question, and of course Mr. Falls can answer it if he wishes to."  Of course, of all the questions that I have asked Mr. Welch, he wished not to!  I wonder why? In my last article, at the conclusion of my questions for Mr. Welch, I stated, "Now Mr. Welch be sure and answer these questions. This is your last chance! Kind reader, watch and see if he does, because a failure to do so will show the weakness of his position!!!" Now he completely avoided answering, or even mentioning any of them. If Mr. Welch was interested in the truth on this subject, he would have dealt with each question knowing that if he was wrong it could be pointed out to him so he could accept the truth. I want to go over my questions to Mr. Welch that I asked, but before I do, I will look at what he had to say in his last article.

First, let me look at the questions Mr. Welch asked me (one being the one he suggested I could answer if I wanted to). Mr. Welch asked, "Among the women that he preaches to, do any of these women cut their hair and does he allow that in the church where he preaches?" Certainly, Mr. Welch, some of the ones that I preach to have their hair cut short. As for me "allowing it," I can only preach the truth and hope that they will see the error of their way. But let me ask Mr. Welch a question: Among the women that you preach to, do any of them cut their hair short? Rule their husbands? Smoke? Curse? etc.? And do you allow it, Mr. Welch? Did all the women where Paul preached have long hair? If yes, then why did Paul have to teach on it? Mr. Welch also made this statement: "I don't think that all the people that claim to belong to the church that he belongs to believes what he believes about this." Well that proves that I am wrong about the covering, doesn't it, Mr. Welch?  Mr. Welch, do you and all of the members of the United Pentecostal Church believe the same?  Now careful, Mr. Welch. I know better! Really, Mr. Welch, this does not prove that either of us are wrong. It only proves that we must go to God's word to find the truth. This is what I signed to discuss: what the Scriptures teach! So you see, Mr. Welch, prejudice will get you nowhere!

Another question Mr. Welch asked was: "If they put a veil on their head, would he feel that they were justified in worshipping God with a veil on their head if they had bobbed hair or had cut their hair?" A similar question he asked was: "Could a man have long hair and be justified as long as he did not wear a veil on his head when he came to worship in the church?" How many times do I have to answer these questions? I have spent a great deal of my time answering these and showing that Mr. Welch was misrepresenting me on them. No, no, no, Mr. Welch, a woman must have "long hair" all the time and a man must have short hair all the time! A woman is also to cover her head with an "artificial covering" when praying and a man is not to cover his. A woman could not have short hair and please God even if she covered her head with an "artificial" covering. But neither could she please God if she had long hair and refused to cover her head with an "artificial" covering while praying. The same is true of the man in reverse. This makes the umpteenth time that I have answered this question, and Mr. Welch has yet to look at my replies.

Mr. Welch stated: "One time a woman came to Christ and washed His feet with her tears from her eyes and dried His feet with the hair from her head. There just isn't a word said here about the woman having any kind of veil on her head. I think that any reasonable person that wants to see the truth would readily understand that if this woman had had a veil on her head that she would have used that veil and could have used that veil a whole lot easier than she could have dried the Master's feet with the hair of her head." Mr. Welch is no longer amusing, he is silly! Mr. Welch, 1 Cor. 11:2-16 teaches that a woman is to cover her head with an "artificial" covering when "praying or prophesying." Since she was neither "praying nor prophesying," she was not required to wear an "artificial" covering!!! Secondly, this was before the law of Christ went into effect; therefore, they were still living under the law of Moses, and it did not teach that women were to cover their heads when praying or prophesying!!! Mr. Welch, I am absolutely disappointed with your reasoning (?) about this woman. I really believe you know better.

Mr. Welch really got hung up on the United Pentecostal Church. He said, "Of course not our churches or the churches that my brethren and I belong to, which is the church of our Lord." Mr. Welch was right in the first part of his statement, the churches that he belongs to are "their churches," not the Lord's. That is why they call it the United Pentecostal Church. Mr. Welch said, "These people belong to what is known as the United Pentecostal Church." You cannot read about the United Pentecostal Church in the Bible, can you, Mr. Welch? But Mr. Welch will have plenty of time to try and find it for us, for he and I are engaged in a written discussion dealing with the church to which I belong and the Church of which he is a member. So we will just let it ride for now.

In Mr. Welch's last article he quoted verse 15, "But if a woman have long hair, it is a glory to her: for her hair is given her for a covering," and stated, "Now this didn't say a thing in the world about her having a veil." Mr. Welch assumes that since verse 15 says nothing of an "artificial" covering, then the scriptures do not teach one. With the same kind of reasoning I can quote John 8:24, "For except ye believe that I am he, ye shall die in your sins," and conclude that since it does not mention water baptism that the scriptures do not teach water baptism. But Mr. Welch and I know that other verses teach water baptism. The same is true of 1 Cor. 11:15. True, this teaches that a woman ought to have long hair, but if you will also read, in the same context, 1 Cor. 11:3-13, you will see that the scriptures also teach an "artificial" covering that women are to wear when praying!

Let me now go back and deal with the questions I asked Mr. Welch in my last article (some of which I have asked in every article that I have written). I will ask the questions again and show why I asked them, and why Mr. Welch refused to deal with them.

1. How can a woman have her hair cut off ALSO, if her hair was the COVERING she did not have on (v. 6)? 

Mr. Welch refused to answer this question throughout the debate. I think the reader can see why. The question is plain and proves Mr. Welch completely wrong! Notice that according to Mr. Welch a woman is not covered when her hair is cut short. Therefore, a woman cannot cut her hair also, if it is already cut short. This proves beyond a shadow of a doubt that 1 Cor. 11:2-16 teaches two coverings: long hair (verse 15) that a woman is to have all the time, and an "artificial" covering that she is to have when praying. Mr. Welch knows this, and that is why he would not deal with it.

2. If the hair is the ONLY covering of 1 Cor. 11, why did Paul command the putting it on or taking it off ONLY when praying or prophesying?  

Again Mr. Welch refused throughout the discussion to deal with this question. He knows that it would be foolish to tell a woman to cover her head with "long hair" when praying or prophesying and for a man to remove his "long hair" when doing the same. If the hair was the only covering, Paul would have told women to have "long hair" all the time and men to have "short hair" all the time. He would not have said to cover the head with long hair when praying or prophesying. Mr. Welch knew this, didn't you, Mr. Welch?

3. Is there any difference in the definitions of the words SHORN and SHAVEN? If YES, please explain. Give proof for your definitions! 

I asked this because Mr. Welch asserted (he did not prove) that the words meant the same. I gave him the definitions of the words both from the dictionary and the scriptures themselves. He still asserted that they were the same so I gave him the chance to prove it. He chose to observe the passover rather than get caught in his own trap. Mr. Welch knows that if shorn means to cut short the hair of the head, and it does as has been proven, that 1 Cor. 11:6 proves beyond a shadow of doubt two coverings.

While we are on this, I want to look at some other things Mr. Welch had to say in his last article that is further proof of his error. Mr. Welch stated, "I want to say again that if a woman in the presence of God with bobbed or short hair, she is condemned." Now notice that he said "bobbed or short hair." Mr. Welch needs to use his dictionary occasionally. Bobbed means to cut short (hair, tail, etc.)--Webster's New World Dictionary, page 162. Now since bobbed means to cut short the hair,  Mr. Welch is saying, "... if a woman comes in the presence of God with her hair cut short (bobbed) or short hair, she is condemned." Confusion twice confounded! Mr. Welch, use your dictionary!

In another place Mr. Welch said, "If she would bob her hair or cut it, it would take away the appearance of her being a woman with long hair—she might as well be shaven or shorn because bobbed hair would not be the covering that God had ordained that she have." Remember that shorn means cutting short the hair of the head (Thayer). Now defining the words, let's look at what Mr. Welch had to say: "She might as well be shaven or cut short (shorn) her hair because hair cut short (bobbed hair) would not be the covering that God had ordained ..."  Mr. Welch has destroyed his own theory. He proves the hair cannot be both coverings under consideration because the language would be absurd! Thank you, Mr. Welch!

4. Could an unmarried man pray with long hair?

5. Could an unmarried man have long hair and it be alright in the sight of God? 

I ask these two questions because Mr. Welch seems to believe that 1 Cor. 11:2-16 is speaking to husband and wife. But I think he knows better, don't you, Mr. Welch? Mr. Welch could not possibly answer these two questions without giving up his position that it is talking about married people. Notice that if he had answered yes to both questions, he would be saying that a man without a wife could have his hair long, and it would be right in the sight of God. Mr. Welch could no longer preach against single men with "long hair"! Mr. Welch knew he could not answer yes! But notice his position with a no answer to both questions. Either he would have to find another verse in the Bible that teaches against single men having "long hair" or admit that 1 Cor. 11:2-16 applies to both married and single. All of this proves that Mr. Welch just doesn't know what he teaches, and he does not have the truth! I believe he now knows it, and I am sure that every honest person that reads this debate can see his error.

In Mr. Welch's first affirmative article he asked me to "find a verse in this chapter that says that if a woman doesn't have on a veil she is uncovered and if a man has on a veil he is covered." I want to repeat my answer and remind Mr. Welch that this was a major point in this discussion, and Mr. Welch completely dodged my argument. He knew that he could not touch it. He now knows that I am right on 1 Cor. 11:2-16. My answer again, "Thayer's Greek-English Lexicon of New Testament words says, 'uncovered' means not covered, unveiled (1 Cor. 11:5 and 13). 'Covered' means to veil or cover one's self  (1 Cor. 11:6). In verse 5 when it says, 'But every woman praying or prophesying with her head unveiled dishonoreth her head,' it is teaching that if a woman is not veiled she is not covered. Also see verse 6, 'For if a woman is not veiled ...' Also in verse 7 it is stated that 'man indeed ought not to have his head veiled ...' Therefore he ought not cover his head." Mr. Welch got the verses he asked for, didn't you, Mr. Welch?

Briefly now I want to go over my arguments that have proved in this discussion that two coverings are under consideration: 1) long hair (v. 14-15), that women are to have all the time and men are never to have; 2) an "artificial" covering that "every woman" is to cover her head with while praying and "every man" is not to have on his head while praying (v. 2-13).

# 1. The verses deal with men and women. What the woman puts on the man must take off. Thus indicating a man would have to remove his hair if the hair was the only covering in 1 Cor. 11:2-16.

Addition to this argument based upon Mr. Welch's definition of shorn and shaven: Mr. Welch, if shorn or shaven means to completely cut the hair off, and if a woman is uncovered when this is done, a man would have to shear or shave (completely cut off) his hair. What did Mr. Welch ever say about it?

# 2. Paul specified when a woman was to be covered and a man uncovered. It was when praying or prophesying. He said nothing about when a man was fishing, etc. But hair is a permanent covering. What did Mr. Welch ever say about it?

# 3. The word "also" in verse 6 proves that the hair is not the covering in those verses. "For if a woman has short hair, let her also cut her hair short." What did Mr. Welch ever say about it?

# 4. We noticed that in verses 4 and 5 that man dishonors his head (Christ) by wearing the "artificial covering." But in verse 14 he dishonors himself by having long hair. Both are sinful! Also in verses 4 and 5 we see that a woman dishonors her head (man) if she removes the "artificial covering" while praying or prophesying, but in verse 15 we see that having short hair is a shame to her, not her head. Both are sinful, but it shows two coverings! What did Mr. Welch ever say about it?

# 5. I have shown from the original language Paul taught two coverings, for he used two different words. In verses 4, 5, 6, 7 and 13 Paul used katakalupto and in verse 15 he used peribolaion. I also pointed out that the verbs in verse 15 will not go with the noun in verses 4-7 and 13. I also defined "shorn."  What did Mr. Welch ever say about it? In fact, what did Mr. Welch have to say about anything I said?  Be honest now!
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