I Corinthians 11:2-16 Requires An Artificial Covering
Patrick Donahue’s Second Affirmative
I so appreciate Myles Davis being willing to take part in this Bible study on the woman’s head covering issue.  However, Myles’ article covers a lot of irrelevant matters instead of answering the arguments I set forth proving the covering of I Corinthians 11:5 is artificial.  For example, Myles brings up the fellowship issue.  Myles is a personal friend of mine, and I happen to know he fellowships a number of people he disagrees with on many different Biblical issues (Philippians 3:15-16).  So what does his inconsistency prove?  Only that we should concentrate on the issue in this debate – should a woman wear an artificial covering when she prays today?  I assure Myles that I “truly believe” that women must do so.
Myles begins his argumentation on that issue by showing the Greek word “anti” (translated “for” in I Corinthians 11:15) can mean “instead of.”  I agree with that.  But it can also mean “to serve as.”  Notice the following definitions:
· Thayer - to serve as a covering
· Arndt and Gingrich - hair as a covering
· G.G. Findley ("Expositor's Greek New Testament") - her hair to serve as a hood
· A.T. Robertson ("Word Pictures in the New Testament") - for a covering


(Robertson’s comments - It is not in the place of a veil, but answering to [anti, in the sense of anti in John 1:16], as a permanent endowment ...)
So if “anti” can mean either “instead of” or “to serve as,” how do we know which meaning it carries in I Corinthians 11:15?  Put another way, how do we know if the “katakalupto” covering of verse 5 is an artificial covering or the long hair?  The way we know is the same way my opponent knows that Haman’s covering in Esther 6:12 was an artificial one – because it was used for an occasion.
In connection with Esther 6:12, my first article included a chart entitled “It Just Doesn’t Make Any Sense.”  The point of that chart was that just like it wouldn’t make any sense to tell Ethel to be skinny at the Alabama football game, to tell Bobby to be tall while at his Granddaddy’s house on Saturday, or to tell Karen to have long hair while outside riding her bike, for the same reason, it also doesn’t make any sense to tell Lucy to have long hair while she is praying (I Corinthians 11:5).  The reason none of these commands make sense is because none of the actions required can be done just for the occasion specified.  It isn’t possible for a woman to turn on and off her long hair just for the occasion of praying, which is exactly what I Corinthians 11:5 implies about the covering in dispute in this debate.  This argument conclusively proves the covering of verses 4-13 cannot be the long hair, yet Myles chose not to respond to it.  Perhaps he will in his next article. 
This argument can be summarized by two questions that Myles failed to answer in his article:

1.
Does I Corinthians 11:5 require the “katakalupto” covering while working in the vegetable garden?

2.
Does I Corinthians 11:15 require long hair in the vegetable garden?

The obvious answers being “no” to #1 and “yes” to #2 demonstrate that the “katakalupto” covering of verse 5 is not the long hair of verse 15.
Toward the middle of his article, Myles switches his position to the custom view.  Myles, please tell us exactly what the custom in Corinth was, and give proof for your contention that Paul is only talking about a Corinthian custom.  In verse 16, “such custom” would naturally refer back to the last thing mentioned, i.e., the practice of the contentious man, not the practice Paul is advocating.  So Paul is simply saying all the apostles and churches are united in their stand that the covering is required when women pray or prophesy.
Since Myles didn’t respond to it, let me repeat my Septuagint argument on the word “katakalupto”:  In the New Testament and Greek Old Testament, a form of the word “katakalupto” refers to a covering of cloth or fabric 88 times, but not once does it refer to a covering of hair.  Perhaps this is why Kenneth S. Wuest’s “Expanded Translation Of The Greek New Testament” translates “katakalupto” as “shawl” in verses 5 and 6.
Again from my first article, if long hair is the only covering required by I Corinthians 11, then the phrase “prayeth or prophesieth” in verses 4, 5, and 13 are meaningless.  The long hair only position would be taught equally well by I Corinthians 11:2-16 if the phrases "praying or prophesying" (verse 4), "prayeth or prophesieth" (verse 5), and "pray unto God" (verse 13) were not there.  Please answer this time Myles:  Why would God put those phrases in there if they add absolutely nothing to the meaning of the passage?
Another argument left unanswered:  Myles’ view says the "covered" head of I Corinthians 11:5-6 is Long Hair on the head, and the "uncovered" head is Short Hair on the head.  This is shown to be false by noticing that Short Hair covers the head just as well as Long Hair does.  This is physically self evident.  My Short Hair covers my head just as much as my wife's very Long Hair covers her head.  On the other hand, a veil covers the head, and the absence of a veil does not cover the head.  Long Hair cannot be the covering, because Short Hair covers the head just as much as Long Hair does.  The correct alternative is that the covering of I Corinthians 11:5-6 is a veil.
Notice also the difference between who each covering is to glorify.  Verses 7 and 5 show the “katakalupto” covering is designed to bring glory (and not dishonor) to the man.  But the long hair of verse 15 is designed to give glory to the woman.  This is just another indication the covering of verse 5 is not the long hair of verse 15.  Maybe Myles will choose to respond to the argument next time.
Something that needs to be asked again, if long hair is the only covering required by God, then would it be okay for a man to pray with a hat on?  Perhaps Myles will tell us next time if he prays with a hat on.
Later in his article, Myles asks, “Why would Paul say that not wearing an artificial covering is the same as shaving your head?”  Actually what Paul says is that the uncovered head is “the same as if her head where shaven.”  To exhort his listeners to be honest when filling out their taxes, a preacher might say cheating on your taxes is the same as if you robbed a bank.  He would not be saying that cheating on your taxes and robbing a bank are the same thing; instead he would be saying they are two different things, but both are stealing.  Likewise in I Corinthians 11:5, Paul is saying that being uncovered is different than shaven, but that both bring dishonor; both are wrong.
Myles’ only response to the argument I made based upon Esther 6:12 is to tell us what the Hebrew word for “covered” means.  We both agree the word means to cover,” no problem.  Now let’s hope next time Myles will respond to the argument I made.  Do you agree with Jesse Jenkins and me that the way we can tell Haman’s covering was artificial (and not hair) is “Because having his head covered is associated with mourning.  Therefore, the indication is that the covering was something he put on for the occasion”?  Myles, please answer this yes or no next time.  If your answer is yes, why are you not willing to use that exact same reasoning to understand that the covering of I Corinthians 11:5 must be artificial (and not hair) since it is to be “put on for the occasion”?  Whether Myles will answer this time or not, I am confident the reader can easily see the conclusiveness of the Esther 6:12 argument, and the similar argument I made on Leviticus 13:45.  Since the covering of I Corinthians 11:5 is required for an occasion, it cannot be referring to a permanent covering of long hair.  Therefore an artificial covering is also required.
