Davis second Rebuttal
                                                
 

First I want to talk about some things Pat said in his last speech.
Pat got all upset because I didn’t follow the rules of debate and answer all his arguments. 
Well, Pat,  you didn’t follow the rules yourself because the one in the affirmative has the obligation to define the proposition in his opening speech , which you  failed to do. So what is good for the goose is good for the gander. Also, the rule is that the negative speaker can’t bring anything up unless the affirmative has already said something about it.
 
Then Pat got mad and said I was the one bringing up all these side issues like the fellowship thing. Well, actually,  I didn’t bring that up,  you did by calling Jessie Jenkins a brother. I was just responding to that. 
 
What Pat's real position should be, “A wife when outside the assemble must have an artificial covering wile praying or teaching,"  Because:
1. The KJV mistranslated and better translations of verse 5 have wife in there. 

2. Women are not to speak in worship so they can’t pray or prophesy in church any way.
Now,  let’s look at some of Pats arguments.
  
Pat asked me, “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.”
 

Well Pat, if you have the truth on this, then the following can’t happen:
 

1. A young boy at school can not pray while he has a book on his head when there is a tornado coming. 
2. A girl can not pray to God while being raped if she has no hat on.
 

Now Pat has some good kids with whom I have had the pleasure to meet. I ask you Pat,  if one of your children are in one of these positions, can they pray to God for help or will they have sinned and burn in hell if they do so? I truly believe God would not call this a sin , for this is not what Paul was talking about!
 

3. A soldier can’t pray to God if he is shot bleeding to death and can’t take his helmet of because he has no arms.
      4. A women can’t pray to God if she is drowning in a pool with no hat on.
      5. A construction worker can’t pray to God if he is trapped and can’t take his helmet off.
The list goes on and on.
 

Pat,  did you know there were men in the New Testament who prayed with a head covering?
1. Jesus, in Mark.15:17 the Bible says, " And they clothed him in a purple cloak, and twisting together a crown of thorns, they put it on him."  In  Mark 15:34 the Bible says, " And at the ninth hour Jesus cried with a loud voice, "Eloi, Eloi, lema sabachthani?" which means, "My God, my God, why have you forsaken me?" 
 According to Pat,  Jesus had sinned and would be condemned to Hell unless he repented but, as we know that didn’t happen,  so what about Jesus Pat?
 

2. Cornelius, in Acts 10:1 the Bible says,  "At Caesarea there was a man named Cornelius, a centurion of what was known as the Italian Cohort."  In verse 2, "a devout man who feared God with all his household, gave alms generously to the people, and prayed continually to God. " Because
             he was a centurion soldier he had to wear a helmet and he prayed constantly,  so was he sinning Pat?
 
Pat also got  mad because I didn’t answer his illustration so let me answer it now.
                                                Praying or Prophesying
It Just Doesn't Make Any Sense
 
Do The Following Make Sense?                                                                                              Yes      No
	Ethel, be sure to wear a red dress, while at the Alabama football game.
	X
	 

	Ethel, be sure to be skinny, while at the Alabama football game.
	X
	 

	Bobby, be sure to eat dinner, while at Granddaddy's house on Saturday
	X
	 

	Bobby, be sure to be (physically) tall, while at Granddaddy's house on Saturday.
	X
	 

	Karen, be sure to be covered, with a hood, while outside riding your bike.
	X
	 

	Karen, be sure to have long hair, while outside riding your bike.
	X
	 

	Lucy, be sure to be covered, with a veil, while praying.
	X
	 

	Lucy, be sure to have long hair, while praying.
	X
	 


Now let us look at all of his illustrations. 
1. Ethel, be sure to wear a red dress while at the Alabama football game. Yes, this can make sense. 

2.  Ethel, be sure to be skinny  while at the Alabama football game. Yes, this can make sense too, because if she is skinny at the foot ball game she can get through the crowd easier! 
3. Bobby, be sure to eat dinner  while at Granddaddy's house on Saturday. Yes, this can make sense. 

4. Bobby, be sure to be (physically) tall  while at Granddaddy's house on Saturday. Yes, this could make since because his grandfather might need a light bulb changed in his house and he can’t reach it. 

5. Karen, be sure to be covered with a hood  while outside riding your bike. Yes,  this can make sense. 

6. Karen, be sure to have long hair  while outside riding your bike. Yes,  this can make sense because her head might get cold if she has short hair. 

7. Lucy, be sure to be covered with a veil while praying. Yes,  this can make sense. 

8. Lucy, be sure to  have long hair while praying. Yes,  this can make sense.
All of these can make sense in their own context, but Pat just put them out there with out any context.
Now Pat tries to say if we put long hair here it would not make any sense, but having people dunked in water to be saved doesn’t make any sense to me. So does this mean it is not part of Gods law? There are lots of things in the Bible that don’t make sense but they are still part of the Bible.
 

All Pat has done with his illustration is show that a text without a context is a pretext!!!
 

Now, in the last part of my speech I want to deal with a very vital word in this debate and that is "anti" (verse 15).
Pat gave the following definitions as proof that "anti" doesn’t mean "instead of" in verse 15,  so I want to deal with them.
         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 ...)
The quotes he got form Thayer and Arndt and Gingrich are just their comments not there definitions. As for A.T. Robertson in his Word Pictures he says it must mean in answering to and in his Greek Grammar he says it must be instead of so he is just as confused as Pat is on what the word means. I also find it interesting that Pat puts so much weight in what Robertson’s Word Pictures. I wonder Pat do you agree with Robertson’s on Acts 2:38? “My view is decidedly against the idea that Peter, Paul, or any one in the New Testament taught baptism as essential to the remission of sins or the means of securing such remission. So I understand Peter to be urging baptism on each of them who had already turned (repented) and for it to be done in the name of Jesus Christ on the basis of the forgiveness of sins which they had already received.”
 

You need to watch out  who you quote and what parts you quote,  Pat.
 
Thank You, Myles Davis
