I Corinthians 11:2-16 Requires An Artificial Covering
Patrick Donahue’s Third Affirmative
In his second negative article, my friend Myles Davis says I Corinthians 11:5 should have been translated “wife” instead of “woman,” claiming my position should be that only wives must be covered.  I don’t think Myles thought through his point very well, because if he is right, then Jesus is only the head of husbands not single men (verse 3), it is only a shame for a wife (not single women) to be shorn or shaven (verse 6), it is only a shame for a husband to have long hair but single men may have long hair (verse 14), and a man is born of his wife instead of his mother (verse 12).  No, “man” and “woman” are good translations in I Corinthians 11:2-16, and so all women should be covered when they pray.
In connection with that, Myles said my position should be that woman only have to be covered outside the assembly, because they don’t pray or prophesy in the assembly.  But Myles knows, as do all the readers, that a woman does pray in the assembly silently – the words being selected for her prayer by the male leader.  So a woman should be covered in the assembly or out, just whenever she prays.
I had asked Myles if he prayed with a hat on.  Instead of answering the question, he brought up some hypothetical / emotional situations that he felt reflected on my position.  This is identical to a Baptist trying to prove water baptism is not necessary to salvation by bringing up the case of the believer who dies on the way to the baptistery.  Myles knows these type arguments are invalid when debating the Baptists.  So we wonder why he makes similar arguments when debating the covering question?  Is it because he doesn’t have any scriptural arguments to sustain his position?  Now let Myles go back and answer my original question – does he pray with a hat on?  I don’t think he does, therefore admitting by his practice at least that I Corinthians 11:2-16 is still binding today.
Finally Myles makes an argument from the Bible when he brings up the fact that Jesus had a crown of thorns (covering) on when He prayed in Mark 15:17,34.  There are a couple of problems with this argument.  First I doubt the crown of thorns completely (“kata”) covered Jesus’ head as the covering of I Corinthians 11:5 is supposed to.  But even if it did, this example was before the New Testament law went into effect.  The covering requirements of I Corinthians 11:2-16 were not included in the law of Moses.  Myles of course knows better than to use an Old Testament example as New Testament proof.  He knows the Baptists make the same mistake when they bring up the “thief on the cross” to try to prove water baptism is not necessary to salvation today.  Again we ask, why would Myles make an argument he believes is unsound when denominational preachers make it?
Then Myles brings up Cornelius as another example of a man who wore a covering when he prayed.  Cornelius, not being a Christian at this point, would carry no more weight than Lydia carries in observing the Sabbath in Acts 16:13 when she wasn’t a Christian.  Also, it should be obvious to all that if we assume Cornelius had to wear a helmet because he was a centurion, then he probably took off his helmet to sleep or take a shower.  So if Cornelius was trying to follow I Corinthians 11:4 at this time in his life, he would have naturally taken off his helmet to pray.  Arguments from the silence of the scriptures never work Myles.

Myles replies to my “Doesn’t Make Sense” argument by saying a lot of things in the Bible don’t make sense (like getting dunked in water to be saved), but they are still part of the Bible.  I agree with Myles 100% on this point.  However we do use our sense when trying to figure out what God’s word actually says, but once we determine what it says, we must believe and obey it even if it doesn’t make sense to us.  See the difference?  For example, Romans 6:3-5 is one passage we use to prove water baptism is “into Christ,” therefore required for salvation.  Some counter by claiming that Romans 6:3-5 is talking about Holy Spirit baptism.  But we know Romans 6:3-5 is not talking about Holy Spirit baptism because it doesn’t make sense that Holy Spirit baptism is a picture (likeness) of Jesus’ death, burial, and resurrection.  But it makes perfectly good sense that water baptism is a picture of Jesus’ death, burial, and resurrection because water baptism is an immersion/burial down into and out of water.  So we can rule out Romans 6:3-5 referring to Holy Spirit baptism because that wouldn’t make sense within the text.  But once we determine from this passage that water baptism is under consideration and is therefore necessary to salvation, we have to trust God enough to believe and practice that, even if that idea doesn’t make perfectly good sense to us.  It is the same with my argument on the covering here.  It doesn’t make sense to substitute hair for the covering in I Corinthians 11:5, because you can’t put on and take off hair just for the occasion of praying.  But knowing that, and the conclusion it demands that the covering required by the text is a veil, then it is not valid to say that we are not going to wear the veil because we don’t agree with God on the requirement.
This argument was emphasized by two questions that Myles failed to answer in either of his articles:
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.
Myles refers to the definition of “anti” again, but since all I was doing was showing that “anti” can mean “to serve as,” (not that “to serve as” is anti’s only possible meaning), then my response is sustained by the Greek definitions and Bible examples that I gave. 
Since Myles hasn’t respond to it yet, let me repeat my Septuagint argument on the word “katakalupto” for the third time:  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.  Isn’t that strong evidence that “katakalupto” is referring to an artificial covering in I Corinthians 11?
Again repeating for the third time without response yet, 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 even 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 Myles left unanswered again:  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.  So 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.

For the third time 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 this argument next time.

Again still unanswered, let me ask Myles for the third time:  Do you agree with Jesse Jenkins and myself 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.  Instead of just sneezing at I Corinthians 11:2-16, we should obey what it requires.
