I Corinthians 11:2-16 Requires An Artificial Covering
Patrick Donahue’s Fourth Affirmative

In his third negative article, our brother Myles Davis returns to his emotional arguments by saying it is okay to use emotion if you have the truth.  But Myles’ arguments are parallel to the Baptists’ arguments that are all emotion and human reasoning with no scripture.  For example, what is the difference between Myles’ argument asking about a dying soldier who can’t pray with a helmet on and the Baptist argument asking about a dying soldier in the desert where there is no water for baptism available?  There is absolutely no difference!  Neither argument is based upon a Bible verse.  Hypothetical situations never prove anything; the scriptures are our only authority (II Timothy 3:16-17).
Myles says Jesus would have had a crown (covering) on when he died, but it is a simple matter to point out that Jesus wouldn’t have been praying when he was dead, and besides, the new covenant didn’t go into effect until “after” Jesus was dead (Hebrews 9:17), most likely on the first day of Pentecost after Jesus’ resurrection (Luke 24:47).  Myles’ reasoning here is incorrect for precisely the same reason the Baptists’ reasoning is incorrect when they claim the thief on the cross proves one doesn’t have to be baptized to be saved.  Again we ask, why would Myles make an argument in this debate that he himself believes is unsound when denominational preachers make it?
Myles asks if I Timothy 2:8 teaches a man should pray even at a construction site with a helmet on.  My answer is – he should pray at the construction site, after taking off his helmet.  I Timothy 2:8 and I Corinthians 11:4 do not contradict each other; they both should be obeyed.  Evidently Myles thinks you should ignore one to obey the other.

Myles claims he can tell from the Hebrew that Haman’s covering in Esther 6:12 was artificial, but the Septuagint (Greek) word for “covered” here is the same basic word as the word for “covered” in I Corinthians 11:6.  So according to Myles’ reasoning on this, the same word should prove the woman’s covering of I Corinthians 11:6 is artificial also.  But I won’t use Myles’ admission to my advantage here.  The definition of the original word doesn’t tell us what kind of covering is in view in Esther 6:12.  Either a veil or long hair would “cover” Haman’s head.  However the unbiased reader of even the English knows Haman’s covering was artificial because it was put on for an “occasion,”, and this doesn’t match up with long hair, which is either on or off permanently.  It doesn’t make sense to tell a woman to have long hair when she prays any more than it makes sense to conclude that Haman would have long hair when mourning.  The reasoning is identical in both cases – therefore both coverings must be artificial. 
This argument is underscored by two questions Myles has failed to answer in any of his articles thus far:
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.
Repeating for the fourth time without response, 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 even 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 include those phrases if don’t contribute to the meaning of the passage? 
For the fourth 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 difference indicates the covering of verse 5 is not the long hair of verse 15.  Perhaps Myles will respond to this argument next time.

It is true all the negative has to do is show another reasonable possibility other than the affirmative’s contention, but if the negative’s possibility is dependent upon the word “anti” always meaning “instead of,” then if “anti” has other meanings, the negative’s “possibility” is ruled out from being possible.  The woman’s hair (which is permanent) is given “for” a peribolaion covering.  The hair is not given for the katakalupto covering that is required by verse 5 while a woman is praying (temporary).
Myles says long hair covers “down” (kata) better than short hair does, but “kata” doesn’t necessarily mean “down.”  “Katakalupto” is used in the Septuagint version of Numbers 22:5 to say that “people … cover the face of the earth.”  Does that mean the people hung down from the earth?  Besides, responding to my argument by saying “kata” means “down” ignores the fact the text says the covering is to cover the head.  Hanging down from the head does not cover the head any more than not hanging down does.  Notice what Thayer has to say about “kata” – “In composition kata denotes … an abundance of that with which a thing is … covered up.”  So the prefix “kata” serves to intensify the word “kalupto” and most likely carries the idea of “completely.”  The katakalupto covering should completely cover the woman’s head, and my wife’s long hair does not do that any better than my short hair does.  Therefore we conclude the katakalupto covering cannot be the hair.

Next Myles states he “looked up peribolaion two times” and neither time does it refer to hair.  But you don’t get the meaning of a word from just two occurrences.  On the other hand, a form of “katakalupto” refers to a covering of cloth or fabric 88 times in the Greek Bible, but not once does it refer to a covering of hair.  Isn’t that strong indication the reader of the Bible in the Greek language would have thought artificial covering (not hair) when he read I Corinthians 11:5ff?

Leviticus 13:45 reads:  “And the leper in whom the plague is, his clothes shall be rent, and his head bare, and he shall put a covering upon his upper lip, and shall cry, Unclean, unclean.”  I suppose Myles believes the leper was supposed to grow a mustache?
I Corinthians 11:2-16 requires two coverings for the woman – the katakalupto covering when praying or prophesying, and the peribolaion covering at all times.  Why is that so hard?
