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Article 2 – Duncan’s First Negative

THE COVERING ONLY IN THE ASSEMBLY!

(Duncan's First Negative)

Before me is an article “THE COVERING ONLY IN THE ASSEMBLY?” and which it would seem is intended to answer the position that I shall set forth. The “Where is the scripture for that?” evidently intends to convey the idea that no scripture has been advanced, or that any such is misused. It seems that if some were known, then they would be shown to be misused.

I shall use scripture (verses) for my position, so that “What verse proves it?” shall have its answer. Surely no one would take the position that my understanding of a passage involves no scripture, that his is merely what the Bible says!

The paper before me advances one argument: “The fact that women are to be covered when they ‘prophesy’ should tell us that the requirement is not limited to the assemblies.” A few passages are used to show that some early women Christians did prophesy, but that they were forbidden to “speak in the church.” It is then concluded “The conclusion is that ‘praying or prophesying' could not be talking about ‘just the assembly’ because women are not to prophesy in the assembly.” This is underscored. It is the point. The reason he knows that the passage cannot be limited to the assembly is that women cannot prophesy in the assembly! But is he sure? No, he immediately follows with an admission that Col. 3:16 may show “that a woman prophesies in the church when she teaches in song,” by saying “That could possibly be so.” If it couldn’t be so, he would have shown why it couldn’t be. But since it could be, and is, then the insistence “because women are not to prophesy in the assembly” is in error.

My position is based on what the scriptures say. I shall not rely on the fact that almost, if not all, commentaries admit that it is the assemblies that are under consideration, as Adam Clarke observes that “praying or prophesying” denotes “public acts in the worship of God,” and as the Pulpit Commentary says that prophesying “seems to stand, in a very general way, for sharing in religious worship.” Of course, these prove nothing. Nothing, except that they thought that they had some evidence in the scriptures to support their position. What is really important is not what they said, but what the Bible says and upon which they based their position.

And now to the scriptures.

The “now” in the sentence just above denotes a shift in argument. It is like the one in I Cor. 11:2 (and 12:1) from the Greek Udell which indicates such a shift. In I Cor. 11:2 it is from the individual actions to the collective actions of public worship.

The practice of the churches is under consideration. Verse 16 says that “we have no such custom, neither the churches of God.” Paul advocated no such and the churches practiced no such. The custom under consideration in ver​ses 13 through 16 is that of a woman praying to God uncovered. Verse 13 raises the propriety of a woman praying uncovered. Verses 14 and 15 show that such is not proper, and verse 16 clinches the position — the apostles did not accept such as proper, and the churches didn’t practice it. It is the practice of churches that is under consideration.

But it is on the “praying or prophesying” as indicative of public worship that many rely. In Acts 16:13, “where prayer was wont to be made” indicates a place where those who worshipped God were accustomed to meet for divine services. In Mt. 21:23 and Isa. 56:7 “a house of prayer” is used to denote the temple as used for worship of God. And so we speak of a midweek prayer service. This is scriptural.

Both prayer and prophesying have been associated with worship, and sometimes one act is used to denote the whole activity. Abel is called a prophet in Luke 11:50-51 as indicative of the relationship he sustained to God in worship. In Genesis 20:7 Abraham is called a prophet, and it is said on this basis that “he shall pray for thee.” Abraham was a worshipper of God. So one that has such a relationship can be called a prophet. So also in I Chron. 25:1-3 the word “prophesy” is used to indicate worship that was according to the order of the king and accomplished with harps, psalteries and cymbals, and “to praise the Lord.” Prophesying is here used to denote worship, and whether this worship was accepted by the Lord has no bearing on this usage.

This does not argue that every use of “praying” or “prophesying” has this meaning. To show passages where such is not the usage has no bearing on the argument. But that this is the usage in I Cor. 11:2-16 is what is argued. Verse 13 is evidently to concern the same activity as that of vs. 4 and 5. It is the activity of worship. Two words are used in verse 4 and 5, but only one in verse 13. Worship can be denoted by “praying” or “prophesying.” Either can be used to denote the whole activity of worship.

“Why didn’t he say ...?“ Does anyone know? There may be various reasons.  I may feel that in a particular case I have a good idea. In others I may have no idea, except a confidence that what is said is best. That any effort of mine to make a particular idea clearer, may serve that purpose while obscuring another idea that the passage has in mind.

We might consider another person’s question: “Why didn’t he say ‘He that is not baptized shall be lost’?” “How are we to know that he meant this? How can we know FOR SURE? No one ever read that in the Bible.” “Or better yet, if it means one is lost if he is not baptized why doesn’t it read ‘He that is not baptized shall be lost’”? We have what the Bible does say, and we must content ourselves with trying to understand it, whether we like the wording or not. I see little point in having to try to answer all such questions.

When we are trying to determine what all a passage does teach, we often use words that are not exact quotes of the scripture. If this is wrong, then all we can do is read or quote the verses, without any comment at all. It is seldom that we differ over what the exact quote is. Usually we differ over exactly what all is meant. To say that it means exactly what it says and nothing more, is to argue that any comment above exact quotes is wrong. But for every comment that is not an exact quote one can easily say “No one ever read that in the Bible.” Or “Where is the scripture for that?” Or “What VERSE proves it?” Or “If that is so, why didn’t God just say so.” It is okay for me to use something that is not an exact quote, but wrong for others to do so?

In the above I use verses, scripture. “What verse PROVES it?” Those above. “Where is the scripture for that?” It is the above.

