Billy Duncan / Patrick Donahue Debate – Covering Only In The Assembly – 1988

Article 4 – Duncan’s Second Negative

THE COVERING ONLY IN THE ASSEMBLY

(Duncan's Second Negative)

Truth is our focus, it is our objective. To be consistent is not our primary concern. But since truth is consistent, and not inconsistent, being inconsistent will not do, although consistency will not prove us right. We must seek truth, then consistency will take care of itself. And truth is fair. Truth will not try to evade a point, but seek to understand it, and to meet error with fair rebuttal, and truth with acceptance.

SEMANTICS

In “THE COVERING ONLY IN THE ASSEMBLY? Number II” it is stated “What I do admit to is that prophecy involves teaching and so does singing (Colossians 3:16). But that doesn’t mean that ‘prophesieth’ in verse 5 includes singing ...” Did I misunderstand the first article? I thought it said “Some argue though that a woman prophesies in the church when she teaches in song (Colossians 3:16). That could possibly be so ...” It seems that he is admitting that it is possible that a woman prophesies when she teaches in singing. This is a problem in semantics, what one seems to say is not what he means.

And words and points seem to mean one thing when we use them, but something entirely different when another uses them. For instance, in paragraph I he says that his first article “showed” his position, but my articles are just assertion — “you can’t just assert ... you must prove” (par. 2, Article 2). Pat, if you had “showed” (or proved) your point, you could not have made the admission that a woman could possibly be prophesying in the church (assembly) when she teaches in song. Is this merely an admission that both activities involve teaching? To make the admission is not consistent with your position. Did you really think that my article was just assertion?

Now Pat claims that his first article “showed” his position, and he says that the main point of his first article was that a “woman was forbidden to prophesy in the assembly according to I Corinthians 14:34.” Note regarding this that

1)
Pat seems to admit that a woman might prophesy in singing (see above),

2)
The word “prophesy” does not appear in I Cor. 14:34 (but “speak”), and

3)
The word is “churches” in I Cor. 14:34 (“church” in v. 35), the same word that is in I Cor. 11:16, and concerning which Pat insists that “is still a church whether it is assembled or not.”

Is Pat saying that a woman cannot speak while she is a member of the church, whether assembled, or not assembled? I think not, but his definitions and insistence that “it means what it says” might be construed to imply that he takes such a position.

WHAT I MUST DO

Is telling one’s opponent what he must do the best argument that one has for truth? What he says I must do argues against him. Pat says that I must show “that prophesying always includes just singing” Where did he get that idea? Does he think that I am asleep? Note what I said on top of page two — “But it is on the ‘praying or prophesying’ as indicative of public worship that many rely.” And concerning “praying” and “prophesying” I argued that “Either can be used to denote the whole activity of worship.” Pat wants me to say that worship just includes singing, that my position demands that I say that? Now, Pat!

Is this indicative of what Pat understands about my argument? It seems so. He further says “In other words, according to your position, prophesieth in v. 5 is talking about singing exclusively,” and “because according to your position on this argument, the woman of I Corinthians 11:5 is prophesying in the assembly and you agree that doesn’t include preaching or teaching, but only her singing.” I RE-READ MY ARTICLE. I don’t see where I agreed that “prophesieth” refers only to singing, and that it is not teaching. I did not find in my article where worship is “singing exclusively.” My article seemed to say that either “praying” or “prophesying” could be used to denote the whole of worship activity, a figure of speech — part for the whole. Pat, if I have treated your argument this way anywhere, I want to know, so that I can correct that. I don’t want to do that.

“ASSEMBLED CHURCHES”

Pat says “Billy knew that” and criticizes the fact that I did not give evi​dence that Paul is referring to “assembled churches in v. 16.” Now recall that it is Pat that insists that a “church is still a church even when it is not assembled.” And note carefully that Pat’s wording is not found in I Cor 14:23, nor do I know of a passage that uses “assembled churches.” Since the Greek “ekklesia” is translated both “assembly” and “church,” I suppose that Pat might speak of “churched churches” and “assembled assemblies.” Let us notice that the word “ekklesia” is used in several senses.

1)
the assembly of the Israelites — Acts 7:38; Heb. 2:12

2)
any gathering or throng of men — Acts 19:32, 41

3)
An assembly of Christians for worship — I Cor. 11:18; 14:19, 35

4)
A body of Christians in a community — I Cor. 1:2

5)
The body of the saved — Matt. 16:18

In all of these the basic concept is “called out.” I do not know of any passage that uses the word “ekklesia” twice in conjunction to mean “assem​bled churches.” I do believe that our assemblies have practices that belong to them, that observing the Lord’s Supper is peculiar to the assemblies, that the worship in those assemblies is peculiar to them, and that women are to “keep silent” there. But “keep silent” must be taken in context, and does not mean what “keep silent” might mean under other circumstances. I shall notice “assembled churches in v. 16” again in discussing “de.”

"DE”

It would seem that just as Pat misunderstood my position (semantics again), he misunderstands my argument, and this accounts for “the whole point is assumed” and “to say so is just total assumption.” This is evident in his notice of my argument from “de.” His “reply” is at the bottom of page one and the top of page two. And he says “The Greek word ‘de’ (translated ‘now’ here) is said by Mr. Vines to often imply ‘an antithesis.’ It usually im​plies a contrast; in this case it most probably is a contrast between the praise ...in v. 2 and ...‘I praise you not’ ... in v. 17.” I will note the passages cited by Vine presently, but first I want to note Thayer's comment that concerns contrast and transition under “de” — “1. univ. by way of opposition and distinction; it is added to statements opp. to a preceding statement: ... Mt.6:14 ... Mt. 6:23 ... Mk. 2:20; it opposes persons to per​sons or things previously mentioned or thought of ... 5. it serves to mark a transition to something new (de metabatic); by this use of the particle, the new is distinguished from and, as it were, opposed to what goes before: Mt. 1:18; 2:19 ...“ “Antithesis” is defined “opposition ... the second of two opposing constituents of an antithesis ... the second stage of a dialectic process.” The category from Vine and that from Thayer have to do with contrast. Vine uses “antithesis” which indicates that he understands the contrast to involve what was just before, and Thayer uses “transition” and shows that it contrasts with “what goes before.” Let us look at the verses cited and notice the contrast.

I want to parallel the passages to show the contrast. I will use the first two from Thayer and those from Vine (except Gal. 1:20, which evidently does not imply antithesis), and inserting one other. Please note that ‘de” in​troduces the second part of the contrast, not the first.


...what goes before (“de”)...the antithesis

Mt. 1:18
the begats (1:1-17)
the birth of Jesus

Mt. 2:19
danger while Herod alive
safer with Herod dead (2:11-18)

Jn. 19:23
the coat separated (v. 23)
before it was without seam

(I Cor. 10:6
some overthrown
to keep us from falling)

I Cor. 10:11
their sins (10:7-10)
examples for our admonition

I Cor. 15:50
to bear heavenly image
earthy cannot inherit

Eph. 4:9
He ascended up on high (v.8)
first descended to lower

Acts 27:9
sailed in Fair Havens (v.8)
sailing now dangerous

Gal.4:1
heirs of promise (3:29)
differs not from servant

Pat’s explanation runs counter to the above pattern, and contradicts the idea of an antithesis - something that is in opposition to what goes before and is the second part in a contrast. Pat has the “de” in v. 2 -introducing what he considers the first part of the contrast. Pat says “Notice that v. 17 starts off with the same word “de” (in contrast to v. 2).” But this is another contrast, not the one for which Paul gives the second part in verse 2. But notice the antithesis as seen by others:



...what goes before
...the antithesis

I Cor. 7:1

problems discussed in the
the things asked about



first six chapters, but
in their letter



not asked about in letter

I Cor. 11:2

private problems of fornication
headdress in worship



(ch 7), eating meats
and the Lord’s Supper



(ch 8), attitude toward
(ch 11), exercising of



apostles and support (ch 9),
spiritual gifts in the



eating things offered to
assemblies of the



idols (ch 10).
saints (chs 12-14).

Now as promised, I wish to look again at “assembled churches in v. 16.” It is clear that “de” is used again at I Cor. 15:1 to show another transition. He moves from discussing problems within the assemblies to a discussion of the resurrection. It would appear then that “ekklesia” would not be used in chapters 11 through 14 (where he is discussing the assemblies) as it is in the other parts of the book. A look at its use will confirm this. Note:

Before chapter 11:
“ekklesia” in 1:2; 4:17; 6:4; 7:17; 10:32 — refers in all 

                                              instances to a body (or bodies) of Christians.

After chapter 14:
“ekklesia” in 15:9; 16:1, 19 — refers in all instances to a body 

                                              (or bodies) of Christians.

In chs. 11 - 14:
“ekklesia” in 11:18, 22; 14:4, 5, 12, 19, 28, 33, 34, 35 — refers

                                              to assemblies. While in 12:28 and 14:23 it is clearly referring to 

                                              the church universal and a local church, respectively. These two 

                                              differ from the normal usage in these passages, and thus Paul 

                                              uses precision in them. Paul does not indicate a different usage 

                                              in I Cor. 11:16 from that in such passages as I Cor. 14:34, 

                                              therefore I conclude that it is the normal usage in this section of 

                                              his letter.

Concerning the above Pat says “the whole point is assumed ... just total assumption.” But then Pat presents a “semantic problem.”

As stated in my first article “My position is based on what the scriptures say.” After showing Pat’s inconsistency in affirming unequivocally that women could not “prophesy” in the assembly and turning around and seemingly admitting that possibly she could prophesy when she teaches in song, I made my argument on “de” and “the churches of God.” This is the argument that is presented above, which Pat calls an “assumption.” I then presented the ar​gument about the figure of speech where a part is used for the whole. This concerned “praying” and “prophesying” being used to denote the whole of wor​ship activity. While Pat accepted Isaiah 56:7 he did not argue against any of the others. And although he persists in saying that the Bible forbids a woman to “prophesy in the assembly,” he cannot find this in the Bible. What is forbidden is a woman taking the lead in the worship in the presence of men. They are to “keep silence” — the silence of “obedience” (I Cor. 14:34) or “subjection.” (I Tim. 2:11-12).

My point that the part can be used for the whole, I take to be granted. It is the application in this passage to which Pat objects. But if Pat cannot answer the argument on “de” and “the churches of God” he will be forced to accept the fact that the use of “praying” and “prophesying” in I Cor. 11:5 is used in this way.

That “praying” and “prophesying” may be used in this way is clear. Pat accepts Isa. 56:7 in this light. But Mt. 21:23 is a reference to Isa. 56:7 and so has to be accepted. Acts 16:14 shows that Acts 16:13 uses this fig​ure. It would have been interesting to see his comments on Luke 11:50,51 where the worshipper Abel is called a “prophet.” It would have been inter​esting to see his comments on Genesis 20:7 where the worshipper Abraham is called a “prophet” and this is the basis on which “he shall pray for thee.” John 9:31 gives the common conception of the Jews — “Now we know that God heareth not sinners: but if any man be a worshipper of God, and doeth his will, him he heareth.” And James 5:16 — “The effectual fervent prayer of a righteous man availeth much.” It would have been interesting to see his comments on I Chron. 25:1-3 which would show that one “who prophesied with a harp, to give thanks and to praise the Lord” was not seeking to worship God, that the’ word “prophesied” here does not indicate worship.

It might be of interest that Tertullian (AD 160-230?) wrote a treatise to show that virgins were not excepted from the requirements of I Cor. 11:2-16, “On the Veiling of Virgins,” but did except children. In speaking of this practice of encouraging virgins not to be veiled, he speaks of “chaste vir​gins ... dragged into the church, ... quaking at being unveiled, ... Is the reason why it is granted her to dispense with the veil, that she may be notable and marked as she enters the church? ... let them at all events in the church conceal their virginity, which they do veil outside the church.  … they have the hardihood to do in the churches ... To what purpose, then, do they thrust their glory out of sight abroad, but expose it in the church?  … they have the audacity to draw near to God with head bare....”

Let us suppose that a woman carried with her a veil that would cover her whole head, and at the moment we bowed for worship, she placed this upon her head, and then removed it at the “amen”. She followed the same practice at every time of public and private prayer. Is this what Pat is arguing for?

