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I Corinthians 11
The ASV Recognizes There Are Two Greek Words
4
Every man praying or prophesying, having his head covered, dishonoreth his head.

5
But every woman praying or prophesying with her head unveiled dishonoreth her head; for it is one and the same thing as if she were shaven.

6
For if a woman is not veiled, let her also be shorn: but if it is a shame to a woman to be shorn or shaven, let her be veiled.
7
For a man indeed ought not to have his head veiled forasmuch as he is the image and glory of God: but the woman is the glory of the man.
10
for this cause ought the woman to have a sign of authority on her head, because of the angels.
13
Judge ye in yourselves:  is it seemly that a woman pray unto God unveiled?
14
Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if a man have long hair, it is a dishonor to him?

15
But if a woman have long hair, it is a glory to her; for her hair is given her for a covering.
Long hair (not short or medium) is a covering for the female.  But it is not the temporary covering of I Cor 11:5-7,10,13 anymore than her skin is (even though God gave the woman skin as a covering).
What Is The Issue ?
The issue is not whether the covering of I Corinthians 11:5 is necessary for today.  My opponent and I both agree the covering is binding today.

· We both agree that it was not just a matter of local custom; instead it was binding upon all, and still binding today.
· We both agree the covering was not just binding during the days of spiritual gifts; instead it is binding today also.

The issue is not over whether long hair is necessary for the woman; we both agree I Corinthians 11:15 teaches it is.

The issue is ... What is the covering of I Corinthians 11:5 → long hair or veil?  Is long hair the only covering taught necessary by I Corinthians 11, or are there two coverings in the passage, the long hair and the veil?

My obligation is to prove the "katakalupto" covering of verses 4-13 is different than the "peribolaion" covering of verse 15; that a veil is required for the woman when she prays, in addition to the long hair covering that is required at all times.

The Greek Interlinear

Two Different Greek Words Are Used
	I Corinthians 11
	English word
	Greek word

	verse 5
	uncovered
	akatakaluptō

	verse 6
	covered
	katakaluptetai

	verse 6
	covered
	katakaluptesthō

	verse 7
	cover
	katakaluptesthai

	verse 13
	uncovered
	akatakalupton

	verse 15
	covering
	peribolaiou


Why did Paul use one Greek word in verses 5, 6, 6, 7, & 13, & then switch to a completely different Greek word in verse 15?
I know if I talked about a covering for two or three paragraphs and then in the next paragraph I wanted to identify exactly what the covering was I had been talking about, I wouldn’t switch to a completely different word – that would make it so confusing.
Septuagint - Forms Of "kalupto"
Aside from I Cor 11, "kalupto" is in the New Testament 7 times, none referring to cloth or to hair.  "kalumma" is found in II Cor 3:13,14,15,&16, all 4 times referring to an "artificial" veil (3 of those times figurative).

In the Septuagint (the Greek translation of the OT), "katakalupto," "kalupto," "apokalupto," "katakalumma," "kalumma," "sunkalupto," "sunkalumma," refers to a covering of cloth or fabric, by my count in a Septuagint Concordance, 84 times (30 of those times figurative).  Examples include:

· Esther 6:12 But Haman hasted to his house mourning, and having his head covered    (with hair?)
· Numbers 5:18a And the priest shall set the woman before the Lord, and uncover the woman’s head     (cut her hair?)
· Genesis 38:15 she (Tamar) had covered her face     (with hair?)
· Exodus 28:42 make them linen breeches to cover their nakedness
· Numbers 4:5 they shall take down the covering veil, and cover the ark of testimony with it     (take down hair?)
· Ruth 3:4,7 she came softly (Ruth to Boaz), and uncovered his feet, and laid her down     (hair?)

Conclusion:  Outside of I Cor 11 in the NT & Greek OT, "kalupto" refers to a fabric covering 88 times; not once does it refer to a hair covering.
Question for my opponent:  If the NT and the Septuagint used this word 88 times to refer to hair but never to an artificial covering, you don't think you would be camping on that fact?  Be honest with yourself friend.
Praying or Prophesying - Used For An Occasion
We know the covering of I Cor 11:5 is artificial, because it is to cover for an occasion, that occasion being, when a woman prays or prophesies.

An Everyday Illustration:

Suppose a Father, talking to his daughter who has long hair, said to her, "be sure and have your head covered when you go outside."  Would you think the Father would be commanding his daughter to keep her long hair, or would he be commanding her to put on an artificial covering?

A Bible Parallel - Esther 6:12:

And Mordecai came again to the king's gate.  But Haman hasted to his house mourning, and having his head covered.

Haman covered his head as part of mourning. We know it was an artificial covering, because it covered for an occasion (the time of mourning).

I know the covering of I Cor 11:5 is artificial for the same reason, because it is to cover for an occasion → when a woman prays or prophesies.

Since the long hair does not cover just for an occasion, it cannot be the covering of I Cor 11:5, so the chapter must teach two different coverings!
Praying or Prophesying

Jesse Jenkins:  Used For An Occasion
Esther 6:12:  And Mordecai came again to the king's gate.  But Haman hasted to his house mourning, and having his head covered.
My Question for our brother Jenkins:

Was Haman's head covering in Esther 6:12 an artificial covering, or was it hair?

artificial covering
Most importantly, how do you know which one it was?

Because having his head covered is associated with mourning.  Therefore, the indication is that the covering was something he put on for the occasion.
Notice now why I believe that the woman's covering of I Corinthians 11:5 is an artificial covering → Because having her head covered is associated with praying.  Therefore, the indication is that the covering was something she put on for the occasion.
I know the covering of I Corinthians 11:5 is artificial for the same reason that Mr. Jenkins could "know" that Haman's covering was artificial, because it is to cover for an occasion, that occasion being, when a woman prays.  It is the very same proof!  If this reasoning proves it in Esther 6:12, the identical reasoning must also prove it in I Corinthians 11:5.

Praying or Prophesying

The Time Regulation Is Different
The "katakalupto" covering of I Corinthians 11:5 is required for the woman WHEN she is praying or prophesying, but the "peribolaion" covering of verse 15 is required for the woman at ALL times.  The fact that the two coverings are required at DIFFERENT times is indication that the two coverings are DIFFERENT.

Illustration:

•
Leah is allowed to play "north of the house" all the time.

•
Leah is only allowed to play "in the pasture" WHEN Momma or Daddy is with her.

Can you tell that I am referring to two different places when I say "north of the house" and "in the pasture"?  Can you not tell because the time regulation is different for the two places?

Why reject the plain teaching of this passage?  I believe anybody can see that a covering that is to be worn by a woman when she is praying or prophesying is a temporary (artificial) covering, and not a permanent (natural) covering as the long hair is.  Therefore, every woman should have (or use) both coverings required by the passage → the permanent (natural) long hair covering of verse 15 all the time, and the temporary (artificial) covering of verse 5 when she prays.

Two Different Coverings Are Taught !
What About In The Vegetable Garden?

Does I Cor 11:15 require the "peribolaion" covering (long hair) while working in the vegetable garden?





YES
Does I Cor 11:5 require the while "praying or prophesying" "katakalupto" covering in the vegetable garden?



NO
Either there is a contradiction in the Bible, or ...

The Two Coverings Are Different

simply put by a Pentecostal website  (www.apostolic-ministries.net/doctrine.htm):

If the hair is the covering that the woman should have on her head and if that is what Paul meant when he spoke of a covering, there would be no reason to write anything, because we do not have to preach to women to keep their hair on or put it on when they pray. They keep it on all the time.
Praying or Prophesying

Temporary Versus Permanent
The difference between the covering of I Corinthians 11:5 and the covering of I Corinthians 11:15 is illustrated by the following two questions, about a woman named Betty, who prays, asking for blessings, in the morning, and prays again for blessings in the evening:

· Would it be possible for Betty to be "covered" with an artificial veil during a morning prayer, cease to be covered with this artificial veil during the afternoon as she worked around the house, and to be covered with this artificial veil again during an evening prayer?
· Would it be possible for Betty to be covered with her long hair (I Corinthians 11:15) during a morning prayer, cease to be covered with her long hair during the afternoon as she worked around the house, and be covered with her long hair again during an evening prayer?

The answers to the above questions are obvious.

Of course, these questions assert the validity of my first affirmative argument, that two different coverings are in view in I Corinthians 11.
Praying or Prophesying
It Wouldn’t Be Said That Way If Permanent
Do The Following Make Sense?








  Yes No

	Ethel, be sure and wear a red dress, while at the Alabama football game.
	√
	

	Ethel, be sure and be skinny, while at the Alabama football game.
	
	√

	Bobby, be sure and be good, while at Granddaddy's house on Saturday     (parallel to Mark 11:24,25)
	√
	

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

	Karen, be sure and be covered, with a hood, while outside riding your bike.
	√
	

	Karen, be sure and have long hair, while outside riding your bike.
	
	√

	Lucy, be sure and be covered, with a veil, while praying.
	√
	

	Lucy, be sure and have long hair, while praying.
	
	


That’s not the way you would say it if you were talking about something permanent:

· be skinny while at the Alabama football game
· be tall while at Granddaddy’s house
· have long hair while riding your bike
· have long hair while praying
A command to be covered with long hair for an occasion just doesn't make any sense, because you can't grow a covering of long hair for just an occasion.  The long hair is not a temporary covering; it is a permanent covering.

I Corinthians 11 teaches two separate coverings, one temporary and one permanent.
What If "Prayeth Or Prophesieth" Was Not There?

Why did Paul say "prayeth or prophesieth" if it doesn't make any difference, as my opponent contends?

My opponent's 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 there.  That should tell you something.

For example, would the NT law on divorce and remarriage be any different if the phrases  "saving for the cause of fornication" in Matthew 5:32 and "except it be for fornication" in Matthew 19:9 were not there?  Sure it would; if it weren't for these phrases, there would be no exception to God's no divorce law.  These two phrases are very important.

The three "prayeth or prophesieth" phrases in I Corinthians 11 are also very important.  They were put there by God for a reason.  Their presence proves my position.  My opponent's position would be better off if they were absent.

Praying or Prophesying, Used For An Occasion
Leviticus 13:45 - Humor Makes A Point

We know the covering of I Corinthians 11:5 is artificial/temporary, because it is to cover for an occasion → when a woman prays or prophesies.
It must be put-on-able and take-off-able relative to the timeframe specified that it should be worn.  The long hair is not like that.

Bible Illustration – Leviticus 13:45:  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.
Was the leper supposed to grow a mustache ?   <grin>

Short Hair Covers The HEAD

Just As Well As Long Hair Does
My opponent's position is that the "covered" head of I Cor 11:5-6 is Long Hair on the head, and the "uncovered" head is Short Hair on the head.

But my opponent's position 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.

(note: the I Cor 11:5 "katakalupto" covering is to cover the HEAD)
On the other hand, the veil covers the head, and the absence of a veil does not cover the head.

peribolaion - (Vine's) denotes something thrown around ... the body - a woman's long hair covers much more than just the head (what the katakalupto covering is required to cover)
Long Hair cannot be the covering, because Short Hair covers the HEAD just as well as Long Hair does.
Praying or Prophesying

Is It Right For A Man To Pray With A Hat ?

Many who believe the long hair is the only covering taught necessary for a woman by I Cor 11, believe it is wrong for a man to pray with an artificial head covering on.  And they usually use verse 4 to prove it:  Every man praying or prophesying, having his head covered, dishonoureth his head.
But if verse 4 is teaching it is wrong for a man to have an artificial head covering on when he prays, then verse 5 certainly teaches a woman must have an artificial head covering when she prays:  verse 4 and verse 5 are talking about the same thing, the same covering.
My opponent has one of two choices:

1.
Agree with me the artificial covering is necessary for the woman, or

2.
Deny that I Corinthians 11:4 refers to an artificial covering, and proclaim that it is right for a man to pray with his hat on

How do I know the covering of I Corinthians 11:4 is an artificial one?:
Because it is to cover for an occasion, when a man prays or prophesies.

Now apply the same logic to the covering required for a woman by v.5.
Consistency
Paul is proving one thing based upon something else the Corinthians already admitted.

	verse
	What Was Already Admitted
	What Paul Is Trying To Teach

	5
	shaven  →  wrong
	uncovered  →  wrong

	6
	shorn or shaven  →  wrong
	uncovered  →  wrong

	13-15
	not having long hair  →  wrong
	uncovered  →  wrong


verse 5
"uncovered" is different than "shaven"

verse 6
"uncovered is different than "shorn" or "shaven"

13-15
"uncovered" is different than "not having long hair"

("covered" is different than "long hair")

What indicates verses 13-15 is Also a Consistency Argument?:
· Paul asks the readers to make a judgment about the covering of v.13, based upon something they already admitted, agreed to.  The phrase, "Doth not even nature itself teach you," shows the Corinthians already agreed nature taught long hair on women.
· Paul used one Greek word for the covering all the way through the section (vs.5,6,6,7,&13) until he reached verse 15, where he switched to a different Greek word.  It seems he intended to indicate that two different coverings were in view.
· Because Paul is doing the same thing in vs.13-15 as he is doing in vs.5&6, that is, making an argument based upon consistency (Practice A is wrong just like Practice B is wrong, and you already know Practice B is wrong).  Nothing indicates otherwise.

Proof Based Upon My Opponent's Admission
My opponent admits verse 4 includes an artificial covering.  So if I can prove that the covering of verses 5-7 is the same as the covering of verse 4, then I will have proven, by my opponent's own admission, that verses 5-7 includes an artificial covering:

The covering of verse 4 is understood (supplied) from the context, therefore it must be the same covering as the context (verses 5-7).

· You can see this from any interlinear - only the word "kata" ("down" or "completely") is in verse 4, which is simply the prefix used in verses 5,6,6,7,&13 ("KATAkalupto").
· Thayer (page 322), "kalumma or its equiv., is suggested to the reader by the context in I Cor 11:4."  Thayer is saying there is no Greek word for "covered" in v.4, but that the translators got it from the context (vs.5-7).
· G.G.Findley suggested the same in the "Expositor's Greek Testament," when he said concerning verse 4, "a veil:  kalumma understood."
· "A New Literal Translation From The Original Greek," by James MacKnight, D.D. – verse 4 -"Every man who prayeth or prophesieth, having A VEIL upon his head, dishonoureth his head"  (The uppercase was used to indicate that words were supplied, like italics are used in the KJV)
· A.T. Robertson on - "Literally, having a veil (kalumma understood) down from the head ..."

The context itself indicates that the covering of verses 5-7 is the same as the covering of verse 4.

· Any unbiased reader can see that v.4 is telling the man not to be covered for one reason (it would dishonor his head), and v.7 is just adding another reason (he is the image and glory of God) to the same command.
· Verses 4 and 7 tell the man not to be covered; verse 4 tells when the covering is forbidden.  Verses 5 and 6 just turn it around and tell the woman to be covered; verse 5 tells when the covering is required.  There is obviously no difference in the coverings, Paul is just giving the different genders opposite instructions concerning the same covering, and concerning the same occasion of time.

Since even my opponent admits verse 4 includes an artificial covering, and since the covering of verses 5-7 is the same as the covering of v.4, then vs.5-7 must include an artificial covering.
Katakalupto Covering Is Glory To Man

Long Hair Covering Is Glory To Woman

The wearing of the “katakalupto” covering by the woman is tied to the glory of man, and is worn to honor him:

7
For a man indeed ought not to cover his head, forasmuch as … the woman is the glory of the man
5
… every woman that prayeth or prophesieth with her head uncovered dishonoureth her head (man) …
While the “peribolaion” (long hair) covering is worn for the woman’s glory:

15
… if a woman have long hair, it is a glory to her …
Just another indication two different coverings are being referred to in the passage.

Affirmative Summary

If long hair is the only covering in I Cor 11, I ask the following questions ...
If Paul intended to identify the “katakalupto” covering as the long hair in verse 15, why did he use a completely different Greek word (peribolaion) in verse 15?
Why is a form of “katakalupto” used in the NT and OT (Septuagint) to refer to a covering of cloth or fabric 88 times, but not once to the hair?
How does long hair cover the head (verse 5) any more than my short hair does?

Why is the long hair the glory to the woman (verse 15), but the katakalupto covering is worn “because the woman is the glory of the man” (verse 7), and if she does not wear it, she brings dishonour upon man (verse 5)?
Why didn’t Paul just say in verses 5-6,13 that a woman ought to have long hair?  He did that in verse 15; why not in verses 5-6,13?  Why beat around the bush so?
Why did Paul say a woman should be covered “when she prays or prophesies” (verse 5) when he really meant she needed to be covered at all times?
Are you 100% sure that the long hair is the only covering required by the passage?  If not, wouldn't it just be safer to also wear the veil when you pray?
Praying or Prophesying

Jesse Jenkins:  Disagree On The Occasion
Mr. Jenkins agrees my argument on Esther 6:12 is correct, it's just that we disagree on the occasion in I Cor 11.  Notice what he said in our first debate:

When I came down here (to the bottom of the chart) I said that it was still so; that we agreed on the argument; where we differ is the occasion; the occasion for which the passage says that a woman is to have her head covered is the occasion of her being in subjection to man.

So our brother Mr. Jenkins admits that my proposition is proven if the occasion for the "katakalupto" covering is "Praying or Prophesying" as I believe, and not "Whenever A Woman Is In Subjection To Man," as he believes.

I will let the audience decide from the text:  But every woman that prayeth or prophesieth with her head uncovered dishonoureth her head   (I Corinthians 11:5)
AUDIENCE  -  -  What is the occasion?



when a woman prayeth or prophesieth


whenever a woman should be in subjection

Can you tell why I check the first box?
Mark 11:24,25

A Difference
A difference between Mark 11:24,25 and I Corinthians 11:5:

Mark 11:24 - other verses teach that we are to believe (that we will receive what we pray for) at other times than when we pray (John 12:47-48); as a matter of fact, we are to believe anytime that we think about it.

Mark 11:25 - other verses teach that we are to forgive at other times than when we stand praying; as a matter of fact, we are to forgive anytime that our brother repents (Luke 17:3).

I Corinthians 11:5 - there are NO other verses that tell a woman to cover herself with the "katakalupto" covering, except when she is praying or prophesying.
Mark 11:24,25

Only Required When Praying Or Prophesying
The "katakalupto" covering of I Cor 11:5 is only required for the woman when she is praying or prophesying, but the "peribolaion" covering of v.15 is required for the woman at ALL times.  The fact that the two coverings are required at different times, proves the two coverings are different.

I am not saying the "when" clause proves "praying or prophesying" is the only time the woman is required to be "katakalupto" covered.  No, there might be another verse that says she needs to wear it at other times.  For example, if another verse elsewhere required her to be "katakalupto" covered "when she cooked," that would not contradict I Cor 11:5, it would only mean that a woman should be "katakalupto" covered when she prayed, prophesied, or cooked.  But in absence of any other verse, "praying or prophesying" gives the only time that a woman must be "katakalupto" covered.  This is DIFFERENT than the "peribolaion" covering of v.15, which is required at ALL times!

Leviticus 11:31:  “These are unclean to you among all that creep:  whosoever doth touch them, WHEN they be dead, shall be unclean until the even” is a good illustration of this principle.  This passage says a person is unclean when he touches a creeping thing only WHEN the creeping thing is dead.  Now if there is a another passage that teaches a person is unclean when he touches a live creeping thing (but under other certain conditions), that would not contradict this verse, it would only teach that other times are also involved.  In absence of any other passages though, Leviticus 11:31 teaches that a person is not made unclean if he touches a creeping thing when it is alive.

Likewise, since there are no passages teaching the "katakalupto" covering is required at times other than when a woman is "praying or prophesying," then the conclusion is that "praying or prophesying" is the only time it is required.  This is different than the "peribolaion" covering of v.15; which is required at ALL times!

Therefore the passage teaches two different coverings.
Mark 11:24,25

Some Parallels
Both Mark 11:24 and 25 tell you to do something on an occasion, and other passages tell you that you are also to do these two things on other occasions.

"An Artificial Covering When Praying or Prophesying" is parallel to:

Bobby, be sure and wear a red shirt at your Granddad's house on Saturday.
Wear a red shirt at Granddad's, but permissible to wear another color shirt at other times.

Mark 11:24 and 25 are both parallel to:

Bobby, be sure and be good at your Granddad's house on Saturday.
Be good then, and from other considerations, be good at other times.  But being good can be turned on and off during the given time period (on Saturday).  In other words, it is possible to be good temporarily.

"Long Hair When Praying or Prophesying" would be parallel to:

Bobby, be sure and be skinny at your Granddad's house on Saturday.
THIS DOES NOT MAKE SENSE, because you cannot turn on and off "skinniness" during the given time period (on Saturday).  In other words, it is NOT possible to be skinny TEMPORARILY; it is PERMANENT relative to the specified time period.

WHY would Paul instruct women in I Cor 11:5 to be covered for a specified time period (while praying or prophesying), if the covering under consideration was permanent?

Mark 11:24,25

The Similarity:  They Both Prove TEMPORARINESS
The similarity between Mark 11:24,25 and I Corinthians 11:5 is illustrated by the following questions, which concern a woman named Betty who prays, asking for blessings, in the morning, and prays again for blessings in the evening:
(a) Would it be possible (though not necessarily permissible) for Betty to "believe that ye receive them" (Mk 11:24) during her morning prayer, cease to believe she would receive the blessings during the afternoon as she worked around the house, and believe again she would receive the blessings during her evening prayer?


--------------------------------------------------


My opponent has already answered, YES  (Answer #30).

(b) Would it be possible (though not necessarily permissible) for Betty to "forgive if ye have aught against any" (Mk 11:25) during her morning prayer (while standing), cease to be forgiving during the afternoon as she worked around the house, and forgive again during her evening prayer (while standing)?


--------------------------------------------------


My opponent has already answered, YES  (Answer #30).

(c) Would it be possible for Betty to be "covered" with an artificial veil during her morning prayer, cease to be covered with this artificial veil during the afternoon as she worked around the house, and to be covered with this artificial veil again during her evening prayer?

(d) Would it be possible for Betty to be covered (I Corinthians 11:15) with her long hair during her morning prayer, cease to be covered with her long hair during the afternoon as she worked around the house, and be covered with her long hair again during her evening prayer?

The answers to the above questions are be obvious.  This covering is not permanent like the hair.

My Opponent's Parallels - Are They Really Parallel ?
Do The Following Make Any Sense?:

	Mark 11:25  when ye stand praying, forgive
	Y
	

	when ye stand praying, wear a veil ?
	Y
	

	when ye stand praying, have long hair ?
	
	N

	James 5:13  any ... afflicted? let him pray
	Y
	

	any ... afflicted? let her wear a veil ?
	Y
	

	any ... afflicted? let her have long hair ?
	
	N

	James 5:14  any . sick? let him call ... pray
	Y
	

	any ... sick? let her wear a veil ?
	Y
	

	any ... sick? let her have long hair ?
	
	N

	I Corinthians 14:34  ask their husbands at home
	Y
	

	wear a veil at home ?
	Y
	

	have long hair at home ?
	
	N


It doesn't make any sense to command a person to:

· have long hair when afflicted
· have long hair when sick
· have long hair when at home
· have long hair when praying
The Point:  You can forgive, pray, or ask a question on an occasion, but you can't have or grow long hair just for an occasion.  Long hair is a permanent covering, not temporary.
My Opponent's Parallels

What They Really Are Parallel To
Mark 11:25  when ye stand praying, forgive
James 5:13  any ... afflicted? let him pray
James 5:14  any ... sick? let him call ... pray
I Corinthians 14:34  ask their husbands at home
All four are Parallel to:

Ethel, be sure and say "thank you" at your Grandfather's house on Saturday.

Say "thank you" at Grandfather's, but from elsewhere, also required on other occasions.

"An Artificial Covering When Praying or Prophesying" is parallel to:

Ethel, be sure and wear a coat at your Grandfather's house on Saturday.

Wear a coat at Grandfather's, but permissible to go without a coat at other times (depending upon other considerations).

"Long Hair When Praying or Prophesying" would be parallel to:

Ethel, be sure and be skinny at your Grandfather's house on Saturday.

This does not make sense, because you cannot turn on and off "skinniness" during the given time period (on Saturday).  In other words, it is NOT possible to be skinny TEMPORARILY; it is PERMANENT relative to the specified time period.

WHY would Paul instruct women in I Cor 11:5 to be covered for a specified time period (while praying or prophesying), if the covering under consideration was permanent?

With Her Heart Defiled ?
Every woman praying with her heart defiled dishonoureth her Lord.

Two differences between the above sentence and Long Hair stuck into I Corinthians 11:5:

1.
Other passages say that a woman's heart is not to be defiled at times other than when praying; this is not true of the "katakalupto" covering.

2.
It is possible (though not permissible) to have a defiled heart just for the occasion of praying.  This is not true of the long hair; it cannot be turned on and off just for the occasion of praying.

The illustrative sentence is parallel to:

Ethel, be sure and be good at your Grandfather's on Saturday.

Be good then, and from other considerations, be good at all times.  But being good can be turned on and off during the given time period (on Saturday).  Meaning, it is possible to be good temporarily.

"An Artificial Covering When Praying" is parallel to:

Ethel, be sure and wear a coat at your Grandfather's on Saturday.

Wear a coat at Grandfather's, but permissible to go without a coat at other times.

"Long Hair When Praying" would be parallel to:

Ethel, be sure and be skinny at your Grandfather's on Saturday.

THIS DOES NOT MAKE SENSE, because you cannot turn on and off "skinniness" during the given time period (on Saturday).  In other words, it is NOT possible to be skinny TEMPORARILY; it is PERMANENT relative to the specified time period.

The I Cor 11:5 covering is temporary.  Therefore it can’t be the v.15 permanent covering.

Praying or Prophesying - Synecdoche ?

•
Esther 6:12 Haman hasted to his house mourning
→
"mourning" - synecdoche for "living the life of a child of God?"

My Opponent's Supposed Parallels:

•
Mark 11:25 when ye stand praying, forgive
→
"stand praying" - synecdoche for living the life of a Christian?

•
James 5:13 any ... afflicted? let him pray
→
"afflicted" - synecdoche for living the life of a Christian?

•
James 5:14 any ... sick? let him call ... pray
→
"sick" - synecdoche for living the life of a Christian?

•
I Corinthians 14:34 ask their husbands at home
→
"at home" - synecdoche for living the life of a Christian?

•
Acts 16:25 Paul and Silas prayed, and sang

→
"prayed, and sang" - synecdoche for living the life of a Christian ?

A command to be covered with long hair for an occasion just doesn't make any sense, because you can't grow a covering of long hair for just an occasion.  The long hair is not a temporary covering; it is a permanent covering.
When or While Praying?  or  Praying Man?

Esther 6:12 And Mordecai came again to the king's gate.  But Haman hasted to his house mourning, and having his head covered.


when or while mourning?



a "mourning man" - Haman covered ALL THE TIME

Every man eating with elbows on the table disappoints Amy Vanderbilt.



when or while eating?



an "eating man" - no elbows on table ANYTIME (even when writing at desk in the study)
Every Alabama man riding his bike without a red cap dishonors his team.



when or while riding?



a "riding his bike man" - wear a cap ALL THE TIME)
Every man driving or riding (front seat) without a seat belt breaks the law.



when or while driving or riding in the car?



a "driving or riding man" - wear a seatbelt ALL THE TIME)

The passage doesn't say "every praying type man.”  It says "every man praying."
When or While - Translations of I Corinthians 11:4

NASV - Every man who has something on his head WHILE praying or prophesying, disgraces his head.
Kenneth S. Wuest - Every man WHILE praying or prophesying [giving out the word of God in the public assembly, which word he received by divine revelation] having a shawl hanging down over his head [a Jewish and Roman custom] dishonors his head.
J.A. Robertson - A man who wears a veil WHEN praying or prophesying dishonors his head;
Ronald A. Knox - And whereas any man who keeps his head covered WHEN he prays or utters prophecy brings shame on his head,
N.T. in Modern Speech - A man who wears a veil WHEN praying or prophesying dishonours his Head;
Berkley Version - Any man, who has his head covered WHILE praying or prophesying, dishonors his head;
T.C., 1901 - Any man who keeps his head covered, WHEN publicly praying or preaching, brings dishonour to his Head;
Are all these translations just dead wrong ?

Praying Woman? - The Greek
Some say v.5 is not talking about a woman when she is praying or prophesying, but he says it just means a praying or prophesying woman.  He means by that a woman who characteristically prays, not a woman when she is praying.

•
In I Cor 11:4-5 "praying" and "prophesying" are participles, which are verbal adjectives. Participles can be found in the predicate or attributive position.  A participle is in the predicate position when an article does not precede it.  In the predicate position, a participle tells when the action of the verb takes place.  A participle is in the attributive position when an article does precede it.  In the attributive position, a participle modifies the noun and tells what kind.

•
"Praying" and "prophesying" in I Cor 11:4-5 are in the predicate position, since no article precedes them, therefore they are not describing what kind of man or woman, but instead are telling when the shame takes place.

•
Also some commentators (e.g., Robertson and Plummer, ICC series) refer to the participial use in I Cor 11:4-5 as a "temporal" participle, which is a "circumstantial" participle telling the time when the "shame" takes place.

Simply put, the Greek verifies what you can already tell from the English; I Cor 11:5 teaches a woman ought to be covered when she is praying or prophesying.

Praying or Prophesying - No Real Significance

Why did Paul say "praying or prophesying" if it doesn't make any difference, as my opponent, in effect, contends?

According to his view, there is no real significance to these phrases in I Corinthians 11:4, 5, and 13.

When I asked Jesse Jenkins in our first debate, is there any significance to these phrases?, and if so, what is it?, he replied:

without "praying" the man or woman under consideration would not be identified as a Christian

•
Is Mr. Jenkins teaching a form of Bales doctrine?  Are not non-Christians amenable to the same law (the gospel) as Christians?  Is Mr. Jenkins saying that it is NOT a sin for non-Christian women to have short hair, to be out of subjection to their husbands, etc.?

•
According to Mr. Jenkins' view, Christian men are made in the image and glory of God (verse 7), but non-Christian men are not?
The true and obvious significance to the phrase "praying or prophesying" in verse 4 is to tell us when a man must not be covered.

I Corinthians 11:34 - At Home ?

It is my belief that the word "home" in I Corinthians 11:34 does not refer to only the dwelling place, but actually stands for all places other than in the assembly (being typical of these locations).

Paul is saying not to eat (a common meal) in the assembly, but instead to eat outside of the assembly, and he specifies "home" as it is an example of such a place (like we might say, "eat outside the assembly, say at home").

However, if this understanding is not correct, and Paul is specifying the home independent of other locations, two things would still be true:

1.
We know from other passages that we can eat at places other than at home.  This is not true of the "katakalupto" covering, it is only required while a woman is praying or prophesying.

2.
This verse would still show that eating is something that can be done on an occasion (at home), and not done on another occasion (in the assembly).  This is not true of the long hair.  It either covers all of the time or none of the time; it cannot be put on and taken off for an occasion (e.g., while praying).

I Corinthians 14:35 - At Home ?

It is my belief that the word "home" in I Corinthians 14:35 does not refer to only the dwelling place, but actually stands for all places other than in the assembly (as being typical of these locations).

The woman is to ask her questions outside the assembly, and Paul specifies "home" as it is an example of such a place (like we might say, "let them ask their husbands outside the assembly, say at home").

However, if this understanding is not correct, and Paul is specifying the home independent of other locations, two things would still be true:

1.
We know from other passages that the woman can speak at places other than at home.  This is not true of the "katakalupto" covering, it is only required while a woman is praying or prophesying.

2.
This verse would still show that asking a question is something that can be done on an occasion (at home), and not done on another occasion (in the assembly).  This is not true of the long hair.  It either covers all of the time or none of the time; it cannot be put on and taken off for an occasion (e.g., while praying).

I Timothy 5:4 - "At Home"

The phrase "at home" in I Timothy 5:4 is not describing a "when" or a "where" for benevolence, but is specifying a "who" (a widowed mother or aunt).

The word "first" in the verse actually proves that "piety" should be shown to other people, but given "second" priority, that is, after we have taken care of our own.

In contrast, there is nothing in I Corinthians 11 or in any other passage in the Bible, that proves that the "katakalupto" covering of I Corinthians 11:5-6 must be worn other than when a woman is praying or prophesying.

The fact that the "katakalupto" covering of I Corinthians 11:5 is to be used for an occasion, shows that this covering is not the long hair of verse 15.
The Fact That Two Different Greek Words Are Used Is Significant
I am not saying that the fact that two different Greek words are used, proves that two coverings are in view, because two different Greek words can refer to the same thing.

But I am saying that the fact that two different Greek words are used is SIGNIFICANT.

Another Example:

The fact that the Greek word translated "burden" in Galatians 6:2 is different than the Greek word translated "burden" in Galatians 6:5 is SIGNIFICANT in showing someone that the two verses do not contradict one another.

Notice the similarity in Thayer's basic definition for the two words:

· "burden" in Gal 6:2 (Strong's #922) - heaviness, weight, BURDEN, trouble:  LOAD
· "burden" in Gal 6:5 (Strong's #5413) - a BURDEN, LOAD
Notice the similarity in Wigram-Green's basic definitions:

· "burden" in Gal 6:2 (Strong's #922) - WEIGHT; fig  in N.T., BURDEN, LOAD
· "burden" in Gal 6:5 (Strong's #5413) - a LOAD, a WEIGHTy BURDEN
Why did Paul use one Greek word in I Corinthians 11:5,6,6,7,13, and then suddenly switch to a different Greek word in verse 15?

I am not asking how he could?, but why did he? 

Different Greek Words -

We Use The Same Logic Elsewhere 
In dialogue from Matt 16:18 on whether Peter was the first Pope, we point out that “Peter” (petros) and “rock” (petra) are different Greek words.

Note:  the words for covering in I Cor 11 are completely different Greek words, not just different forms of the same word as in the above example.

In explaining John 21:15-17 where Jesus asked Peter three times if he loved him, don’t we usually point out the significance of the fact that the third time, Jesus used a different Greek word for “love”?
When refuting the Bales/Hailey doctrine that I Corinthians 7:15 allows another exception (desertion) for divorce and remarriage, we point out that the Greek word for “bondage” in I Corinthians 7:15 (#1402) is not the same as the Greek word for “bound” in verse 39 (#1210).  Furthermore, #1402 is used elsewhere in the NT 132 times, but not one time does it refer to the marriage bond.

Sounds Just Like My Point On I Corinthians 11, Right?
Two Different Greek Root Words Are Used

	
	Noun
	Verb

	I Cor 11:5,6,6,7,13
	kalumma
	kalumto

KATAKALUPTO

AKATAKALUPTO

ou katakalupto

	I Corinthians 11:15
	PERIBOLAION
	periballo


Why did Paul use one Greek word in I Corinthians 11:5,6,6,7,13, and then suddenly switch to a different Greek word in verse 15?

Three Different Greek Words ?
In response to my point that there are two different Greek words used for covering in I Corinthians 11, my opponent responds by saying that there are three different Greek words.  So he asks, does this prove there are three different coverings in the passage?

The truth is, there is no Greek word for "covered" in verse 4; it is in effect, supplied from the context.
· You can see this from any interlinear - only the word "kata" ("down" or "completely") is in verse 4, which is simply the prefix used in verses 5,6,6,7,&13 ("KATAkalupto").
· Thayer said on page 322 - kalumma or its equivalent, is suggested to the reader by the context in I Corinthians 11:4.

· G.G.Findley in the "Expositor's Greek Testament" said concerning verse 4 - a veil:  kalumma understood.
· "A New Literal Translation From The Original Greek," by James MacKnight, D.D. – verse 4 - Every man who prayeth or prophesieth, having A VEIL upon his head, dishonoureth his head.  (in this translation, the uppercase was used to indicate that words were supplied, like italics are used in the KJV)
· A.T. Robertson on verse 4 - Literally, having a veil (kalumma understood) down from the head ...
The question remains.  Why did Paul use two different Greek words if he didn't mean to indicate that -- two different coverings were in view?
Different Greek Words In I Cor 11:2-16

The Question Is Why?, Not How?
"How could Paul have switched words?" is not the same question as "Why did Paul switch words?"

I agree that he could, but the critical question is why did he?  These are different questions.

For example, the question "how could the man put out the fire?" might be answered "because he had a fire extinguisher."  On the other hand, the question "why did the man put out the fire?" might be answered "because he wanted to save his house."  These are two different questions, with two different answers.

The point is Paul used one Greek word for the covering all the way through the section (verses 5,6,6,7, and 13) until he reached verse 15, where he suddenly switched to a DIFFERENT Greek word.  Why did he do this if he didn't mean to indicate that -- two different coverings were in view?
Long Hair Does Cover, While Short Hair Does Not ?

To my point that Short Hair covers the HEAD just as well as Long Hair does, my opponent responds, "but verse 15 says that the long hair is a covering."

It is true that verse 15 teaches that Long Hair covers in a way that Short Hair does not, but verse 15 does not specify the HEAD to be covered by the "peribolaion" covering, as verse 5 so specifies for the "katakalupto" covering.  The Long Hair is enjoined by verse 15 as a covering more GENERAL:

This word in verse 15 ("peribolaion") is translated "cloak" in "The New Testament Translated Literally From The Original Greek" (Julia E. Smith).  The only other place in the New Testament that "peribolaion" is found is in Hebrews 1:12, and it is translated "vesture" ("cloak," NKJV).  Barnes says about this "cloak" in his comments on Hebrews 1:12 and Matthew 5:40:  "Over this (the coat) was commonly worn an upper garment, here called 'cloak,' or mantle.  It was made commonly nearly square, of different sizes, 5 or 6 cubits long and as many broad, and was wrapped around the body"

So Long Hair can cover more than just the HEAD.  Short Hair does not.
On the other hand, the woman is instructed specifically by verse 5 to cover her HEAD.  And since Short Hair covers the HEAD just as well as Long Hair does, then the Long Hair cannot be the HEAD covering of verse 5.
Leviticus 10:6, 21:10 - Mark's Supposed Proof

Quoted from Mark Bailey's paragraph #250 in our written debate:

Remember I explained this in paragraph 166 by saying: "The word 'uncovered' in these Old Testament verses is defined by Gesenius Hebrew - Chaldee Lexicon to the Old Testament, page 690 as 'to make naked...specially by shaving, Leviticus 10:6; 21:10.'  The Septuagint (Greek Old Testament) shows that the Hebrew word for 'uncover' comes from the same Greek word as is found in 1 Corinthians 11:6.  This is proof that in all these places (Leviticus 10:6; 21:10; 1 Corinthians 11:5,6,13) the word 'uncover' refers to hair and not something artificial.

First of all, this is not true:  The Greek word in the Septuagint in Leviticus 10:6 and 21:10 is not a form of katakalupto.

But we can find Old Testament Hebrew words translated into a form of the English word "cover," and into a form of the word "katakalupto" in the Greek Septuagint, and that are referring to an ARTIFICIAL covering:

· Genesis 38:14-15 – Tamar’s veil
· Esther 6:12 (some manuscripts) – Haman’s covering

According to Mark's unsound reasoning, this would prove that the "katakalupto" covering of I Corinthians 11:5-6,13 is an artificial covering.

Leviticus 10:6, 21:10 - Uncover

No form of the Greek word "katakalupto" is in the Septuagint of these two verses

Gesenius (#6544) - (2) to make naked (from the idea of loosening, casting off, the garments), e.g. the head, Nu. 5:18, specially by shaving, Levit. 10:6, 21:10
•
The basic definition of this word is "to make naked," which can be done by taking a garment off.

•
"from the idea of loosening, casting off, the garments"

•
"specially by shaving" is not part of the basic definition, but is Gesenius' understanding of how the word is used in Leviticus 10:6 and 21:10, so one could "uncover" by shaving his hair, but un-garmenting would not be ruled out
•
"specially by shaving" is only applied to Lev 10:6 and 21:10, not to Num 5:18
If Leviticus 10:6 and 21:10 are talking about hair (there is disagreement on this point), it proves nothing more than what I Corinthians 11:15 already proves conclusively, that hair can cover.

Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius (#6544) - unbind head (by removing turban, sign of mourning) Leviticus 10:6,21:10 ...
"katakalupto" (or any form of it) never refers to the hair in the Greek Septuagint or in the Greek New Testament.

Numbers 5:18, Uncover = Cut The Hair ?
The Hebrew word in this verse, which is translated "uncover" in the KJV, is translated "apokalupto" in the Greek Septuagint.

Brown-Driver-Briggs-Gesenius (#6544) - unbind head (by removing turban, sign of mourning) ... Nu 5:18 ...
My opponent quotes some commentaries / translations indicating the idea here has to do with the loosening of the hair, but do any of them say the idea has to do with cutting the hair?; that is what he is contending for.

Keil and Delitzsch (commenting on Numbers 5:18) - The loosening of the hair of the head (see Lev.xiii.45), in other cases a sign of mourning, is to be regarded here as a removal or loosening of the female head-dress.  In other words, the woman's hair was loosened by taking off of it the female head-dress (an artificial covering).

"katakalupto" (or any form of it) never refers to the hair in the Greek Septuagint or in the Greek New Testament.
Song Of Solomon 4:1,3, 6:7
In not one of these verses is the Hebrew word, that is translated "locks" in the KJV, translated into a form of "katakalupto" in the Greek Septuagint ("apokalupto" in the Septuagint corresponds to "appear" in the KJV [in "goats, that appear"]).

The KJV version translates these words "locks," and the ASV translates them "veil," NOT because the words "locks" and "veil" are being used interchangeably, but because the two translations differ on how the Hebrew word should be translated.  Young's Concordance verifies that the word might have two possible meanings when it defines the word as "a lock of hair, veil."

Green's Interlinear translates the word "veil" in all three verses.

The Septuagint has a Greek word meaning "silence" (where the KJV has "locks") in all 3 verses (the Pulpit commentary says it is a variant reading).

"katakalupto" (or any form of it) never refers to the hair in the Greek Septuagint or in the Greek New Testament.

Isaiah 47:2
The phrase in this verse rendered "uncover thy locks" is "apokalupto thy katakalumma" in the Greek Septuagint.

The KJV version translates this word "locks," and the ASV translates them "veil," not because the words ("locks" and "veil") can be used interchangeably, but because the two translations differ on how the Hebrew word should be translated.  Young's Concordance verifies that the word might have two possible meanings when it defines the word as "a lock of hair, veil."  Green's Interlinear translates the Hebrew word into "veil."

My opponent quotes Gesenius' definition of the Hebrew word (NOT the Greek word) as "to make naked; hence, to disclose, reveal, to uncover; to make bare, to uncover any one's ear by taking away the hair."  I wonder why he stopped there and didn't finish the definition: "of the fact by taking away a veil"?

The following translations of the phrase indicate that a veil is doing the covering:

· Bagster's literal translation of the Septuagint - remove thy veil
· KJV - uncover thy locks ("locks" are not doing the covering, but are the thing being uncovered)
· ASV - remove thy veil
"katakalupto" (or any form of it) never refers to the hair in the Greek Septuagint or in the Greek New Testament.

Ezekiel 44:20
"kalupto" (occurring twice in the third phrase of Ezekiel 44:20) is not translated from the Hebrew reading from which the KJV is translated from.  The Septuagint here is from a variant reading (different from the Hebrew that we have now).

Notice a comparison of the last two phrases:

	Kings James Version
	Bagster's Septuagint

	nor suffer their locks to grow long
	nor shall they pluck off their hair

	they shall only poll their heads
	they shall carefully cover their heads


"katakalupto" (or any form of it) never refers to the hair in the Greek Septuagint or in the Greek New Testament.

Every Verse That Mentions Covered Also Mentions The Hair ?

It is true every verse in I Cor 11:2-16 that contains a form of the word "covered," and that has reference to the woman (Mark narrows it down to 3 verses), refers also to the hair.

But the statement is IMMATERIAL; Mark arbitrarily rules out all the verses that do not fit his model!:

verse 4 mentions the covering, but does NOT mention the hair.

verse 7 mentions the covering, but does NOT mention the hair (and Mark agrees that the covering of verse 7 is the same as the covering of verses 5-6).

verse 10 is also talking about the same covering (Mark agrees) and it does NOT mention the hair.

Notice also that not one verse in I Cor 11 that refers to the "katakalupto" covering refers to LONG hair, and that is what is in dispute.

As a matter of fact, Mark agrees that every verse in I Cor 11:2-16 that contains a form of the word "covered" (from a form of the word "katakalupto"), and that has reference to the woman, teaches that the covering is different than the hair that verse refers to (his paragraph #50).

It is absurd to think that just because two things are mentioned in the same verse, that that means the two things are the same.

•
Mark 16:16 mentions both belief and baptism; does that mean they are the same thing?

•
II Tim 1:5 mentions both Lois and Eunice; does that mean they are the same people?

Other "Context" Facts
It is true every verse in I Cor 11:2-16 that contains a form of the word "covered," and that has reference to the woman (Mark narrows it down to 3 verses), refers also to the hair.

But the following facts are also true:

· Every verse in I Cor 11:2-16 that contains a form of the word "covered," and that has reference to the man, refers also to the head.  Does this prove the covering is the head?
· Every verse in the whole NT that contains the word "fasting," and that has reference to religious fasting (5 verses), also mentions prayer.  Does this prove religious fasting and prayer are the same thing?
· Of the 4 verses in I Cor 11:2-16 that contain a form of the word "katakalupto" (the covering that is under dispute in this debate), only 2 also refer to the hair, and both teach the "katakalupto" covering is different than the hair mentioned in the verse.
· Of the 6 verses that refer to the covering under dispute, only 2 also refer to the hair.

It is absurd to think that just because two things are mentioned in the same verse, that means the two things are the same.
•
Mark 16:16 mentions both belief and baptism; does that mean they are the same thing?

•
II Tim 1:5 mentions both  Lois and Eunice; does that mean they are the same people?
Hair Fits Better ?
That may, or may not be so.  It would be just our opinion since the Bible does not say either way.

The truth is that both the veil and the hair fit Paul's consistency argument of verses 5-6, and therefore neither are proven (or ruled out) by that consistency argument.

A Similar Example   -   Jeremiah 13:23a
Can the Ethiopian change his skin, or the leopard his spots?


	The Calvinist
	
	The Truth

	This illustration proves that the non-elect are born in sin, and cannot change.
	
	These two facts illustrate how difficult it is for those "that are accustomed to do evil" to change and "do good" (verse 23b).


Jeremiah did not start with the "Ethiopian and leopard" facts and intend that we understand the truth as anything that the two facts could illustrate (or even what we think they illustrate best → the Ethiopian and leopard are born that way).  He started out with the truth he wanted to teach (verse 23b and other passages), and illustrated it in order to help us understand that truth.  Anything else those two facts might illustrate is just coincidental.

Likewise, Paul started with the truth that the temporary covering (when praying) is necessary, and he used an argument involving hair (the permanent covering) to help make his case.  The fact that the argument could fit another truth is just coincidental.

Long Hair Mentioned 7 Times ?
No, Long Hair is only mentioned 2 times in the passage, in verses 14 and 15.

It is true that Hair is referred to 7 times, but if this proves the covering is the hair, then:

•
I guess the covering is the "man" because "man" is referred to 14 times.

•
No, the covering is the "woman" because "woman" is referred to 16 times.

But you say, Pat, that is absurd; you must look at the relation of those words in the context to the covering.


I respond, EXACTLY.

As a matter of fact, my opponent would admit that every verse in I Cor 11:2-16 that mentions the "katakalupto" covering, and that also refers to the hair, teaches that the covering is different than the hair that that verse refers to.

It is absurd to think that just because two things are mentioned in the same passage, that that means that the two things are the same.

•
Mark 16:16 mentions both belief and baptism; does that mean they are the same thing?

•
II Tim 1:5 mentions both  Lois and Eunice; does that mean they are the same people?

The number of times something is referred to is essentially irrelevant.  The veil is proven 3 times by the phrase "pray or prophesy" in verses 5,6, and 13.  That is what is relevant.
Lord's Supper Elements (Hair) Mentioned A Number Of Times?

Bread and fruit of the vine are mentioned a number of times in connection with the Lord's Supper, but that fact, in and of itself, does not necessarily prove the bread and the fruit of the vine are the elements ("eat this bread, and drink this cup" prove that).

Just like the fact that a form of the word hunger is used 2 times in connection with the Lord's Supper (in I Corinthians 11:21,34) does not prove we eat the Lord's Supper in order to satisfy our hunger.

It is true that Hair is mentioned a number of times, but if this proves the covering is the hair, then:

•
The covering is the "head" because "head" is referred to 4 times.

•
No, the covering is "man" because "man" is referred to 14 times.

•
No, it is the "woman" because "woman" is referred to 16 times.

But you say, Pat, that is absurd; you must look at the relation of those words in the context to the covering.


I respond, EXACTLY.

As a matter of fact, my opponent would admit every verse in I Cor 11:2-16 that mentions the "katakalupto" covering, and that also refers to the hair, teaches the covering is different than the hair that verse refers to.

The number of times something is referred to is essentially irrelevant.  The veil is proven 3 times by the phrase "pray or prophesy" in verses 5,6, and 13.  That is what is relevant.

"Katakalupto" and "Peribolaion"

MAY Be Used Interchangeably ?
I agree that "katakalupto" and "peribolaion" may be used interchangeably.  But the fact that they may be used interchangeably, implies that they may not be used interchangeably, that they may not refer to the same thing.  Therefore my opponent has no proof here.

The issue is not, may they be used interchangeably?; the issue is, are they used interchangeably in I Corinthians 11?  My opponent must prove that they are used interchangeably in I Corinthians 11.  This, he has not done, and cannot do.

My opponent says the two words are used interchangeably in Genesis 38:14-15.  But this doesn't help his position, because he agrees the words are referring to an artificial covering in Genesis 38:14-15.  How does the Bible student know that an artificial covering is under consideration in Genesis 38:14-15?  Because this covering was used for an OCCASION.

The fact that the two words have similar meanings is actually important in understanding the truth on I Cor 11, that one covering argues for the other:  Paul's argument in I Cor 11:13-15 is a consistency argument, just like in vs.5-6.

Sometimes Used Interchangeably

Doesn't Prove Always Used Interchangeably
"Disciples" and "Apostles" are used interchangeably in Matthew 26:17,18,19 and Luke 22:14, but would my opponent substitute the word "apostles" for "disciples" in Acts 19:1, thereby making the apostles NON-Christians?

"Sing" and "Speak" are used interchangeably in Ephesians 5:19, but would my opponent substitute "sing" for "speak" in I Corinthians 14:34-35, thereby making it wrong for a woman to sing in the church assembly?

"Prophesy" & "Teach" are used interchangeably in I Cor 14 (vs.2-3, 4-5, 22, 23-24, 18-19), but would my opponent substitute "teach" for prophecy in I Cor 13:8-10, thereby making Bible teaching cease with the completion of the NT?

If I told my wife that our dog had knocked over the garbage can again, she might reply, "that animal has got to go."  The words "dog" and "animal" would be used interchangeably there, but does that mean every time my wife uses the word "animal," she is talking about a dog?

When two different Greek words are used, the burden of proof would fall upon the person who says they refer to the same thing to prove it.  My opponent must prove that "katakalupto" & "peribolaion" are used interchangeably in I Cor 11.

Leon Crouch
As to whether the verbs can possibly be used correctly with the noun in verse 15, we have another problem.  So far as I can find they never are so used in the … Papyri.  They are certainly never used together in the New Testament. However, a study of the use of the words in those sources indicates that they could possibly be used together.  I must admit that it would normally be an unusual use to put them together.
Almost every scholar my opponent uses,

goes against him.

Mr. Jenkins Admits That I Corinthians 11:6

Does NOT Teach That Long Hair Is The Only Covering

This verse only proves that uncovered is different than (but just as bad as) shorn or shaven.

Mr. Jenkins admits I Corinthians 11:6 does not (by itself) teach the long hair is the only covering necessary for a woman.

My Question #9b:  Does this verse (v.6), by itself, teach conclusively that the hair is the covering of vs.5-6?
Mr. Jenkins' Answer:  No
So Mr. Jenkins admits that a verse he is using for proof, does not in fact prove his position.

I Corinthians 11:6 - Precisely What Does It Teach?
Examine I Cor 11:6 - "For if the woman be not covered, let her also be shorn: but if it be a shame for a woman to be shorn or shaven, let her be covered."
This is a consistency argument like - "If you are going to cheat on your taxes, you might as well rob a bank."  What does that mean?: 

1.
To cheat on your taxes is the same thing as robbing a bank?, or

2.
To be cheat on taxes is different than (but just as bad as) robbing a bank?

Or - “If you are not going to wear sunglasses, you might as well shave off your eyebrows.”  Two different shields (one artificial and one natural), but both help keep the sun out of our eyes.

So which one of the following does I Cor 11:6 actually teach?:

1.
To be covered is the same thing as having long hair?, or
2.
To be uncovered is different than (but just as bad as) shorn or shaven?

It is obvious that #2 is the correct choice.

So if the verse teaches that uncovered is different than (but just as bad as) shorn or shaven, then we cannot conclude from this verse what the "katakalupto" covering is, only that it is different than shorn or shaven hair.

Why Didn't Paul Just Say It That Way ?
The opposing view thinks I Cor 11:6 is saying that if a woman is going to cut her hair a little, she may as well cut it a lot, or shave it all off; it's just as bad.

If that is so, why didn't Paul just say it that way?  Why didn't he say, "if you are going to cut your hair a little, you might as well shear or shave your hair"?  Instead why did he basically say, "if you are not going to be covered, you might as well shear or shave your hair"?  If Paul meant hair in verse 6, why didn't he just say so?  He didn't have any problem saying hair in verse 15.

Paul didn't say "hair" in verse 6, and that's significant.
Vine's Comments On Revelation 9:8 - My Answer In A Nutshell
Mr. Vine's Comments:

· the long hair of the spirit-beings described as locusts in Rev. 9:8 is perhaps indicative of their subjection to their Satanic master (cp. I Cor. 11:10, R.V.)
· The word is found in I Cor. 11:15, where the context shows that the "covering" provided in the long hair of the woman is as a veil, a sign of subjection to authority, as indicated in the headships spoken of in verses 1-10.
My Opponent's Argument:

· Mr. Vine is saying the long hair is the covering of I Cor 11:10.
· This proves the long hair is the covering.

My Answer in a Nutshell:

· Mr. Vine is not saying the long hair is the covering of I Cor 11:10.
· But even if he were, it wouldn't prove anything.  Only the Bible proves anything!

Vine's Comments On Revelation 9:8 - He Is Not Teaching My Opponent's Doctrine

the long hair of the spirit-beings described as locusts in Rev. 9:8 is perhaps indicative of their subjection to their Satanic master (cp. I Cor. 11:10, R.V.)
Here, Mr. Vine is speculating ("perhaps") only that both verses involve subjection, not that both are talking about the hair.

The word is found in I Cor. 11:15, where the context shows that the "covering" provided in the long hair of the woman is as a veil, a sign of subjection to authority, as indicated in the headships spoken of in verses 1-10.
In this quote, Mr. Vine is indicating the long hair of I Cor 11:15 is NOT the same as the veil of verses 1-10, because he says the long hair is AS a veil.  When we say something is AS or LIKE something else, we are saying that two DISTINCT things are similar.

•
A parallel:  "The eagle is as the tiger, a mascot of Auburn football."  Does this mean the eagle and the tiger are the same animal?  No, it actually shows they are different.

•
According to Galatians 4:14, Paul was "received ... as Christ Jesus."  Does this mean that Paul was Christ, or that he was different from Christ, but received like Christ?
Vine's Commentary on I Corinthians 11 says VEIL:

The veiled condition of the woman therefore sets forth the authority of Christ.  She has a two-fold covering, the temporary one, the veil, put on for the immediate purpose, and another, the permanent one mentioned in verse 15
How could anybody look at the phrase, "And they had hair as the hair of women" in Rev 9:8, and thereby conclude that the symbol of authority of I Cor 11:10 is the long hair?
Vine's Comments On Revelation 9:8

What If He Were Teaching My Opponent's Doctrine ?

Mark's two quotes are Vine's comments about the meaning of a passage that uses the word that he is defining; they are not his definition for that word.  Vine’s basic definition for "thrix" is “denotes the hair.”  There is a big difference between Vine's Scholarship and his Commentary/Theology.

Does my opponent really believe Mr. Vine's comments in his dictionary PROVE the position that those comments advocate?  What about Vine’s comments under the word “wash”?:
in Acts 22:16, where the command to Saul of Tarsus to wash away his sins indicates that by his public confession, he would testify to the removal of his sins …; this 'washing away' was not in itself the actual remission of his sins, which had taken place at his conversion
Will Mark explain why Mr. Vine's comments in his dictionary prove Mark's position, but Vine’s comments in the same book do not prove baptism only figuratively washes away sins?
Will my opponent do the same with Thayer's?:
· comment under "perfect" - the perfect state of all things, to be ushered in by the return of Christ from heaven, 1 Co. xiii. 10
· comment under "baptism" - on behalf of the dead, i.e. to promote their eternal salvation by undergoing baptism in their stead, 1 Co. xv. 29
Kenneth Wuest translates "katakalupto" in I Cor 11:6, "shawl."  I do not agree with this translation, but it does prove what one scholar says proves nothing.  If Mr. Vine were teaching the hair is the covering of I Corinthians 11:10, it would only prove Mr. Vine believed the covering is the hair.

How could anybody look at the phrase, "And they had hair as the hair of women" in Revelation 9:8, and thereby conclude that the symbol of authority of I Corinthians 11:10 is the long hair?

I Corinthians 11:13-15 – Explained By Alford
Henry Alford explains it better than I can:

•
But if this be acknowledged to be shameful (cutting off of the hair) ..., let the further decency of the additional covering be conceded likewise.   (commenting on verses 5-6)

•
i.e. the mere fact of one sex being by nature unveiled, i.e. having short hair, - the other, veiled, i.e. having long hair.  This plainly declares that man was intended to be uncovered, - woman, covered.  When therefore we deal with the proprieties of the artificial state, of clothing the body, we must be regulated by nature's suggestion:  that which she has indicated to be left uncovered, we must so leave:  that which she has covered, when we clothe the body, we must cover likewise. (commenting on verses 13-15)

Paul's argument in verses 13-15 is the same as his argument in verses 5-6; it is a consistency argument:
The fact that a woman is permanently covered by nature (with the long hair), should help us to see the propriety of the woman covering her head with an artificial covering when she prays or prophesies.

Mr. Jenkins Admits I Corinthians 11:15

Does NOT Teach That Long Hair Is The Only Covering

If verse 15 doesn't prove it, obviously nothing will.

This verse only proves the long hair is a covering.  It is only an assumption to say that the covering of verse 15 is the same as the covering we find in verse 5.

Mr. Jenkins admits I Corinthians 11:15 does not (by itself) teach that the long hair is the only covering necessary for a woman.

My Question #6:  Does I Cor 11:15, by itself, teach conclusively that the hair is the only covering necessary for a woman?
Mr. Jenkins' Answer:  No
If v15 doesn’t prove long hair is the only covering, what verse does?

I Corinthians 11:13-15

Question About Covering - Answered With Hair ?

The question in I Corinthians 11:13 is not, "what is the covering?"  The question is, "should a woman pray uncovered?"

Paul's answer is "no."  Paul's answer does not indicate that the long hair is the covering that he has been referring to, but is an argument in favor of that covering.

The argument is essentially this:  "Look, God has given the woman the long hair as a natural covering, and not the man; that ought to tell you that when it comes to the artificial (temporary) covering, God wants the woman covered, and not the man."

Paul's argument in verses 13-15 is the same as his argument in verses 5-6; it is a CONSISTENCY argument:

The fact that a woman is permanently covered by nature (with the long hair), should help us to see the propriety of the woman covering herself with an artificial covering when she prays or prophesies.
Hair "Instead Of" An Artificial Covering ?

Thayer - to serve as a covering
Arndt and Gingrich - hair as a covering
G.G. Findley ("Expositor's Greek NT") - 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 ...
Does "anti" mean "instead of" in these passages?:

Matthew 17:27
and give (money) unto them for me and thee

and give (money) unto them INSTEAD OF me and thee ?

Matthew 5:38
an eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth

an eye INSTEAD OF an eye and a tooth INSTEAD OF a tooth ?

John 1:16
all we received, and grace for grace

all we received, and grace INSTEAD OF grace ?

#473 ("anti") is in the New Testament 22 times by my count:

· translated "instead of" 0 times

· translated "for" 16 times
Even if it were Hair "Instead Of" an Artificial Covering, it would just mean "hair instead of a permanent artificial covering (peribolaion)." But the covering of verse 5 is a temporary artificial covering (katakalupto).
Peribolaion Only Means Artificial Covering ?

From the Septuagint (Greek translation of the Hebrew OT):

Psalms 147:8 (God) Who covereth the heaven with clouds (KJV)

Psalms 71:13 let them be covered with reproach and dishonor that seek my hurt (KJV)

Psalms 109:29 and let them (mine adversaries) cover themselves with their own confusion (KJV)

Isaiah 59:6 neither shall they cover themselves with their works (KJV)

Ezekiel 4:2 and throw up a mound round against it (Bagster)

Jeremiah 15:12 whereas thy strength is a brazen covering (not in KJV)

Job 23:9 his (God's) right hand shall encompass me, but I shall not see it (Bagster)

Micah 7:10 shame shall cover her (KJV)

Even if it were Hair "Instead Of" an Artificial Covering, it would just mean "hair instead of a permanent artificial covering (peribolaion)." But the katakalupto covering of verse 5 is a temporary artificial covering.
I Corinthians 11:15

Does NOT Prove That Long Hair Is The Only Covering

If this verse doesn't prove it, obviously nothing will.

This verse only proves the long hair is a covering.  It is only an assumption to say the covering of v.15 is the same as the covering in v.5.

My explanation for verse 13-15 (a consistency argument) is reasonable, therefore verse 15 cannot be taken as proof the long hair is the only covering, because proving something means that you rule out all other reasonable explanations.

My explanation for verses 13-15 is more reasonable, because:

•
A different Greek word is used in verse 13 than in verse 15.

•
My opponent agrees a consistency argument is used in verses 5 and 6; why not also in verses 13-15?

There is nothing in I Corinthians 11:15, or elsewhere in the chapter, that indicates the long hair is the only covering required; to the contrary, all indications are otherwise.

You Had Better Be Sure
Simply put, there has been no proof given that the long hair is the only covering taught necessary by I Corinthians 11:2-16.

My opponent is under obligation to prove the practice that he is contending for -- that a woman does not have to wear an artificial covering when she prays or prophesies.

We both agree the practice that I am contending for, involving both the permanent and the temporary covering, is right, and a safe course to follow.

The practice his view advocates is the one that is in question.

Therefore, for women of his persuasion (using only one covering) to leave off an artificial covering by faith (that is, without doubt, Romans 14:23), their practice must be proven.  This, my opponent has not done.

"Artificial" Not In The Passage And Not In Any Lexicons ?

My opponent says I Cor 11:5-6 cannot be referring to an artificial covering, because the word "artificial" is not in the passage, and is not found in any Lexicons defining the words in the passage.

First let me ask - are any Lexicons that define the word "katakalupto" using the words "long hair"?

My opponent believes Genesis 38:14-15 is referring to an artificial covering, even though:

· The word "artificial" is not found in the passage.
· No Hebrew Lexicons use the word "artificial" in defining any of the words in the passage.

We all know the covering of Genesis 38:14-15 is artificial from other considerations.

My opponent agrees Esther 6:12 is also referring to an artificial covering, even though:

· The word "artificial" is not found in the passage.
· No Hebrew Lexicons use the word "artificial" in defining any of the words in the passage.

My opponent believes that Acts 20:7 is talking about the Lord's Supper, even though:

· The phrase "Lord's Supper" is not in the verse.
· A definition for bread would not necessitate the Lord's Supper.

My opponent knows Acts 20:7 is referring to the Lord's Supper the same way I do, because "he would go to I Corinthians 10:16 and show that the term does in fact refer to the communion."

The word "artificial" just indicates that I am not talking about the "natural" covering of long hair.

I prove an artificial covering is required by the passage, not by the word "artificial" being there, or by a definition, but by other considerations, like the temporalness of the "katakalupto" covering implied by the phrase "praying or prophesying."
Some Translations That Indicate The Covering Is Artificial
The following translations use a word to translate "katakalupto" that indicates an artificial covering is under consideration:

1.
Kenneth S. Wuest's Expanded Translation Of The Greek New Testament – verse 6 ... since it is dishonorable for a woman to be shaven or have her hair cropped close, let her put a shawl down over her head.
2.
Goodspeed Translation – v.5 And any woman who offers prayer or explains the will of God bareheaded disgraces her head ... v.13 Judge for yourselves.  Is it proper for a woman to offer prayer to God with nothing on her head?
3.
The Amplified New Testament - v.5 bareheaded
4.
The Twentieth Century Translation - v.5 bare-headed
5.
Charles B. Williams' Translation - v.5 bareheaded, v.13 nothing on her head
6.
William Tyndale's Translation of 1534 - v.5 bare-headed, v.13 bare-headed
7.
The Myles Coverdale Translation of 1535 - v.13 bare-headed
8.
Thomas Cranmer's Translation of 1539 - v.5 bare-headed, v.13 bare-headed
9.
The Geneve New Testament of 1557 - v.5 bare-headed, v.13 bare-headed
bare (Random House Dictionary) - without covering or clothing; naked; nude
These translations don’t prove my position.  But they do indicate some Greek scholars think "katakalupto" by itself in I Cor 11 implies an artificial covering.
Commentaries
My opponent relies on the commentary of a very few to defend his position.  Commentators prove nothing; there are probably hundreds of commentaries that teach my position, not my opponent's:

Vine - The veiled condition of the woman therefore sets forth the authority of Christ.  She has a two-fold covering, the temporary one, the veil, put on for the immediate purpose, and another, the permanent one mentioned in verse 15.
Alford - But if this be acknowledged to be shameful (cutting off of the hair) ..., let the further decency of the additional covering be conceded likewise. … -
the mere fact of one sex being by nature unveiled, i.e. having short hair, - the other, veiled, i.e. having long hair.  This plainly declares that man was intended to be uncovered, - woman, covered.  When therefore we deal with the proprieties of the artificial state, of clothing the body, we must be regulated by nature's suggestion:  that which she has indicated to be left uncovered, we must so leave:  that which she has covered, when we clothe the body, we must cover likewise.
Merrill F. Unger - No, it is not possible for the Greek verbs of I Corinthians 11:5,6, and 13 to be correctly used with the Greek noun peribolaion.    (I have my doubts that this statement is true)

Lipscomb/Shepherd, Barnes, many others

If commentators prove positions, then the following positions could be proven true:

· Salvation at the point of faith before and without water baptism.
· Once saved always saved.
· No everlasting punishment.

Obviously my opponent does not have sufficient scriptural proof for his position, or he wouldn't have to resort to using the opinions of uninspired men.  The Bible itself proves my position !
Scholars - What Do They Prove ?

Dr. Merril E. Unger, "Unger's Bible Dictionary"
E.H. Miller's Questions, and Mr. Unger's Answers:

· Is it possible for the Greek verbs (for "uncovered", "not covered", and "covered") of I Corinthians 11:5-6 and 13 to be correctly used with the Greek noun "peribolaion" ("a covering") of I Corinthians 11:15?
· No it is not possible for the Greek verbs of I Corinthians 11:5-6 and 13 to be correctly used with the Greek noun peribolaion ... of I Corinthians 11:15.
· Do the Greek nouns and verbs found … in I Corinthians 11:5-6, 13 and 15 prove the 'covering' of I Corinthians 11:15 can not be what I Corinthians 11:5-6 and 13 speaks of as being 'covered', 'uncovered' or not covered' with?”

· Yes the Greek nouns and verbs in I Corinthians 11:5-6, 13 and 15 show the covering (an article of headdress that covers the head) cannot be the natural covering of woman's long hair referred to in verse 15.  In verse 15 a woman's long hair is itself a covering (a natural covering) but not that which the apostle refers to as a covering (an article of dress) in verses 5-6 and 13.

What do these “scholarly” statements prove?  Nothing!  Scholars can be found on both sides of just about every question.  Only the scriptures prove anything.

Wycliffe on Numbers 5:18

Mr. Wycliffe's comments:  Uncover the woman's head.  The word para means "to unbind the hair," not uncover the head.
What does my opponent say that this proves?:

· "Uncover the woman's head" refers to the hair.

· "Uncover the woman's head" does not refer to an artificial covering.

But notice:

· Mr. Wycliffe says it refers to the unbinding of the hair, NOT to the cutting of the hair, which is my opponent's contention.

· When Mr. Wycliffe says, "not uncover the head," my opponent understands him to be referring to an artificial covering, showing my opponent understands that "uncover the head" would normally refer to an artificial covering.

Many other scholars say this passage refers to the removing of an artificial covering.  Even Mr. Wycliffe does not help my opponent since he makes no reference to the cutting of the hair, but to unbinding the hair by taking off something artificial.

But this really doesn't have one iota to do with I Corinthians 11:2-16 anyway.

Prefix "kata" Means Completely ?
My opponent makes the argument that since "kata" (as in "katakalupto") means "completely," therefore the "katakalupto" covering (verses 5-6) is the hair.

I agree the prefix "kata" means completely, but how does that argue for the hair?  It doesn't tell what to completely cover with (the hair or the veil), it simply says that the woman's head must be completely covered.

I believe the woman should completely cover her head when she prays, with a veil or such.

Reason = When ?
"Jenkins' Rule" (UNPROVEN):

Mr. Jenkins' argument is since the woman must be in subjection to the man all the time, that a symbol of that subjection (the covering of I Corinthians 11) must be present all the time, therefore the covering must be the permanent long hair, and not the temporary veil.

Let's try Mr. Jenkins' “reason=when” rule out on:

•
Custom tells the woman to wear a white dress at her wedding to symbolize purity (virginity).  According to Mr. Jenkins' Rule, custom should demand that she wear a white dress all the time from birth till marriage, since that is how long she should remain a virgin.

•
The purpose for Communion is to remember Jesus' death; we should remember Christ's death daily (actually more frequently); therefore we should eat the Lord’s Supper daily.

•
The purpose for the contribution is for the congregation to spend for the Lord's work; the congregation may spend for the Lord's work on any day of the week; therefore the contribution may be on any day of the week.

•
Though not the only reason, one of the reasons a person should be baptized in water is to show subjection to Christ; therefore a person should continue to be baptized just as long as he is in subjection to Christ.

Not only is "Jenkins' Rule" absurd, in this case, the time element is actually spelled out for us - "Every man praying or prophesying" - and this time element proves my position !

Context Speaking About The Hair ?
Of course the context is speaking about the hair; verse 15 refers to it by name!

But Mark admits the context also refers to an artificial covering, when commenting about verse 4 on page 11 of his tract on the covering:
Most, if not all lexicographers will define ‘covered’ in this verse as we have given.  Therefore, Paul is simply teaching that man cannot have ‘anything’ - any type of ornament - covering his head while ‘praying or prophesying’.  On the other hand, man may, without sin, wear some ornaments on their heads if they are not praying or prophesying.  For example, some jobs or sport activities may necessitate some fashion of a head covering and nothing is wrong with such since they are not praying or prophesying.
According to Mark's reasoning, this would prove the covering of I Cor 11:5-6 is an artificial covering, because the context speaks of an artificial covering.
The truth is, neither Mark's position nor my position is proven by the fact that the context refers to the artificial and/or the natural covering, because we both admit both types of coverings are referred to in the context.

The question is, is the covering of verses 5-6 referring to the "natural" covering found in verse 15, or the "artificial" covering found by even Mark in verse 4?
Genesis 38:14-15 - A Sign Of Prostitution ?

Mark asks if Paul is instructing women to wear the covering while praying or prophesying that was a sign of (prostitution) in Genesis 38:14-15.
This is like asking the question, "is my brother Ben's pet the same as mine?"  The answer is "yes" in some respects (they are both dogs, and they are both German Shepherds at that), and "no" in other respects (they are different colors, and they are different individual dogs).

· My answer to Mark's question is NO, if he is asking if both coverings cover the face.
· The answer is NO, if he means, do they both have the same purpose. 
· The answer is YES, if he is asking if both coverings are artificial, meaning not the hair.

If Mark does not mean any of the above three questions by his question, then I have no idea what he is asking.  Is Mark trying to get me to say that they are the same, meaning in one respect, so that he can act like my answer was that they are the same in another respect, which I never intended?  If so, that would not be honest, so we will assume that Mark is not trying to do that.

Many examples could be cited showing a difference between God's law then, and God's law now:

· The OT said if a woman was divorced from her husband (for uncleanness), and then she married someone else, that if she ever went back to her first husband, it would be an "abomination" (Deuteronomy 24:1-4).  On the other hand, the NT teaches, that under the same circumstances, it would be right for her to go back to her first husband (I Cor 7:10-11, Matt 19:9, Rom 7:2-3).
· In the NT, long hair on men is expressly forbidden (I Cor 11:14), but under the OT, it obviously was not (Judges 13:5).

Genesis 38:14-15

Because Tamar Covered Her Face ?
My opponent agrees the covering of Genesis 38:14-15 is an artificial covering.

My opponent says he knows Tamar's covering was artificial, and not the hair, because she "covered her face" with it.

But Mark admitted in his answer to my question #23 that "a woman, who has very long, uncut hair, (could) cover her face with her hair, if she combed it forward."  So according to Mark's answer, he couldn't know that Tamar's covering was artificial because she covered her face with it, because she could have covered her face by combing her long hair forward.

Therefore the only way Mark or anyone else knows that Tamar's covering was artificial is because she wore it for an occasion.

I know the covering of I Cor 11:5 is artificial for the same reason, because it is to be worn for an occasion, that occasion being, when a woman prays or prophesies.

Since the long hair cannot be worn just for an occasion, it cannot be the covering of I Cor 11:5, therefore, the passage must teach two different coverings!

A Woman Could Cut Her Hair And Then Repent ?

Mark said in our written debate (paragraph #198):

I could say, women must have long hair when praying or prophesying, but she can 'turn off' by cutting her hair as long as she repents and gains forgiveness before entering the two acts again.  Such is ridiculous and you must know it!

Yes I do know it, such is ridiculous!  That is my very point.
It is impossible for a woman to pray in the morning, cut her hair short afterwards, and then have long hair again by the time that she prays again in the evening.  Remember, "long" means "long," not "forgiven"!

In contrast, I Corinthians 11:5 shows that the "katakalupto" covering can be put "on" during a woman's prayer, taken "off" later, and put back "on" when she prays again later.
Dean (Henry) Alford
Mark quoted from Alford 3 times in our written discussion:  ... the mere fact of one sex being by nature unveiled, i.e. having short hair, - the other veiled, i.e. having long hair.
What Mark claims Alford proves, and what Mark claims Alford states:

· I proved by the scholarly Dean Alford that in 1 Corinthians 11 that the word 'unveiled' ('uncovered' in the KJV) means 'having short hair' and being 'veiled' ('covered' in the KJV) means 'having long hair.' (paragraphs #56 and #96)
· In paragraph 234 Pat says, 'Mark please prove that they (two words for covering in 1 Corinthians 11) are used interchangeably in 1 Corinthians 11. ... the fact that W.E. Vine, Dean Alford and others that I have quoted states this is proof that they are interchangeably in 1 Corinthians 11. (paragraph #268)

What Alford actually said:

· But if this be acknowledged to be shameful (cutting off of the hair) ..., let the further decency of the additional covering be conceded likewise.

· i.e. the mere fact of one sex being by nature unveiled, i.e. having short hair, - the other, veiled, i.e. having long hair.  This plainly declares that man was intended to be uncovered, - woman, covered.  When therefore we deal with the proprieties of the artificial state, of clothing the body, we must be regulated by nature's suggestion:  that which she has indicated to be left uncovered, we must so leave: that which she has covered, when we clothe the body, we must cover likewise
Mark, could you please explain how you could say that Alford proved and stated the things that you said that he did, in light of what we see that he actually said?

Leviticus 10:6, 21:10 / Ezekiel 44:20
Leviticus 21:10:  And he that is the high priest among his brethren, ... shall not uncover his head ...
uncover (Random House Dictionary):  to remove a cover or covering
Therefore, if the priest obeyed Leviticus 21:10, and did not shave off or cut his hair (as my opponent thinks the verse is saying), his hair would provide a covering.  You can only uncover something that is covered!

But the priest already had Cut Hair.  Notice Ezekiel 44:20:  Neither shall they (the priests, verse 15) shave their heads, nor suffer their locks to grow long; they shall only poll their heads.
Therefore, a person can have Cut Hair, and that length of hair would still cover his head.

This proves my opponent's position on the covering FALSE (that the long hair is the covering), because he is admitting (by consequences) that hair that is not long covers the HEAD just as well as long hair does. 

Praying or Prophesying

A Quote From Mark's Tract
I contend that the phrase "prayeth or prophesieth" in I Corinthians 11:5 proves the covering of that verse ("katakalupto") is a temporary covering.

Mark agreed with this reasoning concerning the man's covering of verse 4 in his tract, "Woman's Glory."  Beginning on page 10, he said:

However, regardless if this has reference to ‘worship only’ or all times while praying or prophesying, we still must be conscious of the fact that a specific time is referred to.  In short, if man is ‘praying or prophesying’ he cannot be covered, to violate this would be an act of dishonoring Christ; however, if he is not ‘praying or prophesying’ he can be covered, since he would be able to “uncover” himself before he enters into the specific acts of ‘praying or prophesying’ again.
Mark is saying the fact that a man is required to be uncovered when he is “praying or prophesying,” proves that he can be covered when he is not praying or prophesying.  If this is conclusive proof, and I wholeheartedly agree that it is, then why wouldn’t the same reasoning prove that since a woman is to be covered when she prays or prophesies, then it would be right for her to be uncovered when she is not praying or prophesying?

Mark's reasoning in his tract is correct:  the passage teaches a temporary covering, and therefore cannot be the long hair, since the long hair is permanent.
Mark's Contradiction Concerning Praying or Prophesying
I Asked Mark In Our Written Discussion:  Beginning at the bottom of page 10 of your tract, “Woman’s Glory,” you said, “However, regardless if this has reference to ‘worship only’ or all times while praying or prophesying, we still must be conscious of the fact that a specific time is referred to.  In short, if man is ‘praying or prophesying’ he cannot be covered, to violate this would be an act of dishonoring Christ; however, if he is not ‘praying or prophesying’ he can be covered, since he would be able to “uncover” himself before he enters into the specific acts of ‘praying or prophesying’ again.”  Unless I misunderstand, you are saying that the fact that a man is required to be uncovered when he is “praying or prophesying,” proves that he can be covered when he is not praying or prophesying.  If this is conclusive proof, and I wholeheartedly agree that it is, then why wouldn’t the same reasoning prove that since a woman is to be covered when she prays or prophesies, then it would be right for her to be uncovered when she is not praying or prophesying?
His Response:  As stated five lines down in the tract:  "Because, (unlike man) she would not be able to 'cover' herself, that is, regain her 'long hair' before she 'prays or prophesies' again."
This response is like the Oneness Pentecostal arguing God the Father's name is Jesus (one person in the Godhead) based upon what Jesus said in John 5:43 ("I am come in my Father's name").  When we point out I Samuel 17:45 says David came to Goliath "in the name of the LORD," and ask them if that means God's name is David, their response is basically that the phraseology doesn't prove it in I Samuel 17:45, because we know God's name isn't David.  Mark's response is similar; both are using circular reasoning.
Mark’s response is illogical - the phrase "praying or prophesying" either proves the covering is temporary or doesn't prove it is temporary.  The same reasoning can’t prove it is temporary for the man, but not prove it is temporary for the woman; it is the same phrase in both verses.

Praying or Prophesying

Mark Was Either Right Or Wrong
Beginning on page 10 of his tract, "Woman's Glory," Mark said:  However, regardless if this has reference to ‘worship only’ or all times while praying or prophesying, we still must be conscious of the fact that a SPECIFIC TIME is referred to.  In short, if man is ‘praying or prophesying’ he cannot be covered, to violate this would be an act of dishonoring Christ; however, if he is not ‘praying or prophesying’ he can be covered, since he would be able to “uncover” himself before he enters into the specific acts of ‘praying or prophesying’ again.
One Of Two Things Must Be True:

EITHER -
Mark was wrong and the phrase "praying or prophesying" does not prove the man’s covering is temporary.  If this is the case, then a man can never wear any type of covering (baseball hat, anything) anytime, because Mark's view is that verse 4 teaches the man is not to be covered with any type of covering, including an artificial covering.

OR -----
Mark was right and the phrase "praying or prophesying" does prove the covering is temporary.  If this is the case, then the woman's covering is also temporary, therefore the "katakalupto" covering required for the woman by I Corinthians 11:5 cannot be the "long hair" since the long hair is permanent.

If "praying or prophesying" proves that a man could be covered at other times (like when working in the garden), why wouldn't the same phrase in verse 5 prove the same thing for the woman, that she could be uncovered at other times (like when working in the garden)?

If Mark's reasoning was wrong, then according to his view, a man can never wear a hat anytime.  But Mark's reasoning in his tract was right, therefore, the passage teaches a temporary covering!

Must Be A Noun To Correspond ?
Mark says (in paragraph #90):  ... when verbs ('covered,' 'uncovered' etc) are used there must be a noun in the context to correspond.
I would like to know when Mark made up this rule of hermeneutics?  Shall we call it "Mark's Law"?

The law is not true, but if it were, I would ask Mark:
· What is the noun in the context of I Corinthians 11 that corresponds to the verb "covered" in verse 4?
· What is the noun in the context of I Corinthians 11 that corresponds to the verb "pray" in verse 13?

Paul used one Greek word for the covering all the way through the section (verses 5,6,6,7, and 13) until he reached verse 15, where he suddenly switched to a different Greek word.  That fact Mark cannot change!

My Proposition Has "Praying Or Prophesying" Modifying Long Hair ?

The precise reason that I added the parentheses around the clause "in addition to her long hair" in my affirmative proposition, and did not leave it as Mark originally wrote it, was that I wanted to indicate in some way that the phrase "while praying or prophesying" did not modify the phrase "in addition to her long hair."  I knew that it did not make any sense for the phrase "while praying or prophesying" to modify the phrase "in addition to her long hair," because the woman is to have long hair at all times, and could not have long hair only "while praying or prophesying" (and not have it at other times), as the language would imply, if it did modify the phrase, and does imply in I Cor 11:5.

Parentheses are commonly used to "set off" an expression from the main thought of a sentence, and are a valid way of indicating the phrase "in addition to her long hair" was not to be modified by the phrase "while praying or prophesying."  But even if it were not a valid way, all that would prove is I used incorrect grammar in forming my affirmative proposition.  What matters is what I intended to convey, and in this case, the very reason I changed Mark's wording of my affirmative proposition, and put "in addition to her long hair" in parentheses, was to indicate the phrase was not modified by "while praying or prophesying."

The phrase "prayeth or prophesieth" does prove the covering of verse 5 is temporary, and therefore is not the long hair.

Would I Withhold Baptism From A Woman Who Refuses To Wear The Covering ?
Mark's Question #30:  If an unbaptized woman desires to be baptized but clearly states that she has not nor will not wear an artificial covering while praying or prophesying should baptism be withheld from her?  Out of curiosity: Do you take the same position concerning an unbaptized divorced woman desiring to be baptized.  Should baptism be withheld from her if she has been divorced for reasons other than fornication?
My Answer To #30 Was:  Yes, but normally this does not come up till later, like the accompanying teaching concerning long hair.  I could ask Mark the similar question: "If an unbaptized woman desires to be baptized but clearly states that she has not nor will not wear her hair long, should baptism be withheld from her?"  A woman who has been divorced by her spouse for a reason other than fornication has not necessarily sinned, so I would not necessarily withhold baptism from her.  However, if a woman whom I am studying with, is divorced unscripturally, and remarried (adulterous), I would withhold baptism from her (and I usually know if this is the case). You would probably do the same if you were studying with a person who was in a homosexual "marriage."
What would Mark do?  Would he baptize?:

· a woman who refuses to have or grow long hair ?

· man who refuses to give up his homosexual partner ?

No, I would not baptize a woman who clearly states she will not wear an artificial covering while praying.  I wouldn't baptize a person who openly refused to do anything that God said.  If they won't repent, baptism won't do them any good (Acts 2:38). 
Any Number of Leaky Buckets Won't Hold Water

(A Negative Summary)
Quoting Mark from our written debate:

Brother Donahue gives a fairly good summary of many of my arguments ...

'THE FACT
that Mr. Vine speculates that 'the long hair of the spirit-being described as locust in Revelation 9:8 is perhaps indicative of their subjection to their Satanic master (compare I Corinthians 11:10, R.V.) ...'

'THE FACT
(if it is true) that the English word 'veil' could possibly refer to hair ...'

'THE FACT
that verse 15 teaches that the hair is a covering, ...'

'THE FACT
that women are not to cut their hair at all ...'

Do any one of the above 'facts' mentioned by Brother Donahue prove my position?  Maybe not
Mark admits that not one of the above facts (by itself) proves his position.  Therefore his proposition is left unproven, because …
Any number of leaky buckets (arguments) won't hold water.
II Samuel 15:30

Can You Tell What Kind Of Covering?
And David went up by the ascent of mount Olivet, and wept as he went up, and had his head covered, and he went barefoot: and all the people that was with him covered every man his head, and they went up, weeping as they went up.
Can you tell what kind of coverings are under consideration?

Think about how your mind determined II Sam 15:30 is talking about artificial/temporary coverings.

Now apply that exact same thought process to I Cor 11:4-5.
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