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Head Coverings?? - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/5 17:26
This is not "myfirstlove", but her husband, Sean.  From reading the other thread I've noticed that there seem to be quite 
a few people who are against the biblical teaching of head coverings.  What I'd like to do, is to post an article and ask for
those who oppose this view to comment on the article and show me where it's wrong.  I can't see how anything this man
says in unscriptural. He accurately shows what the scriptures teach on this subject, and shows why it's not a cultural iss
ue and one that applies to all the churches.  

For those interested, here's the article:

http://www.monergism.com/Spinney,%20Robert%20-%20Should%20Christian%20Women%20Wear%20Head%20Cove
rings%20Today.pdf

*****EDIT: I've posted the article in this thread also*****

I'd like to hear different people's thoughts on this article if you'd like to comment.

God Bless...

IN Christ,

Sean

Re: Head Coverings??, on: 2012/2/5 18:21
 Hello Sean; I'm Brothertom. I just posted this on another thread, and thought it relevant. I am going to read your article
and then throw in my two mites. It is something that needs to be addressed in our body, and our children, who need a
Godly foundation in their lives, as to respecting the opposite sex and the marriage covenant, and growing up into Godly
health in these important matters. 

Head covering. Greater issues and observations.  
Wow, Roadsign...sometimes your logic shocks me, even though we disagree, this last post was brilliant, and I must say
amen!

In it though, I would like to address another related issue to you, Roadsign, and to sisters here; whoever.

The issue of modesty, and dress. At what point does a woman's dress become unacceptable? I, obviously am male, and
attracted to the female by my nature. This does not mean I lust though. I must walk in the Spirit , and deny my nature,
which allows fellowship. I must not, and will not, know any man or woman after their nature, physical or soulish.

Often it seems, that women with the head-dress ARE the more modest, and there is a plague today that allows our
sisters to dress with seducing intent, after the nature of their bodies. THE BLUE JEAN. How many women wear pants
today....and I notice it...tight seductive, curve revealing clothing designed to arouse male intention.

This is a plague, I tell you, and it draws men into their old nature. As I said, I am not promoting the head dress, nor am I
against it...let a sister be free...but I wanted to interject the Word here. This is the goal;

"Whose adorning let it not be that outward adorning of plaiting the hair, and of wearing of gold, or of putting on of apparel
; 

"But let it be the hidden man of the heart, in that which is not corruptible, even the ornament of a meek and quiet spirit, w
hich is in the sight of God of great price. 

"For after this manner in the old time the holy women also, who trusted in God, adorned themselves, being in subjection 
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unto their own husbands:"

This places the intent of the Holy Spirit clearly where it should be, IN THE HEART!..Not outward legal adornment.

The second issue that can be related to the head covering, as a symbol to remind and obey, that it is a MEEK AND QUI
ET SPIRIT that God desires, and especially that in Submission to their own Husbands. 

Paul even goes so far as to say "That they may teach the young women to be sober, to love their husbands, to love their
children, 

To be discreet, chaste, keepers at home, good, obedient to their own husbands, that the word of God be not blaspheme
d."

So, in a general way, not to any one person at all, I ask to the Christian sister; 
ARE YOU INDEPENDENT AND BRASSY?..it will show.

Are you meek and quiet? and love God...it will show.

Are you chaste, and for the married, obedient to your husbands? To many reformed sisters, especially, the head coverin
g represents this, and to many it is not legal, but voluntary, and helps them, reminds them of their daily walk to perform it
. I didn't read Zac's article, but in this light, it may be interpreted differently I bet.

There is a great battle going on against women in general in the spirit realm...on one side, Jezebel is waiting as queen o
f the kingdom enticing her to be all that you can be, and take command, and the Throne...subtly manipulating all the way
....and the other...meekness and submission. This is where the joy of womanhood is displayed, or stolen by a life of lust 
and power over all.

And the head-covering can be death to, for the letter kills, but the spirit gives life. 

Your Thoughts?

 

Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/5 23:34
Here's the article.  Your comments?

___________________________________________________________

SHOULD CHRIST IAN WOMEN WEAR HEAD
COVERINGS TODAY?

A Brief Examination of 1 Corinthians 11:1-16

Should Christian women wear head coverings? There is only one way to answer this question: examine what the Bible
says about the subject.

1 Corinthians 11:1-16 (KJV)
Be ye followers of me, even as I also am of Christ. Now I praise you, 2brethren, that ye remember me in all things, and
keep the ordinances, as I delivered them to you. But I would have you know, that the head of every man 3 is Christ; and
the head of the woman is the man; and the head of Christ is God. Every man praying or prophesying having his head
covered, dishonoureth his head. But every woman that prayeth or prophesieth with her head 5 uncovered dishonoureth
her head: for that is even all one as if she were shaven. For if the woman be not covered, let her also be shorn: but if it
be 6 a shame for a woman to be shorn or shaven, let her be covered. For a man 7  indeed ought not to cover his head,
forasmuch as he is the image and glory of God: but the woman is the glory of the man. For the man is not of the 8
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woman; but the woman of the man. Neither was the man created for the 9 woman; but the woman for the man. For this
cause ought the woman to 1 0 have power on her head because of the angels. Nevertheless neither is the 1 1 man
without the woman, neither the woman without the man, in the Lord.  For as the woman is of the man, even so is the
man also by the woman; but 2 all things of God. Judge in yourselves: is it comely that a woman pray unto 1 3 God
uncovered? Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if a man have 1 4 long hair, it is a shame unto him? But if a
woman have long hair, it is a 1 5 glory to her: for her hair is given her for a covering. But if any man seem 1 6 to be
contentious, we have no such custom, neither the churches of God.

What did 1 Corinthians 11:1-16 command its original readers to do?

It instructed women to place a piece of cloth or fabric (a.k.a. head covering or veil) upon their heads when praying or
prophesying. The size, shape, and color of the head covering is not specified. It is designed to cover the head (vv. 5, 6,
10) and has a function similar to that of hair (vv. 14-15).

This passage also instructed men to pray with their heads uncovered. Men should not pray or prophesy with hats, prayer
shawls, skull caps, or other head coverings on their heads. The code of good manners in North America still reflects this
tradition, which is why men remove their hats for prayer at sporting events, graduation ceremonies, etc.

When should women cover their heads and men not cover their heads?  

Paul instructs women to wear head coverings whenever they pray or prophesy (v. 5). Similarly, men are instructed to
keep their heads uncovered when praying or prophesying (v. 4). At a minimum, this means women should have their
heads covered (and men should have their heads uncovered) when the Body of Christ is gathered corporately for
prayer, edification, and/or worship.

However, women pray throughout the day and in many locations.  Women often speak GodÂ’s Word to children and
friends outside of church settings. Thus 1 Corinthians 11:1-16 does not describe a situation that occurs only in public
church meetings. For these reasons, some maintain that women should wear head coverings always and not only in
church meetings. This is a reasonable and defensible position. Both Old Testament Hebrew women and Christian
women throughout church history wore head coverings all the time and not at worship services only.

Other Christians point to the second half of 1 Corinthians 11 (which deals with the LordÂ’s Supper) and argue that the
context for both instructions seems to be formal public gatherings of the Body of Christ. Accordingly, these Christians
conclude that the instructions in 1 Corinthians 1:1-16 are applicable only in public meetings of the church. This also
seems to be a reasonable and defensible position, although this second position (in my assessment) is weaker than the
first.

We conclude that the Bible clearly commands that womenÂ’s heads be covered in public church meetings, while it is
less clear (but probable) that women should wear head coverings all the time.

But isnÂ’t a womanÂ’s hair given to her to serve as a head covering (v. 15)?  Does not a womanÂ’s long hair qualify as
a head covering?

No. Much of the argument here is superfluous and even irrelevant if all the apostle meant to teach was that women
should have long hair.

The Bible is referring to a piece of cloth or fabric when it com-mands women to wear head coverings (and commands
men not to do so). Beginning in the late nineteenth century, some argued (based on verse 15b) that Paul is instructing
women to have long hair and that the so-called head covering is nothing more than long hair. If this Â“long hair equals
head coveringÂ”  interpretation is true, then we should be able to substitute the phrase long  hair for the word covering in
this passage (and short hair for no covering) and retain the passageÂ’s meaning. However, this substitution of phrases
(and thus this interpretation) does not make sense. For example, if covering means long hair, then verse 6 would be
arguing that those women with short hair should cut their hair shortÂ— which is a logical absurdity. Likewise, verse 5
ould then mean that a woman with short hair is one and the same with women who have no hairÂ— again, a logical
absurdity.

This is why the Greek word used in verse 15 for the covering of a womanÂ’s hair (peribolaion) is different from the
Greek word used in verses 6 and 7 for the covering of cloth (katakalupto, which is derived from kalumma, a word that
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means Â“a covering, a hood, or veilÂ”). The two Greek words are not interchangeable.

When Paul says in verse 15b that a womanÂ’s long hair is given her as a covering, he is not defining the nature of the
covering. By the time he reaches verse 15, the inspired apostle has already presented his argument at length. His
readers know what he is talking about, viz. a piece of cloth called a head covering or veil. He is now bringing to bear
additional considerations for his listeners to weigh. One such consideration is how our innate sensibilities tell us that
womenÂ’s heads ought to appear different than menÂ’s heads. Our own natural sensibilities, says Paul, tell us that
womenÂ’s heads should be more covered than menÂ’s. This is what Paul means by his reference to hair in verse 15b.

It is only in the past century that some commentators have attempted to make this Â“hair equals head coveringÂ”
argument. Whether we look at Hebrew women in the Old Testament or Christian women through the ages (and in a
variety of different cultures), GodÂ’s people have always understood that the head covering is a piece of cloth or
clothing worn upon the head and not merely a womanÂ’s long hair.

Is this command applicable today? Is headcovering a cultural commandment and an instruction given only to the
Corinthians (due to their articular cultural conditions) and therefore not applicable today? Or is the wearing of head
coverings a transcultural commandment given to all of GodÂ’s people at all times and in all places?  

Perhaps the most commonly heard explanation of this passage today is that it is merely a cultural commandment.
(Cultural means applicable only in a specific culture and a specific time period.) According to this view, these instructions
do not apply to Christians today. This view of the passage understands it as a culturally-specific response to a
prostitution problem in 60 A.D. Corinth; female prostitutes there were easily identified by their uncovered heads. Unlike
virtuous Corinthian women (the explanation goes), prostitutes did not wear head coverings. Paul therefore tells the
Christian women at Corinth to wear head coverings because it is scandalous to look like prostitutes. The head covering
(according to this view) served to distinguish Christian women in Corinth from ungodly prostitutes.

Understanding 1 Corinthians 11:1-16 in this manner results in regardingthe head covering as a culturally-specific
commandment (i.e., a commandment that applies only to a specific culture due to local factors). If head overings were
prescribed as a specific response to a specific Corinthian cultural problem (i.e., bare-headed female Corinthian
prostitutes and the equation of bare heads with prostitution), then head coverings need not be worn in North America in
the twenty-first century. Women who do not wear head coverings in America today are not necessarily thought to be
prostitutes; therefore (as this line of thinking goes), our different cultural situation makes this cultural commandment
unnecessary and non-applicable today.

We do not doubt that ancient Corinth had a prostitution problem. Nor do we disagree with the logic that says that
Christian women ought not to look like prostitutes! However, this understanding of 1 Corinthians 11:1-16 rests upon a
weak exegesis of the text.
There is no indication in 1 Corinthians 11:1-16 that this instruction is given because of the bare-headed prostitute
problem. There is no suggestion in PaulÂ’s words that cultural factors in Corinth motivated his instructions. Nor is there
any indication that this commandment is only for the Corinthian people in their specific cultural setting.

On the contraryÂ—and this is extremely criticalÂ—the Bible provides  transcultural rationales for the practice of head
covering. (Transcultural means applicable in all cultures and in all time periods.) Transcultural rationales indicate that
womenÂ’s head coverings is a transcultural commandment, or a commandment based upon permanent and universal
theological principle and not temporary local customs or conditions. In 1 Corinthians 11, the inspired apostle does not
merely tell the church at Corinth how to behave; he goes further and gives five reasons why women should cover their
heads. Each of the five reasons refers to timeless spiritual realities (i.e., transcultural realities) and not local Corinthian
cultural practices.It is critical that we appreciate the importance of this aspect of the 1 Corinthians 11 passage. By
providing eternal and transcultural rationales for head coverings, the Bible makes it clear that wearing head coverings is
applicable to all Christians at all times.

What five reasons does the Bible give for wearing head coverings?

First, the apostle refers to the created order that God established at the beginning of the world. In 1 Corinthians 11:7-9,
Paul says women should wear head coverings because they were created subordinate to men. This references Genesis
2 and the creation of Adam and Eve. When the Bible grounds a command/practice in GodÂ’s creation ordinances (i.e.,
GodÂ’s principles that He articulated at creation and recorded in the early chapters of Genesis), we know the
command/practice is applicable to all cultures and all peoples. Reference to the created order indicates a timeless
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principle. The head covering is an outward sign that testifies to GodÂ’s created order.

Second, Paul refers to the angels. All admit that 1 Corinthians 11:10 (Â“because of the angelsÂ”) is a difficult verse.
However, the important thing for our consideration is clear: angels are not cultural phenomena particular to Corinth.
Angels are spiritual and transcultural. Women should wear head coverings Â“because of the angels,Â” and angels are
as real in Atlanta or Paris or Montreal today as they were in Corinth in 60 A.D.

Third, the inspired apostle appeals to nature or the natural order of creation. 1 Corinthians 11:13-15 says that the natural
order of human existence confirms that women should cover their heads. The main point in these verses is not that a
womanÂ’s hair serves as her head covering, but rather that humans know intuitively that womenÂ’s heads are to be
covered in a way that menÂ’s heads are not. In making this argument, is the apostle appealing to specific cultural
conditions in Corinth, or is he appealing to timeless values that are rooted within the very fabric of humanity? He is doing
the latter, which again attests to the transcultural character of this command.

Fourth, the apostle concludes his instructions by informing the Corinthian church that all the churches have their women
wear head coverings. Note that in verse 16, the word churches is plural. The church at Corinth is instructed to adopt a
practice that is uniform throughout the Christian churches at this time. Churches in a variety of locations and in a variety
of ethnic and cultural settings all practiced the wearing of head coverings. A contentious man (writes Paul) may reject
the churchÂ’s universal practice and attempt to establish a new custom (that is, the practice of women not wearing head
coverings); however, no churches have a Â“no head covering custom.Â”

Fifth, the head covering is an external symbol of a truth taught throughout the Bible: the headship of a husband over his
wife, and the wifeÂ’s corresponding duty to honor her husbandÂ’s leadership. (The head covering is not a symbol of
female moral purity, which is an assumption often made in the Corinthian prostitute argument.) Just as God is the head
of Christ and Christ is the head of man, so the man is the head of the woman (v. 3). This principleÂ—that the husband
must take primary responsibility for Christlike leadership, protection, and provision of his wifeÂ—is applicable in all ages,
in all places, and in all cultures. The principle that is being signified is applicable today, so the external sign of that
principle (i.e., the head covering) is applicable today as well.

When considering these five rationales, the important point is not whetherwe like the apostleÂ’s reasons, or whether we
find his reasons compelling, or even whether we fully understand his reasons. The important point is that the Bible gives
transcultural, eternal, and spiritual reasons to justify the wearing of head coverings. The Bible does not justify head
coverings in terms of local customs; it justifies them in terms of theological principles.

If Paul had cited culturally-specific reasons for wearing head coverings (e.g., do this so you wonÂ’t look like prostitutes,
do this because it is what the Jews expect, do this because the Greeks expect religious women to cover their heads),
then we would conclude that the head covering practice was culturally-specific and does not apply to Christians today. If
Paul had provided no rationale for the practice (i.e., if Paul had simply commanded the wearing of head coverings
without explaining why they should be worn), then we would have to do our best to construct PaulÂ’s probable rationale.
Lacking clear biblical data, our conclusions would be tenuous and speculative. But neither of these situations exist here.
The Bible does not merely provide an explanationÂ— it provides five of them. All five reasons are transcultural. Thus we
may conclude (with a high degree of confidence) that wearing head coverings is a transcultural command that applies to
all peoples, all cultures, all places, and all ages.

Is this a minor and non-essential item that really isnÂ’t important?  Godly women are taught to wear head coverings not
only in 1 Corinthians 11:1-16 but implicitly throughout the Old Testament. All Hebrew women wore veils. (In passages
like Isaiah 47:1-3 where God pronounces judgment, He likens a wicked nation to a woman and speaks of Â“removing
the veilÂ” as an act of judgment and humiliation. Such language would make no sense unless the women in IsaiahÂ’s
audience wore head coverings routinely.) Paul is reaffirming in 1 Corinthians 11 something that GodÂ’s people have
always done. This is why the apostle begins this discussion by referring to Â“the ordinancesÂ” or Â“the traditionsÂ” to
which we should Â“keepÂ” or Â“hold firmlyÂ” (v. 2). Indeed, both verses 2 and 16 in 1 Corinthians 11 imply that all the
early Christian churches practiced head covering. Paul was bringing the Corinthian church in line with universal church
practice.

It is noteworthy that the inspired apostle devotes fifteen versesÂ—a sizeable piece of ScriptureÂ—to head coverings.
Many important Scriptural issues (e.g., baptism, the Trinity, the eternal destiny of babies who die in infancy) do not
receive this kind of sustained and intentional treatment. We often piece together a verse here and a verse there to arrive
at positions or practices that we regard as important. However, we do not need to do that with head coverings. A
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sovereign God ordained that the subject receive an extended discussion, a discussion that includes the behavior
prescribed and five reasons for that behavior.

Is the wearing of head coverings important? This subject is discussed in 1 Corinthians 11:1-16; notice that the very next
passage (1 Corinthians 11:17-34) deals with the LordÂ’s Supper. Does anyone argue that 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 is
unimportant? Does anyone maintain that 1 Corinthians 11:17-34 expresses a Â“cultural ommandmentÂ” that was
relevant only to the Corinthian church and is not applicable today? Whatreasonable hermeneutic principle allows us to
dismiss 1 Corinthians 11:1-16 as unimportant and somewhat eccentric, and yet enables us to exalt 1 Corinthians
11:17-34 as one of the most important and ever-relevant portions of the Bible? Should we not exegete the second half of
1 Corinthians 11 like we do the first half?

We need to reconsider the belief thatsomething declared in GodÂ’s Word can be minimized as unimportant,
non-essential, or minor. All agree that the wearing of head coverings is not necessary for salvation, and all agree that
womenÂ’s head coverings are not on the list of the first five things we teach new believers. But if God has said
somethingÂ—indeed, if God goes so far as to devote half of a chapter in the Bible to the matterÂ—do we dare
undermine JehovahÂ’s own words by calling the matter unimportant? How can we dismiss GodÂ’s own words by
declaring them non-essential?

What has the church historically believed regarding head coverings?

Virtually all Christians practiced head covering until the late 1800s.  Tertullian (160-220), the Apostolic Constitutions
(325), Chrysostom (347-407), and Augustine (354-430) confirm that PaulÂ’s teachings regarding head coverings
prevailed throughout the early church. Women during the Middle Ages, Reformation-era women, Puritan women,
Revolutionary War-era women in America, and nineteenth-century women all wore head coverings.  As late as the
mid-1800s, American theologian Robert Lewis Dabney wrote, Â“or a woman to appear or to perform any public religious 
function in a Christian assembly unveiled is a glaring impropriety.Â”

Only in the last 130 years has the Western European and American church abandoned this practice. Veiling still continu
es in many Eastern European countries. Up until the late 1950s, most Roman Catholic churches (even in North America
) requested that women wear head coverings (in the form of small top-of-the-head veils) during worship services.

In North America, women in the late 1800s replaced the simple cloth head covering (or bonnet) with a hat. In time, the w
omanÂ’s hat became a fashion accessory rather than a religious statement. Even as the religious
rationale for head covering waslost, however, womenÂ’s hats were normative in North America until the 1950s. Regardl
ess of Christian denomination, most women attended public worship services wearing some kind of hat.

Do any prominent Christians teach that Christian women should wear head coverings today?

R. C. Sproul, Sr. teaches that headcovering is applicable today. He has expressed this in both his audio tape ministry (Li
gonier Ministries, Tape #675, Â“Hard Sayings of the Apostles,Â” Side B: Â“To Cover or Not to Cover?Â”) and his Coram 
Deo daily devotional magazine. In June 1996, Coram Deo exegeted 1 Corinthians 11:1-16 as part of its systematic Bible
teaching for devotional purposes. Here are quotations from Sproul in Coram Deo.

Head Coverings Are Required for Women: Â“OneÂ’s dress reflects the principles that one lives by . . . . even our exterior
must conform to the order that God has established, especially in matters pertaining to public worship.  The apostle mak
es the point that the veil , as a symbol of authority, is inconsistent with the position of the man, but it is required for wom
en, who are subordinate to men.Â” (18 June 1996)

The WomanÂ’s Hair Does Not Qualify As the Head Covering: Â“It is obvious from this comparison between men having 
their heads uncovered and women having their heads covered, that the covering is not hair. For if the covering in this co
ntext were hair, verse 6 would make no sense in the context of this passage.Â” (18 June 1996; cf. 19 June 1996)

TheHead Covering Command Is Binding Upon All Cultures: Â“Nowhere does  give cultural reasons for his teaching, i.e., 
abusive practices of a pagan society that placed prostitutes with shorn heads in the temples. Paul points us back to God
Â’s established order in nature. Whenever a teaching in Scripture refers to Â‘creation ordinances,Â’ that teaching is bindi
ng for all cultures in all ages.Â” (20 June 1996)

The Head Covering Is GodÂ’s Command: Â“While  Hodge says that women should conform to the Â‘rules of decorum,Â’
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it must be maintained that these rules, regarding the worship of God, are established by God Himself not by the whims o
f culture. It is proper for a woman to have a symbol of authority upon her head; what that symbol consists of does not ma
tter, but the necessity of the symbol remains fixed even as the authority of man remains fixed. . . . As in all things regardi
ng worship, we must strive to be conformed to GodÂ’s regulations in all things, no matter how seemingly insignificant.Â” 
(21 June 1996)

What should I do if I am unsure of the BibleÂ’s teaching regarding head coverings? What if I am partially but not wholly p
ersuaded?

These words from R. C. Sproul, Sr. are helpful: Â“What if, after careful consideration of a Biblical mandate, we remain u
ncertain as to its character as principle or custom? If we must decide to treat it one way or the other but have no conclus
ive means to make the decision, what can we do? Here the biblical principle of humility can be helpful. The issue is simp
le. Would it be better to treat a possible custom as a principle and be guilty of being over scrupulous in our design to obe
y God? Or would it be better to treat a possible principle as a custom and be guilty of being unscrupulous in demoting a t
ranscendent requirement of God to the level of a mere human convention? I hope the answer is obvious.Â” (Knowing Sc
ripture, pp. 11-12)

Addenda

A. Hermeneutics and Interpreting Biblical Instructions
When we consider any teaching text in the Bible, we interpret it with one of two initial presuppositions (or assumptions).

Presupposition A: We assume the passage under consideration does not apply to Christians today and was binding only
upon its original listeners.  We place the burden of proof upon the position that claims this instruction is binding upon us 
(or is applicable) today. In other words, we assume the rationale for the instruction is cultural in nature or is dictated by p
eculiar cultural factors, which means it is binding only upon its original listeners.  When we approach a commandment or
instruction with this presupposition, we must be convinced by strong evidence before we decide this instruction is bindin
g upon (or is applicable to) Christians today.

Presupposition B: We assume the passage under consideration does apply to Christians today and was binding upon bo
th its original listeners and all future listeners. We place the burden of proof upon the position that claims this instruction i
s not binding upon us (or is not applicable) today. In other words, we assume the rationale for the instruction is transcult
ural in nature or is dictated by timeless and eternal principles, which means it is binding upon all men everywhere. When
we approach a commandment or instruction with this presupposition, we must be convinced by strong evidence before 
we decide this instruction is not binding upon Christians today.

Presupposition B is more sound. This is the assumption we normally use when we interpret the Bible. For example, past
ors do not begin sermons on Â“children obey your parents in the LordÂ” by proving that such instruction is applicable to 
Christians today. We all assume (correctly) that such teaching passages are applicable unless we have strong biblical re
asons for believing otherwise.

Regarding 1 Corinthians 11:1-16, this means that we must see solid evidence that we are not supposed to do this today 
before we reject the instruction. The burden of proof rests upon the man who says we do not have to obey this biblical c
ommand.

Unfortunately, we donÂ’t treat the issue of head coverings in this manner.  We place the burden of proof upon those peo
ple who maintain that we should obey the BibleÂ’s instructions in 1 Corinthians 11:1-16. We would never do this with oth
er instructions in the Word of God. Why the double standard? Perhaps because obeying this particular instruction might 
mark one as peculiar. Our strong desire to fit in with our prevailing culture may well influence how we interpret the Bible. 
Surely this is a danger that we must guard against.

B. What about PaulÂ’s command to Â“greet one another with a brotherly kissÂ”? If we conclude that the womanÂ’s head
covering is a transcultural commandment, then is the brotherly kiss a transcultural command as well? Is this command t
o greet brothers with a kiss a command that is binding upon us today?

In several instances, inspired apostles instruct Christians to greet one another with a kiss (Romans 16:16, 1 Corinthians 
16:20, 2 Corinthians 13:12, 1 Thessalonians 5:26, 1 Peter 5:14). It is interesting to note that the Bible handles this subje
ct very differently from the command for women to wear head coverings.
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1. Paul gives explicitly theological reasonsfor wearing head coverings. However, the Bible gives no reasons whatsoever 
(theological or otherwise) for greeting with a brotherly kiss.

2. The Bible never explains to us what the brotherly kiss symbolizes or accomplishes. We are told quite clearly, however
, that the head covering symbolizes a timeless and transcultural spiritual reality, namely womanÂ’s submission to man.

3. Paul discusses head coverings in the middle of a lengthy letter to the church at Corinth and in the midst of a clearly di
dactic section of this epistle.  He is correcting disorders in the Corinthian church and teaching preemptively so that other 
disorders will not appear. Part of his remedy for Corinthian problems are substantive issues like head coverings, the Lor
dÂ’s Supper, a proper understanding of spiritual gifts, and agape love. On the other hand, the brotherly kiss phrases onl
y occur at the very end of several epistles in what are clearly the concluding Â“farewellÂ” portions of those letters. It is o
nly when biblical writers conclude their didactic teaching and write personal farewells that we encounter the brotherly kis
s.

4. The brotherly kiss was not universally practiced in the nation of Israel. Israelites and Jews did not greet one another w
ith a kiss for theological reasons. When apostles mention the brotherly kiss in the New Testament, they are not continuin
g and reinforcing a long-established Biblical practice. The opposite is true of head coverings: Israelite and Jewish wome
n always wore head coverings.

5. Head coverings have been worn by Christian women for the past two thousand years in various places and in differen
t denominations. However, the brotherly kiss has not been practiced throughout church history.  Notice that the Word of 
God addresses the head covering issue quite differently. We can make a sound case that the brotherly kiss was never in
tended as (and thus does not appear in Scripture as) a transcultural command.  Scripture itself gives no rationale for the 
practice, and the concept is not communicated in the teaching (or didactic) portions of the New Testament epistles. Chur
ch history suggests that the church did not deem the practice to be applicable in all generations. But unlike the brotherly 
kiss, Paul goes to great lengths to establish a theological and transcultural rationale for wearing head coverings. The ins
truction is located in the didactic sections of PaulÂ’s letter to the Corinthian church. In addition, the Christian church has 
always enjoined the wearing of head coverings (at least until recently).

The brotherly kiss is a good example of how a cultural practice appears in Scripture but is not mandated by Scripture. Th
e womanÂ’s head covering is a good example of how a transcultural practice appears in Scripture and is mandated by S
cripture.

***This article can be found here:   http://www.monergism.com/Spinney,%20Robert%20-%20Should%20Christian%20W
omen%20Wear%20Head%20Coverings%20Today.pdf

You can also read the article on my blog, where it's formatted a little better.  www.preachingjesus.wordpress.com

IN Christ,

Sean

Re:  - posted by sarahsdream, on: 2012/2/6 0:41
Why some men be-labor this "teaching" is beyond me. What is the purpose? And with so many, many words they seek
to rationalize 15 verses in the scriptures as if it is a major doctrine. Truth be told, it is not even a minor doctrine.  

"a timeless and transcultural spiritual reality, namely womanÂ’s submission to man."

How Islamic of you! Husbands and wives are brothers and sisters in Christ first and foremost! They are both mutually
submitted to the Lord and each other in Love not outward ordinances. 

Since you cannot prove inward submission to the Lord you find the need to "mark" women with a symbol of outward
submission to man!! And what about proof of your mutual submission to her? 

The fruits of the Spirit are enough for men but not enough for women? Is that what you think? 

I will reference some quotes for you dear brother from another thread. Perhaps this will help you. 
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https://www.sermonindex.net/modules/newbb/viewtopic.php?mode=viewtopic&topic_id=43188&forum=34&start=20&vie
wmode=flat&order=1

From BrotherTom
"PS: I found FeeÂ’s commentary most refreshing. Rather than turn scripture into a (yet another) prohibition, it liberates
the believer (women) to be responsible and mature members in GodÂ’s kingdom. This is bound to create effective
mutual accountability - and a spiritually healthy church."....Roadsign

From roadsign
"It is always tempting for males to find ways to serves their fleshly power drives, BUT it is also appealing for women to
have a Â“coveringÂ” Â….. or rather a Â“knight in shining armorÂ”. I wonder how many charming-type males in this
movement found themselves needing to be Â“spiritual coveringsÂ”. I wonder how many questionable relationships were
spawned in this doctrinal environment Â– where healthy relational boundaries were compromised by a misuse of
scripture. I wonder how many marriages were broken.

Amen! My sentiments exactly. Sisters have been reduced to second class citizens within this servitude/submissive role
that quenches their gifting and ministry.

And, to be honest, I can think of one: A close relative of mine by marriage is a direct descendent of one of the names
mentioned in the article. Whatever happened, and if it relates to her parentÂ’s divorce, remains a mystery. She refuses
to talk about this entire movement. She doesnÂ’t want to relive the pain. As she said, Â“ItÂ’s better to put it out of my
mind.Â” All she disclosed is that the movement took precedence over the family. The full story remains hiddenÂ… for
now. 

False teaching, like this one, reaps its fruit, but sometimes it is the subsequent generations who must eat it."

Sarahsdream:
I have many friends whose marriages have been hurt by this legalistic teaching and many other teachings of the B.G.
Ministries. This is just one of several "ministries" that propagate this hellish doctrine of false submission (which is nothing
but control). 

BrotherTom
"The Fallacious Biblical Argument Exposed

The one Scripture that is used more than any other to try and validate the Â“coveringÂ” doctrine is I Corinthians 11:10
which, in the NKJV, reads, For this reason the woman ought to have a symbol of authority on her head because of the
angels. If you are reading the NKJV you will notice that the phrase a symbol of is in italics. This is the translatorsÂ’ way
of letting us know that these words have been added and are not in the original Greek text. The same is true of the NIV
which has a sign of which is not in the Greek text. In other words, this passage has nothing to do with a symbol or sign
of authority as so many have made it out to be.

The Greek text literally reads, For this reason the woman out to have authority on (or over) her head because of the
angels. The preposition translated Â“onÂ” is epi and ordinarily means Â“over.Â” This has led some New Testament
scholars, such as Dr. Gordon Fee, to conclude that Paul is here saying that the Christian woman ought to have authority
over her own head to decide if she wants to wear a covering or not. He, therefore, suggests that a more accurate
translation would be, For this reason the woman ought to have the freedom over her head to do as she wishes.

This entire passage is obviously about a cultural issue in Corinth where the wearing of some sort of head covering or vei
l is a customary practice. Some have speculated that this passage is related to a situation in the Corinthian culture wher
e only the temple prostitutes of Aphrodite, whose magnificent temple was in Corinth, went about with shaved and uncov
ered heads. Be that as it may, Paul is addressing the question of whether Christian women must adhere to the cultural n
orms of the city in which they live. The best interpretation of the passage is that Paul is affirming the right of Christian wo
men in Corinth to decide for themselves if they want to wear a head covering. The passage has nothing to do with being 
under someone elseÂ’s authority

What about the phrase because of the angels? New Testament scholar, Philip Payne, has suggested that the answer lie
s with I Corinthians 6:3 where Paul says that in the future world the saints will judge angels. PaulÂ’s point would be that t
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he Christian women of Corinth, who would one day judge angels, should be exercising authority now over such insignific
ant matters as whether to wear a head covering.

God Himself Will be Your Covering

Through Jesus Christ our One Mediator, we can have a personal, intimate relationship with our Creator and know Him a
s our Â“covering,Â” as David spoke of in Psalm 91. Psalm 91:1 reads, He who dwells in the secret place of the Most Hig
h shall abide under the shadow of the Almighty. Under the shadow is a metaphor or word picture for Â“a protective cover
ing.Â” The protective covering is not a pastor, church or denomination. It is, instead, a personal thing between the individ
ual and God. God HimselfÂ—El-ShaddaiÂ—will be our covering when we live in that secret placeÂ—that place of intima
cy and fellowship with Him. This passage is clearly saying that the one who dwells continually in a place of personal inti
macy with God will live under His protective care and be nourished and sustained by His own life. 

Concluding Thoughts

Respect Christian leaders, Christian institutions, and fellow believers, but do not allow anyone to become a mediator bet
ween you and God. Maintain the Biblical truth of the priesthood of all believers (I Peter 2:9; Revelation 1:5-6). Remembe
r that the redemptive work of Christ applies equally to both men and women as Paul so aptly states in Galatians 3:28, Th
ere is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither slave nor free, there is neither male nor female; for you are all one in Christ
Jesus.

As a Christian leader, I believe that an attitude of genuine humility and security in our calling will eliminate the need to pr
omote oppressive Â“coveringÂ” doctrines that paralyze the body of Christ. I believe that as believers in general practice 
a mutual love and respect toward one another, the need and desire for an authoritarian Â“coveringÂ” will dissipate like th
e morning dew for we will realize that we are all under the covering of Christ and in mutual love we will hold one another 
accountable and be a protection for one another and for our brothers and sisters around the world. 

WhoÂ’s your covering? It should be Jesus Christ! It should be God Himself!"

https://www.sermonindex.net/modules/newbb/viewtopic.php?mode=viewtopic&topic_id=43188&forum=34&start=20&vie
wmode=flat&order=1

In Christ,
Sarah
 

Re: , on: 2012/2/6 8:27
It depends on how big our God is. I believe He convicts each individual heart on this topic. For the sisters I've known wh
o have decided to wear one for times of fellowship/prayer, noone asked them to do it, there was no pressure. The Lord s
imply put a desire on their heart to search out the scriptures, pray about it, then do as they felt the Lord leading them to 
do. 

I believe in all of the Word, and the inerrant simplicity of it all. I find if it becomes confusing, then it tends to not be of the 
Spirit but from man. As with many topics in the Word, it seems best to let the Lord teach us His ways. If one is provoked 
to follow man's ways, then it doesn't come from the heart. For me, inasmuch as the Lord leads me and shows me, I belie
ve that it's important to follow all parts, not to just pick and choose areas to follow or believe in.

Another note, if this issue (or other biblical issues) provokes unGodly feelings (unrighteous anger, rebellion, bitterness, e
tc.), then maybe one needs to pray about it and look within our own heart to see what the true root of the issue is? I kno
w when someone tries to legalistically impose something upon me, my flesh is the first to respond, maybe from rebellion 
or perhaps a root of bitterness? Either way, let the Lord lead you in all things and not a fear of man. 
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Re: Again a story, on: 2012/2/6 8:49
On the eve of the Bolshevik revolution the Russian Orthodox Church was said to be debating the important doctrinal que
stion of the ages.  That question was how many angels could dance on the head of a pin.  What insued through the pois
on of communism was the slaughter of Christians.  More Christians were killed under the rule of Stallin then Jews under 
Hitler.

As you debate this all important issue of the head covering none of you have any idea what is being set in place for the r
emnant in America.  As a matter of fact if you knew the reality of what awaits the followers of Christ in America it would s
care you. Honestly a number of you would be frightened out of your minds.  If you think shipping containers and death c
amps are in Eritrea and N. Korea guess again.

If we are imprisoned and martyred for our faith I doubt the head covering will be of little concern.  Might I suggest there a
re greater concerns such as extended time in the word and prayer.

You are camping in 1 Cor11.  How many of you have studied and meditated through the truths of Hebrews , 1 Peter, an
d Revelatio?.  I think you will find the truths of those letters to be more rewarding for the soul and sustain you in prison th
en the head covering.  But then the head covering might keep a sister warm in a cold jail cell.

Baine Scogin  

Re:  - posted by roadsign (), on: 2012/2/6 9:43

Quote:
------------------------- I think you will find the truths of those letters to be more rewarding for the soul and sustain you in prison then the head covering. 
-------------------------
 
Hello Blaine,  ItÂ’s true that our narrow dogmas will be useless in times of persecutions.  As Wurmbrandt wrote: Â“I did n
ot live on dogma then (ie when in prison)Â” 

However, I object to any suggestion that the topic be banished. It can be fruitful if we so choose. Why not go back to the 
original thread and join BrotherTom. His aim is to take a flimsy  and fruitless biblical application and turn it into a powerfu
l living reality Â– one that will indeed be most useful when persecuted in prison. There is  a place for the Â“head coverin
gÂ” especially in circumstances where evil abounds.  And you have much to offer which can keep it steered in that direct
ion. 

See you there. There's good stuff happening!

Diane 

 

Re: Head Coverings?? - posted by Lysa (), on: 2012/2/6 10:09

Where is the original thread?  I thought that this was a "new" thread and said, "Ugh, here we go again."  I wish people di
dn't just see "Post New Thread" and think that was "Reply." I will look for the original thread.  

Re: Head Coverings??, on: 2012/2/6 10:11

The question of head covering is this,

If a woman doesn't cover her head with some material object is she dishonouring her husband?

If she doesn't cover her head is she being rebellious and hell bound?

You'll know my answer by the way I present these verses to you. I am fully persuaded that what Paul was talking about
had nothing to do with external material objects seeing that the man spoke more about Spiritual matters than outward
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appearances.

These are the verse and to which I stand firm on.

Acts 15:28 For it seemed good to the Holy Ghost, and to us, to lay upon you NO GREATER BURDEN than these
necessary things;

Acts 15:29 That you abstain from meats offered to idols, and from blood, and from things strangled, and from fornication:
from which if ye keep yourselves, ye shall do well. 

Paul would not have gone over and above this command hearing from the foundation itself and from what the Holy Spirit
was instructing them. He would not have placed more burdens on top of burdens to people as he later said in the same 
chapter, "We have NO SUCH CUSTOMS, neither the Churches of God."

Re: , on: 2012/2/6 10:41
"Why some men be-labor this "teaching" is beyond me. What is the purpose? And with so many, many words they seek 
to rationalize 15 verses in the scriptures as if it is a major doctrine. Truth be told, it is not even a minor doctrine."

Sarah it's a control issue. It has nothing to do with true submission, it has all to do with control.

If anyone were to look into the spirit as to this teaching, they'd see the devil laughing back at them. It's devilish because i
t brings rebellion. That is why Paul said that we have no such custom, he was releasing people from this obligation if the
y wanted to.

Paul knew that if you bring some external law that HAD TO be obeyed, he knew that it would bring about lawlessness. 
We have to remember the mosiac law was given TO INCREASE THE TRANSGRESSION. I mean, come on. God brings
in a law that He knew could not be obeyed in it's entirety. It's very design was meant to be broken by sinful flesh.

 It's the garden of Eden all over again. God brings in a law saying, "don't touch". If you have a creation that is made in yo
ur image and you tell that image, "don't touch", he is bound for failure before he even started. How do you tell the image 
of God NOT to touch something? It's like telling Jesus not to heal on the Sabbath. He's going to do it.

Likewise, if women are commanded to wear a hat on their head or to grow their hair down to the floor, they are going to r
ebel against that because it's only natural to do so, "For what the law could not do being weak through the flesh, God se
nding His own Son in the likeness of sinful flesh and for sin condemned sin in the flesh".

Does anyone see that, or better yet, does any one hear that?

Through the working of the law through the flesh was sin. He is not saying the law is sin, but the law working through the
flesh PRODUCED SIN, it increased it.

This is why there is no law regarding head coverings for women, and that is why Paul said, there are no such customs in
the churches of God.

If a man who has a wife has a conviction on such matters. The way to go about it is NOT to force the issue but rather jus
t tell her your convictions and to leave the matter with her. 

Don't tell her, "Thou shalt wear thy hair longeth". Say something like, "I want us to be right in all things concerning the sc
riptures, and if you have a conviction that you think I should be living up to, please state them now so we can be not only
right before God but right before one another".

Pray once about it and leave the matter before God. When and if any changes come they will come naturally out of your 
heart and not out of a commandment that is either written on stone or in ink.
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Re:  - posted by pilgrim777, on: 2012/2/6 10:57
Sarah, 

Approved is correct. I was actually going to quote the same thing as Approved from Acts 15 and the Jerusalem Council. 
If ever there was a time to delineate exactly what is required from the Gentiles in following the Lord this would have bee
n the time. There was no mention of Head Coverings. Why? 

Because outward requirements are not in harmony with the Spirit of Grace and the Gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ. And
outward requirements to prove an inward grace has always been only religion. We cannot cover ourselves with anything
that will give us standing with God. Only the blood of Jesus Christ is our covering and it is sufficient.

The reality of anything Godly inside us, is always the Fruit of the Spirit, against which there is no law (dogma). 

This is only spoken of in one Epistle and no where else in the NT. Which is curious, isn't it? Many teachers have set fort
h good explanations for why Paul talked about it to the Corinthian believers and the explanations cohere perfectly with th
e Spirit of Grace and the nature and character of Jesus. 

Gal 1:7  Which is not another; but there be some that trouble you, and would pervert the gospel of Christ. 

Don't be troubled. 

Pilgrim

Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/6 11:23
So far the responses in this thread have been typical for a topic like this.  Instead of looking at the scriptures in question,
and in context, people seem to respond with emotional responses that have nothing to do with what the word of God say
s. 

------

Sarah said: "Why some men be-labor this "teaching" is beyond
    me. What is the purpose? And with so many, many words 
    they seek to rationalize 15 verses in the scriptures as
    if it is a major doctrine. Truth be told, it is not even       
    a minor doctrine. 

    "a timeless and transcultural spiritual reality, namely
     womanÂ’s submission to man."

    How Islamic of you! Husbands and wives are brothers and 
    sisters in Christ first and foremost! They are both 
    mutually submitted to the Lord and each other in Love 
    not outward ordinances. "
------

It should go without saying, that If God decides to spend half a chapter on the subject of head coverings, when He's spe
aking about instructions for the churches, then it is an important topic.  To say that it is not important it to tell God that He
was wrong for teaching on such a worthless topic.  God saw fit to dedicate 16 entire verses on the subject.  Since God is
infinite in wisdom it would do us good to understand why He took such time to do so.  In fact, He dedicated more verses 
to this subject than to tongues, how prophecy should work in the church, etc.  

As far as wives submitting to their husbands; that is clearly taught in the scripture.  If it's "Islamic" then you are calling G
od Islamic.  Again, if you want to prove that it is unbiblical then please address the scriptures that speak to it.  

I'll post some verse that you can address:

Wives, be in subjection unto your own husbands, as unto the Lord. For the husband is the head of the wife, as Christ als

Page 13/29



Articles and Sermons :: Head Coverings??

o is the head of the church, being himself the saviour of the body. But as the church is subject to Christ, so let the wives 
also be to their husbands in everything. 
(Eph 5:22-24)

In like manner, ye wives, be in subjection to your own husbands; that, even if any obey not the word, they may without th
e word be gained by the behavior of their wives; beholding your chaste behavior coupled with fear. 
(1Pe 3:1-2)

as Sarah obeyed Abraham, calling him lord: whose children ye now are, if ye do well, and are not put in fear by any terro
r. 
(1Pe 3:6)

God has established order in the church and in the family.  Brethren are to submit to each other, but there is also an asp
ect of wives submitting to their husbands as they follow the Lord.  To say this is not true is demonic, comes from the evil 
one, and does not come from God.  

------

Sarah said:  "And, to be honest, I can think of one: 
    close relative of mine by marriage is a direct  
    descendent of one of the names mentioned in the article.
    Whatever happened, and if it relates to her parentÂ’s 
    divorce, remains a mystery. She refuses to talk about
    this entire movement. She doesnÂ’t want to relive the 
    pain. As she said, Â“ItÂ’s better to put it out of my 
    mind.Â” All she disclosed is that the movement took 
    precedence over the family. The full story remains 
    hiddenÂ… for now. 

------

Simply because a doctrine has abused and hurt someone doesn't mean it's irrelevant.  Many people have been abused 
by Pastors and Elders.  Does that mean Pastors and Elders are irrelevant?  Spiritual gifts have been abused.  Does that 
mean Spiritual gifts are irrelevant?  

Again, it would be best to just try to stick to the verses in question and see what they say.  Can you show from the verse
s in 1 Corinthians that head coverings was only a cultural practice and command?  If you can, please explain it to me.  

------

Blain said:  "As you debate this all important issue of the
    head covering none of you have any idea what is being 
    set in place for the remnant in America. As a matter of
    fact if you knew the reality of what awaits the 
    followers of Christ in America it would scare you. 
    Honestly a number of you would be frightened out of your
    minds. If you think shipping containers and death camps 
    are in Eritrea and N. Korea guess again.

------

It's interesting that people can make idols out of anything, even martyerdom.  The Apostle Paul was persecute more tha
n any of have been, yet he still found it necessary to write on issues that some people here consider irrelevant.  Paul sai
d:

Are they servants of Christ? I am a better one--I am talking like a madman--with far greater labors, far more imprisonme
nts, with countless beatings, and often near death. Five times I received at the hands of the Jews the forty lashes less o
ne. Three times I was beaten with rods. Once I was stoned. Three times I was shipwrecked; a night and a day I was adri
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ft at sea; on frequent journeys, in danger from rivers, danger from robbers, danger from my own people, danger from Ge
ntiles, danger in the city, danger in the wilderness, danger at sea, danger from false brothers; in toil and hardship, throug
h many a sleepless night, in hunger and thirst, often without food, in cold and exposure. And, apart from other things, the
re is the daily pressure on me of my anxiety for all the churches. 
(2Co 11:23-28)

Paul had experienced intense persecution, and he spoke about churches of God that experienced persecution, and yet 
he still saw fit to address something as "trivial", as head coverings.  How odd?  Persecution, with Paul and God, did not 
minimize the need to address and speak of biblical truth.  If it was ok with Paul and God, it should be ok with us as well.  

------

Lysa said:  "Where is the original thread? I thought that 
    this was a "new" thread and said, "Ugh, here we go 
    again." I wish people didn't just see "Post New Thread"
    and think that was "Reply." I will look for the original 
    thread.
------

Hi Lysa, the intent was to start a new thread to just speak on this one article dealing with Head Coverings.  The other thr
ead spoke in the broader context of "coverings" which includes more than head coverings.  I posted this thread as to not
distract from the other one. 

------

Approved said:  "Paul would not have gone over and above 
    this command hearing from the foundation itself and from
    what the Holy Spirit was instructing them. He would not
    have placed more burdens on top of burdens to people as
    he later said in the same chapter, "We have NO SUCH 
    CUSTOMS, neither the Churches of God."

------

First, the instructions given in Acts 15 had to do with the LAW.  Obviously Paul gave other instructions for the believers t
o follow.  He gave instructions on the Lords 
Supper, on Church order, on Spiritual gifts, and qualification for Elders, and on head coverings.  Instead of using one ver
se to disprove another verse, how about just addressing the verse on Head Coverings in context.  The article clearly exp
lains why they are valid today and not culture.  Also, when Paul says we have no such custom, he is say the churches h
ave no such custom as not covering their heads.  Why would Paul spend 15 verses teaching on the necessity of head c
overings, relating them to God's authority and Christ submission, relating them to the Angles, relating them to mans glor
y, and then say "uh, we actually don't practice this".  That makes no sense.  

------

Approved said:  "Sarah it's a control issue. It has nothing
    to do with true submission, it has all to do with
    control.

   If anyone were to look into the spirit as to this 
   teaching, they'd see the devil laughing back at them. 
   It's devilish because it brings rebellion. That is why 
   Paul said that we have no such custom, he was releasing 
   people from this obligation if they wanted to.

   Paul knew that if you bring some external law that HAD TO
   be obeyed, he knew that it would bring about lawlessness.
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------

If it's a control issues then Paul must have been controlling!  However, it's not a control issue.  It's an issue that relates t
o God, Christ, Angles, Man, and glory.  Pretty clear from the text.  It seems like anytime someone doesn't like what the b
ible says on an issue they start saying that "obedience is legalism".  Acts 15 says believers were not to eat meat that ha
d been strangled, to keep from things polluted by idols etc.  Was Paul putting the people back under law?  Paul gave ins
tructions/rules on how Spiritual gifts were to operate in the fellowship, was Paul putting people back under law?  Paul ga
ve qualification for elders, was Paul putting people back under law?   

Again, it seems that anytime someone doesn't like what the word teaches on a subject they will speak about all kinds of 
scripture EXCEPT the scriptures in question.  That is certainly not a sound way to understand the bible.  The guy in the 
article did what we should all do.  We should examine the scripture in context and see what they say.  

Would anyone like to comment on the article and the scriptures that relate to head coverings and show why the bible tea
ches they are not valid for today?  (if that can be shown)

Re:  - posted by roadsign (), on: 2012/2/6 11:38

Quote:
------------------------- Where is the original thread? 
-------------------------
 

Lisa, the original thread is   Â“The doctrine of having a spiritual covering: by Eddie L. HyattÂ”
https://www.sermonindex.net/modules/newbb/viewtopic.php?topic_id=43188&forum=34

That particular thread is not the same topic as this one. This one is about Â“head coveringÂ”  and that one is about Â“spi
ritual coveringÂ”. ItÂ’s a different issueÂ…. errrrÂ…Â…   thatÂ’s what it was meant to be. 

Please go over there help keep it steer it away from the rocks Â– lest we  Â… wellÂ…. you knowÂ…. 

Diane 

Re:  - posted by pilgrim777, on: 2012/2/6 11:41
myfirstlove,

Be happy with your interpretation and allow others to be happy and serve the Lord with theirs. 

Why don't you join us in the other thread that roadsign posted? 

Pilgrim
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Re: , on: 2012/2/6 12:56
myfirstlove said: "that If God decides to spend half a chapter on the subject of head coverings, when He's speaking abo
ut instructions for the churches, then it is an important topic".

What version are you reading from?

Paul wasn't instructing anyone. He was making statements and after talking about it gives this happy ending,

1 Corinthians 11:16 But if any man seem to be contentious, we have no such custom, neither the churches of God.

In other words, if this is going to cause a fight among the Churches, we don't have this custom. However, if some people
accept it, great, then do it before God in all sincerity.

myfirstlove said: "It seems like anytime someone doesn't like what the bible says on an issue they start saying that "obe
dience is legalism".

Now that was pretty low statement to make, especially in this forum seeing that we all are here to glorify God. This is not
your ordinary run of the mill christian forum. We are all here longing for a move of God without compromise. We are all h
ere longing for Christ to manifest His righteousness through us flawed vessels.

We are not here to push away this issue, nor are we here to make compromises so that we can rewrite the bible to say s
omething else.

But Paul new this subject would be contentious therefore he said that such customs are not in the Churches.

He is not saying that men and women don't follow their respected courses of how they must be in this world. All men and
women who have an ounce of Christ in them understand that they are to be subjected to the authority to which they hav
e been subjugated. However, WE can't beat them there.

Love is the only thing that will work. Love your neighbour as yourself. Let it come from God. In other words, let God spea
k to them and not an outside source, yea, not even the bible.

I know that sounds like blasphemy saying that. Jesus said, "Out of your innermost being shall flow rivers of living water". 
He didn't say, out of your bible shall flow rivers of living water.

I am not being disrespectful of the bible. But you can't take those words and try to apply them to your life, if you do that y
our going to make yourself into a twofold child of hell. That is why we have so many religions, so many denominations, 
men trying to live the bible.

The most needed thing in reading the bible is having ears to hear. Once we hear it we take that hearing and ask the Lor
d to make that real in our lives. Then God goes to work on our behalf.

Now if I read that I should have long hair and wear a blue bonnet and I put that on because it's written there, I am just dr
essing up the flesh, I'd be no different than those who tried to obey the law in their flesh. But if I wake up one morning an
d I feel that I should let my hair grow longer because I feel it's the right thing to do, then who gets the glory? God or me tr
ying to obey the bible?

When we came to God for the first time, that pull to repent came from the Holy Spirit, it didn't come from us. All we did w
as respond to it. The same goes when the Holy Spirit woos us in a certain direction and we respond to it. How can I resp
ond to His wooing when I am not being wooed?

Seeing that this subject is contentious, we have no such customs neither the Churches of God.

God Bless 
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Re: MyFirstLove aka Sean, on: 2012/2/6 12:58
Sean unless I misread your profkl you have been a member of this forum since the mid 2000's.  Surely you must know t
his is one of those hot button topics that has been debated almost to the point of divisiveness.  You can go to the archiv
es and find those threads though they are not particularly edifying.

If you believe the scriptures teach the head covering then do what Pilgrim said.  Be happy in your interpretion.

My own understanding of the issue is it was particular to the Corithian church.  The Corithians had some issues, practice
s, and questions that Paul wrote to correct and answer.  After addressing divisiveness, immorality of incest, and law suit
s among believers, he turns to their questions.  In 1 Cor.7:1 he says 'Now for the matters you wrote about'.  The rest of t
he book addresses the matters of marriage, Christian freedom, head covering, Lords supper, spiritual gifts, and the resu
rrection of believers.  Thus from my observation the head covering issue was a peculiar issue to the Corithian church not
binding to the other churches.  I do not think you will accept my understanding which is fine.  But please do not try to bin
d others into wearing the head covering if they so choose not to.  Let each one be fully convinced in  his own mind.

By the way bro I do not glory in martyrdom.  I am simply saying there are far more weightier matters facing the American
church than the head covering.  Bro you have the last word for I exit this thread.

His blessing.

Blaine Scogin  

Re:  - posted by Miccah (), on: 2012/2/6 13:05

Quote:
-------------------------I am not being disrespectful of the bible.
-------------------------

Correct, you are being disrespectful to the Lord, who gave His word in the Bible.

Quote:
-------------------------But you can't take those words and try to apply them to your life, if you do that your going to make yourself into a twofold child of hel
l.
-------------------------

Really?  Approved, please tell me where you learned about anything of the Lord's Word, unless it was written for you?  
Did the Lord give you complete revelation on His Word, without you even learning His Word?

Nothing personal Approved, but this is what gets me.  People claim that we cannot live by the Bible, which is GOD's Wor
d, but do not see that it is this very Word of God where their very own belief system comes from.

You make statements about the Bible like this, but then you go on to quote passages from this very same Bible.

So which is it?  Do we live by the Word, which is written and given to us as Jesus, or to we pick and choose what we wis
h to live by in the Word given? 

Re:  - posted by pilgrim777, on: 2012/2/6 13:10
Miccah,

I think you misunderstood what Approved said.
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Re:  - posted by Miccah (), on: 2012/2/6 13:13

Quote:
-------------------------Miccah,

I think you misunderstood what Approved said.
-------------------------

Very possible.  That is why I replied.  :-)

Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/6 13:30
Hi Approved,

Here are the verses that are all tied together when speaking on Head Coverings:

Now I praise you, brethren, that ye remember me in all things, and keep the ordinances, as I delivered them to you. But I
would have you know, that the head of every man is Christ; and the head of the woman is the man; and the head of Chri
st is God. Every man praying or prophesying, having his head covered, dishonoureth his head. But every woman that pr
ayeth or prophesieth with her head uncovered dishonoureth her head: for that is even all one as if she were shaven. 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 co
vered. For a man indeed ought not to cover his head, forasmuch as he is the image and glory of God: but the woman is t
he glory of the man. For the man is not of the woman; but the woman of the man. Neither was the man created for the w
oman; but the woman for the man. For this cause ought the woman to have power on her head because of the angels. N
evertheless neither is the man without the woman, neither the woman without the man, in the Lord. For as the woman is 
of the man, even so is the man also by the woman; but all things of God. Judge in yourselves: is it comely that a woman 
pray unto God uncovered? Doth not even nature itself teach you, that, if a man have long hair, it is a shame unto him? B
ut if a woman have long hair, it is a glory to her: for her hair is given her for a covering. But if any man seem to be conten
tious, we have no such custom, neither the churches of God. 
(1Co 11:2-16)

Sorry, it's a verse or two under half a chapter.  The fact is, Paul does not lay out 15 verse about authority and head cove
rings and then say "by the way, everything I just told you about head coverings, how it's tied to God and Christ, how it's ti
ed to Angles, how it's tied to the glory of man....actually we don't practice any of that".  

Here's what other have had to say about these verses...

ALBERT BARNES:

1Co 11:16  
But if any man seem to be contentious - The sense of this passage is probably this: Â“If any man, any teacher, or others
, Â“is disposedÂ” to be strenuous about this, or to make it a matter of difficulty; if he is disposed to call in question my re
asoning, and to dispute my premises and the considerations which I have advanced, and to maintain still that it is proper
for women to appear unveiled in public, I would add that in Judea we have no such custom, neither does it prevail amon
g any of the churches. This, therefore, would be a sufficient reason why it should not be done in Corinth, even if the abst
ract reasoning should not convince them of the impropriety. It would be singular; would be contrary to the usual custom; 
would offend the prejudices of many and should, therefore, be avoided.Â”

We have no such custom - We the apostles in the churches which we have elsewhere founded; or we have no such cust
om in Judea. The sense is, that it is contrary to custom there for women to appear in public unveiled. This custom, the a
postle argues, ought to be allowed to have some influence on the church of Corinth, even though they should not be con
vinced by his reasoning.

Neither the churches of God - The churches elsewhere. It is customary there for the woman to appear veiled. If at Corint
h this custom is not observed, it will be a departure from what has elsewhere been regarded as proper; and will offend th
ese churches. Even, therefore, if the reasoning is not sufficient to silence all cavils and doubts, yet the propriety of unifor
mity in the habits of the churches, the fear of giving offence should lead you to discountenance and disapprove the custo
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m of your females appearing in public without their veil.

ADAM CLARK

1Co 11:16  
But if any man seem to be contentious - &#917;&#953; &#948;&#949; &#964;&#953;&#962; &#948;&#959;&#954;&#94
9;&#953; &#966;&#953;&#955;&#959;&#957;&#949;&#953;&#954;&#959;&#962; &#949;&#953;&#957;&#945;&#953;Â·
If any person sets himself up as a wrangler - puts himself forward as a defender of such points, that a woman may pray 
or teach with her head uncovered, and that a man may, without reproach, have long hair; let him know that we have no s
uch custom as either, nor are they sanctioned by any of the Churches of God, whether among the Jews or the Gentiles. 
We have already seen that the verb &#948;&#959;&#954;&#949;&#953;&#957;, which we translate to seem, generally s
trengthens and increases the sense. From the attention that the apostle has paid to the subject of veils and hair, it is evi
dent that it must have occasioned considerable disturbance in the Church of Corinth. They have produced evil effects in 
much later times.

JOHN GILL

1Co 11:16  But if any man seem to be contentious,.... That is, if anyone will not be satisfied with reasons given, for men'
s praying and prophesying with their heads uncovered, and women's praying and prophesying with their heads covered; 
but will go on to raise objections, and continue carping and cavilling, showing that they contend not for truth, but victory, 
can they but obtain it any way; for my part, as if the apostle should say, I shall not think it worth my while to continue the 
dispute any longer; enough has been said to satisfy any wise and good man, anyone that is serious, thoughtful, and mo
dest; and shall only add, 

we have no such custom, nor the churches of God; meaning, either that men should appear covered, and women uncov
ered in public service, and which should have some weight with all those that have any regard to churches and their exa
mples; or that men should be indulged in a captious and contentious spirit; a man that is always contending for contentio
n sake, and is continually cavilling and carping at everything that is said and done in churches, and is always quarrelling 
with one person or another, or on account of one thing or another, and is constantly giving uneasiness, is not fit to be a c
hurch member; nor ought he to be suffered to continue in the communion of the church, to the disturbance of the peace 
of it. This puts me in mind of a passage in the Talmud (n). 
----------

Brother, it seems with this issue and a few others, people always cry legalism when it's brought up.  Everyone says it's c
ultural but no one shows from the scriptures how it was cultural when the scriptures actually show they exact opposite.  
That is why you see few people actually address the passages in context but instead either appeal to something they he
ard from some pastor or they give an emotionally charged response.  

You said:  "Seeing that this subject is contentious, we have no such customs neither the Churches of God."

So does that mean that since spiritual gifts are contentious to some we don't bring it up?  The baptism of the Spirit is con
tentious in some circles so should we not bring it up?  The five fold ministry is contentious in some circles so should we 
not bring it up?  I could go on and on and on.  

Paul is saying that the contentious ones are the ones who do not observe what he has said and listen to the reason that 
he gave for what he explained.  

IN Christ,

Sean
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Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/6 13:32
Hi Pilgim,

Sure that's fine.  I simply asked people to comment on the article, and if they disagree with it, to show where it is wrong. 
Everyone seems to have done exactly the opposite.  That was the purpose of the thread.  

If you'd like to comment on it I'd like to hear it.

IN Christ,

Sean

Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/6 13:39
Hi Blain,

Actually I used to post a lot under the handle of "sscott".  I will say that having read many of your post, you quite frequen
tly appeal to martyrs when discussing doctrine.  On more than one occasion I've seen you say something about how peo
ple are suffering here or dying over there for Christ, and here people on the forum are simply discussing doctrine.  As if 
one negates the other.  Like I said, Paul suffered more than any of us and was quite familiar with persecution but he still 
saw fit to address issues related to the church and worship...ie, doctrine.  

You said:  "Cor.7:1 he says 'Now for the matters you wrote about'. The rest of the book addresses the matters of marriag
e, Christian freedom, head covering, Lords supper, spiritual gifts, and the resurrection of believers. Thus from my observ
ation the head covering issue was a peculiar issue to the Corithian church not binding to the other churches."

So if head coverings is peculiar to the Corinthian church, is the Lord's supper, spiritual gifts, and the resurrection of belie
vers peculiar to the Corinthian Church as well?  They all follow 1 Cor 7:1.  I'm curious as to how you differentiate as to w
hat's for the Corinthians and what's for everyone.  

Thanks...

IN Christ,

Sean

Re:  - posted by pilgrim777, on: 2012/2/6 14:09

Quote:
-------------------------If you'd like to comment on it I'd like to hear it.

IN Christ,

Sean
-------------------------

Thanks, I already commented on page 2. What do you think about 1 Corinthians 11:14-15? 

Â“Does not even nature itself teach you that if a man has long hair, it is a dishonor to him? But if a woman has long hair,
it is a glory to her; for her hair is given to her for a coveringÂ” 
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Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/6 14:33
Hi Pilgrim,

You said:  "Thanks, I already commented on page 2. What do you think about 1 Corinthians 11:14-15? "

Read the section of the article title "But isnÂ’t a womanÂ’s hair given to her to serve as a head covering (v. 15)?  Does n
ot a womanÂ’s long hair qualify as a head covering."

The issue is completely addressed.  What do you think about what the article says about this?

You said:  "Things we don't do anymore. 
Greet one another with a brotherly kiss."

Read the last section of the article titled: 

" What about PaulÂ’s command to Â“greet one another with a brotherly kissÂ”? If we conclude that the womanÂ’s head 
covering is a transcultural commandment, then is the brotherly kiss a transcultural command as well? Is this command t
o greet brothers with a kiss a command that is binding upon us today"

This has also been covered.  What do you think about what the article says on this?

Re:  - posted by pilgrim777, on: 2012/2/6 15:13
I just read your whole post. 

Forgive me if I bail out of this now. 

Pilgrim

Re: , on: 2012/2/6 15:43
Ahhh... head coverings! Now here is a new topic on SI that we have never discussed before!

Krispy

Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/6 16:06
"Ahhh... head coverings! Now here is a new topic on SI that we have never discussed before!

Krispy"

Can you name any topic that probably hasn't been discussed before on this forum?  

I've actually never been part of a discussion about this topic on sermonindex before.  Apparently not everyone is in the s
ame boat.  

Re:  - posted by pilgrim777, on: 2012/2/6 16:11
That's fair enough Sean.

Use this google search and you will find many discussions on this topic.

sermonindex: head coverings
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Re: Head Coverings??, on: 2012/2/6 16:25
1 Corinthians 11:1-16 (KJV)

Quote:
-------------------------Be ye followers of me, even as I also am of Christ. Now I praise you, brethren, that ye remember me in all things, and keep the OR
DINANCES, as I delivered them to you.

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

This is beautiful, this is just wonderful. Did you notice the word ORDINANCES? oh man this is just lovely.

Brother Sean, haven't you noticed that the same group of people who claim to love him (Our savior) are the same group 
that reject his commandments?

Re:  - posted by ccchhhrrriiisss (), on: 2012/2/6 16:46

Quote:
-------------------------Brother Sean, haven't you noticed that the same group of people who claim to love him (Our savior) are the same group that reject 
his commandments?

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

Easy there, theEphah.  The way that this reads, it almost seems like you are questioning the love for God from those wh
o don't agree with a particular interpretation about an ordinance from a single passage that may or may not be understo
od correctly.  

My wife and I don't adhere to the interpretation that the New Testament requires women to wear a piece of cloth on their
heads.  However, it would be unbelievably wrong and presumptuous to imply that neither of us truly love the Lord with all
of our hearts, souls, mind and strength.  

Most of us would immediately adhere to such a requirement if we actually understood it to be one.  However, many of us
do not believe that this single passage is meant to restrict women from being physically cloth-free (atop the hair) in this 
world.  Yet, we love the Lord with every last fiber of our being.  

This is the danger in all of these discussions.  We shouldn't judge someone's heart or eternal state when they are sincer
ely following the Lord with a clear conscience.  While some might not adhere to our personal views about such matters, i
t doesn't give us the power to suggest that their love is merely a "claim."

Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/6 16:46
Hi Pilgrim,

You said: "That's fair enough Sean.
Use this google search and you will find many discussions on this topic.
Sermonindex: head coverings"

I could if that's what I wanted to do, but it's not.  I'm asking for people to read the article I posted, and to show me if the g
uy used the scriptures wrong.  I would like for people who disagree with what is presented to show me from scripture wh
y head coverings were supposedly only cultural.  

So far, everyone has done everything except what has been asked.  Everyone has a comment but no one comment on t
he article or scriptures in question.  So far people have said godly authority is Islamic, we shouldn't talk about head cove
rings because it's been abused, it's not relevant because of Acts 15, and we should really focus on the martyrs and comi
ng persecution instead.  

It would be nice if people who join a thread would discuss the actual topic of the thread and the article and scriptures in 
question.  
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Also, back to your quote above.   I could tell that to anyone in any thread, "hey, stop talking about it and just do a search
".  In fact, we could probably just close the forums down and just let everyone search because almost every biblical topic
has probably been discussed before.  

I personally think its very telling to see how people react to this topic.  People have so many opinions but they don't see
med to be based on the scriptures in question.  This is dangerous, and speaks a lot to the condition of the heart.   (by th 
way, I'm not saying that people have to agree. I'm just saying that if the dont, I would like to hear their reason by speakin
g on the scriptures in context.  And I would like people's opinion on the article showing me how what is taught is wrong, i
f that's the case.)

I'm still hoping someone will read the article and address what is written, and if they disagree, show from scripture how t
his was a cultural command.  

Re:  - posted by pilgrim777, on: 2012/2/6 17:03
Sean, since you come across as having such an air tight case, why would anyone think they could change your mind or 
even want to attempt to? 

You postulate your stance more as a challenge and again, why would anyone want to join you in your "contention". 

Be well my friend,

It's time to move on. If you are convinced, be happy.
Pilgrim

Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/6 17:10
Hi Pilgrim,

I do think it's pretty air tight, but I'm open to being shown how its wrong.  

Seriously, if you can find fault in the teaching I want to hear it.  

IN Christ,

Sean

Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/6 17:11
Deleted - Double Post - see post below. 

Re:  - posted by pilgrim777, on: 2012/2/6 18:11

Quote:
-------------------------I do think it's pretty air tight...
-------------------------

Thanks for that confirmation.
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Re: , on: 2012/2/6 18:19
- ccchhhrrriiisss- 

No offence intended at all brother/sister, the fact is that everytime the commmandments or anything relating to the com
mandments is mentioned, it is met with very serious oposition.
Our Savior told us to obey his commandments, regardless of our feelings, culture, education or doctrine. Forgive me for 
going of on a rant; that is a subject the greatly troubles me.

Shalom

Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/6 18:42
Pilgram,

You said: "Thanks for that confirmation.

And that's just it. You won't "hear it" or "see it", because you think your teaching is faultless. There is nothing anyone can
say to you that will change your mind. You brought your teaching with an attitude that you think it is airtight and now chal
lenge anyone to show you where it is wrong."

Really?  How do you know that?  Are you omniscient?  For the record, I've held views before and had them changed.  H
aven't you?  

And yes, as of now, I do believe the teaching is pretty much air tight.  The guy who wrote it did what people on this foru
m,who are entering this discussion, are failing to do.  He's addressing the scripture in context and not building his argum
ents on emotions or unrelated verses.  

Pilgrim, the only people being contentious are the ones who are joining the topic and not addressing what the original po
st was about.  If you, or others, don't want to discuss the scriptures and the article, then why are you in the thread?  

For others reading, I would still like to hear any biblical reasoning for why the passages in 1 Cor 11, regarding head cove
rings, should be considered cultural and not for today.  This is the most common objection that I hear, so for those that h
old it, I would like to hear the reasoning.  

Re:  - posted by pilgrim777, on: 2012/2/6 18:46
Sean, 

theEphah, believes like you so you have company. There are others, too, so don't feel alone.

The thing about people that judge whether others are keeping God's "commandments" outwardly is this: There will never
be true, humble, broken fellowship, because you will always be scrutinizing your brother to see if his outward life lines wi
th your interpretation of the Bible. 

Pilgrim

Page 25/29



Articles and Sermons :: Head Coverings??

Re:  - posted by pilgrim777, on: 2012/2/6 18:49

Quote:
-------------------------Pilgrim, the only people being contentious are the ones who are joining the topic and not addressing what the original post was abo
ut. If you, or others, don't want to discuss the scriptures and the article, then why are you in the thread? 

For others reading, I would still like to hear any biblical and spiritual reasoning for why the passages in 1 Cor 11, regarding head coverings, should be 
considered cultural and not for today. This is the most common objection that I hear, so for those that hold it, I would like to hear the reasoning. 
-------------------------

Sean, 

People have given plenty of Biblical reasoning and are always labeled "emotional". 

Can you understand why no one wants to engage you in your contentions? 

Peace bro,
Pilgrim

Re:  - posted by myfirstLove (), on: 2012/2/6 18:56
Pilgrim,

You said:  "Who are we to judge the Lord's servants on the exterior? ". 

Who said I'm judging those who disagree?  I know and fellowship with brethren who don't follow these verses. 

In your other reply you said I should be focusing on being "in Chrsit".  It's interesting, Watchman Nee was a man who m
ost definitely focused on being "in Christ", yet he still found it appropriate to talk and teach on head coverings.   I wonder
if you'd give him the same advise.  But then again, Paul also spoke of being "in Christ" and he found it worthwhile to spe
ak on this issue as well.   

Almost every truth in the bible is contentious to someone.  Should we not talk about biblical truth and topics to appease 
everyone?  That's kinda what the emergent church has done hasn't it?

Re:  - posted by pilgrim777, on: 2012/2/6 19:01
Sean,

I'm not Emergent if that helps you any. 

Pilgrim

Re: Hats Again???? - posted by ArtB (), on: 2012/2/6 19:17
It seemed only a few months ago we had a long thorough discussion about if God's Law requires the wearing of hats.

Does the New Covenant require woman to wear a hat to church?

Remember how women use to wear all shorts of gaudy lovely hats on Christmas, and even more so on Easter.

How about men?

50 short years ago, most men wore hats, but they took them off in church.

We older men could benefit from wearing a Hat, we get that bald spot on our head, I for one would like to cover it up. I a
m zealous for the Hebrew 'Yarmulke' for men.

I have nothing to say on this topic, all has been said before, and will be said again.
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Ecc 1:8-11
8 All things are wearisome;
Man is not able to tell it.
 
The eye is not satisfied with seeing,
Nor is the ear filled with hearing. 

9 That which has been is that which will be,
And that which has been done is that which will be done.
So there is nothing new under the sun. 

10 Is there anything of which one might say,
"See this, it is new"?
Already it has existed for ages 
Which were before us. 

11 There is no remembrance of earlier things;
And also of the later things which will occur,
There will be for them no remembrance 
Among those who will come later still.  
NASU

May God Richly Bless all.

Re: , on: 2012/2/7 13:24

"So which is it? Do we live by the Word, which is written and given to us as Jesus, or do we pick and choose what we wi
sh to live by in the Word given?"

First of all Brother, God Bless you.

I wish to add to your questions because there should be three and not two.

"Should we allow the word of God to live through us?"

This whole walk is about yielding and obeying God is it not?

Matthew 4:4 But he answered and said, It is written, Man shall not live by bread alone, but by every word that proceedet
h out of the mouth of God.

Many people think that this is talking about literal words paragraphs and sentences and it's not. Jesus said that the word
s that He spoke were Spirit and Life. Though Jesus was speaking words, they were in actuality Spirit. And this is what w
e are to live by.

The other question was "or do we pick and choose?"

Good question. We all pick and choose. And thank God we do. I am serious. I know of a man who was brought up in a C
hristian home (I know the family) and he did something immoral that caused his parents to cut off his right hand. The par
ents read what Jesus spoke of in the word that if your right hand causes you to sin, cut it off.

They obeyed the word, to them they were living by the word of God.

I do not believe that we should live by the written word of God. Religions do that well, the Catholic Church is a master at 
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it.

Paul made it very clear in Romans 7 that when he chose to do good, evil was present. His remedy was found in Christ.

Romans 7:25 I thank God through Jesus Christ our Lord. So then with the mind I myself serve the law of God; but with t
he flesh the law of sin.

"I thank God THROUGH Jesus Christ our Lord." So THEN, with the mind I myself serve the law of God; but the flesh the
law of sin.

Now we need to ask the question, what mind are we to serve the law of God? A renewed mind of course, be not confor
med to this world but be ye transformed by the renewing of our mind! We know that this mind that we have is wrecked, it'
s been totaled, it needs to be changed. Paul tried to take his unrenewed mind and try to good with it and he found that e
very time he did evil was present.

The reason why that is, it's not originating from the Spirit of God.

Now, I know this to be true in a lot of peoples lives who are reading this that you desire to love God with all your heart, or
you try to pray, or you try to read your bible and all that seems to be coming your way is evil. We read it in our bibles that
this is something we should do, BUT, it's there so that we can desire it and for God to release it into our lives. Love will e
xude out of us not because we have to give but it comes naturally as sons of God.

Ezekiel 11:19 And I will give them one heart, and I will put a new spirit within you; and I will take the stony heart out of th
eir flesh, and will give them an heart of flesh:

Ezekiel 11:20 That they may walk in my statutes, and keep mine ordinances, and do them: and they shall be my people,
and I will be their God.

How will they walk in His statutes and keep His ordinances and do them?

By taking the stony heart out and replacing it with a new spirit. Out of that new spirit that He has put in us will proceed w
hat is pleasing in His sight.

Just as Jesus wasn't fully revealed until His time, we too are under tutors and governors until the time appointed of the F
ather. That is to say, though we have His Spirit it doesn't mean that we instantly have the traits of the Spirit, we have to g
row in grace and in the knowledge of Jesus.

Re: , on: 2012/2/7 13:26
"I'm not Emergent if that helps you any."

Me neither!

Re:  - posted by Miccah (), on: 2012/2/7 13:46
Thank you for your reply Approved.  I will re-read what you wrote and pray.  Blessings!

Re: Approved, on: 2012/2/7 14:38
Bro went back and read your last post to Miccah at least 3 times and say Amen and Amen.  You have articulated very  w
ell  what I have been sensing in my spirit.  Bottom line he is the Word.  Jesus lives in us by his Spirit.  His words spoken 
to us are spirit.  It is not words, sentences, and paragraphs.  But his words are spirit and life.  This is liberating!!!!!

No wonder Jesus said if we abide in his wotd, if we abide in him he will set us free.  Bro love it.   Your post made my day
and provided much needed sanity to some of this insanity I am seeing in the forum.

Blessings in Jesus to you.
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Blaine 

Re: , on: 2012/2/7 14:59
Actually, the spirit and life words that Jesus spoke were recorded so that we could have spirit and life from them as well. 
They were not written so that we could negate the word of God by the Spirit of God.  Jesus, being the living Word, is in a
greement with the words that come for
His mouth. The very words that we have recorded in sentences and paragraphs.   

On one end of the spectrum, You have the false view of biblicism, where the bible is made to be God.  

On the other end of the Spectrum, you have the false view of, "The Spirit", where the "spirit" can lead us to truth that goe
s against the bible. 

Then you have the truth, the Spirit of God leading us to understand the written word of God and receive life and instructi
on from it.  Both agreeing with each other in harmony.   The Person of Christ, the Word of Christ, and the Spirit of Christ 
all in perfect harmony.   They all lead us to the Person of Christ who speaks to us through words in scripture and by His 
Spirit today...both in agreement.  

Re:  - posted by learjet, on: 2012/2/7 15:46

Quote:
-------------------------Good question. We all pick and choose. And thank God we do. I am serious. I know of a man who was brought up in a Christian ho
me (I know the family) and he did something immoral that caused his parents to cut off his right hand. The parents read what Jesus spoke of in the wor
d that if your right hand causes you to sin, cut it off.

They obeyed the word, to them they were living by the word of God.
-------------------------

Hi Approved,

This illustrates the point that sscott made even better, these people did not obey the Word, they 'added to' the Word.  It 
does not say 'cut off HIS hand' it says 'cut off YOUR hand' (meaning the person makes the decision for himself, not som
eone else). We don't cut off others hands, but if someone follows this scripture and has a weakness in this area then pra
ise the Lord for their obedience!

Re:  - posted by Miccah (), on: 2012/2/7 15:47
Great post sscott7.

Re: Kearhet, on: 2012/2/7 16:22
Based on your last post are you literally advocating self mutilation.  If so then you are taking the scriptures in a direction t
hat Jesus never intended.  I think Approves view is more sane then what I am hearing here.

Blaine Scogin
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