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WHY THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH
IS WRONG!*†

Price Billingsly

The Christian Church is wrong because, in the eyes of the 
thinking world, it is inconsistent, with its own fundamental 
claims before other denominations; a few of which incon-
sistencies and absurdities, in the name of reason and right, 
are herein summed up and put before the reasoning classes 
of the religious world.

Its favorite boast to other denominations whom it declares 
to be in the wrong is, “Where the Bible speaks, we speak; and 
where the Bible is silent, we are silent;” and it invites them 
all to following of the line of action this rule suggests; and 
it then denies and plainly controverts this boast and convicts 
itself of insincerity in this claim by the practice of wearing 
the self-imposed name of Christian Church-a name unknown 
to the inspired writers of the Bible.

In its plea for the necessity of its existence among other 
denominations it antagonizes, one of its fundamental claims 
is that they all can and must become one in all religious work 
and worship on a strict Bible basis by taking the New Testa-
ment as the only rule of faith and practice in the worship of 
God through Christ, claiming that it thoroughly furnishes each 
and all unto every good word and work; and it then inconsis-
tently disregards and violates this plea and goes beyond “what 
is written” by willfully putting into this worship a thing the 
sufficient Book nowhere requires-instrumental music.

It pleads with all other denominations to assist it in bring-
ing about the complete union of all God’s people by each and 
all entering upon and living the Christian life by precise New 
Testament precept and precedent, assuring them that this is 
the only plan that can effect successfully the long-sought 
universal Christian union; and it then absurdly violates and 
vitiates this plan and plea itself by carrying on this great New 
Testament work for Christians by the means of an invention 
of modern times-a man-made missionary society.

It declares that God’s people can never be successfully 
united and harmoniously held together only on the Bible 
alone, and it lays much stress on the fact that the New Testa-
ment proposes and presents the only rule of action that leads 

to the permanent and universal harmony of all classes of 
discordant religionists in the world, and it delights to show all 
its fundamental claim of accomplishing this longed for end, 
and it then shows its unwillingness to practice what it pro-
poses and its disbelief in its own preaching by shutting from 
out its worship those whom it admits to be God’s people by 
forcing into this perfect worship of God, as aids to it, things 
not taught by this perfect rule of action.

It gladly teaches that Christians should do nothing that 
would cause a brother in Christ to offend or that would make 
him weak; and yet it drives thousands of God’s people to of-
fense by using that in the worship of God which it claims is 
of itself, like the eating of meat neither right nor wrong.

It charges its denominational neighbors of being sectar-
ians because of their having radically departed from apos-
tolic Christianity, and it boastingly offers itself as a leader 
to pilot them all back to the original simplicity and purity of 
the gospel, claiming itself as a model of this ancient cause; 
while at the same time it convicts itself of the high crime it 
charges others with by departing from and renouncing the 
New Testament as sufficient by the use of things for the aid 
and propagation of Christ’s worship and cause, the authority 
for which comes from no higher source than the imaginations 
and inventions of men of the present day.

Another essential part of the original claims of the Chris-
tian Church is that the church of the New Testament is the 
grand institution into which God invites all the world for all 
noble action and service, it being the only institution into 
which all may come, unite and work in the freest activity and 
most complete success and harmony; and then in the eyes 
of the thinking classes of honest men and women of other 
denominations it convicts itself of gross inconsistency and 
insincerity by doing this great work through a modern  mis-
sionary society that sprang from without and works outside 
of this church. 

In common Christian worship it avers that nothing not 
essential to the Christian life shall be made a condition of 
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Editorial...

NEW, BUT NOT NEW

With this first issue of CFTF for 2006 about the 
only thing that is different from 2005 is the calendar. 
Nevertheless, in keeping with a good tradition, we bid 
all a happy and prosperous new year, especially in spiri-
tual growth and development.  In view of the brevity of 
time and the uncertainty of life in the flesh, let us highly 
resolve to follow a course of action in whatever time we 
have remaining on the earth that will put the kingdom 
of God and His righteousness first in our lives (Matthew 
6:33; Colossians 3:17; Jude 3). Thereby, when life’s 
little day on earth is finished we will have guaranteed 
for ourselves a place in Heaven (I Corinthians 15:58; 
Revelation 2:10). This is the way that is right and can-
not be wrong.

We continue to have the same problems in the church 
today that we had in 2005.  However, we also have the 
same old Jerusalem Gospel that guides us into and keeps 
us in “the Old Paths” of spiritual Truth and holiness 
(Jeremiah 6:16; Romans 1:16; Galatians 1:6-9). Without 
the Gospel we would be at the mercy of Satan and his 
crowd (Ephesians 6:17: Hebrews 4:12). And, Satan and 
company are not noted for their mercy.

SELLING OUT
 This time last year how could we know that by 

mid 2005 certain brethren, who we thought would “buy 
the truth and sell it not” (Proverbs 23:23), no matter 
what the cost to them, would sell at least some of God’s 
Truth pertaining to the eldership of the church, MDR, 
respect of persons, hypocrisy, pride, lying, their own 
integrity, and such passages as I Thessalonians 5:21 
and Colossians 3:17?  Grievous to us has it been to see 
these brethren adopt the weak and insipid attitude and 
tactics that have characterized the liberals in Abilene 
Christian University, David Lipscomb, Harding, and 
others, in their attempts to justify their fellowship of the 
error propagated by Dave Miller and Stan Crowley.  
By their actions these compromising brethren have not 
only denied but have flown in the face of the following 
admonition of the apostle Paul. “Your glorying is not 
good. Know ye not that a little leaven leaveneth the 
whole lump? Purge out therefore the old leaven, 
that ye may be a new lump, as ye are unleavened. 
For even Christ our Passover is sacrificed for us” (I 
Corinthians 5:6–7). They have taken the position that 
they can fellowship a little error and no harm will come 
from it. But the Bible does not so teach. As this year 
continues and as the Lord wills, we will give further 
attention to their Biblically unauthorized attitudes and 
actions. Brethren would do well to remember the truth 
of the following statement from John Quincy Adams: 
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“Facts are stubborn things; and whatever may be our 
wishes, our inclinations, or the dictates of our passions, 
they cannot alter the state of facts and evidence.”

100 YEARS SINCE THE U. S. CENSUS RE-
CORDED THE FORMATION OF THE CHRIS-

TIAN CHURCH DENOMINATION
In 1906 the Census of the United States recorded 

what it had earlier determined, namely that the Christian 
Church was a religious entity separate from the church 
of Christ. To this hour the apostate Christian Church 
denomination has hated what the U. S. Census did 
when it recorded the Christian Church and churches of 
Christ as two distinct and different churches. And over 
the last 100 years various “unity meetings” and efforts 
have been attempted to bring the two churches together. 
All of them were and are doomed to failure because 
the unity they sought (and seek) was not Biblical unity 
at all. It was and is today an effort to make obligatory 
matters optional. The Christian Church as a whole is not 
interested in giving up any of her Biblically unauthorized 
activities, which unauthorized activities have carried her 
into apostasy and characterized her for all these years. 
The Christian Church and faithful churches of Christ 
are not only two different religious bodies, but they are 
diametrically opposed to each other. 

The apostle John wrote of certain apostate brethren 
of his day when he penned: “They went out from us, 
but they were not of us; for if they had been of us, 
they would no doubt have continued with us: but they 
went out, that they might be made manifest that they 
were not all of us” (I John 2:19). How did these brethren 
of long ago leave or go out from the faithful brethren? 
Obviously they embraced and espoused false doctrine(s) 
and practice(s) (II John 8-11). Such doctrine(s) caused 
them to believe and practice things different from and 
contrary to the Truth of the New Testament. Of such 
false brethren Paul wrote when he penned: “For there 
must be also, heresies (factions, sects-DPB) among 
you, that they which are approved may be made 
manifest among you” (I Corinthians 15:19). Obviously, 
the apostles John and Paul thought that what brethren 
believe and practice was and is very serious business. 
Clearly, by his words in I John 2:19 John meant that 
when brethren believe and practice false doctrine(s) 
they have gone “out from us.”  Hence, to remain in 
fellowship with God and His faithful children one must 
abide in, teach, and contend for “the faith”—the New 
Testament system and every component part that makes 
it up (Jude 3).

According to the apostle Paul the factions he men-
tioned in I Corinthians 11:19 serve to reveal those 
members who are approved of God. No doubt these 
faithful members were made manifest when they took 
(and take) their stand on God’s Word in opposition to the 
error(s) characterizing those “who went out from us.” 

We are made spiritually stronger by solving the problems 
we face according to the teaching of the Bible. Thus, 
without Satan’s working through sinful men to espouse 
and propagate false doctrines in the church, we would 
not be able to develop spiritually as we need to and 
must. Therefore, when men arise “speaking perverse 
things, to draw disciples after them,” faithful brethren 
will not develop a case of “lockjaw.” Or, what is even 
worse than brethren saying nothing against error and 
those who teach it, are the brethren who will defend the 
false teacher(s) and thereby encourage their erroneous 
teaching in the church of Christ (Acts 20:29–30). To the 
contrary, the faithful make themselves known when they 
rise up to withstand false teachers to the face, even the 
hypocritical conduct of important persons (Galatians 
2:11).

Paul declared to Titus that false teachers’ “mouths 
must be stopped” (Titus 1:10–11).  Thus, the Divine 
record reveals Paul’s teaching put into action in the 
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church in Antioch of Syria toward certain false teachers. 
Paul said, “To whom we gave place by subjection, no, 
not for an hour; that the truth of the gospel might 
continue with you” (Galatians 2:5). With the same 
confidence in the Truth of God’s Word, the same desire 
to please our Lord, and the same love for the precious 
blood-bought body of Christ that Paul exhibited, we too 
should and must rise up to oppose false teachers. Love 
does not rejoice in iniquity, but rejoiceth in the truth” 
(I Corinthians 13:6). Thus, the love principle never 
rises higher or nullifies the authority principle. The 
love principle always causes one to live close to and 
comply with Biblical Truth in general and New Testa-
ment Truth in particular (John 8:31, 32; 14:15; I John 
2:5; 5:2, 3; Colossians 3:17; II Corinthians 5:7; John 
12:48). Therefore, the faithful children of God continue 
to oppose the apostate denominational Independent 
Christian Church along with her much more “wild-eyed” 
sister, the Disciples of Christ denomination. 

In this first issue of 2006 we are publishing articles 
from the stalwarts in the faith of many years ago. We 
intend to publish such articles in CFTF throughout this 
year. These brethren would not yield one inch of ground 
to the false brethren of their day, which false brethren 
finally became the Independent Christian Church/Dis-
ciples of Christ denominations. We who stand on their 
shoulders would do well to continue to thank God for 
their unwavering fidelity to God and His Word as we go 
forth to fight the fight that is before us today.

“ACU’S FEBRUARY LECTURESHIP WILL
SERVE AS HOST FOR THE 2006

RESTORATION FORUM”
 The fact that ACU has swallowed “hook, line, 

and sinker” the false doctrine of “unity in diversity” in 
obligatory matters is clearly seen in the following quote 
from the Fall 2005 issue of ACU TODAY. 

Since 1984, this annual meeting has brought 
together Christians from the churches of the Stone-
Campbell Movement and others concerned with 
answering Christ’s prayer for the visible unity of His 
followers, said Dr. Doug Foster, professor of church 
history. The forum offers opportunities for discus-
sion, dialogue, worship, and fellowship. Money 
[Royce Money, President of ACU, DPB] was a 
featured speaker at the 2002 Restoration Forum.

“The forums have been an important factor in the 
increased desire for and realization of reconciliation 
between estranged sisters and brothers as we enter 
the 21st century,” Foster said.…

“The 2006 year is not only our Centennial (100th 
anniversary of ACU, DPB), but it’s also the 100-year 
mark of the religious census that officially recog-
nized the division between Churches of Christ and 
Christian Churches,” Love said [Mark Love is “di-
rector of ministry events,” DPB]. “Already, there’s 

a lot of momentum toward unity in that area as we 
approach this milestone, and it’s certainly been our 
custom to encourage unity at Lectureship.

“We can’t read the gospel of John and not be 
impressed by Jesus’ desire for unity. How can we 
not pursue open-minded conversation with people 
who already share so much with us?”

Money, who will present the opening lecture, has 
asked Dr. Don Jeanes, president of Milligan Col-
lege in Johnson City, Tenn., to be his special guest 
at the podium during the lecture. Milligan College is 
affiliated with the Christian Churches.… (Fall 2005, 
ACU TODAY, p. 39). 
It is obvious from the preceding quotation that the 

powers that be at ACU already consider themselves to be 
in fellowship with not only the Christian Church, but also 
“others” who are interested in “unity.” They do not seek 
Biblical unity, because they have long ago repudiated the 
New Testament as an infallible blue-print. They do not 
believe that one must have Biblical authority for what 
they believe and practice. Moreover, since they have 
embraced the “New Hermeneutics” (whatever that is), 
they do not believe the Bible authorizes only by direct 
statements, examples, and implication. Thus, they have 
no absolute, objective standard by which to determine 
what is right and what is wrong. And, that suits their 
agenda just fine.

TRUE CHRISTIANS ARE NOT MEMBERS OF 
THE “STONE-CAMPBELL MOVEMENT.” 
When we obeyed the Gospel we became “Christians 

only and only Christians”; nothing more, nothing less, 
and nothing else (II Timothy 2:15; Romans 16:16; Mark 
16:16; Romans 1:16; I Corinthians 15:1–4; Acts 2:38, 
41, 42, 47; 17:30; Romans 10: 9, 10; 6:3, 4, 17, 18; 
Colossians 2:12; Galatians 3:26–27; I Peter 3:21; Isaiah 
62:2; Acts 11:26; Ephesians 1:22–23; Colossians 1:18). 
We have attained full fellowship with God in His Son’s 
church, which fellowship is demanded by Him of all 
accountable persons, if they would be saved. Thus we 
enjoy and “endeavor to keep the unity of the Spirit in 
the bond of peace” (Ephesians 4:1–6; 5:23–27).

The fact that ACU President Royce Money is hav-
ing “Dr. Don Jeanes, president of Milligan College in 
Johnson City, Tenn., to be his special guest at the po-
dium during the lecture” is a symbolic move on ACU’s 
behalf to indicate that they are in fellowship with one 
another. This action is a signal to the liberal churches 
that support ACU and take their “cues” from her. It says 
to these churches, “Go and do as we have done.” “And 
many shall follow their pernicious ways; by reason 
of whom the way of truth shall be evil spoken of” (II 
Peter 2:2). 

–—David P. Brown, Editor    
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(Continued from Page 1)
fellowship among God’s people; and yet, while claiming 
instrumental music as not absolutely necessary to Christian 
worship, the Christian Church makes it a condition to fellow-
ship, for people who worship there must worship with it.

Though the Christian Church willfully practices these 
things that are above shown to be wholly inconsistent with its 
own fundamental claims before the religious world, it does not 
believe the New Testament sanctions them.  Proof: It believes 
the New Testament teaches that the church was established on 
Pentecost, and that baptism is for the remission of sins, and it 
proves its faith by its works by indorsing its leaders to affirm 
its belief in these propositions in religious controversy; and 
yet, though logicians of all ages assert and agree that a man’s 
affirming shall be coextensive with his  practice, no amount of 
persuasion from any source, of what nature and degree soever, 
can induce the leaders of the Christian Church to affirm that 

ALL DAY OPEN FORUM. SUBJECTS: Apologetics Press, Dave Miller, MDR as taught by 
Stan Crowley,  The Gospel Journal Board’s involvement in the departure of Dub McClish 
as Editor and David B. Watson as Associate Editor from TGJ along with related topics.
The Spring elders, Kenneth D. Cohn and Buddy Roth will moderate the forum. The format for 
the forum will be as follows: Beginning at 9:00 a.m. there will be a 20 minute speech followed 
by a 20 minute question and answer period with a 10 minute break between sessions. We will 
break for Lunch from 11:50 a.m. until 1:30 pm. The forum will resume at 1:30 p.m. and conclude 
at 4:20 p.m. with the same format as the morning sessions.  Following the dinner break there 
will be a panel discussion with time for questions and answers during  the 7:00 and  8:00 p.m. 
sessions. The speakers in the forum will be composed of those who accept the Spring elders’ 
written invitation, which invitation was mailed to them by certified mail with return receipt.
Those invited: Apologetics Press: Dave Miller (director, board member), Kyle Butt, Brad Harrub, 
Eric Lyons, Palm Beach Lake elders, (AP oversight, Palm Beach Lake, FL), Memphis School of 
Preaching: Curtis Cates, Billy Bland, Dan Cates, Garland Elkins, David Jones, Bobby Liddell, 
Jerry Martin, Keith A. Mosher, Sr., Barry Grider (preacher), Forest Hill elders (Memphis, TN), 
Bellview elders, (Pensacola, FL), Roanaoke elders, (Roanaoke, TX), Southside elders, (Lubbock, 
TX), Southwest elders, (SWSBS, Austin, TX), Bryan Braswell, (Roanaoke, TX), Frank Chesser, 
(Montgomery, AL), Michael Hatcher, (Pensacola, FL), Tom Hicks, (Lubbock, TX ), Dub McClish, 
(Denton, TX), Joseph Meador, (director, SWSBS, board member, TGJ), Kenneth Ratcliff, (TGJ 
board member, elder, Schertz, TX), Dave Watson, (preacher, elder, Sapulpa, OK). To date the 
following have accepted the invitation: Michael Hatcher, Dub McClish, David Watson.

open forum
cftf spring lectureship

tuesday, february 28, 2006

MORE  INFORMATION:
Spring Church of Christ • P.O. Box 39  • 1327 Spring Cypress Road
Spring, TX 77383 • 281.353.2707 • jbrow@charter.net

the New Testament authorizes their missionary societies and 
instrumental music in the work and worship of Christians; 
therefore, they do not believe them to be authorized by the 
Bible, and hence convict themselves of inconsistency and 
cowardly insincerity before honest and thoughtful men and 
women of other denominations who know and compare their 
teaching with their practice.

Therefore, because it is inconsistent with its own fun-
damental claims and out of harmony with New Testament 
teaching, the Christian Church is wrong.

ENDNOTES
*Gospel Advocate, June 1, 1905: Vol. XLVII, No. 22, p. 346.
†All articles appearing by deceased authors are reprinted in their 

original form—including mistakes.

-Deceased-



6              Contending for the Faith—January/2006

THE OLD WOMAN AND HER BROOM*

F. W. Smith

In the beginning of the movement some restless and 
discontented spirits against the New Testament order of 
things regarding the spread of the gospel, David Lipscomb 
refused to join in with them in the organization of societies 
and institutions unknown to the word of God. He told them, 
in substance, that he could see no stopping place in what they 
were starting; that it was comparable to starting a stone from 
the tip of a mountain which would hardly stop until it reached 
the bottom of the mountain. From that day the guns of these 
progressive (?) spirits were trained on that great man of God 
because of his loyalty to the word of his Lord, and until the 
day of his death he became the chief target for all the leaders 
in this departure from the New Testament. One of them went 
so far as to represent David Lipscomb as an old woman with 
a broom trying to sweep back the rising and rushing tide of 
the ocean. This funny (?) display of the self-imagined genius 
is the art of the caricaturist was caught up by kindred spirits 
and heralded from [one] end of the land to the other. Much 
sport was made of the old woman and her broom; but it was 
like pitching straws against a stone wall, for David Lipscomb 
stood foursquare against these unholy and ungodly attacks 
on his defense of God’s truth, and he lived to see the “stone” 
these broad-minded (?) souls had started hit the bottom, and 
that, too, with a thud the echo of which will ring down the 
ages singing the folly of those who started the “stone” on its 
downward course.

As one of the results of that first departure from the sim-
plicity of the New Testament, coming in its full fruitage, is 
what is termed “open membership,” which, being interpreted, 
means the reception into full fellowship in the churches of 
people who have had water sprinkled on them for baptism, 
and a pretty strong squinting at “infant dedication” to heap 
up the measure. Suppose David Lipscomb had said in the 
beginning: “Brethren, the time will come when in your con-
ventions you will be voting on the question as to whether 
or not you will receive into your churches the pious unim-
mersed.”  What would those brethren have thought of and said 
to him?  Well, that is exactly what they have done. In their 
general convention of representative spirits at Winona last 
August, the vote was taken on that very subject, twenty-two 
voting for it, three thousand against it. But no political organ 
ever expended more space or more earnest pleadings before 
a presidential election to put through a certain issue than the 
Christian Standard did in working up the vote against this 
“open-membership” business. That journal filled its columns 
week after week and month after month on the dire results 
of the “open-membership” propaganda among the societies’ 
missionaries in China. But who, that has noted the signs of the 
times, believes for one moment that there are only thirty-two 
within the ranks of the society folk that are for the doctrine 
of “open membership”.

But the “open membership” craze is not the worst by any 
means chargeable to the starting of that “stone,” although it 
has required the genius, brains, and eloquent voice of Z.T. 
Sweeney to hold it partially in check. Semi-infidelity is riding 
almost upon the wings of the wind as a result of that first de-

parture. Destructive higher criticism is in the saddle, holding 
the reins and directing the destiny of nearly all their colleges 
and some of their religious journals. Lexington, Ky., is a 
notable example of the fruitage grown from the seed planted 
in that first departure, and it is whispered that old Bethany is 
tinctured with it, too. I know that comparisons settle nothing 
in so far as proving a thing to be right; but since the society 
brethren are so fond of that sort of things, I will let the “old 
woman with a broom” speak:

Now, is one who gives more weight to success in 
managing the societies  than to the approval or disap-
proval of God a Christian? Is he not “in the gall of bit-
terness, and the bond of iniquity,” and does he not need 
to repent of this his sin, if perhaps it might be forgiven 
him?  I have been well satisfied for years that the question 
of success has more weight with many than the approval 
of God. I am well satisfied, too, that upon any fair ques-
tion of success the society ought to be condemned as a 
failure.  We clip the following from the American Home 
Missionary of October (page 369):

“One thousand and thirty-three persons were added 
to the church last year through the missionaries supported 
by the American Christian Missionary Society. What a 
blessed satisfaction to those who had part in the great 
work.”

That is the editorial statement without explanation 
or comment.  We take it this number was added by those 
directly in the employ of the general society. Certainly 
it cannot embrace the State employes, assisted by the 
general society.  But the society raised over one hundred 
thousand dollars, and this is the boasted result. Last year 
the two churches in Nashville, South College Street and 
tenth Street, through those supported by them, baptized 
about five hundred persons in destitute fields. We pub-
lished an itemized statement in the Advocate of December 
19, 1905, establishing nearly twenty churches. This year 
we have not as yet been able to get the full reports of 
labor done, but the number added is not so great. It will 
be between three hundred and fifty and four hundred, I 
think. We will publish a detailed account so soon as we 
can get the full report.  Here are two churches not strong 
in numbers or wealth or zeal doing almost half as much 
toward converting the world as the society, through which 
about two thousand large and wealthy churches do their 
mission work.  And this work can be repeated wherever 
the churches will work as God directs.

Then all corporations are manipulated in the interests 
of the few managers; officers are multiplied to give places 
and salaries to friends desiring them. This is charged as 
being done by the missionary society to some extent, and 
will grow as the years pass. I examined these societies 
somewhat carefully during the Newbern Church suit. I 
do not believe there is another institution in the United 
States handling so much money with so few safeguards 
as to the funds contributed to the Christian Missionary 
society. These things with many other are true, and a full 
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exposure of the evils and dangers might influence the 
public sentiment among the disciples. But suppose they 
were induced to quit the societies because they invite 
abuse of power, would that be true repentance toward 
God, or would the service they render not be taught by 
the precept of men, and so vain service? “Forasmuch as 
this people draw near me with their mouth, and with 
their lips do honor me, but have removed their heart 
far from me, and their fear toward me is taught by 
the precept of men: therefore, behold, I will proceed 
to do a marvelous work among this people; . . . for 
the wisdom of their prudent men shall be hid.” (Isaiah 
29:13,14)
I have not the exact date as to when the above appeared 

in the Advocate from the pen of David Lipscomb, but I do 
know it was never called in question by the society leaders.  
No, the “old woman with the broom” never succeeded in 
sweeping back the rising and onrushing tide of the ocean, 
but he lived to see the Christian Standard, with scores of 
such men as J.B. Briney, Z.T. Sweeney, W.H. Book, et al., 
wear out carloads of brooms in trying to stay that tide which 
will eventually engulf “our movement,” or the once glorious 
restoration.

ENDNOTES
*Gospel Advocate, February 22, 1923, Vol. LXV, No. 8, pp. 181-

182.

-Deceased-

DISCUSSION GROUP
Contending for the Faith magazine an-
nounces the formation of a computer 
based discussion group called Contend-
ingFTF, hosted at Yahoo.com. This discus-
sion group is for members of the church 
of Christ only. Among the purposes for 
starting such a discussion group is to 
provide a forum to discuss Biblical doc-
trine, defend the Truth, and review current 
issues among churches of Christ. You 
are invited to join this group and partici-
pate in the discussions. ContendingFTF 
is “FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH 
AND HATE ERROR.”

To subscribe to ContendingFTF
send an email to:

ContendingFTF-subscribe@yahoogroups.com

DAVID LIPSCOMB’S
USE OF THE

GOSPEL ADVOCATE
Earl West

…Lipscomb used the Advocate to oppose whatever 
tendencies he thought wrong. It is safe to say that this is 
hardly an appeasement policy for the masses. When, there-
fore, a correspondent wrote to Lipscomb asserting that he 
was ashamed of the Gospel Advocate because of its “wran-
gling,” Lipscomb replied:

I have no doubt Brother Harding, Brother Allen, 
and every honest lover of the truth, regrets the neces-
sity of controversy with brethren, or anyone else. The 
necessity of the controversy arises from the disposition 
in man to sin and to go into error. So long as that dis-
position continues, so long the necessity of controversy 
will continue. That disposition is constant, is unceasing 
in seeking to work. It must be met with remonstrance, 
with arguments, with exposure. These must be constant 
as that.  No movement for the better, even when origi-
nated by God himself has ever lasted one generation 
without the introduction of evil and wrong. That wrong 
must be met and exposed, or the error triumphs. Our 
movement is not different from others. The truth must 
be maintained by watchfulness, fidelity to the truth; by 
conflict from without and within.  Whenever a church is 
not engaged in active conflict with error within itself, it 
is floating down a broad stream to an open hell. Those 
who introduce error are responsible for the controver-
sies. A man who will not oppose error when it presents 
itself is a traitor to God, to Christ who died to root out 
error and establish truth....

Brethren complaining indiscriminately, when en-
gaged in controversies, those who oppose as well as 
those who introduce error, throw their influence for the 
error. It says, let error be introduced without opposi-
tion-error with quiet is preferable to truth with contro-
vers....1

ENDNOTES
1. David Lipscomb, “Queries,” Gospel Advocate, Vol. XXVII, No. 

45 (November 11, 1885), p. 711. As quoted in Earl West, The Search For 
The Ancient Order, Vol. 2, 1866-1906 (Religious Book Service, India-
napolis, Indiana, 1950), pp. 340, 341. 

“To deny the authority of God is to 
deny the eternal purpose of God. 

That is the case because we cannot 
know the eternal purpose of God if 
we do not know how to determine 
and comply with that authority.”

—Thomas B. Warren
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ARE THEY CHURCHES OF CHRIST?*

DAVID LIPSCOMB

The following recently appeared editorially in the col-
umns of the Christian-Evangelist:

“Are the Presbyterian, Episcopal, and United Brethren 
churches, with their human creeds and affusion for baptism, 
scriptural, and churches of Christ?” 

Of course, the Christian Standard does not mean to 
ask us, seriously, whether we regard human creeds and 
affusion for baptism as “scriptural”. Its only question is 
whether we believe that the churches named, and others 
having human creeds and practicing affusion for baptism, 
can be regarded as churches of Christ, in spite of these 
errors. We think so, and we so affirmed, unequivocally, in 
the very article to which the Christian Standard replies. 
We will go even farther than that; we believe that most, 
if not all, of the churches mentioned are far more loyal to 
Christ’s teaching and spirit, as a whole, than many of the 
churches calling themselves “churches of Christ,” which 
the Christian Standard recognizes as such, and with 
which it would be perfectly willing to federate. On what 
ground of justice and equality, therefore, can we refuse to 
recognize these evangelical Protestant bodies as churches 
of Christ. In spite of their errors, while we freely accord 
such recognition to those having even worse faults who 
call themselves churches of Christ?
The position taken above by the Christian-Evangelist 

may in part explain the following language from the Cum-
berland Presbyterian of this city. 

The Cumberland-Evangelist is one of the leading reli-
gious weeklies, and, in our judgment, the best paper published 
in the interest of the “Christians,” or Disciples of Christ.

As the Christian-Evangelist recognizes Presbyterian, 
Episcopal, and United Brethren churches, despite all their 
faults, “churches of Christ”, it is but to be expected that the 
denominational world generally will have much admiration 
for the paper. It appears that the Christian-Evangelist enjoys 
fuller fellowship with Presbyterian, Episcopal, and United 
Brethren churches than it does with “many of the churches 
calling themselves ‘churches of Christ,’” for the Christian-
Evangelist says, “We believe that most, if not all, of the 
churches mentioned are far more loyal to Christ’s teaching 
and spirit, as a whole, than many of the churches calling 
themselves ‘churches of Christ.” So it is obvious that the 
editor of the Christian-Evangelist has far more fellowship 
with sectarianism and denominationalism than he does with 
many churches calling themselves “churches of Christ.” These 
“churches of Christ” with whom he is so slow to federate are 
not the society churches, for his is most heartly and cordial 
in fellowshiping such churches. Hence we are shut up to the 
conclusion that he alludes to those churches of Christ that 
oppose missionary societies as unscriptural and subversive 
of the Lord’s way of doing mission work as revealed in the 
New Testament. He has more fellowship for sectarianism, 
despite its faults and errors, than he has for those who contend 
that the church is “the light of the world,” “the salt of the 
earth,” and that the church as such should preach the gospel 
to the whole creation.

But why should especial emphasis be given to the posi-
tion of the Christian-Evangelist as though it were something 
new or uncommon? In various cities “pastors” who favor the 
inventions of men call upon sectarian preachers to fill “their 
pulpits” but they never call upon the ministers of the church 
of Christ who makes no additions to or subtractions from 
the worship to fill them. Even in our own beloved Nashville, 
George Gowen has had sectarian preachers feed the flock 
rather than ask a preacher of the church of Christ who “walks 
by faith, and not by sight,” to preach the gospel to the people.  
With many earnest, loyal, faithful, Christian preachers in 
Nashville, he made no effort to get one, but extends his fel-
lowship to a Methodist. The Savior says: “By their fruits 
ye shall know them.” The Christian-Evangelist has plainly 
stated what has been practiced for a long time.

But, if the denominations mentioned are “churches of 
Christ,” then there is no excuse for the Christian-Evangelist 
and its associates making another denomination.  There is no 
reason for their existence. The Christian-Evangelist should 
be absorbed by some denominational organ and enter heart-
ily into the work of upholding human creeds teaching infant 
membership, sprinkling for baptism, salvation by faith alone, 
and the direct operation of the Holy Spirit; for any church 
that is a church of Christ is safe. To teach that people who 
never believed, who were never baptized, and that helpless 
infants incapable of believing and obeying for themselves 
are “churches of Christ” sets at defiance all the Holy Spirit 
has said on the subject. The church of Christ is composed 
of baptized believers. Whenever a man obeys the gospel, he 
enters the church of God.  There is “one Lord, one faith, 
one baptism.”

It is but due many of the churches of Christ that the 
Christian-Evangelist points out what faults they have worse 
than infant sprinkling, etc.

ENDNOTES
*Gospel Advocate, March 29, 1906, Vol. XLVII, No. 13, p. 196.
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A TERRIBLE
RESPONSIBILITY*

R. L. Whiteside

The following editorial from the Christian Standard 
of December 5 will meet the hearty approval of every true 
Christian.

“The preacher who does anything to disturb the peace 
and prosperity of a congregation of Christians assumes 
a terrible responsibility. Our Lord taught that one would 
better have a millstone hanged around his neck and be 
cast into the midst of the sea than to cause the weakest 
and most insignificant disciple to stumble and fall. Yet 
there are men professing to be servants of the most high 
God, and ministers of the Lord Jesus Christ, who do not 
hesitate to weaken the faith and destroy the peace and 
influence of the churches to which they have been called 
to minister. A loyal and true disciple, writing concerning 
one of these wolves in sheep’s clothing, says: ‘The church 
which he found in harmony and peace is now in ruins. Not 
in my lifetime will it be possible for this church to recover 
its former influence.’ How to cure this evil is a problem 
that  has never been fully solved under any form of church 
government. The apostle, in instructing the church at 
Ephesus, said: ‘After my departing grievous wolves 
shall enter in among you, not sparing the flock; and 
from among your own selves shall men arise, speaking 
perverse things, to draw away the disciples after them.’ 
But while it is beyond human power to entirely keep bad 
men out of the pulpits of the churches, much can be done 
to circumscribe the extent of the evil. The preacher who 
is a party to breaking up the peace of a congregation and 
causing strife among the disciples should be regarded 
by other preachers as a Judas or a Benedict Arnold. He 
is a moral leper, who should be refused the respect and 
association of good men.”
The peace and prosperity of scores of congregations 

have been destroyed by these preachers, whom the Standard 
labels as moral lepers, wolves in sheep’s clothing, Judases, 
and Benedict Arnolds. Will the Standard review its ground 
and see if it is not a party to some of this strife? Does it not 
indorse some of these preachers who divide churches? But 
the editorial is good, even if the Standard’s practice does fall 
short of its preaching.  “If any man destroyeth the temple 
of God, him shall God destroy.”

ENDNOTES
*Gospel Advocate, January 1904, Vol. XLVI, No. 1, p. 14.

-Deceased-

Spiritual Insights From Godly Women...

IS YOUR HOUSE SECURE?
MARTHA BENTLEY

The childhood story of the three little pigs taught a valu-
able lesson in making adequate preparation to face their feared 
enemy, the wolf. Today each Christian is building a spiritual 
house, a life in preparation to face our enemy, the devil.  We 
are told that he “…as a roaring lion, walketh about seeking 
whom he may devour” (I Peter 5:8).

First, the straw house represents a life spiritually very 
flimsy and affording very little shelter. It consists of atten-
dance at morning worship only (Hebrews 10:25) and little 
or no Bible study (Proverbs 24:8; Matthew 5:6; II Timothy 
2:15). It affords no defense when the devil comes.  Rather 
than forcing the devil to flee (James 4:7), the unprepared 
Christian is destroyed.

The second house, one of sticks, is a little more substan-
tial but still inadequate. There is attendance at most services, 
missing only for family gatherings, sports, and so forth, and 
never worshiping when on vacation. This Christian is one who 
reads his Bible through once each year but has no in-depth 
study plan. He has little or no knowledge or concern over 
the issues facing the church today. The devil comes when 
least expected, and this house also is doomed to destruction 
(Matthew 24:42–44).

The third house, built of bricks, represents forethought 
and a building according to God’s instructions.  This Chris-
tian is likened to the wise man of Matthew 7:24. He feared 
the Lord (Psalms 112:1; 128:1–2; Luke 12:4-5), and built 
accordingly. Because of adequate preparation he was secure 
in his house, having complete trust in God (Psalms 91:2; 
Matthew 6:33; I Thessalonians 5:17).  He was not fearful 
of the devil who would come and do his best to destroy him 
(Revelation 21:8).

When the devil had little difficulty in destroying the first 
two houses, he tried that much harder on the third, but to no 
avail. The material and careful construction assured that house 
would stand. The door was closed and the entrance secured 
against all enemies as well as those unprepared who would 
seek refuge (Matthew 25:1-13).

Each person builds his own house and none will enter 
Heaven on the good works of another.  There is no salvation 
by proxy (Ezekiel 18:20).

—8305 S. Burchfield Drive
Oak Ridge, TN  37830-3542 

Alexander Campbell wrote: “Instrumental music being unauthorized by Christ or the Apostles, unnoticed by the early 
church, is not essential to Christian worship….The primitive church rightly judged that praise should come from the 
heart, and be expressed by the voice, while modern Christians think it may proceed from the head merely that they may, 
with propriety, praise God through the instrumentality of wires, tubes, catgut and horsehairs,” (Alexander Campbell, 
comp., Psalms, Hymns, and Spiritual Songs [Bethany, WV, 1828]. Preface, as quoted in J. E. Choate and William 
Woodson, Sounding Brass and Clanging Cymbals [Williams Printing, Nashville, TN, 1991], p. 20.)
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SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 26
   9:30 A.M. “A Failure To Understand How To Ascertain Bible Authority Can Produce Anti-ism
     –The Difference in Obligations and Options”       David P. Brown
10:30 A.M. “Examples of ‘Anti-ism’ in the New Testament”      Jason Rollo
            NOON MEAL PROVIDED BY THE SPRING CONGREGATION
  5:00 P.M. “Anti-Bible Classes Doctrine”         Wayne Blake
  6:00 P.M. “Why ‘Anti-ism’ is Sinful”        Lynn Parker

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 27
  9:00 A.M. “A Review of the “Whitten-Lanier Debate”–A Discussion of Classes and Women
  Teachers”          Bruce  Stulting 
10:00 A.M. “Anti-Bible College Doctrine”        Geoff Litke  
10:00 A.M** “The Importance of Women Knowing their Bibles # 1”     B. J. Rollo                                                                                            
11:00 A.M. “Is There Biblical Authority To Eat in the Church Building, and if there Is Such Authority,
  Does that Same Authority Authorize Gymnasiums and the Like?”    Roelf Ruffner
 1:30 P.M. “A Review of the Wallace-Ketcherside Debate–Located Preacher”    Tim Kidwell
 2:30 P.M. “The Anti-Orphan Home Doctrine Refuted”      Paul Vaughn
 3:30 P.M. “A Review of the Britnell-Woods Debate–Orphan Homes”     John West 
 6:30 P.M. CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
 7:00 P.M. “Congregational Cooperation and the Sponsoring church Doctrine”    Darrell Conley                                               
 8:00 P.M. “A Review of the Highers-Bigham Debate–’Saints Only’ Doctrine    Randy Mabe

TUESDAY, February 28
 ALL DAY OPEN FORUM. SUBJECTS: Apologetics Press, Dave Miller, MDR as taught by Stan Crowley,  The Gospel Journal Board’s in-
volvement in the departure of Dub McClish as Editor and David B. Watson as Associate Editor from TGJ, along with related topics.
The Spring elders, Kenneth D. Cohn and Buddy Roth, will moderate the forum. The format for the forum will be as follows: Beginning 
at 9:00 a.m. there will be a 20–minute speech followed by a 20–minute question and answer period with a 10–minute break between 
sessions. We will break for Lunch from 11:50 a.m. until 1:30 pm. The forum will resume at 1:30 p.m. and conclude at 4:20 p.m. with 
the same format as the morning sessions.  Following the dinner break there will be a panel discussion with time for questions and 
answers during  the 7:00 and 8:00 p.m. sessions. The speakers in the forum will be composed of those who accept the Spring elders’ 
written invitation, which invitation was mailed to them by certified mail with return receipt.

 WEDNESDAY, MARCH 1
   9:00 A.M. “Anti-Located Preacher Doctrine”       Michael Hatcher 
 10:00 A.M. “A Review of the Porter–Waters Debate–Number of Cups in the Lord’s Supper”  Gary Summers
 10:00 A.M.** “The Importance of Women Knowing their Bibles # 2”     B. J. Rollo 
 11:00 A.M. “Anti-Woman Teacher Doctrine”        Lee Davis
   1:30 P.M. “Saints-only Doctrine”         Ken Chumbley
   2:30 P.M. “Some Implications of ‘Anti-ism’”       Terry Hightower 
   3:30 P.M. “A Review of Lectures On Cooperation by Thomas B. Warren’”    John M. Brown
   6:30 P.M. CONGREGATIONAL SINGING 
   7:00 P.M. “Are We ‘Institutional’ Brethren?”       Daniel Denham
   8:00 P.M. “ A History of ‘Anti-ism’ Since the 19th Century to the Present”    Dub McClish   

THURSDAY, MARCH 2
  9:00 A.M. “Is Opposing Support for Colleges from the Church Treasury is Not ‘Anti-ism’”  Stacey W. Grant
10:00 A.M. “Are We Practicing ‘Anti-ism’ Because We Will Not Fellowship the Denominations?”  Lester Kamp
11:00 A.M. “The ‘One-Cup’ Doctrine Refuted”       David Smith   
  1:30 P.M. “A Review of the Cogdill–Woods Debate–Orphan Homes and Cooperation”   Danny Douglas
  2:30 P.M. “Anti-ism Is Not God’s Answer to Liberalism”      Darrell Broking
  3:30 P.M. “The ‘Hats-and-Hair’ Doctrine Refuted”       Jerry Murrell
  6:30 P.M. CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
  7:00 P.M. “Are We Holding a Form of ‘Anti-ism’ Because We Oppose False Doctrine and False
  Teachers in  ACU, OCU, Harding, F-HU, DLU, and the like?”    Dave Watson       
  8:00 P.M. “Are We Occupying an ‘Anti’ Position When We Oppose ‘The Church of Christ
  Disaster Relief  Agency’?”        Kent Bailey
 **LADIES ONLY

2006 SPRING CFTF  LECTURES
“ANTI-ISM—FROM GOD OR MAN”
FEBRUARY 26-MARCH 2, 2006
WITH AN OPEN FORUM ALL DAY TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 28

David P. Brown, Director Elders: Kenneth  D. Cohn and Buddy Roth

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST • 1327 Spring-Cypress Rd., P.O. Box 39 Spring, TX 77383 •  
281-353-2707 • scoc@swbell.net

MAKE YOUR PLANS TO ATTEND
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THE “CHURCH OF CHRIST”
AND “DISCIPLES OF CHRIST”*

DAVID LIPSCOMB

We clip from the Nashville American “the following 
letters, the contents of which are of more or less interest to 
the members of all churches:”

Department of Commerce and Labor, Bureau of the 
Census, Washington, June 17, 1907.—Elder D. Lip-
scomb, Editor Gospel Advocate, Nashville, Tenn.- Dear 
Sir: As you are aware, in accordance with the Act of 
Congress approved March 6, 1902, this office is charged 
with the duty of collecting statistics of the religious bod-
ies in the United States, similar to the collection made 
in 1890.

In carrying out these instructions, the office has found 
the religious press of great assistance. Among the papers 
that come to the office is the Gospel Advocate.  Examina-
tion of it has resulted in a little confusion of mind as to 
its denominational connection. At times it seemed to be 
identified with the Disciples of Christ; at times to repre-
sent a distinct body. I was just upon the point writing to 
ask you about the matter when a letter was received from 
Rev. William J. Campbell, of Marshalltown, Ia., speak-
ing of over three thousand “churches of Christ,” not now 
connected with the Disciples of Christ, though formerly 
belonging to that body. He also enclosed a list of preachers 
of the church of Christ, printed by the McQuiddy Printing 
Company, of Nashville, apparently the same company 
that prints the Gospel Advocate, and named the Gospel 
Advocate as a paper representing these churches.

A comparison of the list of editors with this list of 
preachers showed that all three are included in it. This 
seemed at once to solve the problem. A comparison, how-
ever, with the list of preachers in the “American Home 
Missionary,” showed your name and Mr. Elam’s name 
as belonging to the Disciples of Christ. The problem 
remaining unsolved, the quickness and most satisfactory 
way seemed to be to go straight to headquarters.

I would like to know: 1. Whether there is a religious 
body called “church of Christ”, not identified with the 
Disciples of Christ, or any other Baptist body. Regular, 
Primitive, United? 2. If there is such a body, has it any 
general organization, with headquarters, officers, district 
or general conventions, associations, or conferences? 3.  
How did it originate, and what are its distinctive prin-
ciples? 4. How best can there be secured a complete list 
of the churches?

You will, I am sure, realize the importance of the 
matter. It is the earnest desire of the Bureau of the Cen-
sus to make this enumeration complete and accurate, 
and not to leave out of it a single church organization, 
however small, much less to omit so large a collection of 
churches.  It will, therefore, be esteemed a great favor if 
you will reply to these questions as promptly as possible, 
that the collection of detailed statistics may commence 
at an early date.

In replying, please mail in the enclosed envelope, 

which requires no postage.
Thanking you in advance for any information you 

can give, and trusting to hear from you at your earliest 
convenience, very respectfully, S.N.D. North, Director.
 To this letter Elder Lipscomb replied as follows:

Nashville, Tenn., June 22, 1907. —Dear Sir: Laying 
no claim to “headquarters,” the movement that resulted 
in what is now known as the “Christian Church,” or 
“Church of Disciples” began with the declaration and 
address of Elder Thomas Campbell, in Pennsylvania, 
about a century ago. The purpose, end, and means of this 
work are set forth in the following extracts:

“Our desire, therefore, for our brethren and 
ourselves, would be that, rejecting human opinions 
and the inventions of men, as of any authority, or 
as having any place in the church of God, we might 
forever cease from further contentions about such 
things, returning to and holding fast by the original 
standard, taking the divine word alone for our rule, 
the Holy Spirit for our teacher and guide to lead us 
into all truth, that by so doing we may be at peace 
among ourselves, follow peace with all men, and 
holiness, without which no man shall see the Lord.”  
Again: “For the sole purpose of promoting simple, 
evangelical Christianity, free from all mixture of 
human opinion and inventions of men.”  Again: 
“Nothing ought to be received into the faith or wor-
ship of the church, or made a term of communion 
among Christians, that is not as old as the New Testa-
ment.”  They should follow “after the example of the 
primitive church as exhibited in the New Testament, 
without any additions whatsoever of human opinions 
or the inventions of men.”
These show the keynote of the movement. The main-

tenance of these positions soon separated those holding 
them from those that did not accept the principle. The plea 
commended itself to many of the different churches and 
of no church, and the Christians or Disciples increased 
rapidly and the churches multiplied. As they increased 
in number and wealth, many desired to become popular 
also, and sought to adopt the very human inventions that 
in the beginning of the movement had been opposed: a 
general organization of the churches under a missionary 
society with a moneyed membership, and the adoption 
of instrumental music in the worship. This is a subver-
sion of the fundamental principle on which the churches 
are based.

Division of sentiment on these and the principle of 
fidelity to the Scriptures involved in them produce divi-
sion among the disciples. The polity of the churches being 
purely congregational, the influences work slowly, and the 
division comes gradually.  The parties are distinguished as 
they call themselves “conservatives” and “progressives,” 
as they call each other “antis” and “digressives.”
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In many places the differences have not as yet re-
sulted in separation. There are some in the conservative 
churches in sympathy with the progressives who worship 
and work with the conservatives because they have no 
other church facilities. The reverse of this is also true.  
Many of the conservatives are trying to appropriate the 
name “churches of Christ” to distinguish themselves from 
“Christian or Disciples’ Churches.” But the latter in all 
their publications and the proceedings of their conven-
tions call themselves “churches of Christ”— moved, 
possible, by the desire to head off the effort of the other 
party to appropriate the name as distinctive.

The progressives, through their society organiza-
tions, gather and publish statistics that make a show. But 
they claim not over half of the churches — in all about 
twelve thousand — as working with them. They claim, 
and it is probably true, that a number who do not object 
to their methods fail through indifference to work with 
them. In a number of churches a few members work with 
the progressives, a larger number refuse to do it. Yet, the 
church in which only a few members act with the society 
is counted as one of them. Their officials in gathering 
statistics magnify the number of members which work 
with them, minify those opposing them. So in Tennes-
see, where the churches generally oppose all innovations 
upon the primitive order, they report in their statistics 
about five hundred and fifty churches and fifty thousand 
members. I have a list of about eight hundred churches in 
the State, with thirty-five of the ninety-six counties unre-
ported. These thirty-five counties are sparsely populated 
mountain counties, with not many churches, still there 
are near nine hundred churches in the State. The number 
of members would be a guess. Of these churches, about 
one hundred work with the progressives.

While the progressives oppose and refuse to have 
conservative preachers preach in their houses and to 
their congregations, and seek to divide and break up the 
churches they cannot control, and gain possession of their 
property, yet, for the sake of denominational show they 
publish in their yearbooks all the members, preachers, and 
churches of the conservatives as one with themselves. It 
is just to say, too, that the conservatives discourage the 
churches having a progressive preacher to preach for 
them, as calculated to lead them from fidelity to the word 
of God and to introduce discord and division among them; 
but they never publish their preachers or churches as one 
with them, as the  list of preachers you have shows.

With this statement, much of which you may think 
needless, I answer: 1. There is a distinct people taking 
the word of God as their only and sufficient rule of faith, 
calling their churches “churches of Christ,” or “churches 
of God,” distinct and separate in name, work, and rule of 
faith from all other bodies or peoples. 2. They are purely 
congregational and independent in their polity and work, 
so have no general meetings or organizations of any kind. 
3. Their aim is to unite all professed Christians “in the sole 
purpose of promoting simple, evangelical Christianity 
as God reveals it in the Scriptures, free from all human 
opinions and inventions of men.” 4. Owing to these dif-
ferences still at work among the churches, there is more 

or less demoralization in many churches as to how they 
stand and what their numbers are. I know of no way to 
obtain the statistics desired other than to get the addresses 
of the different churches and address a circular asking the 
number of each church.

These disciples have separated from the “Christian 
Churches” that grew out of the effort to restore pure 
primitive Christianity, by remaining true to the original 
purpose and the principles needful to develop it while 
these churches have departed from this end and have set 
aside the principles of fidelity to the word of God as the 
only and sufficient rule of faith and practice for Christians.  
This seems to give as correct an idea of the facts concern-
ing these churches as I can give.  I will cheerfully assist 
in any way in my power in gaining correct information 
of these churches. Respectfully, David Lipscomb.

*Gospel Advocate, Vol. XLIX, No. 29, July 18, 1907, p. 457.

-Deceased-

In 1864 Moses E. Lard strongly objected to the use of 
mechanical instruments of music in the worship of God. He 
wrote:

The day on which a church sets up an organ in its 
house is the day on which it reaches the first station on 
the road to apostasy. From this it would proceed to oth-
er innovations; and the work of innovation once fairly 
commenced, no stop can be put to it till ruin ensues.1

In 1867, while considering mechanical instrumental 
music in worship to God in the light of the Bible, Lard ac-
curately predicted the impact of its use on the unity of the 
church. On this mater he wrote:

The question of instrumental music in the churches 
of Christ involves a great and sacred principle. But for 
this the subject is not worthy of one thought at the hands 
of a child of God. That principle is the right of man to 
introduce innovations into the prescribed worship of 
God. That right we utterly deny. The advocates of in-
strumental music affirm it. That makes the issue. As sure 
as the Bible is a divine Book we are right and they are 
wrong. Time and facts will prove the truth of this. The 
churches of Christ will be wrecked the day the adverse 
side triumphs and I live in fear that it will do it.2

ENDNOTES
1. Moses E. Lard, “Instrumental Music in Churches and Dancing,” 

Lard’s Quarterly I, No. 3 (March 1864):332. As quoted in J. E. Choate and 
William Woodson, Sounding Brass and Clanging Cymbals (Williams 
Printing, Nashville, Tennessee, 1991), p 23.

2. Moses E. Lard, “Dr. Christopher’s Article,” Lard’s Quarterly 4, 
No. 4 (October 1867): 368). As quoted in J. E. Choate and William Wood-
son, Sounding Brass and Clanging Cymbals (Williams Printing, Nash-
ville, Tennessee, 1991), pp. 141, 142.

MOSES E. LARD WRITES ABOUT 
THE USE OF MECHANICAL

INSTRUMENTS OF MUSIC IN THE 
WORSHIP OF GOD
J. E. Choate and William Woodson
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Exchange With Closing Observations By Dub McClish, 
(September): 14.

Brown, David P. – “Elder Evaluation And The Brown Trail 
Church Of Christ, (October): 2.

Brown, David P. – Letter To Gary McDade Dated March 4, 
2004, (November /  December): 8.

Elders, Northside church of Christ - Open Letter, (Novem-
ber / December): 18.

McClish, Dub – McClish’s Work Report, (September): 6.

Miller, Dave – Dave Miller’s Position on Re-evaluation and 
Reaffirmation of Elders Preached By Him at the Brown Trail 
Church Building on the Morning of April 8, 1990, (August): 
10.

Miller, Dave – A Statement From Brother Dave Miller, (No-
vember /  December): 10.

Watson, David B. – A Response To Dave Miller’s “REPLY”, 
(November /  December): 12.

Miracles
Clarke, B. J. – Miraculous Gifts Today, (April): 15.

Missionary Society
Vaughn, Paul – The Division Noted Through Census Re-
cords, (September): 20.

Missions
Brown, David P. – The Work In Indonesia, (February): 2.

Moore, John
Brown, David P. – We Have Come A Long Way—From 
“Knuckleheads” To “Toxic Loyalty Circle”, (September): 1.
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Cates, Annette B. – Hide And Seek, (June): 20.

Singing
Sanderson, L.O. – Should Everyone Sing?, (July):19.

Speech
McDaniel, Mike – Words Fitly Spoken, (January): 12.

Spiritual Insights From Godly Women
Bentley, Martha – A Famine In The Land, (September): 20.

Spiritual Sword
Bailey, Kent – One May Be Essentially Wrong Without Be-
ing Totally Wrong, (November / December): 32.

Brown, David P. – Letter To Gary McDade Dated March 4, 
2004, (November /  December): 8.

Teachers, False
Clarke, B. J. – The Truth About False Teachers, (November 
/ December): 21.

Teaching
Hackworth, Noah – “Teaching, Learning And Growing”, 
(February): 16.

Massey, Richard – The Danger Of Neglecting Fundamen-
tals, (March): 22.

McClish, Dub – The Sudden And Curious Emphasis On 
“Balance”, (November / December): 23.

Theology
Choate, J. E. – The Paradigms And Parameters Of Post-
modern Theology, (February): 10.

Thompson, Bert
Brewer, Jerry C. – Shall We Support Apologetics Press 
“…That Good May Come”?, (November /  December): 1.

Brown, David P. – Correspondence Between Beall and 
Thompson, (August): 15.

Brown, David P. – Bert Thompson Wrote: “I Had Not A Clue 
About What Was Going On At Brown Trail”, (August): 19.

Brown, David P. – Annette Cates And CFTF, (September): 
9.

Brown, David P. – The Kent Bailey – Tom Hicks Email 
Exchange With Closing Observations By Dub McClish, 
(September): 14.

Cohn, Kenneth D. – Evaluation Of Apologetics Press, 
(June): 4.

McClish, Dub – McClish’s Work Report, (September): 6.

Trials
Hartwiggsen, Brock - The Storms Of Life, (February): 14.

Troublemaker
Jones, David B. – Was Jesus A Troublemaker?, (July): 13.

Truth Internet Radio (TIR)
Brown, David P. – Set For The Defense Of The Gospel And 
New Ways To Spread It, (January): 2.

tals, (March): 22.

Weir, Marvin L. – And He Answered Not A Word, (March): 
20.

Prosperity
Moore, Tom – Forgetting God In Prosperity, (March): 17.

Reasoning
Bailey, Kent – The Fallacy Of Drawing The Wrong Conclu-
sion, (May): 21.

Brown, David P. – “Dodging Brethren”, (June): 2.

Redemption
Taylor, Robert R., Jr. – Keynotes Of Scripture And Their 
Relationship To God’s Eternal Purpose In Christ, (April): 14.

Repentance
Brown, David P. – The Parson’s Nose, (August): 2.

Cates, Annette B. – The Cross Of Contrition, (May): 20.

Jackson, Wayne – What Is The “Fruit Of Repentance”?, 
(August): 1.

Restoration Movement
Cates, Annette B. – The “Stone-Campbell” Movement, 
(February): 19.

Summers, Gary W. – The Encyclopedia Of The Stone-
Campbell Movement, (February): 1.

Summers, Gary W. – The Christian Chronicle’s “Encyclope-
dia” Editorial, (March): 1.

Vaughn, Paul – John Wright: A Powerful Influence For The 
Restoration In Indiana, (February): 21.

Vaughn, Paul – Heinousness Of Rejecting The Restoration 
Plea, (June): 19.

Restoration Reflections
Vaughn, Paul – John Wright: A Powerful Influence For The 
Restoration In Indiana, (February): 21.

Vaughn, Paul – The Division Noted Through Census Re-
cords, (September): 20.

Vaughn, Paul – Clark Elkins Was A Valiant Soldier, (Novem-
ber / December): 31.

Salvation
Bailey, Kent – Four Specific Confessions, (July): 22.

Brown, David P. – A Medley Of Matters, (June): 5.

Cates, Daniel F. – Jacob’s Ladder And Jesus, (February): 
13.

Satan
Hartwigsen, Brock – “Get Thee Behind Me, Satan”, (July): 
12.

Shannon Oaks Church of Christ
Brown, David P. – A Medley Of Matters, (June): 5.

Sheffield Church Of Christ
Brown, David P. – A Medley Of Matters, (June): 5.

Sin
Bailey Kent – Sin And Its Consequences, (August): 22.
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(March): 10.

Bentley, Martha C. – Follow The Clouds, (June): 21.

Bentley, Martha – A Famine In The Land, (September): 20.

Boyd, James D. – “The Waiting Game”, (June): 16.

Brewer, Jerry C. – Shall We Support Apologetics Press 
“…That Good May Come”?, (November /  December): 1.

Brown, David P. – Set For The Defense Of The Gospel 
And New Ways To Spread It, (January): 2.

Brown, David P. – Cline Named Cartoonist For CFTF, 
(January): 4.

Brown, David P. – The Work In Indonesia, (February): 2.

Brown, David P. – Faithful Gospel Preacher, Tim Kidwell 
Needs Our Help, (March): 2.

Brown, David P. - A Little Leaven Is All The Devil Needs, 
(April): 2.

Brown, David P. – Where We Stand, (April): 5.

Brown, David P. – Who’s Who Speakers And Performer At 
Freed-Hardeman University, (April): 19.

Brown, David P. – Where We Stand – Again, (May): 2.

Brown, David P. – Contradictory Answers To A Vital Ques-
tion, (May): 2.

Brown, David P. – “Dodging Brethren”, (June): 2.

Brown, David P. – A Medley Of Matters, (June): 5.

Brown, David P. – If The Blind Lead The Blind, (July): 2.

Brown, David P. – The Parson’s Nose, (August): 2.

Brown, David P. – Examining Another False Doctrine On 
Marriage, Divorce and Remarriage, (August): 6.

Brown, David P. – Dave Miller’s Position on Re-evaluation 
and Reaffirmation of Elders Preached By Him at the Brown 
Trail Church Building on the Morning of April 8, 1990, 
(August): 10.

Brown, David P. – Correspondence Between Beall and 
Thompson, (August): 15.

Brown, David P. – Bert Thompson Wrote: “I Had Not A 
Clue About What Was Going On At Brown Trail”, (August): 
19.

Brown, David P. – We Have Come A Long Way—From 
“Knuckleheads” To “Toxic Loyalty Circle”, (September): 1.

Brown, David P. – “And They Answered Him Not A Word”, 
(September): 2.

Brown, David P. – Annette Cates And CFTF, (September): 
9.

Brown, David P. – The “Ill-Logic” Of Curtis Cates, (Septem-
ber): 13.

Brown, David P. – The Kent Bailey – Tom Hicks Email 
Exchange With Closing Observations By Dub McClish, 

Vigilance
Weir, Marvin L. – The Sad Plight Of Blind And Ignorant 
Cowards For Watchmen, (February): 7.

Warnings
McDaniel, Mike – Words Fitly Spoken, (January): 12.

Watchmen
Weir, Marvin L. – The Sad Plight Of Blind And Ignorant 
Cowards For Watchmen, (February): 7.

WindSong Church Of Christ
Brown, David P. – A Medley Of Matters, (June): 5.

Women
Cates, Annette B. – The Power Of The Pedestal, (March): 
21.

Hoff, Douglas – May Women Speak In Bible Class?, (May): 
10.

Murrell, Jerry – The Pope Got One Thing “Right”, (May): 
17.

Worship
Hoff, Douglas – May Women Speak In Bible Class?, (May): 
10.

Light, Michael – How Do We Know There Are Five Acts 
And Only Five Acts Of Worship?, (January): 5.

Light, Michael – The Sin of Instrumental Music, (July): 7.

Hartwigsen, Brock – “Get Thee Behind Me, Satan”, (July): 
12.

Sanderson, L.O. – Should Everyone Sing?, (July):19.

Silcox, Preston – Making Lists, (February): 22.

Summers, Gary – Is Instrumental Music In Worship Opin-
ion?, (April): 7.

Worship, All Of Life Is
Silcox, Preston – Making Lists, (February): 22.

Worship, Attendance At
Parker, Lynn – Bad Advice, (March): 7.

Youth
Cates, Curtis A. – Josiah – A Youth Who Served God, 
(March): 16.

Authors
Bailey, Kent – The Fallacy Of Drawing The Wrong Conclu-
sion, (May): 21.

Bailey, Kent – Four Specific Confessions, (July): 22.

Bailey Kent – Sin And Its Consequences, (August): 22.

Bailey, Kent – Are We Going To Stand For Truth Or Play 
Politics, (September): 21.

Bailey, Kent – The Lenoir City Survey, Curtis Cates, And 
Memphis School Of Preaching, (October): 22.

Bailey, Kent – One May Be Essentially Wrong Without Be-
ing Totally Wrong, (November / December): 32.

Beard, Kevin D. – A Brief Examination Of Calvin’s TULIP, 



 Contending for the Faith—January/2006                  21

The Spring Church Of Christ, (September): 6.

Curd, Bruce R. – Taking Another Look At John 3:16, (May): 
14.

Denham, Daniel – Calvin’s Quandary, (May): 16.

Eaves, Thomas F. – Brotherhood Watchdogs?, (June): 18.

Elders, Lenoir City Church of Christ – Cover Letter Ac-
companying Questions For Memphis School Of Preaching, 
(October): 19.

Elders, Northside church of Christ - Open Letter, (Novem-
ber / December): 18.

Elders, Lenoir City Church of Christ – Survey To Memphis 
School Of Preaching From Lenoir City Church of Christ, 
(October): 19.
Eskew, Victor M. – The Spirit Of Compromise, (April): 10.

Goodpasture, B. C. – Here and There, (January): 7.

Hackworth, Noah – “I Don’t See Anything Wrong With It?”, 
(January): 11.

Hackworth, Noah – “Teaching, Learning And Growing”, 
(February): 16.

Hartwiggsen, Brock - The Storms Of Life, (February): 14.

Hartwigsen, Brock – “Fair And Balanced”, (March): 18.

Hartwigsen, Brock – “Get Thee Behind Me, Satan”, (July): 
12.

Hatcher, Barry – Building For Bandar Lampung Congrega-
tion – Plan “B” Is Now In Effect, (February): 3.

Hoff, Douglas – May Women Speak In Bible Class?, (May): 
10.

Howton, Bob – Ignoramus, (March): 18.

Jackson, Wayne – An “Unlawful” Relationship, (May): 7.

Jackson, Wayne – Divorce And Civil Law, (July): 1.

Jackson, Wayne – What Is The “Fruit Of Repentance”?, 
(August): 1.

Jones, David B. – The Need For A Strong Eldership, (April): 
1

Jones, David B. – Was Jesus A Troublemaker?, (July): 13.

Jones, David B. – “Is It Any Of Our Business What Goes 
On Elsewhere?”, (November / December): 19.

Kidwell, Tim – Do You Know Your Leaders?, (August): 5.

Lance, Mark – Shall We Just Bow Down To The Liberal 
Mind Set?, (May): 1.

Light, Michael – How Do We Know There Are Five Acts 
And Only Five Acts Of Worship?, (January): 5.

Light, Michael – Look In The Mirror, (February): 5.

Light, Michael – Did Adam And Eve Have Bellybuttons?, 
(March): 4.

(September): 14.

Brown, David P. – TGJ Board’s Statement To McClish And 
Watson – Hatcher’s Resignations E-mail To TGJ Board, 
And His Apology To McClish, Watson And Others, (Sep-
tember): 17.

Brown, David P. – “I Can Assure You That TGJ Board Had 
Done No ‘Writing On The Wall’”, (October): 1.

Brown, David P. – “Elder Evaluation And The Brown Trail 
Church Of Christ, (October): 2.

Brown, David P. – Bidding Farewell To 2005, (November /  
December): 2.

Brown, David P. – Letter To Gary McDade Dated March 4, 
2004, (November /  December): 8.

Camp, Franklin – Why I Appreciate Elders, (March): 16.

Cates, Andy – Demon Possession, (April): 17.

Cates, Annette B. – The “Stone-Campbell” Movement, 
(February): 19.

Cates, Annette B. – The Power Of The Pedestal, (March): 
21.

Cates, Annette B. – The Cross Of Contrition, (May): 20.

Cates, Annette B. – Hide And Seek, (June): 20.

Cates, Annette B. – Looking For Loopholes, (July): 21.

Cates, Curtis A. – Josiah – A Youth Who Served God, 
(March): 16.

Cates, Daniel F. – Jacob’s Ladder And Jesus, (February): 
13.

Choate, J. E. – The Paradigms And Parameters Of Post-
modern Theology, (February): 10.

Clark, Cynthia – “When the Bough Breaks”, (November / 
December): 30.

Clarke, B. J. – Miraculous Gifts Today, (April): 15.

Clarke, B. J. – The Truth About False Teachers, (November 
/ December): 21.

Cline, Steven D. – The Liberal’s Jekyll And Hyde Personal-
ity, (January): 4.

Cline, Steve D. – Church Member…Is This You?, (Febru-
ary): 18.

Cline, Steven D. – You Do Not Have To Be A Detective To 
Understand The Mystery Of God’s Word, (March): 9.

Cline, Steven D. – “Pierced”, (April): 13.

Cline, Steven D. – The Church Cry-Baby, (June): 15.

Cline, Steven D. – Problem Church Members (And Biblical 
Solutions), (July): 9.

Cohn, Kenneth D. – Evaluation Of Apologetics Press, 
(June): 4.

Cohn, Kenneth D. and Buddy Roth – From The Elders Of 
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ion?, (April): 7.

Summers, Gary W. – Recommended Reading: Morals-
From God Or Man?, (May): 12.

Taylor, Irene C. – A Gift From Mother, (May): 18.

Taylor, Robert R., Jr. – Keynotes Of Scripture And Their 
Relationship To God’s Eternal Purpose In Christ, (April): 
14.

Vaughn, Paul – John Wright: A Powerful Influence For The 
Restoration In Indiana, (February): 21.

Vaughn, Paul – Heinousness Of Rejecting The Restoration 
Plea, (June): 19.

Vaughn, Paul – The Division Noted Through Census Re-
cords, (September): 20.

Vaughn, Paul – Clark Elkins Was A Valiant Soldier, (No-
vember / December): 31.

Watson, David B. – A Response To Dave Miller’s “REPLY”, 
(November /  December): 12.

Weir, Marvin L. – The Sad Plight Of Blind And Ignorant 
Cowards For Watchmen, (February): 7.

Weir, Marvin L. – And He Answered Not A Word, (March): 
20.

Weir, Marvin L. – Can One Have A Relationship With Christ 
Without Obedience?, (April): 22.

Weir, Marvin L. – Never Say, “We’ve Got The Truth, (May): 
11.

Whitacre, Rob L. – “It Is Not In Man”, (April): 17.

Wiggins, Stephen – The End Of The Law, (January): 1.

Light, Michael – Attitude And Eternity, (May): 7.

Light, Michael – The Sin of Instrumental Music, (July): 7.

Litke, Gene – The Walls of Jericho, (July): 16.

Massey, Richard – The Danger Of Neglecting Fundamen-
tals, (March): 22.

McClish, Dub – McClish’s Work Report, (September): 6.

McClish, Dub – New Congregation Begins In Denton, 
Texas, (September): 8.

McClish, Dub – The Sudden And Curious Emphasis On 
“Balance”, (November / December): 23.

McClish, Lavonne – Dear TGJ Board Members, (November 
/ December): 28.

McDaniel, Mike – Words Fitly Spoken, (January): 12.

Miller, Dave – Dave Miller’s Position on Re-evaluation and 
Reaffirmation of Elders Preached By Him at the Brown Trail 
Church Building on the Morning of April 8, 1990, (August): 
10.

Miller, Dave – A Statement From Brother Dave Miller, (No-
vember /  December): 10.

Moore, Tom – The Troublemaker, (February): 17.

Moore, Tom – Forgetting God In Prosperity, (March): 17.

Moore, Tom – The Camel Swallowing Syndrome, (April): 
21.

Murrell, Jerry – The Pope Got One Thing “Right”, (May): 
17.

Parker, Lynn – Bad Advice, (March): 7.

Parramore, Dee – Four More Years, (February): 20.

Popejoy, Rick – A Cry To Arms, (June): 1.

Reagan, Lennie – The Fork In The Road, (July): 11.

Sanderson, L.O. – Should Everyone Sing?, (July):19.

Silcox, Preston – Making Lists, (February): 22.

Smith, David B. – “A Few Thoughts About Christian Church 
Baptism”, (March): 14.

Smith, Tim – Receive Him Not Neither Bid Him God Speed, 
(November / December): 16.

Smithey, Priscilla – Lessons Learned from the Yellow Brick 
Road, (January): 14.

Sweeton, Jeff – The Chicken, (March): 13.

Sweeton, Jeff – Behind The Code, (July): 20.

Summers, Gary W. – The Encyclopedia Of The Stone-
Campbell Movement, (February): 1.

Summers, Gary W. – The Christian Chronicle’s “Encyclope-
dia” Editorial, (March): 1.

Summers, Gary – Is Instrumental Music In Worship Opin-

Recently I heard a man, a Baptist preacher, make a short 
talk over the radio on progress. He spoke of what some people 
called progress—always going on, advancing. But he said that 
to make real progress we sometimes had to go back; and he 
used the prodigal son as an illustration. He did not say so, but 
he could have said that all the time the boy was away from 
home he was slipping — losing his money, worse than wast-
ing his time, and destroying his self-respect and his manhood. 
Yes, to make any progress he had to go back.

Some years ago some brethren decided to be “progres-
sive.” When they went out from us they soon spent what 
Christianity they started off with in riotous indulgences in 
all sorts of innovations. Now some no longer believe that 
Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God. With them the religion of 
Christ is just one of the religions of the world. They are now 
in the condition of the prodigal son when he hired him-self 
out to feed hogs; but they are not as wise as that boy—they 
are feeding on husks and think it is good eating. Progressive? 
They will never make any real progress till they return to the 
Father’s house.

Endnotes
*R. L. Whiteside, Doctrinal Discourses, p. 279.

-Deceased-

PROGRESS*

R. L. WHITESIDE
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-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., P.O. Box 131, Holly Pond, 
AL 35083,  Sun. 10:00 a.m.,  11:00 a.m., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., (256) 
796-6802, (205) 429-2026.

Somerville-Union Church of Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile east of 
Hwy 67, Somerville, Alabama, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tom Larkin, evangelist, (256) 778-8955, (256) 778-8961.

Tuscaloosa-East Pointe Church of Christ one block from Exit 76, off 
I-20, I-59, Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed., 7 p.m. Abiding in God’s 
Word—The Old Paths. U of A student, visitor, or resident? Welcome! Andy 
Cates, evangelist. (205)556-3062.

-England-
Cambridgeshire-Ramsey Church of Christ, meeting at the Rainbow 
Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 a.m.; Wed. (Phone for venue 
and time); www.Ramsey-church-of-christ.org. Contact Keith Sisman, 
001.44.1487.710552; fax:1487.813264 or Keith Sisman.net. Research 
Website of 1,000 years of the British Church of Christ; www.Traces-of-
the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and-Mystery.org.

-Florida-
Pensacola-Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, 
FL 32526, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Michael 
Hatcher, evangelist, (850) 455-7595.

-Georgia-
Cartersville- Church of Christ, 1319 Joe Frank Harris Pkwy  NW 30120-
4222.  770-382-6775, www.cartersvillechurchofchrist.org.  Sun. 10,  
11a.m., 6:30 p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m.  Bobby D. Gayton, evangelist- email: 
bdgayton@juno.com.

-Indiana-
Evansville-West Side Church of Christ, 3232 Edgewood Dr., Evansville, 
IN 47712, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 6:30 p.m., Larry 
Albritton, evangelist.

-Louisiana-
Chalmette-Church of Christ, 200 Delaronde St., Chalmette, LA 70044. 
Mark Lance, evangelist, (504) 279-9438.

-Massachusetts-
Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ, 26 Armory Drive; Chicopee, 
MA 01020, in-home, (413) 592-4834, Ken Dion, evangelist.

-North Carolina-
Rocky Mount-Scheffield Drive Church of Christ, 3309 Scheffield Dr., 
Rocky Mount, NC 27802 (252) 937-7997.

-Oklahoma-
Porum-Church of Christ, 8 miles South of I-40 at Hwy 2, Warner exit. 
Sun. 10 a.m., 11 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, evangelist, email: 
lawson@starnetok.net.

- Tennessee-
Lenoir City-Lenoir City Church of Christ, 1280 Simpson Road West, P.O. 
Box 292 Lenoir City, TN 37771 .  Sun. 9:30, 10:30AM, 6:00PM, Wed. 

7:00PM., Kent Bailey, Evangelist Tel: 865-986-3223 or 865-986-5698).

Murfreesboro-Church of Christ, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro, TN, Sun. 
Bible class 9:00 a.m., Worship 10:00 a.m., Fellowhip meal 11:00 a.m., 
Devotional 12:00 p.m.; Wed. Bible Study 7:00 p.m. For directions and other 
information please visit our website at www.murfreesborochurchofchrist.
org. evangelist, Steve Yeatts.

-Texas-
Denton area—Northpoint Church of Christ. We are currently meeting at 
the home of Shawn & LaDawn Hale. 227 Aubrey, TX 76227.Contacts are 
Shawn Hale (940)365-5997.

Houston area-Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures beginning the last Sunday in February. 
www.churchesofchrist.com.

Hubbard-105 NE 6th St., Hubbard, TX 76648, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Delbert J. Goines, evangelist; 
djgoines@writeme.com.

Huntsville-1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9, 10 a.m., 
6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.
Hurst-Northeast Church of Christ, 1313 Karla Dr., P.O. Box 85, Hurst, 
TX 76053. Sun.  9  a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m. (817) 282-3239, 
Toney Smith and Dan Flournoy, evangelists.

New Braunfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west of I-35. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 p.m. Lynn Parker, evangelist. (830) 625-9367. 
www.nbchurchofchrist.com.

Richwood-1600 Brazosport, Richwood, TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30 a.m., 6 p.m., 
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256.

-Wyoming-
Cheyenne-High Plains Church of Christ, 421 E. 8th St., Cheyenne, WY 
82007, tel. (307) 638-7466, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 5:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Tim Cozad.

Directory of Churches...

NEW YEAR’S RESOLUTION
Sign-up at least five

new subscribers 
to CFTF in 2006

Send subscriptions to:
P.O. 2357 

Spring, Texas 77383
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Contending for the Faith 
P.O. Box 2357 
Spring, Texas 77383

The Grangerland Church of Christ
Invites you to our

Second Annual Saturday Lectures
January 28, 2006

Lectureship Theme:

 “FOR OUR LEARNING (Romans 15:4)”
Schedule of times and speakers:

  9:00 a.m.  “Noah Found Grace”                Dub Mowery, Pritchett, TX
10:00 a.m.  “Nadab, Abihu & Strange Fire”               David P. Brown, Spring, TX
11:00 a.m.  “Moses: Challenged Leadership”               Dub McClish, Denton, TX

12:00 p.m.  All are Invited to the Barbeque Lunch to be Served at the Building.

  1:30 p.m. “Samuel, Saul & Bleating Sheep”            Dub Mowery, Pritchett, TX
  2:30 p.m. “David, Uzzah, & the Due Order”               David P. Brown, Spring, TX
  3:30 p.m. “Elijah on Mt. Carmel: God Against All”      Dub McClish, Denton, TX

The lectures will be audio recorded. Check with us about obtaining audio tapes.
Building Location:

15611 FM 3083, Grangerland, TX 77302.
 Phone #: (936) 231-3989.

DIRECTIONS TO CHURCH BUILDING
Traveling Interstate 45 from Conroe, Texas take Loop 336 East.

Turn East off of Loop 336 on to F.M. 3083. Proceed East about 5 miles to the
Grangerland church building.

The church building is on the South side of highway F.M 3083.
If you have any questions phone Leon D. Schrei at (713) 208-3115.
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FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND HATE ERROR

(Continued on Page 5)

APOSTASY AND RESTORATION
Ian McPherson

Christ established His church in the New Testament 
era through the power of the Holy Spirit on the Jewish Day 
of Pentecost just fifty days from his death. When people 
were baptized for the remission of their sins the Lord added 
those who were saved from their sins to His church (Acts 
2:38, 41, 47). The apostle’s doctrine formed the basis of 
its teaching (Acts 2:42). The church continued to grow in 
Jerusalem, and when persecution came it scattered. The 
gospel spread from Jerusalem to Judea and then Samaria 
and to the uttermost parts of the earth (Acts 1:8). Ulti-
mately, within the first century the gospel was preached to 
every person under Heaven (Colossians 1:23).

The church that was established was not a denomina-
tion but it was planned in the eternal, omniscient, and 
omnipotent mind of God (Ephesians 3:10), purchased by 
the blood of Jesus Christ (Acts 20:28). It was brought into 
being through His resurrection from the dead and exalta-
tion in Heaven on the first Pentecost day following Christ’s 
resurrection and ascension to His Heavenly Father and ours 
(Acts 1:9-11; 2; Ephesians 1:19-23).

Denominations came into existence many hundreds 
of years later as a result of preachers and others losing 
their love for the Truth, and the courage to preach sound 
doctrine. Over centuries the church of the Bible fell away 
from its original form which resulted in the formation of 
hundreds of sects, or denominations, being formed. (This 
falling away is described in detail in I Timothy 4:1-5 and 
II Thessalonians 2:1-12). Apostasy happened gradually, but 
came about because people lost their love for the truth and 
preferred to have their ears tickled (II Timothy 4:4). This 
short lesson is a description of how the church fell away 
from the Truth, how denominations came into existence, 
and how diligent Bible scholars found their way back to 
the truth and, thus, restored the Lord’s church.

DEVELOPMENT OF CATHOLICISM
The first area of apostasy was in organization. Local 

congregations of the New Testament church were fully 
organized when they had “elders in every church” (Acts 
14:23). This system went unchanged until an elder from the 
church at Antioch by the name of Ignatius (circa A.D. 50-

117) thought that it would be more advantageous to call the 
chairman of the board of elders a “bishop”. Elder meant an 
older distinguished person, and bishop meant “overseer”. 
Both of these refer to the same office. (II Timothy 3:1-8, 
Titus 1:5-9) The Greek words which describe them are used 
interchangeably (Acts 20:28). After the trend introduced 
by Ignatius, authority in the church became increasingly  
centralized.

First, bishops from local congregations began meeting 
together and making decisions on behalf of their allotted 
areas known as dioceses.

Second, people began trying to trace a fictitious line of 
bishops back to the apostolic era, and powerhungry bishops 
began pointing to Peter as the Chief Apostle and to Rome 
as the seat of religious power in the church. For over five 
hundred years many other innovations characterized the 
apostasy. Finally out of that apostasy full-fledged Roman 
Catholicism came to be.

In A.D. 606, Boniface III, bishop of Rome, was the 
first to successfully claim to be “Universal Bishop” of the 
church. The pope eventually took on the title of “Most 
Holy Father”, which is a title that only belongs to God. The 
Bible forbids men using religious titles (Matthew 23:5-11). 
Christ is the only head of the church (Ephesians 1:20-23; 
Colossians 1:18).

The trend towards papal power and the complete 
apostasy of the church was greatly accelerated by Emperor 
Constantine. He was sympathetic toward Christianity and 
did some good things of which we, in the church, reap 
the benefit today. For example he stopped persecution 
of the church by issuing the Edict of Milan in A.D. 313. 
He also made Sunday a holiday, thus enabling Christians 
more liberty to meet for worship through the day instead 
of in the night after work (Acts 20:7). However, over all, 
Constantine’s policies had a disastrous effect on the apos-
tate church. His influence caused it to become a political 
institution instead of a religious one. Also, it became ma-
terialistic instead of evangelistic. Constantine gave much 
state money to build beautiful buildings, thus putting the 
emphasis on the meeting place of the church instead of the 
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Editorial...

WHAT NEXT?
The following announcement appeared in the bul-

letin of the Forest Hill Church of Christ, “The Forest 
Hill News,” Page 3, November 15, 2005.

IN THE AREA
South Germantown Road church of Christ,

family and Friends Day,
Sunday, November 20, 2:30 p.m.

Speaker: Jerry Taylor of Abilene, Texas.
At this writing it has been a few days over two 

months since the preceding announcement appeared in 
the Forest Hill church bulletin. We have waited this long 
to write about this announcement to see if any explana-
tion of why it appeared in The Forest Hill News would 
be forthcoming. To date we have seen nothing from the 
powers that be at the Forest Hill congregation to explain 
why the announcement appeared in The Forest Hill 
News. Why would any faithful congregation advertise 
any church or gathering having Jerry Taylor of Abilene, 
Texas as the speaker? The preceding question will take 
on much more significance after you read the following 
information about Jerry Taylor of Abilene, Texas. 

WHO IS JERRY TAYLOR?
Jerry Taylor is Assistant Professor of Bible at Abilene 

Christian University. He came to ACU after…
being involved in congregational ministry in Georgia, 
North Carolina and Texas. He teaches general educa-
tion Bible classes. He graduated from Southwestern 
Christian College with a bachelor’s degree in Bible 
in 1984. He received his Master of Divinity degree 
in 1988 as well as his Doctor of Ministry degree in 
1995 from Southern Methodist University. He is 
one of the organizers of the annual New Wineskins 
Ministers Retreat.1

Taylor “was recently presented the Outstanding 
Leadership Award at the NAACP National Conven-
tion. A frequent speaker at college and church con-
ferences around the country, Jerry is known for his 
engaging and challenging oratory. He is a remarkable 
preacher in the spirit of the prophets and the Sermon 
on the Mount.”2

Taylor is scheduled to speak at the Rochester Col-
lege 9th Annual Sermon Seminar, May 22 – 24, 2006. 
The speakers scheduled to be with Taylor in this seminar 
are: Stanley Hauerwas, the Gilbert T. Rowe Professor 
of Theological Ethics at the Divinity School of Duke 
University;  Charles L. Campbell, the Peter Marshall 
Professor of Homiletics at Columbia Theological Semi-
nary in Decatur, Georgia; Warren  Carter, Professor of 
New Testament at Saint Paul School of Theology; Dennis 
Dewey, itinerant, international, and ecumenical minis-
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try of story telling; Richard T. Hughes, Distinguished 
Professor of Religion and Director, Center for Faith 
and Learning, Pepperdine University; and Dean Smith 
who has…

served with the Chicago based Human Rights Advocacy 
Council, the Bioethics committee of a San Antonio hos-
pital, and that city’s Metropolitan Ministries, a nationally 
recognized ministry for the homeless. Dean has preached 
and taught at Pepperdine, ACU, and Rochester College 
lectureships and currently ministers for the University 
Avenue Church of Christ while teaching, preaching at 
the Austin Graduate School of Theology (a Presbyterian 
School), Austin, Texas.3

Last, but not least among apostate brethren appearing 
on the Rochester College seminar, is Rubel Shelly,  who, 
for 27 years preached for the Woodmont Hills Church of 
Christ (Nashville) and taught at Lipscomb, Vanderbilt 
School of Medicine, and Tennessee State. He became 
Professor of Religion and Philosophy at Rochester Col-
lege in 2005. If you did not know, Rochester College is 
supposed to be affiliated with the churches of Christ.4

On August 24, 2005 Taylor spoke to the Richland 
Hills congregation, Richland Hills, Texas. Richland Hills 
is located North of Fort Worth, Texas. This is where Rick 
Atchley is the preacher.5 One cannot get much more 
liberal than this crowd. 

Taylor has written for the liberal publication New 
Wineskins. His article is entitled “Jesus Shows Us How 
to Respond to Injustice”6 He also has an audio presen-
tation for the on-line publication of New Wineskins. 
His audio presentation entitled “Racial Reconciliation” 
is dated 11/03/2005.7 New Wineskins is a publication 
of The Zoe Group, Inc. The executive director is Eric 
Noah-Wilson. The publisher of New Wineskins is Larry 
Bridgesmith; senior editors: Mike Cope, Rubel Shelly; 
managing editor: Greg Taylor; editors at large: John 
Ogren, Thom Lemmons, Darryl Tippens, and Lynn An-
derson—A bigger nest of apostates never existed.8

Liberal senior editor of New Wineskins, Mike Cope, 
credited Taylor with starting a conference on racism be-
cause of “heavy” criticism from the “more conservative 
side of Churches of Christ.” Cope stated:

 This conference was started by my friend Dr. Jerry 
Taylor and some of his friends as a place of fellowship for 
preachers in African-American Churches of Christ who 
had received heavy criticism from the more conservative 
side of Churches of Christ. The retreat speakers are very 
prominent in African-American Churches. Over the past 
few years the retreat has begun to be more interracial, 
and this year’s meeting is intended to further that goal 
(it is held at Richland Hills Church of Christ, a white 
church).9

WHY WOULD FAITHFUL BRETHREN
ADVERTISE SUCH A PERSON AS

JERRY TAYLOR AND THE CHURCH

THAT WOULD HAVE HIM?
It may be that some will opine that this is not the 

same Jerry Taylor as the ACU professor. However, we e-
mailed the ACU Taylor to determine whether the Taylor 
appearing at the South Germantown Road congregation 
was or was not the Taylor from ACU. Please note the 
following e-mails.

At 12:37 PM 1/18/2006, you wrote:
Dear Sir:
Just inquiring to see if you are the same Jerry 
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Taylor that spoke on Nov. 20, 2006 at the South 
Germantown Road Church of Christ.

Sincerely,
David Brown
*************************************
From: Dr. Jerry A. Taylor
Date: Wednesday, January 18, 2006, 1:13 PM
To: David P. Brown
Subject: Re: Speaker at South Germantown 

Road.
Hello David,
I am Jerry Taylor and I did speak at the South 

Germantown Road church of Christ on Nov. 20, 
2006.

Jerry Taylor
For those who do not want to believe what the pre-

vious e-mails reveal about Jerry Taylor speaking at the 
South Germantown Road congregation, let them contact 
the South Germantown church or Taylor for themselves 
and find out.

I know it is emphasized in the classes at MSOP that 
bulletin editors have a responsibility to be particular 
and discerning about what is advertised in the bulletins 
they edit. I also know that mistakes will be made no 
matter how careful and meticulous one is. However, I 
also know that when a mistake is made, especially of the 
caliber error herein noted, a correction should have been 
made in the very next issue of The Forest Hill News. 
The error is compounded when (1) it is the only area 
church meetings advertised in that issue of the bulletin 
and (2) the recent change in attitude of at least some at 
MSOP toward confronting error and defending false 
teachers. Surely, someone caught the mistake (if it was 
a mistake). But, if someone saw the mistake, why was 
it not corrected?  Or, maybe the people involved in put-
ting out the bulletin had no idea who Jerry Taylor is, or 
the caliber church that would invite him to participate 
in their program.  Whatever the case it remains to be 
corrected in the same venue it was made. Remember, 
brethren, “Do not use them if you do not know them” is 
a good “rule of thumb” in selecting speakers and writers. 
It seems to me that this “rule of thumb” should guide us 
in whom and what we advertise. Also, when we make a 
mistake we ought to correct it as best we can in the same 
manner and place it was made. This has long been and 
is the policy of Contending for the Faith.

IT IS BALANCED ADVICE BECAUSE
IT IS TRUE TO THE BIBLE

Back in the dark ages of January 1982 in The Spiri-
tual Sword, Volume 13, Number 2, page 48, the editor 
of the journal at the time, the late Thomas B. Warren, 
printed the following question/answer articles from Roy 
C. Deaver. Garland Elkins was the journal’s associate ed-
itor. Obviously brother Elkins was in full agreement with 
the sentiment expressed in the articles and with Warren 

printing the two articles in The Spiritual Sword.
QUESTION: SOME PREACHERS

AND CHURCHES ARE “ISSUE ORIENTED.”
IS THIS AS IT SHOULD BE?

The word “issue,” in the context of the question, 
means “a point, matter, or question to be disputed or 
decided.”

Every accountable person in the world is obligated to 
be sincerely concerned about the truth. Each one (every 
one) must be sincerely concerned about what the Bible 
teaches on every subject (or topic) with which it deals. 
And, every child of God must be meaningfully concerned 
about any position or doctrine which is out of harmony 
with or contradictory to the Bible teaching. Obviously, 
therefore, every preacher, every church, and every Chris-
tian must be “issue” oriented.

—Roy Deaver

QUESTION: WHEN AN EDITOR WRITES AN
EDITORIAL “BLACK-LISTING” THOSE WHO
“CONTEND EARNESTLY FOR THE FAITH,”

IS HE NOT BEING GUILTY OF THAT
WHICH HE CONDEMNS?

Obviously, yes. There are brethren among us who 
want to fellowship everybody excepting those who do 
not want to fellowship everybody. They want to tolerate 
everything and everybody excepting those who won’t 
tolerate that kind of toleration. They want to include ev-
erything and everybody excepting those who don’t want 
to include everything and everybody.

I know of one brother who has become an “extremist” 
in his fight against “extremists.” “…thou therefore that 
teachest another, teachest thou not thyself” (Romans 
2:21).

—Roy Deaver
WOULD YOU SAY THAT THE PRECEDING 

ARTICLES ARE BIBLICALLY BALANCED OR 
BIBLICALLY OUT OF BALANCE?

ENDNOTES
1 http://www.acu.edu/academics/cbs/dbmm/faculty/taylor.html
2 http://www.rc.edu/sermonseminar/presenters.html#campbell
3 Ibid.
4 Ibid.
5 http://www.rhchurch.org/audio.php?pagecount=5&a=1&b=2
6 http://www.wineskins.org/filter.asp?SID=2&fi_key=34&co_
key=317
7 http://wineskins.alsw.com/page.asp?SID=2&Page=223
8 http://www.wineskins.org/page.asp?SID=2&Page=33
9 http://mikecope.blogspot.com/2005/08/to-follow-this-blog-
you-might-want-to.html

—David P. Brown, Editor
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(Continued from Page 1)
assembly itself. He said: :

My most intense desire is to erect beautiful edifices 
upon that consecrated spot....Take every care and precau-
tion that these edifices may not only be magnificent, but 
that they may be incomparably superior to all the most 
beautiful structures in the world.
Another detrimental thing Constantine introduced into 

the apostate church was the first human creed. This creed 
was composed in A.D. 325 by Alexander, Athenasius and 
Constantine, for the purpose of settling a dispute between 
bishops on the nature of the Godhead. From this time on-
ward, the church could not function without creeds. These 
authoritative statements eventually were enforced by acts 
of parliament, and those who did not agree with them were 
called “heretics.” The debate on the Godhead, and the 
nature of Christ eventually led to unscriptural authorita-
tive statements such as Mary being unscripturally called 
“Mother of God”.

Once the Roman Catholic Church came into existence 
the popes eventually became even more powerful than 
emperors. Pope Innocent III (1198-1216) claimed he had 
the power to depose any emperor on earth whether he was 
Roman or not. During his reign, papal power was at its 
strongest point ever. Popes were able to exert this power for 
three reasons. First, the belief that God had established a 
line of authority from Peter, and that the pope sat in Peter’s 
chair. Second, the pope could excommunicate emperors 
if they did not yield to his wishes. Third, the pope could 
order priests to refuse emperors priestly duties such as serv-
ing mass, performing marriages or burying the dead until 
the ruler repented. Emperors believed that they would he 
doomed to Hell if these privileges were withheld.

Throughout history many Ecumenical Councils met 
and many began to enforce doctrines foreign to the Bible. 
Some of these doctrines were: temporal power of the Pope 
(A.D. 730), adoration of Mary and other saints (A.D. 788), 
mechanical instrumental music (A.D. 666), adoration 
of the cross, images and relics (A. D. 788), marriage 
of priests forbidden (A.D. 1079), rosary beads (A.D. 
1090), sales of indulgence (A.D. 1190), sacrifice of 
Mass (A.D.1215), transubstantiation of bread into the 
actual flesh of Jesus’ body (A.D.1215), auricular con-
fession to the priest (A.D. 1215), purgatory proclaimed 
(A.D. 1438), “tradition” held equal with the Bible 
(A.D. 1545), apocryphal books added to the Bible (A.D. 
1546), immaculate conception of Mary (A.D.1845) and 
the infallibility of the Pope ( A . D .  1870).

PROTESTANT REFORMATION
In the movement known as “The Protestant Refor-

mation” Martin Luther, a Catholic monk in Germany 
came to the forefront in the effort to reform Roman 
Catholicism. On October 31, 1517 Luther issued chal-
lenges to debate the Catholic Church on ninety-five 
areas where they had strayed from the Bible. He was 
excommunicated from the Catholic Church and the first 
Protestant denomination resulted from his efforts. He 
did  many good things, including translating the Bible 
into German, thus putting the Bible in the hands of 
the people of his nation and  opposing Papal author-
ity. Unfortunately, he did not go  far enough.  Luther’s 

followers produced the Augsburg  Confession, which 
was a summation of Luther’s beliefs, shortly before his 
death.  It was the first of many creeds that men would 
follow instead of the Bible.

Although Luther, in his writings, pleaded with men 
not to call themselves “Lutherans,” this is exactly what 
his followers did. This behavior was in direct contra-
diction with I Corinthians 1:10-12, which forbids the 
following of men and wearing their names in religion. 
This trend has continued for centuries and has  many 
men from searching for Truth. Dozens of different 
leaders emerged after this, starting different churches 
and drawing up different creeds. They called their 
groups by different names to distinguish them from 
one another. This action resulted in the formation of 
hundreds of sects (denominations).

John Calvin, another reformer, became the town 
dictator of Geneva in 1541. He ruled with an “iron 
hand.” Under his dictatorship, people were not allowed 
to swear, play dice or other games, gamble, or sing 
indecent songs. Except for spies, no one was allowed 
out in the streets after nine o’clock at night. He also 
systematized doctrines that were originally taught by 
Augustine of Hippo (A.D. 354-430). Calvin’s theo-
logical system became known as “Calvinism.” The 
doctrine teaches a false concept of the Sovereignty of 
God,  and that men can do nothing whatsoever in order 
to be saved by God. This false concept led Calvin to 
believe that some people are “predestined” to be lost 
and others to he saved, and there was nothing at all 
that anyone could do about damnation or salvation. 
He was so powerful that he could force people to ac-
cept his teachings or be put to death. Calvin executed  
fifty-seven men between the years of 1542-1546 and 
banished seventy-six others who did not follow his 
theology.

RESTORATION
John Calvin, another reformer, became the town dicta-
tor of Geneva in 1541. He ruled with an “iron hand.” 
Under his dictatorship, people were not allowed to 
swear, play dice or other games, gamble, or sing in-
decent songs. Except for spies, no one was allowed 
out in the streets after nine o’clock at night. He also 
systematized doctrines that were originally taught by 
Augustine of Hippo (A.D. 354-430). Calvin’s theo-
logical system became known as “Calvinism.” The 
doctrine teaches a false concept of the Sovereignty of 
God,  and that men can do nothing whatsoever in order 
to be saved by God. This false concept led Calvin to 
believe that some people are “predestined” to be lost 
and others to he saved, and there was nothing at all 
that anyone could do about damnation or salvation. 
He was so powerful that he could force people to ac-
cept his teachings or be put to death. Calvin executed  
fifty-seven men between the years of 1542-1546 and 
banished seventy-six others who did not follow his 
theology

RESTORATION IN THE UNITED KINGDOM
Restoration principles first began to be heard in 

England and Scotland, but ultimately took solid roots 
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however, many churches in Australia  that continue to 
worship and serve the Lord according to the ancient 
order as autonomous self-governing congregations. 
They often call themselves “Church of Christ (non-
denominational)” to distinguish themselves from their 
more liberal ancestors.

PRINCIPLES OF RESTORATION
 Non-denominational churches of Christ today ex-

ist according to the same principle. It is important to 
realize that neither Stone nor Campbell established the 
church. All these men did was sort through the confu-
sion of denominationalism and plant the pure New Tes-
tament seed in the hearts of the men of the generation. 
The principle of restoration is seen in the parable of 
the sower and the seed. When Christ explained the par-
able to his disciples,  He said: “The seed is the word 
of God” (Luke 8:11). Therefore, whenever the  Word 
of God is planted in human hearts and germinates, 
it produces only Christians who are members of the 
church which Jesus established through the power of 
the Holy Spirit on the day of Pentecost. Seed always 
produces only after its kind (Genesis 1:11).

—5 Enderley Crt.
East Devonport TAS 7310

AUSTRALIA

in the United States of America as people migrated 
from England looking for freedom in the new land. 
In 1669 there were churches meeting under the name 
“Church of Christ” in Lancashire. They practiced im-
mersion, partook or the Lord’s Supper weekly, and 
had elders and deacons. John Glas of Scotland advo-
cated that there was a New Testament pattern for all 
teaching. He stressed weekly observance of the Lord’s 
Supper supper, and believed that each New Testament 
congregation was autonomous. Other groups similar to 
this one also emerged in the United Kingdom.

RESTORATION IN THE UNITED STATES
A preacher by the name of James O’Kelly left 

the  Methodist Church in 1799. He introduced three 
primary restoration principles into the North Carolina 
area: (1) The use of the name “Christian” for God’s 
people, (2)  the Bible as the only “creed,” and (3)  
the right of private judgment. Another man, Elias 
Smith, in 1802 began a group with five members. It 
was called “The church of Christ,” and the members 
were called  “Christians.” He began an influential 
journal called “The Herald of Gospel Liberty” which 
contended for restoration principles. Barton W. Stone 
(1722-1844) denounced the Westminster Confession 
of Faith and denominationalism and left the Presby-
terian Church. He then formed a group called “The 
Springfield  Presbytery,”but soon realized this was 
just establishing another sectarian body. This body 
was soon dissolved by the writing of “The Last Will  
and Testament of the Springfield Presbytery.” One 
item of this document said:

That the people henceforth take the Bible as the only 
sure guide to heaven, and as many as are offended with other 
books which stand in competition with it, may cast them into 
the fire if they choose, for it is better to enter into life having 
one book than having many to be cast into hell.
Independently of Stone, Thomas Campbell and 

his son Alexander migrated from Ireland and began a 
sweeping movement to restore the church of the Bible. 
Later the  Campbell  and the Stone efforts combined 
forces and began establishing churches after the New 
Testament pattern throughout the United States. These 
churches met for worship each Sunday (Acts 20:7), 
were independently ruled by elders (Acts 14:23) and 
practiced  baptism by immersion for remission of sins 
(Acts 2:38).

RESTORATION IN AUSTRALIA
The churches of Christ in Australia are a result 

of the restoration principle. These came originally 
through the migration of brethren to Australia from 
the British Isles. Stephen Check (1852–1883) began 
an indigenous movement. His family come to Australia 
when he was two years old, settling in Tasmania. He 
came out of the Congregationalist Church and began 
a completely independent group of churches.  These 
eventually found they were identical to other churches 
of Christ and  They extended fellowship to each other. 
Unfortunately, most of these deserted the restoration 
plea through the influences of liberalism and  have 
joined  mainstream denominationalism. There are, 

FROM J. A. HARDING
LLOYD CLINE SEARS

In the long and sometimes bitter fight to keep the 
disciples faithful to the Scriptures a friend of James A. 
Harding asked him to avoid personal controversy in oppos-
ing error and innovations. But Harding doubted if such a 
course were possible.

These innovators are amiable fellows if you keep 
out of their way and don’t interfere with their plans; 
but if you do, they strike you with all the power and 
venom that is in them. My friend knows the power of 
this kingdom of the clergy, and he dreaded to see me 
enter into conflict with it. I, too, dreaded it when I first 
began to write for the press. I felt that I was entering 
upon a life of conflict that would probably wax hot-
ter and hotter till the end. It would have been much 
pleasanter to have sought out a “Pastorate” and to have 
settled down to a qui¬et, inoffensive humdrum life, 
with a good salary.
But Harding’s conscience would not permit the havoc 

being wrought in the church without speaking out with 
all the power he possessed. In large measure it was the 
influence of James A. Harding, David Lipscomb, the 
Gospel Advocate, and the Firm Foundation that kept the 
great body of the disciples in the South loyal to the ideal 
of Christian unity emphasized by Jesus and his apostles 
(Lloyd Cline Sears, The Eyes of Jehovah (Gospel Advo-
cate Company, Nashville, Tennessee, 1970) p. 94).

—Deceased 
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[Concerning the 1938 Unity Meeting — Editor]
THERE WILL BE NO SUCH SECESSION*

FOY E. WALLACE, JR.
The above caption is taken from an editorial in the Firm 

Foundation by brother G. H. P. Showalter in reference to 
the efforts of James D. Murch and other digressive leaders, 
aided by Claud F. Witty, to “beguile” churches of Christ by 
their so-called, but misnamed, National Unity Meetings. 
brother Showalter’s editorial is a strong statement of the right 
attitude toward the unity question--the Bible attitude. It is 
characteristic of the writings of brother Showalter covering 
more than a third of a century when he takes up his pen to 
deal decisively with a vital issue.

“THE UNITY MOVEMENT”
In another column (see page 2) the Firm Foundation 

is giving space to an article offered by Claud F. Witty and 
James Def. [Deforest, Editor] Murch proposing a consid-
eration of the question: “What Is This Unity Movement?” 
brother Witty sent to me the manuscript some weeks past 
and I am aware that it has not received the prompt at-
tention that its authors might reasonably expect. brother 
Witty in a personal letter accompanying the article says, “I 
know that you have not shown much interest in the move-
ment, but I would like for you to let your readers know 
what the movement is.” To the contrary I am interested. I 
am, at all times, deeply concerned in any and all practical 
and Scriptural effort extended toward the unity of God’s 
people. “Movements” are sometimes dangerous. If one 
is, religiously, in the right place the less “movement” the 
better. If he wiggles about he is in danger of getting off 
the position that God desires and requires, and which 
alone is acceptable to him.

It is, of course, accepted without argument that God’s 
people should be united. No one will deny that. But it is 
quite a different thing to say that anything unscriptural 
should be tolerated in order to unity. Any unity consum-
mated at the expense of recognition of and acceptance 
of either the teaching or practice of things not authorized 
in the New Testament is clearly a unity not of the kind 
for which the Lord prayed. To believe on Christ clearly 
cannot mean an acceptance of a part that he requires, and 
a rejection of the rest. It seems not to have occurred to 
some who are enthusiastic for “unity” that the really safe 
road to unity is the elimination of a lot of things that God 
has not required at our hands. Unscriptural teaching and 
practice connected with or introduced into the churches 
are responsible for the divisions that have separated and in 
many instances alienated a once united and happy people. 
To say that we can be united as long as these departures 
from God go uncorrected is to say that convictions must 
be stifled and compromised, and God’s word disregarded 
if only it may result in unity. The best way to bring about 
the unity that God desires and that our Savior requires is 
to be set about to eradicate from the churches and from 
the practice of professed Christians all of those things that 
are without divine authority and that are hence sinful in 
the sight of God.

The Pauline teaching on unity was addressed to the 
local congregation. He nowhere talks of a unity that would 

bring about an ecclesiasticism. He does not call for that 
type of consolidation that would merge the different local 
churches into some sort of an organized brotherhood.... 
But the whole situation would have been different en-
tirely had it been a dispute arising from following after 
false teachers who are introducing heresies. Paul would 
never have advised the brethren at Corinth to disregard 
such cause of division. He did not fail to approach prob-
lems of this order and to declare himself in no uncertain 
terms. “False teachers” have always been the bane of the 
church. They have always—from the earliest history of 
the church—brought about division for the simple reason 
that truth has no part with error, Christ has no part with 
Belial, nor he that believeth with an infidel. Paul may 
be quoted:

Be not unequally yoked with unbelievers: for 
what fellowship have righteousness and iniquity? 
Or what communion hath light with darkness? Or 
what concord hath Christ with Belial? Or what 
portion hath a believer with an unbeliever? And 
what agreement hath a temple of God with idols? 
For ye are a temple of the living God ; even as God 
said, I will dwell in them, and walk in them ; and 
I will be their God and they shall be my people. 
Wherefore come ye out from among them, and be 
ye separate, saith the Lord, and touch no unclean 
thing; and I will receive you, and will be to you a 
Father, and ye shall be to me sons and daughters, 
saith the Lord Almighty. Having therefore these 
promises, beloved, let us cleanse ourselves from all 
defilement of flesh and spirit, perfecting holiness 
in the fear of God (II Corinthians 6:14-7:1).

To be acceptable to God we must rid ourselves of (a) 
defilements of the flesh, all fleshly lusts that war against 
the soul—all sins of the body that pollute, corrupt, and de-
stroy, and (b) of all defilements of the spirit, that is all false 
doctrine. Paul teaches that we should cleanse ourselves 
of all teaching and practice that is after the doctrines and 
commandments of men and not after Christ.

The church to be united must be purified. The 
cleansed, purified part of it is united already in Christ. 
They are calling for peace. But purity must precede peace. 
The wisdom that is from above is first pure, then peace-
able (James 3:17). Purity first, then peace. We ought to 
be anxious for peace, but not so anxious for it that we 
would compromise the truth or unite with those who do. 
In the days of Jeremiah the prophet the ancient people 
of God had rejected him and his word so that of them it 
is said, “from the least of them even unto the greatest 
of them every one is given to covetousness; and from 
the prophet even unto the priest every one dealeth 
falsely.” And just there it turned out that there were ap-
peasers who were wanting peace. Of them the Lord said: 
“They have healed also the hurt of my people slightly, 
saying Peace, peace, when there is no peace” (Jeremiah 
6:13, 14; 8:10, 11). There are times when God wants war, 
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not peace—opposition, not submission—separation, not 
unity. Whatsoever is not of faith is sin, and nothing un-
authorized in the New Testament can be, to us, a matter 
of faith.

The Christian church people are not themselves 
united. In fact they are hopelessly divided. And with 
what particular section, branch, schism or faction do they 
want us to unite? Dozens of their churches now practice 
the so-called “open membership” doctrine. They accept 
into their full-fellowship people who have never been 
immersed. Into their membership are enrolled persons 
who come from the various sectarian religious bodies who 
practice sprinkling and pouring, and “are satisfied with it,” 
and have never been baptized—just been sprinkled or had 
water poured on them. I wonder if Brother Witty expects 
his cloak of unity to be big enough to encompass them. 
I believe brother Murch himself does not indorse such 
practice. If he does he will correct me. And if he does, 
brother Witty is certainly tying himself up with a most 
shameful corruption of the sound doctrine of Christ. And 
does he expect the churches of Christ who are earnestly 
contending for the faith once for all delivered to the saints, 
to be beguiled into a realm of religious practice that oper-
ates without the support of faith? There will be no such 
secession among the loyal churches of Christ—of that I 
am certain—and all the unity meetings and love feasts 
of misguided brethren will fail.

Paul said, “We have the mind of Christ” (I Corin-
thians 2:16). Also, “Let this mind be in you which was 
also in Christ” (Philippians 2:5). This shows that when 
Paul says, “Be of the same mind in the Lord” (Philip-
pians 4:2, et al), this can be effected only by all having 
the mind of Christ, and this is the possible basis for unity. 
If we are going to be united, and all be of one mind and 
one heart, it can be effected only by all having the mind 
of Christ and this can be, only when we accept what he 
says and do as he requires. Unity must have a foundation 
on which to rest, and this, to believers, is, and necessarily 
must be, the word of God. --G. H. P. SHOWALTER, in 
Firm Foundation.
The above words of brother Showalter will carry weight. 

We recommend that brother Witty read them to his next Unity 
Meeting. For instance this passage: “There are times when 
God wants war, not peace--opposition, not submission--
separation, not unity.” Then another passage: “brother Witty 
is certainly tying himself up with a most shameful corruption 
of the sound doctrine of Christ.” And yet another passage: 
“There will be no such secession among the loyal churches 
of Christ . . . and all the love feasts of misguided brethren 
will fail.”

That editorial will do great good and we put in our bid 
for more of the same order.

*Foy E. Wallace, The Present Truth, pp. 729-732.

—Deceased

Those who are determined to faithfully serve God 
sometimes find themselves allied with those who decid-
edly are not. This applies to many members of congrega-
tions that still wear the name “church of Christ,” but have 
ceased to be concerned with Scriptural authority for their 
teaching or practice. What are faithful saints who are in a 
con¬gregation whose elders and preacher are not at all con-
cerned with abiding in the “old paths” to do? The Lord’s 
answer is clear: “Come forth, my people, out of her, that 
ye have no fellowship with her sins, and that ye receive 
not of her plagues” (Revelation 18:4).

One stated purpose for exiting such an institution is to 
avoid fellowship with its sins. One has fellowship with such 
a church by means of financial support.One who remains in 
such a church also has fellowship with its error and evils by 
means of implicit endorsement. In spite of energetic argu-
ment by the liberals, it is folly to deny the connection be-
tween fellowship and endorsement. If one participates with 
(for such is the definition of “fellowship”) those who are 
teaching and practicing error, he is tacitly endorsing (agree-
ing with and encouraging) their error. He is lending his name 
and whatever influence for good he might have to efforts that 
oppose the Gospel. To remain a part of such a congregation 
is thereby a manifestation of support for it. This is why John 
wrote that we were neither to open our homes nor extend 
cordial greeting to false teachers, for to do so is to partake in 
(i.e., have fellowship with) their evil works (II John 10-11).

All of the objections one might register to the elders and 
preacher concerning unscriptural doctrines and practices 
in a digressive church are rendered mute when one stays 
there in spite of them. In fact, somewhere along the line it 
becomes hypocritical to continue to object if: (1) it is seen 
that no repentance of the error and evil is forthcoming, and 
(2) the objector stays in spite of apostasy. The message of 
such behavior to liberal preachers and elders (and all other 
observers) is that the objector is not really very concerned 
after all.

Brethren who object to and do not agree with much of 
what is going on in the congregation of which they are mem-
bers need to understand that merely registering an objection 
and then staying there is not enough. Like it or not, as long 
as one is a member of an apostate church he is endorsing its 
apostasy!

*The Edifier, May 17, 1990, p. 2.

—908 Imperial Drive
Denton, TX 76209

“COME FORTH, MY PEOPLE”*

DUB MCCLISH

 
“The division is here. I and those who stand by the Word of God 
have done nothing to excite or foster it except to stand by the 
Word of God and, incidentally, on the ground the fathers of the 
Reformation occupied” (David Lipscomb, “Divisions,” Gospel 
Advocate 50. number 17 (April 23, 1908), p. 265).
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[Concerning the 1938 Unity Meeting — Editor]
THE DISARMAMENT MEETING AT DETROIT*

FOY E. WALLACE, JR.

That travesty on Unity recently staged at Detroit by some 
more or less prominent leaders of the Christian Church and 
some officious, self-appointed would-be pilots among us, has 
received the publicity its wily promoters have sought, without 
which they could not have forwarded their subtle schemes. As 
a “union meeting” it appears to have been a great triumph, but 
as a unity meeting it was a fiasco—a complete flop.

A look at the personnel will be enough to convince 
anybody who has kept informed and grounded in the faith 
that it was a weak affair, with the digressives decidedly in 
the advantage. Take a look at them: Claud F. Witty, J. N. 
Armstrong, E. L. Jorgenson, Don Carlos Janes, and officials 
of Harding College, Searcy, Arkansas. Men upon whom the 
cause has depended for defense and to whom a faithful church 
has looked for leadership in many impending crises were 
conspicuous by their absence. Hardeman, Srygley, Whiteside, 
Boles, Nichol, Showalter; these men were not there. Others 
who were there, and were expected by some to make this the 
last unity meeting, evidently did not arise to meet the need, as 
future “unity meetings” are already being planned. Wavering, 
compromising, side-stepping, love-making, were the order 
of the day. Direct discussion and debate of the actual issues 
were banned; in fact, it was declared that such was not the 
way to unity. It was a disarmament conference.

THE SCRIPTURAL ATTITUDE
There is precept and example in the Word of God for the 

scriptural attitude toward those who have spoiled the unity of 
the church by their innovations. For a precept take a serious 
look at Romans 16:17: “Now I beseech you, brethren, mark 
them which cause divisions and offenses contrary to the 
doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid them. For they 
that are such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their 
own belly, and by good words and fair speeches deceive 
the hearts of the simple.” No passage could better describe 
the purposes of these “unity” and “fellowship” meetings, nor 
better define the character of these leaders. It is pitiable that 
some brethren have apparently been deceived by their “good 
words and fair speeches.”

If fellowship can be extended in such meetings as this to 
those who have been “marked,” according to Romans 16:17, 
as dividers and offenders contrary to the doctrine we have 
learned, then it was wrong to mark them. If it was right to mark 
them, they should be avoided, and it is wrong to fellowship 
them. The Detroit mutual admiration convention is a new slant 
on how to mark and avoid “them which cause divisions and 
offenses contrary to the doctrine” we have learned.

An example of what our attitude toward such “unity” and 
“fellowship” meetings should be, is found in the ancient case 
of Nehemiah. At the first the Samaritans thought Nehemiah’s 
effort to rebuild the wall of Jerusalem was too feeble to op-
pose. They ignored him. They scoffed. Tobiah, the Ammonite, 
said, “Even that which they build, if a fox go up, he shall 
even break down ther stone wall.” So said and did the di-
gressives at the start. Seeing, however, that Nehemiah’s work 
was succeeding and “the breaches began to be stopped,” 

the Samaritans “conspired all of them together to come 
and to fight.” Thus did the digressives in their later attempts 
to sustain their cause in debate. They launched a mighty 
fight. The great J. B. Briney labored hard to prove apostolic 
example for instrumental music in the church. O. E. Payne, 
with the indorsement of Briney and the Standard, battled 
for the music to the tune of “psallo.” But they could not take 
their own arguments seriously. Psallo did and did not prove 
it, as it could be either with or without; so they abandoned the 
fight. Now, like the strategy of Sanballat, they say, “Come, 
let us meet together.” Nehemiah said, “They thought to 
do me mischief”; but brother Armstrong calls them his 
“big-hearted Christian Church brethren” and stretches out his 
arms to them. Nehemiah sent back the word, “I am doing a 
great work, so that I cannot come down: why should the 
work cease whilst I leave, and come down to you?” Of 
course, Nehemiah did not have such a farsighted leader like 
Claud F. Witty to advise him that he should go, that such a 
meeting was the veritable “promised land” and if they could 
only “walk the wire” with Sanballat in such a meeting, they 
could possess the land! The promised land of compromise! 
That also is a new wrinkle on the promised land.

The strategy of these digressive Samaritans and Sanbal-
lats today from first to last has been uniformly true to form. 
Strategy has ever been the weapon of digression. But wire-
walking is not the method of meeting wireworking. It was 
just such a thing—a great “unity meeting”—that brought the 
wily schemes of digressive leaders into the open about fifty 
years ago in Texas, when they ripped the church open by their 
meetings. They are up to no good thing now.

The fact that the Christian Standard heralds a great 
victory at Detroit is a fair indication that the meeting was a 
failure for the cause of truth. The editor of the Standard has 
celebrated their victory in several editorials, and his writers 
are holding a jubilee in the columns of that paper. Victory to 
digression is defeat to the Cause of the New Testament. The 
utter failure of the meeting for New Testament unity is seen 
in viewpoints of the articles in the Standard. They do not 
see themselves giving up their practices. They see opposi-
tion to their innovations crumbling, and large “contingents” 
or “groups” of the “conservative brethren” coming over to 
them. By unity they mean uniting with them, and that is all 
they have ever meant. Take a look at some of their articles.

“GETTING BEYOND THE SLOGAN”
Under this caption the Standard’s editor discusses the 

restoration plea, “Where the Scriptures speak let us speak, and 
where the Scriptures are silent let us be silent.” He says our 
differences are over the interpretation of this human slogan. 
He would thus detract from his practice to a slogan. But it is 
their practice, not a slogan, that has divided the church. The 
slogan as worded by Thomas Campbell, while he was yet a 
Presbyterian, was incidental; but the same principle worded 
by Simon Peter, called to be an apostle of Jesus Christ, is 
inspired: “If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles 
of God.” What the editor brands as a human slogan is not a 
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human principle. The real issue is—Is it true or false? Who 
is conforming to it, and who is not? Edwin R. Errett says it 
really means: Where the Bible speaks let us be silent; but 
where the Bible is silent we may speak—because we are not 
bound! Strange juggling it is, indeed, that makes even a hu-
man slogan “really mean” just the opposite of what it says. 
But here a divine precept speaks again : “That ye may learn 
not to go beyond the things that are written.” (I Corinthians 
4:15) Does that read like we may speak where the Word of 
God is silent? The only conclusion to be reached from the 
objections of the Standard and the “unity conference” to the 
restoration slogan is that they do not want to “speak where 
the Bible speaks and be silent where the Bible is silent.” They 
break down and admit that they have been speaking where the 
Bible is silent, but inform us that they aim to keep it up.

The restatement of the slogan decrees that where the Bible 
is silent we may speak. This is their defense of instrumental 
music now-down to date. It is their admission that the Bible 
is silent on the use of instrumental music in the church of 
Christ. A vital admission, indeed. What becomes of O. E. 
Payne’s book on “psallo” which makes the music manda-
tory? Did the Hardeman-Boswell debate in Nashville kill 
that argument? A. D. Rogers and Homer Strong made their 
whole fight for the music in the Bentonville (Arkansas) debate 
on psallo, and now the Unity Conference and the Christian 
Standard have kissed it goodbye! What about the apostolic 
example argument of the great Briney? If instrumental music 
comes under the “silence slogan,” then there is no apostolic 
example for it, and Briney was wrong. His favorite argument 
is “gone with the wind.” We knew all the time that it was all 
wind. What about the church-heaven argument by John W. 
Tyndall. If music comes under the “silence slogan” then it 
is not in the church-heaven, even if heaven is the church, as 
Tyndall contended. The admission is a complete surrender of 
every argument that has been offered and every effort that 
has been made to make instrumental music scriptural. It is a 
concession that every argument they have ever offered was 
wrong. Now, will the Standard’s editor, Edwin R. Errett, 
stand by these admissions? Speak up, brother Errett--what 
were you saying?

If editor Edwin Errett and the Standard stick to their 
statements there is only one issue now, namely: Does the 
silence of the New Testament authorize the use of instrumen-
tal music in the church? I hereby accept the negative of this 
proposition, and ask the editor of the Standard to defend his 
affirmation either in the Standard or on the polemic rostrum. 
This will clear the issue and would either expedite or ignite 
the unity movement.

“AUTHORITY OF CHRIST IN
AREAS OF SILENCE”

Now comes W. R. Walker, in the Standard, saying: “I am 
persuaded that Christ has authority in ‘areas of silence,’ in 
every situation concerning which he has left no direct teach-
ing, has bestowed upon me this authority to act for myself 
. . . absolute loyalty to the authority of Christ requires that 
we respect that congregational liberty which he has granted 
in those areas where he has left no plain instructions.” That 
was the keynote of the Unity Conference in Detroit. It is in 
complete harmony with Claud F. Witty’s announced wire-
walking policy which would allow each congregation in the 

“United Church” to determine for itself the use or non-use of 
instrumental music, without destroying fellowship between 
them all. Yet these “unity brethren” resent any intimation that 
they would sell the church down the river!

If W. R. Walker has the authority from Christ to “act 
for myself” in “areas of silence,” so does every man, Jew, 
Catholic and pagan. It looks more like acres of silence, when 
we begin to inspect the field. What a sweeping apology for 
innovation! What a religion, when such authority to “act 
for myself” is adopted by all! There are some passages of 
scripture that were evidently put on record to govern “areas 
of silence.” One of them reads, “Whosoever transgresseth 
(goeth onward) and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, 
hath not God.” Another one reads, “That ye may learn not 
to go beyond the things that are written.” There are many 
such passages. They allow no human authority whatever. 
They permit no man to act for himself in any matter of wor-
ship and doctrine.

But the “authority of Christ in areas of silence” by the 
Standard is further concession that Christ “left no plain in-
structions” and “no direct teaching” for instrumental music 
in the church. So psallo does not teach it. There is not a pre-
cept, not an example, not a word, in all the Word of God for 
its use, by their own admissions. They locate it in a vast “no 
man’s land,” which they call “areas of silence,” where the 
Methodists get infant membership and sprinkling, and where 
the Catholics get holy water, incense and kissing the pope’s 
big toe! These are weighty admissions from the Standard 
and will have distinct bearing on the future discussions of 
these issues.

“RAPPROCHEMENT AT DETROIT”
Under this somewhat dramatic title James Deforest 

Murch, brother Witty’s main side-kick, adds flavor to the 
union meeting salad dish. Some of the meanings of “rap-
prochement” are, reunion, concord, harmony, meeting half-
way, etc. They evidently had “rapprochement at Detroit”! 
The Christian Standard relates that brother H. H. Adamson, 
in a spectacular moment, placed the Bible on the desk and 
took his position four feet from the Bible on one side, at the 
same time asking James DeForest Murch to take a position 
four feet from it on the other side. brother Adamson then 
said that he would not go to Murch and Murch would not 
come to him and proposed that they both move over to the 
Bible, and shake hands. So they met half-way. That was 
rapprochement at Detroit! The Christian Standard says that 
it was “very impressive.” But to us it seems a mockery of 
unity, child’s play, a sham, a travesty, on the teaching of the 
New Testament. By this “very impressive” performance, 
brother Adamson admitted that he was as far from the Bible 
as was James D. Murch. What is brother Adamson practic-
ing that puts him four feet from the Bible, the same distance 
from it that Murch was? What does he propose to give up 
when he “moves over” to meet Murch half-way? If he says 
nothing—then the whole thing was a sham. But if he meant 
it—then it means compromise. Rapprochement! We expected 
better things of brother Adamson.

For wavering, compromising, conniving with error and 
innovation, there has not been the equal since digression swept 
so many brethren off their feet, when they went with the tide. 
As for the digressives, the attitude expressed in their articles 
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is proof that they are still digressives. It may be summed up as follows:
1. Their sophistical interpretation of the restoration slogan.
2. Their loose references to the authority of Jesus Christ and the New Testament.
3. Their expressed sentiments in favor of the unity meetings assuming the form of delegate conventions, clothed with 

official rights.
4. Their plea for congregational liberty to use instrumental music in the church and other innovations.
5. Their same old nomenclature in the use of “conservative” and “progressive” terms, showing that they regard the non-

use of the instrument as non-progressive.
6. In short, the fact that they have yielded no point intentionally, have no intention of doing so, and are only making 

monkeys out of a few of our brethren who think they are doing something spectacular, shows that the digressives are still 
digressive.

Instrumental music has never been the real issue. The real issue is the authority of the New Testament. The music question 
is only the horse they rode out on. If the music question should be eliminated, the actual issue would remain and manifest 
itself along other lines, centering in whatever particular thing they regarded the most convenient.

*Foy E. Wallace, Jr., The Present Truth, pp. 470-476.
—Deceased

Q&A ON THE RISE OF THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH*

GUY N. WOODS

“What were the basic causes of digression which led 
to the introduction of instrumental music into the wor-
ship, and other departures from the truth resulting in 
the formation of the Christian Church denomination?”

Shortly before the turn of the present century [1900, edi-
tor] a movement originated in the church of Christ that re-
sulted in what is commonly known as the Christian Church. 
The view is widespread that the cause of this schism and 
resultant division was instrumental music in the worship and 
societies in the work of the church. Technically speaking, 
this is incorrect. True, these were major differences between 
those who adhered to the original pattern of things and those 
who went out from us; yet instrumental music and the soci-
eties were effects rather than causes—symptoms of a spiri-
tual malady chronic and fatal in its nature.

Dr. A. W. Fortune, sometime professor in the College 
of the Bible, Lexington, Ky., and “pastor” of the Central 
Christian Church of that city, in his book, The Disciples in 
Kentucky, sets forth the factors which led to the division as 
follows:

The controversies through which the Disciples have 
passed from the beginning to the present time have been 
the result of two different interpretations of their mis-
sion. There have been those who believed it is the spirit 
of the New Testament church that should be restored, 
and in our method of worship the church must adapt it-
self to changing conditions. There have been those who 
regarded the New Testament church as a fixed pattern 
for all time, and our business is to hold rigidly to that 
pattern regardless of consequences. Because of these at-
titudes, conflicts were inevitable, (Page 383.)
This is, we believe, a fair and impartial statement of the 

divergence of views that obtained then, and are now charac-
teristic of the two groups. Because of these differences in at-
titude toward the Scriptures, it was, as Dr. Fortune suggests, 
inevitable that division should come; and it came shortly be-
fore the turn of the present century. Those who had worked 

and worshiped together in an effort to plant again the cause 
of primitive Christianity in a land torn by division and cursed 
by denominationalism, divided among themselves, and the 
result was that another denomination came into existence! 
Ironically enough, those whose avowed mission in life was 
the utter destruction of all denominations became but an-
other denomination, and thus built again the things they had 
once destroyed? Today the Christian Church admits its de-
nominational status, and glories in the fact!

Instrumental music and the societies were, therefore, 
simply symptoms of the disease which lurked unseen—out-
ward manifestations of an inward attitude wholly foreign to 
that which had characterized the Restoration Movement in 
its inception. Nor did this difference in attitude toward the 
Scriptures originate with this movement. It is the same as 
that which occasioned the famous controversy between Lu-
ther and Zwingli: whether we are at liberty to do anything 
not expressly forbidden, as Luther contended, or are bound 
by what is written, and must, therefore, do nothing for which 
there is not a “thus saith the Lord,” or an approved apos-
tolic precedent, as Zwingli argued. This, too, is the point 
of issue between those who insist that the Bible, and the 
Bible alone, is a sufficient rule of faith and practice, and 
those who consider it a book of raw principles only, and 
therefore, adaptable to changing times and conditions. The 
former have always repudiated creeds, confessions of faith, 
and church manuals, while the latter have not hesitated to 
advocate them—indeed, to urge them as legitimate instru-
ments to adapt the truth to present-day conditions. This is 
the door through which instrumental music, missionary so-
cieties, creeds, infant sprinkling, sprinkling and pouring as 
substitutes for baptism, and many other things admittedly 
not taught in the New Testament, were brought in. While all 
have not been as frank as Mr. Beecher, the eminent denomi-
national preacher of an earlier generation, who said he prac-
ticed infant baptism for the same reason that he used an ox 
yoke—he had tried them and both worked—it is yet a fact 
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that this is the real reason why so many things unauthorized 
by the Scriptures are practiced without question today.

Such an attitude is, of course, wholly foreign to that 
which characterized those who launched and fought the ear-
ly battles of the Restoration Movement. Those pioneers of 
the faith were determined to do nothing for which there is 
no express command or approved precedent; and they were 
willing to speak only when the Scriptures speak and remain 
silent where the Scriptures are silent. So long as these prin-
ciples were adhered to, unity prevailed, and the cause of 
primitive Christianity spread with a rapidity equaled only 
by that of the apostolic age. The Christian Church of today 
is therefore, a total apostasy from the teaching of Campbell, 
Stone, Scott, Lard, and the others who were in the forefront 
of the effort to restore New Testament Christianity to the 
world. This, we believe, will not be seriously questioned 
by many of those who belong to that institution. Certainly 
those who boast of their denominational status will not insist 
on maintaining harmonious views with a man who required 
a daily paper in New Orleans to publish a correction of a 
statement representing him as the “head and founder” of a 
great denomination! Declaring that they did him too much 
honor—that he had always repudiated all human heads and 
names for the people of the Lord—Alexander Campbell de-
manded and received a correction of the notice erroneously 
inserted. Contrast Mr. Campbell’s attitude with that of “Dr. 
Harwood Miller,” the “permanent pastor” of the National 
City Christian Church:

Denominations and sects are not wholly or even 
largely the product of human pride and prejudice and 
unbrotherliness—a thing entirely wrong could not long 
endure by the devotion of men—it is unthinkable to 
condemn all sectarianism as sinful.
The real cause of division in the body of Christ was, 

therefore, an abandonment of the principles which had hith-
erto motivated us. Those who no longer looked upon the 
New Testament as an all-sufficient guide and rule of faith 
and practice did not scruple to demand things unauthorized 
therein, while those who clung tenaciously to the all-suf-
ficiency of the Scriptures as stoutly resisted them; and divi-
sion was, therefore, inevitable. This, indeed, has been the 
cause of all departures from the faith since the days of the 
apostles. Those who regard the Bible as a complete revela-
tion for all time cannot, in conscience, add to or take from its 

teaching in the smallest particular; while those who consider 
it as only a mass of raw principles to be worked into shape to 
fit changing conditions are not restrained by the injunctions 
it contains against adding to or taking from the holy word, 
and do not hesitate to do so when the exigencies of the hour 
seem to suggest it.

This fact is remarkably illustrated in the man who was 
responsible for first introducing an instrument of music into 
the church of Christ, L. L. Pinkerton. Said Dr. Fortune: “Dr. 
L. L. Pinkerton is credited by some with having been the first 
to make this departure when he introduced a melodeon in the 
worship of the church at Midway (Kentucky—G.N.W.).” 
The article on “Churches of Christ” in Religious Bodies, 
1926, makes that the beginning of the controversy. This 
statement is made: “The question as to the use of instrumen-
tal music of the church became an issue as early as 1859, 
when a melodeon was placed in the church at Midway, Ky.” 
(Disciples in Kentucky, pages 372, 373.) The attitude of this 
man (on whom rests the obloquy of corrupting the worship 
of God) toward the Scriptures will appear from the follow-
ing: In 1869 Pinkerton and Shackleford began the publica-
tion of the Independent Monthly. In an article on “Bible 
Inspiration” he denied the theory of plenary inspiration, and 
criticized Milligan’s Reason and Revelation, and said that 
young preachers who were taught that Psalms 137:9 was in-
spired would “perpetuate a great many follies in his name.” 
In an article on “No Immersion-No Membership in a Church 
of the Reformation” he took the position that while he would 
only teach and practice immersion, he would be willing to 
let a man settle the question of baptism for himself. He said 
he would not thrust his translation of a Greek word between 
a man’s conscience and his God!

The Christian Church defection thus grew out of a dif-
ference in attitude toward the Scriptures. This being true, 
instrumental music and the societies, plus many more recent 
innovations, were natural developments, logically to be ex-
pected. Unity need never be expected until we come to see 
eye to eye on the value of the sacred Scriptures.

*Questions and Answers: Open Forum, Freed-Harde-
man College Lectures, Volume One, pp. 194-196.

—Deceased

Often have I said, and often have I written, that truth, truth eternal 
and divine, is now, and long has been with me the pearl of great 
price. To her I will, with the blessing of God, sacrifice everything. 
And on no altar will I offer her a victim. If I have lost sight of her, 
God who searcheth the hearts, knows I have not done it intention-
ally. With my whole heart I have sought the truth . . . (Alexander 
Campbell, “A Demand for Justice from Editors in General and Mr. 
Brantley in Particular,” Millennial Harbinger 1 (1830), p. 97).  
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Restoration Reflections...

HEINOUSNESS OF REJECTING THE RESTORATION PLEA
PAUL VAUGHN

The Restoration Plea is a petition to return to God’s original 
plan for the church of Christ given in the New Testament. All 
who advance this plea believe that God’s way is the best way 
for man. The only way man will be acceptable to God is to 
follow His instructions. Peter said,

If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles of 
God; if any man minister, let him do it as of the abil-
ity which God giveth: that God in all things may be 
glorified through Jesus Christ, to whom be praise and 
dominion for ever and ever. Amen (I Peter 4:11).
“Speaking as the oracles of God” is expressing the words 

given by the heavenly Father through the inspiration of the 
writers of the Bible. This kind of speech will enable men to 
be equipped on their earthly pilgrimage for true worship, 
salvation of his soul, the pattern of the church, and the moral 
standard that only is acceptable only in God’s sight.

When man looks to God’s Word for guidance, he glorifies 
God, giving honor and magnifying Him before the world. 
Seeking to follow only the New Testament gives respect to 
Jesus. Looking to Jesus as the Savior of the world, the head 
of the church, and the only way to Heaven, brings glory and 
honor to God.

IMPLICATIONS OF THE
RESTORATION PLEA

Encouraging mankind to restore the pattern for Christian-
ity implies that Christians in antiquity drifted into a state of 
apostasy. They turned their backs on the utterances of God 
that were able to guide them through life.

Paul spoke of this apostasy. “Now the Spirit speaketh 
expressly, that in the latter times some shall depart from 
the faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines 
of devils” (I Timothy 4:1). History teaches that men began  
slowly to slip from the moorings of the Scriptures because 
of their own desires, passions, and thoughts. The doctrines 
of men, and not the doctrine of Christ, became the standard 
and not the doctrine of Christ. Each step took them further 
away into religious darkness. Thus the Restoration Plea was 
needed to bring man back to the light of the Gospel.

THE ANCIENT ORDER
The Restoration Plea began to develop in the early 1800s 

with the writing of The Last Will and Testament of the 
Springfield Presbytery in June 1804 and The Declaration and 
Address in September 1809. Sectarian attitudes began to fade 
away. Religious leaders chose to call themselves “Christians” 
and to abandon denominational teaching for the teaching of 
Christ in the New Testament. They chose to sacrifice all the 
doctrines of men for the cause of Truth.

In 1823, Alexander Campbell began the publication of 
The Christian Baptist. Through this paper Campbell ad-
vanced the Restoration Plea. In the prospectus of the paper 
Campbell said,

The CHRISTIAN BAPTIST shall espouse the cause 
of no religious sect, excepting that ancient sect called 
“CHRISTIANS FIRST AT ANTIOCH.” Its sole object 

shall be the eviction of truth, and the exposure of error 
in doctrine and practice.1

Campbell’s position was the advancement of the resto-
ration of New Testament Christianity. In 1824 he started a 
series of articles titled, “A Restoration of the Ancient Order 
of Things.” In these articles Campbell fought long and hard 
for the restoration of the ancient order. In the first article he 
said, “A Restoration of the ancient order of things is all that is 
necessary to the happiness and usefulness of Christians.”2

All that was needed in the 1800s to restore the church of 
Christ was the New Testament and a willing mind to follow 
it. The early restorers understood the seed principle and the 
Restoration Plea is the proof of their desire to follow only 
the Bible.

THE SIN IN REJECTING THE PLEA
There have been and are some Christians who have re-

jected the Restoration Plea. They seek to follow the whims 
of men instead of the will of God. When Christians reject the 
restoration of the ancient order it is heinous, outrageously 
evil, and an abomination in the sight of God, because the 
plea is for Christ, His preeminence, His authority, and His 
rule in the church.

Let every person who wishes to please God respect the 
restoration of the ancient order. We live in modern times and 
many are seeking to modernize the church to gain favor with 
the world. There are some things that can be modernized, but 
the teaching of Christ is not one of them. Let us resolve to 
keep the Restoration Plea before our eyes. When it comes to 
the teaching and practices of the church of Christ, if there is 
no authority in the Scriptures for an act, we must stay away 
from it! In doing so we plea for Christ, His church, and His 
authority. Jeremiah said, “O LORD, I know that the way 
of man is not in himself: it is not in man that walketh to 
direct his steps” (Jeremiah 10:23). The same is true today. 

ENDNOTES
1. Alexander Campbell, The Christian Baptist, Vol I, 

Gospel Advocate, Nashville, p. 4.
2. Alexander Campbell, The Christian Baptist, Vol. II, 

Gospel Advocate, Nashville, p. 136.

—1415 Lincoln Road

The Southside Church of Christ in 
Carlsbad, NM is seeking a sound, 
spiritually mature preacher. For more 
information contact Bill Fangio at 
bfangio@celtechspace.com or call 
505-887-2044 weekdays.
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SKILLMAN AVENUE CHURCH OF CHRIST’S
JOINT WORSHIP SERVICE WITH DENOMINATIONS

MARVIN L. WEIR

In my possession is a copy of the bulletin (Vol. 13, No. 
20, June 1, 2005) of the Oak Cliff Christian Church meeting 
at 1222 Kiest Blvd. in Dallas. At the top of the front page 
is the following announcement:

Stone-Campbell Reunion Worship 
Sunday, June 5, 2005, 5 p.m. – 7 p.m. 

Skillman Church of Christ
Heirs of the vision of Barton W. Stone and Alexander 

Campbell will rekindle a vision of community and cooperation 
as we gather together to worship the God who makes us one. 
Sisters and brothers from the Churches of Christ, the Chris-
tian Churches/Churches of Christ and the Christian Church 
(Disciples of Christ) will celebrate our common heritage and 
our distinctive ministries across the Metroplex.
The Senior Minister, Rev. Steven Digby, has this com-

ment on the back of the bulletin:
We Disciples of Christ are part of a tradition that began 

with two objectives, restoration of New Testament primitive 
Christianity, and unification of the body of Christ. Sadly, 
for more than a century, we have fallen far short of those 
objectives. Our strangely fascinating history is one of great 
success matched with failures. As the years which followed 
the early days of the movement passed, different parts of our 
tradition focused on one or the other objective. The Disciples 
have had our preoccupation with unity. We have clung fondly 
to Barton Stone’s words, “Let unity be our polar star.” We 
have made significant contributions to the ecumenical move-
ment. I have regretted that in our efforts to bring the various 
parts of the church together, we have often overlooked our 
brothers concerned with the restoration aspect of the move-
ment. Our divisions have weakened us all.

A number of years ago, in Mississippi, I participated in a 
time of worship consisting of people from the non-instrumental 
Churches of Christ, Independent Christian Churches and our 
own Disciples of Christ tradition. While there are many things 
over which we have historically disagreed, and we still have 
many differences, there was a sad sweetness to our gathering. 
One of the ministers wept in the pulpit, saying we belonged 
together. While we have many differences, we do all belong 
to the body of Christ.

This Sunday afternoon at Skillman Avenue Church of 
Christ, we have an opportunity (sic) share together in a very 
special way. I hope you will be part of this significant fam-
ily reunion.
Those in the Dallas area know all too well the con-

gregation that meets at Skillman Avenue. They are not on 
the Lord’s side, and neither are they any more the Lord’s 
church! They no doubt feel right at home with members 
from the ultra liberal Disciples of Christ denomination. 
One verse of Scripture describes well both the Christian 
church and the congregation meeting at Skillman Avenue. 
“They went out from us, but they were not of us; for if 
they had been of us, they would have continued with us: 
but they went out, that they might be made manifest that 
they all are not of us” (I John 2:19).

Space limitations will allow only a few observations 
regarding Steve Digby’s comments. First, if the Disciples 
of Christ truly want to restore New Testament Christianity 

and unify the body of Christ, they go about it in a strange 
way. They have incorporated just about every innovation 
imaginable into their worship services. Where is Bible 
authority for women preachers, women elders, instru-
ments of music, unity in diversity, and such like? No, the 
Disciples of Christ are interested in going far beyond New 
Testament Christianity!

Second, he mentions the Disciples “preoccupation with 
unity.” This lip service sounds good, but two sentences 
later he says, “We have made significant contributions to 
the ecumenical movement.” The dictionary defines the 
word ecumenical as meaning, “concerned with establishing 
or promoting unity among churches or religions.” Is this 
Biblical unity for which the Lord prayed (John 17:20-21) 
and which the apostle Paul demanded (Ephesians 4:3)? Far 
from it! One cannot be committed to the cause of Christ and 
contribute to the ecumenical movement — the very thing 
to which New Testament Christianity is opposed.

Third, he regrets their “efforts to bring various parts 
of the church together.” Let me speak clearly — the Inde-
pendent Christian Church and the Disciples of Christ are 
not a part of the Lord’s church! They apostatized long ago 
and formed a man-made denomination.

Fourth, he states that he regrets that they “have often 
over-looked our brothers concerned with the restoration 
aspect of the movement.” How can one have Biblical unity 
if he is not interested in or overlooks the restoration of 
New Testament Christianity? This statement shows that 
all most folks care about is “unity in diversity.” In other 
words, you worship your way, I will worship my way, and 
we will agree to disagree!

The Skillman Avenue Congregation does not deserve to 
wear the name church of Christ. It is in full-blown apostasy. 
It is sad that it has so much in common with the Disciples 
of Christ and the ecumenical movement.

Amos asks a pertinent question that deserves an answer 
even today. “Shall two walk together, except they have 
agreed” (Amos 3:3)? Skillman Avenue plans a “Stone-
Campbell Reunion Worship” service with denominational 
churches. Where does one read of a worship service in the 
Bible that wears the name of some man or men? The Bible 
teaches that our worship is to honor God and Christ.

I did not attend this gathering, and I do not regret it! 
A faithful Christian cannot fellowship a work of darkness 
(Ephesians 5:11) Moreover, a loyal soldier of the cross 
must reprove workers of darkness. Skillman Avenue is 
much more interested in fellowshipping error than it is in 
reproving error.

—815 Southwest 42nd Street
Paris, TX 75460
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MACK LYON AND THE
EDMOND CHURCH OF CHRIST

BEN JUSTICE

I want to be in fellowship with all who are in fellowship with 
God. I never want to be in fellowship with those who are not in 
fellowship with God. The Bible issues the following commands: 
“Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them which cause divisions 
and offenses contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned and 
avoid them” (Romans 16:17). And, “And have no fellowship with 
the unfruitful works of darkness, but rather reprove (lit. expose) 
them” (Ephesians 5:11). Exposing error should never be personal, 
but purely doctrinal.

On the now deactivated “Let Us Reason List” (a discussion 
forum over the Internet), on March 15, 2005, one brother asked:

Brethren, I am in need of some help. In the past few weeks, 
I have been involved in many conversations concerning Mack 
Lyon and the “In search of the Lord’s way” TV program. In the 
past few days, I have sent an e-mail to the program to ask some 
questions and have received no reply. Can anyone give me some 
information concerning what is going on with Mack, the TV 
program and the congregation supporting the effort?
Many are aware of the fact that Mack  Lyon’s program, “In 

Search of The Lord’s Way,” airs every Sunday on TV. The Edmond 
Church of Christ, located in Edmond,  Oklahoma, oversees this 
work. Without a doubt, the Edmond  Congregation is unsound. 
The evidence is simply overwhelming. An investigation into their 
website  reveals very quickly that they are not worthy of fellowship 
from sound brethren and congregations. And, if the congregation is 
unsound, then what does this say about the work they oversee, “In 
Search of The Lord’s Way”? And, what does it say about Mack Lyon? 
If the congregation is unsound, then the work is also unsound. Note 
the following things from their website.

Close Ties with Oklahoma Christian University
Only those who have their  heads buried in the sand do not  know 

about the liberalism that currently plagues OCU. Either  this is true 
or they simply have not been informed. OCU continually has false 
teachers speak there. One good brother, who preaches in Elk City, 
OK, has thoroughly documented the false teachers and teaching that 
have come out of OCU:  They used Dan Bouchelle (preacher at the 
Central  Church in Amarillo, TX) as a lectureship speaker in 2005. 
He has bragged about his fellowship with denominations.  They  
retained Glenn Pemberton, a religion professor at OCU, even after 
his  assertions that the book of Jonah is a “myth” (Pemberton moved 
on teach at Abilene Christian University a few months ago.—Editor). 
Another OCU  Bible professor, Curt Nicum, endorses the TNIV 
(Today’s New International Version).  For years, Mack Lyon has had 
a luncheon to promote “In Search of The Lord’s Way”  during OCU 
Lectures.  In 1905, he changed it from a luncheon to  a dinner so that 
more folks could be there. Of course, Mack spoke at the dinner. In 
2004, Mack cancelled  the luncheon because of the protests coming 
from a large number of preachers over the use of false teachers they 
invited to speak. According to this same Elk City, Oklahoma, brother 
mentioned above, “Mack’s rationale was that last year’s (2004—Edi-
tor) lectureship was ’divisive.’ Notice, he didn’t object to a specific 
speaker or any speaker’s error.”  Mack agreed to jump back in bed 
with the liberals at the 2005 dinner. He assured everyone that he 
was going to say some things that needed to be said. Mack’s speech 
at the dinner was  titled “Truth Is Fallen  in the Streets.” I have the 

transcript and have read his speech. The speech was a good one in 
that it addressed post-modernism and the moral decline of America. 
However, Mack touched neither top, side, nor bottom of any of the  
compromises and false teachings occurring at OCU. The  aforemen-
tioned brother went to the  dinner and heard what Mack had to say. 
He noted that “Mack was silent as a tomb about any false teaching 
at OCU....” The fact is, Mack won’t say a word about these things, 
because the Edmond  Church is so closely allied with OCU. In fact, 
Glover Shipp is one of the elders at the Edmond congregation. Shipp 
was the former editor of the Christian Chronicle (a paper  published 
by OCU), which has long been a mouthpiece for every liberal cause 
and false teacher in the church..

Children’s Ministry
The Edmond Congregation has a big children’s ministry pro-

gram. One thing that is a part of the children’s ministry is Camp 
Impact. Their website reports, “Oklahoma Christian University is 
the site of this great work of camp for children that have completed 
3rd–6th  Grades.” Edmond’s “Children’s Ministry” also includes a 
“Children’s Bible Hour,” otherwise known as “Children’s Church.” 
Their website states the following:

One of the highlights of our Children’s Ministry is 
Children’s Bible Hour. Children ages 3 years old through 
2nd grade enjoy this exciting worship time designed just 
for them. Lively singing helps children learn more about 
God’s love and his work in our world. Puppet friends 
teach valuable lessons from God’s Word; children have 
opportunities to serve by bringing pennies for the penny 
jar and food for the Hungry Hippo. Children’s Bible Hour 
is offered each Sunday during the second worship service 
and the evening service.
Concerning Edmond’s Vacation Bible School, their 

website states:
We are proud to offer one of the most unique and 

exciting Vacation Bible Schools around: Children from 
3 years old to 5th grade are the focus of our whole church 
family each year at this time. Nightly drama presentations 
teach the selected Bible story.
The above reveals that the Edmond congregation has no 

problem with puppets and drama presentations. These things 
are nowhere authorized in the New Testament.

The Edmond congregation also has another program for 
their young people, called “Leadership Training for Christ,” 
or LTC for short. Their website states:

LTC...is aimed at developing Christian leadership 
skills in young people. Our teens spend weeks in prepara-
tion for various events like Bible Quiz, Puppets, Chorus, 
Drama, Art, Bible Reading, Song Leading, and Sermon 
Delivery. On Easter weekend, we travel to Tulsa for the 
big LTC Convention.

Immodesty and Indecency at the Edmond Church
I saw an appalling thing on Edmond’s website. There is 

a picture of seven people, four men and three women. Three 
of the four men have no shirts on and one woman has a bikini 
top on. Get this: They named this page of their website “sexy-
campers.” This is beyond despicable. These people look and 
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behave no better than the world.  In fact, they are no better 
than the world. Appalling indeed!

The Use of Non-Christians
The Edmond  Church is “ministry oriented.” They have 

“ministry that” and “ministry this.” As noted above, they have 
“Children’s Ministry.” They also have “Campus Ministry,” 
and “Family Life Ministry.”  The “Ministry Highlights” page 
of their website notes that they use the services “Financial 
Peace University.” Nationally known financial counselor, 
Dave Ramsey, teaches a course on finances. I have listened 
to Dave Ramsey for many years on the radio and his material 
is outstanding. He has written some excellent books that I 
encourage everyone to read. However, he has absolutely no 
place in the education program of the Lord’s church, for he is 
not even a Christian. He belongs to a denominational church 
in Nashville, Tennessee. I have heard Dave Ramsey many 
times on the radio teaching that Christians have an obligation 
to  “tithe” and many other false doctrines. Why in the world 
would a congregation of the Lord’s church use denominational 
people to teach for them? May I also ask at this point, “How 
can individuals or a congregation support “In Search of the 
Lord’s Way,”  since the overseeing congregation is liberal?” 
To support one is to support the other!

The Edmond Church Solicits and
Receives Funds From Liberal Churches

The Edmond  Congregation gladly receives funds from anybody, 
even rank liberals, for the support of  “In Search  of the Lord’s Way.”  
Brother Dennis Sargent (whom this congregation [Sullivan, MO—Edi-
tor] supports in Pomeroy, OH) wrote the following: 

Not too far from  Pomeroy is the congregation that serves to 
receive all the funds from area congregations who wish to sup-
port the Search program. Never once have I seen any qualifying 
statement, soliciting participation from only sound brethren and 
congregations.”
Brother Sargent also stated:

The receiving congregation for our area of the country is itself 
liberal. The TV scrolls the names of numerous erring congrega-
tions, mostly moderate but some even rank liberals; all of which 
send monies to support Search.
The Bible teaches that giving and receiving between brethren  

constitutes fellowship (Philippians 4:15), and since we are to have no 
fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness (Ephesians 5:11), 
how then can a congregation solicit and receive funds from erring 
congregations? If it doesn’t make any difference, then we could solicit 
and receive funds from any denomination. If not, why not?

Mack Lyon’s Fellowship With Error
Mack Lyon regularly fellowships Oklahoma Christian University,  

as already noted, an ultra liberal school. However, this is certainly not 
all that has been documented by sound brethren. Mack Lyon  has also 
erred with regard to the Christian Church. In August 2004, brother 
Darrell Broking wrote Mack an e-mail asking questions concerning his 
teaching and practices regarding events which had recently transpired 
with the Christian Church in Adairsville, Georgia.  Brother Broking 
wrote the following.

Brethren, I just received the latest issue of The Search Light 
and noticed that someone who is unnamed, my guess is that it was 
Mack, went to Adairsville, GA, where viewers of Search from the 
Christian Church denomination came/are coming “to the church 
of Christ.” My question is how did they/are they coming to the 
church of Christ? Are they being baptized according to 

the Scriptures or are they simply repenting of being in 
error?
Darrell questioned   brother Lyon as follows: “...how does one 

come out of the Christian Church denomination into the Lord’s 
church?” Mack responded, followed by additional exchanges be-
tween them. It  is apparent, after having read this e-mail exchange 
myself, that Mack considers those in the Christian Church as merely 
“erring brethren” who only need to repent of  worshiping in error. In 
other words, Mack does not believe they must be baptized. In this 
e-mail exchange, it is obvious that Mack had led those Christian 
Church folk to believe their “baptism” was Scriptural, and that they 
needed only to repent of having  worshiped in error. Too, the North-
side brethren at Calhoun, Georgia, know very well what took place 
at Adairsville. They, in fact, had some involvement in trying to clear 
up the confusion that Mack caused.

Way back in 1999, Mack Lyon was exposed and marked in 
Contending For The Faith for speaking alongside false teachers. 
One such false teacher was Steve Flatt, at the time, President of 
the  extremely liberal David Lipscomb University. Flatt has spoken 
alongside Rubel Shelly and other rank liberals at the now defunct 
Nashville Jubilee. Mack  has also spoken at the Lipscomb lectures, 
commending  the school for  its “strong stand” and “contributions 
to the Lord’s cause.”

Mack Lyon’s Exchanges
Several brethren have written  Mack,  asking him questions. In 

reading Mack’s replies, it is quite apparent that Mack takes great of-
fense  when anyone   questions him. He  is quick to rebuke and slap the 
hand of inquisitors. One brother stated that Mack’s reply to his letter 
was “very angry and inconsistent with his ‘public’ persona!”*

On September 3, 2003,  brother Ken Chumbley, local evangelist 
for the Belvedere congregation in Belvedere,  South Carolina, wrote 
Mack  asking him some very important and pertinent questions.  
Brother Chumbley asked about the introduction to the “Search” TV 
program. In the introduction, one will notice a statement that says, 
“The Bible is a revelation of God’s way.” As  brother Chumbley 
aptly pointed out, “That statement is erroneous. The Bible is not ‘a’ 
revelation of God’s way, but ‘the’ revelation of His way.”  Brother 
Chumbley also asked Mack several questions about fellowship as it 
relates to the Edmond Church. For example:

Does the Edmond church support the stand of the 
Christian Chronicle? Also, does Bailey McBride, the cur-
rent editor, have his membership at the Edmond church? 
Does the Edmond church have fellowship with the church 
at Quail Springs that is known for its fellowship with 
denominationalism and has been featured prominently in 
the Christian Chronicle? Have the elders of the Edmond 
church spoken out against this false teaching of the Quail 
Springs church? Further, what association or fellowship 
does the Edmond church have with those involved with 
Oklahoma Christian University?
Brother Chumbley also asked these same questions directly 

to Mack.  These are certainly legitimate questions. If the Edmond 
congregation (and Mack) want congregations and brethren to support 
“In Search of  the Lord’s Way,” then they owe it to the brotherhood 
to answer these questions. Mack did write  brother Chumbley back. 
Significantly, he let it be known that he did not want what he had written 
to be publicized. The Belvedere congregation  had been supporting “In 
Search of The Lord’s Way.”   However, after  reading Mack’s response, 
noting the combative tone of his letter, and  his outright  avoidance 
of their questions, they promptly ceased their support of this work.  
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Brother Chumbley rightly responded to Mack  as follows:
Why would you not want brethren to know what you 

have written? Might it offend some of your friends and 
supporters? Could such damage your ability to raise funds 
because of the nature of the matters discussed?
I believe brother Chumbley hit the nail on the head!
The examples noted above are just a few of the many angry replies 

of Mack to  various brethren. This is typical, though, of the “loving” 
liberal. It is unfortunate that congregations continue to support “In 
Search of  the Lord’s Way,” Mack Lyon, and the Edmond  Church of 
Christ. It may be true that many “rank and file” members are not aware 
of  these errors and compromises. However, when  elders and/or oth-
ers in leadership roles in a congregation  are not aware of these things, 
then shame on them! They ought to be! They might take the time to 
thoroughly investigate works before deciding to support them. 

     But, many have the attitude that “the end justifies the means.” 

Contending For the Faith
Spring Lectureship Books
2006 “Anti-ism-From God or Man?” $17.00
2005 “Morals-From God or Man?” $17.00

2004 “Judaism-From God or Man?” $17.00
2003 “Islam-From God Or Man?”  Out of Print

2002 “Jehovah’s Witnesses” $16.00
2001 “Mormonism”  Out of Print

2000 “Catholicism”* $16.00
1999 “Pentecostalism” Out of Print

1998 “Premillennialism” $14.00
1997 “Calvinism”  Out of Print

1996 “Isaiah” Vol. 2 Chapters 40-66 $12.00
1995 “Isaiah” Vol. 1 Chapters 1-39 $12.00

1994 “The Church Enters the 21st Century” $12.00

SEND ALL ORDERS WITH PAYMENT TO:
(add $3.00 per book S&H •TX residents add 7.25% tax)

CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH • P.O. BOX 2357 • SPRING, TEXAS 77383-2357

Many look at Mack’s work as getting the  Truth out to the world, and 
so it is worthy of support, no matter what compromises it represents.  
This is the devil’s doctrine, yet many brethren have swallowed this lie 
hook, line, and sinker. I will admit that I have never heard Mack preach 
any error, but this is not the issue. The issue is fellowship! Fellowship 
is truly one of the biggest issues facing the Lord’s church today. I have 
absolutely no ill will  toward Mack Lyon. This isn’t about personalities; 
it’s about the Truth! It is my firm conviction, based upon the evidence, 
that neither Mack Lyon  nor the Edmond  Church of Christ should in  
any way be supported by sound brethren!

*The documentation of this fact and other matters relating 
to Mack Lyon is available from David B. Watson, P. O. Box 
690, Sapulpa, OK 74067, dbwatson@swbell.net. —Editor

—10008 Moss Oak Rd.
Sullivan, MO 63080

James H. Stark in the 1875 Christian Record succinctly wrote: ‘THAT CALF!’ ‘WORSHIPPING MACHINE!’ 
‘PRIDE’S BUGLE HORN,’ ‘THE  ORGAN’ Organ of what? Of love, charity and meekness? No, organ of 
petty strife, feud, rivalry, and disunion. Just so long as we tolerate instrumental music in worship, in 
the house of the Lord, that long may we expect emulation and strife among the brethren.  Have we not 
as much Scripture for a praying machine as for a singing machine. We surely have, for the law of the 
Lord, does not recognize or prohibit either (James H. Stark, “Pride’s Bugle Horn,” Christian Record 2, 
Number 8, 5d ser (August 1875) page 473. As quoted in J. E. Choate and William Woodson, Sounding 
Brass and Clanging Cymbals (Williams Printing, Nashville, Tennessee, 1991), p. 44).
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THE KETEF HINNOM SCROLLS AND
RELIGION IN ANCIENT JUDAH

GARY YOUNG

One of the most exciting finds in archaeology in recent 
years has been the discovery of the Ketef Hinnom scrolls, 
two tiny silver amulets which were discovered in a rock-
cut Jerusalem tomb in 1979. The tomb was from the period 
of the later Judahite monarchy, in other words from the 
period covered in our Bibles by the books of II Kings and II 
Chronicles, and was located on a rocky rise overlooking the 
Valley of Hinnom in southwestern Jerusalem (Barkay 1992: 
139-48). The two amulets were rolled up strips of silver, which 
had been worn around the neck of the deceased either in life 
or in the tomb, or possibly both (Barkay 1992: 192). When 
after a very long and painstaking process they were unrolled, 
one scroll (Ketef Hinnom I) measured 95mm by 25mm, while 
the smaller (Ketef Hinnom II) measured 38mm by 12mm. 

The Text of the Ketef Hinnom Scrolls
The significant thing about these scrolls is the inscriptions 

which were found on them. The inscriptions in both cases 
contained a version of the Aaronic blessing of Numbers 6:24-
26, here cited as it is in the King James Version: “The Lord 
bless thee, and keep thee: The Lord make his face to shine 
upon thee, and be gracious unto thee: The Lord lift up his 
countenance upon thee, and give thee peace.”

Due to the fact that the tomb from which the amulets 
came dated from the royal period, it was immediately  realized 
that these texts were the earliest  recognizable citations of 
the Biblical text in existence. While liberal and modernist 
scholars had been claiming for years that the Biblical text as 
we know it was only a product of the post–exilic, perhaps even 
the intertestamental period, here was concrete evidence that 
the written text of the Law of Moses, or at the very least this 
part of it, had been in existence before the exile, hundreds of 
years before the liberals were claiming. Israeli archaeologist 
Gabriel Barkay, the excavator of the tombs, dated them as 
seventh century B.C. (Barkay 1992), while Yardeni dated it 
slightly later, in the sixth century (Yardeni 1991). In either 
case, however, the status of the scrolls as the most ancient 
witness to the antiquity of the Biblical text was sure. They 
are unequivocal evidence that the liberals were wrong: 
the Biblical text was in fact in existence and in circulation 
hundreds of years before the time the liberals claimed it had 
come into existence: just, of course, as the Bible itself had 
always told us.

Naturally such an important find could not go unchallenged 
by the forces of liberalism and modernism for long! Soon it 
was claimed that the texts were in fact from the Hellenistic 
(intertestamental) period, based upon the fact that the tomb 
had been used again in that time period, and Hellenistic 
artifacts were indeed found in the tomb (Renz 1995: 447-56). 
Once again, as with several other significant Biblical artifacts 
which have recently been discovered, the liberals attempted 
to water down the obvious impact of the find by bringing its 
antiquity and/or its authenticity into question. Eventually, a 
complete reappraisal of the archaeological context combined 
with a fresh analysis and micrographic photographing of the 
scrolls themselves was conducted in order to determine their 

actual date.
Barkay and the group of scholars working with him 

examined the scrolls and their archaeological context very 
closely, demonstrating their antiquity by means of a close 
study of letter and grammatical forms, the surrounding 
material in the tomb, and several other techniques (Barkay et 
al. 2004: 46-55). Finally, this gathering of eminent scholars 
came to the conclusion that the Ketef Hinnom scrolls date 
from the horizon between the sixth and seventh centuries 
BC, that is the last years of the Kingdom of Judah before its 
final fall to the Babylonians in 586 B.C. (Barkay et al. 2004: 
55). In Biblical terms this was a period dominated first by the 
righteous King Josiah, followed after his death in 608 B.C. by 
his less successful (and far less godly) descendants Jehoahaz, 
Jehoiakim, Jehoiachin and Zedekiah.

As a part of this study, the scholars made use of new 
highly detailed photographs of the scrolls taken in 1994. Using 
these photographs, they were able to prepare and publish a 
new and much more detailed text of the scrolls, which is 
reproduced below. In this text, we see that there is a good 
deal more information than just the text of Numbers 6:24-
26, significant though that is. The larger scroll, called Ketef 
Hinnom I, reads as follows in English translation:

…] YHW … the grea[t … who keeps] the 
covenant and [g]raciousness toward those who love 
[him] and those who keep [his commandments … 
…]. The Eternal (?) […]. [the?] blessing more than 
any [sna]re and more than evil. For redemption is 
in Him. For YHWH is our restorer [and] rock. May 
YHWH bles[s] you and [may he] keep you. [May] 
YHWH make [His face] shine…. (Ketef Hinnom I 
(Barkay et al. 2004: 61)).

The smaller scroll, called Ketef Hinnom II, reads as 
follows:

[For NN (the son/daughter of) xxxx]h/hu. May 
h[e]/sh[e] be blessed by YHWH, the warrior and 
the rebuker of [e]vil: May YHWH bless you, keep 
you. May YHWH make his face shine upon you and 
grant you p[ea]ce. (Ketef Hinnom II (Barkay et al. 
2004: 68)).

Note: YHWH refers to the tetragrammaton, the four 
letter Hebrew name for God which is rendered as “Jehovah” 
in the ASV and “LORD” in the KJV and most other versions. 
Square brackets indicate letters reconstructed by the editors, 
parentheses indicate explanatory text not in the original, NN 
indicates an unknown name, xx and … indicate missing or 
unreadable letters.

The Scrolls and Religion in Ancient Judah
In addition to their eloquent witness to the antiquity of the 

Biblical text, the Ketef Hinnom scrolls also provide us with a 
good deal of information about the practice of religion in the 
Kingdom of Judah at this time. As we will see, the information 
provided by the scrolls effectively refutes modernist theories 
concerning the origin and practice of Judahite worship of God 
in the royal period, and in many cases it confirms the Biblical 
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description of these things. Thus, while it is still certainly 
true that the Ketef Hinnom scrolls constitute our oldest direct 
witness to the text of Scripture, and thereby demonstrate the 
antiquity of that text, their demonstration of the historical 
accuracy of Old Testament Scripture in fact goes a good deal 
further than that.

One of the most notable features of these texts is the 
presence of several “confessional statements” about God in 
them. While the readings of some of them are difficult, those 
we can read are immediately recognizable as statements 
which are in many cases similar, or indeed almost identical, 
to statements taken from the Scriptures. These therefore 
demonstrate that these Scriptural concepts were known 
and could be alluded to by people living in the Kingdom of 
Judah in the late seventh/early sixth centuries B.C. (Barkay 
et al. 2004: 68). In so doing, of course, they once again 
demonstrate the antiquity of Scripture and its existence (and 
wide distribution) at a time centuries before the modernists 
will even (still!) admit that they existed! To take one example, 
consider the text of Deuteronomy 7:9: “Know therefore 
that the Lord thy God, he is God, the faithful God, which 
keepeth covenant and mercy with them that love him and 
keep his commandments to a thousand generations.”

This passage is immediately reminiscent of the opening 
lines in Ketef Hinnom I: “who keeps the covenant and 
graciousness toward those who love [him] and those who 
keep …”. It is quite evident that the inscriber of the scrolls 
is referring to this passage, showing that it must have been 
in existence and in circulation at the time of the scroll’s 
manufacture. This is of course very significant because many 
modernists claim that the book of Deuteronomy was only 
written in the reign of Josiah (they claim that it was the scroll 
“discovered” in the Temple in II Kings 22:8), while others go 
even further, alleging it to have been a post-exilic product. 
However, Ketef Hinnom I shows us clearly that the book was 
already in existence and well-known in Judah at the very time 
at which, according to the modernists, the book was only just 
being “discovered”! Evidently, the claims of the modernists 
are nonsense: Deuteronomy was already in wide circulation 
and well known outside the Temple and royal court at this 
time, which of course fully accords with the Biblical claim 
of Mosaic authorship of Deuteronomy.

Consider also the texts of Daniel 9:4 and Nehemiah 1:5, 
both of which make statements very similar to Deuteronomy 
7:9 and which again demonstrate the wide use of such 
confessional statements about God at this time. (Daniel was 
active in Babylon at the same time period from which the 
Ketef Hinnom scrolls come, and Nehemiah was active more 
than a century and a half later). In addition, a perusal through 
the text of the scrolls brings out numerous other statements 
about God which will be immediately recognisable to the 
modern Bible student: for example, the descriptions of God 
as “rock” and  “restorer,” the statement that “redemption is 
in  Him,” the epithet  warrior (essentially the same as “Lord 
of hosts”) are all clearly of Scriptural origin, even if they are 
not direct quotations.

Another feature of the texts is that they tell us a good 
deal about the practice of religion in ancient Judah. One of 
the main tenets of the so-called “Deuteronomist” position is 
that the whole doctrine and “history” of “Yahwism” (their 

term) was imposed from above during the reign of Josiah, 
and it was fundamentally only a religion of the royal court 
and the Temple (Finkelstein & Silberman 2001). They claim 
that the book discovered in the temple in Josiah’s reign was 
the book of Deuteronomy, which they claim was actually 
written at that time, and that the resulting religious reforms 
then inspired the writing of Joshua, Judges, I & II Samuel 
and I & II Kings. For an effective critique and refutation of 
this position see Kitchen 2003: 464-8.

The Ketef Hinnom scrolls, as we have already established, 
were written at this very time – around the time of Josiah’s 
reign. At this time, according to the Deuteronomists, the 
religion of “Yahwism” was being imposed from the top down 
by Josiah’s court, and was almost entirely a concern of the 
royal court and the Temple. However, this is not the kind 
of religion we see in the scrolls. They were from a private 
burial; there is no evidence whatsoever for their association 
with royalty. Their use as amulets for personal wear indicates 
that the worship of God at this time was deeply ingrained in 
society, and that these individuals were aware of a personal 
and immediate relationship with God, irrespective of and 
unrelated to the royal court. In short, religion at this time was 
clearly a matter of individual piety and devotion to God, not 
just a national cult confined to the palace at Jerusalem (Barkay 
et al. 2004: 68). This, of course, is precisely what the Bible 
tells us: religion in ancient Israel, while being conducted 
at a national level was also a matter of individual devotion 
and obedience to God and His Word (Deuteronomy 6:4-9). 
The existence of the Ketef Hinnom scrolls is an irrefutable 
witness to the existence of personal piety at a household 
level in the Kingdom of Judah at this time, in a way that 
is immediately recognizable to the modern Christian and 
completely consistent with the Biblical text.

These two tiny silver scrolls, now on display in the Israel 
Museum in Jerusalem, represent therefore one of the most 
important and exciting finds in modern archaeology. Despite 
their diminutive size, the mighty blow that they have dealt to 
the minimalists and modernists is undeniable. Not only are 
they the most ancient Scriptural manuscripts in existence, 
they are also the earliest independent witness to the practice 
of individual religion in ancient Judah: a witness which is, 
moreover, entirely in agreement with the Biblical text.
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Spiritual Insights From Godly Women...

WHY NOT ME?
LAVONNE JAMES MCCLISH

Many of you who read this have heard or read about 
the experiences of Bob Spurlin, who was a Gospel preacher 
for thirty years, until he contracted multiple sclerosis. He is 
paralyzed from his neck down, and is, of course, unable to 
care for himself—much less to preach or to teach. That is, 
he is unable to preach and teach in the usual way, but his 
mind is still clear, and he can still speak. He is also able to 
write by using a special computer, and he has written several 
books and numerous articles. The sale of his books provides 
a small income for him and his family, supplementing what 
his wife Beverly earns.

As if his physical disability were not enough, their daugh-
ter Bethany was killed in an automobile accident at the age 
of sixteen. This calamity hit them with devastating results, 
coming so soon after his diagnosis. Of course his work as a 
public preacher was finished. But in everything I have read 
that Bob Spurlin has written, I have never once read, “Why 
me?” Beverly lovingly cares for her husband without com-
plaint; I doubt she would ever be heard saying “Why me?”

The Spurlin family have become an inspiration to 
many. I can think of several other families as well who have 
been dealt harsh blows, and yet they don’t complain. They 
cheerfully accept their burdens, carry on their work and the 
day-to-day practice of their Christianity, thereby becoming 
a shining example for others. They would never think of 
asking, “Why me?”

Some Christians believe God is punishing them if some 
tragedy or a catastrophic illness strikes them or their families. 
Even the apostles, while Jesus was still with them on the earth, 
did not have a clear understanding of God’s ways of dealing 
with men.  They asked Jesus, concerning the man born blind, 
“Master, who did sin: this man, or his parents, that he was 
born blind?” Jesus answered, “Neither hath this man nor 
his parents sinned: but that the works of God should be 
made manifest in him” (John 9:2–3). 

As far as we know, Job, throughout all of his trials, never 
had the question “Why me?” answered for him. Because we 
are privileged to see behind the scenes—knowing the Devil’s 
challenge to God that he could induce Job to sin—we know 
that none of the things Job suffered were brought on by his 
sin. God was allowing Satan to test and try Job, and Job 
passed the test. “Naked came I out of my mother’s womb, 
and naked shall I return thither; the Lord gave, and the 
Lord hath taken away. Blessed be the name of the Lord” 
(Job 1:21).

Is our suffering here on this earth a part of “bearing the 
cross” for Christ? It could be. It could also be that we are suf-
fering just because we are human beings.  We suffer the same 
pain, physical and emotional, as other people do, because our 
ancestors Adam and Eve sinned in the Garden of Eden. They 
brought on us all of the evils of all kinds that plague earthly 
creatures, because Satan tempted them  and they disobeyed 
God. God had already promised them that they would die if 
they ate of the forbidden fruit, but Satan convinced Eve that 

she would  not die, and that the fruit would make her wise, 
as God is wise. She bit, swallowed the bait, and ever since 
then, we bear the punishment (not the guilt—there is a vast 
difference) meted out to the first man and woman and all of 
their descendants. 

On July 1, 2004, I was told that I have Mantle Cell 
Lymphoma, a very rare and very aggressive cancer of the 
lymphatic system. Because Mantle Cell has only fairly re-
cently been isolated as a separate form of  Non-Hodgkins  
Lymphoma,  comparitively little research has been done in 
this field. Consequently, there is no cure as yet. Besides at-
tacking the disease with various chemo-therapies and stem 
cell transplants, oncologists have been able to prolong the 
lives of some with periodic infusions of Rituxan, a Non-
Hodgkins Lymphoma-specific drug., . However, the life 
expectancy of patients, after treatment, is still only two to 
four years.  I have been in remission since November 2004, 
but my oncologist keeps reminding us that it is “when” it 
comes back, not “if.”

We never know what we will do or how we will react 
when we are put to the test. We might learn a lesson from 
Peter, who boasted to his Master that he would go with  Him 
to the point of death rather than forsake Him (Matthew 26:35).  
However, when push came to shove, Peter learned that it 
wasn’t as easy as it seemed.

As I was struggling to assimilate this information about 
the lymphoma, along with the full import of it, I can re-
member thinking that I should not ask, “Why me?” I must 
accept patiently whatever life hands me, depending on God 
for strength: “Why  not me?” Am I any better than all of 
the other sufferers from this disease, or from any number of 
other incurable diseases? I am not being punished for my sins 
(although, being weak, I do sin). I certainly have no excuse 
for blaming God. Mantle Cell Lymphoma did not come from 
God; it came from the devil.

Years ago, when I was young, my family lived in the same 
town as did a teacher and promotional director of a Christian 
college, also in that town. He was one of these people who was 
always bombastic, exuberant, enthusiastic, and positive; he 
didn’t accept “no” for an answer. Many people were baptized 
after hearing his powerful sermons and being touched by his 
emotional appeals.  He continually preached that Christians 
should have no fear of death. In fact, they should look for-
ward to it. After all, they would be stepping into Paradise. He 
was correct in his preaching, but he was a bit over-confident 
concerning his own strength. When he developed cancer and 
knew that the time of his departure was at hand, he was ter-
rified.  It is true that “God hath not given us the spirit of fear, 
but of power, of love, and of a sound mind” (II Timothy 1:7) 
and that “Perfect love casteth out fear” (I John 4:18). But, 
no matter how much effort we put forth, as long as we are in 
this earthly tabernacle, we will fail. We will have weaknesses. 
All of us need to consider ourselves, lest we also be tempted 
(Galatians 6:1).

When we are tempted to ask “Why me?” when life deals 
us pain and sorrow, let us strive to say, instead, “Why not 
me?” Why should I expect to escape trial and suffering, as 
long as I am a resident of this world?

—908 Imperial Drive
Denton, TX 76209
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The Last Word...

1906—2006:  THE CONTINUING APOSTASY
KENT BAILEY

Before the mid-point of the nineteenth century, apostasy 
had found its way into the ranks of God’s people. During the 
early days of the movement to restore individuals to the New 
Testament church, the New Testament pattern was set forth 
precisely regarding the plan of salvation, the nature and or-
ganization of the church, the worship and work of the church, 
as well as all principles concerning godly living.

The introduction of the missionary society and mechani-
cal instruments of music into the worship of the church re-
sulted in a cleavage from which there has been no recovery. 
Both apostasy and false doctrine know no stopping place. The 
problems regarding the missionary society concept and the 
use of mechanical instruments of music in the worship only 
invited additional digression.

While these initial problems were (and are) serious is-
sues, they are only the symptoms of digression. The source 
of the real problem is disrespect for the very essence of Bible 
authority. When the authority of the Scriptures is disregarded, 
individuals will adopt any practice that is not explicitly con-
demned, and thereby open the floodgates to a host of false 
doctrines and sinful practices. Church History attests to 
various problems relating to the one-man “pastor” system, 
acceptance of denominational baptism, premillennialism, 
fellowship with denominations and false teachers among 
brethren, as well as a host of other problems.

By 1906, the division, which had been growing over a 
number of years, was fully realized and recognized in the re-
ligious census, as reported by J.W. Shepherd, where churches 
of Christ and Christian Churcheswere recognized as being two 
separate and opposing groups. Even with such open division 
recognized, there have always been bleeding-heart liberals 
willing to extend fellowship even to Satan himself.

Various attempts to compromise God’s Truth by extend-
ing fellowship to false teachers have taken place from the 
beginning of the Christian Church apostasy and that con-
tinues even until now. History records such efforts as the 
James D. Murch Unity Meetings of the 1930s and the Alan 
Cloyd—Rubel Shelly—Don DeWelt axis of evil during the 
1980s. Brethren have fallen prey to the false notion that the 
only difference between churches of Christ and Christian 
Churches is the use or non-use of mechanical instruments 
of music in worship. Nothing could be further from the 
truth! Even if this were the case, that would be a significant 
difference that would shatter Biblical fellowship. However, 
the differences are more numerous than just the mechanical 
instruments of music question. The truth of the matter is that 
many of our own people have swallowed liberalism hook, 
line, and sinker, and have no better understanding of Bible 
authority than those in the Christian Churches.

In June of 2000, representatives from liberal churches 
of Christ, Disciples of Christ, and Independent Christian 
Churches met together to promote unity among themselves 
and call for open fellowship. During this meeting the partici-
pants signed a statement confessing that they had been guilty 

of the sin of division and of maintaining a spirit of division.
David Lipscomb University hosted a 2002 Seminar For 

Preachers. The speaker for this event was Fred Craddock, a 
liberal Disciples of Christ preacher from Blue Ridge, Geor-
gia.

The Christian Standard (the most prominent publication 
of Independent Christian Churches) published an “apology” 
from the well known apostate, Mike Cope, preacher for the 
liberal Highland Church of Christ in Abilene, Texas. In his 
“apology,” Cope called for “mutual forgiveness” and set 
forth an appeal for Christian Churches and liberal churches 
of Christ to practice open fellowship with one another.

The Stone-Campbell Journal, another liberal coopera-
tive effort among professors from various Christian Church 
colleges and seminaries, as well as professors from the theo-
logical garbage heap of universities among our own people, 
have joined Mike Cope in singing his song of compromise and 
apostasy. The aforementioned journal will sponsor an annual 
conference at Cincinnati Bible Seminary March 31-April 1 
of 2006. Clark Pinnock, a liberal denominational theologian, 
will be a guest lecturer at this scheduled event.

THE ACU CONNECTION
Whenever liberal and apostate efforts are being thrust 

upon the Lord’s church one can always be certain that Abilene 
[Non-]Christian University will always be found in the van-
guard of those seeking to lead brethren away from the Truth. 
An announcement was recently made that the “Restoration 
Forum,” usually conducted in October every year, has been 
rescheduled for February 19-22 of this year as part of ACU 
Lectures. Like all of the  previous “unity” forums, this one 
will be another merger attempt between the liberals of both 
churches of Christ and Christian Churches.

ADDITIONAL EFFORTS
In keeping with the spirit of both liberalism and apos-

tasy, Rubel Shelly will  speak at the Ozark Christian College 
“Preaching  and Teaching Convention” February 20-22. This 
is the educational institution where the first Alan Cloyd—Ru-
bel Shelly—Don DeWelt apostasy forum was conducted in 
1984 (the infamous “Restoration Summit”). Similar coopera-
tive efforts will be conducted at the Tulsa Workshop, March 
23–25, as well as at the North American Christian Convention, 
June 27-30 in Louisville, Kentucky.

A STRANGE TURN OF EVENTS
In the November 15, 2005 issue of the Forest Hill News 

(bulletin for the Forest Hill Church of Christ in Memphis, 
Tennessee) the following item was announced:

IN THE AREA
South Germantown Road church of Christ,

Family and Friends Day,
Sunday, November 20, 2:30 p.m.

Speaker:  Jerry Taylor
of Abilene, Texas

Forest Hill Church of Christ (home of Memphis School 
of Preaching),  including the former years when it was known 
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as Knight Arnold Church of Christ, has been outspoken in its 
opposition to the New Hermeneutic movement and various 
change agents. I have spoken at the MSOP Lectures in past 
years regarding such apostasy in general and in opposition to 
Independent Christian  Churches in particular. After taking 
a strong stand in these areas for the cause of  Turht, those 
brethren have now compromised the faith in linking up Jerry 
Taylor, a false teacher, and the South Germantown Road 
Church of Christ, a known liberal church.

Just who is Jerry Taylor?  He is a member of the religion 
faculty at Abilene [Non-]Christian University. He is a known, 
active, change agent, pushing the New Hermeneutic agenda.  
Rochester College, located in Rochester Hills, Michigan, has 
him slated to be a guest lecturer at their  upcoming “preach-
ing seminar,” along with Richard Hughes from  Pepperdine 
University and Rubel Shelly (now on the faculty at Rochester 
College), along with several denominational preachers, who 
are professors in various denominational seminaries. (This 
can be verified at the Rochester College website at www.
rc.edu/sermonseminar/presenters.html.)

In years past brother Curtis Cates has published some 
excellent material in exposing the heresies of Rubel Shelly. 
Now we must conclude that he has no problem with Forest  
Hill’s promoting one of Shelly’s cohorts  in error  as he came 
to Memphis to preach in a liberal church. If brother Cates 
wants to be consistent, he at least ought to publish  an apology 
to Rubel Shelly and admit that Forest Hill and MSOP are now 
lined up with ACU and the rest of the change agents. Curtis, do 
you plan on bringing in Jerry Taylor, Richard Hughes, Rubel 
Shelly, and a host of denominational preachers to lecture to 
the students at MSOP? If not, then why promote such liberals 
in the greater Memphis area? In the December 2005 edition 

of  Yokefellow, the MSOP monthly bulletin, Garland Elkins 
wrote an excellent article  titled, “Silence of the Scriptures.” 
In this article  brother Elkins correctly argued that liberals in 
the church attempt to prove their case in the exact manner in 
which Christian Church preachers do. He stated:

For over half a century this writer has been hearing 
the Christian Church make the above arguments, and for 
the same length of time we have refuted them. It should be 
pointed out that error is no less error because it is taught 
by one of our brethren. The only difference is the degree 
of harm….
Barry Grider and Curtis Cates need to pay close atten-

tion to what  brother Elkins has written. In light of the recent 
“goings on” at  Forest Hill and MSOP, perhaps a debate can 
be arranged between Barry Grider and Garland Elkins. I shall 
offer my services to moderate for  brother Elkins. Perhaps we 
can persuade Curtis Cates to moderate for  brother Grider.

We do not expect those at  Forest Hill or  MSOP to make 
any response to the situation with which we have dealt. Please 
keep in mind that, rather than being seekers of  Truth, these  
brethren  have proved themselves to be politicians. Politi-
cians never deal with any controversy in an open manner. 
Rather than dealing with the relevant issues openly, they make  
under-handed attacks in back rooms. They hate precisely 
worded questions and will not give specific answers. They 
seek to destroy those with whom they differ rather than deal 
with the facts of a given situation. They seek to intimidate 
and crush rather than to make correction. However, we shall 
not be intimidated and shall press the battle. We cannot do 
otherwise, so help us God!

—124 Executive Meadows
Lenoir City, TN 37771

DISCUSSION GROUP
Contending for the Faith magazine an-
nounces the formation of a computer 
based discussion group called Contend-
ingFTF, hosted at Yahoo.com. This discus-
sion group is for members of the church 
of Christ only. Among the purposes for 
starting such a discussion group is to 
provide a forum to discuss Biblical doc-
trine, defend the Truth, and review current 
issues among churches of Christ. You 
are invited to join this group and partici-
pate in the discussions. ContendingFTF 
is “FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH 
AND HATE ERROR.”

To subscribe to ContendingFTF
send an email to:

ContendingFTF-subscribe@yahoogroups.com
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-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., P.O. Box 131, Holly Pond, 
AL 35083,  Sun. 10:00 a.m.,  11:00 a.m., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., (256) 
796-6802, (205) 429-2026.

Somerville-Union Church of Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile east of 
Hwy 67, Somerville, Alabama, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tom Larkin, evangelist, (256) 778-8955, (256) 778-8961.

Tuscaloosa-East Pointe Church of Christ one block from Exit 76, off 
I-20, I-59, Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed., 7 p.m. Abiding in God’s 
Word—The Old Paths. U of A student, visitor, or resident? Welcome! Andy 
Cates, evangelist. (205)556-3062.

-England-
Cambridgeshire-Ramsey Church of Christ, meeting at the Rainbow 
Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 a.m.; Wed. (Phone for venue 
and time); www.Ramsey-church-of-christ.org. Contact Keith Sisman, 
001.44.1487.710552; fax:1487.813264 or Keith Sisman.net. Research 
Website of 1,000 years of the British Church of Christ; www.Traces-of-
the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and-Mystery.org.

-Florida-
Ocoee-Ocoee Church of Christ, 2 East Magnolia Street, Ocoee, FL 34761. 
Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7:00 p.m. David Hartbarger, 
Evangelist, (407) 656-2516, ocoeechurchofchrist@yahoo.com, www.
ocoeecoc.org.
Pensacola-Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, 
FL 32526, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Michael 
Hatcher, evangelist, (850) 455-7595.

-Georgia-
Cartersville- Church of Christ, 1319 Joe Frank Harris Pkwy  NW 30120-
4222.  770-382-6775, www.cartersvillechurchofchrist.org.  Sun. 10,  
11a.m., 6:30 p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m.  Bobby D. Gayton, evangelist- email: 
bdgayton@juno.com.

-Indiana-
Evansville-West Side Church of Christ, 3232 Edgewood Dr., Evansville, 
IN 47712, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 6:30 p.m., Larry 
Albritton, evangelist.

-Louisiana-
Chalmette-Church of Christ, 200 Delaronde St., Chalmette, LA 70044. 
Mark Lance, evangelist, (504) 279-9438.

-Massachusetts-
Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ, 26 Armory Drive; Chicopee, 
MA 01020, in-home, (413) 592-4834, Ken Dion, evangelist.

-North Carolina-
Rocky Mount-Scheffield Drive Church of Christ, 3309 Scheffield Dr., 
Rocky Mount, NC 27802 (252) 937-7997.

-Oklahoma-
Porum-Church of Christ, 8 miles South of I-40 at Hwy 2, Warner exit. 
Sun. 10 a.m., 11 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, evangelist, email: 
lawson@starnetok.net.

- Tennessee-
Lenoir City-Lenoir City Church of Christ, 1280 Simpson Road West, P.O. 
Box 292 Lenoir City, TN 37771 .  Sun. 9:30, 10:30AM, 6:00PM, Wed. 
7:00PM., Kent Bailey, Evangelist Tel: 865-986-3223 or 865-986-5698).
Murfreesboro-Church of Christ, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro, TN, Sun. 
Bible class 9:00 a.m., Worship 10:00 a.m., Fellowhip meal 11:00 a.m., De-

votional 12:00 p.m.; Wed. Bible Study 7:00 p.m. For directions and other 
information please visit our website at www.murfreesborochurchofchrist.
org. evangelist, Steve Yeatts.

-Texas-
Denton area—Northpoint Church of Christ. We are currently meeting at 
the home of Shawn & LaDawn Hale. 227 Aubrey, TX 76227.Contact is 
Shawn Hale (940)365-5997.

Houston area-Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures beginning the last Sunday in February. 
www.churchesofchrist.com.

Hubbard-105 NE 6th St., Hubbard, TX 76648, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Delbert J. Goines, evangelist; 
djgoines@writeme.com.

Huntsville-1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9, 10 a.m., 
6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

Hurst (Fort Worth area)-Northeast Church of Christ, 1313 Karla Dr., 
P.O. Box 85, Hurst, TX 76053. Sun.  9  a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7:30 
p.m. (817) 282-3239, Toney Smith and Dan Flournoy, evangelists.

New Braunfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west of I-35. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 p.m. Lynn Parker, evangelist. (830) 625-9367. 
www.nbchurchofchrist.com.

Richwood-1600 Brazosport, Richwood, TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30 a.m., 6 p.m., 
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256.

-Wyoming-
Cheyenne-High Plains Church of Christ, 421 E. 8th St., Cheyenne, WY 
82007, tel. (307) 638-7466, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 5:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Tim Cozad.

Directory of Churches...

HELP US GROW!
Sign-up at least five

new subscribers
to CFTF in 2006

Send subscriptions to:
P.O. 2357 

Spring, Texas 77383
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THOSE WHO LOVE DARKNESS AND
HATE THE LIGHT

(JOHN 3:19)
DAVID P. BROWN

The following e-mail exchange is between Michael D. 
Greene, preacher for the Elizabethtown Church of Christ, 
Elizabethtown, Kentucky, and Gary Holloway, Bible teacher 
at David Lipscomb University, Nashville, Tennessee. The e-
mail exchange pertains to Gary Holloway’s article entitled 
“Circle of Fire: Barton Stone and a Spiritual Model of Unity” 
that was printed in New Wineskins, January – April, 2006. 
Holloway’s original article that precipitated the following 
correspondence may be found at www.wineskins.org. The 
e-mails are self-explanatory.

********************
From: Mike Green3 [churchofchrist@kvnet.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2006 11:55 AM
To: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
Subject: Article in Wineskins
Brother Holloway,
 I recently read your article “Circle of Fire” on line in 

the Wineskins magazine. I was left wondering about several 
things in the article and I am writing to you in hopes you 
can clear some things up for me.

 There were a couple of things that I was wondering 
about. First, after discussing what Stone called “water union” 
you conclude the paragraph with the statement “Many of 
us cannot deny that there are many devout Christians who 
are unimmersed.” Who is the “us” here? Would you include 
yourself in that number? Secondly, you wrote: “My own 
experience teaching in a university where 70% of the stu-
dents are from a cappella Churches of Christ confirms this 
cultural shift away from the importance of denominational 
labels to a deep concern for relational and spiritual union. 
It is not unusual in a typical week for our students to attend 
a Monday night instrumental (!) praise worship at a local 
Church of Christ, a Tuesday night ecumenical teaching ses-
sion at First Baptist downtown, Wednesday night church at a 
fairly traditional Church of Christ, and Thursday night Taize 
worship at a Presbyterian church - all before going home on 
the weekend to their parents’ Church of Christ where many 

think we are the only Christians!”
 Then you concluded: “Are my students merely con-

fused? Are they searching for the “right” church? No. In-
stead, they are pursuing the Spirit of Christ wherever they 
may find him. Generally, I find their descriptions of their 
spiritual, relational ecumenicity extremely healthy.”

 Do I understand you correctly that such is good for 
young folks? Do you encourage such in the classes that 
you teach at Lipscomb? Would the description you give of 
this “pursuing the Spirit of Christ” be accurately applied to 
your own practice?

Since you seem to (sic) interested in looking at how 
Restoration leaders viewed and discussed such matters, 
how do you think David Lipscomb, who founded and 
whose name the school you teach at bears, would view 
your comments?

 I am anxiously awaiting your responses to these in-
quiries.

 Michael D. Greene, minister
Elizabethtown church of Christ
Elizabethtown, Kentucky

********************
From: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
To: Mike Green3
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2006 2:26 PM
Subject: RE: Article in Wineskins
I’m simply saying what I have been taught all my life 

in Churches of Christ, “We are Christians only, not the only 
Christians.”

 Exactly what that means I think we must each discover 
for ourselves.

God bless.
Gary Holloway
Lipscomb University 
3901 Granny White Pike 
Nashville TN 37204

********************
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Editorial...

LOVE, AUTHORITY, AND
GODLY CONDUCT

Whatever other great and needful component parts 
of love (Greek: agape or agapao) there are, all of those 
parts never contradict or set aside one another. To the 
contrary, all of the component parts that comprise agape 
are in flawless harmony with each other. Therefore, 
every constituent element comprising “agape” does not 
contradict, alter, or nullify the following constituent 
element of love. However, some who speak and write 
much about love seemingly never have known, or they 
have forgotten, or possibly ignored the following salient 
identifying mark and constituent element of love. In 
the words of Paul:  Love “Rejoiceth not in iniquity, 
but rejoiceth in the truth” (I Corinthians 13:6). To 
better understand what the preceding passage means in 
our lives, please consider the following brief study of 
“love” in First Corinthians thirteen. The study originally 
appeared in the Spiritual Sword magazine.

GROW IN LOVE
The subject of love is one of the most abused, 

corrupted and misunderstood Biblical subjects. By 
many it is thought of as a romantic, subjective, sick, 
sentimental mush. In the name of “love” every vice 
of man is committed and all manner of wholesome 
activities omitted. Hence, before one can grow in 
love (by grow I mean to increase or expand), there 
must be a fundamental understanding of the subject 
as it is revealed in the Bible (I Corinthians 2:9-13; 
II Timothy 3:16, 17).

In the English language the word “love” is sin-
gular in expressing what it takes four Greek words to 
do. We shall now briefly note and define them. Eros: 
from whence the English word “erotic” derives, 
expresses sexual desire and does not appear in the 
Bible. Storge does not appear as such in the Bible. 
However, it combines with other words and means 
family affection. Phileo, Thayer says, “denotes an 
inclination prompted by sense and emotion . . . .” 
Lenski says: phileo is “the love of affection and 
personal attachment”. Agape is not an emotional, 
affectionate, passionate response. Lenski says it is 
“love of intelligence, reason and comprehension, 
coupled with corresponding purpose.” Agape is 
a determination of the mind producing deliberate 
conviction and policy of life. It is the love of doing 
right simply because it is right. Therefore Jesus could 
command: “Love your enemies” (Matthew 5:44). 
He did not command family affection (Storge) or 
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“personal attachment” “prompted by sense and emo-
tion” or tender affection (phileo). He did command 
a mental resolve, an exercise of the will, to seek the 
highest good of any who would dislike him.

Jesus loved (agape) the scribes and Pharisees 
when he said to them, “Woe unto you, scribes 
and Pharisees, hypocrites” (Matthew 23). Paul 
loved (agape) the church at Corinth when he said, 
“For ye are yet carnal” (I Corinthians 3:31). Peter 
manifested his love (agape) when he referred to 
false prophets as “natural brute beasts... spots... 
blemishes...wells without water... speaking great 
swelling words of vanity... they themselves are 
the servants of corruption” (II Peter 2:2,12ff). In 
each case the truth was taught manifesting our Lord’s 
and his apostles’ desire for their highest good (John 
8:32; Galatians 4:16). Hence, agape does not change 
when the emotions and passions surge and wane. 
Such is indicative of its relationship to an objective 
standard. It always leads one to obey without ques-
tion the commandments of God (I John 4:18; 5:3). 
Through the gospel “agape” proves the faith of man 
by soliciting him to choose between God and Satan 
(Joshua 24:15, 22; Psalms 119:30; Proverbs 1:29; 
Isaiah 7:15; Acts 2:41, 42; I Corinthians 15:1-4).

Agape is the highest love because it regulates 
with saneness and sobriety the emotional forms 
of love. Therefore no form of love, no matter how 
emotional, rises higher nor in any way sets aside 
that love that always leads to obedience to God’s 
law. Jesus said, “If ye love me, ye will keep my 
commandments” (John 14:15).

If one expands in greater family affection 
(storge) he must cultivate agape. This alone will 
prompt obedience to the precepts of the Lord in 
all areas of family affection and life. If one would 
increase in “the love of affection and personal attach-
ment” (phileo) he must nourish “agape.” By this way 
alone will God’s truth guide one to greater heights of 
phileo. Unless the regulatory power of agape over 
the forms of love is recognized and employed, the 
sobering effect of the Bible will be discarded for a 
life of emotional instability (subjectivism).

Too many relationships, including marriages, are 
developed on the basis of eros,  storge, and phileo 
with little, if any, agape present. All such relation-
ships are doomed to failure. Passions and emotions 
are not enough to cement close friendships and inti-
mate family ties in times of illness, poverty and the 
dire calamities that are the common lot of mankind. 
In “sickness and in health and for better or for worse” 
agape is the prime mover behind being “stedfast, 
unmovable, always abounding in the work of the 
Lord, forasmuch as ye know that your labor is not 
in vain in the Lord” (I Corinthians 15:58).

A perfect illustration of the position and power of 
agape in the life of a mortal is recorded in Genesis 
22:1-14. Through the eye of faith we see Abraham 
obey God as he takes Isaac, his son, his only son, 
whom he loves, and rising early in the morning jour-
ney to the land of Moriah to offer his son of promise 
for a burnt offering. Finally the place is reached and 
the father of the faithful lays the wood on his beloved 
son. Abraham takes the fire and knife and together 
they go to the appointed place of sacrifice. What 
fatherly emotions must have pulsed in the heart of 
the old man when Isaac asked where the sacrificial 
lamb was! Agape replies from Abraham’s lips. “God 
will provide himself the lamb for a burnt offer-
ing, my son.” Abraham built the altar “and laid the 
wood in order.” As he bound “his son,” Isaac then 
knew what must be. More than this is the fact that 
Abraham fully realized that Isaac knew. While his 
arm was outstretched and the knife poised to do the 
bidding of Jehovah, the angel of the Lord stayed the 
aging father’s hand.
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Can we not see that Abraham controlled the 
emotional love of storge and phileo by being willing 
to do what God said? Agape did this for him and it 
will do the same for us because agape “rejoiceth not 
in unrighteousness, but rejoiceth with the truth” 
(I Corinthians 13:6). To grow in love is to learn that 
God’s will and agape are never mutually exclusive 
in the Bible or the life of a faithful Christian; that 
no form of love ever rises higher than our obedi-
ence to God’s authoritative word (Matthew 26:39, 
40; Hebrews 5:8, 9). Now we understand why Paul 
concluded his love chapter with: “But now abideth 
faith, hope, love, these three; and the greatest of 
these is love” (agape) (I Corinthians 13:13). This 
is also why John wrote, “but whoso keepeth his 
word, in him verily hath the love (agape) of God 
been perfected” (I John 2:51) (Warren, Thomas B., 
editor, David P. Brown, January 1981, Vol. 12, No. 
2, pp. 16-18).
With the preceding points in mind let us continue 

with our study of love by briefly examining Paul’s 
discussion of “agape” in the thirteenth chapter of First 
Corinthians. Of love the inspired apostle to the Gentiles 
declares:

1. No matter how kind and longsuffering love 
is, it never rejoices in iniquity, but rejoices in the Truth 
(verse 4)

2. No matter how much love does not envy, or 
vaunt itself, or is the opposite of being puffed up, it never 
rejoices in iniquity, but rejoices in the Truth (verse 4)

3. No matter how much love does not “behave 
itself unseemly,” or divorces itself from “seeking her 
own,” or stops itself from being “easily provoked,” or 
refrains from thinking “evil,” it never rejoices in iniquity, 
but rejoices in the Truth (verse 5)

4. No matter how much love “Beareth all things, 
believeth all things, hopeth all things, endureth all 
things,” it never rejoices in iniquity, but rejoices in the 
Truth (verse 7).

Thus, if someone’s concept of longsuffering and 
kindness leads one to engage in and/or support iniquity 
and not the Truth on any subject, such longsuffering 
and kindness is perverted and is not authorized by the 
Bible—it is sinful. No matter how soft spoken, eloquent, 
highly educated (according to today’s academic stan-
dards), handsome, well-scented, and sweet spirited one 
appears, if such a person does not submit to the authority 
of Jesus Christ as set out in the meaning of the Words 
of the New Testament, such a person is a hypocrite, a 
charlatan, and a fake.  Moreover, if in the name of love 
one commits a sin of omission (leaving undone what 
God obligates one to do in order to be saved from sin 
or to be a faithful child of God), it is never an omission 
motivated by “agape.” Hence, so-called Gospel preach-
ers who never or seldom deal with those church mem-

bers who are looked upon by our Lord as vomit-eating 
dogs and washed sows that have returned to the stench 
of the putrid mud of the hog “waller” are not motivated 
by the love of God, the love of His Word, or the love of 
those who need such preaching (II Peter 2:20-22). As 
the late Franklin Camp once preached: “The Lord was 
not crucified for preaching “Consider the lilies…,” but 
for declaring “ye have made my Father’s house a den 
of thieves.”  We were privileged to hear the last Gospel 
sermon the late B. C. Goodpasture preached. In that 
sermon he discussed the preaching of John the Baptist’s 
condemnation of the adulterous marriage of Herod and 
Herodias (Herod’s brother, Philip’s wife). He referenced 
the preachers of today who failed to preach the truth on 
marriage, divorce, and remarriage, saying something to 
the effect: “It would be better for our heads to end up 
where John the Baptist’s head did because we preached 
the Truth to those who needed it than to keep our heads 
on our shoulders and omit the Truth that people need to 
hear.”  Therefore, a perverted longsuffering and kind-
ness are not the products of the love Paul defines and 
describes in First Corinthians thirteen, which love is to 
characterize the faithful child of God.

As surely as love is devoid of envy, of vaunting of 
itself, of being “puffed up,” of “behaving itself unseem-
ly,” of seeking “its own,” of being “easily provoked,” 
or of thinking any evil, it also does not bear, believe, 
hope, and endure all things to the point of engaging 
and/or rejoicing in iniquity (false doctrine/teachers, 
sinful conduct whether they are sins of commission or 
omission).

If any constituent element of love, as listed in the 
preceding sentences, allows for one to engage in iniq-
uity, it is a perversion of that particular component part 
of love and, therefore, sinful (I John 3:4; James 4:18). 
Love always and in every case upholds the Truth and 
rebukes the erroneous doctrine and sin as well as the sin-
ner. Any concept of love that allows for false doctrine, 
false teachers, and sin to go un-rebuked and uncorrected 
is not the love about which Paul wrote in First Corin-
thians thirteen.

Thus, as Paul concluded, Love “never faileth” 
(verse 8). And, in the light of the foregoing study, now 
we know one great reason why this kind of love “never 
faileth”—it always seeks another’s highest good; that 
highest good being: doing God’s Will, no matter the 
sacrifices to be made by us in order to obey Him (Eccle-
siastes 12:13). Thus, Paul wrote, “And whatsoever ye 
do in word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord 
Jesus, giving thanks to God and the Father by him” 
(Colossians 3:17).

We may therefore correctly conclude that to act with-
out the authority of Jesus Christ, which authority is re-
vealed only in the meaning of the Words of the “rightly” 
divided New Testament, is to act without love, and to act 
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without love is to act without Christ and to act without 
Christ is to act without God. The apostle John put it this 
way: “Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in 
the doctrine of Christ, hath not God, He that abideth 
in the doctrine of Christ, he hath both the Father and 
Son.” Thus, when one comes teaching something other 
than the doctrine of Christ on any subject the inspired 
apostle John (the apostle of love) states, “If there come 
any unto you and bring not this doctrine, receive him 
not into your house, neither bid him God speed: For 
he that biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil 
deeds” (II John 9-11). Thus, John earlier wrote the breth-
ren saying, “He that saith, I know him and keepeth 
not his commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not 
in him” (I John 2:4).

When brethren, in order to be faithful to Christ, abide 
by John’s directive of I John 2:4, it may very well be 
that pretentious “pious brethren” will label the faith-
ful person unloving, hateful, unfriendly, unkind, rude, 
mean, and guilty of slander (along with other toxic and 
hateful terms), but in reality, and in contradistinction to 
such hollow false brethren, God pronounces those who 
from the heart obey His Will to be good and faithful 
servants. This is the case because they will not allow 
a perverted view of love to lead them into condoning, 
promoting, and partaking of “evil deeds”—not even one 
evil deed or false doctrine (I John 4:1; Revelation 2:2). 
A person who brings “not this doctrine” as defined and 
described by the apostle John in Second John eleven 
does not love God.

“Evil deeds” are evil because they are the product 
of some doctrine other than the doctrine of Christ. “Evil 
deeds” are evil because they are either (1) forbidden 
by the doctrine of Christ or (2) they are not authorized 
by the doctrine of Christ. Thus, those who commit 
“evil deeds” lose their fellowship with God. Thus, any 
member of the church who supports a false teacher in 
any way whatsoever is a partaker of that person’s “evil 
deeds.” And, by their unauthorized support they, too, 
are no longer in fellowship with God. Therefore, we 
may correctly conclude that deeds that are unauthor-
ized by the New Testament of Christ are not deeds of 
love—they are “evil deeds.” Furthermore, we may also 
correctly conclude that deeds done by the authority of 
Christ are deeds of love. Moreover, we may conclude 
that the love principle never rises higher, sets aside, 
countermands, or nullifies the authority principle. 
The love principle always leads us to submit to what-
ever the Lord authorizes us to do and leave undone 
what is not authorized and that which is forbidden 
(John 14:15; I John 2:3-5; 3:24; 5:2, 3).

—David P. Brown, Editor

From: Mike Green3 [churchofchrist@kvnet.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2006 2:03 PM
To: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
Subject: Re: Article in Wineskins
Gary,
I am sorry. I must not have communicated my concerns 

properly. Your statement “Many of us cannot deny that there 
are many devout Christians who are unimmersed.” is quite 
different than saying “We are Christians only, not the only 
Christians.” Your statement in the article implies there are 
some in the churches of Christ that do not believe immersion 
is necessary to being a Christian. Gary, we both know that 
there are seismic changes going on in our brotherhood in 
many areas. I would have to agree that there probably are 
some in the brotherhood churches of Christ who do not see 
the necessity of baptism. 

 I am simply asking if you place yourself in that num-
ber? (sic)

By the way, I have been in the churches of Christ for 
36 years. I have attended many lectureship programs and 
I think I have read a variety of brotherhood journals. I 
have seen where folks have referred to that saying “We are 
Christians only, not the only Christians” as a “restoration 
saying.” I know Cecil Wright who taught me Restoration 
History at FHC and Earl West who taught the same class 
at Harding Graduate School used it that way. But I do not 
believe I have ever heard that taught as a principle to guide 
our thinking today.

I would also like to get your responses to the other 
questions that I asked. 

 One final question on a personal level. Did you attend 
Freed-Hardeman back in the 70’s?

 Mike Greene
*******************

From: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
To: Mike Green3
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2006 3:04 PM
Subject: RE: Article in Wineskins
Yes, I did attend FHU from 1973-1976. 
As far as your other questions, I don’t think answering 

them would edify you nor me. I do think we must wrestle 
with the answers. I also know unity is a central teaching of 
the Bible. 

Gary Holloway 
Lipscomb University 
3901 Granny White Pike 
Nashville TN 37204

*******************
From: Mike Green3 [churchofchrist@kvnet.org] 
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2006 2:25 PM
To: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
Subject: Re: Article in Wineskins
Gary,
Then you and I were in school together. 
The answers to my questions are not for my or for your 

edification it is for my information, in answer to a question 
that was raised by something you wrote and posted on the 
internet. As a teacher at a brotherhood school that appeals 
to the brotherhood for students and for support it seems that 
you could honestly answer that question. Especially when 
it was put out in a publication over the internet for public 
consumption. 

Do you not think that folks like me have a reason or a 
right to know what is being taught to our young people in 
our brotherhood schools?
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Would you include yourself in that number?”
Gary, it seems a simple thing to answer. Would you 

include yourself in the “us” who believe that there are many 
devout “unimmersed Christians?” 

Sincerely,
Mike Greene

********************
From: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
To: Mike Green3
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2006 1:32 PM
Subject: RE: Article in Wineskins
Mike:
I do not want to be divided from any Christians. You 

seem to think that my answering will divide me from 
someone. So...

Gary Holloway 
Lipscomb University 
3901 Granny White Pike 
Nashville TN 37204

********************
From: Mike Green3 [churchofchrist@kvnet.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2006 1:00 PM
To: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
Subject: Re: Article in Wineskins
Gary,
You have assumed incorrectly. What I want is to (sic) 

united with you. I want to stand shoulder to shoulder with 
you and all who are my brothers wherever I may find them, 
i.e. on a college campus or anywhere else. But before I 
can do that I need to be sure that we are on the same page. 
“Can two walk together except they be agreed?” (Amos 
3:3). The answer to the plain, simple question I have asked 
you, which is motivated by the article you wrote, goes to 
the very heart of your own statement. I do not wish to be 
divided from any Christians either. But the question of im-
mersion and its role in salvation goes to the very heart of 
your statement, would you not agree? If you do not want 
to be divided from any Christian, you must first determine 
what makes a Christian.

So I ask again, do you place yourself in the “us” who 
see the unimmersed as Christians, as brothers in the Lord?

Please, Gary, I do not have time to play games. I am 
sure you do not either. This is serious business. Whether 
or not souls will spend an eternity in a devil’s hell or in 
the glories of heaven depends upon how we, as authority 
figures and teachers of God’s word answer these elementary 
questions.

Mike Greene
********************

From: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
To: Mike Green3
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2006 3:04 PM
Subject: RE: Article in Wineskins
I am a brother for whom Christ died, as are you. Is that 

not enough to unite us?
Gary Holloway 
Lipscomb University 
3901 Granny White Pike 
Nashville TN 37204 

********************
From: Mike Green3 [churchofchrist@kvnet.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2006 1:00 PM
To: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
Subject: Re: Article in Wineskins
Okay Gary,

Again, Gary, neither of us are ignorant of what is going 
on in the brotherhood. I would ask another question, why are 
you hesitant to answer a simple, straightforward question as 
to what you believe and what you teach at David Lipscomb 
University?

Mike Greene
P.S. I appreciate your quick responses to my previous 

emails. However, I am about to leave my office and I will 
be away from the computer until Tuesday. Please respond 
and I will read your response Tuesday morning.

*******************
From: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
To: Mike Green3
Sent: Thursday, February 16, 2006 3:44 PM
Subject: RE: Article in Wineskins
Ephesians 4:29 (King James Version) 29
“Let no corrupt communication proceed out of your 

mouth, but that which is good to the use of edifying, that it 
may minister grace unto the hearers.”

Gary Holloway 
Lipscomb University 
3901 Granny White Pike 
Nashville TN 37204

*********************
From: Mike Green3 [churchofchrist@kvnet.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2006 11:04 AM
To: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
Subject: Re: Article in Wineskins
Gary,
As I told you in my last email, I have been out of town 

since Thursday, so I did not get your last response until 
today, Tuesday, Feb 21st.

I am totally at a loss to know what this response has 
to do with my questions. I try to keep any of this kind of 
communication out of my mouth, but maybe you will at 
least explain how this relates to my questions.

Again, why are you unwilling (I know you are not un-
able) to answer these simple inquiries about the article you 
published on the internet? Are you afraid to do so? Are you 
ashamed to do so?

I will tell you why I need to know the answers. I am 
often asked about the problems in the brotherhood that are 
leading us headlong to another division, similar to the one 
of the late 1800’s and early 1900’s. You and I both know 
the reality of this division and its causes. Someone cannot 
be in your position and not know such. As a minister, folks 
often ask me the causes. When I tell them that much of this 
is coming from the colleges and academia, they often ask 
which colleges and then often about specific colleges, like 
DLU. Gary, I have had several inqiries about what is being 
taught at DLU in the last year. What should I tell them? 

You have put something out for public perusal on the 
internet that raises questions about your beliefs. It also raises 
questions about what is taught in the Bible classes at DLU. 
It seems to me only right that as a member of the Lord’s 
church, to which DLU looks for support and students, that 
I can reasonably expect an answer to some very clear and 
simple questions about what you have written. Do you not 
agree with this?

So I ask again. Here is the pertinent paragraph from 
my original post: “There were a couple of things that I was 
wondering about. First, after discussing what Stone called 
“water union” you conclude the paragraph with the state-
ment “Many of us cannot deny that there are many devout 
Christians who are unimmersed.” Who is the “us” here? 
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As I said, I do not have time to play games and dance 
around. It is obvious that you refuse to answer my question 
which was asked in all sincerity and seriousness.

I must, by your obfuscation and flat out refusal to an-
swer my question, assume that you are unwilling to (surely 
not unable to) answer my question because you are either 
afraid to or ashamed to. If that is not correct, please correct 
my misunderstanding and give me an answer to my original 
question.

Without such, here is my future course of action. The 
next person who asks me about what is being taught at 
Lipscomb will receive the following response: “Gary Hol-
loway, who teaches Bible, refused to answer my questions 
as to whether or not there are such things as unimmersed 
Christians. This of course casts doubt on the necessity of 
baptism in becoming a Christian. These questions were in 
response to an article he wrote that appeared on the internet. 
I have a copy of that correspondence and the article that 
precipitated it if you would like to see it.” If that is not fair, 
let me know.

Gary, It (sic) is a shame that someone like yourself has 
risen to the level of influence you have and is unwilling to 
defend or explain what he believes. Most gospel preach-
ers and every Bible teacher you and I had at FHU could 
have answered that question with a very few words. David 
Lipscomb must be spinning in his grave, as he was never 
unwilling to defend or explain himself. And, if you are 
teaching that there are “unimmersed Christians” (an oxy-
moron if ever there was one) you are not being faithful to 
the purpose and legacy of David Lipscomb and the school 
that bears his name.

 BTW, I will pursue this matter with three other folks, 
the new President of Lipscomb, the chairman of the Bible 
department, and the Board of Directors.

 All of which could have been avoided had you simply 
answered the question honestly.

I regret it and it saddens me more than you will ever 
know. I will pray for you, brother.

Mike Greene
********************

From: Holloway, Gary (Faculty - hollowaygn)
To: Mike Green3
Sent: Tuesday, February 21, 2006 1:32 PM
Subject: RE: Article in Wineskins
And I will pray for you.
Gary Holloway 
Lipscomb University 
3901 Granny White Pike 
Nashville TN 37204

********************
With Holloway’s February 21, 2006 2:28 PM e-mail, the 

correspondence (as one sided as it was) ended. Why is it that 
people will not be frank, candid, plain, clear, and forthright in 
their answers to questions? However, I will say this for Hol-
loway, he at least responded (such reponses as they were) to 
Green’s e-mails. While the Memphis School of Preaching staff 
and faculty along with the Forest Hill Church of Christ elders, 
and company, are not to be charged with the rank liberalism of 
Holloway and the apostate tribe of which he is an active part, 
it is interesting to note that MSOP and their “buddyship” did 
not attempt any kind of a response to questions sent to them as 
Holloway did to Green’s questions. People with things to hide 
never do like questions. They run from and refuse to answer 
questions because candid, frank, and honest answers to properly 
asked questions shed light on subjects; and in so doing, bring 

to light what otherwise would not be exposed and assuredly 
some brethren do not want made known.  Herein is the reason 
that those who love darkness and hate the light abhor concise, 
pointed, frank, and properly worded questions. 

No, MSOP and company are not where Holloway is in 
his digression into rank liberalism. However, the hatred of 
properly worded questions is an identifying mark of those 
who are walking the path that leads farther and farther away 
from Truth and Godliness. Whether one has just entered the 
broad way through the wide gate to begin his journey down 
the broad way, or is far from the wide gate through which 
they began their walk down the broad way so long ago, one 
important identifying mark possessed by the novice and the 
seasoned digressive, is their shared abhorrence of pointed, 
frank, and candid questions that, if honestly answered, would 
bring to light what otherwise would remain in the darkness.  
Someone needs to write a book dealing with the identifying 
marks of the digressive. It could be titled: “Piloting the ‘Wide 
Gate’ and the ‘Broad way’—Digressive Steps into Complete 
Apostasy,” or “Seeking the Wide Gate and the Broad Path.”

—P. O. Box 2357
Spring, Texas 77383-2357

Contending For The Faith 
is making available, free of 
charge, a CD-ROM con-
taining materials on Dave 
Miller and his teaching on 
the re-evaluation and re-
affirmation of elders when 
he was at the Brown Trail 
Church of Christ in Hurst, 
Texas, and other current, 
controversial matters fac-
ing the church today. You 
can obtain this CD-ROM by 
contacting CFTF at P.O. Box 
2357, Spring, TX 77383, 
or by sending an email to 
cftfdpb@gmail.com. To help 
defray the cost, donations 
will be gladly received.
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REFLECTIONS ON THE
“RESTORATION SUMMIT”*

DUB MCCLISH

On August 7-9, 1984, a meeting billed as a “Restoration 
Summit” was conducted at Joplin, Missouri. The “Summit” 
was first conceived and suggested by brother Alan Cloyd 
of Nashville, Tennessee, in a 1983 issue of Restoration 
Leadership Quarterly. As he proposed in that issue, the 
“Summit” consisted of a meeting between 50 men from 
the churches of Christ and 50 men from the Independent 
Christian Churches. (Brother Cloyd left the Independent 
Christian Church and identified himself with us several 
years ago.) The dual purpose of this meeting was to discuss 
the matters that divide the two fellowships from each other 
and to explore the possibilities of uniting the two groups. 
The meeting was conducted on the campus of Ozark Bible 
College. The 100 men from both groups were “hand picked” 
by those who planned the “Summit,” thus the program was 
attended by “invitation only.”

BACKGROUND OF THE “SUMMIT”
A few words of explanation concerning the identity 

of the “Independent Christian Church” are necessary (this 
is the designation that most of their 50 men at the “Sum-
mit” preferred). These churches are not affiliated (nor do 
they wish to be confused or identified) with the Disciples 
of Christ/Christian Church. Their choice of the adjective 
“Independent” is intended by them to indicate the distinc-
tion. When their speaker who was assigned to make this 
distinction clear neglected to do so, another one of their 
men was later assigned a special place on the program to 
point this out. They did not want any doubts left about the 
matter. The objections they raised against the Disciples/
Christian Church as reasons for having no fellowship with 
them are many of the very same objections most of us 
hold—theological liberalism, indiscriminate ecumenism, 
open membership, etc.

What are the principal differences between the 
Independent Christian Church and us? There are apparently 
three: (1) use of mechanical instruments of music in wor-
ship, (2) use of missionary organizations and associations 
distinct from local churches for evangelistic work, and (3) 
use of women in leadership roles in the worship and work 
of local churches. However, the real problem behind these 
matters relates to their attitude toward scripture and how to 
establish scriptural authority. While most of these congre-
gations are identified by the name “Christian Church,” there 
are many such congregations (especially in the midwestern 
and north central states) that use the name “Church of 
Christ.” These Independent Christian Churches have their 
roots in the restoration efforts of the Campbells, Stone, et 
al. They were among those who were carried away by the 
innovations of the missionary society and the instrument in 
the last half of the 19th century. Division eventually took 
place, congregation by congregation, between those who 
favored these innovations and those who held to the simple 

and primitive pattern of singing with no instruments and 
allowing only the church to do the work of evangelism. 
This tragic division was recognized by separate statistics 
for the respective groups in the federal census of 1906.

Those who thus departed have since become two 
separate groups. The Disciples of Christ/Christian Church 
has marched deliberately and openly into full-fledged theo-
logical liberalism and denominationalism. The Independent 
Christian Church has maintained a comparatively conser-
vative stance concerning inspiration and revelation, the 
plan of salvation, etc., but not with the role of women and 
the use of instruments and missionary organizations. (For 
this reason it is sometimes referred to as the “Conservative 
Christian Church” as distinguished from the “Disciples.”) 
These two separate groups have no organic ties and little 
fellowship with each other.

The format of the “Summit” was a combination of 
lectures, followed by dispersal into 10 groups of 10 men 
each for discussion of the lecture content and related mat-
ters. Each group had a chairman and a reporter who gave 
periodic reports of the discussion in each respective group 
to the entire assembly.

SOURCES OF INFORMATION
I did not attend the “Summit,” but I have viewed the 

eight hours plus of video tapes that recorded the main 
speeches and the reports of the discussion groups. I have 
listened a second time and even more to some of the speech-
es. I have also had a lengthy telephone conversation with 
brother Alan Cloyd who planned the “Summit” and with 
one of our brethren who spoke on the program, as well as 
with a third participant Additionally, I have heard taped 
reports and/or read written reports from five other brethren 
who attended this program and have conversed in person 
with one brother who was present. With this background 
I offer the following observations and impressions of the 
“Summit.”

REVIEW OF THE SPEECHES
The first speaker was brother Monroe Hawley on 

the subject, “History and Current Profile of Churches of 
Christ.” He presented an interesting summary of Restora-
tion history. He emphasized that he was speaking only for 
himself and that he would likely say some things with which 
other members of the church would disagree. While in the 
main I found myself in accord with his speech, there were 
some insinuations and observations voiced which I believe 
were unfounded and unnecessary, to say nothing of harm-
ful. He joined the rank of those among us who have of 
late taken delight in reproaching the Lord’s church for its 
alleged “sectarian” attitude. He first said that in choosing 
the distinctive names “Church of Christ” and “Christian 
Church,” respectively, as the division became a reality, a 
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sectarian attitude was manifested. This we deny concern-
ing the designation “Church of Christ,” since it is innately 
scriptural (Romans 16:16; Matthew 16:18; Ephesians 1:22, 
23; etc.). I would agree that “Christian Church” is in fact 
a sectarian name. Brother Hawley also listed a “sectarian 
spirit” in Churches of Christ as one of his greatest con-
cerns. If he is talking about a growing tendency to make 
the church into nothing more than a sect or denomination, 
indistinguishable from the patchwork of denominational 
ideology, I would agree with his concern. But if he is talking 
about the efforts of those who are bold and strong in the 
proclamation of the truth and the exposure of error (which 
seemed to be his reference), I strongly disagree. The church 
was restored and continues to maintain its distinctiveness 
and exclusiveness only by powerful and plain preaching and 
defense of the truth (II Timothy 4:1-4; Jude 3; etc.). Such 
is not “sectarianism” but the very opposite.

Brother Hawley listed some “promising signs” among 
us. First, he mentioned a deep commitment to the author-
ity of the Word of God. Then he indicated this wish that 
we were more committed to Christ, saying that we are 
generally more committed to the Bible than to Christ and 
that the two are not the same. However, one of my great-
est concerns is a lack of commitment to the authority of 
God’s Word. A large scale failure to seek authority in the 
Word for both doctrine and morals is perhaps our major 
problem at present. This distinction between our commit-
ment to Christ and to the Bible is theological doubletalk. 
One cannot separate loyalty to Christ from loyalty to his 
Word. Christ exercises his authority only through his Word 
and one who is deeply committed to His Word is, by defi-
nition, deeply committed to Christ. If to reject the Word 
of Christ is to reject Christ himself (John 12:48), it must 
follow that to honor and respect his Word is to honor and 
respect Him. Brother Hawley’s statement plays into the 
hands of those who like to call Jesus “Lord, Lord” without 
honoring his Word (Luke 6:46).

Brother Hawley decried the spirit of contentiousness he 
sees in the church and apologized to the Christian Church 
men for it. He assured them that it was only a “small vocal 
minority” that was making a noise all out of proportion to 
its size through certain journals. He said he did not ques-
tion the integrity of these contentious brethren, but then 
immediately proceeded to charge them with a lack of love. 
It seems that he had difficulty deciding whether to judge 
or not judge their motives.

The next speaker, Boyce Mouton, was assigned to 
speak on the “History and Current Profile of Independent 
Christian Churches.” He was a very entertaining speaker, 
telling many humorous anecdotes and drawing many laughs. 
However, he rarely got even close to his subject. In fact, he 
failed to such an extent, especially in drawing a distinction 
between the Independents and the Disciples, that another 
speaker was added to the program and given a special as-
signment to do this very thing. One statement made by 
Mouton especially caught my attention. He referred to the 
prophecy of the new covenant (Jeremiah 31:31-33) and 
stressed that it was not written on paper or stone, but on the 
heart. I do not know anything about Mouton except what 
I heard in his introduction and his speech, but this seemed 

to be a statement impossible to harmonize with any great 
measure of respect for the written word.

Furman Kearley spoke next on “Exegesis and Hermeneu-
tics as They Relate to the Unity Question,” emphasizing 
that unity depends upon correct and unified exegesis and 
hermeneutics. He strongly emphasized the truths that what 
God has bound we must bind and that we must not bind what 
God has loosed. I appreciated his speech and wholly agreed 
with its content, but I could not keep from wishing he had 
used this great opportunity to emphasize the authority of 
the silence of scripture and the scriptural law of exclusion 
by positive command as these laws relate to the instrument 
and to missionary organizations. To my disappointment, 
brother Kearley expressed agreement with a most danger-
ous suggestion from brother Wayne Kilpatrick in their first 
small group discussion. More about this later.

The next speaker was Fred Thompson who was as-
signed to speak on the same subject as brother Kearley from 
the Independents’ perspective. About the best that can be 
said for his speech is that it was a waste of everyone’s time, 
including those who invited him, by their own admission. 
He came up with such gems as the following: “We are united 
in confession of Jesus, not in hermeneutic agreement” and 
“every text must be understood in reference to, not neces-
sarily in agreement with, every other text.” He suggested 
that the main thing about the Bible is that it is a “story.” 
He affirmed that Genesis 1-3 might be true without being 
historical. He suggested that we needed and had available 
the illumination of the Holy Spirit as we read the Bible. 
He labored to impress everyone with his scholarship by the 
use of high-sounding, “hip” theological terms and phrases, 
but he failed. More than one of the study groups reported 
their questions concerning and disagreements with what 
he had said. I gathered that he was not at all representative 
of the Independents present for the occasion and that they 
were somewhat ashamed of his speech.

“Authority—Where Does it End?” was the topic as-
signed to Hardeman Nichols. This was the strongest speech 
and the most to-the-point speech of the “Summit.” Brother 
Nichols filled his speech with scripture which exalted the 
authoritative nature of God’s will. He correctly pointed out 
that while the Bible contains the story of redemption, it is 
not merely a “story” (a la Fred Thompson), but rather is a 
book of authoritative law. He placed powerful emphasis 
on the authority of the silence of scripture, using illus-
trations from both Testaments. He correctly emphasized 
that authority ends with what Christ authorizes and that 
we dare not presume upon the silence of scripture. The 
principles so well prepared and presented in this speech 
would completely remove the barriers to fellowship that 
separate these brethren from us, if they would but apply 
them, for neither instruments in worship nor missionary 
organizations can stand before these biblical principles of 
authority. However, once again, the application to these 
issues could have and should have been much more pointed 
and specific, in my judgment.

Immediately following brother Nichols, W. F. Lown of 
the Christian Church spoke on “Liberty—Where Does it 
Start?” He advanced the thesis that “silence gives us free-
dom to speak” and “liberty begins where scripture stops.” 
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In areas of silence he advocated following “consensus 
fidelism,” a sort of majority opinion of “the faithful.” 
These represent the typical responses and arguments of 
those who would justify their additions to the practices or 
organization of the New Testament church. I suggest that 
these principles so “lower the fences” of God’s author-
ity as to render them non-existent. Where does scripture 
speak of the counting of beads, the use of “holy water,” 
the baptism of infants or the use of cookies and milk on 
the Lord’s table? If “silence gives us freedom to speak,” 
then these and 1,000 things like them must he accepted 
without protest. Are not our brethren in the Independent 
Christian Churches generally too conservative to accept 
such inevitable consequences of such a liberty principle’? 
The “consensus fidelism” principle is somewhat of an 
application of the situation ethics principle applied to 
doctrine. Both the time span and geographical area under 
consideration would greatly affect any consensus. And 
who is to decide who “the faithful” are? Does not this 
principle leave doctrinal authority resting on the shifting 
sands of human judgment and subjectivism?

The final major speaker was brother Reuel Lemmons 
whose topic was “Where Can/Where Do We Go from 
Here?” Sadly, the self-contradictions that have become 
his trademarks over the past few years were much in 
evidence in his speech. He implied that the issues which 
divide us are really only matters of personality and opin-
ion by calling them “spite fences” which we have built 
“sky high.” Did the Christian Church brethren understand 
him to be referring to our rejection of such things as the 
instrument and missionary societies? He likened us unto 
sectarian groups of the 18th and 19th centuries out of 
which men came in answer to the Restoration Plea. He 
generously applied “sectarian” to the Lord’s church. 
(Really, hasn’t this charge been overworked just a bit by 
those who have jumped on the latest unity bandwagon?) 
Brother Lemmons accused us of converting people to our 
“cause” and our “clan” rather than to Christ, a charge 
which bears a marked resemblance to the old “man, not 
the plan” insistence of some loose-thinking brethren of 
25 years ago. He harshly criticized our “shallow un-
derstanding of baptism” and our desire to be a separate 
religious body!

Space forbids discussing many other things in brother 
Lemmons’ speech, including some misapplications 
of scripture which resulted in some absurd implica-
tions, especially pertaining to the Lord’s Supper. He 
advanced the idea that unity already exists between the 
two groups because members of both groups have been 
born again and all that is left is for us to acknowledge 
said unity! In fact, he said that those who do not rec-
ognize this unity commit sin. It should be obvious to 
even a spiritual neophyte that brother Lemmons has 
confused the fact of being brethren with a state of unity.  
I have no hesitancy to call those who have obeyed the 
gospel plan of salvation in the Christian Church my 
brethren, but this in no way is tantamount to unity or 
fellowship between us. If unity already exists, why was 
a “Summit” meeting needed to discuss how to achieve 
unity? Incidentally, brother Cloyd told me in a telephone 

conversation that he thought this speech was “outstand-
ing.”

Some plans and suggestions for the future have been 
formulated. One report is that a meeting is scheduled to 
coincide with the Abilene Christian University Lecture-
ship in February, 1985. Another report indicates that a 
meeting is scheduled for March of 1985 in Tulsa. And 
there has been some talk of having annual “Summit” 
meetings “as long as they are needed.”

OBSERVATIONS AND SUGGESTIONS
All men who love the Lord and His Word would 

surely encourage and applaud any move toward unity 
that is earnestly and uncompromisingly based on the 
authority of the Bible. However, I must confess to hav-
ing some serious reservations about this “Summit” and 
its successors for several reasons.

First, I am concerned about the type of men who were 
invited, for the most part. There were some unquestion-
ably solid men in attendance, but they were decidedly in 
the minority (perhaps 5 or 6 out of 50). Upon inquiring 
of brother Cloyd how our participants were selected, he 
said it was by an “ad hoc committee.” He added that the 
main concern was that “good, sound gospel preachers” 
were there. I have some difficulty with his understanding 
of these terms! True, there were a few such men present, 
but very few. Several of the men were those who over 
the past few years have been in the forefront of a revived 
“unity” movement and whose sounds of softness and 
uncertainty on the “Crossroads Philosophy,” baptism, 
fellowship and even the use of instruments in worship 
have caused widespread concern. Several others were 
there (at the recommendation of the ones just mentioned) 
who have not been as outspoken as these men, but who 
have not exactly distinguished themselves for their doc-
trinal soundness. One of our brethren who participated, 
and with whom I talked, told me that he came away feel-
ing that there were more of our men present who would 
be willing to compromise and use the instrument than 
there were men from the Christian Church who would be 
willing to give the instrument up. He came away from 
Joplin in distress over what the “Summit” portends for 
the church.

A case in point is brother Rubel Shelly’s view that 
those who use the instrument do not have to renounce it 
as wrong and sinful; all they need do is lay it aside as a 
barrier to unity. From a taped speech in Memphis in late 
1983 or early 1984, I quote:

I think of a brother of mine for example. He 
preaches for a group that calls itself the Christian 
Church….A while back he came to the conclusion 
that he was willing to give up that instrument, 
not because he believed it was wrong. He wasn’t 
convinced of that yet. but for the sake of unity, so 
that the body of Christ in that area where he was 
working —he could give that up....(He) went to the 
preachers’ meeting in that town and five preachers in 
town, four of the five said that wasn’t good enough. 
He had to renounce it as wrong and sinful.... Maybe 
the four handled it correctly. I don’t think so!
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My question is this: what point was there in brother 
Shelly’s meeting with those who use the instrument, 
purportedly to convince them that its use is wrong, when 
he does not believe they have to acknowledge the sin-
fulness of its use in order to have full fellowship with 
us? It seems to me that brother Cloyd bent so far over 
backward to get men who would in no wise offend the 
instrumentalists that he invited several men who would 
be willing to treat the instrument as a matter of expedi-
ency and opinion. At least two other participants (Calvin 
Warpula and Bill Minick) have publicly stated since the 
“Summit” that they do not believe use of the instrument 
in worship is a damnable practice.

My second concern has to do with those who were not 
invited. Were just enough conservative and unquestion-
ably sound men invited to give a token representation 
and to forestall expected criticism because of the number 
of less-than-conservative brethren who were invited? 
Only brother Cloyd can answer. Sam Stone, editor of 
the Christian Standard (prominent journal of the Inde-
pendents), was invited. Why was brother Guy N. Woods, 
editor of the Gospel Advocate, not invited? Why were 
there no men present characterized by the combination 
of unquestionable scholarship and uncompromising tem-
perament of brother H. Leo Boles, who brought a similar 
effort involving the “Disciples of Christ” denomination 
to a rapid climax with his speech in Indianapolis, May 
3, 1939? Interestingly, copies of brother Boles’ speech 
in tract form were made available at the “Summit,” but 
brother Cloyd openly repudiated the speech and has since 
admitted removing the tracts because they were “not ap-
preciated” and contained “abusive and crude” language. It 
is also interesting to note that a packet of four compromis-
ing documents on fellowship, three of which were written 
by Carl Ketcherside, was supplied for each participant by 
one of the Christian Church men. These were not removed 
by brother Cloyd. Why not?

Third, I am concerned because of recommendations 
that were made to all of the men present at the close of 
the “Summit.” The participants were urged to go home 
and make contact with men “on the opposite side of the 
keyboard” to the end that combined worship periods 
might be arranged. The encouragement was given to 
exchange pulpits, articles in periodicals and speakers on 
lectureships. If such is done with no real admission of 
sinfulness in the use of the instrument (the primary issue 
of division) and they continue using it (perhaps except 
when some of us are present), what has really been ac-
complished? What is the difference between this and the 
old-fashioned “union revivals” that were once held by 
Methodists, Presbyterians, and Disciples, except the fact 
that several years ago no church of Christ would have 
any part in them? It all appears to be an “agreement to 
disagree” and a “contrived union where there in no unity,” 
and I see no advantage to it.

As eager and well intentioned as we may grant such 
efforts to be, I do not see them leading to a real unity 
based on submission to the authoritative gospel. On the 
other hand, such efforts have a tendency to become over-
whelmed with more emotion than reason and can easily 

lead to compromise and to the abandonment of biblical 
authority for the sake of a state of “peace.” Real unity or 
peace can come only if (1) we capitulate and begin using 
the instrument with them (or at least allow that it is no 
longer a sin or a fellowship barrier, in which case we may 
as well use it!), or if (2) they admit that the instrument is 
sinful and unauthorized and give it up, not merely for the 
sake of unity but in order to worship God acceptably. In 
either case there could be actual unity (assuming there 
are no other doctrinal differences obtaining), but only the 
latter case could be harmonized with scripture. My fear 
is that the recommendations coming from the “Summit” 
will be much more likely to produce the former type of 
unity, when the thinking of several of the participants is 
carefully weighed.

In the fourth place, I am concerned about an exceed-
ingly dangerous suggestion that came from brother Wayne 
Kilpatrick in a discussion group. The following exchange 
occurred between brethren Kearley and Kilpatrick.

Kearley: “The aspect of the isolation is lack of 
knowledge of our history. If we could start in our con-
gregations doing some more studies in Restoration 
history outside of our own branch and look at the 
distinctions between the conservative instrumentalists 
and the Christian Church...” [sentence unfinished].

Kilpatrick: “I wonder, too, if bringing Christian 
Church preachers in for a class like this might be good. 
Let them come in and tell their history in a class situ-
ation. I think rut, could ease from the class to the 
pulpit “[emphasis added].

Kearley: “Right! And you could get by with 
telling history.”

Kilpatrick: “Yeah.”
Kearley: “...whereas if they were telling doc-

trine -heh, heh, heh.”
Kilpatrick: “And while they are telling his-

tory, they could tell enough doctrine to let us know 
that, hey, we believe alike—so much of it. So that 
may be a beginning point: in the classroom.”
I gravely fear that just such a procedure would be 

allowed, if not welcomed in many congregations and 
with no exposure of any erroneous doctrine presented. 
(Have not many congregations already invited sectarian 
preachers such as James Dobson and Charles Swindoll 
into their classrooms and/or pulpits?) Such a plan has a 
deadly potential for subverting the faith.

My fifth concern is the attitude expressed by some of 
our men who participated. Not only do I reject the accusa-
tions of brethren Hawley and Lemmons that the Lord’s 
church is “sectarian,” I cannot see how such a denigrating 
attitude toward the church can help those who are en-
meshed in an erroneous practice see the need for coming 
out of it to be one with us! What gain is there in leaving 
one “sect” to be united with another?

I was sadly disappointed in brother Cloyd’s stance 
before, during and since the “Summit.” His remarks con-
cerning brother Boles’ tract and his removal of same at 
Joplin indicate his attitude toward a “good, sound gospel 
preacher” of a previous generation. When brother Cloyd 
apologized for brother Boles’ tract at the Joplin meeting, 
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he said it was perhaps “reprinted by someone who does 
not understand that distinction between the Independent 
Christian Churches and the Disciples of Christ.” After 
his apology he asked, “How did I do?” My reply is that 
he did badly!

Brother Garland Elkins was chiefly responsible for 
the reprinting of brother Boles’ sermon in tract form, 
with the encouragement of brother Guy N. Woods. Does 
brother Cloyd imagine that these scholarly men do not 
“understand that distinction” between the Disciples and 
the Independents? However, if brother Cloyd was intend-
ing to indicate his attitude toward the principal issue that 
distinguishes the Lord’s church from the Independent 
Christian Church in his apology, perhaps he did well! He 
prefaced his apology by saying that the tract under discus-
sion was “quite old,” but he did not know how old. The 
inference I gathered was that the matters addressed and 
the principles taught therein have now been outgrown. 
I suggest that brother Cloyd would do well to become 
more familiar with brother Boles’ great sermon. If he had 
only read the tract more carefully he would have known 
that the sermon was delivered on May 3, 1939, at India-
napolis in a “unity meeting” similar to the “Summit” (p. 
33). In case brother Cloyd has already burned all of those 
tracts he recalled at the Joplin meeting, he can read it in 
installments in the Gospel Advocate, beginning with the 
issue of October 4, 1984. The tract is also available from 
Getwell Church of Christ, 1511 Getwell Rd., Memphis, TN 
38111 and is entitled, The Way of Unity Between “Christian 
Church” and Churches of Christ. Every member of the 
church would do well to read it in this age of compromise 
and tolerance.

In his introduction of Reuel Lemmons, I was disap-
pointed in brother Cloyd. He praised him and his work 
as follows:

For 29 years he edited the Firm Foundation, 
a paper that was read by people in many fellow-
ships.... by people on both sides of the keyboard. It 
served as a very constructive bridge. It was a clearing 
house for thinking and we miss it (“amens” audible 
in background). Reuel is an independent thinker. 
He parrots nobody’s party line....That’s the kind 
of iconoclastic sort of individual we wanted to 
come and sort of challenge our thinking in this 
iconoclastic sort of meeting.
Perhaps this statement from brother Cloyd is more 

revealing than he had intended about his own doctri-
nal convictions. In his closing remarks at the “Sum-
mit,” brother Cloyd made the following disparaging 
remarks:

We need as quickly as possible...to go back to 
100 localities across the United States and set up 
similar local “Summit” meetings. That one scares 
me. I’ve got to tell you, that one scares me....The 
local one scares me because every “knucklehead” 
in the country is going to get in on these. They won’t 
be nearly as cordial as this has been.
He is right about one thing: if these local meetings 

develop—there will indeed be some of us “knuckle-
heads” present (if we know about the meetings) to 

raise some questions and sharpen some issues relating 
to fellowship, doctrine, worship and the principle of 
scriptural authority! Perhaps brother Cloyd revealed 
more than he actually intended about his own attitudes 
by his “knucklehead” statement. Since brother Guy 
N. Woods has written a superb editorial in the Gos-
pel Advocate, expressing serious misgivings about the 
“Summit,” I presume that he would qualify as one of 
the “knuckleheads.”

Since the “Summit,” brother Guy N. Woods wrote 
brother Cloyd (September 5), inquiring if he (Cloyd) 
did in fact remove brother Boles’ tract from the meet-
ing at Joplin and burn or otherwise destroy the copies 
of same. Brother Cloyd’s reply was:

I did in fact remove the tracts in question. They 
were uninvited materials which were not appreci-
ated. Brother Boles’ language is abusive and crude. 
I did not feel that these tracts would be in the best 
interest of the meeting....
Brother Woods quoted the statement just given in 

the Gospel Advocate editorial of October 4, 1984. How-
ever, I have before me the remainder of brother Cloyd’s 
response in that same letter (September 6):

Those who ignorantly distribute such tracts ap-
parently are not aware that the Christian Church 
has in fact done 2 of the 3 things Boles called for. 
To continue to call for what has been done already 
is redundant at best. Please see enclosure.
Whoever distributed (and sent for distribution) 

said tracts at Joplin, was not only a “knucklehead” but 
“ignorant” besides! (Brother Garland Elkins sent 100 
tracts by brother Paul Crockett who delivered them to 
Hardeman Nichols who set them out at the “Summit.”) 
I wish brother Cloyd had been more specific about the 
“2 of the 3 things” that the Christian Church has “al-
ready done.” Why (and how) has this been kept such a 
secret? I strongly urge brother Cloyd, if indeed he has 
such evidence, to publish this material far and wide 
that we may rejoice. Surely, this would be grand and 
glorious news to all lovers of truth! But, in fact, the In-
dependents have only repudiated one thing Boles called 
for (the denominational status of the Disciples) while 
still retaining the other two (mission associations and 
the instrument), and have added other errors besides. 
(Brother Woods has indicated in a phone conversation 
that brother Cloyd’s enclosure was a mimeographed 
manuscript by brother Kearley, which quotes favor-
ably from brother Boles’ tract! Brother Woods said 
that it contained nothing to show that the Independent 
Christian Church has made any move toward the truth 
on matters that divide us.)

Sixth, I am concerned about how some of the Joplin 
participants have talked and written since they returned 
home. Randy Mayeux of Long Beach, California, wrote: 
“But we each learned of the integrity, the sincerity, the 
true but honest difference of opinion.” It seems that for 
some of our men at the “Summit” it is already just that, 
a “difference of opinion.”

Brother Calvin Warpula of Houston, Texas, spoke to 
the Houston preachers’ meeting on September 18, 1984, 
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concerning the “Summit.” Among the statements at 
Joplin that really impressed him were: “The Reformers 
asked, ‘In whom do you believe, not what you believe!’” 
and “we are generally more committed to the Bible 
than to Christ and the two are not the same” (Hawley 
speech). He also said:

I think there are still some of our people who 
would say, “If you use the instrument you will 
go to hell.” I used to he there [emphasis added]. 
I don’t think that’s where most of the church is 
today [so what? DM]…. We’ve got to be careful 
about taking baptized believers and then sending 
them to hell over something like this where God 
doesn’t say.
Even more plain spoken was brother Bill Minick 

in Good News, the bulletin “Published for The Family 
at Woodland West,” Arlington, Texas, on August 19, 
1984:

Our meeting in Joplin was a very profitable 
one....When we admit to ourselves and others that 
we have been too unbending on our traditions and 
opinions there is hope that we may work with ALL 
segments of the brotherhood, and not with just one. 
What we all have in common is our oneness with 
Jesus Christ because of our new birth. If Jesus 
can save us, surely we can accept one another. 
Do we really believe that one will be lost eter-
nally because he does not agree with us on divorce, 
Sunday School, communion cups, going to war, 
instrumental music. missionary associations, cov-
enants, formula for baptism, ladies wearing pants in 
the assembly, etc., etc.? We need to take a good hard 
look at what is essential to salvation.
I had not heard of any such compromising position 

from brother Minick before. Let’s analyze his state-
ment. He seems to be calling all of the things he lists 
matters of “our traditions and opinions.” This is nothing 
short of a capitulation of the distinctive pattern for the 
church in worship and organization at the very least! 
If matters of worship and organization are negotiable 
(as mere opinions and traditions should be), then what 
about terms of membership (the new birth itself)? And 
what about morals (divorce)? What right does he have 
to judge those as saved who have refused to submit to 
the authority of scripture? Did not the Lord say the op-
posite in Matthew 7:21-23? Did you ever see such a list 
of “apples and oranges” as our brother has put together? 
The very idea of one’s equating instrumental music 
and missionary associations with communion cups and 
Bible classes! Throwing instruments and missionary 
associations into the list was a subtle, but obvious at-
tempt to place them in the same category as matters that 
are mere expedients. I’ll agree with the last sentence 
quoted: brother Minick has shown that he, especially, 
needs to restudy the essentials to salvation!

My seventh concern is the consequence of the meeting. As 
well meaning as the planners and participants may be, and 
as much as we grant their sincere desire for unity, I see 
some fearful consequences. If most, or even many, of the 
Joplin participants returned home with a message like that 

of brethren Warpula and Minick, I do not see unity on the 
horizon. At least, if a unity results it will be one based on 
compromise rather than on truth. In fact, the song these 
brethren are singing has the direst notes of dissonance and 
discord, yea division. There are many of us who will not 
yield the ground on the instrument or societies, any more 
than the faithful pioneers before us did.

We can no more have fellowship with those who want to 
remain in the Lord’s church and hold matters of obligation 
to be matters of mere option than we can with those outside 
the Lord’s church who hold such. Will the Joplin “Sum-
mit” be the impetus needed to get many unstable, wavering 
elders, preachers and professors to finally “come out of the 
closet” and declare their true convictions in such matters? 
Will this “Summit” be the springboard needed for many 
brethren to seek peace at any price in this age of tolerance 
and permissiveness? Will, in fact, the Joplin meeting prove 
to be the catalyst in a repeat of the division that was taking 
place a full century ago over the same issues? While not at 
all wanting to encourage such a development of division, 
and while earnestly hoping that it will not occur, I greatly 
fear that the Joplin “Summit” and its successors has all of 
the ingredients for just such a dire consequence.

CONCLUSION
There has been a growing chasm in our beloved broth-

erhood over the past 20 years between those who have 
adopted a pragmatic and non-authoritarian approach to 
their doctrine and practice and those who are “set for the 
defense of the gospel” (Philippians 1:16, ASV). Ironically, 
many who were bold defenders of the faith 20 years ago 
(and less) have become equally bold in their repudiation 
of those who are still thus minded. A number of astute 
observers have seen the ominous clouds of heartbreaking 
division on the horizon for some time as more and more 
of our brethren have drifted ever further from the Way. It 
seems not to be a matter of “if,” but “when.” While laud-
ing any scripture-based move toward unity, I greatly fear 
that this latest move is largely in the wrong hand: and that 
the cause we love will ultimately suffer rather than profit 
from it. If division must come (and sometimes it must—I 
Corinthians 11:19), regardless of what others may do, those 
who stand for the truth will continue on with the Lord’s 
work. The Lord’s faithful remnant found itself “starting all 
over again” almost a century ago, and before many years 
had transpired they prospered far beyond the compromising 
element that left the Truth. I am confident that we can do 
it again if we have to.

*CFTF  carried brother McClish’s article in the Febru-
ary 1985 issue, pages 8-13.

—908 Imperial Dr. 
Denton, TX 76209 

E-mail: tgj@charter.net
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GLORY IN DETROIT*
CLED E. WALLACE

The Christian Standard is highly pleased over the re-
sults of “that meeting of brethren at Detroit in the interest 
of greater unity.” [May 3-4, 1938—Editor]. The Standard, 
[Christian Church paper—Editor]. thinks the meeting “has 
been rewarded beyond all expectations” and seems inclined 
to break into paeans of praise over “the glory of the Detroit 
meeting” and such “hopeful signs” as a “desire for better 
mutual understanding” which seemed to everywhere abound. 
I don’t think I need to make a long expensive trip to Detroit 
to understand the Standard or make it understand me. I am 
opposed to the use of instrumental music in worship and 
other digressive innovations for good and sufficient reasons 
that have been advanced over and over again, and which up 
to date, the Standard has been unable to answer. I will not 
fellowship those who corrupt the worship and compromise 
the doctrine of the New Testament order. If the Standard 
contemplates a surrender of the things that divide us, there 
is nothing on the horizon thus far to indicate it. “The glory of 
the Detroit meeting” did not consist in any pressure brought 
on the digressives to give up their innovations. I think it con-
sisted rather in the absence of such pressure. In view of the 
divided condition of the church, and the presence in Detroit 
of so many bad actors along that line, it looks like somebody 
ought to have called mourners. I have no evidence thus far 
that the Standard, guilty as it is, has any intention of going to 
the mourners bench. The Standard has a record, you know! 
In my rogues gallery of innovationists who by smooth and 
fair speech make instrumental music in worship appear as an 
innocent expedient, the Standard heads the list. In a glorious 
meeting where Claud Witty, Don Carlos Janes and the editor 
of the Standard exchange courtesies, brotherly greetings, 
bows and smiles, I do not see how the Standard stands to lose 
anything or the cause of truth stands to gain anything.

HANDSHAKING AND PANTOMIME
It must have been a pretty bit of pantomine when DeFor-

est Murch and H. H. Adamson advanced to the middle of the 
stage and laid their hands on the same Bible in the presence 
of a large assembly. Fervent amens were doubtless heard 
and tears splashed on creased pants. But the fact remains 
that Murch is a digressive and an avowed premillennialist, 
a corruptor of both worship and doctrine and will doubtless 
remain so after the shows are all over. What the Christian 
Standard evidently wants and is angling for is a “better mu-
tual understanding” and fellowship between churches that 
use instrumental music and those who do not. Instrumental 
music is to be made a sort of no man’s land, discussion of the 
question shall cease, and congregations shall use it or not use 
it as they see fit, with impunity. After years of discussion the 
opposers of instrumental music shall subside, and take a stand 
which would have given the hornblowers in the church the 
right of way and prevented division in the first place. Brother 
Witty must speak out on this phase of “the problem” sooner 
or later, or everybody shall know the reason why. As long as 
churches use instrumental music, those of us who consider it 
a corruption of true worship will be conscience-bound to cry 

out against it, and refuse fellowship to those who practice it. 
It will take more than handshaking and pantomime to bring 
peace on the question.

ON A HIGH PLANE
The Standard confesses that there was some fear that “we 

might come to such discussion of differences in more or less of 
acrimonious spirit. This was the chief reason for approaching 
the matter so carefully.” Such a fear was of course groundless. 
The meeting was called for an exchange of love licks. The 
“spirit of humility and love” and a minimum of backbone 
steered the discussions. They stepped lightly around over 
the issues like barefooted boys in a grass-burr patch. This, I 
take it, is what the Standard calls discussing “the matters on 
which we differ . . . upon the highest possible plane.” It must 
have been pretty high for they walked it as though they were 
afraid they’d fall off and get hurt. It would help considerably 
to descend to less dizzy heights and discuss real issues with 
greater vigor even if it should detract somewhat from the 
“glory of the meeting” in the eyes of the Standard.

WRESTING THE SLOGAN
The Standard fears that perhaps we who have so long 

“recognized that human creeds are divisive” have made a 
creed out of “an aphorism” to-wit: “Where the Scriptures 
speak, we speak; where the Scriptures are silent, we are 
silent.”

“What we have, therefore, is a division in our ranks over 
the interpretation of an aphorism—and an aphorism that 
originated with fallible human beings when they were in the 
twilight of the dawn of this movement, just beginning to see 
the way out of denominationalism.”

Well, anyhow, these “fallible human beings” saw more 
clearly “ in the twilight” than the Standard seems to be able to 
see in the middle of the day. They voiced their determination 
in “an aphorism” to believe and practice nothing the scriptures 
do not authorize. It outlawed sprinkling and pouring for im-
mersion, infant baptism, party names and divisive specula-
tions embalmed in creeds; and it kept instrumental music 
out of the churches for fifty years “after the dawn.” It was 
rather late in the day when the Standard crowd discovered 
something new in “interpretation” and read into “Where the 
Scriptures are silent, we are silent” the following declaration 
of freedom to go beyond what is written.

“To some of us it means that where the Scriptures do not 
give a command as to what we shall do or shall not do, we 
are free to act on our own best judgment, in harmony with 
the spirit of the New Testament.”

That is the Standard’s “interpretation” of “an aphorism” 
which reduces it to an absurdity. The “aphorism” should 
read:

“Where the Scriptures speak we speak; where the Scrip-
tures are silent, we speak anyhow if in ‘our own best judg-
ment’ we think we should keep on talking.”

“Interpretation” is not the proper term to describe the 
Standard’s violent treatment of the “aphorism.” I know, and 
I think the Standard knows, that the “fallible human beings” 
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who “originated” that statement of loyalty to the word of God 
would be shocked at some of the uses it has been put to. The 
Standard calls attention to “the possibilities of division within 
such a pattern of words.”

“One brother has undertaken to state the same principle by 
radically altering the aphorism: ‘Where the Scriptures speak, 
we are silent; where the Scriptures are silent we speak.’ When 
a slogan can be twisted in such fashion to state one attitude, 
it is assuredly dangerous to follow it slavishly.”

There isn’t anything wrong or “dangerous” about the 
“slogan” which is only a devout declaration of loyalty to the 
word of God. The Standard locates the danger in the wrong 
place. It is in the twister. Peter says that “ignorant and unstead-
fast” men twist the scriptures to their own destruction. It isn’t 
dangerous to follow the scriptures even “slavishly” because 
there are men who are so ignorant, unsteadfast or devoid of 
the spirit of loyalty as to “wrest” them. Such men should be 
marked for what they are. During the last fifty years about 
everything twistable has been twisted to lend some support to 
the practice of instrumental music in worship. “Some of us” 
want it and we are going to have it, aphorism or no aphorism, 
scriptures or no scriptures, and the authority we plead is our 
freedom “to act on our own best judgment, in harmony with 
the spirit of the New Testament.” Whatever we want to do that 
we have no command for, no example of, and no necessary 
inference for, in short no scriptural authority whatever for, 
comes under “the spirit of the New Testament.” With such 
latitude the Standard ought to get by with about anything it 
wants to do in religion.

THE LINE THAT DIVIDES
The Standard further says:
“We are all agreed that there is a freedom in Christ; that 

there is an area for our best Christian judgment. The question 
after all is one of drawing the line that divides the area of the 
commanded from the area of freedom and our judgment.”

The Standard has come to see, I think, that any authority 
for instrumental music in worship must come from “the area 
of freedom and our judgment.” It is not to be found in “the 
area of the commanded.” It is an abuse of whatever “freedom” 
we have “in Christ” and mighty poor “judgment” to presume 
to add something to the worship of God the scriptures do not 
authorize. The scriptures no more authorize the use of instru-
mental music in worship than they do the burning of incense, 
or the washing of feet. If they did, the Standard would talk 
more to the point and not do so much talking around.

Here is a final plea that betrays what the Standard hopes 
for out of such meetings as the one in Detroit. That will be 
“glory” if such a goal can be reached.

“Can we not recognize as brethren in Christ and in this 

propaganda of unity all those who, having accepted Christ 
and obeyed Him in the terms of salvation, sincerely seek to 
attain unity upon the basis of New Testament doctrine and 
order, even though they may differ in their understanding of 
what the New Testament teaches in certain details.”

Instrumental music, of course, comes under “certain 
details.” The Standard shows no disposition whatever to 
surrender the music. It is a clear case of “love me, love my 
dog.” It is a diplomatic appeal to churches that do not use 
instruments for conscience sake to tolerate and fraternize with 
those that do; even if they do show clearly that they prefer the 
unauthorized instrument to the fellowship of their brethren 
“who having accepted Christ and obeyed him in the terms 
of salvation, sincerely seek to attain unity upon the basis of 
New Testament doctrine and order.” In short the Standard 
asks us to surrender our fight on the music question and seems 
to think the Detroit meeting is a step in that direction. And 
maybe so it is.

Finally, the Standard’s talk about “what our consecrated 
judgment tells us is the teaching of the New Testament” sounds 
a lot like “the sanctified common sense” that introduced the 
organ and divided the church in the first place. Personally, I 
have no more confidence in the “consecrated judgment” of 
slogan twisters who cling to the organ than loyal defenders 
of the truth a generation ago had in the “sanctified common 
sense” of the men who introduced it into the worship. The 
division that was caused by the organ will stay as long as the 
organ stays—I hope.

*Foy E. Wallace, Jr., The Present Truth, (1977), pp. 
495-500.

—Deceased
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ville) because they stood against the premillennial teaching 
of E. L. Jorgenson and Don Carlos Janes. But they extend full 
fellowship to S. S. Lappin, a digressive evangelist, and have 
him to hold the meeting for the Highland Church of Christ.

Brother H. Leo Boles exposed the affair in a manner 
worthy of the old Gospel Advocate. He did not mince words. 
In the same article he exposed the modernism of Walter W. 
Sikes, and his Christian Church connections and sympathies. 
Walter W. Sikes is my brother-in-law, married a sweet sister 
of mine and led her astray. He received his start toward mod-
ernism and digression in Abilene Christian College under the 
influence of such men as G. A. Klingman, David L. Cooper, 
and others whom Brother Sewell retained on his faculty 
over the warnings and protests of some of the strongest men 
in the church who knew where these men stood. And it was 
Brother Sewell who so recently did everything in his power 
to fasten Clinton Davidson on the churches and colleges 
of the West. It was also Brother Sewell who held a similar 
meeting with a digressive preacher, with a digressive church 
cooperating, at Waxahachie, Texas, a meeting similar to the 
Jorgenson-Lappin meeting in Louisville. Yet Brother Sewell 
recently demanded that anybody name anything in which 
he has been “unsound.” Well, he is the one who started such 
young men as Walter Sikes on the road to digression and 
modernism through Abilene Christian College. So Walter 
Sikes now writes an article for a magazine published by a 
Christian Church College, in which he avers that the “Church 
of Christ” and the “Christian Church” are two denominations 
that have grown out of the same movement! In other words, 
because those who first formed the Christian church departed 
from the New Testament order of things and went away, the 
church itself thereby became a denomination. If the church 
was not a denomination before the Christian Church came into 
being, why should the fact that some who were not loyal to 
the New Testament went out from us make it a denomination 
now? According to that idea of it, when John the apostle said 
some in his day “went out from us,” that made the church that 
John belonged to a denomination! The “church of Christ” is 
just what it was before some went out for one thing or an-
other—whether digressives or premillennialists. I am glad 
Brother Boles exposed the fallacies of Walter Sikes in his 
article. More is needed and the editor of the Bible Banner 
will join Brother Boles in doing it.

Surely honest brethren, even those who have been mis-
guided, can now see that E. L. Jorgenson’s songbook actually 
has a digressive and sectarian affiliation, being held as “a 
noble symbol of unity” between his group and the digressives. 
The Christian Church is now his medium of promoting his 
book. It should certainly be abandoned by all loyal churches. 
The reasons are obvious.

With digressive preachers holding meetings for Jorgen-
son’s church in Louisville, and Jorgenson holding a meeting 
in return for a digressive church in Indiana, the purpose of 
the Unity Meetings is now revealed. No further argument 
should be necessary. The course of the premillennialists is 

It will be remembered that not long ago the Bible Banner 
called attention to an editorial in the Christian Standard by 
Edwin Errett commending E. L. Jorgenson and his premillen-
nial songbook. The Christian Standard announced editorially 
that it had adopted the Jorgenson songbook and urged all the 
Christian Churches to buy it and use it as “a noble symbol 
of unity” between the “two groups” Christian Churches and 
Churches of Christ.

It will also be remembered that the Bible Banner called 
attention to the fact that in the Lexington Unity Meeting E. 
L. Jorgenson paid flattering tributes publicly to S. S. Lap-
pin, one of the leading evangelists of the Christian Church, 
stating that he would like to go around with him and lead the 
singing in his meetings. That sort of back-slapping and mu-
tual admiration was the order of the great (?) unity meeting! 
Except that it was not altogether mutual—because as previ-
ously remarked the group of digressive preachers there were 
said by eye-witnesses to actually turn and give each other the 
wink while Claude F. Witty and others of our brethren were 
making their speeches. These Christian Church preachers 
knew that our preachers there were being taken in, but they 
were so gullible as not to know it, or else knowing it were 
willing to be taken in.

It will not be forgotten that the Bible Banner also pointed 
out that the results of such meetings would be the abandon-
ment of the issues entirely and that before long the digressive 
preachers would be holding meetings in the churches where 
the brethren participating in these meetings live and preach.

It has come to pass. The following announcement was 
taken from the daily paper in Louisville, Kentucky:

S. S. Lappin, former editor of the Christian Standard, 
will preside at a series of tent meetings beginning Sunday 
at Highland Church of Christ, Bardstown Road. Mr. Lappin 
was a professor at Bethany College and is author of several 
books. The meetings will be held at 7:45 p.m. daily except 
Saturday.
The following ad also appeared in the Louisville press:

HEAR THIS GREAT GOSPEL PREACHER ! S. S. 
LAPPIN JULY 13 to 27 Highland Church of Christ Bard-
stown Road near Longest Avenue Three Sunday Mornings 
in the Church House Every Evening (Omitting Saturdays) 
in Tent on Lawn.
The “Highland Church of Christ” mentioned in the 

above newspaper announcements is the church where E. L. 
Jorgenson preaches. It is the church in which Don Carlos 
Janes is a leader. Thus these two men, concerning whom the 
brotherhood has been repeatedly warned, have now come out 
into the open in their affiliations with the Christian Church. 
They believe in “fellowship” so strongly that they fellowship 
everybody—except loyal preachers and Christians who op-
pose their millennial teaching. It was this same church, under 
the direction of E. L. Jorgenson and Don Carlos Janes, that 
“withdrew fellowship” from such men as C. A. Taylor and 
those who compose one of the best churches in the whole 
brotherhood today, (the Bardstown Road Church in Louis-

THAT NOBLE “SYMBOL OF UNITY”*
FOY E. WALLACE, JR.
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also manifest. It is the common ground of these men. They are all unsound on every vital issue before the church, both in 
doctrine and worship.

The next Bible Banner will review more fully the report of the Jorgenson-Lappin meeting in the Christian Standard 
by S. S. Lappin and in the Christian Messenger by Don Carlos Janes. But knowing these things now—will the churches of 
Christ continue to aid E. L. Jorgenson in the promotion of his errors by the purchase and use of his hymn books? And will 
they continue to send missionary money to Don Carlos Janes who has proved so unfaithful in teaching and practice? I cannot 
believe loyal churches will do it; but if in certain instances they do, loyal members should protest and continue to protest 
until their protests become effective. Truly, “by their fruits ye shall know them.”

*Foy E. Wallace, Jr., The Present Truth, (1977), pp. 738-741.
—Deceased

From the Pen of T. R. Burnett of Texas
This Budget becomes more and more convinced every day that it will become necessary to establish 

churches of the apostolic order in every town in the state where the so- called “Christian Church” now 
holds sway. The lawless determination of the society and organ people to rule or ruin every church 
with which they have connection, and either put in the unscriptural things or put out the brethren 
who oppose them, makes this plainly evident. The loyal brethren need not waste any valuable time 
waiting for a reformation, for there is none in prospect. Ephraim is joined to his idols, and he would 
rather have his society and music idol than any kind of Christian union known to the Bible. Brethren, 
proceed to re-establish the ancient order of things, just as if there was never a church of Christ in your 
town. Gather all the brethren together who love Bible order better than modern fads and foolishness, 
and start the work and worship of the church in the old apostolic way... It is better to have one dozen 
true disciples in a cheap house, than a thousand apostate pretenders in a palace who love modem 
innovations better than Bible truth.... (T. R. Burnett, “Burnett’s Budget,” Gospel Advocate, Vo. XXXVII, 
No. 19 (May 9, 1895), p. 291. As quoted by Earl Irvin West, The Search For The Ancient Order , Vol. II. 
[Ann Arbor: Cushing-Malloy, Inc., 1950], p. 437.
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THE DESIRE FOR UNITY AND FUTILE 
ATTEMPTS TO ACHIEVE IT

LLOYD GALE, JR.

It is the will of our Lord and Savior for all Christians to 
be in unity. This He clearly taught in (John 17: 20-21):

Neither pray I for these alone, but for them also 
which shall believe on me through their word; That 
they all may be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in 
thee, that they all may be one in us: that the world may 
believe that thou hast sent me.
Jesus first prayed for the unity of His Ambassadors, the 

Apostles, and then for all others who would believe upon 
Christ as a result of their teaching. It was a prayer for the unity 
of all true Christians. The type of unity that Jesus prayed for is 
the kind that exists between Jesus and His heavenly Father. It 
is not an agreement not to disagree, or a unity in diversity.

THE CONSISTENT FAILURE OF SO CALLED 
UNITY MEETINGS

I have no account of the many so—called unity meetings 
that have taken place, yet there is no unity. The amount of 
time and money squandered by such attempts are exercises in 
futility and I believe are sinful. What has taken place in these 
meetings is an attempt, by those who have transgressed God’s 
laws, to seek acceptance among those who have kept God’s 
law. If the law violators are successful, then all involved are 
in error (II John verses 9-11). To bid “God speed” to those in 
error makes one a partaker of their evil deeds.

What is evident in such meetings is that the rule viola-
tors do not want to discuss or attempt to show authority for 
their innovations, they want to talk about all the things we 
agree upon. That is a subtle way of making the unacceptable, 
acceptable. Those who have gone onward and who do not 
abide in the doctrine of Christ have no desire to give up their 
innovations. They want others to follow after them. This is 
the only reason they will not meet with those who have not 
yet compromised.

If there is a sincere desire for unity, then the doctrines 
of men must be the subject of discussion, otherwise such 
meetings are sinful and a waste of time. It is man-made in-
novations that cause division and until such are removed 
unity is an impossibility (John 8:31-32). The road to unity 
is not that complicated. Those who have introduced instru-
ments of music and missionary societies must be willing to 
give up that for which there is no New Testament authority. 
Those who today support THE CHURCHES OF CHRIST 
DISASTER SOCIETY, if they do not want to be the cause of 
further division, must give up their para-church organization. 
When they were invited to meet with faithful brethren and 
have the meeting video taped with fair and equal representa-
tion on both sides, they refused. They refused because they 
know that there is no New Testament authority for such an 
organization to claim to represent, with their board of direc-
tors, the churches of Christ. Those who are willing to accept 
this benevolent society might as well join with the Christian 
Church and all of their innovations because they have forfeited 
the principal of New Testament authority.

Consider for a moment two men who are following a blue-
print in constructing a building. One of the builders notices 
that the other builder has added some innovations that are 
not included on the original plans. So they have a conference 
and the builder who has failed to follow the blueprint only 
wants to talk about the parts of construction where he has fol-
lowed the blueprints. Now if the builder who is following the 
blueprint just goes along to get along with the other builder, 
would not the architect hold both parties responsible? I think 
you know the answer.

The Lord’s church has but one Architect. His plan is per-
fect (I Corinthians 13:10). He has total authority (Matthew 
28:18). His authority is set forth by His own instructions, and 
those of His Ambassadors, the Apostles, and it is complete. 
Any attempt by man to improve upon perfection will only 
mar that perfection and cause division.

The Apostle Paul in writing to the church in Corinth pled 
for the unity of all believers ( I  Corinthians 1:10).

Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our 
Lord Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and 
that there be no divisions among you; but that ye be 
perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the 
same judgment.
There can be no unity when some are advocating things 

not authorized by Jesus Christ. All of the sentimental pro-
nouncements in the world cannot make things that are un-
scriptural acceptable to those who truly love the Lord and who 
respect His authority. It is an undeniable fact that unauthorized 
beliefs and practices are the causes of all division.

The restoration of pure undenominational Christianity 
depends upon a willingness and a desire for all Christians 
to have a “thus saith the Lord” for everything we teach and 
practice. Abandon this Biblical principle and unity becomes 
an impossibility. There is an observable tendency today 
among the churches of Christ to copy the innovations of the 
denominations and not to look to the Scriptures for author-
ity. Where did Children’s Worship, youth directors, church 
leagues, devotionals, and gymnasiums originate? Not only 
have many adapted the language of Ashdod, but they have 
followed their innovations. No longer is the Word of God 
sufficient for salvation but clowns, meals and recreation must 
be the incentive. Worship is no longer about giving praise 
and thanksgiving to God for His manifold blessings and 
His unspeakable gift, but it is all about what the worshiper 
desires to make them feel good about themselves. We are no 
longer going in and out of the doors as authorized, but many 
are jumping out of the windows of human innovation with 
the denominations. Has the day now come when we need a 
restoration of the churches of Christ? What do you think?

—1186 Martha Leeville Road
Lebanon, TN 37090-8262
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FELLOWSHIP AND TRUTH
BROCK HARTWIGSEN

The boarders of our fellowship declare the truthfulness 
of our teachings. In I John 1:7 we read:

If we walk in the light, as he is in the light, we have 
fellowship one with another.” In verse 3 John tell us 
“truly our fellowship is with the Father, and with his 
Son Jesus Christ.
If our fellowship is broader than Christ’s, then our fellow-

ship is too broad. If our fellowship is narrower than Christ’s, 
then our fellowship is too narrow. If our fellowship is too 
broad or too narrow then we are not “walking in the light 
as he is in the light.” If we are not “walking in the light,” 
then we “walk in darkness” (verse 6). “If we say that we 
have fellowship with him, and walk in darkness, we lie, 
and do not the truth” (verse 6).

In Revelation 22:18-19 God tells us that it is wrong to 
add to His Word or to take away from His Word. It is also 
wrong to try to add to God’s fellowship those He does not 
fellowship or to try to remove from God’s fellowship those 
He does fellowship.

In I John the word “fellowship” is translated from is koi-
nonia. Strong’s Exhaustive Concordance says that koinonia 
comes from koinonos which means a sharer, associate, or 
companion. Those with whom God is not a sharer, not and as-
sociate nor a companion are not in “fellowship” with God.

If we, on a spiritual level share with, associate with or 
are companions with those whom God does not “fellowship,” 
then God does not “fellowship” with us. If our “fellowship” 
is with God, then our “fellowship” will be with only those 
whom God fellowships.

If we, on a spiritual level, refuse to share with, associate 
with or be companions with those whom God does “fellow-
ship,” then God does not “fellowship” with us. If our “fel-
lowship” is with God, then we will “fellowship” all those 
whom God fellowships.

Who does God “fellowship?” God only “fellowship” with 
those who love and obey Jesus. “Jesus answered and said 
unto him, If a man love me, he will keep my words: and 
my Father will love him, and we will come unto him, and 
make our abode with him” (John 14:23).

If our “fellowship” includes any who are outside of Christ 
or those in Christ who “walk disorderly” (II Thessalonians 
3:6), then our “fellowship” is too broad and we will have no 
“fellowship with him, and walk in darkness” (I John 1:6). 
If our “fellowship” excludes any who are in Christ and living 
obedient lives, then our “fellowship” is too narrow and we 
will have no “fellowship with him, and walk in darkness” 
(I John 1:6).

The scope of our “fellowship” is determined by the 
doctrine we teach. If we teach association and acceptance of 
people who teach and practice things contrary to God’s Word, 
then we “do not the truth” (I John 1:6). If we “do not the 
truth,” we have no “fellowship with him, and walk in dark-
ness” (I John 1:6). If we teach withholding “fellowship” from 
people whom God fellowships because of matters of opinion 
and not “thus saith the Lord,” then we “do not the truth” (I 

John 1:6). If we “do not the truth,” we have no “fellowship 
with him, and walk in darkness” (I John 1:6).

There is no such thing as “big ‘F’ fellowship” and “small 
‘f’ fellowship” as some brothers teach. There is either associa-
tion and companionship with God and His people or associa-
tion and companionship with those who have no association 
and companionship with God and His people.

Jesus said there are only two roads in life; the narrow 
road leading to life and the broad road leading to destruc-
tion (Matthew 7:13-14). Likewise, we either “fellowship” 
with Him and His or we do not. If I “fellowship” with those 
whom Jesus does not “fellowship,” I am  traveling with the 
wrong people on the wrong road. If I withhold “fellowship” 
from those whom Jesus has “fellowship” with, then I am not 
traveling with Him. I’m traveling on the wrong road.

Does your teaching and/or practice include association 
with, companionship with or “fellowship” with those whom 
God does not “fellowship?” If it does, you need to repent and 
narrow your teaching and/or practice to be in line with God’s 
Will. Does your teaching and/or practice exclude association 
with, companionship with or “fellowship” with those whom 
God does “fellowship?” If it does, you need to repent and 
broaden your teaching and/or practice to bring it in line with 
God’s Will.

—12521 Holly Springs New Hill Road
Apex, NC 27502

DISCUSSION GROUP
Contending for the Faith magazine an-
nounces the formation of a computer 
based discussion group called Contend-
ingFTF, hosted at Yahoo.com. This discus-
sion group is for members of the church 
of Christ only. Among the purposes for 
starting such a discussion group is to 
provide a forum to discuss Biblical doc-
trine, defend the Truth, and review current 
issues among churches of Christ. You 
are invited to join this group and partici-
pate in the discussions. ContendingFTF 
is “FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH 
AND HATE ERROR.”

To subscribe to ContendingFTF
send an email to:

ContendingFTF-subscribe@yahoogroups.com
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A BRIEF HISTORY OF UNITY MEETINGS 
BETWEEN SOME IN THE CHURCHOF CHRIST 

AND THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH
DAVID P. BROWN

Beginning in about 1917 until1923 there was an ef-
fort to bring about unity between the Christian Church and 
the Lord’s church. Certain prominent men in the Christian 
Churches approached certain members of the church of Christ 
about reuniting. Various efforts were made by the Tennessee 
Christian’s editor John B. Cowden of the Christian Church 
to sell the reunion idea to churches of Christ.1 A move to 
dissuade Gospel preachers from opposing mechanical instru-
mental music in worship to God concluded with the Harde-
man-Boswell debate in Nashville, Tennessee in 1923. With 
the victory for Truth by brother N. B. Hardeman, this debate 
for the time being effectively ended the “unity” efforts of the 
Christian Church, especially in middle Tennessee, because 
they were not about to give up their “Golden Calf” in the 
form of mechanical instruments of music in worship along 
with other biblically unauthorized conduct in order to have 
biblical unity.2 

From 1934-39, Claude F. Witty, a preacher working with 
the church of Christ in Detroit, Michigan along with James 
DeForest Murch, of the Christian Church, made a second 
move to bring about unity between the Lord’s church and the 
Christian Church.3  Several “unity meetings” resulted from 
these efforts. However, H. Leo Boles was invited to speak on 
unity in the Indianapolis, Indiana “unity meeting.” On May 3, 
1939 brother Boles presented his material on Christian unity. 
In that address to the Indianapolis “unity” meeting he made 
clear what the Scriptural grounds for Christian unity was and 
is. He pointed out that:

1. Denominational paraphernalia must be put 
aside.

2. All denominational machinery and apparatus 
must be destroyed.

3. The denominational spirit permeating the Chris-
tian Church must be condemned.

4. Those who make up the Christian Church must 
come back to the New Testament and once again take up 
the “plea” of the pioneers for New Testament unity.

5. Only in this way will biblical unity prevail be-
tween those who make up the Christian Church and the 
churches of Christ.
In his address to the meeting Boles made it clear that the 

Christian Church knew where they left the church of Christ 
and, therefore, they knew where to find them. He made it 
clear that if the Christian Church would come back to the 
Truths they once believed unity would be the inevitable 
result. He also pointed out to the meeting that as long as the 
church of Christ is loyal to the New Testament, they cannot 
compromise on this or any other point so clearly taught in 
the New Testament.4

In the late 1950’s and the early 1960’s, another unity ef-
fort was started by the late W. Carl Ketcherside and Ernest 

Beam. About the only thing that came out of that effort was 
that Ketcherside and close co-worker Leroy Garrett, started 
to work with the Christian Church. Now in his 80’s and 
living in Denton, Texas, Garrett continues to work with the 
Christian Church and promote any and all kinds of Biblically 
unauthorized activities to lead brethren away from the Truth 
of the Gospel.

With the “Restoration Summit” 1984 meeting at Ozark 
Bible College in Joplin, Missouri the latest effort at unity 
between the Christian Church and the churches of Christ 
began. (As reviewed elsewhere in this issue of CFTF by 
Dub McClish—Editor)  The prime promoters of that effort 
from the churches of Christ were Alan Cloyd, the late Reuel 
Lemmons and Rubel Shelly. From the Christian Church it was 
the late Don DeWelt who led preachers from the Independent 
Christian Church.  Today Rubel Shelly, Calvin Warpula, Rick 
Atchley and their cohorts are promoters of these unity meetngs 
among churches of Christ and Victor Knowles is one of the 
leaders from the Christian Church. 

From 1984 till the present the men in the churches of 
Christ who are championing these unity meetings are men 
who have repudiated every signal aspect of primitive, pure, 
New Testament Christianity. They are apostates. They love 
compromise and are ready to give up or take on just about 
anything some kind of agreement to disagree. Bible authority 
means nothing to them. And, thus it is not even considered 
in their attempts to find grounds for unity between churches 
of Christ and the Independent Christian Church.

Back during the Witty/Murch move for unity, brother H. 
Leo Boles confronted brother Claude F. Witty with six very 
important questions:

1. Are you not a self-appointed representative of the 
churches of Christ?

2. Have you told Murch and his brethren there can 
be no unity until he puts the organ aside and gives up the 
missionary societies?

3. For union you say that both sides must move. Now 
what will the churches of Christ have to give up?

4. What will they have to begin teaching that they 
are not now teaching?

5. What will they have to begin practicing that they 
are not now practicing? What will they have to quit teach-
ing and practicing in order to effect this union?

6. The Christian Church has gone off. It has organized 
measures to “perpetuate the cause of division.” How can 
it come back without abandoning these things?  How can 
we “go to them till they abandon the things which caused 
the division?”5

We have learned that brethren with hidden agenda’s do 
not like forthright and pointed questions put to them. This 
refusal to answer questions is one of the identifying marks 
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of those who are determined to persist in one or more errors 
rather than repent of them—they always have hidden agendas 
that they dare not allow to come to light. However, brother 
Boles’ questions continue to be appropriate for those in the 
churches of Christ who are continually promoting these “unity 
meetings” (better known and described as apostasy meetings). 
Brother Boles’ questions are almost seventy years old, but 
they are as relevant and important as they were when brother 
Boles originally put them to Claude F. Witty. Will they receive 
an answer from those in the church of Christ who are so high 
on these unity meetings. I do not expect an answer to Boles’ 
questions to Witty. Or, if they are answered they will be “an-
swered” about like Gary Holloway’s answered the questions 
put to him by Michael D. Greene in the article beginning on 
the front page of this issue of CFTF.

We are interested in the unity that comes through submit-
ting to the authority of God’s Will and no other kind (Colos-
sians 3:17). This is the unity for which Christ prayed and 
of which Paul wrote and for which we must contend (John 
17:20, 21; I Corinthians 1:10; Ephesians 4: 1-6; Jude 3). It 
is the unity that Shelly and company have left and repudi-
ated in order to have some sort of humanly devised union 
with the Christian Church as well as various other sectarian 
denominational churches

ENDNOTES
1 Herman Norton, Tennessee Christians (Nashville, Reed 

and Co., 1971), pp. 250-251.
2 William Woodson, Standing for Their Faith (Henderson, 

TN: J & W. Publications, 1979), pp.78-79.
3 James DeForest Murch, Adventuring for Christ, An 

Autobiography (Louisville: Restoration Press, 1973), pp. 
128-130.

4 H. Leo Boles, The Way of Unity Between “Christian 
Churches” and Churches of Christ (Memphis, TN Getwell 
Church of Christ, 1984) pp. 15-16.

5 Leo Lipscomb Boles and J. E. Choate, I’ll Stand on the 
Rock: a Biography of H. Leo Boles (Nashville, TN: Gospel 
Advocate, 1965), p. 20.
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Today the churches of Christ, the Independent Christian 
Churches, and the Disciples of Christ form three unique and 
distinct fellowships with no religious ties to each other. They 
share only a common heritage in the Restoration movement 
which emerged from the united efforts of Barton W Stone, 
Alexander Campbell, and their associates. Since 1968, the 
Independent Christian Churches have severed all ties and 
share no religious affiliations of any kind with the Disciples 
of Christ.

The churches of Christ, which achieved a separate iden-
tification in the United Religious Census of 1906, have no 
formal religious contacts whatsoever with the Disciples of 
Christ and very few with the Independents. The members of 
the churches Christ regard both groups as erring brethren who 
are engaged in unscriptural practices. The churches of Christ 
have remained constant in their commitment to the keynote 
of the Restoration movement “to speak or remain silent as 
the Scriptures dictate.”

The Independents have abandoned the endorsement of 
missionary society for reasons already stated. They have clung 
to the organ since the latter part of the nineteenth century and 
continue to do so without remorse. Both fellowships share in a 
common alienation from the Disciples of Christ, but otherwise 
share little in common. Since their break with the Disciples 
of Christ, the Independents jealously guard the autonomy of 
the local church. There are no societies, boards, agencies, or 
executive committees exercising control or authority over 
the local churches. There are organizations, such as boards of 
trustees, which manage their schools and benevolent institu-
tions. There are organizations similar to the North American 
Christian Convention, which provide open forums for discus-
sion and direction of church affairs. The Independents boast, 
without justification, that they are the bona fide inheritors and 
custodians of Restoration principles and traditions.

The churches of Christ find it difficult to distinguish 
between the Independents and the Disciples and hold both 
in common distrust for deserting the Restoration plea. To 
the outsider looking in, the Independents and the Disciples 
are much like the divorced couple who have never accepted 
their separation yet there is no prospect for reconciliation. 
The Independents are no more likely to give up the organ for 
the sake of Christian unity than the Disciples are to abandon 
modern theology. The churches of Christ are not apt to ac-
cept either.

*Adron Doran and J.E. Choate, The Christian Scholar, 
[Nashville, TN: Gospel Advocate Company, 1985], pp. 188-
189.

CHURCHES OF CHRIST, 
INDEPENDENT CHRISTIAN 
CHURCH AND DISCIPLES 

OF CHRIST*

Green’s Video Service, operated by Jim 
Green, has the audio and video recordings 
from the Spring Church of Christ’s Lec-
tureship on Anti-ism and Open Forum. If 
you wish to obtain any of those recording, 
available in various formats, contact Jim 
Green at 2711 Spring Meade Blvd., Colum-
bia, TN 38401, 931-486-1364, http://www.
jgreencoc-video-ministry.com/ or email 
at jgreencoc1986@yahoo.com.
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-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., P.O. Box 131, Holly Pond, 
AL 35083,  Sun. 10:00 a.m.,  11:00 a.m., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., (256) 
796-6802, (205) 429-2026.

Somerville-Union Church of Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile east of 
Hwy 67, Somerville, Alabama, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tom Larkin, evangelist, (256) 778-8955, (256) 778-8961.

Tuscaloosa-East Pointe Church of Christ one block from Exit 76, off 
I-20, I-59, Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed., 7 p.m. Abiding in God’s 
Word—The Old Paths. U of A student, visitor, or resident? Welcome!  
(205)556-3062.

-England-
Cambridgeshire-Ramsey Church of Christ, meeting at the Rainbow 
Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 a.m.; Wed. (Phone for venue 
and time); www.Ramsey-church-of-christ.org. Contact Keith Sisman, 
001.44.1487.710552; fax:1487.813264 or Keith Sisman.net. Research 
Website of 1,000 years of the British Church of Christ; www.Traces-of-
the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and-Mystery.org.

-Florida-
Ocoee-Ocoee Church of Christ, 2 East Magnolia Street, Ocoee, FL 34761. 
Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7:00 p.m. David Hartbarger, 
Evangelist, (407) 656-2516, ocoeechurchofchrist@yahoo.com, www.
ocoeecoc.org.
Pensacola-Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, 
FL 32526, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Michael 
Hatcher, evangelist, (850) 455-7595.

-Georgia-
Cartersville- Church of Christ, 1319 Joe Frank Harris Pkwy  NW 30120-
4222.  770-382-6775, www.cartersvillechurchofchrist.org.  Sun. 10,  
11a.m., 6:30 p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m.  Bobby D. Gayton, evangelist- email: 
bdgayton@juno.com.

-Indiana-
Evansville-West Side Church of Christ, 3232 Edgewood Dr., Evansville, 
IN 47712, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 6:30 p.m., Larry 
Albritton, evangelist.

-Louisiana-
Chalmette-Church of Christ, 200 Delaronde St., Chalmette, LA 70044. 
Mark Lance, evangelist, (504) 279-9438.

-Massachusetts-
Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ, 26 Armory Drive; Chicopee, 
MA 01020, in-home, (413) 592-4834, Ken Dion, evangelist.

-North Carolina-
Rocky Mount-Scheffield Drive Church of Christ, 3309 Scheffield Dr., 
Rocky Mount, NC 27802 (252) 937-7997.

-Oklahoma-
Porum-Church of Christ, 8 miles South of I-40 at Hwy 2, Warner exit. 
Sun. 10 a.m., 11 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, evangelist, email: 
lawson@starnetok.net.

- Tennessee-
Lenoir City-Lenoir City Church of Christ, 1280 Simpson Road West, P.O. 
Box 292 Lenoir City, TN 37771 .  Sun. 9:30, 10:30AM, 6:00PM, Wed. 
7:00PM., Kent Bailey, Evangelist Tel: 865-986-3223 or 865-986-5698).

Murfreesboro-Church of Christ, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro, TN, Sun. 

Bible class 9:00 a.m., Worship 10:00 a.m., Fellowhip meal 11:00 a.m., 
Devotional 12:00 p.m.; Wed. Bible Study 7:00 p.m. For directions and other 
information please visit our website at www.murfreesborochurchofchrist.
org. evangelist, Steve Yeatts.

-Texas-
Denton area—Northpoint Church of Christ, 5101 E. University Dr. 
(Greenbelt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, 
Greenbelt Business Park, 5101 E. University Dr., Box 12, Denton, TX 
76208. E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 6:00; 
Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.323.9797; tgj@charter.
net.

Houston area-Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures beginning the last Sunday in February. 
www.churchesofchrist.com.

Hubbard-105 NE 6th St., Hubbard, TX 76648, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Delbert J. Goines, evangelist; 
djgoines@writeme.com.

Huntsville-1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9, 10 a.m., 
6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

Hurst (Fort Worth area)-Northeast Church of Christ, 1313 Karla Dr., 
P.O. Box 85, Hurst, TX 76053. Sun.  9  a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7:30 
p.m. (817) 282-3239, Toney Smith and Dan Flournoy, evangelists.

New Braunfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west of I-35. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 p.m. Lynn Parker, evangelist. (830) 625-9367. 
www.nbchurchofchrist.com.

Richwood-1600 Brazosport, Richwood, TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30 a.m., 6 p.m., 
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256.

-Wyoming-
Cheyenne-High Plains Church of Christ, 421 E. 8th St., Cheyenne, WY 
82007, tel. (307) 638-7466, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 5:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Tim Cozad.
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FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND HATE ERROR

(Continued on Page 20)

A SERMON REVIEWED, RICK ATCHLEY’S 
PRESCRIPTION FOR DIVISION

JERRY MURRELL

On March 1, 2006, Rick Atchley preached a sermon 
entitled “Learning Division.”  This sermon was the third in a 
series he characterized as “United Kingdom.”  Rick is a very 
talented speaker. I first met him when he spoke at Lipscomb 
at what is now called the Harold Hazelip Biblical Preaching 
Seminar, while I was finishing up a degree there. He is a 
very charismatic person and excellent speaker. He is not in 
the class of Jeff Foxworthy or Mike Cope when it comes to 
comedy, but he can make some interesting points with humor 
from time to time.

WHAT WERE THE CAUSES OF
THE 1906 DIVISION?

This sermon was an attempt to minimize the division that 
took place between the churches of Christ and what has been 
called the “Independent Christian churches” in the late 1800’s 
(recognized by the Census bureau in 1906). He attempted to 
do this by changing the causes of the division in a slight of 
hand kind of way. The first point in his three point outline (I 
know it is hard to believe that a change agent used a method 
as outdated as preaching a three-point outline) was that the 
real cause of the division was not the missionary society or 
mechanical instruments of music used in worship, but the 
church of Christ divided over the civil war. He did this know-
ing that what most people would understand from his words 
was that people in the South wanted to keep slaves and when 
the North took their slaves away they withdrew fellowship 
from Northern churches based on this desire. The first person 
of any historical ability to advance this thesis was David 
Edwin Harrell, in his two volumes, A Social History of the 
Disciples of Christ (based on his earlier doctrinal dissertation 
at Vanderbilt). Harrell himself has given up the thesis that the 
division took place because of the civil war. Note these words 
from Harrell in a Restoration Quarterly review of Richard 
Hughes book, Rethinking the History of Churches of Christ. 
Harrell said, Hughes “shows convincingly that the intellectual 
gulf between the Churches of Christ and Christian Church did 
not suddenly appear in 1906 or, indeed, in the years after the 

Civil War, but had been visible many years earlier.”1  
It is far beyond the scope of a single article to take up a 

point by point answer to such an overblown historical case. 
However a few observations are in order that should be enough 
to defeat the underlying premises. The idea that the civil war 
caused this division is sometimes called in shorthand terms “the 
sectionalism thesis.”  Atchley cited with approval a master’s 
thesis from Abilene Christian University that argued that the 
area of the country that sided with the North became dominated 
by Christian churches and the areas of the nation that sided with 
the South became dominated by churches of Christ. Let’s see 
how this thesis holds up in the light of the known facts. (1) In 
1889, Daniel Sommer preached a sermon called “The Address 
and Declaration” which many credit with being the sermon 
that threw down the gauntlet of division that would come later. 
Sommer was born in Maryland, and lived in Ohio when he was 
the publisher of the American Christian Review. This paper 
was early in beating the drum in opposition to the “instrument 
and society churches.”  The famous sermon was preached in 
Sand Creek Illinois. While you may not have known all of 
these facts off the top of your head, you do know that in 1861 
a man named Abraham Lincoln left Springfield Illinois, to be 
inaugurated President of the United States. This state still has 
on its license plates, “Land of Lincoln.”  Illinois was not exactly 
a hotbed for Southern sympathies during the civil war. Yet, it 
was in Illinois that thousands gathered in support of Sommer’s 
position that these “society and instrumental music churches” 
were not worthy of fellowship.

Those who advance the “civil war thesis” try to forget about 
the role of Sommer in the division, as do some on the other side 
because of later positions taken by Sommer. Liberals attempt 
to make David Lipscomb the guy in the black hat who divided 
the church. They are quick to point out that Lipscomb was an-
gered by the American Christian Missionary Society passing a 
resolution condemning the South during the course of the civil 
war. Atchley is honest enough to admit that Lipscomb’s main 
problem with this was he took the position that all war was 
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Editorial...

“FACTS ARE
STUBBORN THINGS:

AND WHATEVER MAY BE OUR 
WISHES, OUR INCLINATIONS, OR 

THE DICTATES OF OUR PASSIONS, 
THEY CANNOT ALTER THE STATE 

OF FACTS AND EVIDENCE.”

The title of this editorial is a quote attributed to John 
Quincy Adams. Whether it is a fact that Adams said it 
or not, the TRUTH conveyed in the statement is often 
ignored and sometimes by design overlooked.  We have 
chosen to use said quote as the title of this editorial for 
the same reason we employed it in the January  2001 
issue—because of its truthfulness and appropriate-
ness—especially and specifically when applied to the 
actions of Tom Bright, Director of the On Line Academy 
of Bible Studies (OABS), along with Bobby Diggs and 
Edgar Schultz elders of the Phillips Street Church of 
Christ, Dyersburg, Tennessee, the overseeing eldership 
of OABS, in their decision not to carry the Tuesday, 
February 28 Open Forum of the 2006 Spring CFTF 
Lectures.

Immediately following this editorial is the state-
ment from the Spring elders, Buddy Roth and Kenneth 
D. Cohn. It was read by brother Cohn to the March 2 
evening audience in house and over the internet of the 
2006 CFTF Spring Lectures. The statement pertains to 
certain facts that follow.

WHATEVER HAS BEEN OR WILL BE OFFERED 
BY THE POWERS THAT BE AT OABS AS TO WHY 
THEY “PULLED THE PLUG” ON THE SPRING 
OPEN FORUM THOSE “REASONS” “…CANNOT 
ALTER THE STATE OF FACTS AND EVIDENCE” 
PERTAINING TO THEIR ACTIONS 

Fact # 1: less than 24 hours before the Spring Forum 
was to begin, OABS reneged on her agreement with the 
Spring Church of Christ to carry the Spring Forum on 
her web site.

Fact # 2: this action by the governing powers 
of OABS breached a verbal contract they had with the 
Spring CFTF Lectureship/Spring Lectureship director/ 
Spring church elders to provide ALL of the Spring lec-
tures for viewing over the internet.

Fact # 3: if the Spring brethren did not have con-
nections with another internet provider, OABS’s breach 
of contract at such a late date would have in all likely 
hood effectively stopped the public transmission of the 
live Spring Forum over the internet.
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Fact # 4: the tailored explanation by the Phillips’ 
Street Church of Christ elders, Dyersburg, TN that ap-
pears, at this writing, on the OABS web site does not 
in any form or fashion Scripturally, logically, and/or 
ethically explain away the reality that in less than 24 
hours before the Spring Forum was to begin, OABS 
“pulled the plug” on the Spring forum.

Fact # 5: Tom Bright, OABS director and agent 
acting on behalf of the Phillip’s Street Church of Christ 
elders understood many weeks in advance of the 2006 
Spring CFTF lectureship that the Spring Forum was a 
part of the 2006 Spring Lectureship. Fact # 5a: brother 
Bright understood, what the subject of the forum was 
to be. Fact # 5b: brother Bright knew who some of the 
participants in the forum were. Fact # 5c: He also knew 
at least some of those who had been invited to participate 
in the forum.

Fact # 6: OABS is without a Scriptural reason for 
their conduct in “pulling the plug” on the Spring fo-
rum.

Fact # 7: OABS has joined the ranks of AP, 
MSOP, GBN in their refusal to show written Scriptural 
cause for their actions on the late date that said actions 
were taken against the 2006 Spring CFTF Lectures 
took place.

Fact # 8: in keeping in concert with her brotherhood 
project sisters (previously named), OABS does not hesi-
tate to ask the churches and individual Christians for 
money to support her work. Fact # 8a: However, OABS 
refuses to answer questions IN WRITING regarding 
the reason(s) or motive(s) for her actions such as the 
reason(s) OABS chose, less than 24 hours before the 
Spring Forum was to begin, to notify the Spring elders 
via Kenneth Cohn of their decision to “pull the plug” on 
the Spring Forum at that late time.

Fact # 9: As covered in the statement read by brother 
Cohn, (Fact # 9a) a meeting composed of 7 brethren 
(among the 7 men in said meeting three elderships 
were represented) was in progress in the Spring church 
library when the phone call came from brother Tom 
Bright to brother Cohn in which brother Bright informed 
brother Cohn that he (Cohn) needed to phone brother 
Bobby Diggs, one of the two elders of the Phillips Street 
Church of Christ, Dyersburg, TN. Fact # 9b: For reasons 
explained by brother Cohn in said public statement, all 
of the men present clearly heard the conversation of 
brother Cohn with, first, brother Diggs and, second, Phil-
lips Street’s other elder, Edgar Schultz. Fact # 9c: clearly 
both elders depended on OABS director, Tom Bright for 
their information regarding the Spring CFTF Lectures 
and the Spring Forum. Fact # 9d: neither one of the 
Phillips’ St. elders was clear about what was being 
advertised on their own web site regarding the Spring 
CFTF Lectures. Fact # 9e: one of the Phillips St. elders 
went so far as to ask brother Cohn if  the Spring Forum 

had been added to the Spring CFTF Lectures after the 
original advertisement for the Spring CFTF Lectures 
appeared on the OABS web site.

Fact # 10: as of March 6, 2006, on the OABS web 
site, the Phillips’ St. elders gave the following reason 
for terminating the Spring Forum. Part of the statemnet 
reads:

…When the nature of the Open Forum was brought 
to our attention (please note: Tom Bright has requested 
that it be known that he, and he alone, was the one who 
failed to communicate to the elders; he has apologized 
to us for this), we felt the nature of the Open Forum 
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was something that non-members (around the world) did 
not need to see.

Now, this and this alone was the reason for our deci-
sion. We were not influenced by any outside source…  
(http://www.oabs.org/OABSExplanation.htm).

Fact # 10a: the following view of the Phillips Street Church 
of Christ elders is not authorized by the New Testament:

…we felt the nature of the Open Forum was some-
thing that non-members (around the world) did not need 
to see.

Now, this and this alone was the reason for our deci-
sion. We were not influenced by any outside source… 
(Ibid).

Fact # 10b: the Holy Spirit recorded multitudinous church 
problems and trouble between Christians in the writing of 
the New Testament for people in and out of the church to 
read. Fact # 10c:  the reason the Phillips Street elders gave 
for “pulling the plug” on the Spring Forum is contrary to 
what is recorded in the New Testament regarding problems 
in the church. Therefore, their (the Phillips Street elders) 
reason stands in opposition to the divine pattern found in 
the Scriptures relative to internal problems in the church 
being revealed to non-members. Fact # 10d: the Phillips 
Street elders are inconsistent in their decision not to al-
low the Spring Forum to be on the internet because they 
approved of the rest of the Spring CFTF Lectures (Anti-
ism—From God or Man) to be put on the internet, which 
lectures pertain to trouble and division in the Lord’s church 
and does not necessarily concern non-members. Fact # 10e:  
seven men heard one of the Phillips Street elders admit to 
brother Cohn when facts # 10c and # 10d were pointed out 
to him by brother Cohn, that they knew they were being 
inconsistent in their decision to allow the part of the Spring 
CFTF Lectures that pertained to Anti-ism (internal church 
problems) to be put on the internet by OABS, but they 
would not allow the Spring Forum (pertaining to internal 
church problems), part of the Spring CFTF Lectures, to be 
put on the internet through the auspices of OABS. Fact # 
10f: the Phillips’ Street elders knew they were inconsistent, 
but they did not care, they were going to carry out their 
inconsistent decision no matter what. 

Fact # 11: the following quote is also from the Phillips 
Street elders’ statement found on the OABS web site. “Tom 
Bright has requested that it be known that he, and he alone, 
was the one who failed to communicate to the elders; he 
has apologized to us for this…” To date Tom Bright has 
not apologized to the elders of the Spring Church of Christ. 
Also, he has not apologized to the director of the Spring 
CFTF Lectures, David P. Brown. 

Fact # 12: the authority delegated to elders by the New 
Testament does not authorize elders to violate the Golden 
Rule, and does not authorize elders to be inconsistent, or 
make any decision(s) without Scriptural reason(s) for said 
decisions. 

Fact # 13: there is no Scriptural way for Tom Bright, 
the Phillips Street Church of Christ elders, or anyone 

else to successfully prove that the actions of OABS taken 
against the 2006 Spring CFTF Lectures Open Forum was 
authorized by the New Testament of Jesus Christ (Colos-
sians 3:17).

QUESTIONS
1. Will Tom Bright and/or the Phillips Street Church 

of Christ elders put into writing the Scriptural reasons given 
by Bright to them (Phillips Street elders) that necessitated 
their (and Bright’s) change of mind from their original 
agreement with the Spring congregation to carry the 2006 
Spring CFTF Lectures Open Forum over the internet? 

2. Will Tom Bright, or any of his ‘buddyhood,’ af-
firm any one or all of the following propositions in public 
debate? 

A. Resolved: “The authority delegated to elders by 
the New Testament authorizes them (elders) to violate 
the Golden Rule.”

B. Resolved: “Tom Bright and the Phillips Street 
elders practiced the Golden Rule in coming to their 
decision to refuse to carry the Spring CFTF Open 
Forum over OABS.”

C. Resolved: “The New Testament authorizes 
Christians to be inconsistent.”

D. Resolved: “The Scriptures teach that the Phil-
lips Street elders were acting consistently when they 
decided to carry the lectureship portion pertaining to 
“Anti-ism” (an internal problem in the church), but re-
fused to carry the Open Forum part of the 2006 Spring 
CFTF Lectures that pertained to an internal problem 
in the church. 

E. Resolved: “The Open Forum part of the 2006 
Spring CFTF Lectures that pertained to an internal 
problem in the church was a sinful activity.” 

“IS IT NOTHING TO YOU, ALL YE THAT 
PASS BY” (LAMENTATIONS 1:12)?

 In times past many of us stood “shoulder to shoul-
der” in our opposition to error of any kind, committed 
by anyone, and in defense of the objective static standard 
of infallible Gospel Truth that is the authoritative New 
Testament. The Tom Bright I thought I knew (and this is 
true of certain other brethren as well) seemingly were not 
more interested in defending their special projects and 
their funding sources when such meant compromising the 
Truth in doctrine and practice in order to do so. They were 
not guilty, or if they were we did not know it, of the sin of 
respecting men’s personages and acting in an inconsistent 
manner in teaching, applying, and practicing the Truth  of 
God’s Word on any point. With the uncompromising apostle 
Paul we ask: “Ye did run well; who did hinder you that 
ye should not obey the truth: This persuasion cometh 
not of him that calleth you. A little leaven leaveneth the 
whole lump.” (Galatians 5:7-9).

—David P. Brown, Editor
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A STATEMENT REGARDING
THE ABROGATION

BY OABS OF AN AGREEMENT TO BROADCAST THE 2006 CFTF 
SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST LECTURESHIP OPEN FORUM 

FEBRUARY 28, 2006
Read by Kenneth D. Cohn  on March 2, 2006, during

the Contending For The Faith Lectures
at Spring, Texas

KENNETH D. COHN

On Monday, February 27, 2006, during the lunch break 
between the last morning session and the first afternoon ses-
sion of the CFTF Spring church of Christ lectureship (the 
topic of which was “Anti-ism, From God or Man”), I received 
a phone call from Tom Bright, director of Online Academy of 
Bible Studies. In our conversation, brother Bright conveyed 
to me a request from the elders of Phillips Street church of 
Christ, Dyersburg, TN, overseeing eldership of OABS, that 
the elders of the Spring Church of Christ call them respect-
ing the Open Forum. Using my cell phone, I called the phone 
number given me by brother Bright. Brother Bobby Diggs, 
one of the two elders of Phillips Street, answered the phone. 
(At the time of this call, Buddy Roth, my fellow elder, and I 
were in a meeting with David Watson, Dub McClish, Denny 
Durigan, David Brown, Michael Hatcher, and Lynn Parker. 
All were privy to the ensuing conversation, not because of 
any effort on my part to have witnesses, but rather because I 
had the volume turned up higher than normal because of my 
reduced hearing capacity, which consequently allowed the 
others to hear as well.)

PERMISSION DENIED
I knew before I placed the call received by brother Diggs 

that they would not permit the Open Forum to be broadcast 
over OABS. Brother Diggs stated that it was the decision of 
the eldership of Phillips Street not to permit the Open Forum 
to be broadcast over OABS. In questioning brother Diggs 
as to the reasons for this decision, he stated, among other 
things, that: 1) he did not know that the Open Forum was 
to be broadcast over OABS until the previous night when 
Tom Bright so informed him; 2) it was the decision of the 
elders and brother Bright did not have the authority to make 
the final decision; 3) it was not appropriate to broadcast the 
Open Forum over OABS because the purpose of the Open 
Forum was to deal with a matter concerning only members 
of the church; and 4) non Christians may sign on to the web 
site and be exposed to what these elders considered to be an 
internal church matter (comparable to what the antis do, or 
so they said). Brother Diggs stated that this decision only 
applied to the broadcasting of the Open Forum, they would 
still broadcast the lectureship itself.

INCONSISTENT CONDUCT
Although I could have cited many New Testament ex-

amples of matters that dealt only with internal matters (e.g., 
Ananias and Sapphira, Paul confronting Peter to his face, and 
so on), I pointed out to brother Diggs the inconsistency of 
their position of denying permission to broadcast the Open 
Forum while broadcasting the lectureship itself the topic of 
which (Anti-ism) only pertained to an internal matter of the 
church and did not pertain to non Christians. He said that on 
this matter they would just have to be inconsistent. During 
our conversation, he stated that he was not saying that we 
should not hold the Open Forum. He even said that he would 
like to be in attendance.

In an attempt to highlight his inconsistency, I made the 
offer to provide him a DVD of the Open Forum provided 
that he keep its contents confidential. Much to my surprise, 
he accepted the offer and agreed to keep it confidential. Dur-
ing the same phone call, I talked to brother Edgar Schultz, 
fellow elder of Phillips Street, and made the same offer and 
confidentiality stipulation. He also accepted. The action of 
the Phillips Street elders caused CFTF at a cost of several 
hundreds of dollars to contract on an emergency basis with an 
internet broadcast service to carry the Open Forum. Although 
the Phillips Street elders agreed to recommence broadcasting 
the lectureship, we elected not to do so.

WHY DID IT HAPPEN?
Some observations, questions, and answers are in order. 

The elders stated that they had learned of the Open Forum 
only a few days ago. Yet CFTF and OABS, through Tom 
Bright, the agent of the elders, had consummated an agree-
ment months before. The lectureship and the Open Forum had 
been first advertised in the pages of CFTF last November. 
Phillips Street advertised the lectureship and Open Forum 
on its website weeks before the lectureship began. Does the 
eldership have oversight of the website as well as OABS? 
Are they aware of the content of the website? Are there 
established lines of communication among Tom Bright and 
the elders? What was the imperative in this case that caused 
Tom Bright, outside the normal lines of communication, to 
specially and specifically inform the elders only a day or so 
before the Open Forum? In a conversation with an elder of a 
supporting congregation in Oklahoma, Tom Bright stated that 
he takes full responsibility for the decision and that it was not 
the result of any arm-twisting by MSOP. The elders, however, 
stated that they had the final decision in this matter. Who, then, 
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was responsible for the decision? Why mention that MSOP 
exercised no arm-twisting? Why mention MSOP at all? Does 
MSOP exercise such undue influence over OABS that brother 
Bright must make this statement? Were there some unnamed 
others who may have twisted a few OABS arms?

In all of this we must look to motives behind the action. 
I publicly made a statement as to the role that money may 
have played in all of this. Any organization that depends on 
outside sources of funds will have under consideration, at 
least to some extent, the impact that their actions will have on 
fundraising. I have heard from some an unconfirmed comment 
of brother Bright that money was not the motivating factor. 
Since I cannot prove that money was, or was not, a motivat-
ing factor in the decision of the elders or Tom Bright, I will 
reserve judgment in this area until the evidence compels a 
determination one way or the other. But exactly what was the 
motivating factor or factors?

1. The elders stated that the church should not, in effect, 
air its “dirty laundry” before non-saints. There are some 
matters that should be handled only among members, such 
as some church discipline, but others, such as false teachers, 
that need to be broadcast as widely as possible. The New 
Testament is replete with examples of internal matters. These 
may be  read by Christians and non Christians alike. Certainly 
this cannot be the compelling motivation of the Phillips Street 
elders, or Tom Bright, since they had already broadcast lec-
tures on the topic of  “Anti-ism”, peculiar only to churches of 
Christ, and were ready and willing to continue to broadcast 
this topic before and after the Open Forum. Although we 
elected not to do so, OABS, of their own volition, placed on 
their website a link to our broadcast of the lectureship, and 
then took it off again. There was something peculiar about 
the Open Forum that gave the elders and Tom Bright serious 
heartburn. What was it?

2. Was the Open Forum teaching error, or at least giving 
Godspeed to those who do? If so, it is incumbent upon them 
to specify the error and why it is false after the fashion of 
“prove all things, hold fast that which is good” (I Thes-
salonians 5:21). It is notable that an elder of a congregation 
that financially supports OABS and four OABS instructors 
appeared in the Open Forum. Furthermore, brother Diggs 

expressed a wish to be in attendance and both elders wanted 
a DVD of the Open Forum, not to mention the OABS staffers 
signing on to our alternative broadcasting website. Are the 
Phillips Street elders willing to make an assertion that their 
own instructors and supporters are either teaching error or 
giving Godspeed to those who do? Let them do so.

3. Perhaps the elders claim that CFTF was not practicing 
“longsuffering, bearing with one another in love, endeav-
oring to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace” 
(Ephesians 4:2,3). In “pulling the plug” on CFTF, did the 
Phillips Street elders practice “longsuffering, bearing with 
one another in love, endeavoring to keep the unity of the 
Spirit in the bond of peace”?

THE BOTTOM LINE
OABS and CFTF entered into an oral contract in which 

mutual promises were exchanged that benefited each party. 
OABS breached that contract causing CFTF to incur charges 
of hundreds of dollars to mitigate damage. We are not ask-
ing OABS for reimbursement of these costs nor would we 
accept it if offered. We are asking OABS and its overseeing 
elders, at the very least, to explain their violation of the 
Golden Rule when they informed us the day before a sched-
uled event that was advertised months in advance that they 
would not broadcast it without giving any reason that will 
stand critical scrutiny. If they have not violated the Golden 
Rule, please explain why not. Lest it be said that I have not 
asked the Phillips Street elders, or Tom Bright, to answer 
any questions, I hereby request that they answer in writing 
all questions herein. Let it also be known that other questions 
are forthcoming at a different time, in a different forum, and 
in a different media outlet.

—P. O. Box 39
Spring, Texas 77383

NOTE: The Open Forum in its entirety is available 
on DVD, CD, and VHS tape from: James E. Green, 2711 
Spring Meade Blvd., Columbia, TN 38401, 931.486.1364 
(PH.), jgreencoc1986@yahoo.com, www.jgreencoc-video-
ministry.com.

EDITORIAL INTRODUCTION TO A STATEMENT 
FROM THE SOUTHWEST ELDERS

[This false doctrine on MDR about which the following statement of the Southwest elders is concerned first got my attention 
while I was working with Southwest as the director of Southwest School of Bible Studies. In the Southwest elders’statement  to 
follow they affirm in part the following:

We, at Southwest, have long held to what has become known in our region as “The Traditional View” on Marriage, 
Divorce, and Remarriage. This view has been set forth from the Southwest pulpit for over fifty (50) years and has been 
written and well commented upon by faithful brethren associated with the Southwest congregation over the years, includ-
ing Jerry Moffitt and Charlie DiPalma.  

The previous comment is simply not true. Beginning in the first week of October and ending around the first week of December, 
1992 (a period of about ten weeks) I wrote as many articles on this aspect of MDR in as many issues of The Southwesterner, the 
Southwest Church Bulletin. In those articles I affirmed and proved exactly what I believe today. Furthermore, I exposed and refuted 
the false notion as presently believed by the Southwest elders, Joseph Meador, Rick Brumback, Jerry Moffitt, Charlie DiPalma 
and others scattered here and there through out the land. NOT ONE SINGLE SOLITARY TIME DID THE SOUTHWEST ELDERS 
SAY ANYTHING AGAINST WHAT I WROTE in 1992. THEY NEVER RESPONDED TO ME IN THE WAY THAT THEY HAVE 
RECENTLY RESPONDED TO OTHERS. The previously mentioned bulletin articles were written because brother Jimmy Parker 



Contending for the Faith—April/2006                7

and others declared that they would withdraw fellowship from 
those who taught what is affirmed in those 10 articles. When 
it was pointed out to Jimmy Parker (faithful gospel preacher 
Lynn Parker’s uncle) in answer to accusations that we were 
teaching a new doctrine, that Guy N. Woods believed the 
same as we did and had stated as much in his Q & A book, 
Jimmy Parker declared that he and others would withdraw 
their fellowship from brother Woods also (at least they were 
attempting to be consistent, which is more than can be said 
for some). It was at that time that Jerry Moffitt came to believe 
what the Southwest elders and the rest now believe about this 
matter. However, brother Dub McClish was instrumental in 
settling brother Moffit down and dissuading him from causing 
trouble in the church on this matter.  

I find it interesting and somewhat humorous, but more 
than this very sad that the Southwest elders would in any 
way, form or fashion appeal to anything produced by Char-
lie DiPalma. All the present Southwest elders but one, Brett 
Gerhardt, were elders at the time I resigned my position with 
SWSBS. During my first year at Southwest, the elders had 
me to fire Charlie DiPalma from his position as instructor 
with SWSBS. Charlie believed in a personal indwelling of 
the Holy Spirit, was involved with Rudy Cane and others in 
the establishment of the congregation at Buda, Texas (As it 
was first known, later it became known as the Buda/Kyle 
congregation. Most of those that started the Buda congrega-
tion came out of the Southwest church.). Also, it had become 
known that DiPalma and Chuck Horner (of World Video Bible 
School) were more sympathetic toward the Christian Church 
preacher, Given Blakely’s proposition in his debate in 1985 
with Guy N. Woods on the manner or mode of the indwelling 
of the Holy Spirit than with brother Woods’ proposition. As 
a passing note it is also interesting that Curtis Cates was a 
speaker on the 2006 Southwest Lectures that recently con-
cluded. With Marion Taylor’s attitude toward Curtis Cates 
(which brother Marion Taylor has had no problem making 
known to certain people) being what it has been since Barry 
Grider left Southwest for what he considered greener pastures 
at Forest Hill, one can see how political the Southwest, SWS-
BS, Forest Hill, TGJ, AP, and GBN moguls actually are. And, 
with the departure of Gary Colley from Southwest, Robert 
Taylor, Jr. canceled a speaking engagement with Southwest 
and possibly remains persona non grata at Southwest. But, 
never fear, with the political machinations of every descrip-
tion that are being practiced by some of our brethren (and 
the brethren herein noted are some of the wiliest and cunning 
politicians on the earth), if Curtis Cates can be welcomed 
back to Southwest then in time perhaps brother Taylor may 
be once again found in the Southwest pulpit. In view of all 
the other places it does not bother his conscience for him to 
go, we really do not know why brother Taylor ever turned 
Southwest down anyway.

These men and their comrades make a farce out of de-
claring that they are only motivated by God’s Truth and for 
the sake of the Truth. It is a terrible thing to come to grips 
with the fact that some of those that we have looked upon 
from our youth as stalwarts of the faith and motivated only by 
God’s Will are, in reality, weak-kneed fakes and charlatans. 
Among many of the tremendously sad parts in all of this is 
that the average church member will never be exposed to all 

of the shenanigans instigated and propelled along by those 
who seem to be somewhat in the Lord’s church. As sad as I am 
about these matters, I am glad that I learned the truth about 
many of these brethren before entering eternity. What a shame 
and disgrace to the cause of Christ. However, as the inspired 
apostle Paul wrote: “For there must be also heresies among 
you, that they which are approved may be made manifest 
among you” (I Corinthians 11:19).—Editor]

FROM THE ELDERS
OF THE SOUTHWEST
CHURCH OF CHRIST

“And I say unto you, Whosoever shall put away his 
wife, except it be for fornication, and shall marry another, 
committeth adultery: and whoso marrieth her which is 
put away doth commit adultery” (Matthew 19:9).

Several brethren have asked us questions regarding our 
stand on the issue of fellowship as it relates to Marriage, Di-
vorce, and Remarriage. As overseers of the Southwest church 
of Christ, we would like to make known to members of the 
Southwest congregation, as well as interested brethren, our 
position regarding fellowship as it relates to the Marriage, 
Divorce, and Remarriage issue currently affecting our area.

For many years, this eldership has maintained that any 
division or disturbance of fellowship between sound and faith-
ful brethren (e.g. those who hold the view that fornication is 
the only reason for divorce with the possibility of remarriage, 
as taught in Matthew 19:9) is contrary to God’s will. That is, 
as long as brethren continue to agree that fornication is the 
only scriptural reason for divorce, this eldership does not find 
any scriptural authority for drawing the lines of Christian fel-
lowship. We do realize that some brethren differ regarding 
divorce as it relates to civil law, and this affects their under-
standing of the occurant point-time of fornication. But these 
good brethren still hold to the original intent of Matthew 19:9 
that “fornication” is the sole predication for any divorce that 
allows remarriage, and we at Southwest, have never made 
this difference of opinion a test of fellowship. We do oppose 
any public or private teaching concerning Marriage, Divorce, 
and Remarriage which implies an unscriptural, nontraditional 
view (such as the position advocated by the late James D. 
Bales, etc.).

In view of the divisive efforts of a few brethren in our 
region, who are now seeking to make their position a test of 
fellowship, and who are encouraging others to view their 
“cause” as a fellowship issue, we wanted our position to be 
made known to our membership and to other concerned breth-
ren. We, at Southwest, have long held to what has become 
known in our region as “The Traditional View” on Marriage, 
Divorce, and Remarriage. This view has been set forth from 
the Southwest pulpit for over fifty (50) years and has been 
written and well commented upon by faithful brethren as-
sociated with the Southwest congregation over the years, 
including Jerry Moffitt and Charlie DiPalma.

Brethren, we will not allow a few radical voices to threat-
en the unity of the apostolic Christian faith at the Southwest 
congregation. Nor will we allow these same few to willfully 
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misrepresent our position at Southwest. It is sad that what a non-issue was formerly is now being magnified and given “issue” 
status among a few who are seeking to divide faithful brethren on both sides. The continued rhetoric of division on this matter, 
by a few outside of the Southwest congregation, should be stopped and avoided. May we all give “diligence to keep the unity of 
the Spirit in the bond of peace” (Ephesians 4:3). 

—Charles Cauley, Bert Powell, Jr., Brett Gerhardt,
Bill  Siebert, Marion Taylor

8900 Manchaca Road
Austin, Texas  78748

In a recent statement by the eldership of the Southwest 
church of Christ in Austin, TX, an attempt to obfuscate 

the current debate over the role of civil government 
on the issue of marriage, divorce, and remarriage was 
made with such brazen hypocrisy that it takes one’s 

breath away. The statement, released to their congrega-
tion through their bulletin The Southwestener, purports 

to explain the eldership’s “position regarding fellow-
ship as it relates to the Marriage, Divorce, and Remar-

riage issue…” 
THE BASIC PROBLEM

But the basic problem with some statements is that they 
fail to coincide or harmonize with other statements, much 
less with overt actions. The eldership at Southwest conve-
niently ignores the salient fact that for the past three or so 
years they have had speakers on their lectureship who have 
gone out of their way to assault in the strongest of terms as 
error the opposing view with which they claim they can still 
maintain fellowship. They also conveniently ignore the public 
statements and posturing of their own preacher on the same 
matter in his Bible class. 

They even ignore the recent meeting with the former 
eldership from Buda/Kyle, TX, and its aftermath. Though 
some of the facts of the discussion are in dispute, one clear 
fact did come forth in its aftermath. The Southwest eldership 
made copies only of documents defending their specific 
position relative to the role of civil government and other 
matters for the students of the Southwest School of Bible 
Studies, which they oversee, to study on the subject. It is 
quite clear from such energies that they wanted the students 
to hear only one side. One wonders, if the entire issue is such 
a “tempest in a teapot,” as their statement would have us to 
believe, then why did they not make available to the students 
any of the abundant materials that defend the opposing view? 
If we are all just one, big, happy brotherhood on this matter, 
as long as we hold fornication as being the only ground for 
divorce, then why fudge on the evidence? Why not make the 
evidence for the opposing view available to the students? It 
would seem to be the fair and proper thing to do in a matter 
of “opinion,” would it not? Or do the elders believe that the 
opposing view involves inherent dangers, which they, as the 

shepherds at Southwest, seek to keep out of the school and 
the congregation? If so, then let them act on principle and 
say so! They will be the more respected for taking a stand. If 
not, then let them permit the free flow of ideas governed by 
earnest examination of the Scriptures to rule the day. And let 
them silence their own hounds!

STAN CROWLEY AND HIS COHORTS
Stan Crowley, a former student of the School of Bible 

Studies at Southwest, has averred that his own version of the 
view Southwest is promoting is so important that it demands 
the dividing of congregations. He equates distancing with 
divorce and marriage with sexual intercourse. He still stands 
in good stead with his alma mater, despite the abundant evi-
dence as to his own heretical ideas and efforts to encourage the 
school to practice their own version of distancing from him. 
Yet they have neither repudiated him nor his doctrine. Should 
it not also cross a reflecting mind for at least a millisecond 
as to just where his unusual views originated? The conflict 
at Buda/Kyle arose principally because of Stan’s influence in 
the situation. History does mean something in understanding 
the events of the present. 

But this brother is not the only graduate of the school 
defending some version of the “weak bond” view of marriage 
espoused at Southwest and openly attacking proponents of 
the opposing view. There are others who charge those of us 
who do not hold to their view as teaching a version of “the 
waiting game,” which the position does not imply. Some 
have gone so far as to claim that the opposing view is also a 
form of the “Pauline privilege” error. Such is the poverty of 
their own view that they must resort to such vain diatribes 
and epithets to bolster their case. 

Some of their graduates also charge those who hold to 
the opposing view as teaching there are “loopholes” in God’s 
marriage law and Matthew 19:9. They openly admit that they 
advise people involved in such cases to remain celibate, and 
thus bind their own scruples as obligations on their brethren, 
which claims are documented. Are we to conclude that this 
is the Southwest eldership’s true conception of the means to 
true fellowship over this issue? Is it the idea that they and 
their students may say, teach, and bind what they will, but 
everyone on the opposing side needs to shut up? Is this their 

A RESPONSE TO SOUTHWEST’S 
POSTURING ON  MARRIAGE, DIVORCE, AND 

REMARRIAGE
DANIEL DENHAM
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idea of unity, fellowship, and peace?
  A number of students from Southwest are just as viru-

lent in their attack on those who will not accept their blanket 
assertions as any Holy Roller preacher ever dared be in their 
claims to the gift of tongues! I had a heated conversation with 
one of their graduates, Bryan Braswell, over the phone on this 
same issue almost a year ago. He called me up in order to 
accuse me and those who do not agree with him with teach-
ing a doctrine akin to “once saved, always saved.” Does that 
sound like someone who views this as a matter of opinion? 
After making his attack, he had the hubris to suggest that those 
who did not hold to his view were actually the ones guilty of 
causing the division over it! 

As to his silly assertions about “once saved, always 
saved,” one of three things must be the case with him. It 
must be that 1) either he does not really believe that our view 
parallels “once saved, always saved,” and thus he lied. Or it 
must be the case that 2) he does not understand the doctrine 
of “once saved, always saved,” which is an indictment of his 
instructors.  Or 3) he does not believe that “once saved, always 
saved” itself is a fellowship issue.  It is even possible that he 
holds to some combination of numbers 2) and 3). 

Whatever may be the case with brother Braswell, one 
thing is certain. He does seem to be typical of several of 
Southwest’s graduates on this subject. It is their hobby. Jason 
Browning and Douglas Young have been among the more 
active voices in attacking the opposing view and urging their 
position on others. Again, this is documented. Some have 
publicly marked faithful brethren as “false teachers” over this 
issue. Ask brethren Mark Miller and Tim Kidwell of their own 
experiences in this regard, for simply teaching the opposing 
view! One other fact is equally certain. The charges and at-
tacks made by their graduates have occurred over a period 
of years, and involve such varied graduating classes from the 
school as to be impossible to be simply a case of unfortunate 
and untutored coincidence. They did not invent this doctrine 
ex nihilo. They came up with it from somewhere – either in 
the school or in the Southwest church (or even both)!

IT IS A MATTER OF OPINION—OUR
OPINION OR ELSE

With some of them it is self-evident that it is a matter of 
opinion only as long as you hold to their opinion. If you do 
not hold to it and dare question them about it, then you are the 
one who is divisive, unbalanced, unloving, and contentious. 
I have heard this refrain for some 30 years from the ultra-left 
(some of them are masters of it!), and now it has taken form 
in the cantatas and operettas of the “middle-of-the-roaders.”  
They evidently believe that I Peter 3:15 and 1 Thessalonians 
5:21-22 are just good suggestions for more convenient sea-
sons. The idea of “balance” among some seems to involve 
a leftward limp. 

To cry aloud for the maintaining of fellowship over the 
issue, while at the same time sending out students and/or 
promoting speakers who attack the opposing view is not 
only questionable, but bespeaks of hypocrisy of the worst 
sort. The reason for this is that such does not involve them in 
the obligation to defend their own views. They hide instead 

behind the duck blind, while they sanctimoniously snip and 
snipe at others. All the while they cry for unity, fellowship, 
and peace, and carry out their own clandestine war over the 
matter. They make an issue over it being an issue, while 
fueling the situation with their own brand of hypocritical, 
judgmental rhetoric, the likes of which would make the most 
brazen liberal proud! Their strident tones and abrasive man-
ners, however, belie their feigned “sweet spirits.”

WHOSE TO BLAME?
The elders at Southwest may try to blame the speakers 

on their lecture programs for their speeches, but are not the 
elders at Southwest in charge of what is preached during their 
lectures and for what is published in the books? They may also 
blame their preacher or the school’s teachers for indoctrinating 
the students and urging them forward with their views, but are 
not the elders the overseers of both? Or, have the instructors 
been running the school and the preacher the congregation? 
The elders at Southwest act like this matter arose in a vacuum 
without any prompting by their charges! 

In their statement, the Southwest elders further aver that 
they hold to the “Traditional View” on the subject of MDR. 
They claim:

This view has been set forth from the Southwest pulpit 
for over fifty (50) years and has been written and well 
commented upon by faithful brethren with the Southwest 
congregation over the years, including Jerry Moffitt and 
Charlie DiPalma.

By this do they, perhaps, refer to the teaching of Jerry Moffitt 
on the subject while he was director of the School of Bible 
Studies? I have evidence that suggests a very definite shift 
on brother Moffitt’s part on this subject, which implies a shift 
also in the position of the Southwest eldership, despite their 
current claims. It is not likely that the eldership’s statement 
refers to Moffitt’s view at the time he was the school’s direc-
tor, because this material was not passed out to the students 
in the school!

Does the eldership’s statement actually refer to Moffitt’s 
lecture at their annual lectureship in 2004, when he affirmed 
that God does not really join anyone in marriage and also 
denounced the opposing view in strident tones, saying that 
it “starts off strange and then gets worse”? He illogically as-
serts that “many reasonable, but unscriptural arguments” are 
offered for the opposing view, as though proper reasoning 
and the Scriptures are at odds with one another. Is this the 
“Traditional View” of which the SW elders speak? This was 
the material passed out to the students. Strange, indeed! 

Charlie DiPalma’s article, to which the elders’ statement 
also refers, affirms the specific view that man can effectually 
put asunder what God has joined together. Is this supposed 
to be “the Traditional view?” Are the elders at SW willing to 
have that tested in actual discussion bearing on the historical 
evidence of the case? 

Brother DiPalma’s article, as does brother Moffitt’s lec-
ture, openly ridicules the opposing view. He subtly insinuates 
that the “waiting game” is involved in the opposing view. He 
openly accuses those who hold to the opposing view as adding 
to the Word of God, and then observes, “However, we know 
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that God absolutely forbids us to add to or take away from 
his word and He tells us that the consequence of doing so is 
eternal condemnation.” Thus, he implies that to believe and 
practice the opposing view entails “eternal condemnation.” 
How can the Southwest elders possibly view the matter as 
not being a fellowship issue, when they imply by agreement 
with DiPalma that the opposing view is causing souls to be 
eternally damned? Are they saying more about what they 
practice than they really wish to relative to fellowship? Do 
they believe that they can knowingly fellowship those who 
hold to, teach, and/or encourage the practice of a doctrine that 
will cause folks to suffer “eternal condemnation”? Or is their 
statement utterly hypocritical in nature? While they profess 
that this is not to be a test of fellowship, are they the ones in 
reality who wish to do the withdrawing first, if at all? Is this 
really an example of the kind of unity that the Southwest 
eldership has in mind – isolating those who would oppose 
their doctrine, while imposing it upon unsuspecting churches 
through the school’s graduates? Any doctrine that impacts the 
salvation of souls must most assuredly be a fellowship issue. 
It is disingenuous then for the Southwest elders to affirm 
that they do not consider this to be such an issue, while – AT 
THE VERY SAME TIME AND IN THE VERY SAME 
STATEMENT – affirming that they also agree fully with the 
DiPalma article that unequivocally declares it to be just that, 
a fellowship issue! As an old saying has it, “I was born in the 
morning, but it was not yesterday morning!”

DiPalma further claims that he is taking Jesus “liter-
ally and without addition or subtraction” in his exposition 
of Matthew 19:6-9. However, he does not explain how a 
woman as per the specific text has the authority to put away 
her husband at all! The text specifically says nothing about 
a woman putting away her spouse as he asserts. It deals “lit-
erally and without addition or subtraction” with the case of 
a man – any man – putting away his wife. To be certain, a 
woman does have the right to put away her spouse, if he 
is guilty of fornication. But how did brother DiPalma arrive 
at his conclusion that she could? He really does not say. The 
fact is he did so by force of implication (cf. Mark 10:11-12).  
Some implications relative to other matters in Matthew 19:9 
(and the parallel of Mark 10:11-12) are actually ignored by 
DiPalma. Had he properly noted and abided by them, he 
would not have so terribly blundered into his conclusions. 
He thus makes his boast far too soon.

The following should be carefully observed: 1) the verb 
rendered “commits adultery” implies something relative to the 
circumstances surrounding the sinful remarriage. What is it 
that is implied? DiPalma has lockjaw on the matter. He needs 
to define the verb and explain what is involved in the crime 
of adultery as concerns all of the parties affected by it. 2) He 
ignores the fact, subsequently, that the Mark 10:11 parallel 
specifically identifies a particular victim of the crime. The 
Lord said, it is done “against her.” DiPalma needs to address 
the identity of the person so described before concluding he 
has this matter tidily wrapped up. His article commits the fal-
lacy of special pleading by ignoring the force of implication 
(implicit statement) in the Scriptures. 3) He needs to examine 
his position relative to Matthew 19:9 and its bearing on other 
texts, especially such passages as Malachi 2:14-16; Romans 
7:2-3; I Corinthians 7:10-11, 39; and Mark 6:17-18. He needs 

to address the syntax of each and show how they harmonize 
with one another. Instead, he takes Matthew 19:2-9, and like a 
“faith only” Baptist preacher abusing John 3:16 or Ephesians 
2:8-9, asserts this is all one needs to know and understand to 
be right relative to marriage, divorce, and remarriage.
“A FEW RADICAL VOICES”—SOUNDS LIKE THE 

WRITING OF JOSEPH MEADOR
The Southwest elders go on in their statement to demonize 

their opponents as “a few radical voices.” They say of them-
selves that, “we will not allow” such “to threaten the unity of 
the apostolic Christian faith at the Southwest congregation.” 
Amazing, how they cry for peace on one hand and give a slap 
in the same motion! Cled Wallace said of certain in his day 
that, “They carry sugar in one hand and acid in the other. If 
you will not eat their sugar, then they splatter you with their 
acid!” Yea, verily!

 The Southwest elders state further, “It is sad that what was 
formerly a non-issue is now being magnified and given ‘issue’ 
status among a few who are seeking to divide faithful brethren 
on both sides.” Yet, the facts speak for themselves. This “non-
issue” became such principally because of the efforts to dissemi-
nate their doctrine in an aggressive manner to the brotherhood 
through their lectureship and students. Contrary to their claims, 
we who oppose their teaching did not start this controversy. We 
are not “the troublers of Israel.” The epicenter of this dispute in 
Texas is located clearly in Austin, 8900 Manchaca Road! 

Their statement reads further, “The continued rhetoric 
of division on this matter, by a few outside of the Southwest 
congregation, should be stopped and avoided.” Are they now 
calling for the withdrawal of fellowship from those who will 
not acquiesce to their views? Hmm. The statement seems at 
total odds with their lovely platitudes! Or, is this where they 
were headed all along? Is it a case of stirring up the issue, but 
then crying, “Foul,” when it is challenged? If they sincerely 
believe that they are teaching the truth on the issue why do 
they not defend it openly in the arena of the free exchange of 
ideas by agreeing to an oral or written debate, as good brethren 
have done over the years? Or, is debating beneath them? Do 
they consider debating a “puking contest,” as one well-known 
liberal of recent years has described it? 

 Whether they will admit it or not, the simple fact is that 
the view they oppose, regarding the role of civil government 
in MDR, has been by far historically the most predominant 
among our brethren. Brethren through the years maintained 
that God’s law was always supreme and decisive, regardless of 
man’s law. The words of Peter in Acts 5:29 still read the same 
way they did when Luke by inspiration penned them almost 
2000 years ago. It is a shame that the Southwest elders and staff 
(as well as other brethren) will not apply this text to the MDR 
issue. If this text has any relevance at all to any issue, surely 
it must have relevance to MDR. If not, then to what would 
it ever have relevance in practical application?  The text is 
nothing less than a watershed impacting and defining the role 
and limits of civil government under God’s Law. We are ready, 
willing, and able to defend what we believe in this matter from 
the Scriptures. Shall the Southwest elders and their charges be 
as forthcoming?

—607 72nd  St.
Newport News, VA 23605 
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AN OPEN LETTER TO THE ELDERS OF THE 
SOUTHWEST CHURCH OF CHRIST

DANIEL DENHAM

Elders
Southwest Church of Christ
8900 Manchaca Rd.
Austin, TX 78748-5399

Dear Brethren,

Due to events of the past several years in general and specific events in recent weeks, I am writing to offer a 
challenge to the eldership and preacher of the Southwest church and to the faculty of the School of Bible Studies 
to debate publicly the issue of marriage, divorce, and remarriage that divides us. Despite your recent statement 
to the contrary in The Southwestener, it is clear from the behavior of both you and your preacher, brother Rick 
Brumback, that you consider the issue over the role of civil law in this matter, and especially your view of it, to 
be a fellowship issue. A number of the graduates of the School of Bible Studies have falsely charged the opposing 
view as teaching the “waiting game.” Where did they get that notion? It is too widespread and involves different 
graduating classes among them to be coincidental. They have charged us who do not hold your view with spreading 
liberalism, teaching that there are  “loopholes” in Matthew 19:9, and such like. They boast that they would warn 
people against it as sinful and urge them to remain celibate, if their individual case involved such concerns. That 
implies that they are binding it upon others. These are documented. In his lecture at Southwest in 2004, Jerry Moffitt 
said that it was “similar” to the “waiting game” error, and denounced at as a dangerous view. This was done under 
your watch. The assignment and rationale for the lecture was given by your preacher, who surely knew what was 
in the manuscript beforehand at the very least! You share in the culpability of this matter. You cannot call people 
false teachers in 2004, et al. and then when challenged suddenly aver that this should not be a fellowship issue. Also, 
the destructive consequences of your doctrine show that these things are indeed matters of faith, despite whatever 
posturing some may try to do. 

While no right thinking person wants to authorize marriages that God does not authorize, it is equally true that 
no right thinking person should forbid or break up marriages that God has authorized! We are dealing with the 
word of God, as well as the lives and souls of real people. We must be right about these matters. There can be 
no optional course between our views. These views are mutually exclusive. They both cannot be right. I understand 
that you have in hand a copy of my response to the false assertions and dangerous error of your preacher regarding 
Matthew 19:6, so that you know that such is the case. 

The Southwest church has had a noble history in the defense of the faith. Your late and beloved preacher, W.N. 
(Bill) Jackson, was a staunch and valiant defender of the faith and held a number of debates (both oral and written) 
while serving in said capacity. You brethren had no problem endorsing his efforts against John Edwards relative to 
the subject of divorce and remarriage – and rightly so! Jerry Moffitt, when he served as the director of the school, 
participated in a number of debates and edited Thrust, a journal dedicated to the defense of the gospel. On a number 
of occasions he addressed matters pertaining to divorce and remarriage. Guy N. Woods, one of the most experienced 
and accomplished debaters ever in the Lord’s church, was honored to be a part of your annual lectureship and fully 
endorsed the school’s stand for the truth “as it is in Christ.” You even honored him for his many services to the church, 
including his efforts in debate. Your website bears his letter of recommendation for the school, a recommendation 
that he would rescind given your current views, as he held the view which your preacher has implicitly marked as 
fatal error. Were Woods alive today, he would most surely urge you to take a stand one way or the other. Either give 
up your doctrine on the subject or defend it! The Scriptures themselves enjoin upon us all – including you as the 
shepherds over the flock at Southwest – to defend the faith (Philippians 1:17; I Peter 3:15; I John 4:1; et al.). 

It is therefore in the interest of truth, the salvation of souls, and the future of the home as God would have it 
to be, this challenge is sent to you. If you reject the idea of an oral debate, then a written debate would be accept-
able. However, the debater that you choose must have the endorsement of the Southwest eldership, regardless of 
whether the debate is oral or written. Brother David Brown has kindly consented to represent the propositions I 
have signed below on his and Contending For The Faith’s behalf for the oral debate. I will assist brother Brown 
as his moderator. If a written debate should materialize, I will be the respondent. The specific details for a written 
debate can be worked out later.

As concerns an oral debate, I suggest the following: 1) The Southwest building, due to its size, location, and 
facilities, would provide an excellent venue. 2) The debate should be recorded and eventually, if possible, printed 
for future reference. 3) The debate should consist of four nights with each speaker in the affirmative two nights with 
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three speeches of 20 minutes each. 4) Other details can be ironed out in further negotiations and a mutually agreeable format put 
into place for all parties involved. As to the propositions, they should be as follows:

1) Resolved: The Scriptures teach that when a husband and wife bound together in a Matthew 19:6 marriage obtain a divorce 
on trivial grounds (not for fornication), the marriage bond still exists. 

Affirm: _______________________________________
             (Daniel Denham or representative of Contending For The Faith
Deny: ________________________________________  
          (Rick Brumback or representative of Southwest)

2) Resolved: The Scriptures teach that when a husband and wife bound together in a Matthew 19:6 marriage obtain a divorce 
for any cause (including trivial grounds), the marriage bond is totally severed.  

Affirm: ______________________________________
             (Rick Brumback or representative of Southwest)
Deny: _______________________________________
           (Daniel Denham or representative of Contending For The Faith)

 Other arrangements and rules can be worked out between the principal disputants. If the affirmative proposition for 
Southwest’s representative (proposition number 2) is not satisfactory, then alter it accordingly to reflect your position more 
precisely. 

This issue affects the lives of many good people. We shall see how seriously the Southwest eldership, her preacher, and the 
faculty at the School of Bible Studies take the charge, “Prove all things; hold fast that which is good” (I Thessalonians 5:21). I 
eagerly await your response and look forward to an airing of these extremely consequential matters for brotherhood unity and 
the sake of truth. 

Yours in Christ,
/s/ Daniel Denham, evangelist

607 72nd  St.
Newport News, VA 23605 

(757) 245-6866
CC: David Brown, Contending For The Faith

FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making 

available a CD-ROM free of charge. 
Why is this CD important? ANSWER: It 
contains an abundance of evidentiary 
information pertaining to Dave Mill-
er’s doctrine and practice concerning 
the re-evaluation/reaffirmation of 
elders, MDR, and other relevant and 
important materials and documents 
directly or indirectly relating to the 
Brown Trail Church of Christ, Apolo-
getics Press, Gospel Broadcasting 
Network, MSOP, and more.

To receive your free CD contact us 
at Contending for the Faith, P. O. Box 
2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or email 
us at cftfdpb@gmail.com. 

If you desire to have a part in the 
distribution of this important CD you 
may make your financial contribu-
tions to the Spring Church of Christ, 
P. O. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383 

Open Forum and CFTF 2006
Lectures DVDs, CDs, and Video 

Tapes Available through
Green’s Video Service —

Green’s Video Service has the audio and 
video recordings from the Spring Church 
of Christ’s CFTF Lectureship on Anti-ism 
and the Spring Open Forum. The Open Fo-
rum was conducted by Dub McClish, David 
B. Watson, Michael Hatcher. It was hosted 
by the Spring elders. The Open Forum per-
tained to TGJ, TGJ Board, Dave Miller’s 
doctrine of elder reevaluation and reaffir-
mation, MSOP, AP, GBN, Stan Crowley, 
SWCOC, MDR, and related maters. If you 
wish to obtain any of those recordings con-
tact Jim Green at 2711 Spring Meade Blvd., 
Columbia, TN 38401, 931-486-1364, www.
jgreencoc-video-ministry.com or email at 
jgreencoc1986@yahoo.com — Editor.
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[The following article originally appeared on pages 10 
- 12 in the June 1995 issue of CFTF. It thoroughly answers 
and refutes those critics who get beside themselves because we 
speak candidly, frankly, and specifically—and, yes, we even 
call names. Furthermore, it also answers the Barry Grider’s, 
Joseph Meador’s, the  present day Curtis Cates, AP, GBN,  
and all the so-called spiritually “balanced” brotherhood who 
are much chagrined by our use of sarcasm in our writings 
as well as our unwillingness to play the game of “Ignore his 
sin, for he’s my friend and he is a member in good standing 
in our ‘buddyhood’.” 

Yes, there was a time when Curtis Cates would defend in 
writing the actions of MSOP and do so on the basis of what 
the Bible teaches. But, we suppose he wrote the following 
article when he, from his present “balanced” perspective, 
was spiritually “unbalanced.” In becoming more “balanced” 
brother Cates’, along with the rest of the MSOP faculty, as 
well as several other brethren, have spiritually matured to the 
point of defending Dave Miller, Stan Crowley, Joseph Meador, 
and company in their erroneous conduct and teaching. Thus, 
today Cates and his MSOP faculty sound and act more like 
Glover Shipp (the brother he scripturally answered and cor-
rectly exposed in the following 1995 article) in the way they 
are dealing with error in and among their “buddyhood.”  
Never-the-less, Cate’s article truly reveals the way to bibli-
cally oppose and refute error while upholding and extolling 
the Truth of God’s Word. What a shame that some people think 
that calling good evil and evil good is “balanced” thinking 
and preaching. No matter, we continue to stand with the Truth 
as presented by brother Cates in 1995. And, we ask brother 
Cates and the rest of his company, who has moved? We predict 
that brother Cates will do less and less of the kind of writing 
he did in the following article. —Editor]

CALLING NAMES AND 
JUDGING

UNRIGHTEOUSLY
—THE CHRONICLE

“ANALYSIS” OF THE 1995
MEMPHIS SCHOOL OF PREACHING 

LECTURESHIP
CURTIS A. CATES

The Christian Chronicle, June, 1995, page 28, specifi-
cally GS [I take it to be Glover Shipp, Managing Editor] “ana-
lyzed” our recent lectureship, which theme was, “Heaven’s 
Imperative or Man’s Innovations: Shall We Restructure 
the Church of Christ?” He did not attend the lectureship, 
but says he read the 850 page book. He did quite a commend- 
able job in reviewing the excellent speech by brother Bobby 
Duncan “Shall We Re- structure the Church?”

“NAME-CALLING”
Brother Shipp wrote that he saw “a strong tendency 

toward name-calling and accusing.” He questioned whether 
the speakers had done so in a “kind way or sarcastically,” and 

whether the speakers “went first in every case to those they 
accused, in the spirit of New Testament teaching on dealing 
with differences between brothers in the faith.” 

1. What is wrong with accusing, brother Shipp? Do not 
the Scriptures accuse, and cannot one show wherein they do 
accuse (John 5:45-47)? Can an elder be accused (I Timothy 
5:19)? Do not we try the spirits (I John 4:1? Did not Paul 
accuse and expose the Judaizers (Galatians 2:4, 5), and even 
accuse and rebuke Peter and other Jewish members of the 
church (Galatians 2:11-14)? That is the spirit of New Testa-
ment teaching, if done in love for God, Christ, the Word of 
God, the bride of Christ, and the souls of men, and Paul did 
it!

2. What is wrong with name-calling, brother Shipp? Is 
it never warranted, mandated, and scripturally appropriate? 
Shall we castigate John the Baptist (Matthew 3 :7), or Christ 
(Matthew 5:20; 16:6,12; 23:23; 12:34; 7:15; Revelation 2 :6, 
15, 20), or Paul (I Timothy 1:20 ; II Timothy 2:17; 4:10,14 
; I Corinthians 5:1-13; 1:11)? How do we fulfill the com-
mand to “mark them that are causing the divisions and 
occasions of stumbling, contrary to the doctrine which ye 
have learned, and turn away from them” (Romans 16:17) 
without naming them?

3. What is wrong with using sarcasm at times, brother 
Shipp? Is it never appropriate? Did Job use sarcasm (Job 12:2; 
21:3; 26:2, 3)? Did God use sarcasm (Judges 10:14)? Did 
the prophet Elijah use sarcasm (I Kings 18:27)? Sarcasm is 
sometimes justified and very appropriate, a powerful literary 
device . (See Dungan, Hermeneutics, pp. 316-319.)

4. Are you certain brother Alexander Campbell never 
used sarcasm or called names, brother Shipp? I was shocked 
that you used him as an “example” with Christ, one in whose 
debates you wrote, “I have never found the least hint of 
name-calling or sarcasm.” Brother, have you never read over 
several lines from Campbell’s debates? The Campbell-Owen 
debate, which is before me, hardly started before brother 
Campbell chided Owen for making arguments as remote 
from the proposition “as would be the history of a tour up 
the Ganges,” material of “no legitimate bearing” (p. 36). 
Note further from Campbell, “It seems a very hard matter, 
indeed, to reason logically when we have nothing to reason 
against ...nothing pertinent in Mr. Owen’s last address” 
(pp. 72, 73). Space forbids noticing his much additional 
sarcasm. Note the Campbell-Rice Debate, which is before 
me. Campbell said, “He (Rice - CAC) has given us a few of 
the dry remains of some old harangues or lectures upon total 
depravity, which he may have preached around the country 
I know not how many times” (p. 640); “When he (Rice) will 
rise, he may tell you with a smile, ‘Well, I cannot please my 
friend, Mr. Campbell, nor do I expect to please him.’ Mighty 
logic, indeed! Unanswerable argument, truly! Alas—as my 
friend would say—alas! for the cause that depends upon 
such logical legerdemain! [trickery, hocus- pocus, sleight of 
hand CAC] (p.64I); speaking of the clapping displays of an 
earlier debate, Campbell said, “As an improvement [in the 
Rice debate—CAC], I learn a laughing committee has been 
organized, with a clerical fugleman [guide or leader—CAC], 
at whose signal certain persons are to smile a little broad, and 
thus encourage my worthy friend!” (p .642). These examples 
of sarcasm could be multiplied in the Owen and Rice debates 
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but also in the Campbell-Purcell and Campbell-Maccalla 
Debates, also before me. Was this restricted to his debates? 
Absolutely not! Please see his name-calling and sarcasm in the 
following statement in the Millennial Harbinger, 1840, p. 93, 
“Since our debate, the Bishop has been to see the Pope; and, 
no doubt, has received his reward for his apology for the de-
formities of the Papal hierarchy.” Did Campbell ever call the 
brethren’s names? Often. One example will suffice. Jesse B. 
Ferguson was a great gospel preacher in Nashville who later 
departed from the truth. Brother Campbell powerfully—and 
by name—exposed him and his false teaching in the Millen-
nial Harbinger. He cited the minutes from “Ebenezer church, 
15th October, 1853,” which stated, “. . . we have no affinity for 
his view on that subject [Universalism—CAC] . “Campbell 
wrote, ‘That Mr. Ferguson should seek to retain any position 
amongst us, is irreconcilable with any other view than that 
he intends to create a party in favor of Universalism.’” He 
stated further that one has the liberty in this country to teach 
his own convictions. “But we must hold it incompatible with 
candor and honesty, guilefully to hold a place amongst us.” 
He questioned “how any church amongst us” could use as a 
preacher (1854, pp. 54, 55). Brother Campbell would have 
agreed with brother William Woodson about the “Change 
Agents”—“It is time for them to go.” Campbell said in the 
Harbinger (1854, pp. 222, 223) that from the “first develop-
ment” of his doctrine, “we clearly saw that he was no longer 
at home with us. We have nothing personal with any one 
who changes his creed or his position.” His next statement 
reminds us of Rubel Shelly’s excellent article years ago, “Oh, 
For an Honest False Teacher!” (Gospel Advocate, May 6, 
I971). Campbell said, “But we question both the honor and 

the morality of any one who disguises his intentions or his 
views, in equivocal terms or deeds, in order to occupy a false 
position, and to retain the confidence of those who have no 
fellowship with his doctrine or his spirit.” He affirmed that 
to continue with Ferguson [or any other such false teacher] 
was to demonstrate “their attachment to a man rather than 
to the gospel which they once professed,” and thus to have 
departed from the spirit and “have yielded to the flesh.” 
Campbell continued to “claim the privilege of defending the 
Bible” against Ferguson’s false teaching. Like the Memphis 
School of Preaching, when we warned against the change 
agents and restructuring the church, brother Campbell was 
castigated when he exposed Ferguson. In an article entitled 
“The Fall of Mr. J. B. Ferguson,” Campbell wrote, 

We were censured by a few old friends in Nashville, 
for our early expose of the apostasy of Mr. Ferguson, as 
clearly indicated to my mind then as it is now, so far, at 
least, as principle is concerned. We saw as clearly then 
as we do now, the gulf of skepticism into which he had 
fallen...Let us all be admonished from such displays of 
human frailty, and let him who thinks that he stands firmly 
on the Rock of Truth, take heed lest he fall (Millennial 
Harbinger, 1855, pp.636, 637).
[NOTE: Do you see any name-calling (sic)?]
5. Have you ever called any names, brother Shipp? 

Indeed, you talked about the fifty-five speakers of the lec-
tureship, you named the Memphis School of Preaching and 
Knight Arnold, you named specifically brother Bobby Dun-
can, and you did not come to even one of us . Really, you did 
no wrong in that, because the Bible has no such regulation. 
BUT, you did violate your own law you have made. Some-
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one has said, “Thou that condemnest another, condemns 
thyself first?” (Cf., Romans 2:1).

 Brother Guy N. Woods said about those who would 
misapply Matthew 18:15-27,

It is disturbing that many brethren these days have no 
hesitancy in taking texts out of their contexts, and using 
them utterly without regard to the purpose that prompted 
the statements...

Even the most casual examination of Matthew 18:15-
17 will show that our Lord had under consideration of-
fenses of a personal nature, occasions where one brother 
has suffered injury of one kind or other at the hands of 
another brother in the congregation; it has not the slight-
est reference to, nor may it be properly applied to those 
instances where erring brethren have propagated false 
doctrine to the detriment of the cause of Christ itself.

It is a gross misapprehension of Matthew 18:15-17, 
to offer it as a rule of procedure in dealing with instances 
where false doctrine is being advocated to the disruption 
of the cause and to the destruction of the souls of men, and 
them that do so fall into grave sin themselves. (Questions 
and Answers, II, pp. 55-57).

“GOING FOR THE ‘JUGULAR’
    “If we can follow his [Campbell’s] example and the 

teaching of Christ on brotherly relations, rather than going 
for the ‘jugular, ‘we will make progress toward unity,” wrote 
brother Shipp. Why did “going for the ‘jugular’ become apart 
of his analysis? Did he suspect, did he surmise that the fifty-
five speakers showed a vicious, mean, bitter, ugly, unloving 
spirit? Let me assure him that not one of them was unlike the 
Christ in attitude and spirit—or in doctrine.

    Speaking of love, what did Paul say of love? “...
thinketh no evil” (I Corinthians 13:5), What does this word 
“thinketh,” or “imputeth,” or “taketh not account of” 
mean? Does it not mean putting the best construction on 
brethren’s actions, not surmising evil (I Timothy 6:4), not 
assessing improper motives and/or purposes on brethren’s ac-
tions, charitable judgment? The Lord condemns uncharitable, 
unfounded, unsubstantiated, unrighteous judgment [including 
insinuations and innuendoes] (Matthew 7:1-5) and commands 
that we “judge righteous judgment” (John 7:24). Writing 
an “analysis” in a religious paper does not nullify one’s being 
governed by these principles of ethics and righteousness! All 
shall be judged by our deeds and words.

CONCLUSION
How ironic it was for a letter to the editor to state in 

the same issue of the Chronicle “Some may wonder, ‘Is it 
conservative?’ ‘Is it liberal?’ It’s a newspaper, folks. Neither 
conservative nor liberal, it just reports the news.” Boy, was his 
“testimony” wrong! The purpose and intent of the Memphis 
School of Preaching Lectureship is scripturally and in love 
to follow the Biblical accounts of inspired writers as they 
preached the Word (II Timothy 4:2), as they were set for the 
defense of the gospel (Philippians 1:16), and as they opposed 
and exposed false teaching, apostate brethren, and heretics (II 
Thessalonians 3:6, 14, 15; Titus 3:10; et al.). Such analyses as 
appeared in the Chronicle shall not divert us from this noble 
and scripturally-mandated purpose. [Amen, brother Cates. 
Such sentiments are CFTF’s also. —Editor]

—Memphis School of Preaching
3950 Forest Hill-Irene Road   
Memphis, Tennessee 38125

[The following article also appeared in the June 1995 issue of CFTF, pages 12, 13. As it is in this issue of CFTF, the 
Coats article was placed directly after Curtis Cates’ article dealing with Glover Shipp’s article in the June 1995 Christian 
Chronicle. 

We hope that the speakers at the 2006 MSOP Lectureship were more balanced than the Cates of yesteryear in his ar-
ticle that precedes this one. We are persuaded, until evidence is produced to the contrary, that the present day Wayne Coats 
continues to be what he always has been—a preacher of truth, who let’s the chips fall where they may without fear, favor, or 
any kind of respect of persons, schools, or whatever.—Editor] 

A REPLY TO “GS” OF THE
CHRISTIAN CHRONICLE

WAYNE COATS

In the June 1995 issue of the Christian Chronicle there is an analysis made of the 29th Annual Memphis School of Preach-
ing Lectureship, signed, GS. Of all the speakers and subjects discussed during the Lectureship, GS analyzed a “representative 
speech” by Bobby Duncan who spoke on Shall We Restructure the Church?

The incredulity of GS is so completely glaring to even a tyro when he opines, “I also see in the speeches a strong ten-
dency toward name-calling and accusing. Only the speakers and those who heard them know if this was done in a kind way 
or sarcastically. And only the speakers (and the Lord) know if they went first in every case to those accused, in the spirit of 
New Testament teaching on dealing with differences between brothers in the faith”

I was one of over fifty speakers, who addressed audiences of the MSOP Lectureship, and I would like for GS to be strong, 
courageous, and a person of unwavering integrity long enough to answer a few simple elementary matters. As a speaker, I 
called names and made some accusations. Now pray tell why this is wrong for me to do this, but right for GS? GS accused 
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some of accusing, and is he so blind as not to see that which 
is so obvious?

GS made reference to Bobby Duncan eight different 
times in his brief analysis. Shame, shame! He called brother 
Duncan’s name. Did he go to Bobby Duncan, the accused, 
before he wrote his piece? GS accused others of calling names 
and set forth an opinion which he is unwilling to observe. 
Why? With such arrogance, whatever else GS says is sheer 
poppycock gone to seed.

So GS sees in the speeches “name calling and accusing” 
but he popped off without going to all those accused. Does 
he make laws for others which he is unwilling to observe? 
Please remember, “Larger boats may venture more but little 
boats should stay near shore.”

Please let the reader take notice that another blow was 
landed when GS wrote, “And only the speakers and those who 
heard them know if this was done in a kind way or sarcasti-
cally. “Well, I do not expect GS to apply the rule to himself. 
No, never, and of course not! When GS pops off about the 
speakers, how do we know whether he was kind or sarcastic? 
It matters not one whit to me what kind of speech the Chroni-
cle writer uses. Maybe with Emerson he thinks, “Consistency 
is the hob-goblin of little minds.” We have noticed for years 
that consistency in the thought process is something with 
which the liberal never seems to be concerned.

In my lectureship speeches I used kindness and also 
sarcasm and I beg, plead, implore and insist that GS move 
forward and make an attempt to show that accusing, along 
with sarcasm per se, is sinful. Moreover, it appears that GS 
has come to rely upon that liberal crutch which is a handy 
prop for religious cowards who refused to make any effort at 

defending the faith. Oh, but they can write about going to 
those accused, “... in the spirit of New Testament teaching 
on dealing with differences between brothers in the faith” 
Will someone please explain why this weak, sickly, fool-
hardy explanation has never been used by self-respecting 
brethren in days gone by? Why is it such a useful crutch 
for the far-out liberals? ‘Tis easier for some to hobble on 
a crutch while fleeing than to stand and defend the truth 
of my God.

To attempt the use of Matthew 18:15ff to curtail the 
exposure of error doesn’t make even good nonsense. 
The passage refers to personal matters between breth-
ren. Up until the upsurge of liberalism in recent years, 
it just seemed that everyone knew the truth within the 
passage.

Will someone please try to inform GS that it is not 
“brotherly relations” but disrespect for the authority of 
God’s Word that is destroying the unity among God’s 
people and that disrespect is nowhere demonstrated more 
openly than through the pages of such papers as the Chris-
tian Chronicle? “Happy is he that condemneth not 
himself in that which he alloweth” (Romans 14:23).

—705 Hillview Drive
Mount Juliet, Tennessee 37122

Addendum: I challenge GS or any other person 
connected with the Christian Chronicle to meet me in 
either a public or written discussion as to the meaning of 
Matthew 18:15-17. [Signed] Wayne Coats

FELLOWSHIP AND GBN
GARY W. SUMMERS

Some very disturbing events have occurred within the 
body of Christ during the past year, concerning which all who 
are Christians, interested in the unity of the church, have been 
mortified. Brethren who have worked together for years (and 
in some instances, decades), building up the body of Christ 
and fighting against liberalism, are no longer speaking to each 
other. It has been sad to watch close relationships deteriorate 
and dissolve before our very eyes. Even as recently as a year 
ago, if anyone would have predicted this kind of estrangement, 
he would have immediately been branded a false prophet. 
Nevertheless, breaches in friendships have occurred.

However, in the midst of all the hurt feelings and unkind 
comments—no one initially announced any withdrawals of 
fellowship, which was a blessing, since it is frequently a good 
idea to sit back and evaluate situations, allowing time for 
people to rethink what they and others have said and done. 
Certainly, it is easier for regrets and reconciliation to occur if 
no one has made a public statement in regard to an individual 
or a congregation. Brethren on both sides of The Gospel Jour-
nal controversy are to be commended for not making the issue 
a matter of fellowship—at least, not officially. Many have 

friends in both groups of differing brethren, and they did not 
wish to alienate anyone unnecessarily on what most perceived 
to be a judgment matter, even though many considered TGJ 
Board’s actions to be unwarranted and unkind.

Fellowship with God is a fundamental right and privilege 
that comes with being a Christian. As virtually all brethren 
know, when our sins are forgiven (at the time we repent and 
are baptized for the forgiveness of them), we enjoy fellowship 
with God and with our brothers and sisters. This relationship 
persists unless someone enters into sin and refuses to exit it. If 
that individual is warned of his wickedness and he refuses to 
repent of it, then the church has no recourse but to withdraw 
fellowship from the impenitent brother.

Such an important step cannot be taken lightly. First of 
all, the offense must be real, not imagined. Sometimes, when 
decisions are made, people come away with different perspec-
tives of what happened. When I resigned, for example, from 
working with one congregation, I went away to interview 
with another church on a particular Sunday. On that same 
day, another preacher visited, preached, and met with the 
men. Upon returning, I was told that the man had been hired. 
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Another member, however, said he wished I would recon-
sider and stay there. Something was wrong. The men met the 
next Sunday, and it was discovered that there were not two 
but three versions of the previous meeting. Three men said 
that they had made the decision to hire the visiting preacher.  
Two said they had made no such decision, and another two 
or three said they had hired the man—but it was contingent 
upon me not remaining. How could all the men have been in 
the same meeting and come away with three different ideas?  
Miscommunication is not uncommon.

Jesus said that one individual should tell another his 
fault privately (Matthew 18:15-17); this practice enables two 
people to see if they have communicated properly. Others 
then accompany the offended party to verify that what he 
said was actually the case and not his own misinterpretation.  
After this verification has occurred, the church must be told 
of the impenitent brother and, in the absence of change, must 
withdraw from him.

The withdrawal of fellowship constitutes a severe step 
in the relationship between brethren and therefore should 
be done only after all reasonable efforts of maintaining fel-
lowship have failed. Since Jesus is Lord and Head over His 
body, the church, withdrawing of fellowship must be done 
with His approval. In other words, it cannot be done merely 
because someone is angry with a brother over something he 
has done (a matter of judgment, for example). The church 
cannot withdraw from someone out of haste or in the absence 
of facts. If a person is willing to meet and discuss differences, 
then it is not the time to consider this option.

When a Scriptural withdrawal of fellowship does occur, 
then faithful brethren everywhere must (and will) recognize 
the action. Jesus said He would be in agreement with such 
withdrawals—if brethren followed the correct procedure 
(Matt. 18:18-20). Hardly anything can do as much damage 
as brethren ignoring the legitimate disciplinary action of the 
church. By refusing to recognize it, they diminish its effec-
tiveness and undermine the purpose for doing it. The guilty 
party is likely to think, “I still have a few friends. Some may 
think I have done wrong, but I have others who are standing 
by me.”

So what do these things have to do with the current cli-
mate in the brotherhood? The elders of the Highland Church 
in Dalton, Georgia, who are overseeing the Gospel Broad-
casting Network (GBN), recently took it upon themselves to 
announce the withdrawal of that congregation from the elders 
of the Northside Church of Christ in Calhoun, Georgia, and 
now brethren are forced to make a choice as to whether the 
elders in Calhoun are guilty of sin—or whether the elders at 
Highland sinned when they made this decision resulting in 
this withdrawal. Brethren all over the country must realize 
that either one group of elders or the other is wrong and that 
we no longer have a choice as to fellowshipping both groups.  
One of these elderships is in sin and needs to repent. Some 
are standing by those in Dalton; others are standing by those 
in Calhoun. Disagreements over certain things that once were 
categorized as matters of judgment now have been made 
an issue of fellowship by the action of the Highland elders. 
Whether or not those elders intended it to be so, their with-
drawal cannot be confined to northwest Georgia—it affects 

the entire brotherhood.
The Highland elders marked the elders of Northside in 

Calhoun because, in their judgment, they had “sown discord, 
promoted gossip, and caused an unnecessary breach in the 
unity of God’s people.” The main focus of these complaints 
(although others are mentioned) is the opposition the North-
side elders have to the endorsement and defense of Dave 
Miller at GBN, since he has never repented of two false 
doctrines that he has publicly taught. In fact, it has been in-
credible to observe how many brethren (who are otherwise 
sound) have begun defending brother Miller in recent months. 
(For the record, no personal problem whatsoever with Dave. 
I have had satisfactory personal contact with him and have 
enjoyed hearing him preach.) Unfortunately, Miller refuses 
to say that it is wrong for congregations to re-evaluate and 
re-affirm elders. He was a leader in the process once and 
worked behind the scenes in favor of it a second time in the 
Brown Trail Congregation in Bedford, Texas. His teachings 
on this topic and on another (his defense of one who mar-
ried his cousin solely in order to enter this country and then 
immediately divorced her) are a matter of record. Although 
Miller issued a statement regarding these two things a few 
months ago, it was by no means a statement of repentance 
(see Michael Hatcher’s and Dub McClish’s articles in the 
October Defender and Dave Watson’s in this publication’s 
November-December issue).

At the time of Dalton’s withdrawal from the elders in Cal-
houn, no one was spreading gossip concerning Dave Miller, 
unless showing people well-documented facts constitutes 
gossip. The Highland elders are the ones who have “caused 
an unnecessary breach in the unity of God’s people” and have 
“sown discord” by counting well-documented facts about 
Miller as “gossip.” Furthermore, Dave Miller has been slow 
in even addressing these matters. In 1997 brother Dub Mc-
Clish exposed his leading part in the first elder re-evaluation 
and re-affirmation program at Brown Trail. This thoroughly 
documented material involving brother Miller was published 
in the 1997 Bellview Lectureship book (Leadership). Brother 
Miller has never made any response to this material. The 
church in Rowlett, Texas, (among others) protested Dave’s 
hiring by Apologetics Press in 2002. The Rowlett brethren 
had supported Apologetics Press very generously from its 
inception, yet when they voiced their concerns about Dave 
to brother Bert Thompson, Executive Director of Apologetics 
Press at the time, they were promptly—and rudely—rebuffed. 
Knowing that he has been under heavy criticism from faith-
ful brethren for more than three years, Dave finally issued 
the previously-mentioned statement, which fell far short of 
repentance. How is it that, in the face of written, public evi-
dence distributed widely and over such a long time-span, so 
many brethren are willing to overlook Dave’s errors? DOES 
FRIENDSHIP TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER TRUTH WITH 
SOME? DO BROTHERHOOD “POLITICS,” RATHER 
THAN PRINCIPLE AND INTEGRITY, GOVERN THEIR 
HEARTS?

Seeing this incongruity, I penned an article titled “The 
Poisoners,” which pointedly cautions brethren to avoid “tak-
ing sides” based on friendship; among other things I wrote: 
“Unfortunately, people take the word of a ‘friend,’ loved 
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one, preacher, or other trusted individual all the time without 
checking the facts for themselves.” I originally published 
it in the December 25th Spiritual Perspectives. It was also 
considered for publication in The Gospel Journal, so that 
it might have a broader circulation—but to date it has not 
been published. I believe that some brethren who have lined 
up behind brother Miller have done so without knowing or 
seeking to know all that they need to know. It is also evident, 
however, that some have lined up behind him in spite of the 
information they have—information that prevented their en-
dorsement of him only a few months ago, which information 
has not changed. [I hoped that some of these brethren would 
read the article in The Gospel Journal and make application 
of its principles to themselves.] 

When it comes to disputes among brethren, we ought 
to ask, “Who has been open and above-board?”; “Who has 
been willing to discuss the situation?”; “Who has provided 
documented evidence, as opposed to promoting hearsay?”  
Some brethren do not fare well when these questions are 
asked. In fact, some likely know that they would fare so 
poorly if they answered that they simply refuse to answer. It 
is easier to manipulate people through innuendo and personal 
assurances than with a presentation of facts, which many 
have allowed brother Miller to do to them. Many know, for 
example, of an unrelated situation in which meetings were 
recorded so that anyone could have a copy and know the truth 
of what occurred. All of those who attended the meetings 
were promised copies of the tapes. Those in charge of the 
tapes, however, reneged in making them available. Incred-
ibly, many brethren stood by those who made that decision 
to suppress the truth!

The evidence against Dave Miller is plain and open to all. 
When the elders at Highland in Dalton withdrew fellowship 
from the Northside elders in Calhoun, in effect they withdrew 
from all of us who stand with the Northside elders in opposing 
Dave Miller until he repents and repudiates the errors he has 
committed. Likewise, all of those who stand with the Highland 
elders in their unscriptural withdrawal and in their endorse-
ment of Dave Miller, have implicitly withdrawn from the 
rest of us. Many of us cannot recognize the withdrawal of 
the Highland elders in Dalton, Georgia, against the Northside 
elders in Calhoun, Georgia, who are standing for the Truth. 
The Highland elders need to understand that their withdrawal 
is also against the many faithful brethren who stand with the 
Northside elders. And if the Highland elders, GBN, and all 
who support GBN and Dave Miller choose not to fellowship 
the rest of us, they will surely have to give an account for that 
decision before our Lord and Savior.

[Editor’s note, with which GWS agrees: But, let us take 
it one step further: Since the Highland elders oversee GBN, 
and since one of the Highland elders is the Director of GBN, 
those who have jumped on the GBN bandwagon with their 
endorsements, praise, financial contributions, and such like 
must also withdraw from the rest of us who still stand where 
we stood a year ago. Sadly, those riding this bandwagon 
include such notables as the Forest Hill Congregation in 
Memphis and the Memphis School of Preaching faculty, along 
with numerous others of “repute.” 

I greatly fear that GBN and the Highland Church in 

Dalton, Georgia, are quickly assuming in one respect the 
role the “Herald of Truth” program of the Highland Church 
in Abilene, Texas, assumed several years ago. (I am not ac-
cusing GBN of teaching error in its programming, as Herald 
of Truth eventually did, although it follows that by endorsing 
and defending a false teacher, it would not be inconsistent to 
allow error to be taught on the air.) The parallel I fear is that 
GBN is already becoming the next monolithic brotherhood 
Goliath that says, “If you don’t get behind us or at least stay 
out of our way, we will run over you.” Have these brethren 
already, in their zeal to fund their immense program, assumed 
a position of being above question or criticism? None should 
mistake my concerns as some sort of “anti” position that op-
poses congregations cooperating to preach the Gospel. 

My fear is that this program’s appetite for money has 
already become so large that its leaders have succumbed 
to the temptation to stop their ears and blind their eyes to a 
brother’s errors. In doing so, they have led many others to 
do the same. Where will this road, once started down, end? 
—Editor]

THE POISONERS
GARY W. SUMMERS

About two weeks ago, on a national talk radio program, 
the host for that day described an incredible event. We have 
no way of verifying the details he provided; we will assume 
that the research and the information are accurate accounts 
of what occurred.

A woman and her husband were divorced and not getting 
along very well. She was living with their eight-year-old son. 
One day she left him alone, during the day, just long enough to 
get a test taken at a hospital. When she returned, he was gone. 
Though she had limited resources, she tried to locate him and 
his father but failed. Finally, after 30 years, a detective found 
where he lived. She traveled to the city and location.

She knew her son was inside; she did not know what 
would happen next. She had searched for her him for years; 
now she had found him, but what kind of reunion would this 
be? She left her car and knocked on the door. Perhaps her 
imagination was all over the place, considering the possible 
responses. Would her son be relieved at long last to find his 
mother, or would he ask her where she had been for the last 30 
years? Needless to say, there was only one way to find out.

A female answered the door. The mother gave her son’s 
name to the woman and asked if this was his home. The 
woman said that it was. She asked if his birthday was a certain 
date, and the woman replied that it was. Then she acknowl-
edged, “I’m his mother.”

From the back of the house came the demanding words, 
“Close the door!” The door was closed. The disappointed 
mother, heartbroken, returned to her car and left. Imagine 
waiting 30 years to be reunited with your son—and being 
treated with less courtesy than Jehovah’s Witnesses would 
probably have received. The mother said that, in a way, she 
was not surprised; she had reason to think that her former 
husband had poisoned their son against her.

Whose Fault Is It?



Contending for the Faith—April/2006               19

them and therefore cannot offer a defense?
Manipulators can even twist good actions by ascribing evil 

motives to others who have no suspicion that they are under 
attack. A person might notice that a friend’s affection has cooled 
but have no idea why this change has occurred. Someone has 
been busy poisoning the “friend’s” mind so that he has now 
become convinced the victim of this assault is not the person 
he had always known him to be.

The tragedy is that people allow themselves to be misled 
when they really know better! Othello ought to have known 
Desdemona better than to have believed the malicious things 
Iago said against her. Christians especially ought to know one 
another better than to believe the worst about someone—es-
pecially when it is unsubstantiated. Surely, we are cleverer 
than that.

Communication is the only effective remedy to this prob-
lem. When derogatory things have been said about someone, 
the best thing to do is to go to that individual and say, “Do you 
mind if I ask you a couple of questions?” If the person is hostile 
or refuses to meet or talk or to answer a letter, then that will 
lend credence to the charges, but it just may be that the person 
is innocent and only needed an opportunity to know what was 
being said so as to be able to clear up the matter. Jesus recog-
nized and taught this principle long ago (Matthew 18:15-17). 
Too bad the mother’s son had never read this passage or (if so) 
failed to apply it.

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, Florida 32792-1097

Most of us would probably accuse the husband of bring-
ing about this horrible situation. Certainly, he has his share of 
blame. For 30 years he had poisoned his son against his own 
mother. What did he tell him all those years? Did he assert 
that the mother had abandoned the lad? Did he repeat this lie 
day in and day out so that eventually it became unquestioned?  
Did he produce some kind of bogus evidence? Perhaps he 
showed the boy a letter, written in feminine handwriting, 
that proclaimed something to the effect, “I am in love with 
someone, but a child would just be in our way. Therefore, I 
am giving the rearing of my child up to his father.” Or, could 
it have been even worse? Might this imaginary letter have 
left him to a relative or to the state, in which case the father 
was able to rescue him, thus becoming the hero? Was there 
other corroborating evidence of the mother’s alleged neglect 
or someone who claimed to verify all that had happened?

We do not know the means by which the father caused 
the son to think his mother was an evil person, but whatever 
he did, he succeeded completely. “A perverse man sows 
strife, and a whisperer separates the best of friends” 
(Proverbs 16:28).

Nevertheless, the son must bear a gigantic portion of guilt 
for being such a dolt. When a person fails to realize that he 
is being fed poison, the results are his own fault. To be sure, 
some are able to administer poison in very clever ways. “I’m 
your friend, and you know I hate to say anything bad about 
anyone, but….” The one who allows such drivel to affect his 
disposition to-ward someone is guilty of poisoning himself.  
The most amazing thing in the entire event described is cap-
tured in another proverb: “The first one to plead his cause 
seems right, until his neighbor comes and examines him” 
(18:17). Why has it not dawned on the son that for 30 years 
he has only heard one side of the story?    

Who taught him to be so one-sided? Who taught him to 
respond emotionally to his mother rather than to maintain 
some semblance of objectivity? Who taught him to be so 
rude?  Could it have been his father?  

Anyone who refuses to consider a different point of view, 
a different perspective, from the only one he has been receiv-
ing, deserves to be robbed of the blessings of being reunited 
with his mother. She does not, however, deserve this kind of 
treatment. 

Unfortunately, people take the word of a “friend,” loved 
one, preacher, or other trusted individual all the time without 
checking out the facts for themselves. Although this might 
work on little things of no major consequence, it is foolish to 
not hear both sides when something so important as a human 
relationship is involved. On the basis of a few allegations and 
some circumstantial evidence, Othello murders the innocent 
Desdemona. The play is not titled The Tragedy of Desdemona, 
however. She was innocent of any wrongdoing. The tragedy 
is that Othello believed the slander against her (which came 
from the villain, Iago).

How often has someone vilified another, knowing that 
individual had no opportunity to respond or perhaps never 
knew that he was a target in the first place? The mother, in 
the afore-mentioned example, could not respond to all of the 
charges against her because she was not present and did not 
even know what allegations were made toward her. How many 
people today do not have any idea what is being said against 
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(A SERMON REVIEWED...Continued from Page 1)

immoral. He did not go on to point out that Lipscomb had 
opposed the society before the civil war. Maybe this would 
have hurt the case he was making too much. As regards the 
underlying assumption of many that opposition to a Northern 
invasion of the South during the civil was/is a codeword for 
being pro-slavery, I ask you to listen to Lipscomb speak for 
himself. “Slavery was an incubus and hindrance to the South-
ern people… he went on to say that he was “at all times willing 
to surrender all my interests in it to see it abolished.”2

Instead of listening to a Johnny come lately armchair 
historian; let us listen to one who was an eyewitness to the 
effects of the civil war on the Lord’s body. Listen to these 
words from one of the most brilliant men of that time, Moses 
Lard,

But further, we, as a nation and as Christians, have just 
passed the fierce ordeal of a terrible war, a war in which 
passion ran to its height, and feelings became as ferocious 
as feelings ever get. We had many brethren on both the 
opposing sides. Many of our churches stood precisely 
where the carnival raged most. Yet not a rent in our ranks 
did the war produce. True, for the time being it cooled 
many an ardent feeling, and caused old friends to regard 
one another a little shyly. Still it effected no division.3 
It was not the civil war that divided the church but the 

missionary society and the organ that cut asunder the body of 
Christ. When those who divided the Lord’s body are ready to 
repudiate their positions and repent, we stand ready to wel-
come them with open arms under an American flag to which 
we pledge allegiance, not a confederate flag. The civil war 
did not divide the church of Christ.

BLUEPRINT OR PRELIMINARY DRAWINGS
The second point Atchely made was that there are two 

differing ways of viewing the Bible that led to this division 
(yes, I know point number two contradicts point one, but let’s 
just pretend that it does not for a few minutes). He character-
ized the two ways as one side seeing the Bible as a blueprint, 
while the other side sees the Bible as preliminary drawings. 
He quickly admitted if the Bible was to serve as a blueprint, 
we cannot deviate from what it teaches. However, if the Bible 
was merely preliminary drawings each congregation must 
see best how to replicate the function (we might say generic 
authority) of the New Testament church without being con-
cerned about the forms (we might say specific authority). I 
do not know of any person who would say that the Bible is 
merely a blueprint. The Bible is an amazing book contain-
ing a diversity of literature. It contains proverbs as well as 
the command to be baptized. I know of no one who does not 
admit these different types of literature must be treated dif-
ferently in interpreting them if we “handle aright” the Word 
of Truth (II Timothy 2:15 ASV). However, it is also clear that 
at times the Bible sets forth what could be characterized as 
a blueprint for the faithful to follow. When the Bible speaks 
only to function, then only function is important. However, 
when the Bible addresses form and function, then the form 
as well as the function are important to God. 

For example, in Genesis 6, had God told Noah only to 
make a way to escape the flood, then only the function would 
have been important. Noah would have probably made a large 

boat of some  kind, but he certainly would not have by his own 
intuition, made an ark just as he made it (cf. Genesis 6:22). 
However, God told Noah to make an ark of Gopher wood. 
Had God told Noah to make an ark of wood, it would not 
have mattered what kind of wood Noah used, but instead God 
specified the kind of wood to be used. Later God told Noah to 
make the ark 300 by 50 by 40 cubits in size. This meant that 
God was telling Noah something more than the function of a 
vessel that he was to make in order to escape the flood waters 
He was also binding upon Noaah the form of the ark.

Likewise, God could have said to man “Worship Jehovah 
in whatever way you see fit.”  This would have been marvel-
lous for the change agents since this is what they want to do 
regardless of God’s commands (Colossians 2:23). Instead 
God called on man to worship Him in spirit and in truth (John 
4:24). He told man to sing psalms, hymns, and spiritual songs 
in worship to Him (Ephesians 5:19; Colossians 3:16). He did 
not simply say “make music,” He told man what kind of music 
to make, singing. God requires “the fruit of our lips” not the 
Pentecostal shimmying of our hips (Hebrews 13:15).

Besides, the Bible does not sound like it is a very prelimi-
nary writing for men like Atchely to work out the details of 
it themselves. Have you ever received a preliminary drawing 
with these words attached,

“Beloved, when I gave all diligence to write unto you 
of the common salvation, it was needful for me to write 
unto you, and exhort you that ye should earnestly 
contend for the faith which was once delivered unto 
the saints” (Jude 3)?
The word translated once there is hapax. It is used in 

other verses to refer not to the preliminary offering of Jesus 
until something better comes along, but to His once for all 
sacrifice on the cross (Hebrews 9:26, 28). It was His blood 
that sanctified this New Testament, so man has no right to 
tamper with it (Matthew 26:28). 

The problem for Atchley’s position is that the Bible is 
God’s Word (II Timothy 3:16-17). When God wanted to 
change His Word to man He warned us that He would (Jer-
emiah 31:31ff) and then He changed it (Romans 7:1-4). Yet, 
even the Old Testament was not a preliminary drawing for 
those to whom it was addressed. It was their final authority 
as long as it was in force (cf. Hebrews 7:12ff).

Even if Atchley could prove that the New Testament was 
merely a preliminary drawing (which he cannot do, because 
it is not), it is the preliminary drawing of the church, which is 
the “house of God” (I Timothy 3:15). Since it is God’s house, 
who would have to make the changes in it as we progress from 
the preliminary drawing stage to the blueprint stage?  Jesus 
is the Son over the house and we are the house (Hebrews 
3:6). Atchley is correct, the church is not merely an organiza-
tion, but a living breathing organism. A body is, then, an apt 
description of the church (I Corinthians 12). However, it is 
a body under the control of the head, and that head is Jesus 
(Ephesians 5:23). No man alive has the authority to change 
God’s drawings or blueprints to suit himself or the culture 
around him. God drew the lines on the blueprint and even 
Paul as a wise master builder had to be careful how he built 
(I Corinthians 3:10).
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“A DIVISIVE WAY OF READING SCRIPTURE”
Thirdly, Atchely got around to attacking Biblical herme-

neutics. He said, “I think we invented and we still use a 
divisive way of reading scripture.”  He went on to attack 
what he called the “command, example,  necessary inference 
hermeneutic.”  If he made a case that there was something 
wrong with these it was because of the following: while the 
commands “were easy” we had to write books telling people 
when “an example was approved and when it wasn’t and when 
an inference wasn’t necessary and when it wasn’t.”  First, 
this is not an accurate reflection of the way anyone I know 
reads Scripture. This is simply the way I go about asking if 
an action is authorized by God or not (cf. Colossians 3:17). 
Second, the more correct terminology would be implication 
not necessary inference. This is the case because God implies 
and man infers. God does the binding and loosing, in part, by 
what He implies, I can never bind and loose based on what 
I infer from Scripture. Third, Atchley along with the Chris-
tian Church preacher, Bob Russell, just wrote a book called 
Together Again. To follow his logic, the fact that he had to 
write a book telling the church of Christ how to fellowship the 
Christian church indicates that he is using “a divisive way of 
reading scripture.”  Actually this is a case of a correct conclu-
sion based on a flawed premise if I ever saw one.

Under this premise he went on to attack what he called 
the “authority of silence” which he defines as “if it’s not 
mentioned in the New Testament it is unauthorized, it’s for-
bidden.” His definition of this principle is woefully lacking. 
There are many things not “mentioned” in Scripture that 
are authorized by Scripture. This gets back to his failure to 
understand the difference in what he calls form and function. 
When Jesus told us to go into all the world and preach the 
gospel (Mark 16:15), He bound on us the function. Nowhere 
in Scripture are we told how to go, so the form of going has 
been left to our judgment. You may choose to go by a jet plane 
and some other preacher may choose to go by a Miatia, but 
both are still going.

THE HEART OF THE DISAGREEMENT
Now this “authority of silence” really gets to the heart of 

the disagreement with liberals. They like to pretend to attack 
what John Mark Hicks calls our “trifold hermeneutic”. How-
ever , it is the Biblical doctrine of the silence of the Scriptures 
that makes them wring their hands. If his definition is a prob-
lem, his understanding of the application of this principle is 
even a bigger and worse one. He says that the way this has 
been applied is this, “if we have it it’s an aid but if you have 
it, and we don’t have it, it’s an addition.”  This is a strong 
charge to make against the Lord’s body without evidence. 
Let us see how accurate this charge is. Denominations had 
vans and buses to bring people to worship before we did. We 
looked at that issue and generally determined that a van or bus 
was an aid to expedite Hebrews 10:25, not an addition. The 
whole question turns on what was discussed under Athcely’s 
first point. If God has given us an assignment (function) but 
has not told us by direct statement, example, or implication 
how to carry that assignment out, we are obligated to carry 
that assignment out as expediently as we can do.

Atchely asserts that this way of looking at the Bible goes 
back to men like J. W. McGarvey and Moses Lard, but this 
assumption is incorrect. As early as the second century some 
followers of Christ were divided from one another over this 
very point. Tertullian (AD 150-222) informs us that there 
were those who argued that “the thing which is not forbid-
den is freely permitted.”  However this was not his view. He 
succinctly stated his conviction as, “I should rather say that 
what has not been freely allowed is forbidden.” 

The debate concerning the silence of the Scripture is actu-
ally much older than the second century BC. In fact this debate 
concerning the silence of God is as old as the first family God 
placed on earth. Adam and Eve had two sons, Cain and Abel 
(Genesis 4:1-2). Both of these sons had a desire to worship 
God. As a result of this desire, both sons brought offerings 
to God: Cain was a farmer so he brought “the fruit of the 
ground” (Genesis 4:3); Abel was a shepherd so he brought 
“the firstlings of his flock” (Genesis 4:4). God found the 
offering of Able acceptable but he did not find Cain’s offer-
ing acceptable (Genesis 4:4-5). When we read what the New 
Testament has to say concerning this episode, the distinction 
between the actions of the two men becomes crystal clear. 
Abel made his offering to God “by faith” (Hebrews 11:4). 
We also know that anything done “by faith” is based upon 
God’s Word (Romans 10:17). So it is clear that God had told 
these men what kind of offering He would accept. Abel “by 
faith” chose to offer the thing that God had instructed him to 
offer. However, Cain decided to offer the thing that he found 
most appealing to himself, and as a tiller of the ground, this 
was the “fruit of the ground” from which no blood could 
be shed and by which his sins could not be atoned (Hebrews 
9:22).

The Old Testament writers themselves had a healthy re-
spect for the silence of the scriptures. Moses told the children 
of Israel that “the LORD separated the tribe of Levi, to 
bear the ark of the covenant of the LORD” (Deuteronomy 
10:8). This passage served to authorize the Levites to carry 
the Ark of the Covenant. One will search in vain for a long 
list of tribes that were expressly prohibited from carrying 
the ark. No verse in the Old Testament says “Judah shalt not 
carry the ark of the covenant.”  Even the Levites were not to 
touch the ark, but they were to bear the ark on poles that were 
placed in rings on the outside of the ark (Exodus 25:12-15). 
On one occasion David used a new cart to transport the ark 
and Uzza, who was not a Levite, reached out and touched 
the ark with this hand when it almost fell off of the cart. This 
resulted in Uzza’s death (I Chronicles 13:7-10). The incident 
taught David a healthy respect for the silence of the Scriptures. 
Later, when David transported the ark to Jerusalem he said, 
“None ought to carry the ark of God but the Levites: for 
them hath the LORD chosen to carry the ark of God” (I 
Chronicles 15:2). 

The New Testament writers also had a healthy respect 
for the silence of the Scriptures. The author of the Hebrews 
epistle had informed his readers that Jesus was a faithful and 
true High Priest (Hebrews 2:14). The subject of the priesthood 
of Christ is one that he would revisit later. It was necessary 
that the Law of Moses be changed if Jesus was going to be 
our High Priest (Hebrews 7:12). The inspired writer made an 
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argument that this change in the law was necessary because 
Jesus was not from the tribe of Levi, but from the tribe of 
Judah “of which tribe Moses spake nothing concerning 
priesthood” (Hebrews 7:14). Even the Son of God Himself 
could not serve in the priesthood of Aaron if His serving 
would violate the silence of the Scriptures. Since God only 
authorized the priests to come from the tribe of Levi, the law 
had to be removed so that Jesus could serve as our High Priest. 
Surely we can all understand that God means what he says 
and says what He means. He cannot act presumptuously and 
do whatever we want to do in religion (Colossians 3:17).

Atchley then went through a long attempt to be humorous 
at the expense of issues that have divided us. He asserted that 
use of mechanical instruments of music, praise teams, sup-
port of orphans homes, take communion from one container, 
employment of located preachers, and some group he says 
believes that it is unscriptural to build a church building. 
All of these issues are not on the same level. On mechanical 
instruments of music in worship to God, what I have writ-
ten above applies. Concerning the “praise team issue” if he 
means simply having multiple song leaders, we are still simply 
singing. The authority for such comes from Ephesians 5:19. 
If the praise team serves as a defacto quartet, the same verse 
condemns it because we all are to sing to one another. There 
are no mere spectators sitting and waiting to be entertained 
when God is the object of worship (John 4:24). If women are 
leading men in the singing in these praise teams then that is 
a violation of I Timothy 2:11-14. As to the next issues, they 
are answered in the latest Contending for the Faith lecture-
ship book, Antism from God or Man.”  My disagreement 
with those brethren on the other side of those issues from 
me is not, as Atchley’s approach to them is-- we may support 
orphans homes, use multiple communion containers, employ 
a preacher who works with one congregation, and build a 
church building because the Bible does not tell us “thou 

shalt not” on these issues. Instead, I would argue that we have 
Scriptural generic authority for doing them.
THERE ARE TWO GROUPS WITH TWO DISTINCTIVE 

WAYS OF VIEWING THE BIBLE
Atchley’s sermon demonstrates, that just as in time past, 

there are at least two distinct groups in what is called churches 
of Christ that have different ways of looking at the Bible. At the 
end of the sermon he received a standing ovation, indicating that 
what has been characterized as the “largest church of Christ” in 
the world is in agreement with his position on these matters. The 
last time a large group rejected the Biblical teaching concerning 
the silence of the scripture, it led to division. I was amazed at 
how fitting the title for his sermon, “Learning Division” was. 
If they are employed, the principles advocated in this sermon 
will certainly cause “division and offenses contrary to the 
doctrine” (Romans 16:17). Unless men like Atchley begin 
again not to go beyond what is written (I Corinthians 4:6), the 
result will be the same as it was for the church about 100 years 
ago this time. At least this time, there is no civil war for future 
history revisionists to place the blame for such a division on.

ENDNOTES
1 David Edwin Harrell Jr., “Rethinking the History of Churches 
of Christ: Responses to Richard Hughes,” Restoration Quar-
terly, 1996, Vol. 38, No1.
2 David Lipscomb, Editorial, Gospel Advocate 1893, page 
453.
3 Moses Lard, “Can We Divide,” Lard’s Quarterly, April 1866, 
335-336.
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A NOTE FROM DUB MCCLISH
The March 2006 issue of Contending for the Faith carried my article titled, “Reflections on the ‘Restoration 

Summit’.” I wrote the article in October 1984, and as indicated at the end of the article, it was published in Con-
tending for the Faith in the February 1985 issue. I have been asked if the following statement in the article (p. 10) 
represents my current convictions: “I have no hesitancy to call those who have obeyed the gospel plan of salvation 
in the Christian Church my brethren....” That general statement I wrote over twenty-one years ago by no means 
represents my present convictions. In fact, the statement was far too broad to represent my convictions even then, 
without some qualifications. I had not read that 21-year-old article in many years. With my knowledge and permis-
sion, brother David Brown reproduced the article from his “archives” in the March issue, but unfortunately, I failed 
to review it before publication. Had I done so, I would have either omitted or severely qualified that statement. 
The Independent Christian Church, to which I had reference in that article, has increased in its apostasy since that 
time, and I have learned more about the Independent Christian Church since I made that statement, as well. I regret 
that the statement has been reprinted, which may have led some to believe that I accept those in the contemporary 
Independent Christian Church as “erring brethren” without exception or qualification. While a century ago, in the 
immediate context of the brotherhood-wide division, erring brethren appropriately described those in the Christian 
Church, that has long since ceased to be the case, whether one has in mind the Disciples of Christ denomination or 
the Independent Christian Church denomination.

—Dub McClish 
908 Imperial Dr.

Denton, TX 76209



Contending for the Faith—April/2006               23

-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., P.O. Box 131, Holly Pond, 
AL 35083,  Sun. 10:00 a.m.,  11:00 a.m., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., (256) 
796-6802, (205) 429-2026.

Somerville-Union Church of Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile east of 
Hwy 67, Somerville, Alabama, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tom Larkin, evangelist, (256) 778-8955, (256) 778-8961.

Tuscaloosa-East Pointe Church of Christ one block from Exit 76, off 
I-20, I-59, Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed., 7 p.m. Abiding in God’s 
Word—The Old Paths. U of A student, visitor, or resident? Welcome!  
(205)556-3062.

-England-
Cambridgeshire-Ramsey Church of Christ, meeting at the Rainbow 
Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 a.m.; Wed. (Phone for venue 
and time); www.Ramsey-church-of-christ.org. Contact Keith Sisman, 
001.44.1487.710552; fax:1487.813264 or Keith Sisman.net. Research 
Website of 1,000 years of the British Church of Christ; www.Traces-of-
the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and-Mystery.org.

-Florida-
Ocoee-Ocoee Church of Christ, 2 East Magnolia Street, Ocoee, FL 34761. 
Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7:00 p.m. David Hartbarger, 
Evangelist, (407) 656-2516, ocoeechurchofchrist@yahoo.com, www.
ocoeecoc.org.
Pensacola-Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, 
FL 32526, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Michael 
Hatcher, evangelist, (850) 455-7595.

-Georgia-
Cartersville- Church of Christ, 1319 Joe Frank Harris Pkwy  NW 30120-
4222.  770-382-6775, www.cartersvillechurchofchrist.org.  Sun. 10,  
11a.m., 6:30 p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m.  Bobby D. Gayton, evangelist- email: 
bdgayton@juno.com.

-Indiana-
Evansville-West Side Church of Christ, 3232 Edgewood Dr., Evansville, 
IN 47712, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 6:30 p.m., Larry 
Albritton, evangelist.

-Louisiana-
Chalmette-Church of Christ, 200 Delaronde St., Chalmette, LA 70044. 
Mark Lance, evangelist, (504) 279-9438.

-Massachusetts-
Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ, 26 Armory Drive; Chicopee, 
MA 01020, in-home, (413) 592-4834, Ken Dion, evangelist.

-North Carolina-
Rocky Mount-Scheffield Drive Church of Christ, 3309 Scheffield Dr., 
Rocky Mount, NC 27802 (252) 937-7997.

-Oklahoma-
Porum-Church of Christ, 8 miles South of I-40 at Hwy 2, Warner exit. 
Sun. 10 a.m., 11 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, evangelist, email: 
lawson@starnetok.net.

- Tennessee-
Lenoir City-Lenoir City Church of Christ, 1280 Simpson Road West, P.O. 
Box 292 Lenoir City, TN 37771 .  Sun. 9:30, 10:30AM, 6:00PM, Wed. 
7:00PM., Kent Bailey, Evangelist Tel: 865-986-3223 or 865-986-5698).

Murfreesboro-Church of Christ, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro, TN, Sun. 

Bible class 9:00 a.m., Worship 10:00 a.m., Fellowhip meal 11:00 a.m., 
Devotional 12:00 p.m.; Wed. Bible Study 7:00 p.m. For directions and other 
information please visit our website at www.murfreesborochurchofchrist.
org. evangelist, Steve Yeatts.

-Texas-
Denton area—Northpoint Church of Christ, 5101 E. University Dr. 
(Greenbelt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, 
Greenbelt Business Park, 5101 E. University Dr., Box 12, Denton, TX 
76208. E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 6:00; 
Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.323.9797; tgj@charter.
net.

Houston area-Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures beginning the last Sunday in February. 
www.churchesofchrist.com.

Hubbard-105 NE 6th St., Hubbard, TX 76648, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Delbert J. Goines, evangelist; 
djgoines@writeme.com.

Huntsville-1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9, 10 a.m., 
6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

Hurst (Fort Worth area)-Northeast Church of Christ, 1313 Karla Dr., 
P.O. Box 85, Hurst, TX 76053. Sun.  9  a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7:30 
p.m. (817) 282-3239, Toney Smith and Dan Flournoy, evangelists.

New Braunfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west of I-35. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 p.m. Lynn Parker, evangelist. (830) 625-9367. 
www.nbchurchofchrist.com.

Richwood-1600 Brazosport, Richwood, TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30 a.m., 6 p.m., 
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256.

-Wyoming-
Cheyenne-High Plains Church of Christ, 421 E. 8th St., Cheyenne, WY 
82007, tel. (307) 638-7466, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 5:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Tim Cozad.
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The 2005 Annual Schertz Lectures 
Lestei 

While I viewed and listened to most o f  the live or archived 
lectures from the 2005 Annual Schertz Lectures, I wi l l  not 
consider all the lectures in this article. However, I wi l l  refer- 
ence several ofthe lectures to show the direction and content 
ofthe entire lectureship. Historically, this lectureship has been 
ofgreat value to the brotherhood. This was the Third Annual 
Schertz Lectures (ASL), but they were preceded by twenty 
one years o f  lectures known as the Annual Denton Lectures 
under the very capable direction o f  Dub McClish. But this 
year I have been greatly dismayed and disappointed at what 
I have seen and heard via the broadcast o f  these lectures by 
theonline Academy ofBiblical Studies. I t  saddensmegreatly 
to see the changes that have taken place in this lectureship 
and in many ofthe men who have have spoken on i t  over the 
years, but now these same men have capitulated the Truth 
and principles o f  character through compromise and open 
fellowship with error. I have previously highly respected 
most o f  these men and believed them to be men o f  Biblical 
strength and conviction. Formerly I thought these men would 
stand for the Truth whatever the circumstances; but, alas, 
they have chosen now to uphold, openly endorse, and fellow- 
ship men who teach error to the dividing o f  the church. For 
example, one o f  the preachers o f  the Schertz co~igregation, 
Stan Crowley, teaches error on divorce and remarriage. He 
haslhad an agreement with the elders o f  the Schertz church 
not to teach this doctrine while working with the congrega- 
tion there. Previous to his work as a preacher for the Schertz 
congregation and while a student at the Southwest School o f  
Bible Studies (SWSBS), Crowley pressed his errors on MDR 
at the BudaJKyle Church o f  Christ, where he was a member 
at the time. He was warned to stop pressing his false doctrine 
on MDR or be removed from SWSBS without graduation. 
More recently he has taught his error during the 1 7Ih Annual 
South Texas Lectureship (2004) at Beeville, Texas. (See Lynn 
Parker's chapter in the 2005 Spring Contending for /he Faith 
Lectureship fora full expose'ofthis false doctrine. This infor- 
mation has been available too long for anyone to successfully 

. Kamp 

claim that he i s  unaware o f  this doctrine and its promoter.). 
Ken Ratcliff, who serves the Schertz congregation as one o f  
its preachers and one o f  its elders, has acknowledged before 
witnesses that Stan Crowley, the Schertz preacher, is a false 
teacher. He once believed this so strongly that before wit- 
nesses he stated that one o f  hvo things would happen before 
the 2005 Schertz Lectures. He said that either Stan Crowley 
would be dismissed or he (Ken Ratcliff) would no longer 
be an elder o f  that congregation. As you wi l l  notice later in 
this article, neither o f  these "requirements" has occurred. 

For the second lecture o f  this year's series, Gary Rouse 
introduced Ken Ratcliff as one who "serves as one o f  the 
evangelists" and also "serves as an elder" for the Schertz 
congregation. I t  should be noted that Stan Crowley not 
only continues to be the primary preacher for the Schertz 
congregation, but he was also one o f  the speakers on the 
2005 lectureship. Ken Ratcl~ris  obviously a dishonest man. 

Curtis Cates, the long-time director ofthe Memphis School 
o f  Preaching (MSOP), stated at the beginning o f  his message 
on the "Sacrilege o f  Nadah and Abihu" that he wanted to 
express his appreciation for being "on this great program." 
He refers to the "program"of the 2005 Schertz Lectures in 
which he was immediately preceded by a dishonest man 
who serves with him on The Gospel Journal (TGJ) Board 
and the same "program" which has as one o f  i ts speakers 
a known false teacher! I would hardly call such a program 
great. But, realize that brother Cates has also endorsed the 
false teachings o f  Dave Mil ler (notorious for re-evalua- 
tionlreaffirmation o f  elders and M D R  errors) by placing 
his name on the "Statement o f  Support" list o f  those who 
"have complete confidence" in Apolgetics Press where 
Miller now serves as Director. However, we should not be 
surprised at his description ofthe ASLas ae'great program.'' 

Cates further said that we "love and appreciate the preacher 
ofthis congregation, the elders ofthis congregation ... and wish 
you Godspeed as you do the work ofthe Lord." His words here 
are most appalling! Surely the director o f  MSOP is  familiar 

(Continued on Page 4) 
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A MATTER OF CONFIDENTIALITY 

In order to stop people from having an opportunity 
to respond to various accusations and fabricated tales, 
certain brethren are labeling things confidential. 
Again, said persons are doing the same in an at- 
tempt to prevent their own errors from being known, 
examined, refuted, and corrected. Moreover, their 
unscrupulous efforts serve to blind certain naive, 
gullible, and ignorant brethren who are moved more 
by their emotions and self-interest than the cold hard 
facts of reality examined in the light of the absolute, 
objective, infallible, and complete standard of Bibli- 
cal Truth bearing on the issues. These uninformed 
and "better felt than t o l d  brethren are they who 
diligently seek for any excuse to continue to believe 
in the integrity of certain brethren and brother- 
hood projects to which they are wed; no matter that 
adequate evidence and credible witnesses abound 
proving that such integrity has disappeared from 
their favorite preacher(s) or pet project(s). Regarding 
certain preachers and projects, they are willing to ac- 
cept just about anything or anyone who will respond 
to their plaintive whine of, "Tell me it ain't so."Then 
through soft, warm, and fuzzy stories that serve to 
beguile subjective and unstable hearts, there is al- 
ways some charlatan who declares: "Don't cry." "It'll 
be alright." "You know it really ain't so." "Don't let 
these ole bad, mean-spirited, and negativepreachers 
get you down.""Youjust listen to me andI'll keep the 
boogie bears away." By good words and fair speeches 
they set out their more balanced programs to lull the 
brethren to sleep-and that is not very difficult to do 
when it is the case that some brethren wander around 
about half awake in the first place. In reality such 
persons want to hear anything but the bare facts in a 
case; for such facts trouble their comfort zones. When 
it comes to well-manufactured, customized, and 
pragmatic fabrications, certain brethren very well 
know their tailored false reports cannot stand the 
light of proper examination and scrutiny by those who 
know better. Such persons do not intend to be backed 
into a corner or gored on either horn of a dilemma 
where their erroneous and inconsistent reports can 
be properly exposed so that the facts and truth per- 
taining to the same may be made;clearly known. 

When anyone reports as factual and true some- 
thing about me, others, situations, and/or vari- 
ous subjects that  are, in reality, NOT factual 
or true, and they do so under the guise of 
con$dentiality, then I want to rise up and expose 
them for the dishonest sinners they are. For a fact, the 
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Bible condemns anyone who does not have a disposi- 
tion of heart that urges him/her to oppose, expose, 
and correct such crooked and wicked efforts of bad 
men and women who appear as angels of light. As 
the Lord taught, "Take heed to yourselves: if thy 
brother trespass against thee, rebuke him; and 
if he repent, forgive him" (Luke 17:3). Moreover, 
in time sins known only to two brethren are made pub- 
lic if the one guilty ofsin rejects all Scriptural overtures 
to bring him/her to repentance (Matthew 18:17). All 
other things being Scripturally equal, is telling a sin(s) 
of a brother or sister to the whole church, which sin(s) 
began when one brother sinned against another, the 
breaking of a Biblically authorized confidentiality? 

Many years ago I had the preceding false confiden- 
tiality business pulled on me in a court of law by a 
lawyer while I was testifying in a divorce case. The 
man in the case had confessed to me and a deacon of 
the church that he was guilty of adulte~y. The adul- 
terous husband ended up suing his wife for a divorce 
on the grounds of incompatibility. The innocent wife 
responded with a counter suit against the adulter- 
ous husband for divorce on the grounds of adultery. 

Previously, the elders and several other members 
worked for weeks to meet with the guilty man, but he 
dodged us on every occasion. Finally his daughter told 
us where we could meet him. It was on his work place's 
parking lot. One of the deacons and I finally caught up 
with the adulterous brother (who also was a deacon) on 
said parking lot at the end of the adulterous brother's 
workday. In the presence of the deacon who had ac- 
companied me, I asked the adulterous man the follow- 
ing question, "As a married man have you had sexual 
intercourse with any woman other than your wife?" 
He unequivocally answered "Yes" to my question. 
The deacon and I wrote the conversation down and 
it was by the innocent sister's lawyer introduced as 
evidence in the divorce court proceedings. While I 
was on the witness stand, in his attempt to impeach 
my testimony, the confessed adulterer's lawyer 
endeavored to make it appear that I had been in a 
counseling session with the adulterous man when 
he made his confession of adultery to me. Of course, 
saidlawyer completely ignored the fact that another 
man was with me at the time the adulterous man 
confessed his sin in response to my prevously noted 
question and, thus, he witnessed all that was said 
and done in said meeting. Thus, in the process of 
carrying out the teaching of the New Testament 
regarding the corrective discipline for an erring 
brother who refused to repent of his sins, the whole 
church necessarily was formally informed about 
the adulterous man's sins. However, the adulter- 
ous man's lawyer attempted with all his might to 
convince the court that I had acted unethically in 

revealing this adulterer's sin to the church. This was 
the case, so his lawyer alleged, because I had vio- 
lated the adulterous man's coqjidence. Of course 
none of this argumentation had a thing to do with 
the fact that the lawyer's client had confessed his 
adultery in no uncertain terms and had been liv- 
ing with his adulteress even to that present hour. 

Any one who knows anything about the fun- 
damentals of logic realizes what the adulterous 
man's lawyer had attempted to employ on me the 
Argumentum ad  Hominem (an argument directed 
to the man rather than to the issue at hand) in 
his attempted efforts to discredit me and thereby 
my testimony. The whole reason for using the ad  
hominem is to attempt to discredit a proposition 
by discrediting the speaker (in said divorce case 
the lawyer used it in his attempt to discredit me). 
However, such an argument fails to provide rel- 
evant evidence against the proposition it seeks 
to disprove (in this case my testimony). Thus, it 

(EDITORIAL CONTINUED ON PAGE 18) 
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(SCHERTZ LETURES, CONTINUED FROM FRONT PAGE) 
with 11 John 9-1 1 and what this passage says about bidding 
Godspeed to teachers of error! I hardly think that what is being 
done in or by a congregation that harbors a false teacher as its 
full time preacher is doing the Lord's work. Cates'choice of 
words here could hardly have been accidental. What do his 
words of endorsement tell of MSOP and the elders at For- 
est Hill that oversee this once good work? Will we hear any 
rebuttal from them regarding these matters? Probably not. 

Cates observed, "For a human being created in the image 
of God and responsible to Jehovah God and responsible for 
obeying Him and to come under God's criticism and con- 
demnation is a very serious matter." "The Bible says God 
is angry with the wicked every day." He is absolutely right 
in his previous comments! Bro. Cates then spent some time 
talking about how "alarming" it would be to get up in the 
morning (eat meals, go to sleep, etc,) and realize that God 
is angry with you. Brother Cates, it is also alarming to do 
all these things while God is angry with you and you do 
not realm it o r  by design ignore it! Does he not realize 
that he is under "God's criticism and condemnation" when 
he chooses to ignore and violate 11 John 9-1 I? Cates then 
concluded, "We don't need to have an angry God because 
we violate His Will and we do those things that are not au- 
thorized before God." Indeed! Obedience to God is the key. 

Cates accurately defined "strange" to mean "that which is 
unauthorized." But, he, too, is manifesting "strange" behavior 
in having fellowship with teachers of error and bidding them 
Godspeed. This is totally unauthorized behavior and does not 
have God's approval. After quoting "the Hebrews writer", 
Hebrews 10:31, and I1 Cor. 5: 11, he stated, "That'sthe reason 
why we a t  great sacrifice to plead with people to obey the 
gospel of Christ and persist in His Will because it is a fearful 
thing to fall into the hands of the living God." Bro. Cates 
obviously is not willing to make "a great sacrifice" because 
he was willing to rid TGJ of two gwd men who stand for the 
Truth when threats ofthe loss of substantial funds needed for 
MSOPare made by unknown individuals [To our knowledge 
no one has ever charged brother Cates with seekingjiinds for 
his own personal use, or the abuse of the same. -EDITOR] 
Brother Cates would rather uphold error and lose his own 
soul than make the necessary sacrifices. "By their fruits 
ye shall know them" (Matthew 7:20). Cates knows this 
because he also said, "Nothing is more valuable than the 
human soul." He further admitted, "If I lose my soul, 
then I have lost it all." He said, "We need to see the sever- 
ity and the fatality of the transgression of God's law." 

Joseph Meador, director of the SWSBS for the last twelve 
years, including the time when Stan Cmwley was a student 
in the school, stated: "I appreciate this congregation so very 
much for all that you mean to the cause of Christ as far as the 
restoration of primitive, apostolic Christianity is concerned." 
What does a congregation with such a preacher mean for 
the cause of Christ? Has brother Meador changed his mind 
on the doctrine that almost got Crowley removed from the 
SWSBS under Meador's own directorship? Perhaps Meador 

is afraid of becoming part of what he has described as "a few 
who are in a small, but no less toxic, loyalty circle ... a small 
negative faction, who ifthey gain control, will only rupture 
fellowship in the church even more than they already have." 

John Moore, new co-editor of The "NEW" Gospel 
Journal declared to the 2005 ASL audience, "Let me say 
how much I appreciate this congregation and brother Stan 
Crowley and his wife and the elders he re...." Brother Moore 
is on the faculty at SWSBS and surely knows of Crowley's 
false doctrines. [In fact, he is on record saying that he 
disagrees with CrowleyS false doctrine on divorce and 
remarriage. Evidently, brother Moore thinh you can ap- 
preciate a false teacher and fellowship him as well.-Edior] 

John Moore also revealed something of the new direction 
of The "NEW" Gospel Journal, "We are going to do the very 
best that we can to bring to you issues that are encouraging, 
that edify, that instruct, that build up people, that are good 
for the church, every member of the church ..." One of the 
original editorial aims of TGJ was to "oppose and expose 
both doctrinal error from all quarters." This original aim of 
the journal is noticeably absent from Moore's description. 

When the preacher forthe Forest Hill-Irene Road congrega- 
tion, Memphis, Tennessee (the home of MSOP), Barry Grider, 
closed the lectures, he begall by referring to his gratefulness 
for being able to serve with John Moore as one of the co-edi- 
tors of The "NEW"Gospe1 Journal. In his remarks he again 
referred to the purposes of W G J  under their editorship. 
He stated that both of them are "committed to doing our 
best to provide for our brotherhood a paper that is Biblically 
sound, one that is well-balanced, one that will build up the 
home and build up the church." Again, opposing and expos- 
ing doctrinal error was not mentioned, however, he called 
this "well-balanced."l wonder how long it will be before this 
editorial change becomes documented by the actual change in 
the original editorial aims originally stated by the TGJBoard 
when the paper began. It is growing increasingly obvious that 
many of my brethren are no longer interested in exposing 
error and doing only what the New Testament authorizes. 

Tim Ayers, a member ofthe faculty of SWSBS, stated, "We 
appreciate this congregation for your stand for theTruth and 
the reputation you have in the brotherhood; it is very good. 
We appreciate that. We appreciate the congregation, brother 
Crowley, the elders and all that are here." Apparently, Ayers 
thinks standing fortheTruth and having avery good reputation 
include having a false teacher for their preacher. How absurd! 
Is thiswhat is beingtaught now at SWSBS? Earlierthe school 
wanted this false teacher (Crowley) to stop his teaching oferror 
or be expelled from the school. What has changed, brethren? 

Significantly, Ayers referred to the fact that the speakers 
had been urged to stay on the subject. (I also:heard this stated 
on the internet by several other speakers during live broad- 
casts.) I wonder what those in charge of the lectures feared 
would be said by the speakers not "on the subject" assigned. 

Don Walker, preacher for the Shenandoah church, San 
Antonio, Texas joined the familiar chorus by saying, "We 
are grateful for this congregation, for her elders, for her 
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preacher. .." Richard D. Melson also remarked, "I am thankful 
for the eldership, for this congregation ... We pray God's bless- 
ing for not only what we do today, but that these tools will 
go forward and be useful in the Master's kingdom." Praying 
for God's blessing on a congregation in its present condi- 
tion is certainly bidding Godspeed to error. Michael Light 
remarked, "the Lord's kingdom will be better off' because of 
the lectureship. He considers a time of fellowship with error 
as possibly making the kingdom better off. Fellowship with 
error will not ever make the kingdom ofour Lord better! "We 
don't take polls to determine right and wrong." He is certainly 
right in this, but how many presently are determining their 
"position by" the popularity of the view? How many are 

more interested in speaking on more lectureships and Gospel 
Meetings than standing upon the unchanging Word of God? 

The 2005 Schertz Lectures were certainly different from 
previous years. Instead of clearly standing for the Truth and 
upon the Truth, this lectureship was full of compromise and 
fellowship with error. What a sad day for the brotherhood! 

-PO Box 1484 
Statesville, NC 28687 

WHAT IF A MAN AND WOMAN DEALT DIRECTLY WITH GOD 
IN THE MATTER OF MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE? 

Kenneth E. Ratcliff 

Somehow it seems that the subject of marriage and divorce 
has been made extremely complicated. Surely, God did not 
make something that important so difficultthat it should be a 
problem. The following poses a series of situations involving 
marriage and divorce in which the parties must deal directly 
with God. It is recWized that everyone will not agree with 
some of the statemints that are made. For example, some 
might contend thatGod is not the only one who can end a 
marriage by a divoket They (it is believed) will say that God 
will recognize and :accept a divorce granted by man even 
though there is no ,scriptural basis for the divorce. In any 
event, consider the'following: 

1. A man and woman come before God and tell Him that 
they want to be &hied. God asks each of them if that is 
their desire and theg'both say "yes." God reminds them that 
once He joins them'rogether the marriage will not be broken 

except in two situations:-I. One of them dies, or 2. One of 
them is unfaithful and the innocent spouse desires to end the 
marriage. God further reminds them that only He can join 
them together as husband and wife and only He can separate 
that relationship. 

The man and woman say that they understand and God 
tells them that He has united them in marriage as husband 
and wife. 

2. Time passes and they again come before God and tell 
Him that they wish to be separated for awhile. God tells them 
that is acceptable; however, they have a responsibility to come 
together again. God reminds them that during the separation 
they are still married and they should not remain separated 
too long lest one of them be tempted to sin. 

3. More time passes and the man and woman return to 
God and tell Him that they no longer desire to be married. 
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God knows that neither of them has been unfaithful to the 
other. He reminds them o f  the instructions that He had given 
them at the time they were united in marriage. He refuses to 
give them a divorce. 

4. The man decides that he will take matters into his own 
hands. He prepares a statement declaring the marriage ended 
and all o f  the men in his community sign the document. The 
man then delivers it to his wife and informs her that their 
marriage i s  thereby ended. God brings the man and woman 
before Him and informs them that the marriage is not ended. 
The man can obtain the approval o f  every human on earth but 
it will not end the relationship that God created. 

5. The man decides that the approval o f  the men o f  his 
community i s  sufficient for him and all of the people agree 
that the man and woman are now divorced. The Inan either 
remarries or engages in adultery/fornication. The woman 
goes to God. She tells God that she understood that she was 
still married in spite o f  the actions o f  the man. However, she 
recalls that God said that if a spouse was unfaithful the other 
could ask God to end the marriage. She therefore asks that 
God free her from the marriage. God therefore terminates 
the marriage and the woman i s  free to remarry. The man is 
informed by God that because ofhis conduct he is not free to 
remarry and must repent and terminate any sinful conduct. 

6. The husband and wife decide they cannot live together 
and they know God wil l  not give them a divorce. They 
separate and each hopes that the other will commit adultery 
so that they will have the basis for a divorce. Ultimately 
one o f  them is unfaithful. The other goes to God and seeks 
a divorce. God grants the divorce, as He had not given any 
limiting conditions. Each individual is  responsible for their 
personal conduct. No one forced the one to commit adultery 
although the temptation was greater since they were separated. 
The innocent spouse is free to remarry but God demands that 
they repent ofthe sin o f  not only desiring the other to sin but 
helping to create the situation, which would lead them to be 
tempted to sin. Further, the innocent spouse had neither shown 
love nor carried out their responsibilities as a spouse. 

7. A man who is free to many seeks to marry a woman 
that God has not separated in divorce. They go to God to be 
married, but He refuses to join them in marriage because 
the woman i s  not free to marry. They go to the leaders of 
the community and tell them that they want to be married. 
The community leaders perform a ceremony and tell them 
that they are joined in marriage. God confronts the man and 
woman and informs them that it does not matter what oth- 
ers may have decided. They are not married, but since they 
are having a sexual relationship they are living in sin. They 
must both repent (with all that repentance involves). The 
man i s  still free to marry and the woman is not eligible for 
remarriage. 

8. Some additional thoughts: 
a. How can you call an event a marriage if it is also 

claimed that God does not recognize it as a marriage. It cat1 
be much the same as events that happen in the world. A man 
might many several women without the benefit of  divorcing 
any of them. He is a bigamist and will be punished by the 
law. He has had several marriages but only the first will be 
recognized. He was not free to many the others. We st i l l  say 
they he married the other women. The same might apply in 

the cases o f  divorce. A U.S. citizen might determine that he 
could not obtain a divorce in the United States. He therefore 
goes to Mexico and obtains a divorce. Upon returning to the 
U.S. he seeks to enforce the divorce decree from Mexico but 
learns that it is  void and cannot be enforced in the U.S. He 
i s  still married. He had a divorce but it has no significance 
where it really counts. 

b. How can there be two putting awayldivorces? Ac- 
tually, it is  very easy. One may be done by man by going 
through whatever process that man has devised. If it is  in 
harmony with God then there will only be one putting away. 
If it i s  not in harmony with God, then the divorce i s  not worth 
the paper it is written on. If one o f  them later commits adul- 
tery, the innocent spouse can put away the one who i s  guilty. 
Thus, there is a second putting away. 

c. I s  there such a thing as a "waiting game?" I t  is  not 
found in the Bible. There is a warning for spouses not to 
remain separate lest they be tempted to sin. There is natu- 
rally the temptation to sin when a spouse is put away when 
there is no unfaithfulness. Each person has a responsibility to 
refrain from sin regardless o f  what others may do. The fact 
that the conduct of a spouse may make one more susceptible 
to temptation does not remove the personal responsibility 
to refrain from sin. There i s  really no basic difference than 
when a couple remain together but one or both, intentionally 
orotherwise, by their conduct make it impossible to live with 
them. This could easily lead one to be tempted to sin but 
there would still be no justification and each individual has a 
responsibility to refrain from sin. However, by their conduct, 
oncor both, arc commirt~ng s ~ n  by not conducting themselves 
asGod intended Nevenh~.lc.ss, ifonc is unfaithful they have 
provided the grounds for a scriptural divorce. The ~ d r d  did 
not say that unfaithfulness was the basis for a divorce only 
when the party seeking the divorce was without fault. Two 
or more distinct sins are involved in such situations and the 
marriage relationship i s  of  special significance. 

Someone might object by saying that th is could permit 
someone to marry and be such a terrible person that their 
spouse commits adultery. They may divorce the guilty spouse 
and remarry and repeat the process. That is a possibility. How- 
ever, it does not remove the responsibility o f  each individual 
from the personal obligation to refrain from sin regardless of 
what others may say or do. I t  also indicates that just as we 
need to exercise care in selecting friends, we need to be far 
more careful in selecting a marriage partner. 

Another factor, that might be considered in conjunction with 
this are the situations which do occur. Those who are married 
are at times separated due to a number o f  factors which at 
times are beyond their control. One might be drafted and be 
absent for several years. One, whether innocent or guilty, may 
be convicted of acrime and put in prison for the rest ofhidher 
life (which could be for many years). Such situations do not 
provide the other party the basis for a divorce. At the same 
time the separation may easily make one more susceptible to 
temptation. The intent o f  either or both i s  not a factor. 

-350 Kove Ln 
Cibolo, TX 78108 
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E E. (EDDIE) WHITTEN 
1102 N. PASEO DE GOLF 

GREEN VALLEY, AZ 85614 
(520)393-9303 few38@.enx.net 

Mr. Dub McClish 
908 Imperial Dr. 
Denton, TX 76209 

Dear Dub: 

It has been some time since I have communicated with you. 
The last I heard was that Lavonne's cancer was in remission 
for which I am extremely glad. I know the prospects forebode 
that it will return, but I sincerely hope that the remission will 
be long-lasting. You are in my thoughts and prayers. 

1 received a disconcerting email yesterday fmm Paul Ditoro. 
He related that his daughter, Sandy Tipton, who worships at 
Northeast, was disturbed over information which indicated 
that you and David [Brown] had some "strange ideas about 
MDR." I responded to Paul that 1 had known for several 
years that David took the position that a civil divorce, not 
for the cause of fornication, did not preclude subsequent 
remarriage if adultery was committed later. I have discussed 
this issue with David on a couple of occasions, one being a t  
my house when David was attending some classes in Dallas, 
and stayed with me. 

I also knew that Lynn Parker, Michael Hatcher and Terry 
Hightower also held this view, but 1 was really taken aback 
when I found that you do, too! Now, David and Lynn are really 
pushing this view and are out in the open about it. The April 
[2005] issue of CFTF is very plain. David classifies anyone 
whodisagrees with his view as"workers forthe Devil."I am 
so very sorry that on that basis, I had no choice but to write 
to David and cancel my subscription to CFTF on the basis of 
protest of his, in my judgment, rash statement. In making such 
a statement, he categorically condemns most of the sound 
preachers I know that have always held that fornication had 
to be the cause of yes, the civil divorce as per Matthew 5:32. 

The basis that a civil law overrides Cod's law in the case of 
civil divorce is completely unfounded. God joins a couple in 
marriage per Matthew 19:6, but only in view of the civil cere- 
mony. Otherwise, fornication would constitute marriage. Men 
disobey God's law, and in doing so subject themselves to the 
consequences of their action. "Put away," or "putting away" 
refers to civil divorce, does it not? Jesus says then, "Whoso- 
ever divorces his wife in a civil action, except for the cause 
of fornication, and marries another commits adultery." I never 
heard of this new wrinkle until just four or five years ago! 

Dub, I implore you to study about this some more if, indeed, 
you have taken their view. I wrote David that his pushing this 
position is no less devastating and divisive to the church as 
[sic] Mac Deaver's Holy Spirit hobby. I also expressed my 
dismay that even though 1 consider him adear friend, I could 
have no fellowship with that kind of error since it is [sic] a 
matter of salvation involved. 

I know the friendship you have enjoyed for so many years 
with all those I have named in this letter. Those same folk 
have been my friends for anywhere from 20 to 40 years, but 

1 have had to choose between my friends and what the Bible 
says. If I lose such close friends, that is what I will have to 
do, but I cannot go against what the Bible teaches. 

As a source of my information, and with his permission, I 
contacted Tommy Hicks yesterday to confirm the report that 
you were taking this erroneous position. I did not want to 
trouble you in the light of Lavonne's problems and the taxa- 
tion of your time if this rumor was not true. He does not take 
that position, and 1 know very few who do. I know that Jim 
Boyd does and probably several others, but, for the most part, 
I am persuaded that most of the sound brethren that you and 
I have known so long do not. 

I personally believe that you will do yourself irreparable 
hann to pursue this invention. You have put in too much time, 
too much effort and too much of your reputation as a sound 
Bible student and faithful Gospel preacher to have your life's 
work destroyed by the stroke of a pen such as has happened to 
Roy Dearer [sic], James D. Bales and others who have gone 
astray. Please don't let this happen to you, my dear friend. 

The future of the Gospel Journal hinges to a very great 
degree upon the path you take. 

Yours, very concerned 
Eddie 
[Note: This letter was postmarked May 4,2005.1 
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June 4,2005 

Mr. Eddie Whitten 

1 102 N. Paseo De Golf 

Green Valley, AZ 856 14 

Dear Eddie: 

Thank you for your kind thoughts about Lavonne in 
your letter of May 4. She and 1 both appreciate them. I also 
appreciate your brotherly and obviously sincere concern over 
what you perceive to be my erroneous position on MDR. Know- 
ing her only on a very casual basis, I do not know what Paul's 
daughter had heard relative to my holding "some strange ideas 
about MDR" (or from whom she may have heard them) or 
what she might consider "strange ideas" on the subject to be. 

1 need to respond to many things in your letter. I hope 
that I can do so frankly and openly, yet as a gentleman, and 
not in such a way as to acerbate this already highly-charged 
controversy among faithful brethren. This is my sincere intent. 
Let me first say that 1 have not "taken the view" of David, 
Lynn, Michael, Terry, or anyone else, but I simply believe 
what I believe because I am convinced that it is the teaching of 
Scripture. I have no hesitancy to say that my view ofthe mat- 
ters about which you wrote is in agreement with those named 
(and with quite a few other brethren who have distinguished 
themselves as being anything but liberals or heretics)-insofar 
as I am familiar with their convictions. However, you seem 
to be under the impression that my friendship with them may 
have influenced me or that my convictions resulted from some 

Contending for the Faith--May12006 



sort of political expediency in relation to them. Did I base my 
"convictions"on long-time friendships and relationships with 
brethren, I would still be at Pearl Street and never would have 
had to go through the meat grinderthose men put me through. 
Your innuendo in this regard hardly deserves a response, 
especially from a trusted friend of many years. Surely, you 
are aware that I have many, many dear and trusted friends 
(including you) who do not agree with me on this facet of 
the MDR issue. Now I am confused: First, you imply that I 
may have formulated my position out of political expediency, 
then you turn around and encourage me to change my views 
on the basis of political expediency-by issuing an ominous 
warning (in the close of your letter) that my position may 
jeopardize the future of THE GOSPEL JOURNAL. Just for 
the record, I do not arrive at my convictions from such moti- 
vations. Eddie, it is beneath you even to think such a thing of 
me. I thought you had more respect for me than to imply such. 

I do not know precisely how long ago I came to the con- 
clusions you find so "disconcerting," but it was well over 
20 years, which is likely longer ago than some of those you 
named have held them. Believe it or not, it is still possible 
(even for a light-weight such as 1) to arrive at conclusions 
concerning Scripture through my own study. 1 was saddened 
that several of your remarks were condescending in tone, 
though I grantthat you might not have intended them so. Your 
letter immediately reminded me of a letter from Gary Colley 
when he first learned several years ago that I believe in the 
personal indwelling ofthe Holy Spirit. He first expressed great 
shockand disappointment, then said he would "defend me the 
best he could" whenever my convictions on the matter were 
discussed in his presence. I appreciated his generous offer, but 
I did not really feel that either my position or that I person- 
ally needed a defense or apology from him or anyone else. 
My position on the indwelling is neither liberal nor heretical, 
as he implied. I am of the same conviction concerning my 
view of the MDR issue, which has apparently shocked you. 

You suggested that I do some more study. I have actually 
done much study on this subject through the years, but I have 
also done more study and research since receiving your letter, 
some of which my remaining comments will reflect. You are 
obviously very upset with David [Brown], especially. I do 
not need to defend him, for he is quite capable of defending 
his own words and actions. However, I must say that, upon 
reading your letter, I could not recall his using any such 
terminology as "workers of the devil" in regard to those 
with whom he differs on MDR (although this term is surely 
apropos for the liberals who have created endless loopholes 
so as to overturn Matthew 19:9). Just in case I may have 
missed it, I reread the April CFTF, and I could find no such 
expression. If I have overlooked it, I will stand corrected. 
However, if he did not use such terminology, then your ac- 
cusation, rather than his non-existent statement, constitutes a 
"rash statement," yea, a false statement. Perhaps you meant 
that you inferred from his words that he thinks that those who 
disagree with him are "workers ofthe devil," but you put the 
words in quotes, indicating that they were David's words. 

You accused David and Lynn of "really pushing" this view 
and of coming "out in the open about it," as if Lynn's Spring 
lecture [i.e., February 20051 and the April CFTF were the 
first words they had uttered on the subject or that they had 
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been secretive about their convictions. This reaction surprised 
me in light of the recent history of this controversy. Let me 
refresh your memory. In about 1990, Jimmy Parker (Lynn's 
uncle who several years ago withdrew from Lynn over this 
very issue, as you perhaps know) was really pressuring Jerry 
Moffitt to debate this matter that has suddenly become so 
explosive. When I learned that Jerry was considering doing 
so, I called him and begged him not to, believing it would 
be unnecessarily divisive. I also assured him that those of 
us whom he wants to debate believe in the one exception of 
fornication as strongly as he does. Jerry thought it over and 
relented, and as far as I know, had not mentioned the matter 
publicly again until his remarks at the Southwest Lectures 
last year (and why he felt compelled to then, I have no idea, 
especially in light of his com~nents I will mention below). 
Others may have cautioned him about a debate on the subject 
besides me, but he has thanked me more than once through 
the years for talking him out of any such debate challenges. 
The issue was not being pushed from either "side" in the 
interim so far as I know until brethren with whom you are 
in agreement began writing articles on the subject a few 
years ago, which implied, at least, that any who agree with 
the position I hold are liberals and unworthy of fellowship. 

As far back as 1989, Jim Mettenbrink (see below) wrote 
an article, supposedly in response to the late Guy N. Woods' 
comments on this subject in his Q & A ,  vol. 2, book (pp. 
4546).  As far as I know, no one made any public response 
to the Mettenbrink article for thirteen years-not until 2002 
(again, see below). Then Jim Waldron jumped into this issue 
with all four feet a few years ago, with his straw man "wait- 
ing game" accusations and (in my judgment) unnecessarily 
harsh rhetoric. (For some insight into Jim's autocratic, domi- 
neering personality, you might talk with some of the folks 
who have had to deal with him on the mission field [e.g., 
Asghar Ali [Pakistan], Dorsey Traw [Thailand], et al.] He 
has seemed determined to demonize anyone who held any 
other view than his (and yours, as demonstrated by his use 
of your "Waiting Game" article). Only then, as I have been 
able to piece things together, did David begin to make some 
response. Surely, you read the articles by Don Tarbet, Guy 
N. Woods, Robert Taylor, and David (quoting McGarvey and 
Boles), in the November 2001 CFTF-an issue that carried 
one of your many regular columns (pp. 23-24). You thereby 
had to know (at that point, if not before) David's convic- 
tions, but this knowledge did not deter you from continuing 
to write your "The Last Word" columns for CFTF. Did you 
voice your concern that he was "really pushing" this matter 
or that he had come "out in the open about it" then? You 
and I were in very close and frequent contact during all this 
time, but I do not recall your expressing any concern to me 
about these articles or this doctrine that you now are unable 
to fellowship "since it is a matter of salvation involved." 

You apparently did not read the September 2002 CFTF 
very closely, for it contained a lengthy-aitorial by David, a 
lengthy article by Lynn, areprint ofthe afmementioned article 
by Jim Mettenbrink, followed by a respdhse to the Metten- 
brink article by Terry Hightower-all,on MDR. Moreover, 
you should not have been surprised to hkar only very lately 
of my convictions ofthis subject, forTelt)u named me, among 
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several others besides himself, in his 2002 article, who thus 
believe. I cannot believe that you did not read that issue of 
CFTF, for Paul Vaughn featured you in his column (pp. 
1S20). Again, you must not have been overly concerned 
about David's convictions, for you continued to write your 
"The Last Word"column through Deeember2OOZ. But, more 
recently, you had no problem accepting the dedication ofthe 
Spring Lectureship book to you in February 2003, yet you 
had to know well before that time that David held the posi- 
tion, which you now find so reprehensible. Additionally, you 
seemed to have no problem accepting the dedication of the 
Bellview book to you in 2003, yet you had to know by then, 
also,that Michael held this "erroneous"MDRview. I am curi- 
ous to know the reason(s) our convictions on this subject so 
suddenly became a damnable doctrine and a fellowship issue. 

Where was the outrage-from you or others who seem now 
to be so upset-when Jim Waldron began "really pushing" 
his (and your) view and of coming "out in the open about it" 
a few years ago? He was so determined to push "his view" 
that he split the church in Dunlap, TN, which resulted in his 
having to move to Crossville. If information one of the eye- 
witnesses has supplied me concerning this sad situation is 
correct, the "straw that broke the camel's backY'at Dunlap was 
your "The Waiting Game" article that Jim had printed in his 
June 2003 Bulletin Briefs to mail to a long list of brethren. I 
was sorely disappointed when I saw your article in his mate- 
rial. (Someone [I cannot recall who] indicated to me soon 
after your article appeared that you even expressed regret 
that Jim had published it.) Apparently, some of the brethren 
at Dunlap were also very disappointed in it and did not agree 
either with your article, with Jim's combative tactics and his 
position on this subject, or with his sending that mailing in the 
name--and at the expense-ofthe Dunlap Church. Further, 
they could foresee the completely unnecessary firestonn it 
would cause to mail this material all over the brotherhood. 
Thus that mailing was canceled, and the eventual fallout was 
a division at Dunlap and Jim's move to Crossville. Surely, 
Jim knew that several faithful brethren did not agree with his 
position a long time before he decided to launch his offensive, 
but he seemed not to care about the unnecessary disruptions 
it would cause. An eyewitness at Crossville has also told 
me that Jim's first attempt to flood the brotherhood with 
his material after he moved was blocked by the Crossville 
elders, but he now seems to have them in his pocket. More- 
over, he had never before beat the drums of "disfellowship" 
over this issue of which I am aware, but he most definitely 
is now beating them, as you doubtless know. When asked 
about brother Woods' position, he has replied that if brother 
Woods were still alive, he (Jim) would have to withdraw 
from him. Do you agree with this dictum, Eddie? I do not 
know about you, but 1 view that as radicalism gone to seed. 

Whether or not Jim's campaign emboldened some others, 
I know not. However, it is at least coincidental that there has 
been somewhat of a rash of public proclamations from his (and 
your) perspective in the last couple of years. Note the following: 
1. March 2002: Stan Crowley launched an attack against 

Tim Kidwell at Buda-Kyle over this very issue (David 
refers to this occurrence in his April editorial, but 1 
was informed of it by one who was involved in it as it 
was happening.) Stan was still a Southwest student at 

Contending for the Faith-May12006 

the time, but was still a member at B-K. He publicly 
marked Tim as a false teacher for simply agreeing with 
brother Woods' statement, and Stan provoked a "church 
trial" over it (B-K had no elders). Reportedly, he re- 
ceived pressure from some source (rumor has it that his 
upcoming graduation might have been jeopardized) so 
he backed 0% deciding (conveniently) that perhaps it 
was not a Heaven or Hell issue after all. However, he 
succeeded in dividing and causing great grief to breth- 
ren there by his behavior, which things he still has not 
made right with Tim or the other brethren he harmed. 

2. October  2003: Monte Evans delivered a lecture 
at Cedar Bayou that advocated "Jim's doctrine" 
(for lack of a better term; 1 intend no offense). 

3. January 2004: Stan Crowley delivered a lecture at 
Beeville in which, by an extremely circuitous route 
(abusing both linguistics and Scripture), he arrived 
at the Jim Waldron conclusion. I have been told by 
some who agree with Jim that they are not able to 
stomach Crowley's argumentation on the matter. 

4. April 2004: Jerry Moffitt delivered a lecture on MDR 
at Southwest, in which he referred to those who dis- 
agree with the Waldron (and his and your) position 
by the pejorative term as those who play "the wait- 
ing game." He also ridiculed the idea that not all 
marriages andlor divorces authorized by civil courts 
are such "in God's eyes" (a phrase that definitely 
embodies a Scriptural concept [Isa. 55:8-9, et al.]). 

We who disagree with the Waldron (and your) position 
have not been on the offensive on this subject through tracts, 
newsletters, and lectures (except the responses to attacks in 
CFTFas already noted). As far as I know, Lynn's lecture last 
February was the first lecture in many years that has addressed 
this controversy from the perspective you oppose. (The only 
previous one devoted wholly to the subject of which I am 
aware was Terry Hightower's at FSOP Lectures way back in 
1996. Besides Terry's lecture, I know of only the following 
coming from our side of the issue: Jackie Stearsman wrote a 
brief article (5 pp.) on this subject and published it in the 1999 
FSOP book, but he did not deliver a lecture on it. Robert Tay- 
lor stated our view ofthis matter concisely in the course of an- 
sweringa question on MDR in a Q & Aforum at Beeville Lec- 
tures in 2001 [He does not believe that our position is any sort 
of"invention," as you have characterized it].)Yef suddenly, in 
the span of one year, there were four such incidents, three of 
them full-fledged lectures, from folks with whom you agree. 

Did Jim (and did you) not know that responses were in- 
evitable to such actions? Are we who have been maligned 
as false teachers and unworthy of fellowship supposed to sit 
by silently? Surely, you did not expect us to say nothing in 
response to the accusation that we advocate the erroneous 
"waiting game," when we do not, either implicitly or explic- 
itly, and when several of us have repeatedly gone to some 
lengths to oppose that sinful practice? Must we be quiet while 
others mislead brethren to believe that God honors every 
marriage and/or divorce authorized by civil courts, when the 
Scriptures make it so clear that He does not? Again, Eddie, 
where was your outrage when those with whom you agree 
on this issue were increasingly ratcheting up the pressure and 
the rhetoric? To expect no response, or to cry "foul" when 
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the response has come, is not very realistic, to say the least. 
Perhaps some on both sides of this controversy have used 

unnecessarily strong terminology in recent discussions. 
However, it is certainly unfair to lay it all on one person 
or one "side." I was not at Spring, but I have listened to a 
recording of Lynn's speech. Personally, I cannot hear the 
meanness in Lynn's speech that some profess to hear. Had 
he been reviewing a Lucado or Deaver speech, he would 
likely have been applauded by all who have criticized him. 
I have also heard David's comments after Lynn's speech. 
From the reports of some (before I actually heard his words), 
1 was expecting them to be far stronger than I found them 
to be. Some have accused him oftrying to divide the church 
over this issue. We do not merely have to accuse some on 
your side of this controversy of division. As already noted, 
some have already divided congregations over this doctrine 
(i.e., Jim Waldron and Stan Crowley). If brethren generally 
follow their extremism, there will be many more unneces- 
sary divisions over this issue. Surely, brethren who have 
thus charged David and Lynn, but have given Jim and Stan 
a pass, are simply not aware of the history of those who 
have been zealously exercising this issue over the past 3 or 
4 years, or they are exceedingly biased in their judgment. 

If I understand you, you do not want to be accused of 
arguing that civil law prevails concerning MDR, regardless 
of what Divine law states-naamly that God approvingly 
recognizes whatever marriage or divorce rulings the state 
issues. In other words, if two people are married accord- 
ing to civil law, God not only takes note of that marriage, 
but He does so with Hi approval-period, and if a court 
grants a divorce (on whatever grounds), God honors that 
divorce, thus dissolving the marriage. Does God approve 
of all "marriages" of which human laws approve (Mark 
6: 17-18)? Does God dissolve all marriages that civil courts 
dissolve through divorce? I believe these two questions get 
to the heart of this issue. Certainly, where civil laws exist 
that are in harmony with Divine laws (on MDR or any 
other subject), we must comply with them (Rom. 13, et al.). 

However, to say that "God joins a couple in marriage per 
Matthew 19:6, but only in view of the civil ceremony," is far 
too broad a statement. Jesus went all the way back to Adam 
and Eve to illustrate God's all-time law on MDR in this very 
context. According to your sweeping generalization on what 
constitutes a marriage, God could not have approved their 
relationship as a marriage, for no "civil authority" then existed 
to conduct a "civil ceremony." When God brought Eve to 
Adam, did He thus encourage them to engage in fornication 
(remember, you said that "fornication would constitute mar- 
riage" ifthere is no civil ceremony)? Did they have to com- 
mit fornication in order to obey God's charge to "be fruitful 
and multiply"? Should they from the beginning have been 
ashamed in their nakedness because they were not married "in 
view ofthe civil ceremony"? If you argue that Adam and Eve 
were an exceptional case, then what about their posterity over 
the next few generations? (Who knows how many generations 
went by before there was any civil law governing marriage?) 

Suppose one lived in a nation that passed a law forbidding 
all future marriages, contradicting God's decree that marriage 
is the only right and honorable circumstance for sexual unions 
and procreation (1 Cor. 7:2; Heb. 13:4)? Would this mean 
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that a man and a woman, eligible "in God's eyes" to many, 
could not marry? I say they could, even in the absence of 
civil law. What do you say? Again, suppose a nation passed 
a law that dissolved all marriages in effect at the time. Would 
a Scripturally married husband and wife in this circumstance 
no longer be married "in God's eyes"? Would they commit 
fornication the next time they had sexual relations? I say they 
would still be married and their subsequent sexual unions 
would not constitute fornication. What do you say? If civil 
law is the only controlling factor in marriage and divorce, 
one is forced to label their copulation as "fornication." 

Further, were the homosexuals in San Francisco, Boston, 
and New York state "married" by Bible definition (i.e., "in 
God's eyes3'--did God honor these couplings as marriages) 
when the civil authorities in those places issued them li- 
censes and performed their "wedding" ceremonies? If God 
binds Himselfto whatever the state decides to do concerning 
marriage and divorce, then by implication we have no basis 
upon which to object to such "marriages.' Moreover, if He 
does so, He has surrendered His infallible \\-ill to the fallible, 
mutable, and territorial laws of men. It seems apparent that 
you want to have it both waxs. On the one hand, you cor- 
rectly do not want to be in the position of elevating the laws 
of men above the law of God, because you know that this is 
grievous error (Dan. 3: 1-1 8; Acts 529: et al.). On the other 
hand, the position you are arguing clearly implies that, in 
these MDR issues, you are making God's law subject to the 
unscriptural laws of the state and iu decrees of the courts. 
Surely you understand that God does not honor every mar- 
riage granted by the state (if ?>u say He does, reread the 
foregoing material and think a b u t  it some more). If Hedoes, 
there could be no such a thing as an "adulterous marriage." 

Since you asked me about dkorce. I now turn my attention 
to that subject. Does God sanction a divorce (i.e., dissolve 
a marriage) every time a coun grants one? Herodias had a 
civil-law divorce from Phillip uhen she married Herod An- 
tipas, who had likewise obtained a civil-law divorce from his 
wife of several years in order to many Herodias. Obviously, 
God did not honor Herodiaj' di\orce from Philip, otherwise 
Mark would not have called her "his brother Philip's wife" 
(6:17). "But," someone inquirei. "does not this verse also 
say of Antipas and Herodis. "he had married her?" The 
verse undeniably ackno\vledsei that a "marriage" in some 
sense had taken place. The? \\ere. in fact, free to many each 
other according to civil law. for both of them had legally 
divoreed their original mates. However, just as obviously, 
the legal marriage of the tuo  by civil law was an illegal 
marriage before God, as the context immediately reveals: 
"For John said unto H e r d ,  It is not lawful for thee to 
have thy brother's wife" (v. 18, emph. DM). Since by civil 
law their marriage was lawful, John could only have meant 
that by God's law their marriage was not lawful. These facts 
demand the conclusion that Mark used the term married in a 
colloquial sense, that is, accommcdatively. While by civil law 
they were "married," John knew that by God's lawthey were 
not. As indicated above, historians tell us that both Herodias 
and Antipas had divorced their respective mates before they 
married each other. While there may have been more than 
one reason their "marriage" was not lawful before God, no 
other reason is needed besides the fact that their divorces were 
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not lawful before God. Herodias was still "Philip's wife" by 
God's law (Mark 6:17), and it was not lawful (by God's law) 
forAntipas to have his "brother's wife"(v. 18). Although the 
text does not say so explicitly, by implication, before God, 
Antipas was still morally and spiritually bound to his first 
wife. I n  other words, i t  was not lawful for Herodias to have 
her husband's (Philip's) brother (Antipas). God did not ap- 
prove o f  the marriage o f  Antipas and Herodias for the very 
reason that He did not approve o f  their respective divorces. 

Now, consider these principles in some more contemporary 
persons. Joe divorces Jane because he finds Mary more at- 
tractive (no fornication involved at this juncture). The divorce 
decree (civil law) says that the marriage no longer exists, 
freeing Joe legally to marry Mary. What does God say? Is 
Joe free to marry Mary Scripturally? I n  Matthew 19:9, the 
Lord by implication teaches that Joe and Janeare still married, 
although the civil-law divorce says that they are not. Would 
Joe's marriage to Mary be an adulterous marriage or a Divine- 
ly sanctioned one? IfJoe and Jane were not still bound to one 
another by God's moral and spiritual marriage law (in spite o f  
the civil divorce decree), why would Joe's marriage to Mary 
constitute adultery- adultery against Jane, in fact, whom 
he divorced without Scriptural cause (Mark 10: 1 I)? Here we 
have a marriage which men say is allowable, but which God 
says i s  forbidden-because it constitutes adultery. Robert 
Taylor summarized i t  precisely in his 2001 remarks at Bee- 
ville: "What might bedone in civil government doesn't always 
coincide with God's law. A marriage tnight end in the court- 
house and yet might not end in the sight o f  the Lord at all." 

The foregoing series o f  statements leads me to em- 
phasize the one exception Jesus gave that can break the 
absolute permanency o f  a God-ordained marriage short 
o f  death. We both know that the one exception i s  fornica- 
tion. Now, revisit the case o f  Joe, Jane, and Mary with me. 

1. Joe sought and obtained a civil-law divorce from 
Jane, with no fornication involved on the part o f  either. 
At this point, on the basis o f  Matthew 19:9 and related 
verses, neither ofthem can remarry with God's approval, 
for to do so would be to commit adultery. This is so in 
spite ofthe civil-law divorce, because by Divine law they 
are still marriedlbound to one another. Surely, you agree. 
Their only marriage option in the present circumstance is 
reconciliation (1 Cor. 7: l l ) .  Jane did not want thedivorce 
and sought to prevent it. She sought reconciliation to Joe, 
but he would have none o f  it. Another way o f  looking at 
i t  is to say that legally the marriage o f  Joe and Jane has 
been dissolved, but Scripturally (in God's eyes-there's 
that pesky, but Scriptural. phrase again!) i t  is still intact 
(because neither o f  them has died or committed fornica- 
tion). As far as God is  concerned, the divorce decree 
involving Joe and Jane is no more than a blank piece of 
paper. They hke merely separated f rom each other, but 
still bound th each other, as far as God is concerned. 
2.  eme ember, however, that Joe was already smitten 
with Mary before the divorce, which attraction was 
the reason he divorced Jane. Joe now legally marries 
h l a ~  and they both thereby become adulterers (regard- 
less o f  her eligibility to be married) as tiley engage 
in sexual unions (Mat. 19:9). Would you agree that 
this "marriage:" while legal, i s  merely a ''mamiage on 

Contending for the Faith-May12006 

paper" (as was the divorce), but not a marriage at all 
according to God's law (as with Antipas and Herodias)? 
Joe and Mary are actually engaging in  fornication, 
although their relationship is authorized by civi l  law. 
3. Jane did nothing to bring about the divorce. As al- 
ready noticed, she sought to preventthe divorce. She tried 
to be reconciled to Joe and would have forgiven him, but 
he refused. By  marrying Mary, Joe committed fornication, 
the very ground upon which an innocent spouse may be 
Scripturally free from the original marriage bond and 
free to marry again (of course, fornication does not in 
itself dissolve a marriage, but i t  gives the offended party 
the r ight to dissolve i t  and remarry). Jane is an innocent 
victim, the very one to whom the Lord's statement gives 
the right to remarry. However, she cannot now obtain 
a [civil-EDITOR] divorce, for legally, Joe has already 
done that; the civil authorities no longer recognize Joe 
as still being her husband (although God still does). 
However, as we have already seen, the legal divorce Joe 
obtained is meaningless before God. Matthew 19:9 gives 
Jane the moral and Scriptural right to accept-because 
o f  Joe's fornication-the divorce Joe earlier obtained. 
The marriage is thus Scripturally ended, giving Jane 
the Scriptural right to remarry, if she chooses. (Any- 
one who accuses that which I have described above as 
"the waiting gamem-which I reject as strongly as you 
d e h a s  Inore problems than I am capable o f  solving.) 
4. That (I) Jane did not obtain a civil-law divorce from 
Joe, (2) neither Joe nor Jane had committed fornica- 
tion at the time the civil-law divorce was granted, (3) 
the divorce papers did not specify "fornication" as the 
cause for the divorce, or (4) that Joe's fornication did 
not occur until after the meaningless (to God) "paper" 
divorce was granted are a l l  irrelevant, for the Lord 
honored neither Joe's and Jane's divorce nor Joe's and 
Mary's marriage. What the Lord d id  take knowledge o f  
was Joe's fornication, giving Jane the right to remarry. 
To say that Jane does not have the right to remarry is 
to exalt human/civil law above Divine law. To deprive 
Jane o f  the right to remarry represents placing more 
emphasis on the t iming o f  the act o f  fornication than 
on the act itself. Surely, this cannot be correct exegesis. 
I reemphasize that the exception does not  consist of: 

1. The acquiring o f  a civil-law divorce decree when 
fornication has not  been committed by either party 
2. The acquiring o f  a civil-law divorce decree that 
fails to identify fornication on the part ofthe defendant, 
even though the defendant had committed fornication 
3. The t i m i n g  o f  the c i v i l - l a w  d i v o r c e  de- 
cree in relation to the commission o f  fornication. 

The exception that allows Scriptural divorce and re- 
marriage for the spouse who has been sinned against i s  
the act o f  fornication itself on the part o f  one's mate. 

I was amazed that you would not only arbitrarily limit 
put uwa.v (ASV) in Matthew 19:9 to "civil" divorce, but 
then actually insert your interpretation into Jesus' words 
in quotation marks, as if he actually said them. I would 
not presinne to take such liberties, and 1 wi l l  be surprised if 
this insertion does not come back to haunt you. I wi l l  also 
be surprised if at least some o f  those who, while agreeing 
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with you on this facet of MDR, still would not dare thus to 
tamper with the Lord's words. It is one thing to express a 
conviction on the meaning of a passage. It is quite another 
to rewrite it to fit what one believes. I find it ironic that you 
call my conviction on this issue a "new wrinkle" and an 
"invention," but that you have no problem blithely rewrit- 
ing Jesus' statement in Matthew 19:9. Do you not realize 
that, by your dictum on divorce, it would be impossible for 
anyone to Scripturally divorce and remarry in the U.S., ex- 
cept in a mere handful of states that still allow a divorce to 
be granted, stating "fornication" or "adultery" as the cause? 

That you never heard of what you consider to be this dam- 
nable error until four or five years ago (at which time you 
apparently did not consider it to be "damnable error") says 
more about your failure to keep up than it does about the old- 
nessor newness ofour position. I have already mentioned the 
Woods'quote. The book in which it appears was published in 
1986 (almost 20 years ago), but he took it from his column in 
the GospelAdvocate which he had written some yearsearlier. 

I spoke on the Gulf Coast Lectures in Portland a few weeks 
ago, on which occasion I visited with Jerry Moffitt. He 
brought the current MDR discussion up in our conversation (I 
was planning to broach the subject if he did not). He expressed 
his warm appreciation for various brethren, particularly for 
David and Lynn, and told me to pass this on to them (which 
I have done). He stated plainly (without my asking) that he 
did not see this issue as one that should sever fellowship. He 
said he knows that those on both sides of this issue believe 
that only fornication on the part of one's spouse can break 
the marriage bond, enabling one to remarry Scripturally, but 
that we just differ on our understanding ofthe timing aspect 
of the matter. He told me that he was not interested in debat- 
ing anyone on it and did not think any good would come of 
such a debate. Further, he told me that he was telling those 
who were calling him about this flare up to "cool it." I was 
pleased to hear him say these things, but they left me wonder- 
ing why he said the things he did at Southwest in April 2004. 
Perhaps he did not realize that his remarks had the potential 
of pouring fuel on some coals that were already smoldering. 

Eddie, even as you implored me to study this subject some 
more, I now implore you to do the same. If I understood you, 
you have withdrawn fellowship from David. To be consis- 
tent, you are going to have to withdraw from m e - a n d  from 
a much longer list of others than you seem to realize. 1 hope 
you will move very slowly in any such direction. I am well 
aware that counting and naming those who hold this or that 
view in no way determines Truth or error. I would never even 
consider trying to establish or oppose any doctrine based on 
personalities. That being said, however, one should surely 
exercise some sense of caution before writing off men who 
have long been well known for their Scriptural scholarship, 
soundness, and balance, and for their courage under fire and 
their personal maturity. I suspect that you have no idea how 
many of us there are from whom you will have to withdraw if 
you get into the "withdrawing business" over this issue. Just 
so you will know that I am not bluffing, I will randomly name 
a few (including those you have already mentioned), per- 
haps some of whom you were unaware: David Brown, Lynn 
Parker, Michael Hatcher, Terry Hightower, Jim Boyd, David 
Watson, Don Tarbet, Curtis Cates, Keith Mosher, Bobby Lid- 
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dell, Garland Elkins, Gary Summers, Kenneth Ratcliff, Cliff 
Newell, Paul Vaughn, Wayne Jackson, Jack Hendry, Jackie 
Stearsman, Tim Kidwell, Jason Rollo, Frank Carriger, Larry 
Powers, Kent Bailey, David Smith, Daniel Denham, JimNash, 
Michael Light, Jeff Sweeten, Denny Wilson, Dorsey Traw, 
Tom Bright, Ken Cohn, Robert R. Taylor, Wesley Simons, 
Eddy Craft, Jim Lewis, J.C. Watkins, Freddie Clayton, and 
Buddy Roth. There are others, but I think you will recognize 
all or most of these names. I pray that you, Jim Waldron, 
and others who believe our position is heretical will think 
twice about withdrawing your fellowship and thus creating 
another unnecessary cleavage in the precious body of Christ. 

We have been friends many years, and I have done my best 
to prove the sincerity of my friendship. I defended you through 
all of the years over the 1989 Brown Trail mess. I defended 
you in all of the turmoil with Buster and FF .... You have 
likewise been a very good friend to me, not the least ofwhich 
demonstrations were the generous and consistent financial 
support you sent for several )ears. I would very much like 
our friendship to continue. I hope and pray that you share this 
desire. If it cannot continue. 1 \ \ i l l  not be the one who breaks it. 

In Christian love, 

Dub McClish 

I) 11 

June 7,2005 (e-rnail) 

Dear Dub: 

I stand severely and thoroughl! rebuked! 1 apologize for stir- 
ring you up to the point that )ou would use so much of your 
precious time in a response that seems to be tinged to some 
degree with a bit of anger. I hold no animosity toward you 
for upholding and defending what you believe to beTruth .... 

In rereading your letter several times, I have come to the 
conclusion that, generally we agree on just about everything 
except the timing involving fornication associated with the 
divorce. I fear that you have completely misunderstood my 
understanding, as well as others perhaps, by stating that I 
evidently accept an) marriage as being honored by God. Of 
course, I do not. I have always believed that a couple must 
be Scripturally eligible to be married before God honors that 
marriage. Your reference to Adam and Eve is by no means an 
argument against civil marriage ceremonies. In those early 
days, however long that might be, there had to be incest be- 
tween brother and sister, or else God created other people of 
whom we have no record. Yet, at some point, incest became 
unscriptural just as marriage without some form of civil 
observance ceased to have God's approval. If this were not 
the case then any form of cohabitation agreement between 
a man and a woman would constitute marriage. Today, we 
call any sexual activity engaged in by two parties, in such a 
context, fornication. 

Also, it is apparent that you have misconstrued the civil 
divorce thing as I understand it. I have never stated, nor be- 
lieved, that God honors a civil divorce for any reason. This 
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is the crux of the whole situation under discussion! God does 
not, repeat not, HONOR a divorce without fornication being 
the reason forthe divorce. He does recognize the civil divorce 
which makes any subsequent sexual involvement adultery. I 
stand in full agreement with the view that in spite of the civil 
divorce a couple is still married in God's eyes (totally Scrip 
turd term) and does NOT have God's approval forthe divorce. 
Hence any further sexual contact by either patty constitutes 
adultery. This is the point with which I disagreed with Monte 
Evan's lecture in which he stated that the couple are no longer 
married and refuted the terminology "in God's eyes." I was 
thereand told him I disagreed with him on that point. I think 
his lecture was a little bit of an overreaction on that point. 

You accused me of misquoting Jesus and by doing so 
"presume(d) to take such liberties." You have paraphrased 
Scriptures before, I am sure, and that is merely what I was 
doing, not quoting Jesus. If "puts away his wife" (Mat. 5:32; 
19:9) does not mean a civil divorce, what does it mean? I 
don't think that Jesus was saying anything other than that in 
the light of the Pharisee's question, "Is it lawful for a man 
to put away his wife for every cause?" How, and in what 
manner, can man "put away" his wife if it is not, indeed, 
by civil divorce? And, this is where the timing becomes a fac- 
tor. If the cause (Mat. 5:32; Mat. 19:9 [implied]) of the civil 
divorce is not fornication then it is an Unscriptural divorce 
NOT having God's approval thus making subsequent mar- 
riage unlawful (as per Herod Antipas and Herodias). If you 
and all the others you named, believe that the civil divorce 
does not enter in to the equation, it appears to me that you are 
reading something into the Scriptures that is not there. I have 
always believed that Godjoins an eligible couple in marriage 
(v. 6), therefore man cannot put asunder that marriage. I can 
also see that God ends a marriage on the basis of adultery if 
the "innocent" patty so desires whether adultery is specifi- 
cally stated in the divorce action or not. What I cannot agree 
with you on is your total disregard for the unscriptural, God 
disapproved, civil divorce that condemns subsequent sexual 
activity whether in the context of God disapproved civil mar- 
riage, or not. If my paraphrase of Jesus is not correct, as you 
believe it is not, then you would have to paraphrase Mat. 5:32 
something like this: "Whoever mentally puts away his wife 
after a civil divorce on the basis of subsequent fornication 
makes her an adulteress." 

Now, in regard to Jim Waldron. 1 have never met the man. 
I have heard of his tactics. I was called by him and asked to 
write the "waiting game" article. I have no idea why he asked 
me to do so other than perhaps he has read articles which I 
had written before, and I am sure that I have written many. He 
also called me a couple of times afterward and at least hinted 
that he would like to make a major issue out of this, to which 
I counseled him to not push it to that degree. I also know that 
he hounded Gary Grizzell almost to a point of frustration to 
do the same. Gary called me about it and I told him to caution 
Jim about making a divisive issue out of it. I knew that he left 
Dunlap under duress over the MDR issue, but I did not know 
that my article was the catalyst for that. Neither did I know he 
split the congregation over it. All he told me was that he had 
to leave there because the preacher there differed with him to 
the point of causing trouble. I have not heard from Jim since 
then. As an aside, someone told me, and 1 absolutely do not re- 
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memberwho, that given the circumstances to which 1 referred 
in the article, Robert Taylor said that it sounded like the wait- 
ing game to him. I will qualify that report by saying I don't 
know whether it is true or not. One thing I also need to clarify 
to you is that I never said that I regretted writing the article. 

One other point then I will close. As to continuing to write 
the "Last Word" for CFTFafter David, Lynn and I had dis- 
agreed on the subject, I did so because I truly did not know 
the disagreement was so widespread and controversial at that 
time. l read with concern the issue in which Teny named all 
of you and refuted Jim Mettenbrink's previous article. That 
was only a short time before the Spring Lectures the next 
February. I confronted David in some way (I really do not 
remember how) about the situation and the ultimate fallout 
it might precipitate. It was then that David revealed to me 
that he and the elders had chosen to honor me with the book 
dedication. I told him that I appreciated that more than he 
could imagine, but under the circumstances, I would have to 
leave that decision up to them. He later informed me that they 
had decided to go ahead with the presentation. The next June 
it was to my profound surprise that the same thing happened 
at Bellview. I did not, repeat not, know then that Michael held 
the same view David did. By the way, David has been cold 
as ice toward me ever since. I never hear from him anymore. 
I can understand that if he has reference to my poor preach- 
ing, but I feel there is more to his coolness toward me than 
that. [Due to lack of space in this issue we will not respond 
to Whitten S preceding comments about us, but, the Lord 
willing, we will do so in our next issue of CFTF-EDITOR] 

I have changed my views on many matters over the many 
years 1 have been in the church. I am not so naive as to believe 
that I know it all and cannot betaught. I know a few men who, 
I believe, have reached the plateau that they believe no one 
can teach them anything. I do not believe you fall into that 
category at all. And, I was shocked that you interpreted my 
comments to imply that you had taken this view as a result 
of friendship or politics, or anything else having to do with 
maintaining favor. I am sure that I did not express myself 
plainly and wish to emphasize that I do not believe you to be 
anyone's puppet. I would not respect you at all ifthat is what 
I thought of you. However, I am deeply in debt to those who 
have taught me over the years the more perfect understanding 
of God's word. I believe that we can all be taught, and that 
teaching must come, not only from our own study, but as a 
result of the study of others. If this were not the case, then, 
as I told Stanley Lockhart one time: If we should not teach 
others concerning controversial subjects, all we have to do 
is give them a bible and tell them to study for themselves, 
and the [sic] we, as preachers, can go fishing. That is one of 
the clarion benefits of the lectureship books that the lecture- 
ships have produced; to glean from the knowledge of others. 

One last thought: Should I be surprised that Mac is mov- 
ing to PS? I am totally underwhelmed at Hany! If it was not 
evident that they were sympathetic to Mac's doctrine before, 
this should remove all doubt. I expect that there will be a few 
to drive to Denton from Brown Trail now. 

Much love to you and Lavonne, 

Eddie 



July 7,2005 
Mr. Eddie Whitten 
1102 N. Paseo De Golf 

908 Imperial 
Denton, T X  76201 

Green Valley, AZ 85614 

Dear Eddie: 

Thanks for your prompt response. Please pardon mine for 
being rather tardy again. Besides various writing deadlines, 
we had Laurie (Andy's wife) and their two young ones (l2,8) 
with us for a week soon after your letter arrived I began this 
response June 18 on a flight from DFW to Columbus, OH, for 
a Gospel meeting at Pomeroy, O H  .... Various other things, 
including a visit from Hal (our older son) and family, have 
"conspired" to prevent my finishing my response before now. 

M y  defense for writing at such length is the numerous 
items in your letter that 1 felt warranted addressing. Neither 
severity nor anger were in my heart as I wrote. If I failed 
in my intent to discuss this issue "frankly and openly, yet 
as a gentleman," I apologize. I did not write to rebuke, hut 
merely to affirm strongly my convictions. Your letter would 
better qualify as a rebuke, although I sincerely accepted your 
condemnation o f  my convictions as "brotherly" and out o f  an 
"obviously sincere concern" for me. (I did not refer to your 
convictions as "disconcerting," "strange ideas about MDR," 
"new wrinkle," "erroneous position," "invention," "error," 
and "a matter o f  salvation involved." And, had I not already 
known your position, 1 would not have been "really taken 
aback" upon learning it, for truly, although we disagree, I 
do not hold our disagreement on this issue to be one o f  con- 
cern. Can we not test and discuss this (or any other issue) 
forthrightly as long-time friends without invective, pejora- 
t ive~,  and judgmental terminology, and without attribution o f  
malevolent motive? This is certainly my desire and intent .... 
You are right in saying that our basic disagreement is amatter 

o f  timing, a fact I have known all along. This should be the 
end ofthe matter as far as I 'm concerned. I f  1 have "miscon- 
strued the civi l  divorce thing" as you understand it, I did not 
doso intentionally. Maybe you can help meunderstand it. Let 
me, as briefly as possible, call attention to what I believe is a 
basic contradiction in your recent letter (and your position): 
Goddoesnof repeatnof HONORadivorcewithout fornication 

being the reason forthe divorce. He does recognize the civil di- 
vorcewhich makesany subsequent sexual involvement adultery. 

To me this appears to be a semantics exercise by saying 
in one sentence that God does not "honor" a pre-fornication 
divorce, but then saying immediately that He "recognizes" 
such a divorce. I n  what sense does He2'recognize" i t  without 
"honoring" it? How can one separate the actions o f  "honor- 
ing" and "recognizing" such a divorce? If God "recognizes" 
a prefornication civil "divorce," in what sense is the couple 
still "married" and why would remarriage constitute adul- 
tery? If you say they are still married (per Mat. 19:6) in 
spite o f  the civil "divorce," how can God be said either to 
"recognize" or to "honor" the "divorce" in any sense? Note: 
It is not, as you say. God's recognition o f  "the civil divorce 
which makes any subsequent sexual involvement adultery." 
Rather, sexual involvement with another besides one's God- 
joined spouse i s  adultery w i th  o r  without a civil divorce, 
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because the couple is still married to  each other before 
God. Here is where I need help with my understanding o f  
just what you believe concerning "the c iv i l  divorce thing." 

According to Matthew 19:9, a "divorce" decree obtained 
before one's mate has committed fornication is nothing more 
than a blank piece o f  paper as far as God is concerned, which 
He neither recognizes nor  honors. Such a decree allows nei- 
ther spouse to (I) be free from the original God-joined union 
(v. 6) nor to (2) be entitled to asecond God-joined union (v. 9). 
Theonly sense in which God "recognizes" such civi l  divorce 
decrees is that he knows that people seek them and that the 
stategrants them (i.e., He is omniscient), but they are power- 
less as far as He is  concerned. To put i t  another way, to Him, 
such a "divorce," though granted by the state, has not  even 
occurred, thus leaving the couple still married to each other. 
I could write (and promise "salvation" based on) a newver- 

sion o f  Mark 16: 16a as follows: "He that believeth and is not 
baptized shall be saved," but i t  would be meaningless (i.e., in 
relation to altering God's wi l l  in  the matter), although God 
would be quite aware (i.e., would "recognize") that I had writ- 
ten it. Just so, a judge can write (and grant "divorces" based 
on) a new version o f  Matthew 19:9a as follows: "Whosoever 
shall put away his wife, except for incompatibility, and shall 
marry another, committeth adultery." However, this rewrite 
would be just as meaningless in relation to God's w i l l  i n  the 
matter as the rewrite o f  Mark 16:16a. That many preach the 
rewrite o f  Mark 16: 16a does not mean that those who are not 
baptized can be saved. Furthermore, that many judges issue 
"divorce"decrees based on the rewrite o f  Matthew 19:9a does 
not mean that such couples are no longer bound together by 
God. Such "divorces" have no standing whatsoever with God. 

The significance o f  "let not  man put  asunder" (v. 6b) is 
that man not only does not have the right, but that he also 
does not  have the ability to sunder the joining done by 
God. You are likely familiar with the sermon idea (you may 
have even preached it), "Let Not  Man Put Asunder," based 
on this passage. I first saw it in about 1960, and I preached 
it many times through the years. I t  starts by applying the 
clause to the immediate context o f  husband and wife, and 
then moves to such things as faith and works, Christ and 
the church, baptism and salvation, and such like. The uni- 
fying point o f  all such items i s  that if God has joined them 
together, i t  i s  impossible for men to sunder them from each 
other. Only God could do so. I believe this just as strongly 
about a husband and wife as I doabout the otherthingsf have 
listed, and a mere legal document labeled "divorce" w i l l  not 
do it. While God has not given us any exceptions regard- 
ing the other things he has bound together, he has given the 
fornication exception regarding a husband and wife. He wi l l  
unjoin them on that ground while they both are living, but 
upon no other. I t  matters not how many judges grant how 
many "divorces" upon how many conditions other than the 
Lord's one--such decrees do not effect the joining God has 
done in any way. If such a "divorce" i s  meaningless to God, 
how can that worthless piece o f  paper (i.e., a "no divorce" to 
God) render the subsequent fornication o f  aspouse invalid, 
thus preventing the innocent spouse from claiming the very 
ground upon which God wil l  unjoin those He had once joined? 

Couples "divorced" with no fornication involved (assuming 
they werejoined together by God, Mat. 19:6)are still married 
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before God (with which I understand you agree), even ifthey 
live separately for ten years or for the rest of their lives. The 
only rightto marriage privileges or to a marriage relationship 
either of them has, minus the fornication factor, is recon- 
ciling to one another (note, not re-marrying, for they were 
never unmarried to each other). They must remain unmar- 
ried as  f a r  as  any other mate is concerned (1 Cor. 7:ll). 

I wasglad to hear you say that you disagreed with Monte Ev- 
ans in at least two respects and that you understand the phrase, 
"In God's eyes" to connote a Scriptural concept. At least some 
ofyour persuasion (including Jim Waldron and my long-time 
friend, Jerry Moffitt) ridicule this expression and reject it as 
unscriptural, for what reason or reasons I cannot comprehend. 

I could find no response to the hypothetical (but certainly 
not unrealistic) MDR situation I set forth in my previous let- 
ter, involving a prefornication legal divorce "Joe" obtained 
from "Jane." Perhaps a few questions and their answers 
(some of which I asked, and you did not answer, in my first 
letter) will help accentuate and elucidate this issue. I would 
very much like your response. Here is the situation again: 

Jane did nothing to bring about the divorce. As already 
noticed, she sought to prevent the divorce. She tried to be 
reconciled to Joe and would have forgiven him, but he re- 
fused. By marrying Mary, Joe committed fornication, the very 
ground upon which an innocent spouse may be Scripturally 
free from the original marriage bond and free to marry again 
(of course, fornication does not in itself dissolve a marriage, 
but it gives the offended party the right to dissolve it and 
remarry). Jane is an innocent victim, the very one to whom 
the Lord's statement gives the right to remarry. However, she 
cannot now obtain acivil divorce, for legally, Joe hasalready 
done that; the civil authorities no longer recognize Joe as still 
being her husband (although God still does). However, as we 
have already seen, the legal divorce Joe obtained is meaning- 
less before God. The marriage is thus Scripturally ended, 
giving Jane the Scriptural right to remarry, if she chooses. 

1. Does "Jane" (in the foregoing example) have a 
Scriptural (as well as legal, since a legallcivil "divorce" 
has already been granted) right to consider her marriage to 
Joe ended, and does she have the legal and Scriptural right 
to remarry someone who is Scripturally eligible to marry? 

2. If you say "no" to question I ,  please help me under- 
stand why. 

3. If, as you have said, God does not "honor" Joe's le- 
gallcivil, pre-fornication divorce (in which case it is therefore 
Scripturally meaningless), what is the difference-scriptur- 
ally speaking-in (a) Joe's obtaining such a "divorce" and 
leaving Jane and (b) his simply moving out and separat- 
ing himself from Jane without any "divorce" decree? 

4. What ifJoe, upon receiving the legallcivil pre-fomica- 
tion "divorce," had not "married" Mary, but had simply moved 
in with her and they had engaged in fornication? Would Jane 
have the right to consider her marriage to Joe ended (legally 
and Scripturally) and to remarry some other eligible mate? 

5 .  What ifJoe had not obtained a legallcivil pre-fomica- 
tion "divorce" from Jane (and was therefore unable legally to 
"many" Mary), but had simply moved in with her, engaging in 
fornication with her? Would Jane have the right to divorce Joe 
(legally and Scriptural1y)and remany someother eligible mate? 

6. If you answer "yes" to question 5, but "no" toques- 
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tions 1 and 4, please explain your reasons. Is it because: (a) 
Joe filed for and obtained the "divorce," thus preventing 
Jane from filing? (b) Joe's fornication took place after he 
obtained his meaningless (to God) "divorce" from Jane? (c) 
Joe's legallcivil pre-fornication "divorce" was "honored" 
by God after all and was not merely a meaningless piece of 
paper (in which case, civil law has superseded Divine law)? 
or (d) for some other reason or reasons (please specify)? 

7. Since Joe's pre-fornication, not-"honoredn-by- 
God "divorce" was a meaningless piece of paper (in 
God's eyes), what is the Scriptural and moral difference 
in the situations described between items 4 and 5 above? 

8. If Joe got a prefornication divorce from Jane 
and never committed fornication till he died, would Jane 
then have the right to remarry when he died? If so, why? 

9. IfJane's situation relative to remarriage can change af- 
ter aprefornication divorce becauseofJoe's subsequentdeath, 
why cannot Jane's situation relative to remarriage change aftera 
prefornication divorce because ofJoe'ssubsequent fornication? 

10. D o  you b e l i e v e  t h a t  t o  s a y  t h a t  J a n e  
has a Scriptural right to remarry (per no. I above) 
is an example of  playing "the wait ing game"? 

11. If Guy N. Woods were alive today, would you 
withdraw your fellowship from him because of his com- 
ments in Questions and Answers, Volume 2, pp. 45-46? 

12. Do you consider yourself no longer in fellow- 
ship with me because of my convictions on this issue? 
Thanks for the reassurance that you do not believe my 
convictions are either politically or fraternally motivated, 
on this or any other issue. I could not, however, help in- 
ferring that you may have so believed from some of the 
things you first wrote. Of course, I will continue to learn 
and sharpen my Biblical knowledge and understanding 
as long as I possess the faculties to do so, as should we 
all. I have learned much from many through the years, 
and I hope to continue to do so. Discussions such as the 
one in which we are now engaged is one way of doing so. 

The matter that troubles me most at present is the fellow- 
ship factor and the possibility that good friends of many 
years, all equally dedicated to the Truth, will part company. 
We are in the midst of so many crucial spiritual battles in the 
church, and who knows what the future holds in this regard? 
So many have already fallen. We need to continue standing 
as one and fighting these battles together as so many of us 
have been doing for so many years. When all is said and done, 
this specific facet of the MDR issue is one that brethren must 
determine how to approach (I)  on the basis of specific MDR 
situations and (2) on the local congregational level, using all 
of the prayers we can offer and the wisdom we can muster. 
Just for the record, this issue will not become one that sunders 
fellowship, as far as I am concerned, unless brethren who op- 
pose my view bind theirs upon all brethren and label those of 
us who dare disagree with them as "liberals" and "heretics," 
unworthy of their fellowship. I trust that you would not be 
so radical. Although I obviously believe my position is cor- 
rect, I have never bound it and have no intention of binding 
it upon others. Nor will I set others at nought who differ 
with me on it, just for disagreeing. You know that I have not 
made this issue a battleground (you didn't even know my 
position). I don't plan to even discuss it unless called upon 
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to do so, as you have done. I think I have said enough in my 
two letters for you to know my convictions and their bases, 
so I see no need to respond further relating to our differences. 

Remember: 
1. I fully understand and believe that there is 

one,  and on ly  one,  Scr iptura l  ground fo r  d i -  
vorce and remarriage, as set forth in Matthew 19:9. 

2. I do not believe in any sort of intention- 
al or manipulative "waiting game" on this subject. 

On another subject, we now have a date for the be- 
ginning of Mac's tenure at PS-August 7. However, I 
have the PS bulletins, up to and including the one for 
last Sunday, and there is still no mention of Mac's com- 
ing. In fact, Chester Cullum is still listed as "Evange- 
list." Maybe they no longer read their own bulletin! 

In brotherly love, 

Dub 

PS There is now some serious talk among ex-PS members 
and some other sound brethren nearby about starting a new 
congregation in Denton. It would seem that a city of almost 
r00,000 should have at least one faithful congregation. 
PPS By snail mail, I am taking the liberty of sending you 
a copy of Teny Hightower's FSOP chapter on this subject. 

Brother Whitten chose not to respsond to 
brother McClish. Thus, their correspondence 
concerning MDR ended with the conclusion 
of McClish's preceding email.-EDITOR 
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In 1992 he was able to identifi the marks of those then who 
were well on their way to full apostasy Notice his concluding 
comments about those brethren who attack faithfulpreachers 
who expose and refute false teachers. Also, notice what he 
says about those weak-kneed brethren who callfor a more 
balanced approach to living the Christian life--especially 
in preaching, writing, and fellowhip. We know brother Lid- 
dell was greatly concerned about the matters about which 
he wrote because this was his editorial for that issue of The 
Defender. As in the April 2006 CFTF we noticed that the 
2006 Curtis Cates is not the Cates of 1995, we now see that 
the 2006Bobby LiddeN is not the same as the Liddel of 1992. 
Said change is most obvious in these two men's fellowship 
of Dave Miller: Stan Crowley, TGJ Board, AE GBN, et a/. 

Current Crises Challenging 
the Church 

Bobby Liddell 

The church of our Lord stands at a crossroads. Many who 
once walked among the faithful have turned aside to fol- 
low the doctrines of men and their own stubborn will. In 
the forefront of this new digression are some who are well 
known and who have acquired a devoted following. In time 
past, many of these false teachers were proclaimers of the 
faith. In contrast to the great apostle Paul, who preached 
the faith he once destroyed, they now seek to destroy the 
faith they once preached (Gal. 1:23). Boldly, they proclaim 
"new" truths and "new" hermeneutics to support them. 

They sneeringly disdain God's approved pattern as 
outdated "traditionalism" and mask their old thread- 
bare denominational doctrines as "progress" and needed 
"change" in a "church in transition" in a changing world. 

Have we so soon forgotten men of faith and courage, only 
a generation ago, routed the same errors which false brethren 
now embrace and advanced the cause of Christ in public de- 
bate with denominational opponents who were at least honest 
enough to identify themselves as different from and opposed 
to the church of Christ? "Oh, for an honest false teacher." 

Others, working quietly in leadership roles in local con- 
gregations have orchestrated subtle changes designed to 
gradually lead men away from the pure gospel of Christ. 
To compound the problem, a generation of spiritual i l -  
literates has provided ready adherents who love to have it 
so. Do they not know they, in departing from the gospel 
are running headlong into the clutches of Satan and the 
accompanying miseries and eternal damnation? It seems 
they do not ob,they do not care and will  not be warned. 

What shalt4hose who seek to faithfully follow God's 
will do? Ignoh'ng the fact of the departure of formerly 
faithful brethren will not solve the problem. Surely, 
we owe our-brethren more than that (Galatians 6: I)! 

First, we mhst be aware there is a real and present dan- 
ger which threatens the eternal salvation of brethren and 
those whom they influence and which significantly hinders 
the work of & Lord's people. Sadly, many would rather 
hide their heads in the sand and pretend there is no prob- 

lem! They do not discern false doctrine when they hear it 
and will heednowarningsagainst it. Brethren, Satan iswreaking 
havocamong thechurches! Howcan wesaythere isno problem? 

Second, we must fortify ourselves to fight the good fight 
of faith (I Timothy 6:12), putting on the Christian's armor 
(Ephesians 6: 10- 18) and preparing ourselves to capably and 
courageously wield the sword ofthe Spirit which is the Word 
of God (Ephesians 6:17). Sitting back hoping error and its 
proponents will somehow self-destruct, thus, freeing us from 
having to face the issues or fight the battles is the coward's 
way out. Let us be set for the defense of the gospel (Philip- 
pians 1: 17) and ready to oppose error wherever it may be 
and whoever may uphold it (Ephesians 5:ll). Then, when 
problems arise and men oppose the truth, we shall be ready 
to recognize the threat and to deal with it appropriately. 

Finally, we must stop attacking faithful brethren who 
would, out of genuine love for Christ and His church, sound 
the warning against uncertain sounds and deceitful work- 
ers. Instead, let us focus our energies on the real problems 
and the real troublers of Israel (I Kings 18: 17- 18). It has 
always amazed me how some who claim to be "balanced 
will either uphold error and false teachers or will refuse 
to stand in opposition to it and them. Are they not guilty 
(I1 John 9-11)? Yet, that same "balanced" brother will 
viciously and maliciously attack and publicly vilify one 
who has the intestinal fortitude to stand up and say: "This 
is wrong and those who teach it or practice it are wrong." 
God help us to have courage to face in faith the current crises! 

(The Defender, Vol. 21. No. 4, April, 1992) 

-Memphis Scllool of Preaching 
3950 Forest Hill Irene Road 

Germantown, Tennessee 38 125 

Contending fo;the Faith-May12006 



(EDITORlAL, CONTINUED FROM PAGE 3) 

flies in the face of the law of rationality, which law 
simply stated is: We ought to justify our conclu- 
sions by adequate evidence. Of a truth, the design 
and end of such deceitful antics wherever and 
whoever employs them, is to cause one to focus 
on something other than the adequate evidence 
or the lack of it. I t  is nothing more than a ploy to 
keep the truth on anythingfrom being ascertained 
Godly brethren are of the Truth, and in everything 

pertaining thereto they have not only the right, 
but an obligation, to know the truth, the whole 
truth, and nothing but the truth. NO PERSON 
HAS THE RIGHT TO HINDER ANYONE FROM 
GETTING AT THE TRUTH CONCERNING ANY 
SUBJECT, PERSON, OR OCCURRENCE THAT 
HAS TO DO WITH THEM AND THEIR WORK BY 
LABELING SUCH MATTERS CONFIDENTIAL. 
Do I believe there is a time and place for confiden- 

tiality? Indeed, I do. Here is one reason why such is 
the case-any material may be kept confidential if 
in so doing no wrong is done or right left undone 
by keeping such information in confidence. Where 
does anyone find a direct statement, example, and/ 
or implication in the Bible that authorizes keeping 
something confidential when such would handicap 
or hinder one from, not only what they have a right 
to know, but what, before God, they ought and 
must know in order to make Scriptural expedient 
decisions for their as well as others spiritual well- 
being in said matters. It certainly would be a sin 
to keep something confidential that was needful 
for one to know or possess in working out his/her 
own salvation (Philippians 2:12). And, these previ- 
ous matters bear directly on what people such as 
Dave Miller, Stan Crowley, Joseph Meador, Curtis 
Cates, GBN, AP, and company believe, teach, and 
practice and whether we will or will not fellow- 
ship them. Especially is this the case when such 
brotherhood organizations beg and almost demand 
financial support from the churches and individual 
Christians to finance their projects. Brethren not 
only have a right, but an obligation to, at the very 
least, know what those who comprise these proj- 
ects believe and how they conduct their own lives. 
Ifthey want our money, they must be forthcom- 
ing with Scriptural answers to our questions as  
well as  open and above board in their conduct. 

A prime Old Testament example of one hold- 
ing in confidence that which plunged him and his 
wife, and a number of other people into trouble, is 
that of Abraham and Sarah (Genesis 12 and 20). 
On two separate occasions (one time to Pharaoh 
and another time to Abimelech) the couple agreed 
between themselves to keep confidential their mar- 
ried status. When Abraham told the previously 
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named two men that Sarah was his sister, he told 
the truth-Sarah was his half sister-and, at least 
to the Hebrews of that day, a half sister was one's 
sister. However, one big problem with Abraham's 
statement regarding his relationship with Sarah 
WAS THAT HE WITHELD FROM THE PREVI- 
OUSLY NAMED TWO MEN THE IMPORTANT 
FACT THAT HE AND SARAH WERE ALSO HUS- 
BAND AND WIFE-NECESSARY INFORMATION 
FOR SAID MEN TO KNOW IN VIEW OF THEIR 
INTENSIONS TOWARD SARAH. Yes, each man 
desired to marry Sarah. In both cases a mess was 
created because of an unauthorized and there- 
fore sinful confidentiality that was conceived and 
practiced by Abraham and Sarah. God had to in- 
tervene in said affairs to straighten eveq.thing out. 

May we not deduce at least one vital lesson 
from these two accounts in the lives of Abraham 
and Sarah in view of the fact that they were writ- 
ten for our learning (Romans 15:4)? Surely we 
may correctly conclude from said events in the 
lives of Abraham and Sarah that no one has au- 
thorityfrom God to keep back informationfrom 
others who not only have a right to know, but 
a need to know that they may not sin against 
God. What is s o  dificult to understand 
about this principle of Godly conduct? As 
Luke records Paul saying to the Ephesian elders: 

"And how I kept back nothing [that I shrank 
not from declaring unto you anything-ASV, 
igoi] that was profitable unto you, but have 
shewed you, and have taught you publick- 
ly, and from house to house" (Acts 20:20). 

"Prove all things, hold fast that which is 
good" (I Thessalonians 5:21) demands that we 
know whatever it takes to make a Scriptural deci- 
sion in determining what is good and what is not. 
Therefore, when people know that under the guise 
of confidentiality they are keeping necessary infor- 
mation from others who must know it in order to 
comply with Colossians 3:17 and I Thessalonians 
5:2i, they are sinning when they withhold it. Thus, 
we learn a very important point- THERE IS A 
BIBLICALLY AUTHORIZED CONFIDEN- 
TIALI'IY AND A CONFIDENTIALITY THAT 
IS NOT AUTHORIZED BY THE BIBLE. God 
expects us to recognize the difference in the two 
kinds of confidence and act accordingly. There is 
no Bible authority for one to hold in confidence 
any facts about anything or anybody that allows 
error to be propagated and/or anyone or any- 
thing to be hurt. To accuse someone, or only tell 
part of something about someone or a situation 
while withholding necessary information, then 
stamp such comments confidential, is to admit 
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that one does not desire the accused to have the 
opportunity to examine and respond to such mat- 
ters. Besides other sins, such an attitude violates 
the Golden Rule. Nevertheless certain brethren 
seemingly have no compunction of conscience in 
attempting to hinder the facts on certain matters 
from being known. It  is sin to act accordingly. 
At this time no one has been more adept at try- 

ing to keep confidential what others have a right, 
obligation, and need to know regarding brother- 
hood problems than Curtis Cates (Although, in 
certain correspondence concerning Dave Miller, 
Bert Thompson rivales Cates in his attempt to 
keep hidden matters that faithful brethren have 
the right and obligation to know from being 
known. Thompson went so far as to copyright 
certain letters in his attempt to keep them from 
the brethren. And, he has never repented of such 
action.) In the matters concerning the departure 
of McClish and Watson from TGJ, Dave Miller 
and Stan Crowley's false doctrines, GBN, and so 
on, Cates does not desire to have one examine and 
evaluate his comments and letters relating thereto. 
From time to time we also hear what Cates and 
others of his mentality say about us and others who 
stand where we stand on said matters. However, 
it seems that most of Cates' comments about us 
relating to said matters fall into the catagory of the 
ad hominem. By engaging is such antics Cates has 
lowered himself to at least the level of the previ- 
ously noted adulterous man's lawyer. Hence, Cates 
remarks regarding McClish, Watson, Dave Miller 
et al., are designed to divert his hearers from the 
evidence in said matters to his own twisted tales. 
Brother Cates (although he is not the only one) 
thinks he has the right to say whatever he pleases 
to and about anyone, no matter how derogatory it 
is, then stamp CONFIDENTIAL on the conver- 
sation or document. Thereby, Cates is attempting 
to prohibit those same people from even knowing 
what he said about them, much less have the op- 
portunity to respond to him. I do not know where 
he and others learned such tactics, but the Bible 
no where authorizes such action. One would think 
with all of the men of The Book with whom he has 
a close association, at least one of them would point 
these matters out to brother Cates. Unless, among 
other things, they too have become adept and well 
practiced in the use of the Argumenturn ad Homi- 
nem. If that is the case with these brethren, the law 
of rationality has fallen upon poor soil at MSOP. 

-David P. Brown, EDITOR 
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THE CONSEQUENCES OF IGNORING 
I1 JOHN 9-11 

Robert R. Taylor, Jr. 

This trio of valiant verses reads: 

Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the 
doctrine of Christ, hath not God. He  that abideth 
in the doctrine of Christ, he hath both the Father 
and the Son. If  there come any unto you, and 
bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your 
house, neither bid him God speed: For he that bid- 
deth him God speed is partaker of his evil deeds. 

CAN ONE REMAIN FAITHFUL WHILE IGNORING 
THIS TEACHING? 

A gigantic NO and for reasons both cogent and con- 
vincing at least to the mind that loves truth and loves it 
supremely, to the mind that loves righteousness and hates 
iniquity as our blessed Lord did (See Psalms 45:6; Heb. 
1:8,9). Ten reasons will now be numbered and noted. 

1) These three verses constitute a portion o f  God's word. 
If one can ignore three verses with impunity, why not three 
hundred verses, three thousand verses or thirty thousand 
verses which gets nearly all the 3 1 , I  02 verses from Gen- 
esis l : I  to Revelation 22:21? John did not write these three 
verses to be ignored. The Holy Spirit did not inspire these 
three verses to be ignored. God the Father and God the Son, 
the real originators of all truth, did not direct the Holy Spirit 
to convey them to John to be ignored when once written. 

2) To ignore a potent passage like this shows spineless 
toleration for error and no real regard for maintaining a sound 
faith and a faultless practice. Please recall that there is only 
one acceptable stance for any soldier of Christ toward any 
error, toward all error -- EXPOSURE AND OPPOSITION. 

3) To ignore such shows that one is not really concerned 
with the doctrine Christ taught andlor had others proclaim in 
his name so faithfully and fervently. To despise the doctrine of 
Christ istodespise Deity whoauthored thedoctrineorteaching. 

4) To ignore such means that one thinks as highly of 
error and the errorists, who push and promote such, as of 
truth and the dedicated soldiers of Calvary who preach 
and practice such. A person of such disposition surely can- 
not love righteousness and hate iniquity as did our Lord. 

5) To ignore such makes impossible our abiding in the 
doctrine of Christ and this means that we forfeit both God the 
Father and Christ the Son. We cannot have one without the 
other and we cannot have either minus the doctrine of Christ. 

6) To ignore such means that we are giving our stamp 
of approval to every flagrant falsehood and erroneous er- 
ror that comes along. It means that we are supportive of 
those who would destroy the very cause of Christ on earth. 

7) To ignore such means that we are really more in- 
terested in the spread of error than in the spread of sav- 
ing truth and this defeats the very purpose of our being. 

8) To ignore such means that our homes would soon be- 
come the very citadels of every corruptible error that comes 
along. The concept of CHRIST IN THE HOME could NOT 
remain in such surroundings at all. Children would soon be 
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corrupted by such devious influences ever surrounding them. surmised promptly that the whole scope of Biblical teachings 
9) To ignore such would place us in the position of influ- relative todiscipline would have been in seriousjeopardy with 

encing all others to ignore this same passage and its weighty this lady and her children. This would have been inclusive 
warning. Wewould thus becomeamillstone around the necks of instructive discipline and corrective discipline and both of 
of others pulling them down into the waters of destruction. these get nearly the whole of apostolic doctrine. Instructive 

10) To ignore such is the equivalent of erecting a sure discipline is very comprehensive including all New Testament 
blockade toward our going home to heaven at last. Ignor- truth designed to keep us in the way that is holy and right. 
ing Scripture and going home to heaven are incompatibles. But even more important than John's disappointment 
HO w s H 0 u L D T H E  FA I T  H F u L R E  - would have been Deity's view of such. Can anyone imagine 
GARD THOSE IGNORING THIS PASSAGE? that the Timeless Trinity would view such rejection with 

The very same way that John would have regarded the ardenc~ of approval, with pleasure ready to be pronounced? 
elect lady and her children had they responded back with Jesus pleased the Father by honoring his will. This is the 
a rousing rejection of this sage, apostolic counsel. John did way we can please nOw-b~ heeding and 
not write it for the initial readers to reject it, ignore it or defy ing his will and that will is intently inclusive of I1 John 9-1 1. 
it. He wrote it to be believed and practiced with dedication Deep suspect should beour attitude toward any person who 

and Had they rejected or ignored it, it would would tamper with truth as set forth in these three verses of 
have produced avery serious rupture between John and this towering truth. What about those who once knew the truth of 
Christian family. N~ longer would John have designated her these Passages, believedthese Passages, faithfully proclaimed 
as ELECT lady" (", 1 ), N~ longer would he llave them, defended them when they came under attack and lived 
mended her children because they walked in  (v.4). No in harmony therewith but now have rejected them or rewrit- 
longer would he have referred to this family as ones -,,,horn ten them. The reason is very evident why some have turned 
I love in the truth; and not I only, b,,f also aN they that from these Passages or have rewritten them.   he^ want to 
have known the tru,h... (v,l), John would have loved join hands with det~ominational groups like the Indepen- 
them but they would no longer have been fellow-dwellers dent Christian Church. They wish to count them as long 
in the righteous realm of kingly truth. No longer would he lost brethren. With others, they want to be invited to their 

have to the fact that truth indwelt this lady and her growth seminars and teach them how to grow a thriving de- 

(v,2), N~ longer he have anticipated afullness nominational church. They wish to be in full fellowship with 
ofjoy in a face-to-face meeting (v.12). NO longer he such. The principles of 11 John 9-1 1 condemn in forthright 

have joyful greetings from the children ofher elect language such compromises and so these spiritual weaklings 
sister-her faithful nephews and nieces, ~ ~ j ~ ~ ~ i ~ ~  of truth have rewritten or out rightly ignored what John wrote here. 
always mars such family ties in Christ, It would have broken Such people have left the truth should be 

the heart ofthe aged apostle had he learned that this esteemed If the marking change for the better, 

lady and her children treated with contempt and a sneer such should be avoided as per Romans 16:17-18. of Our 

precious points as he incorporated into this trio of truthful hedging brethren have ignored the Romans Pas- 

admonitions, these needed exho,.tations. ~~h~ would have sage as well as 11 John 9-1 1. A rejection or ignoring of these 
passages cannot be treated with lightness. It is a momentous 



matterthat is solemn and serious. We are to have no fellow- 
ship with the unfruitful works of darkness as per Ephesians 
5:11 and these are definitely of that order when they come 
with their Christ-denying doctrines offlagrant falsehood and 
fatal errors. We are straitly forbidden to receive such or con- 
vey to such God speed or good speed in the spread of their 
nefarious notions of wrong and wickedness (SEEK THE 
OLD PATHS, page 90, Vol. l I ,  No. l l November, 2000). 

-265 Thompson Avenue 
Ripley, TN 38063 

Gulf Coast Camp Summer Camp 
Date: June 18-23 

Location: Gulf Coast Camp, off of  IH 10, close 
to Columbus, TX 

Cost: $90 per person 

Ages: 8-17 years 

DEADLINE for submitting APPLICATIONS is 

JUNE 1,2005. 
THERE IS A STRICT DRESS CODE. 

The Camp is Hosted b the Lord's Church at New 
Braun ? els, Texas. 

Facilities at Gulf Coast Are Comfortable with 
Plenty of Room to Expend Youthful Energy! 

Staffed by Faithful Brefhren FromNew Braunfels 
and Spring, Texas. 

Bible Classes and Devotionals Every Day. 

No "Uncertain Sounds" From Our Staff. 

FOR MORE INFORMATION OR 
AN APPLICATION CONTACT US AT: 

Email: lynn@lynnparker.net 

Phone: (830) 639-4234 
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I Gift Subscriptions I 

REPORT OF A MEETING 
WITH THE SW ELDERS 

Andy Hastings 

During this meeting with the Southwest elders, a ques- 
tion was asked them about this MDR issue. The question 
was, "Ij it became known by the elders that a person that 
was a member of the SW congregation was in a mar- 
riage relationship as described by this current contro- 
versy, what course of action would the SW elders advise 
this person to take?" The elders responded by saying 
that the situation was indeed sinful and the person 
would not be able to stay in that marriage relationship. 

After the SW elders' statement concerning their "position" 
on this current controversy was published in their bulletin the 
following week, another meeting was requested to ask them 
to explain this seeming contradiction. A follow-up question 
was asked about the person in the hypothetical situation 
whom the SW elders said could not Scripturally stay in said 
marriage relationship. The question was, "Wha~ would be 
the elders' course of action $ afler a period of sfudj the 
person decided that they were not in the wrong after all. 
and refused lo "repent" according to the e1ders'"position" 
on this issue?" The SW elders responded by saying that 
fellowship would have to be withdrawn from that person. 

I t  was pointed out to them that this contradicts what they 
wrote in their bulletin article describing their position. They 
said that what they meant was that they would never be 
hasty in jumping to withdraw fellowship from someone 
too quickly and that they saw no biblical example for a 
congregation to "disfellowship" another congregation. It 
was pointed out that this was not what the article indicated. 
They agreed that the article could have been worded better, 
but they said that even if they had worded it differently, i t  
would still be possible for someone who was looking to 
stir up controversy to read into the article whatever they 
wanted. Again, concern was expressed to the SW elders that 
the article did not correctly represent what they were say- 
ing privately in the meeting. They said that if someone who 
read it had questions about it, that that person should come 
talk to them, and that in the future, if they make another 
public statement on this issue, they would try to be clearer. 

-3014 W. William Cannon Dr. 
Austin, Texas 78745 

I 
- 

Doyou know ofan individualorachurch that needs 
to be made aware ofthe false doctrines and teachers 
that are troubling the Lord's church today? Ifyou 
do, why not give them a subscription to CFTF? I 

SUBSCRIPTION PLANS 
Single subs., One Year, $14.00; Two Years, 
$24.00; Five One-Year Subs., $58.00. Whole 
Congrgation Rate: Any congregation entering 
each family of its entire membership with 
single copies being mailed directly to eaeh home 
receives a $3.00 discount off the Single Sub. Rate, 
i.e., such whole congregation subs. are payable 
in advance at the rate of $11.00 per year per 
family address. Foreign Rate: One Year $30.00. 

I 
MAIL SCBSCRIPTIONS TO: 

P.O. BOX 2357 
SPRWG. TEXAS 77383-2357 
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Directory of Churches ... 
-Alabama- 

Holly Pond-Church o f  Christ. Hwy 278 W, PO. Box 131, Holly Pond, 
AL35083, Sun. 10:OO a.m., 11:00a.m.,6:30 p.m.. Wed. 7:00 p.m., (256) 
796-6802, (205) 429-2026. 

Somerville-Union Church o f  Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile east o f  
Hwy 67, Somerville,Afabamq Sun. 9:30a.m., I0:30a.m., 6:00p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tom Larkin, evangelist, (256) 778-8955, (256) 778-8961 

Tuscaloosa-East Pointe Church o f  Christ one block from Exit 76. off  
1-20, 1-59, Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed., 7 p.m. Abiding in God's 
Word-The Old Paths. U o f  A student, visitor, or resident? Welcome! 
(205)556-3062. 

-England- 
Cambridgeshire-Ramsey Church o f  Christ, meeting at the Rainbow 
Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 a.m.; Wed. (Phone for venue 
and time); www.Ramst).-church-of-christ.org. Contact Keith Sisman, 
001.44.1487.710552; fax:1487.813264 or Keith Sisman.net. Research 
Website o f  1.000 years o f  the British Church o f  Christ; www.Traces-of- 
the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and-Mystery.org. 

-Florida- 
Ocoee-Ocoee Churchof Christ 2 East Magnolia Street, Ocoee, FL34761. 
Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m.. 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7:00 p.m. David Hartbarger, 
Evangelist, (407) 656-2516, ocoeechurchofchrist@yahoo.com, www. 
ocoeecoc.org. 
Pensacola-Bellview Church o f  Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, 
FL32526, Sun. 9:00a.m., 10:00a.m.,6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:OOp.m. Michael 
Hatcher, evangelist, (850) 455-7595. 

-Georgia- 
Cartersville- church of Christ, 1319 Joe Frank Harris Pkwy NW 30120- 
4222. 770-382-6775, www.cartersvillechurchofchrisi.org. Sun. 10, 
Ila.m., 6:30 p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m. Bobby D. Gayton, evangelist- email: 
bdgayton@juno.com. 

-Indiana- 
Evansville-West Side Church o f  Christ. 3232 Edgewood Dr., Evansvillc. 
I N  47712, Sun. 9:00 am.. 10:OO a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 6:30 p.m., Larry 
Alhrittnn ?".noelict . 

-Louisiana- 
Chalmette-Church of Christ. 200 Dslarondc St.. Chalmette, LA 70044. 
Mark Lance. evaagelist, (504) 279-9438. 

-Massachusetts- 
Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ. 26 .Armor?. Drive: Chicopee. 
M A  01020, in-home, (413) 592-4834. Ken Dion. evangelist. 

-North Carolina- 
Rocky Mount-Sch&eld Drive Church of Christ; 3309 Scheftield DL, 
Rocky Mount, N C  27802 (252) 937-7997. 

-0klahoma- 
Porum-Church o f  Christ, 8 miles South of 1-40 at Hwy 2. Warner exit. 
Sun. 10a.m., I 1  a.m.,6p.m., Wed. 7p.m.AllenLawson.evangclist.email: 
lawson@starnetok.net. 

-Tennessee- 
Lenoir City-Lenoir 6ity Church o f  Christ, 1280 Simpson Road West. P.O. 
Box 292 Lenoir Ci tyR. i  37771 . Sun. 9:30, IO:3OAM, 6:00PM, Wed. 
7:00PM., Kent Bailey,.Evangelist Tel: 865-986-3223 or 865-986-5698). 

Murfreeshoro-Chu%hofChrist, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro,T?J, Sun. 

Bible class 9:00 a.m., Worship 10:00 a.m., Fellowhip meal 11:OO a.m., 
Devotional 12:OOp.m.; Wed. Bible Study 7:OOp.m. For directions andother 
information please visit our website at www.murfreesborochurchofchrist. 
org. evangelist, Steve Yeans. 

-Texas- 
Denton area-Northpoint Church o f  Christ, 5101 E. University Dr. 
(Greenbelt Business Park). Mailing address: NorthpointChurch ofChrist, 
Greenbelt Business Park, 5101 E. University Dr., Box 12, Denton. TX 
76208. E-mail: aorthpointcoc@hotmail.com. Sunday: 930, 10:30, 6:00; 
Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.323.9797; tgjacharter. 
net. 

Houston area-Spring Church o f  Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 
39, Spring. T X  77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9 3 0  a.m., 10:30 a.m._ 6:00 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures beginning the last Sunday in February 
www.churchesofchrist.com. 

Hubhard-105 N E  6th St., Hubbard, T X  76648, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m.. Wed. 7:00 p.m. Delberl I. Goines, evangelist; 
djgoines@writeme.com. 

Huntsville-I380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9,10 a.m., 
6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 338-8202. 

Hurst (Fort Worth area)-Northeast Church of Christ, 1313 Karla Dr., 
P.O. Box 85, Hurst, TX 76053. Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 730 
p.m. (817) 282-3239, Toney Smith and Dan Flournoy, evangelists. 

New Braunfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west o f  1-35. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 p.m. Lynn Parker, evangelist. (830)625-9367. 
www.nbchurchofchrist.com. 

Richwood-1600 Brazosport, Richwood,TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30a.m., 6 p.m., 
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256. 

-Wyoming- 
Cheyeune-High Plains Church of Christ, 421 E. 8th St., Cheyenne, WY 
82007, tel. (307) 638-7466, Sunday: 930  a.m., 10:30 a.m., 5:00p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Tim Cozad. 
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preacher. .."Richard D. Melson also remarked, "1 am thankful 
for the eldership, for this congregation ... We pray God's bless- 
ing for not only what we do today, but that these tools will 
go forward and be useful in the Master's kingdom." Praying 
for God's blessing on a congregation in its present condi- 
tion is certainly bidding Godspeed to error. Michael Light 
remarked, "the Lord's kingdom will be better off' because of 
the lectureship. He considers a time of fellowship with error 
as possibly making the kingdom better off. Fellowship with 
error will not ever make the kingdom of our Lord better! "We 
don't take polls to determine right and wrong." He is certainly 
right in this, but how many presently are determining their 
"~osition by" the popularity of the view? How many are 

more interested in speaking on more lectureships and Gospel 
Meetings than standing upon the unchanging Word of God? 

The 2005 Schertz Lectures were certainly different from 
previous years. Instead of clearly standing for the Truth and 
upon the Truth, this lectureship was full of compromise and 
fellowship with error. What a sad day for the brotherhood! 

-PO Box 1484 
Statesville, NC 28687 

WHAT IF A MAN AND WOMAN DEALT DIRECTLY WITH GOD 
IN THE MATTER OF MARRIAGE AND DIVORCE? 

Kenneth E. Ratcliff 

Somehow it seems that the subject of marriageand divorce except in two situations:-I. One of them dies, or 2. One of 
has been made extremely complicated. Surely, God did not them is unfaithful and the innocent spouse desires to end the 
make something thatimportant so difficultthat it should be a marriage. God further reminds them that only He can join 
problem. The following poses aseriesof situations involving them together as husband and wife and only He can separate 
marriage and divorce in which the parties must deal directly that relationship. 
with God. It is reco$nized that everyone will not agree with The man and woman say that they understand and God 
some of the statem4nts that are made. For example, some tells them that He has united them in marriage as husband 
might contend that'God is not the only one who can end a and wife. 
marriage by a divorc'e. They (it is believed) will say that God 2. Time passes and they again come before God and tell 
will recognize and 'accept a divorce granted by man even Him that they wish to be separated for awhile. God tells them 
though there is no scriptural basis for the divorce. In any that is acceptable; however, they have aresponsibilitytocome 
event, consider the following: together again. God reminds them that during the separation 

1 .  A man and woman come before God and tell Him that they are still married and they should not remain separated 
they want to be married. God asks each of them if that is too long lest one of them be tempted to sin. 
their desire and they both say "yes." God reminds them that 3 .  More time passes and the man and woman return to 
once He joins themtogether the marriage will not be broken God and tell Him that they no longer desire to be married. 
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to do so, as you have done. I think I have said enough in my 
two letters for you to know my convictions and their bases, 
so I see no need to respond further relating to our differences. 

Remember: 
1. I fully understand and believe that there is 

one,  and on ly  one ,  Scr iptura l  ground for d i -  
vorce and remarriage, as set forth in Matthew 19:9. 

2. 1 d o  not believe in any sort  of intention- 
al or manipulative "waiting game" on this subject. 

On another subject, we now have a date for the be- 
ginning of Mac's tenure at PS-August 7. However, I 
have the PS bulletins, up to and including the one for 
last Sunday, and there is still no mention of Mac's com- 
ing. In fact, Chester Cullum is still listed as "Evange- 
list." Maybe they no longer read their own bulletin! 

In brotherly love, 

Dub 

PS There is now some serious talk among ex-PS members 
and some other sound brethren nearby about starting a new 
congregation in Denton. It would seem that a city of almost 
100,000 should have at least one faithful congregation. 
PPS By snail mail, 1 am taking the liberty of sending you 
a copy of Terry Hightower's FSOP chapter on this subject. 

Brother Whitten chose not to respsond to 
brother McClish. Thus, their correspondence 
concerning MDR ended with the conclusion 
of McClish's preceding email.-EDITOR 

'2nd mw h tjze a x e  k hid 
uctto the roat-4th trees: &we@ 

evevy tree WIG+% huyedt ndP,th 

3 m d f i . u l t k k d a t n t , d &  
iff& &five" (M& 390) 

the school seeks to pattern itself a& Freed-Hardiemon 
Universily, or Faulkner Universitv, m d  therehy present - -. ,z.""m,--, 

religio& matters to the c&@& 
F W  de iu '.- m ~ " " & ~ + j  

?: Fresh in o w  mmdr is the memory 8$ 
Gardner: along with WiIIiam wood.$! 

e of the likes of B m  
'versitv and the Herald of . . ~ ~ .  

I.iglyfbo;of ACU. Jim ~ i l l kc~n teero f  the 2 l s t ~ e n -  
tury Christian, ro nume u few of thd snipe ofpreacher who 
were brougiu to the FlfU lectmpmgrum that parto bring 
balance back to the FHC Lectweship and ihe school. Thus, 
FHUtmk itsrlfoffofthefbmng l~ne in the battle agdnrlony 
andall kinds of evil, with Hollandand Wwdson emding their 
academic cmrrers ar teuchers a~ David Lipscomb Universiiy 

No wonder thaf in the fall of 2005 Woodsou was laughing 
at MSOP ar the school came under a r t 4  bv "dicals"  --' ,mr; ,-e,-. %? ?$##&& 

: 4k::ji.om his 1977 perspect ..=,- 

mized wjlen they I M S O ~  opposed him &the 1977 >HU 
Lectureship. Yes, [he 1977 FHC Leclums turned out to be 
the ~ignal turning point that declared to the c k h  the@ 
on which on which FHU has now been trowling for at least 
u thim' of u century The use of Baxter: el al. in the 1977 
FHC Lectures was the school $ aublic omIarnation that 

$0; laughed at the thought of MSOP suffering Mder the 
same kind attucks from "radical" bnthren who won? f k m  
WoodFon :s mindsrt, once epitomiKd by MSOP itself: And 
nor that long ago. WoodFon prediefedthat.since MSOP had 
shified lo the more balunced side of the church (whatever 
that means), this would mean the death ofthe "radicals" in 
the church. We cannot help bid wondor whaI Cafes thinks 
aboul being in the same "balmqed" bed wllk Woodsan. 

Thefbllowing arlicle by Bobby L-WeIl, Associare Directorof 
MSOf: is agdexampie ofwhere brethren once were, but are 
not unymow. Certain brethren have l m e d  thrortgh men! 
events that put their faith to the test that they had too mwh 
invested in certoin things andpems roo go on8 where die 
Tnrth leads them. They an, therefore, mil l ing  io RlcrkP the 
necessatysnrr&es t0eDnf imre~t0srond~ t k y o n c e d  

In thejWlowing article by brother LIddsN we see his a?- 
r i d  toward & rank liberals when he m e  &= a~icle.  
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matter that is solemn and serious. We are to have no fellow- 
ship with the unfruitful works of darkness as per Ephesians 
5: 11 and these are definitely of that order when they come 
with their Christ-denying doctrines of flagrant falsehood and 
fatal errors. We are straitly forbidden to receive such or con- 
vey to such God speed or good speed in the spread of their 
nefarious notions of wrong and wickedness (SEEK THE 
OLD PATHS, page 90, Vol. 11,  No. 1 1  November, 2000). 

-265 Thompson Avenue 
Ripley, TN 38063 

1 Gulf Coast Camp Summer camp[ 

I 
Date: June 18-23 

Location: Gulf Coast Camp, off of IH 10, close 
to Columbus, TX 

Cost: $90 per person 

Ages: 8-17 years 

I 
DEADLINE for submitting APPLICATIONS is 

JUNE 1,2005. 
THERE IS A STRICT DRESS CODE. 

The Camp is Hosted b the Lord's Church at New 
Braun Y els, Texas. 

Facilities at Gulf Coast Are Comfortable with 
Plenty of Room to Expend Youthful Energy! 

Staffed by Fai Brethren From New Braunfels %?/spring, Texas. 

I Bible Classes and Devotionals Every Day. I 

I 
No "Uncertain Sounds" From Our Staff.  

FOR MORE INFORMATION OR 
AN APPLICATION CONTACT US AT: 

Email: lynn@lynnparker.net 

I Phone: (830) 639-4234 I 
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REPORT OF A MEETING 
WITH THE SW ELDERS 

Andy Hastings 

During this meeting with the Southwest elders, a ques- 
tion was asked them about this MDR issue. The question 
was, "If it became known by the elders that a person that 
was a member of the SW congregation was in a mar- 
riage relationship as described by this current contro- 
versy, what course of action would the SW elders advise 
this person to take?" The elders responded by saying 
that the situation was indeed sinful and the person 
would not be able to stay in that marriage relationship. 

After the SW elders' statement concerning their "position" 
on this current controversy was published in their bulletin the 
following week, another meeting was requested to ask them 
to explain this seeming contradiction. A follow-up question 
was asked about the person in the hypothetical situation 
whom the SW elders said could not Scripturally stay in said 
marriage relationship. The question was, "What would be 
the elders ' course of action if; after a period of s tdy ,  the 
person decided that they were not in the wrong after all, 
and refused to "repent" according to the elders' 'position" 
on this issue?" The SW elders responded by saying that 
fellowship would have to be withdrawn from that person. 

It was pointed out to them that this contradicts what they 
wrote in their bulletin article describing their position. They 
said that what they meant was that they would never be 
hasty in  jumping to withdraw fellowship from someone 
too quickly and that they saw no biblical example for a 
congregation to "disfellowship" another congregation. It 
was pointed out that this was not what the article indicated. 
They agreed that the article could have been worded better, 
but they said that even if they had worded it differently, it 
would still be possible for someone who was looking to 
stir up controversy to read into the article whatever they 
wanted. Again, concern was expressed to the SW elders that 
the article did not correctly represent what they were say- 
ing privately in the meeting. They said that if someone who 
read it had questions about it, that that person should come 
talk to them, and that in the future, if they make another 
public statement on this issue, they would try to be clearer. 

Gift Subscriptions - 
Do you know of an individual o ra  church that needs 
to be made aware ofthe false doctrines and teachers 
that are troubling the Lord's church today? If you 
do, why not give them a subscription to CFTF? 

SUBSCRIPTION PLANS 
Single subs., O n e  Year, $14.60; Two Years, 
$24.00; Five One-Year Subs., $58.00. Whole 
Congrgation Rate: Any congregation entering 
each family of its ent i re  membersh ip  with 
single copies being mailed directly to each home 
receives a $3.00 discount off the Single Sub. Rate, 
i.e., such whole congregation subs. a r e  payable 
in advance at  the rate of S1l.OO per  year per  
family address. Foreign Rate: One Year $30.00. 

MAIL SUBSCRIPTIONS TO: 
P.O. BOX 2357 

NAME 1 Yr. 2Yrs. 
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-3014 W. William Cannon Dr. 
Austin, Texas 78745 
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FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND HATE ERROR

Northside Elders’ Statement Regarding
“Chad Dollahite and The Highland Unity Letters”

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:

Dear Brethren,
It has come to our attention that brother Chad Dollahite 

has recently posted some “unity letters” involving the Highland 
Church of  Christ (Dalton, GA) and the Northside Church of  
Christ (Calhoun, GA) on the “Sons of  Demas” and “CFTF” 
e-mail lists. A concerned brother sent to us brother Dollahite’s 
comments (posted May 20, 2006) regarding said letters, which 
we quote below:

Further, brother Wesley Simons tried to help resolve 
the conflict by offering help in drawing up statements 
for both congregations, statements that were VERY 
generous to the Northside eldership. Many, including 
myself, felt that the statement on the part of  Northside 
was far too weak; it sounded much like one going before 
a congregation saying, “IF I have sinned…” Neverthe-
less, the Highland elders, wanting to have the fellowship 
between these 2 congregations restored, all approved 
the letter. Then, the letter went to Northside, and guess 
what? THEY rejected it! It could be no clearer that, as of  
now at least, Northside has NO DESIRE for unity with 
Highland. I was absolutely floored when I found out that 
the Northside eldership had officially rejected the letter. 

Let all good brethren read the text of  these letters below 
and see for themselves just what these brethren rejected 
in a genuine, sincere attempt to heal the rift between these 
2 congregations. The first letter was to be Northside’s let-
ter to Highland, the second was to be Highland’s official 
response, and the third was to be Highland’s official an-
nouncement to the brotherhood of  the restoration of  fel-
lowship. They are posted at the end of  my message here.

By releasing these letters into the public arena (which he 
apparently felt “duty-bound” to do), brother Dollahite has 
unnecessarily further fueled the “fire-storm” already raging 
among brethren. When the above statement and the letters it 
mentions (which we have reproduced below) were posted on 
the e-mail lists, we immediately began receiving phone calls and 
e-mails requesting our response. Therefore, in order to clear up 
any questions that might be raised relating to Northside by the 
Simons letters (and Dollahite’s comments concerning them) we 
had no choice but to prepare and release this statement. 

We were very disappointed in brother Dollahite’s deroga-
tory statements and implications concerning us in his numer-
ous exchanges with those who questioned him on the e-mail 
lists “Sons of  Demas” and “CFTF.”  We were troubled by his 
remarks regarding our alleged contribution to the controversy 
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Editorial...
“FORM OVER SUBSTANCE”  

Country Western singer Blaine Larsen sings a popular 
country song entitled I Don’t Know What She Said. The song 
is about a young man enamored with an Hispanic girl who 
only speaks Spanish, while the young man only speaks 
English. When she speaks to the young man he cannot 
understand a word she says to him, but his infatuation with 
her is so great he exclaims, “I don’t know what she said, 
but sure like he way she said it.” The lyrics of  Larsen’s 
song set to the right kind of  music makes for a hit coun-
try song. However, in dealing with the realities of  life, the 
message of  the previous quote from Larsen’s song all to 
often describes the way some people deal with the various 
and diverse events in life.  Rather than base their decisions 
on the substance (facts, truth) of  a matter, they more times 
than not base their judgments concerning whether some 
one or thing is right or wrong on how (form, style, method, or 
appearance) it was done, or how a person approached a mat-
ter. Facts and truth are not their first concern. Such an approach 
to life has given rise to the following well-used phrase that 
describes this wrong headed approach in discerning right 
from wrong; that phrase is form over substance. 

At times disgruntled members of  the church feel the 
thrust of  the Sword of  the Spirit in their hearts (Ephesians 
6:17; Hebrews 4:12). Their reaction is to complain about 
the preacher’s harsh, hateful, mean, uncaring, and unlov-
ing preaching. When such members are asked if  they are 
upset at the preacher for teaching false doctrine or in some 
way propagating a falsehood in his sermons, the growling 
church members reply, “It’s not what he said but how he said 
it.” It is not unusual for such complaints to come from 
persons wherein the what (facts and truth) of  a sermon are 
secondary (or further down such a persons’ list of  what is 
important in a sermon). They are interested more in how 
the preacher sounds, looks, and/or acts in his presentation 
of  the same. The real concern of  such people is this, they 
want preaching that will not convict them of  their sins. Thus, such 
wretched characters at times attack the form and not the 
substance of  the sermon (of  course this does not mean that 
the substance of  a sermon is never attacked).

Some church members approach problems and seek 
their solutions with the previously noted mind-set well in 
place—form or style over substance. While some have always 
approached matters in the church with the previously 
noted attitude, over this past year we have observed certain 
brethren (elders and preachers in particular) for the first 
time (as far as we know) judge things by its form rather 
than by its substance. 

Although the following example of  decision making 
based on form over substance is not the only example of  
brethren acting accordingly, it is one of  the more glaring 
cases where such has been and is being done. It is in the 
matter of  AP’s Executive Director, brother Dave Miller’s 
false doctrine on re-evaluation/reaffirmation of  elders as 
Miller taught it, defended it, and practiced by him and the 
Brown Trail Church of  Christ in 1990 that herein concerns 
us. (In this editorial we will only note the fact that Miller 
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believes false doctrine on MDR and that he and other 
AP speakers appear at liberal churches to present their 
sermons on apologetics without any effort on their part 
to correct the sins extant in such churches. Suffice it to say 
in noting Miller’s other errors that some brethren are also 
attempting to deal with these errors in the same way they 
are approaching his R/R false doctrine—accepting  form 
over substance.)

Jesus plainly told us to “Judge not according to the 
appearance, but judge righteous judgment” (John 
7:24; Psalms 119:172). Discerning matters by judging 
righteously simply means to make one’s decisions solely on 
the basis of  the truth pertaining thereto as it is applied to 
the relevant facts  in whatever case is under investigation. 
Furthermore, the inspired apostle Paul obligated all of  us 
to “Prove all things, hold fast that which is good” (I 
Thessalonians 5:21). Also, in those Scriptures “written 
afore time for our learning” (Romans 15:4),  Moses 
gave instructions regarding carrying out an investigation, 
which investigation is to determine the truth or falsity of  
a matter.  Moses wrote: 

Then shalt thou inquire, and make search, and ask 
diligently; and, behold, if  it be truth, and the thing 
certain, that such abomination is wrought among 
you; Thou shalt surely smite the inhabitants of  that 
city with the edge of  the sword, destroying it ut-
terly, and all that is therein, and the cattle thereof, 
with the edge of  the sword (Deuteronomy 13:14, 15).
For emphasis sake we will enumerate Moses directions 

found in verse 14  regarding  investigating charges, that if  
proven, would mean the death penalty for all described in 
verse 15.  Moses instructed the Israelites to: 1) inquire, 
2) make search; 3) ask diligently; 4) if  it be true; 5) and 
the thing certain—only then should one be judged guilty 
and executed (13:6, 15; 17:6). Add to these directions 
Deuteronomy 17:6; Numbers 35:30, and Matthew 18:16 
and who is it that can come up with a better and more 
thorough approach for investigating a case?  However, in 
matters pertaining not only to Dave Miller, but TGJ Board, 
AP, GBN, Stan Crowley, the Schertz, Texas elders, Barry 
Grider, the Forest Hills elders, MSOP, the SW elders, Rick 
Brumback, Joseph Meador, SWSBS, Tom Bright, the Phil-
ips St. elders, and OABS,  we are considered wicked and 
vile if  we seek to follow the inspired instructions previously 
noted in investigating anything and refuse to be content 
with form over substance. 

While we may have missed some, over the last year, 
MSOP, led by Curtis Cates, has taken different contradic-
tory positions regarding Dave Miller’s R/R doctrine. Some 
of  these positions  are: 1) It did not happen and we preach 
against it. 2) Something happened, but it was not R/R of  elders. 3) 
Brown Trail elders and Dave Miller had to do it or they would lose 
the congregation and preacher school. 3a) They had to do it because 
the eldership was in a stalemate. 3b) They had to do it because of  
the bad situation they were in. 4) They did it, but it is not worth 
splitting the church over.

MSOP declares that they do not teach any false doc-
trine, but what about the aforenoted positions they have 
taken—all of  them within the last 12 months? WHAT 
DO THEY TEACH THEIR STUDENTS ABOUT SAID 

ISSUE? It is obvious that they do not consider the R/R 
of  elders as taught, believed, and practiced by Miller and 
the Brown Trail Church of  Christ in 1990 to be fatal er-
ror. If  they do believe said error to be fatal, then why did 
Keith Mosher   make the statement of  the previously listed 
point # 4? We may, therefore, conclude that if  MSOP 
students and graduates go throughout the brotherhood 
teaching and practising R/R, MSOP will not be disturbed 
by such teaching at all. Passively MSOP is saying to its 
students, graduates, and the church, “You can believe, teach, 
and practice what Dave Miller, et al. believed, taught, and practiced 
in 1990 and, while some of  us may preach against said doctrine, 
we will remain in fellowship with you, defend, and support you just 
as we have Dave Miller and AP .” The previous comments 
truthfully apply to BTSOP, SWSBS, OABS, GBN, World 
Video Bible School, Spiritual Sword, T“N”GJ. The same 
remarks also apply to the Schertz, Texas’ preacher Stan 
Crowley’s false doctrine on MDR. (It would be interesting 
to hear arguments presented to show the difference in why we were 
Scripturally obligated to oppose James D. Bales’ false doctrine on 
MDR, but we are not equally obligated to oppose Stan Crowley’s 
false doctrine on the same issue.)

In their fellowship of  each other the previously listed  
institutions indicate their approval of  the aforesaid false 
teachers and their errors. No doubt Mac Deaver, Buster 
Dobbs, John Waddey, and no telling who else are waiting in 
the wings to see if  the balance umbrella is broad enough for 
them to get under it with all the other balanced brethren 
who are already benefitng from its “unity in diversity” in 
obligatory matters shade. 

Also, are said brethren in or out of  fellowship with the 
North Side congregation, Calhoun, Georgia? Or, are they 
in or out of  fellowship with Highland Church of  Christ, 
Dalton, Georgia? All of  said brethren support GBN and 
it is overseen by the Highland Church of  Christ elders, 
Dalton, Georgia. However, the Highland congregation 
withdrew fellowship from the North Side congregation’s 
elders, but not the North Side preacher, nor the North 
Side congregation. Where the Highland congregation got 
the idea that such a withdrawal of  fellowship is authorized 
by the New Testament, I do not know, but just keep in 
mind these are the fellows that are overseeing all that is 
involved in the Gospel Broadcasting Network. (Please see 
the North Side elders’ statement about said matters in this issue of 
CFTF). As the North Side elders stated, brethren cannot 
be faithful to God and remain in fellowship with both 
churches. To fellowship one of  these congregations is to 
be out of  fellowship with the other congregation. How are 
the brethren who are connected with these schools going to answer 
students who ask them with which congregation MSOP, BTSOP, 
SWSBS, and OABS are in fellowship? Or, will they continue 
to take the position in answering such a question that these errors 
should not cause a cessation of  fellowship between those that believe 
them and those that do not believe them? These brethren may not 
realize it, but in the name of  balance, they are in the process of  
boarding Rubel Shelly’s “unity in diversity” train—even if  it is 
the caboose. 

—David P. Brown, Editor
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between us and the Highland elders/GBN and the subsequent 
division between us. Brother Dollahite did not contact us (prior 
to releasing these letters to the public) to verify any of  the preju-
diced statements, allegations, and innuendos he wrote about 
us. We were “absolutely floored” when we read his derogatory 
remarks about our motive for rejecting those letters. To say that 
we have “NO DESIRE” for unity with Highland was a bla-
tant, unfounded, and irresponsible attack against our Christian 
character. We have always desired unity, but never at the price 
of  compromise. We have never opposed any good/Scriptural 
work. The Northside Congregation and her elders have once 
again been falsely accused of  wrong doings by one who should 
know (and easily could have known) better. It seems that many 
brethren nowadays base their conclusions and decisions about 
certain situations on simple hearsay without one shred of  evi-
dence, while refusing to consider ample evidence that is readily 
available. We are therefore made to wonder if  this response will 
have any bearing on the thinking of  such brethren, but we feel 
compelled to make it nonetheless.

We want those who read this statement to know that, in 
spite of  his words and actions regarding this situation, we still 
love brother Dollahite and wish only the best for him and his 
good family. We have no ill will toward him or any others. We 
just hope and pray that he and others will open their hearts to 
the evidence and stop their campaign to divide the body of  
Christ by endorsing and defending a false teacher. We intend to 
demonstrate that the evidence, in light of  the Scriptures, proves 
that the Highland elders caused the division between the High-
land and Northside Congregations by embracing a “marked” 
false teacher. We pray that our comments in this statement will 
help those who are sincerely seeking answers concerning this 
new controversy brother Dollahite has created with his e-mail 
assault against the Northside Congregation and her elders. 
In fact, his assault was against all faithful brethren who have 
bravely stood against the current compromise taking place in 
the Lord’s church. We will now do our very best to “give an 
answer” in harmony with Scripture for our decision in these 
matters (I Peter 3:15).

We received by e-mail copies of  the proposed “unity let-
ters” from brother Wesley Simons on April 12, 2006. We want it 
clearly understood by everyone who reads these “unity letters” 
that the words—and ideas—attributed to us in them are not 
ours. We had absolutely nothing to do with this “unity” pro-
posal. It is our understanding that brother Simons wrote those 
letters with the objective of  providing some sort of  resolution 
to the unscriptural withdrawal of  fellowship which the elders 
of  the Highland Church of  Christ (Dalton, GA) enacted against 
the elders of  the Northside Church of  Christ (Calhoun, GA) 
on October 30, 2005. 

The unscriptural actions of  the Highland elders have made 
it Scripturally impossible for brethren to have fellowship with 
both congregations (including GBN, which Highland oversees). 
As earlier indicated, the evidence will show that Highland’s 
withdrawal was the result of  our objection to and exposure of  
their endorsement of  and fellowship with a false teacher, Dave 
Miller. Highland’s withdrawal was imposed upon the Northside 
elders alone and not upon our preacher or members (who are 
fully in agreement with our stand against their fellowship 
of  AP/Dave Miller). Highland’s withdrawal of  fellowship has 
forced brethren to make one of  the following decisions:

1. Support, endorse, and fellowship Highland/GBN (who 
are in fellowship with a false teacher, Dave Miller) and withdraw 
fellowship from the Northside Church of  Christ for standing 
in opposition to such (2 John 9–11).

2. Extend fellowship to Northside (who refuses to en-
dorse and fellowship a false teacher, Dave Miller) and refuse 
to support, endorse, and fellowship the Highland Church of  
Christ and GBN (Rom. 16:17; Eph 5:11).

Those who try to have it both ways (fellowshipping both 
Highland/GBN and Northside) are in violation of  God’s law 
on fellowship. They cannot have it both ways. God’s law teaches 
us to withdraw fellowship from false teachers and from all those 
who bid them “Godspeed” (II John 9–11; Romans 16:17; Ephe-
sians 5:11). By their unscriptural actions, the Highland elders 
have forced this decision upon every Christian who desires to be 
faithful to God and His Word. For additional Scriptural insight 
on this issue, we encourage all who read this statement to read 
also brother Gary Summers’s article, “Fellowship and GBN,” 
in the April 2006 issue of  Contending for the Faith.

Because of  the predicament the Highland elders have cre-
ated, brother Simons proposed the following “unity letters” to 
resolve this dilemma:

Letter #1—From the Northside elders to the Highland 
elders:

To the Highland elders,

Brethren, we would like to say that we did not mean to 
cause any division or problems in releasing the correspon-
dence between the two congregations. We felt that some 
people were confused because they were hearing conflict-
ing stories. We thought that the best way to solve this prob-
lem was to let each congregation speak for its self. It was 
our view that the writings of  each congregation did that.

However, since you say this caused division and 
trouble,  we would l ike  to  say  we are  sor r y 
for that. We certainly were not trying to do that.

We love you as brethren.  We pray that Bib-
l ica l  uni ty  can be enjoyed by the two con-
gregations. We plan to do our part in this effort. 

E lders  of  the  Nor ths ide  church  of  Chr i s t

Letter #2—From the Highland elders to the North-
side elders:

To the elders at Northside,

We have received your statement and accept it. We 
also want Biblical unity. We know that some thought 
that we withdrew fellowship too quickly. We want 
you to know that we, too, are sorry if  you felt by our 
withdrawal that we were trying to abuse or mistreat 
the Northside elders. This was not our aim or goal.

We rejoice because this problem has been solved. 

Thank you for helping to resolve this problem. We 
hope that we can move forward to the glory of  God.

Elders of  the Highland church of  Christ

(N. S. ELDER’S STATEMENT... Continued From Page 1)
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Letter #3—From the Highland elders to the
 brotherhood:

Dear brethren,

We are writing to inform you that fellowship between the 
Northside elders and Highland elders has been restored. 
We ask that you extend full fellowship to both the North-
side elders and the congregation. We are thrilled that this 
problem has been resolved.

Please, send this information far and wide so that all will 
know that we are in fellowship with the Northside elders. 
Please support them in any and every way you possibly 
can. We love and respect them very much.

The Highland elders

Our Comments on the Unity Letters
First we would like to draw your attention to some of  the 

issues we had with these “unity letters.” 
Letter #1 clearly has us suggesting that we (i.e., the North-

side elders) are guilty of  division and of  causing the trouble 
that exists between us and Highland by the following words 
(composed “for us, but, not by us”) addressed to Highland:

Brethren, we would like to say that we did not mean to cause 
any division…. However, since you say this caused divi-
sion and trouble, we would like to say we are sorry for that.

Are we sorry that division and trouble have occurred be-
tween a sister congregation and us? Absolutely. Jesus wept over 
Jerusalem’s rejection of  Him, but His sorrow did not imply that 
He was the cause of  that rejection (Luke 19:41). We regret the 
division and trouble among brethren the anti movement caused 
about fifty years ago, but that does not mean that we caused it. 
Likewise, regretting that division and problems have occurred 
between Northside and Highland says nothing concerning 
who is to blame for the division and trouble. Yet, the letter is 
so worded that any regret on our part that any division has 
occurred appears to be an admission that we caused the divi-
sion. Highland is the guilty party in this sad situation, and 
the evidence we will provide later in this statement will prove 
that to be the case.

 
Letter #2 implicitly endorsed Highland’s withdrawal 

by the following words in “their” letter addressed to us:
We know that some thought that we withdrew fellow-
ship too quickly.

This statement clearly implies that the only problem with 
their unscriptural withdrawal was a judgment call on Highland’s 
“timing.” Not one eldership or congregation we have spoken to 
honors Highland’s unscriptural withdrawal, and yet, amazingly, 
this statement suggests that Highland’s only mistake was the 
“timing” of  the withdrawal rather than the withdrawal itself.

Letter #3 implies that withdrawing from the Northside 
elders only (i.e., rather than from the entire congregation) 
was Scriptural: 

…[W]e  a sk  you  to  ex t end  fu l l  f e l l owsh ip 

to  the  Nor ths ide  e lders  and  cong reg a t ion . 

The foregoing statement also overlooks the fact that brother 
Simons and the Highland elders (since they approved his word-
ing) very specifically excluded the Northside Congregation and 
preacher from the withdrawal, aiming it only at her elders. That 
being the case, why would they now ask brethren to “extend 
full fellowship” to the congregation from which it had never 
been withdrawn?

The three letters are characterized by a significant and glar-
ing omission. The current division between brethren generally 
considered “sound” that has swept the brotherhood because 
of  the widespread acceptance and defense of  Dave Miller—a 
marked false teacher—is unparalleled as far as we can determine. 
Although Highland’s leadership in accepting and defending 
brother Miller is at the very heart of  the issue between us and 
them, there is no mention (not even a hint) of  this central 
issue in any of  those three letters—not a single word. The 
Highland elders have endorsed and defended Miller’s teaching 
on elder R/R and marriage intent, and they have even defended 
his going to the apostate Calhoun Church of  Christ and bid-
ding them Godspeed, suggesting that we may have been a little 
“too sensitive” about his behavior in this regard (see “Letter 
Exchange Packet,” item #11, page #84).

If  the Highland elders sincerely desire to resolve, in a 
Scriptural manner, the problem they have created for themselves 
and for the whole brotherhood, they would need to write only 
one letter (not two as brother Simons has proposed for them). 
It would need to be addressed and sent to the brotherhood 
in the same manner that they distributed their withdrawal an-
nouncement letter of  November 17, 2005.  (We got our copy 
by regular mail from them just like everyone else did.)  It is not 
our intent to put words into the mouths of  the Highland elders 
(or of  anyone else) on how best to handle this situation, but 
we do believe the following letter would Scripturally resolve 
their sin problem: 

Dear brethren:

We, the elders of  the Highland Church of  Christ in 
Dalton, Georgia, do hereby acknowledge the following:

(1) The Scriptural validity of  the claims of  the elders 
of  the Northside Church of  Christ in Calhoun, Georgia, 
that Dave Miller is a false teacher and therefore, their 
obligation to object to any and all who would ignore 
brother Miller’s doctrines and extend fellowship to him.

(2) That  the  methods by  which the  Nor th-
side elders handled this matter were Scriptural.

(3) That we had no Scriptural authority to withdraw 
from the elders of  the Northside Church of  Christ.

(4) That, even had there been Scriptural grounds for our 
withdrawal from any of  the Northside brethren, our with-
drawal action was unscripturally selective and ignored 2 
John 9–11 in taking said action only against the Northside 
elders. Had this withdrawal been valid, it should have ex-
tended to the entire Northside Congregation and to all who 
supported the Northside elders in regard to this matter.
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We, the elders of  the Highland Church of  Christ, hereby 
repent of  these unscriptural acts and ask for the forgive-
ness of  our brethren at Northside and all others who 
have been harmed by our actions. Our desire is to have 
unity based upon the Truth, and we beg your forgiveness.

In Christian love,

Elders, Highland Church of  Christ, Dalton, GA

We believe the above statements (if  sincere) would bring 
about true unity and peace between sister congregations and 
would be a good beginning point for restoring peace within our 
great brotherhood. Any attempt, however, to “smooth” over or 
“wink” at this problem with yet another compromise will only 
increase the division that already exists.

In one of  brother Dollahite’s e-mails we were disappointed 
to read his implication that we had a knowing and active part 
in the compromise represented by the Simons letters. Compro-
mise—when it involves the doctrine of  Christ—never results 
in Biblical unity. Please note what brother Dollahite wrote on 
May 21, 2006: 

I spoke to Wesley Simons today, and I realized that 
Wesley is being misrepresented. Some of  this may 
very well be intentional, but I am the one who did not 
clarify the matter, so I want to be sure I make myself  
clearer regarding the letters that Northside refused. 
Wesley had been in contact with both Highland AND 
Northside, and BOTH sides agreed that they would 
address the break in fellowship that resulted from the 
withdrawal FIRST, and THEN they would worry about 
the other issues and work on them. If  you want to call 
it a “compromise,” that is your choice, but consistency 
demands that if  Wesley compromised in the part he 
played with regard to those letters, then so did Northside. 

In response to the statement above we have quoted below 
the first paragraph of  the letter we sent brother Simons on April 
28, 2006, which refutes brother Dollahite’s erroneous implica-
tion about our part in these compromising “unity letters.” We 
are made to wonder who is misrepresenting brother Simons as 
brother Dollahite is accusing in the foregoing quotation, since 
we did not make brother  Simons’s proposal public.  But it is 
clear that someone is misrepresenting us in this matter. Please 
note our response to brother Simons regarding his proposed 
“unity letters”:

Dear brother Simons,

We have carefully considered your proposal to restore 
fellowship between two sister congregations and have 
come to the following conclusions and decision. First, 
we want to remind you of  a conference call you made 
to us a couple of  months ago to ask if  we would 
consider a letter from the Highland elders in an effort 
to correct/rescind the unscriptural withdrawal they had 
imposed upon us. We agreed to entertain ANY written 
communication from Highland that would bring about 
a Scriptural resolution. We clearly and repeatedly said 
we would not agree to nor participate in a letter ex-
change that sought a COMPROMISE. Unfortunately 

we never received such a letter from Highland.

Notice again what brother Dollahite said in the last part 
of  his statement above:

If  you want to call it a “compromise,” that is your choice, but 
consistency demands that if  Wesley compromised in the part 
he played with regard to those letters, then so did Northside.

First, he erroneously implies that we somehow gave brother 
Simons our “blessing” to write those “unity letters.” Then, based 
on this totally flawed premise, he says that we thereby became 
partakers in any compromise that may have been involved in the 
wording of  the letters. Finally, he really gets irrational, appar-
ently arguing that if  both parties (Simons and Northside elders) 
took part in the “compromise” (per his claim), this somehow 
excuses the compromise. 

We also need to respond to another assertion from brother 
Dollahite, as quoted above: 

Wesley had been in contact with both Highland 
AND Northside, and BOTH sides agreed that they 
would address the break in fellowship that resulted 
from the withdrawal FIRST, and THEN they would 
worry about the other issues and work on them.

First, brother Dollahite based his statement on false in-
formation from some source(s), for we never agreed to any 
such thing. Second, if  the idea/goal of  brother Simons and 
Highland/GBN was to (1) get us to apologize for something 
we didn’t do or cause and (2) allow Highland/GBN to almost 
apologize for the withdrawal—with no hint of  the fundamental 
cause of  the withdrawal (fellowship with a false teacher), then 
we are made to wonder if  these brethren believe “the end jus-
tifies the means.” We believe such an attempted compromise 
implies no less.

Brother Dollahite further wrote: 
From reading those letters, it is not difficult for any 
reasonable person to know why Northside would 
not want a copy of  them to get out…and that rea-
son has nothing to do with intensifying the divi-
sion. Those letters show just how far Northside is 
willing to go to remain divided from their brethren.

We were sorely disappointed that he has thus impugned 
our motives for not releasing those “unity letters” ourselves (or 
even wanting them released, as he claims) before now. He may 
judge our motives if  he chooses, but we know what they were 
and are. We realized from the time we first learned the content 
of  those letters that they had the potential of  causing many ad-
ditional and unnecessary problems among brethren, especially 
for those who orchestrated them. Therefore, we decided 
not to release them for the good of  all involved. If  released, 
we anticipated (correctly, as brother Dollahite has proved) that 
some would “SPIN” this “unity” proposal and our rejection 
of  it, implying that we and other faithful brethren are “mean-
spirited,” “unforgiving,” and disinterested in any efforts by 
the Highland elders or others to resolve this controversy. Now 
that these letters have been made public (by an employee of  
Highland/GBN, no less—brother Dollahite), we had no choice 
but to prepare and release this statement to set forth the truth 
about our role in these events. All this seems so unnecessary 
to us, and we regret that the circulation of  the “unity letters” 
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has added yet another element to this controversy—which we 
are forced to address. However, the evidence we provide will 
prove that our rejection of  those proposed “unity letters” was 
the only Scriptural position that we or any other faithful elder-
ship could take in this matter. 

Why We Could Not Apologize for Causing 
Division and Trouble

Before making our decision regarding this proposal, we 
devoted several days to prayer and examination of  Scripture. 
We spent a considerable amount of  time going back over all the 
evidence, discussing our meetings, letters, phone calls, and other 
communications which led up to this controversy. We reviewed 
our initial correspondence with the Highland elders about the 
dangers of  using Dave Miller in their GBN program. The first 
discussion we had with them concerning this was in September 
2004. We were convinced we had given them ample evidence 
and time to seriously consider the controversy surrounding 
brother Miller, hoping this documentation would cause them 
to avoid their involvement with him for the good of  the High-
land congregation and GBN. But, in spite of  all the evidence 
we provided them and that was available from other sources, 
they rejected the evidence and went ahead and endorsed and 
fellowshipped Dave Miller, a marked false teacher, in violation 
of  2 John 9–11. We also considered all the communications 
we have had with brother Wesley Simons since August 2005 
regarding these matters before coming to our final decision. We 
approached this matter with the purest of  motives and with no 
hidden or unrighteous agendas. 

Our review of  the evidence, which led up to Highland’s 
unscriptural withdrawal, seems to point to one decision we made 
relating to our 2005 lectureship. The evidence showed: 

1. The Highland elders/GBN made a deliberate decision 
to endorse Apologetics Press, when, in late May 2005 (after the 
near collapse of  AP because of  the Bert Thompson scandal), 
Barry Gilreath, Sr., and Jim Dearman (along with 58 others) 
gave permission for their names to appear on the infamous AP 
“Statement of  Support.” 

2. Highland/GBN decided to continue their support 
for AP, even after Dave Miller, a documented and marked 
false teacher, was appointed as AP’s new Executive Director, 
thus forcing them to endorse, defend, and fellowship brother 
Miller. 

3. They were planning to use Miller in their GBN pro-
gram. 

4. Highland/GBN indicated that they agree with and they 
defended Dave Miller’s false doctrines regarding Elder R/R and 
MDR. 

5. Barry Gilreath, Jr. (preacher and elder of  the Highland 
Church), completely agreed with the Highland/GBN decisions 
to support AP/Miller. 

Once we clearly understood those facts, we had no choice 
but to withdraw our invitation to Barry Gilreath, Jr., to speak 
on our September 2005 lectureship. Ironically, our lectureship 
theme dealt with “church discipline” and how we should treat 
those who have been marked and from whom fellowship has 
been withdrawn. That one decision—to withdraw brother 
Gilreath’s invitation—was the turning point in our relationship 
with the Highland elders.  

After we withdrew brother Gilreath’s invitation we began to 

receive questions from interested brethren about our decision. 
In order for the Highland elders to defend their now-exposed 
relationship with a marked false teacher (Dave Miller), they 
began to “SPIN” the evidence which we had in support of  our 
decision (and most of  which the Highland elders themselves 
had provided in their letter exchanges with us). The Highland 
elders then mounted an effort to destroy the credibility and 
good reputation of  the Northside congregation and her elders 
in an attempt to offset their “SPIN” on this evidence should we 
release it. Their efforts began to create suspicion in the minds 
of  some that we may have had an “agenda” or ungodly motives 
for disagreeing with them on the AP/Miller issue and for sub-
sequently canceling Barry Gilreath, Jr.’s lectureship invitation. 

They falsely accused us of  trying to divide the Highland 
Church and to destroy GBN. They accused us of  being divi-
sive and sowing discord, which was based only on hearsay and 
without providing any evidence of  same. They promoted this 
misinformation by repeating it to their supporters and to a 
larger circle of  brethren. The Highland/GBN hearsay was also 
repeated by other otherwise “faithful” brethren, however sincere 
their motives may have been, further damaging the credibility 
of  the Northside Congregation and her elders. 

In order to dispel these rumors, we decided we must release 
our most recent (up to late September 2005) letter exchange 
with the Highland elders, dealing with the AP/Miller issue, 
which included the basis for our decision to withdraw brother 
Gilreath’s invitation to speak on our lectureship. We provided 
this information to those who began to question us about the 
controversy Highland was now creating by questioning our 
motives. This information began to get the attention of  other 
faithful brethren who were now concerned about the direction 
of  the Highland elders and GBN because of  their involvement 
with Miller/AP. The release of  the letter exchanges also got the 
attention of  the Highland elders, who asked for a meeting with 
us (October 4, 2005), in which they threatened to withdraw fel-
lowship from us for handing out the letter packets. They had 
prepared a list of  imagined grievances against us which they 
formally read at the beginning of  our meeting. They threatened 
to publish these if  we did not repent. We have posted below 
those charges from their October 4 statement:

Letter Exchange Packet–
Excerpt from October 4th statement of  

Highland elders, page 82 
The Bible says to mark those who cause divisions and 
offenses contrary to the doctrine you have received. 
How ironic, that in your campaign to mark others, 
you have yourself become a victim of your own un-
bridled pursuits. You have sown discord, promoted 
gossip, and caused an unnecessary breach in the unity 
of God’s people. The campaign that you are pursuing 
is neither righteous nor noble. Your words and actions 
betray you. We therefore, call upon the Northside 
elders, Ron Hall, Terry York, and Bobbie [sic] Hall, 
to repent, not of your views for they are yours. But 
we call upon you to repent of the misguided zeal, 
hurtful actions and words that have been contrary to 
healing and unity in the body of Christ (emph. added). 
In the statement above please note: 
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How ironic, that in your campaign to mark others, you have 
yourself  become a victim of  your own unbridled pursuit.

We do not have and never had a “campaign” to “mark” 
anyone. Nor are we “out of  control” as the Highland elders 
implied. If  marking the apostate Calhoun Church of  Christ in 
1999 and later Dave Miller for bidding that church “Godspeed” 
is what they have in mind when they refer to “your campaign 
to mark others,” then it should be evident how misleading the 
Highland elders had become in their effort to discredit the 
Northside Congregation and her elders. Also, if  our marking 
the Calhoun congregation and then Dave Miller constitutes a 
“campaign to mark others,” then does not Highland’s marking 
of  the Central Church (Dalton, GA) and then of  us likewise 
constitute a “campaign to mark others”? Brethren should con-
sider their own histories before making such wild accusations. 

If  the Highland elders are referring to our withdrawal of  
brother Gilreath’s invitation to speak on our 2005 lectureship as 
part of  our “campaign” to “mark others,” then this also shows 
how erroneous they had become in their thinking at this point. 
We did not withdraw fellowship from the Highland Church 
or from Barry Gilreath, Jr., when we decided to “uninvite” him 
to speak on our lectureship. At this point, Highland brought 
brother B. J. Clarke into the controversy. They accused us of  
being inconsistent for not canceling his invitation to our lec-
tureship since he had appeared with Dave Miller on various 
lectureships. (We explained our rationale for not canceling 
brother Clarke in our letter exchange [Letter Exchange Packet, 
Item 8, pages 34–40]). Because they had involved brother 
Clarke, we decided to meet with him during our lectureship to 
explain our decision to withdraw brother Gilreath’s invitation. 
In our meeting with brother Clarke, we told him that brother 
Gilreath had considered our withdrawal of  his invitation as a 
“withdrawal of  fellowship” (Letter Exchange Packet, Item 6, 
page 23). Brother Clarke told us that he did not consider what 
we had done to be a withdrawal of  fellowship. He also said as 
much in his sermon during the lectureship, the theme of  which 
was “church discipline” (an audio tape of  which is available). We 
gave brother Clarke a copy of  the letter exchange we had with 
the Highland elders, which provided him ample evidence sup-
porting our decision to cancel brother Gilreath’s invitation.

In the first case (i.e., the apostate Calhoun Congregation 
and Dave Miller for bidding them Godspeed), we most certainly 
marked and withdrew from them, which action the Scriptures 
not only justified, but demanded (Romans 16:17–18). In the 
second case (i.e., uninviting brother Gilreath as a lectureship 
speaker), no withdrawal of  fellowship or marking of  anyone 
took place. We know of  no other actions on our part to which 
they might remotely be referring in asserting that we were/are on 
some sort of  “campaign to mark others.” One case of  marking 
a sister congregation that had apostatized (and marking one who 
endorsed said apostasy) over a period of  six years (1999–2005) 
hardly constitutes a “campaign.” 

If  anyone has entered upon any “unbridled pursuit” in 
this severance of  fellowship, it is the Highland elders in their 
efforts to damage the reputation of  Northside and her elders. 
A favorite ploy of  those who are guilty regarding accusations 
lodged against them is to accuse their accusers, rather than an-
swer the accusations. Surely, it has occurred to some that this is 
exactly what Highland/GBN has done. In an effort to escape 

the searchlight of  truth focused on their fellowship errors, they 
have sought to destroy, by unjustified withdrawal of  fellowship, 
hearsay, gossip, innuendo, and motive judgments, brethren who 
have dared to expose them. While our only motive and “agenda” 
has been—and is—to obey the Word of  God, it has become 
clear that the Highland elders have some “agenda” items that 
are most certainly not rooted in Scripture:

1. Support Dave Miller/AP at all costs
2. Ignore, embrace, and/or defend certain doctrinal er-

rors (e.g., Miller’s elder R/R, MDR, and fellowship errors) if  it 
is “politically correct” and to their advantage to do so

3. Withdraw fellowship from and seek to ruin the good 
name of  those who oppose and expose their support of  a 
marked false teacher and/or those who dare question the plans 
and procedures of  GBN. 

We kindly ask the reader to carefully examine the abundant 
evidence that Dave Miller is a false teacher and that Highland/
GBN began openly endorsing and defending him as early as 
mid-August 2005.

Again, in their October 4 statement the Highland elders 
wrote: 

You have sown discord, promoted gossip, and caused an 
unnecessary breach in the unity of  God’s people. The 
campaign that you are pursuing is neither righteous nor 
noble. Your words and actions betray you. We therefore, 
call upon the Northside elders, Ron Hall, Terry York, and 
Bobbie [sic] Hall, to repent, not of  your views for they are 
yours. But we call upon you to repent of  the misguided 
zeal, hurtful actions and words that have been contrary 
to healing and unity in the body of  Christ (emph. added).

The Highland elders made it very clear that they demanded 
that we repent of  the spiritual “felonies” of  which they accused 
us, not merely apologize for some minor “misdemeanors.” 
An apology, merely saying “I’m sorry,” is appropriate for such 
things as misunderstanding someone or unintentionally hurting 
someone’s feelings—matters that may not involve sin at all. I’m 
sorry is also appropriate for expressing regret over something 
that has occurred and that we may have had no part in causing. 
In matters of  personal opinion, judgment, or scruples, both the 
less mature and the more mature brethren must avoid forcing 
their respective wills upon each other (Romans 14). However, 
when one sins, he has transgressed God’s Word (I John 3:4), 
and he must repent to be forgiven. If  one is offended because 
he has been rebuked for his sins, the “offender” in such cases 
is guiltless and owes no apology to the offended, nor has the 
“offender” committed any sin of  which he should repent. 
Obviously, the sinner (the one offended in the case just cited) 
would need to repent and make corrections/restitutions as far 
as possible. 

Now, as far as our situation with the Highland elders is 
concerned, we expressed during our October 4 meeting with 
them our regret and our deep sorrow that things have turned 
out as they have. But they made it very clear that nothing short 
of  repentance and a retraction of  the information we had 
made available to others would resolve our conflict and pre-
vent their withdrawal action against us. They would see it no 
other way. Now these recent “unity letters” have completely 
omitted and ignored repentance as a necessary condition for 
restoration of  fellowship.  The only condition required by the 
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Simons letters is a meaningless statement that we are “sorry” 
that division and problems occurred when we released our letter 
exchanges with the Highland elders. Blind men can see that this 
“unity” proposal is quite different from what they required in 
their October 4th statement (and their November 17th letters). 
Formerly, they demanded repentance, but now they are pro-
posing a mere apology, which amounts to nothing more than 
another compromise on their part, hoping they could get us 
to compromise with them. Incidentally, within an hour after 
brother Simons provided us with copies of  the “unity letters” 
he told us that the Highland elders had already agreed to them 
and were awaiting our approval.

Only after verifying (through letters and phone calls) that 
Highland had endorsed Dave Miller, and after personally talking 
with Barry Gilreath, Jr., who defended their support of  Miller, 
did we decide to withdraw the latter’s invitation to speak on our 
lectureship. As indicated earlier, our decision to cancel brother 
Gilreath’s invitation was the turning point in our relationship 
with Highland. At this point the Highland elders went on the 
offensive, first by threatening us, followed by withdrawing 
from us and beginning their campaign of  slander against us in 
an attempt to justify the withdrawal. Their efforts have caused 
much of  the division we are now experiencing. Their actions 
resulted in several more requests from brethren who wanted to 
know what was going on. It was at this point we decided to issue 
a limited number of  the “letter packets,” showing both sides 
of  this controversy and particularly demonstrating Highland’s 
“bidding Godspeed” to Miller.

Because we decided to release information to support 
our exposure of  Highland/GBN’s errors on fellowship, they 
began suggesting to others that our motives for said release 
were less than pure. At this point we want to make something 
very clear.  We understand that IF our actions for withdrawing 
brother Gilreath’s invitation or for releasing those packets had 
been based on lies or had been maliciously conceived and/or 
executed, then we WOULD be in the wrong. Had we thus 
behaved, causing the division we now see between two sister 
congregations (and among many other brethren), then we 
should apologize and repent before God and the brotherhood 
for such terrible sin. But when did opposing and exposing 
error become sinful? We realize that the offender will be of-
fended when exposed, as in the case of  Highland/GBN. We 
make every effort to be very cautious when making decisions 
(whether concerning matters of  option or matters of  applying 
Scriptural obligations) in view of  the eternal consequences our 
decisions may have on the souls of  those involved. We weigh 
every decision we make on the evidence available to us and in 
light of  God’s Word. Therefore, we absolutely deny that we 
have any hidden/personal motives or agendas for making any 
of  the decisions we’ve made in these matters. 

As we have looked back over the events of  the last few 
months, another fact has become very evident in the Highland/
GBN controversy. The Highland elders consider(ed) the grave 
doctrinal issues we raised with them as nothing more than our 
“personal views” or matters of  “judgment.” The doctrinal issues 
we raised involved the documented evidence relating to Dave 
Miller/AP and the fellowship issues involving GBN and “Giving 
and Receiving” contributions to that program. Their attitude 
toward “doctrinal issues” was further revealed during the Spring 

Forum on February 28, 2006.  Barry Gilreath, Jr. (Highland elder 
and preacher), stated (by e-mail) that Highland had withdrawn 
from the Northside elders over a matter of  “judgment.” The 
matter of  “judgment” to which he alluded was our releasing the 
“letter packets.” The fact is that Highland opposed the release 
of  those “packets” because their letters therein revealed their 
endorsement and fellowship of  Dave Miller. They did not 
want this information released. Those packets also revealed 
the fact that they not only were fellowshiping Dave Miller, but 
that they were upholding and defending Miller’s error on Elder 
R/R and MDR. These facts can be easily discerned by reading 
our letter exchange. 

When one goes back and reads their October 4th statement 
and their November 17th letter one will be amazed at the number 
of  times the Highland elders refer to “doctrinal issues” as being 
nothing but our “personal judgments.” Our rebuttal of  one such 
statement appears below from our “letter exchange packet”: 

Letter Exchange Packet—page 92,
rebuttal #1

(1) The Highland elders stated: “Let us first be clear that 
we do not begrudge your personal views regarding any of  
the questions that have been raised and addressed in recent 
times. Your views are exactly that to us,…your views.” 

The Highland elders have characterized the doctrinal 
issues we raised in our letter exchanges regarding the 
“AP/Miller” controversy and “Giving and Receiving” 
as it pertains to Biblical fellowship as mere “personal 
views.” They have taken serious doctrinal issues which 
they have now embraced and made them matters of  
personal opinion. This should cause all faithful brethren 
great concern about the soundness of  the Highland elders.

The Highland elders tried to create an issue concerning 
our “motives” and “integrity” when we released the “private 
letter exchange” we had with them. They also claimed this 
release was a “bad judgment” call on our part, which, in turn, 
led to their unscriptural withdrawal.   By the way, we mailed a 
copy of  all our rebuttals to the Highland elders on December 
14, 2005, refuting the false charges they made against us. We 
have never received even an acknowledgement, much less a 
response, from them. 

In our rebuttal, we responded to their statement regarding 
our integrity as noted below:

Letter Exchange Packet—page 93,
rebuttal #7

(7) The Highland elders stated: “Though we are not 
aware of  any laws that were broken in the distribu-
tion of  our private correspondences [sic], it was at 
the least unethical and absolutely a breach of  trust.” 

After additional correspondence, it was clear that the 
Highland elders had made up their minds to endorse 
and fellowship Miller, regardless of  the evidence. In 
order to fairly communicate this fact we decided this 
letter and the entire exchange must be made public so 
others might be able to make “righteous judgment” in 
this matter. Information dealing with doctrinal issues 
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(letters, etc.) should never be classified as “personal,” 
“privileged,” or “private” when souls are at stake, and 
again, we believe they are. To charge us with being 
“unethical” and violating a “breach of  trust” is another 
smokescreen to attempt to cover up the unscriptural 
position the Highland elders have taken in this issue.

It was wise to keep our letters exchanges private initially, for 
we were hoping the Highland elders would reverse the direction 
they appeared to be going (endorsing and fellowshipping Dave 
Miller and his errors). While allowing time to see what they 
would do, we kept our correspondence with them “confiden-
tial.” We hoped they would have the conviction, courage, and 
wisdom to issue a disclaimer relating to their endorsement of  
the AP “Statement of  Support” and, by implication, of  Dave 
Miller (think what an impact that could have made in all of  
this mess!). However, factors can arise which override earlier 
circumstances, even including promises relating to confidential-
ity. When a bride pledges to her husband-to-be that only death 
will break their union, most of  us (including Highland/GBN) 
understand that certain extenuating circumstances (i.e., Matthew 
19:9) can occur that supersede that promise, thus negating it. 
The same is true concerning the promise of  confidentiality; it 
should never be considered unlimited or without possible fu-
ture qualification. To take the position of  “once in confidence, 
always in confidence” concerning any or every document is 
unrealistic. In some cases (where souls are involved), it can very 
well be unscriptural.

For the reasons we originally stated above (in our response 
to Highland)—namely, the weighty doctrinal issues involved—
we determined that we not only should, but must, release the 
letters from Highland, along with our responses. We fully un-
derstand why the Highland elders have strongly objected to our 
making their letters public. They clearly revealed their intention 
to support, endorse, and fellowship Dave Miller, in spite of  the 
abundant evidence of  same. 

They again tried to cast dark shadows on our motives 
and they again charged us with having an improper agenda 
when they accused us of  gossip and of  being divisive. In our 
rebuttal below, we again explained our motives for opposing 
Highland’s decision to fellowship Miller and why we released 
the “packets.” 

Letter Exchange Packet—page 94, 
rebuttal #9

(9) The Highland elders stated: “Brethren, we have 
been greatly disturbed, immensely disappointed, 
and severely hurt over the gossip, innuendoes, ru-
mors, breach of  trust, divisive actions and the such 
like that have roots within the Northside eldership.” 

While we agree that the things mentioned above are 
wrong and do much harm to the Lord’s church, we deny 
that we are guilty of  such. We cannot respond to such 
accusations based on nothing more than hearsay from the 
Highland elders. We understand this is a very sensitive and 
emotional issue and that people will sometimes over-react, 
exaggerate, and take statements out of  context. This has 
likely happened on both sides of  this controversy. We 
believe everyone involved should be “slow to speak and 

swift to hear” at all times, but, some “talk” is going to 
take place. We are facing a very public controversy that 
affects many brethren and therefore some talk should 
be expected. Hopefully such talk will be constructive 
and bring about Scriptural correction where needed. As 
mature Christians we should recognize that fact. For the 
Highland elders to make such hearsay charges the cen-
ter of  the present controversy/division is just another 
smoke screen. We should not allow the “talk/gossip,” 
“smokescreens,” and “strawmen” rise to overshadow 
the real issue here: Dave Miller is a false teacher who has 
been marked and should be avoided (Romans 16:17-18), 
rather than excused, embraced, and defended. AP has 
endorsed him in violation of  II John 9-11. Now GBN 
and the Highland elders are in fellowship with this false 
teacher and the organization (AP) which has taken him in. 

Letter Exchange Packet—page 92,
rebuttal #5

(5) The Highland elders expressed concern over the re-
lease of  three packets of  information we made available 
to those who were interested in the events/decisions that 
led up to our lectureship and the subsequent withdrawal 
of  brother Barry Gilreath, Jr.’s, invitation to speak. These 
packets were made available to some who questioned our 
decisions (based on the AP/Miller issue) after they had 
spoken with Miller and had come away with the “opinion” 
that he was not guilty as charged. We believed the packets 
served to adequately and fairly answer these concerns. If  
anyone who received one of  these packets (by our hand) 
was offended we apologize. It was never our intentions 
to warn brethren about the Highland/GBN controversy 
who did not want to be warned. The Highland elders are 
seeking to create a smokescreen here by charging us falsely 
with “sowing discord” and “causing division.” Warning 
good brethren about a false teacher and those who are 
endorsing such is not sowing discord or causing division 
among the faithful. Brethren, we are commanded to op-
pose false doctrine and those who teach or uphold such. 
This is simply following scripture. It seems that when 
faithful elders, preachers, and others “stand in the gap” 
against those who are determined to destroy the Lord’s 
church, the faithful are made out to be the troublers. This 
is an old tactic used by those who refuse to follow God’s 
Word. We are reminded of  Ahab’s charge to Elijah in 1 
Kings 18:17-18: “And it came to pass, when Ahab saw 
Elijah that Ahab said unto him art thou he that troubleth 
Israel? And he answered, I have not troubled Israel; but 
thou, and thy father’s house, in that ye have forsaken the 
commandments of  the LORD, and thou hast followed 
Baalim.” Before releasing these packets, several preachers 
had reported to us that brother Gilreath, Sr., and Dear-
man had approached them, accusing the Northside elders 
of  sowing discord, causing division and trying to destroy 
GBN. Since these were false charges, and in order to accu-
rately answer them, we released all the “letter exchanges” 
we had with the Highland elders to prove that their 
charges were false. We let the evidence speak for itself.
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That Alleged “Fairly Lengthy” 
Dollahite Conversation

We will now consider another statement by brother Chad 
Dollahite that needs to be addressed. A brother on the CFTF 
e-mail list suggested to brother Dollahite that perhaps he should 
ask the Northside elders “first-hand” their opinion of  those 
“unity letters.” Brother Dollahite responded as follows:

Give me a break; I HAVE spoken to one of  the Northside 
elders in what was a fairly lengthy conversation, and I have 
read their plethora of  “packets” that they have spread to 
the four winds. I practice what I preach, and I don’t appre-
ciate the insinuation that I don’t. I still want to know what 
you’d do if  a neighboring church’s elders started trying to 
get members where you preach to leave, saying you were a 
false teacher. I still want to hear why folk are so quick to 
criticize Highland, yet it is seemingly okay for Northside 
to print blatant lies about Highland in their packet (i.e., 
that Highland solicits from liberal churches, just because 
the GBN dvd [sic] was shown at the evening lecture at 
FHU). And, then there is the release of  unauthorized cor-
respondence, as well. Try as you might, you cannot hon-
estly contend that Northside is just squeaky clean here… 

We have discussed brother Dollahite’s following asser-
tion: 

I  HAVE spoken to one of  the Nor ths ide e l -
ders in what was a fairly lengthy conversation…. 

Neither of  the current elders has had even a “fairly short” 
conversation with him (much less a “fairly lengthy” one) about 
any of  the controversy involving Highland/GBN. Perhaps 
he has reference to the following: In September 2005 brother 
Bobby Hall (one of  the Northside elders at that time) was in a 
food line at the youth lectureship in Morganton, GA. Brother 
Dollahite was in line in front of  brother Hall when a conversa-
tion came up about a recent phone conversation he had had 
with Dave Miller. In that conversation, brother Hall learned the 
following (summarized, as verified by brother Bobby Hall): 

In September 2005, brother Dollahite called and talked 
to Miller about his visit to the apostate Calhoun Church 
and his endorsement of  them in 1999. Dollahite said 
that Miller was very cordial and willing to answer his 
questions. Miller told him that he had received a large 
package from Northside before time for the meeting and 
after reading a few pages decided to wait and talk to the 
Calhoun brethren about their situation when he arrived 
in their city. After arriving, he spoke with the Calhoun 
preacher (Frank Mills at the time) and later to the elders 
and was convinced that they (the Calhoun elders and 
preacher) were not the problem, but that those who left 
(i.e., the Northside brethren) were the trouble makers. 

Brother Dollahite seemed to be satisfied with Miller’s 
new version of  his Calhoun visit. Because of  the Dollahite 
conversation, we decided to give him some information at that 
lectureship which contained our “Open Letter,” detailing the 
facts concerning Miller’s visit to Calhoun and the warning that 
he was a marked false teacher. We thought that information 
might help brother Dollahite see that Miller’s 2005 version of  
what happened relating to his Calhoun visit was quite different 

from the story Miller told some of  the Northside brethren in 
1999, when Miller said in so many words, “I don’t have time to 
read all the stuff  brethren send me.” Incidentally, this was the 
same “Open Letter” we gave the Highland elders in 2004, but 
in spite of  this proof  of  Miller’s error, eventually they chose to 
extend fellowship to Miller and withdraw fellowship from us! 
There is no doubt that Miller’s visit to Calhoun closed the door 
of  escape to many Souls who might have been rescued, and the 
Highland elders, by their unscriptural withdrawal of  fellowship 
from us, put padlocks on those doors for the precious Souls 
left in that apostate church. What Miller and now Highland 
have done with this situation has implications for eternity and 
will be brought into judgment by our Lord if  repentance is not 
forthcoming. 

We have not heard from brother Dollahite since that 
very brief  conservation with brother Bobby Hall some eight 
months ago. Besides, his conversation was entirely about Dave 
Miller’s visit in 1999 and had nothing whatsoever to do with 
the Highland/GBN controversy or the “unity letters which 
did not even exist at the time.  Brother Dollahite has not 
discussed this present controversy, which he has created, 
with us at all.

We need to address one more thing from brother Dollahite’s 
statement above: 

 I still want to hear why folk are so quick to criticize 
Highland, yet it is seemingly okay for Northside to print 
blatant lies about Highland in their packet (i.e., that 
Highland solicits from liberal churches, just because the 
GBN dvd [sic] was shown at the evening lecture at FHU). 

The statement to which he refers can be found in our Letter 
Exchange Packet—Item #9, page 56.  We have printed it below 
for your consideration: 

As to our discussion regarding the receiving of  funds 
for Preaching the Gospel and now in addition G.B.N., 
we acknowledge your statement, “We want to emphasize 
that we do not solicit funds from those we believe to be 
unfaithful.” Since that statement was made we have been 
informed that that affirmation is no longer accurate. This 
is not an assumption on our part; neither did the infor-
mation come to us second hand. This eldership has met 
with two brethren who preach for the apostate Calhoun 
Church, from whom the Highland elders have accepted 
documentation as to their apostasy, who were solicited 
at the Freed-Hardeman Lectures. Shall we assume that 
these were the only apostates in attendance from whom 
funds were solicited? As to whether this would constitute 
fellowship, the preachers (who brought G.B.N. up in our 
meeting) expressed the possibility of  their participating in 
the G.B.N. program.  They also recognized (by their own 
statements) our duplicity for not extending fellowship to 
them in certain areas, but participating with them should 
we join with them in supporting G.B.N.  Mack Lyon also 
affirms that participating in “In Search of  the Lord’s 
Way” program is fellowship as stated in the September 
2004 “Search Light”.  Brother Lyon states: “…join hands 
with us NOW. WE NEED YOUR HELP! AND WE’D 
LOVE TO HAVE YOUR FELLOWSHIP” (p. 2). With 
this being said we must also conclude (lest we make an 
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unwarranted assumption), that the DVDs promoting 
the program, are mailed to faithful congregations only.          

The statement made by brother Dollahite needs no further 
explanation.  

Response to Four Additional Dollahite
Accusations

We will now address two of  four additional accusations 
brother Dollahite has made on the e-mail lists: (1) We have ac-
cused their preacher of  being a false teacher and, (2) We have 
tried to divide the Highland Church. 

Brother Dollahite wrote on May 20, 2006: 
When people begin to seek personal visits with members 
of  a sound congregation, telling those members their 
preacher is a false teacher and that they need to leave 
that congregation, what more would a person have to 
do to be considered divisive and/or sowing discord? 

He wrote on May 21, 2006:
I still want to know what you’d do if  a neighboring 
church’s elders started trying to get members where 
you preach to leave, saying you were a false teacher. 

Sadly, in the accusations above brother Dollahite is simply 
repeating hearsay, originated by the Highland elders. Where 
is the proof  for such? We have already addressed these false 
charges (Letter Exchange Packet—page 94, rebuttal #9, quoted 
earlier). Neither the Highland elders nor brother Dollahite can 
prove these charges—because they never happened. At this 
point we will be very specific with the truth about this claim 
so there can be no misunderstanding about our part, or lack 
thereof, in these false accusations.

We are aware of  only two instances in which direct contact 
occurred between members of  the two congregations relative 
to these affairs. The first of  these contacts was made sometime 
before and the other one soon after Highland’s unscriptural 
withdrawal of  fellowship from us on October 30, 2005. 

1. The first incident involved a member from High-
land who had visited Northside on a fairly regular basis. 
This good Highland sister asked one of  our elders about 
the controversy involving Highland and us. This lady said 
the Highland elders had refused to answer questions and 
would not address the problem before the congregation, 
although they had had a meeting with only the deacons. 
When speaking to one of  the Northside elders, the High-
land sister asked if  he knew what her elders and preacher 
believed about the “Miller errors.” Apparently, she had 
learned about Miller’s false doctrine after reading (1) his 
September 23, 2005, statement which the Highland elders 
had handed out (and of  which the Highland elders sent 
us a copy via one of  their deacons who then gave it to a 
Northside member who gave it to us) and (2) the review 
of  Miller’s statement by brethren Dub McClish and Dave 
Watson, which we handed out. These documents doubt-
less prompted her question about what the Highland 
elders and preacher believed. The Northside elder told 
this sister that the Highland elders and preacher agreed 
with Miller on Elder R/R and MDR and she could check 

with Barry Gilreath, Sr., to verify this fact. (Their endorse-
ment of  Miller is documented and was made available 
in our “Letter Exchange Packet,” dated 12/02/05). The 
Northside elder encouraged this sister to stay at Highland 
and encourage her elders to correct this division they had 
created by embracing a false teacher. This is the advice 
we would have given any other member of  the Highland 
Church had they approached us at that time, but none 
others did.

2.  The second incident involved a widowed sister from 
Highland who wrote one of  our elderly widows that 
she had received a visit from a deacon and another man 
from Highland (just after Highland announced their 
withdrawal). They told her that the Northside elders 
were “out of  control” and were causing them “lots of  
problems” and therefore they (Highland) had withdrawn 
from us. Our elderly Northside sister was very upset about 
what the Highland sister wrote and met with us in tears 
about what to do. We encouraged her to be patient and 
to encourage the Highland sister by visiting and talking 
with her. She felt she could not make that visit at that 
time because of  the tone of  her letter (we saw and read 
the letter.) We then encouraged our Northside sister to 
write her a letter and assure her that Northside had done 
nothing to deserve Highland’s withdrawal. Our Northside 
sister wanted something in writing to give to the Highland 
sister, so we gave her our November 2 statement (i.e., our 
rebuttal of  the false charges the Highland elders made 
against us in their October 4th statement.)  She wrote a 
letter and sent this information to the Highland sister 
to help her understand that the Northside elders, whom 
she once respected, were being misrepresented by those 
who visited her from Highland. We never heard anything 
further about this situation. 

These two instances are the only ones we are aware of  in 
which direct contact occurred between Highland and Northside 
members regarding this situation. These contacts certainly do 
not fit the grievous charges leveled against us by the Highland 
elders and repeated by brother Dollahite—that we have been 
“sowing discord” in or that we have attempted to divide the 
Highland Congregation. Now let brother Dollahite and/or the 
Highland elders bring forth proof, if  they can find it, for these 
false charges they are so freely spreading about us. 

The third accusation involves our fellowship with the 
Green’s Lake Road Church in Chattanooga. Apparently, 
brother Dollahite made one final statement on the “Sons 
Of  Demas” and “CFTF” lists before his most recent exit.  
One of  those remarks, in part, involved Northside and 
our relationship with the Green’s Lake Road Church. He 
wrote on May 22, 2006:

The Northside church has no problem with promoting 
and supporting several activities of  the church at Green’s 
Lake Rd. (in Chattanooga), even as recent as the Bible 
Bowl, held May 7, at the Green’s Lake Rd. building. This 
is especially interesting, seeing as how Green’s Lake Rd. 
supports GBN monthly, and the associate preacher at 
Green’s Lake Rd. (yours truly) works as the production 



Contending for the Faith —June/2006                    13

manager for GBN.  Strange indeed.  Before making such 
statements as, “All of  this new realignment has made 
for some strange brotherhood ‘bedfellows,’” (as quoted 
from his 43-page tirade against Curtis Cates), perhaps 
Dub McClish should work on some of  his own “bedfel-
lows” and the strangeness egregiously present with them.

Please note that in an earlier statement he indicated that he 
is in agreement with Highland’s withdrawal from us:  

I s  High land ’s  wi thdrawa l  of  fe l lowship  f rom 
the Northside elders in harmony with the teachings 
of  King Jesus? Yes, it is, based on Romans 16:17.

   
Since that is his conviction, then he is the one who has vio-

lated Highland’s withdrawal (which he deems to be “Scriptural” 
by his statement above) by inviting Northside and participating 
with Northside in the Green’s Lake Bible Bowl on May 7.  In 
this situation he clearly violated God’s law on fellowship if  he 
really believes what he has stated above.  

When one is faced with a doctrinal issue which involves 
fellowship, as in the case of  Highland/GBN’s involvement with 
a false teacher, we need to be very careful not to move too fast 
and cause unnecessary damage to fellowship which has existed 
harmoniously between other sister congregation. These breth-
ren may become involved in a controversy such as the one we are 
facing here whether directly or indirectly. Time needs to be given 
for dialogue concerning the issues now facing those brethren.  
We should move with extreme caution and make sure everyone 
involved has all the facts relating to the problem and give each 
party adequate time to study and address the controversy fairly 
before withdrawal of  fellowship is considered or exercised.  And 
while we need to be patient, some situations may require that 
we move quickly to avoid greater damage to the body of  Christ.  
How quickly one moves is a matter of  judgment, depending 
on several factors, which we will note below. However, one’s 
patience should not necessarily be mistaken for unscriptural 
tolerance or inconsistency, as brother Dollahite is implying 
above.  Nor should “patience” be used as an excuse for what 
is, in reality, unscriptural tolerance or acceptance of  doctrinal 
error(s).  Brother Daniel Denham has posted (May 20, 2006) 
a message on the “Sons of  Demas” list, which addresses the 
present controversy, as it relates to fellowship, in a very logical 
and Scriptural way. We also believe he has adequately addressed 
the fellowship issues raised by brother Dollahite’s divisive “dot 
connecting” that he has been promoting on these lists. Brother 
Denham wrote: 
 

Relative to fellowship, it should be kept in mind that 
1) the current state of  things did not come about over 
night and sorting through everything involved in it, as 
well as educating brethren, especially brethren relatively 
young in the faith as to what is going on and has been 
going on among certain fro [sic] some time requires 
time and demands a degree of  patience, but (2) such 
patience is not necessarily required in dealing with those 
who have known what is going on and has been going 
on for some time. The same principle is served in deal-

ing with other situations, even within congregations. 

When one is dealing with a relatively new convert, he 
patiently teaches, admonishes, and rebukes, and even bears 
long with said party, when he is obviously spotty in his 
worship attendance. It may take some time to bring him 
around. You do not immediately push for withdrawal of  
fellowship from him after he misses a few services due 
to things within his control. HOWEVER, the path taken 
and approach used with a much older member doing the 
same thing, one who clearly knows better but persists in 
it nonetheless, are quite different, are they not? When 
2 John 9–11 was written, its immediate historical back-
ground involved the work of  evangelists who often trav-
eled from region to region and city to city preaching the 
Word. False teachers—or those who became such—also 
did the same. Brethren often would provide their homes 
as places to rest and stay in until they were ready to 
move on to the next work. We see this clearly demon-
strated in the travels of  Peter and Paul, as well as even 
during the time of  the Limited Commission (Matt. 10). 

Some brethren, unfortunately, at times were not as dis-
criminating as they ought to have been. As today, there 
are those who are new converts, and did not necessarily 
know any better, and those who should have known but 
who, for whatever reason, did not (willful ignorance on 
some of  them’s [sic] part). There would also be, without 
doubt, those who knew better but went on and offered 
their homes despite such knowledge for a variety of  rea-
sons. It may have been that they were actually sympathetic 
with the message of  the false teacher or sympathetic to 
him as a person, especially in cases wherein he may have 
formerly taught the truth and had previously established a 
friendship with his host. There would be those who would 
not even be aware of  his change in doctrine, practice, or 
fellowship, until some time later. The point is that many 
of  the very congregations to which the epistle would 
eventually be sent would involve a myriad of  situations, 
and the implementation and application of  2 John 9 
would have to be done against that background and thus 
requiring similar patience, etc. in dealing with the par-
ticular parties involved. Such would even be true relative 
to John’s own practice in dealing with members within 
the respective churches. The very fact that he writes the 
command by inspiration is sufficient proof  that there were 
some who were in danger of  violating the inclusive and 
exclusive scope of  Biblical fellowship (cf. 1 John 1:7–10). 

Suppose, for example, the letter was written from Troas 
and arrives at the church in Ephesus, where John had 
had extensive ties. John would probably be in fellowship 
with the brethren at Ephesus. However, some among 
them may have been receiving the very false teachers 
about whom he was warning, and thus bidding them 
God-speed through such support, aid, and encourage-
ment involved in their hospitality, misguidedly or delib-
erately. In each specific case, the situation may differ and 
require a somewhat different approach until such time as 
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the parties in question would have surely had sufficient 
time to sort out the matter and make proper correction. 
BUT, brother Chad, would such authorize John to fel-
lowship openly and directly Cerinthius, a well-known 
Gnostic heretic in his day? Or to extend knowingly the 
right hand of  fellowship to an impenitent Demas or to 
Hermogenes? I believe you can see the difference. But 
would it necessarily follow that John was in fellowship 
with Cerinthius, Demas, et al., because some new convert 
at Ephesus in his ignorance extended hospitality to them? 

There is a period needed to sort through and help settle 
matters through proper study and thinking. My impatience 
over this matter is with those, like brother Lyons [sic, i.e., 
Mack Lyon], who have had a virtual lifetime to have sorted 
things out and be on the right side of  things, and with 
those of  similarly long standing who should know better 
than to be tied in with works that knowingly involve fel-
lowship with those in error. When one is presented with 
facts he cannot explain, questions he cannot answer, and 
situations he cannot defend, then he needs to back up and 
examine that in which he is involved. When evidence is 
abundantly presented to the effect that a particular brother 
is in serious, fatal error or supportive of  fatal error, then 
there comes a point and we are well aware or should be 
well aware of  it, but persist in acting as though no prob-
lem exists but with those pointing out the error, there 
comes a point in which we are without excuse and thus 
subject to the rightful sanctions of  being disfellowshipped 
ourselves. Some degree [sic] judgment is involved as to 
how to go about dealing with the situation, but that does 
not imply that we can ignore the situation in perpetuity. 

We want to remind brother Dollahite that Northside, at 
this point, has not announced any withdrawal from anyone 
over this controversy. Northside has not withdrawn from the 
Green’s Lake Road Congregation. Their good elders have 
stated to us and to others that they will not (do not) honor 
the unscriptural withdrawal of  fellowship which the Highland 
elders imposed against us.  Brother Dollahite should seriously 
ponder the dilemma he has created for himself  by his support 
of  the withdrawal while his own elders refuse to honor the 
withdrawal. He can’t have it both ways and be either honest or 
consistent. If  he continues to support the Highland withdrawal, 
he is in rebellion to his elders’ decision. If  he submits himself  
to the decision of  his elders, he must confess that he erred 
in pronouncing the withdrawal “Scriptural.” Should he do so 
(which would be the right course of  action), how long are we 
to suppose the Highland/GBN brethren would retain him on 
their payroll? 

The brethren caught up in this new “unity in diversity” 
movement have sought to put those of  us who will not “go 
along to get along” in a classic “double bind” on the subject 
of  “fellowship consistency.” If  we exercise longsuffering and 
patience with brethren who are not aware of  some of  the cur-
rent issues or who may be trying to work with some brethren 
who are in error, we are asked, “Why did you wait so long to 
mark them?” On the other hand, if  a case warrants moving 
more rapidly to mark some who are well-informed on this 
present controversy, but have chosen to side with error or to 

remain mute, we are asked by the same ones, “Why did you act 
so quickly; why didn’t you give them more time?” 

Again, we believe there needs to be time for additional dia-
loge between sister congregations who have maintained a good 
relationship up to this point. We have confidence in these elders 
that they will do what is right, in God’s sight, in this matter. The 
burden to honor and uphold Highland’s unscriptural withdrawal 
of  fellowship is not upon those who refuse to honor it. Rather, 
it is upon brother Dollahite, the Highland elders, and others who 
believe it is Scriptural.  Since he has brought the Green’s Lake 
Road Church into this discussion, we believe brother Dollahite’s 
elders will now want to address his remarks and any violation 
of  fellowship which he suggests took place. We believe he may 
have also forced them to address other remarks he made on the 
“Sons of  Demas” and “CFTF” lists.   

The fourth accusation involves our position on MDR. 
Brother Dollahite wrote on May 20, 2006:

I might further add that several have shown inconsistency 
in another matter.  Many have drawn lines of  fellow-
ship over GBN/AP/Dave Miller/Mack Lyon/etc., yet 
they have no problem brushing the MDR issue under 
the rug, saying that “good brethren” can disagree (I am 
ONLY referring to the issue re: whether a civil divorce 
ends a marriage).  Why it is ok for “good brethren” to 
disagree on that, yet anyone who would have anything to 
do with GBN or Mack Lyon or Dave Miller is a person 
who is guilty of  fellowshipping error?  Why is it that 
the Northside elders can disagree with their very own 
preacher on this issue and still remain in full fellow-
ship with him, yet when it comes to GBN, they say it 
is erring because Dave Miller has been on the network?  

Since brother Dollahite is a member of  the “Sons Of  De-
mas” list, one might suppose that he read the account of  our 
convictions on this issue in January of  this year.  If  he has indeed 
read the following post from brother Kent Bailey (which was 
his response to another brother regarding this issue), then we 
are made to wonder why he would bring this up again.  Please 
note what brother Bailey wrote below on January 22, 2006:

Most brethren that know about the MDR con-
troversy, especially the discussion/exchange con-
ducted in Chattanooga in January 2005 know where 
I stand.  I’m sure most know where you stand as 
well (at least those who have heard the audio tapes). 
 
Since then, I have spoken on the Northside Lectures and 
have been scheduled to preach in a gospel meeting there in 
the future.  Ron Hall, one of  the elders there, indicated to 
me that it is the position of  the elders at Northside that lo-
cal churches must stand for the divine principles set forth 
in Matthew 5:32 and Matthew 19:9 but each local church 
would have to make its own decision on how to handle 
the application of  those principles by determining each 
case on its own merits (or demerits in some cases).  That 
doesn’t sound like that [sic] those brethren are pressing this 
as an issue with me.  As a matter of  fact the Northside 
preacher, unless he has changed his views, takes the same 
position that I advocate.  I certainly do not want to misrep-
resent any brother, or brethren on this or any other issue.  
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If  I have misunderstood them, I will stand corrected….

 
Brother Bailey further wrote:

After posting my last E-mail in response to your material 
on this particular thread I spoke to Ron Hall, of  the North-
side Church in Calhoun for clarification as to what those 
brethren believe and teach regarding the MDR controversy. 
 
Ron told me explicitly that the Northside elders reject 
the false position that civil law is the final authority in 
determining who is either married or divorced.  They 
further believe and teach that if  a guilty fornicator 
unjustifiably obtained a civil divorce from the violated 
innocent victim, that this innocent spouse still had the 
scriptural warrant to put the guilty mate away and form a 
scriptural second marriage (provided that they enter into 
a second marriage with a scripturally qualified partner).  
In short the Northside Elders reject the “race to the 
court house doctrine” as being false in addition as to also 
rejecting the claims some have falsely made against us in 
accusing the both of  us as accepting the “waiting game” 
theory, which the both of  us have never advocated…. 

One would think that brother Dollahite would have dis-
cussed this matter with us to see what we believe on this issue 
before making this accusation again on these lists, but he did 
not. If  he had contacted us he would have also learned that 
our preacher does not disagree with our position stated above. 
We believe this issue has been adequately answered and should 
not be allowed to become another “smokescreen” by brother 
Dollahite and/or the Highland elders to divert the controversy 
from the real issue.  The fact is, Dave Miller is a marked false 
teacher, and the Highland elders and GBN have embraced 
him—and his errors—in fellowship.  Until brethren are will-
ing to deal with this one fact, then all of  these other issues are 
raised in vain.    

To the very best of  our abilities, we have provided the 
bases for our convictions, decisions, and actions involving these 
troubling accusations made by brother Dollahite (1 Pet. 3:15). 
We have acted out of  pure motives and with convictions that 
are true to the Scriptures. 

Report on Attempts to Determine Brother 
Dave Miller’s Doctrinal Positions— 
Directly from Brother Miller—and

 to Seek a Statement of  Repentance
We will now address another issue that came to our atten-

tion when we received the proposed “unity letters” from brother 
Simons in April. In late April (2006) we were made aware that 
some brethren were going to try and arrange a meeting with 
Dave Miller in an effort to persuade him to make a precisely 
worded public statement of  repentance for his errors. While 
we have been hopeful that brother Miller would make such 
a statement, we are doubtful that such will take place for the 
reasons noted below: 

1. We had decided last August/September to try 
to meet with brother Miller to question him about some 
of  his doctrinal positions and to discuss the contro-
versy and confusion they were causing. We arranged 

for brother Wesley Simons (a “neutral” party, since 
brethren Gilreath, Sr., and Dearman had told Miller 
that Wesley Simons “could be trusted”) to arrange our 
meeting with brother Miller. We wanted to ask him 
some very specific True or False questions regarding 
elder R/R and MDR and about his endorsement of  
the apostate Calhoun Church of  Christ in 1999. We 
requested that our conversations be recorded so no 
one could misrepresent what brother Miller said to 
us or what we said to him. Brother Simons graciously 
agreed to do as we requested. He made two attempts 
to arrange such a meeting, but brother Miller refused 
each time. 

2. Some brethren have conversed with Miller 
over the past several months, either personally or over 
the phone, and various ones have come away with vari-
ous answers to the same questions. Some others have 
written brother Miller letters and/or sent him e-mail 
inquiries to which he has refused to respond (e.g., we 
have a copy of  a very congenial e-mail inquiry brother 
Terry Hightower wrote to brother Miller on February 
15, 2006, which he has not even acknowledged receiv-
ing, much less answered).

3. Brother Miller has told various ones different 
accounts of  his trip to Calhoun in 1999. Apparently, 
his story about his meeting with the apostate Calhoun 
Congregation varies, depending on the person(s) with 
whom he is talking. For example (as earlier noted), in 
September 2005 brother Dollahite (now on the GBN 
staff) called and talked to Miller about his 1999 visit 
to and endorsement of  the Calhoun Congregation. As 
we have reported above, brother Dollahite said that 
brother Miller indicated that, after visiting with the 
elders and preacher of  the Calhoun Church, he decided 
that the ones who left (i.e., those who constitute the 
core of  the Northside Congregation) were the ones in 
error. This version is quite different from the original 
version brother Miller told the Northside brethren 
in 1999, and he has even told other versions to other 
brethren. 
4. Brother Paul Brantley (an elder of  the Bellview 
Church of  Christ, Pensacola, FL) called and asked 
brother Miller some questions in August 2005. Very 
recently we learned from brother Michael Hatcher that 
brother Brantley called brother Miller again (April 24, 
2006), at which time brother Miller told him the fol-
lowing:

 a.          The elder r/r program he promoted and                      
  they practiced at Brown Trail was not wrong  
  or unauthorized. 
 b. H e  w o u l d  p r o m o t e  a n d  
  practice the procedure again if  the need arose.
       c.     If   a  Scripturally   qualified   elder    received 
  less than 75% of  the congregational vote, he  
  would need to resign .
 d. If  an elder who is obviously not Scriptur- 
  ally qualified received 75% or more of  the  
  congregational vote, he would be allowed to  
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       remain in the eldership.
 e.   He (i.e., Miller) does not recall telling anyone   
      that he said the elder R/R procedure at   
      Brown Trail was a “mistake”.
 f.   He (i.e., Miller) does not know with whom 
                  the rumor originated that he said the elder R/R  
      procedure at Brown Trail was a “mistake,” but he  
      has never said this to anyone. 
             h.  He (i.e., Miller) is tired of  receiving such calls and  
      dealing with such questions.
 i.   He (i.e., Miller) has said all he is going to say on      
      the subject, and he will issue no further state  
      ments.

Brother Miller went on to “scold” brother Brantley, asking 
if  he had a flock to oversee. Since he does, Miller told brother 
Brantley he should quit bothering him and take care of  his 
own flock. Basically, Miller told him to mind his own business. 
The implications of  Miller’s remarks to brother Brantley are 
that Miller knows of  nothing he has taught or done for which 
he should repent. Readers can verify all of  this with brother Brantley 
should they be so inclined. [Italics mine—EDITOR]

Now, in light of  the foregoing facts, we are made to wonder 
what certain brethren who may still be seeking an audience with 
brother Miller hope to accomplish. This statement should not 
be misunderstood: We would love to see brother Miller make a 
public statement of  repentance, but the evidence thus far reveals 
a Dave Miller who in a “denial” mode, who keeps changing his 
story, and whose pride/vain glory in these matters has become 
his stumbling block.

Conclusion
We could say much more, but, if  the evidence we’ve pro-

vided is insufficient to convince those who have questions, it 
is unlikely that additional evidence would do so. We believe 
we have done what any faithful eldership would have done if  
faced with this situation. We brought to the attention of  the 
Highland elders the seriousness of  their decision should they 
use Dave Miller on the GBN program. But instead of  look-
ing at the evidence and standing for the Truth, they retaliated 
against us and other faithful brethren. We became their enemies 
because we simply told them the truth (Galatians 4:16). No 
mere “apologies” from us—especially for things we didn’t do 
and problems we didn’t cause—will correct Highland’s sinful 
words and deeds. 

We realize fully how very sensitive and divisive the AP/
Miller-Highland/GBN-Northside controversy has become 
throughout the brotherhood. Likely, however we responded to 
the Simons “unity letters,” our response would only have caused 
further polarization between the faithful and those who have 
chosen compromise over Truth. We are disappointed that these 
“unity letters” were ever written and promoted as a realistic (or 
Scriptural) solution to the division which exists not only between 
sister congregations, but ultimately throughout the brotherhood. 
We are also disappointed that brother Dollahite—and whoever 
gave him permission to release the “unity letters”—thought their 
release would somehow justify Highland/GBN’s fellowship-
ping a false teacher and withdrawing fellowship from us. Sadly, 
we believe these “unity letters” are already now being used to 
further divide brethren.

In summary, we made the decision not to go along with the 

proposed “unity letters” for the following reasons: 

1.   We believe that, in light of  the evidence and the         
Word of  God, we would have sinned against God to 
do so. 

2.    We believe that any hint of  our participation in the 
compromise these letters represented would have sent 
the wrong message to faithful brethren. 

3.   We were mindful of  those who are still searching 
for the truth in this controversy and of  the “mixed 
signals” our acceptance of  the letters would have sent 
to them. 

We based our decision on the evidence leading up to the 
Highland elders’ unscriptural withdrawal of  fellowship from 
us, and we applied God’s objective standard to that evidence 
(I Thessalonians 5:21) and made a decision that we believe is 
Scriptural and pleasing to our Lord. We refused to make any 
of  our decisions along “party lines,” or base them upon any 
sort of  “politics” or “brotherhood consensus.” No matter 
how popular or unpopular our decision may be, we will not 
compromise—even if  we have to stand alone. God’s faithful 
people must never seek to win popularity contests.

If  any who read this statement can provide evidence, in light 
of  Scripture, that proves we have erred in rejecting these “unity 
letters,” we would count you as a good friend if  you would bring 
that to our attention. We appreciate your quest for truth. 

“Watch ye, stand fast in the faith, quit you like men, 
be strong” (I Corinthians 16:13).

Elders, Northside Church of  Christ, Calhoun, GA
Ron Hall, Terry York                             May 30, 2006


“It is much easier to speak pleasant words,” he said. 

Certainly it is much more in harmony with my natural 
inclinations; but it is the perfection of selfishness for 
one to limit his teaching to things that produce pleas-
ant sensations in the hearers or readers. The preaching 
that sends the hearer away pleased and satisfied is, as a 
rule, worth less stuff....He who clamors for peace, for a 
cessation of disputing and discussion, is simply begging 
that the wolves be allowed to tear the flock unmolested; 
he is asking God’s warriors to cease their fight against 
the world, the flesh, and the devil.—J. A. Harding
(Lloyd Cline Sears, The Ey of Jehovah (Nashville, TN: Gospel Advocate Co, 1970),  p. 9 
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After giving it much prayerful thought and a great deal of  
study, I have come to the conclusion that we should practice 
the doctrine of  re-evaluation/reaffirmation. When Dave Miller 
preached his sermon in 1990 advocating the re-evaluation of  
elders, he used the illustration that if  “20 or 30% of  the congre-
gation thinks I am a dummy preacher, I promise you I’d leave.” 
Why stop with “20 or 30%”? Why not 10% or 5% or even 1%? 
Why not simply let one individual determine it? If  not, why 
not? The arbitrary number which brother Miller chose—“20 or 
30%”—was purely his choice. The elders at Brown Trail chose 
25% for their re-evaluation/reaffirmation from the Brown Trail 
congregation. If  they have the right to pick that arbitrary number 
(percent), then surely others have the right to make their own 
arbitrary choice. The arbitrary number which I wish to use is 
one person (at least for now).

Since we are going to let one individual determine it, I want 
to be that individual. I also know that when I re-evaluate brother 
Miller, that he will not “lock my feet into the dirt and say, ‘Well 
I’m qualified so they’d better accept me,’” because we know “that at-
titude alone disqualifies a man.” Thus, while Miller might be 
“qualified” to be director of  Apologetics Press, I know he will be 
leaving because of  my re-evaluation, and my re-evaluation does 
not reaffirm Miller as the director of  Apologetics Press.

This ability to re-evaluate/reaffirm in this way will also 
allow me to re-evaluate some other things as well.  Miller al-
ready applied this principle to elders and to himself, but why 
stop there? I should also be able to re-evaluate each one of  the 
deacons. Of  course, it does not matter if  these deacons meet 
God’s requirements for their work (I Timothy 3:8-13). They 
will be reevaluated and if  I decide that I do not want a specific 
one doing that work, then I will not reaffirm him to the work 
of  a deacon.

However, why should I stop at simply re-evaluating/reaf-
firming the ones  we have mentioned. I should also be able to 
re-evaluate/reaffirm all the members also. One might have come 
to faith (Hebrews 11:6) by the hearing of  the Word (Romans 
10:17). Then upon that faith they might have repented of  their 
sins (Acts 17:30) and confessed the faith which they now pos-
sessed in Jesus as being God’s Son (Romans 10:10). Also, they 
might have obeyed God in the purifying their souls (I Peter 
1:22-23) by being baptized in water for the forgiveness of  their 
sins (Acts 2:38; 22:16). They might now be living a life of  faith 
(II Corinthians 5:7), living separate from sin and dedicated to 
God. However, none of  this matters because while one might be qualified 
to be a faithful member of  the Lord’s church, we still have the right to 
re-evaluate/reaffirm that member. If  I do not like him, or he does 
not meet with my approval, then I simply will not reaffirm that 
person. I guess that will make him an ex-Christian since he will 
no longer be a member because he was not reaffirmed.

In his sermon advocating the re-evaluation/reaffirmation 
of  elders, Miller affirmed that all these previous classes should 
accept this re-evaluation. He states:

 No one should be threatened by the prospect of  being 
evaluated, not a one of  us, the preacher shouldn’t be, the 
School of  Preaching instructors, the elders, the deacons 

and all of  us as members, ought to have in our 
mind set, in our attitude, an evaluation mental-
ity, because my friends the Lord is going to evaluate 
us one day—and it may be sooner than we think.”
 With time things change. Brother Miller acknowledged this 

fact when he said in that same sermon:
Since the complexion of  a congregation in terms of  its 
membership can change over a period of  time, over a 
period of  years, an eldership may conceivably no longer 
consist of  the same individuals that the membership 
would look out from among themselves and appoint.

About 2000 years ago the apostles began setting forth a 
doctrine. “And they continued stedfastly in the apostles’ 
doctrine and fellowship, and in breaking of  bread, and in 
prayers” (Acts 2:42). During those 2000 years the “congrega-
tion” of  the Lord’s people has changed. Thus, we should also 
be able to re-evaluate/reaffirm the “apostles’ doctrine.” If  not, 
why not? Thus, in that “apostles’ doctrine” we can re-evaluate 
what we like and what we do not like—it does not matter if  it 
is qualified or not. Those things that I do not decide to reaf-
firm will be eliminated from the doctrine, while those things I 
reaffirm will be retained. (This is what liberals have done all through 
the years—they simply did not call it this.)[The previous argument set out 
by brother Hatcher is exactly the argument used by Dr. Daniel Callam, 
Roman Catholic Priest and Professor at the Roman Catholic University 
of  Saint Thomas, Houston, Texas in his efforts in our debate to show 
that the Bible only is not the only rule of  faith and practice for all men. 
This is why the Catholics refer to the church as “a living church”— the 
Majistorium (the teaching arm) of  that false religious institution keeps 
things updated. —EDITOR] 

Surely we all know that this last illustration is totally wrong 
and sinful. We do not have the right to include what we want 
and exclude what we do not desire. To do such makes a mock-
ery of  God’s Word. While there are those who would never 
consider re-evaluating/reaffirming the “apostles’ doctrine,” they 
will and do defend the re-evaluation/reaffirmation of  elders as 
preached by Dave Miller and practiced by Brown Trail in 1990 
and again in 2002. There is as much Bible authority for one as there 
is for the other (or any of  these for that matter). There is no Bible 
authority for any of  them. If  it is sinful to re-evaluate/reaf-
firm the “apostles’ doctrine” (and it is), then it is just as sinful 
to re-evaluate/reaffirm elders (or any of  the other illustrations 
used in this article).

We plead with those who have taught and practiced this vile 
doctrine to repent. Admit the sin which you have committed, 
and pray for the forgiveness of  your sins. Those who have sup-
ported the brethren who have taught and practiced this doctrine 
in violation of  II John 9-11, please repent before it is too late. 
Your soul is too valuable to squander over such sin.

    —4850 Saufley Road
Pensacola, Florida

32526


The late G. C. Brewer wrote that “some people, who are not good 
enough to submit to the will of  the Lord, are just too good to be lost 
and, therefore, we will have to remove the will of  the Lord so that 
they can be saved” (G. C. Brewer, “Grace and Law: Legalism 
and Liberalism,” Gospel Advocate, June 16, 1955), p. 206. 

RE-EVALUATION
Michael Hatcher
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Why Such Fear, Unless…
Lynn Parker

The American Psychiatric Association defines phobia as 
a fear that “is either irrational or excessive.” Further, the APA 
says a phobia is an “abnormally fearful response to a danger 
that is imagined or is irrationally exaggerated.” The symptoms 
of  a phobia include, among other things, “Feelings of  panic, 
dread, horror, or terror, … an overwhelming desire to flee the 
situation…” and “extreme measures taken to avoid the feared 
object or situation.”1 According to the Anxiety Disorders As-
sociation of  America, a phobia is an “inordinate fear” and it 
“can lead to the avoidance of  common, everyday situations.”2 
Serious, indeed!

But even more serious are a few phobias that seem to 
have afflicted brethren in several places. Some elderships and 
preachers are refusing to put anything in writing. When The 
Gospel Journal Board defended Dave Miller and showed Dub 
McClish and David Watson the exit door, several of  us wrote 
various board members. We were referred to the President of  
TGJ Board, Curtis Cates (also Director of  Memphis School of  
Preaching) for answers. So letters were sent but no answers have 
been forthcoming. When Lenoir City, TN elders sent specifi-
cally worded doctrinal questions to the Director and faculty of  
Memphis School of  Preaching, they were met with the strange 
sound of  silence. When brethren wanted to know where Cates 
and MSOP stood regarding Dave Miller’s errors, you will not 
find anything in print. Nothing. Zero. Zilch. Nada. Frank 
Chesser, one of  the principals in this current mess, does not 
answer letters either. The Schertz, Texas elders (one of  which 
is Ken Ratcliff, Gospel Journal Board member), who oversee 
false teacher Stan Crowley, will not answer letters either. The 
Southwest elders and Joseph Meador, Director of  their preach-
ing school (Austin, TX.) will not answer specific questions in 
writing concerning marriage, divorce, and remarriage. Change 
is taking place, and it is being introduced by silence on a myriad 
of  doctrinal matters. Keep these wise words of  Frank Chesser in 
mind: “His refusal to answer is itself  an answer.”3 Are 
these men suffering from a phobia or two? “Papyrophobia” is a 
fear of  paper. A fear of  writing or handwriting is “graphopho-
bia.”4 Why would brethren be fearful of  answering questions in writing? 
You can think of  at least one reason. 

The Spring, Texas Elders in conjunction with their 2006 
annual Spring Contending for the Faith Lectures (February 26 
through March 2, 2006) hosted an Open Forum. The purpose 
was to bring to light the causes of  recent serious division in 
the brotherhood. It served to document, for now and future 
generations, the errors embraced by formerly sound brethren. 
It served as a public explanation and Bible study. Brethren from 
the Memphis School of  Preaching and the Southwest School 
of  Biblical Studies in Austin, Texas among others were invited 
to speak and answer questions. But alas, they were “no-shows.” 
Has a phobia gripped these brethren?  “Fear of  speaking in 
public or of  trying to speak” is glossophobia. Maybe they did 
not want to hear sermons that would reprove their ungodly 
conduct. Fear of  sermons is homilophobia. Perhaps they thought 
any effort to defend sinful actions would result in failure. That’s 
kakorrhaphiophobia—a fear of  failure. 

It could be that hypengyophobia (or hypegiaphobia)—a fear of  

     —1650  Gander Slough Road               
Kingsbury, Texas 78638

responsibility--has grasped these brethren. Maybe the disorders 
of  optophobia (fear of  opening one’s eyes) or photophobia (a fear 
of  light) have become contagious and swept through Austin, 
San Antonio, Memphis, Montgomery, and several other places 
(figuratively speaking). Good news! Phobias are treatable!

I do not seriously think these brethren are suffering from 
any disorder. They are fearful, but not sick. Every week we hear 
from more folks who have investigated and seen that certain 
brethren have indeed changed and lost their zeal for truth. They 
are moving left. Maybe the rash of  cowardly silence and refusal 
to put answers in writing is because certain brethren hold unten-
able positions, have engaged in not-so-secret sins, and they fear 
further exposure. Enough already of  “secret,” “private,” “con-
fidential” explanations to an individual or small group. Such is 
seen in dirty Washington politics but now several congregations, 
leaders thereof, and preachers are practicing such despicable 
tactics. Some followers seem interested in listening to only their 
long-time friends and heroes while neglecting truth, but the wise 
man wrote, “He that pleadeth his cause first (seemeth) just; 
But his neighbor cometh and searcheth him out” (Proverbs 
18:17). Please note who is willing to step up and speak “on the 
record.” “The wicked flee when no man pursueth; But the 
righteous are bold as a lion” (Proverbs 28:1). Jesus spoke of  
those who prefer to lurk in the back-alley darkness: “For every 
one that doeth evil hateth the light, and cometh not to the 
light, lest his works should be reproved. But he that doeth 
the truth cometh to the light, that his works may be made 
manifest, that they have been wrought in God” (John 3:20-
21). God being our Helper, we fight on—with everything up 
front and on the record. And we fight phobia-free.
  Endnotes
1 http://www.healthyminds.org/multimedia/phobias.pdf
2 http://www.adaa.org/GettingHelp/Briefoverview.asp
3 Frank Chesser, The Spirit of Liberalism, p. 139
4 http://www.phobialist.com/

         
                 

2006 SPRING CFTF LECTURES
CD’S, DVD’S, TAPES, AND VIDEO

 RECORDINGS 
Green’s Video Service, has the audio and video recordings 
of the 2006 Spring CFTF Church of Christ’s Lectureship on 
Anti-ism and the Spring Open Forum. If you wish to order 
any of the recordings, available in various formats, contact

 Jim Green 
 2711 Spring Meade Blvd.

Columbia, TN 38401
PHONE: 931-486-1364

www.jgreencoc-video-ministry.com
email at jgreencoc1986@yahoo.com 



SETTING THE RECORD STRAIGHT 
In the May, 2006 issue of CFTF we carried an e-mail 

exchange between brethren Dub McClish and Eddie Whitten 
regarding MDR. In his June 7, 2005, email to McClish, Whit- 
ten made some erroneous comments that need correcting. Said 
remarks are found in the second full column, first full paragraph, 
on page 13. 

Whitten's erroneous remarks were made in response to 
McClish's statements found on p. 8, beginningwith the second 
full paragraph in column 1. McClishS comments run through 
the remainder of the second column, endingwith the conclusion 
of said paragraph that flows from p. 8 to column 1 of p. 9. 

Eridmdy Whitten had forgotten that his "retirement letter" 
was unttea around October 2002 to several brethren besides 
me. In that letter he said that he would finish out any commit- 
ments he had through the end of 2002. But from 2003 onward 
he would h u t  most of his work to the Northeast congrega- 
tion in Bedford, where at the time he was a member. Of 
course, Whltten's letter posed a problem for us, because some 
months before receiving it, the Spring elders had given me per- 
mission to dedicate the 2003 Spring lecmrehsip book to hun. 
It is very important to understand that IN SAID "RETIRE- 
MENT LETTER" WHI'ITEN \Y'ROTE NOTHING ONE 
K'AY OR ANOTHER ABOUT OUR hDRDIFFERENCES. 
Thus, Whitten did not give as his reason for "retiring" 
the differences between us over MDR. Therefore, when I 
phoned \ i t t e n ,  I had to tell him about the book delcation 
to get him to attend our 2003 lectures, for we had a1u.a)-s had 
Whitten as one of our speakers. In that phone conversation 
he never explicitly or implicitly indicated that he was "retiring" 
because of the differences we had over MDR. As McClish well 
pointedout towhitten, how could he (Wlutten) not have known 

our position on this MDR issue, for articles dealing with this 
MDR issue were rinted in CFTF quite some time before the 
September 2002 &TF. Moreover, as early as the fall of 1992 
I had written a series of articles in the Southwest Church of 
Christ bulletin on the same MDR issue. 

The only discussion we wet  had about MDRwas in Whit- 
ten's house duringlanuary, 2003. It was an amicable discussion. 
He never indicated to me at that time or by any means of com- 
munication what he wrote in said letter exchange with McClish. 
His comments about me being"co1d" to himis a kigment of his 
own imagination. Until Whitten wrote his "retirement letter" 
several of us stayed in contact almost daily with each other via 
the internet. But after his "retirement letter" it was as if Whit- 
ten had fallen off the earth. I was particularly conhsed about 
his action, but I was by no means the only one with whom he 
ceased virtually all contact and, thus, they too wondered what 
was going on with Whitten. 

Only after writing and printing 'Where We Stand," in 
the April 2005 issue of CFTI? which article answered Jim 
Waldron's, et al. false position that he and Whitten believe, did I 
receive Wlutten's letter informing me that he had withdrawn his 
feuowship from me. I really do not know what has invaded such 
fellows' minds causing them to think they can say as much as 
they please about a matter, but if those who disagree withthem 
respond to their teaching, the respondents become some of the 
most wicked and vile people on earth-talk about arrogance 
and inconsistency gone to seed, there you have it. 

We waited almost a year to publish said correspondence. 
However, it is very important to note that the letter exchange 
between Whitten and McClish, that Whitten started,was in the 
hands of none other than Joseph Meador when he and the rest 
of TGJ Board met on July 19,20,2005 to construct the situation 
that forced Dub McClish and David Watson to resien from TGT. 

Contending for the Faith-Junel2006 I S  

During the past year we have heard all sorts and sGes of wh&- 
ning from different ones, especially Curtis Cates, about n&ng 
public so-called confidential material. While neither McWjsh nor 
W t t e n  stamped CONFIDENTIAL on said exchange, is it not 
interesting that Meador had a copy of it, and it definnitely was 
not McClish who passedit on to Meador? Hmmmmm, why did 
Whitten put said correspondence into Meador's hands? And, 
another hmmmmmm, why did Meador bring said correspon- 
dence to that particular meeting of TGJ Board? Furthermore, 
in all of his whimpering and whinning over the misuse of so- 
called confidential material, why has Cates not exposed Meador 
for having and using said correspondence to his own ends? 

-EDITOR 

FREE CD AVAILABLE RE. DAVE MILLER 
This CD contians credible evidence regarding Dave Miller's 
position on re-evaluation/reaffirmation of elders, MDR, 
etc., relating to the Brown Trail Church of Chris< hpologet- 
ics Press, Gospel Broadcasting Network, MSOP, and so on. 

ORDER YOUR FREE CD TODAY FROM 
Contending for the Faith 

P.O. Box 2357 
Spring, TX 77383-2357 

If you desire to have a part of disuibuting this im- 
portant CD, make your financial gift out to: Spring 
Church of Christ, P. 0. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383 . 



20                              Contending for the Faith—June/2006

PLAYING POLITICS WITH THE TRUTH
(The “Fellowship Without Endorsement” Theory)

Joseph Meador
And Jesus said unto the Pharisees.. 

Well did Isaiah prophesy of  you hypocrites, as it 
is written, this people honoreth me with their lips, 
but their heart is far from me. But in vain do they 
worship me, teaching as their doctrines the pre-
cepts of  men. Ye leave the commandment of  God, 
and hold fast the tradition of  men. And he said 
unto them, full well ye reject the commandment of  
God, that ye may keep your tradition. (Mark 7:6-9).

   In late 1986 I received a letter from a preacher concerning 
fellowship between brethren. In his letter he penned the fol-
lowing statement:

Even sound gospel preachers differ on many points—
some major, some minor. If the use of a speaker implies 
endorsement of every aspect of his belief, I seriously 
doubt that we could find any person we could conscien-
tiously use. There would surely be some part of that per-
son’s position that most of us would have scruples about.
I would agree without argumentation IF the above quota-

tion pertained solely to differences in matters of  approved 
opinion (that is to say, those opinions which do not contradict 
the Christian faith). Yet, time and time again we are hearing 
this same cry from preachers in reference to variances, not in 
matters of  approved opinion, but rather in matters of  faith 
and practice, e.g., doctrine. As a result, the unscriptural notion 
is being promulgated by some that we can enjoy spiritual fel-
lowship with an individual or congregation without practicing 
doctrinal endorsement.

It seems that every generation is plagued by some distur-
bances over a misunderstanding or a twisting of  a particular 
doctrine which is set forth clearly in the Scriptures. Today, such 
a situation has arisen concerning the doctrine of  fellowship, 
its scope and limitations, in that some, not content to let the 
Bible speak, have created the “Fellowship Without Endorse-
ment” theory. This false doctrine is one of  the cardinal tenets 
of  the “Unity in Diversity” heresy as expounded by W. Carl 
Ketcherside, Leroy Garrett, et. al. (circa 1970 to the present). 
Therefore, this particular teaching is worthy of  our careful and 
prayerful study in light of  God’s Word. (We might well note 
and consider the teaching of  Christ in I John (especially 1:1-7), 
II John and III John before going further.)

FELLOWSHIP INVOLVES COMPANIONSHIP
A sacred psalmist of  Israel wrote, “I am a companion 

of  all them that fear thee, and of  them that keep thy 
precepts.” (Psalm 119:63). In this one verse we have the two 
mandatory ingredients for divine fellowship: 1) oneness in a 
scriptural association, i.e., the family of  God (Acts 2:42, 47), 
and 2) faithfulness unto the law of  God (II John 9-11). Upon 
an examination of  I John 1:1-7 one learns that fellowship is 
vertical (faithful believers with God) as well as horizontal (faith-
ful believers with each other) and that true fellowship between 
believers exists only when such believers are in fellowship first 

then is the natural result of  spiritual fellowship with the 
Father. It is not a goal or prize to be sought in lieu of  doc-
trinal righteousness. Yet, many today would seek and strive 
for “unity” at the expense of  doctrinal fidelity. When such 
occurs, fellowship with God is broken automatically (by 
not walking in the light), and, as a result, true individual 
Christian fellowship ceases to exist. Hence, spiritual unity 
cannot be realized (emphasis mine—EDITOR).

In essence, fellowship between believers (resulting in unity) 
always is predicated upon first arriving at and maintaining fel-
lowship with God by walking in the light of  sound doctrine (II 
John 9). Unity that is achieved in any other way (i.e., through the 
schemes of  men) is not spiritual unity but rather carnal union, 
of  the most sectarian stripe.

FELLOWSHIP INVOLVES COMMUNION
Amos, a great prophet of  Judah, asked. “Can two walk
together, except they be agreed?” (Amos 3:3). Herein 

the idea is revealed that fellowship involved agreement, i.e., 
likemindedness in matters of  doctrine. (cf:, I Corinthians 1:10.) 
Thus, we note that true fellowship involves spiritual communion 
(oneness) of  the highest spiritual order among God’s people, 
which, as we have noted earlier, is established by first “walking 
in the light” of  God’s Word.

The apostle Paul wrote to the church at Corinth. “Be not 
unequally yoked together with unbelievers: for what fel-
lowship hath righteousness with unrighteousness? and 
what communion hath light with darkness?” (II Corinthians 
6:14). The point is graphically illustrated and the question is 
answered by Paul: “Come ye out from among them and be 
ye separate.”

Christian communion, or oneness, exists only when there 
is first communion or oneness with God. This harmony was 
certainly in the mind of  Christ when he prayed. “Neither pray 
I for these alone, but for them also which shall believe on 
me through their word; that they all may be one; as thou, 
Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be one 
in us.” (John 17:20-21). True spiritual communion then is 
something that is very precious–however, it also is something 
which man easily cheapens and disfigures when, without au-
thority, he offers it up for bid at so-called “Summits” or”Unity 
Meetings” and extends the “right hand of  fellowship” to those 
who are not entitled.

FELLOWSHIP INVOLVES CONSISTENCY
Perhaps the single source of  confusion to many brethren 

regarding the Bible doctrine of  fellowship is the matter of  
consistency. It is a Bible fact that fellowship involves a strict 
adherence to the divine guidelines set out by God. Therefore, 
fellowship demands consistency.

In attitude toward those in error, the Christian should re-
tain a spiritual composure. He should never lower himself  by 
engaging in a personal diatribe against any enemy of  the truth, 
but rather he must concentrate upon the issues at hand. Yet, 
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in confronting those in error and in doing battle for the faith, 
some sincere brethren inevitably feel that such faithful gospel 
preachers are too harsh and unloving. As a result, the mandate 
for consistency in matters of  faith rests upon an emotional 
fulcrum whereby man’s sympathies outweigh God’s Word as 
the standard of  judgment regarding fellowship, and hence the 
scale often is tipped toward unholy union.

However, this was neither the understanding nor the prac-
tice of  the apostle John, the one “whom Jesus loved.” This 
exiled preacher of  the faith could not and would not extend 
Christian fellowship to anyone who did not “walk in the light,” 
nor could he fellowship those who had ceased “walking in the 
light” of  God’s Word.

The beloved apostle John could not, and therefore faithful 
Christians today may not, render fellowship to those who:

1) walk in darkness,

2) claim they have no sin,

3) refuse to keep the Lord’s commands,

4) hate their brothers,

5) love the world,

6) deny that Jesus is the Messiah,

7) live life-styles of  sin,

8) do not have compassion on the deserving needy,

9) reject God’s testimony about his Son,

 10) go beyond the doctrine of  Christ,

11) refuse to abide in the doctrine (teaching) of    
 which Christ is the originator,

12) are dictators.,

13) exalt themselves and love to have the pre-  
 eminence,

[In introducing brother Meador’s 1988 article, the late editor of CFTF 
pointed out that the previous article originally appeared in a series of  articles 
in the North Main Church bulletin. Brother Rice thought so much of  the 
message conveyed therein he sought and received permission from Meador to 
put the series into one article and print it in CFTF—this is the preceding 
article. However, today Meador has repudiated the position he held and 
stated so well in his 1988 CFTF article. Now he embraces and contends 
for the position advocated to him by the preacher in 1986, which position 
Meador quoted  in the second paragraph, first column of  his 1988 article.  
Meador now upholds the view advocated in said quote. Please read the 
quote again and remember that the rest of  Meador’s 1988 CFTF article 
was written to expose and refute the fallacy revealed in said quote. 

Meador fellowships the following errors and those who teach them: 
1) Dave Miller and his false doctrines on the R/R of  elders, MDR, 
and fellowshiping liberals (those who teach doctrines that loose men 
from what God in His Word has bound on them) without attempting 
to correct their errors; 2) Stan Crowley and his false doctrine on MDR, 
and those who support Crowley;  3) the Gospel Broadcasting Network’s 
use of, defense of, and fellowship with Dave Miller along with those who 

support the same; 4) the Highland church’s unscriptural  withdrawal of  
fellowship from the Northside church’s elders, thus, he and all others who 
remain in fellowship with the Highland congregation are out of  fellowship 
with the Northside elders and those who remain in fellowship with the 
Northside elders, and 5) MSOP’s efforts to defend their fellowship of  
along with other brethren’s use of  Dave Miller and Stan Crowley, et al.  
6) Today Meador has no problem castigating, berating, and slanderously 
labeling those brethren who refuse to fellowship and promote any of  the 
aforelisted false teachers, their brotherhood projects, and their supporters. 
As to people such as your editor, who continue to believe, preach, and 
defend the Biblical view he once held and advocated, Meador has made his 
attitude very clear .

Meador will go down in infamy for his statement about those who 
continue to stand where he once stood when he falsely labeled us as “...a 
few who are in a small, but no less toxic loyality circle...a small 
negative faction, who if they gain control, will only rupture fellow-
ship in the church even more than they already have.” However, 
the previous statement proves conclusively the radical change he and others 
who agree with him have made over the past several years.—EDITOR] 

14) fail to receive apostolic instruction,

 I5)  speak wicked words about God’s servants,

16) oppose and criticize faithful servants of    
 God, or
17) practice evil. (Cf., I, II, and III John.)

WHAT JOHN DID NOT SAY
In view of  Diotrephes (III John 9), and using this erring 

brother as a test case, we may quickly realize that John, in regard 
to the doctrine of  fellowship, did not say, as many are saving 
among us today, “Well, after all, he is my brother and he deserves my 
fellowship,” or “He’s my brother in error, and, after all, every brother is 
a brother in error” (but there is a marked difference in a brother 
who refuses doctrinal correction and one who walks in the light 
cf. I John 1:5-10). or “Even if  I cannot fully fellowship him (F), 
I still can extend partial fellowship to him (f) while refusing to 
endorse his erroneous doctrinal beliefs.” or “Although I do not 
agree with his doctrine. I will continue to fellowship him out of  love, for 
God desires mercy and not sacrifice,” or “Surely we can seek out a means 
by which there can be unity between us in spite of  our doctrinal differ-
ences.” or “I cannot refuse to fellowship him due to the adverse reaction 
it might cause with other brethren,” or “Although he is actively teaching 
and promoting false doctrine, I will spend a year or two studying with him 
before I mark him and cease fellowshipping him.”

Let it be noted in all sincerity and in all seriousness and 
from a heart of  deep concern, that anyone, whether preacher 
or elders, who has used any of  these excuses in order to justify 
fellowship with one not entitled, is walking contrary to God’s 
formula for unity. May God grant unto us the wisdom to real-
ize the importance of  being faithful unto Him and Him alone, 
rather than substituting our desire for His express commands. 
In so doing, some will avoid playing politics with the truth.

    —8900 Manchaca Road
Austin, Texas 78748

[Meador’s aritcle originally appeared in the May, 1988 issue of 
CFTF, pp.1, 3. At the time it was printed he was preaching for 
the North Main Church of Christ, Madisonville, KY—EDITOR] 

EDITORIAL REMARKS PERTAINING TO MEADOR’S ARTICLE
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CLEVELAND, OK AND CAL-
HOUN, GA:WHAT DO THEY 

HAVE IN COMMON?
David B. Watson

At one time in the past the congregation in Calhoun, 
Georgia was sound. At one time in the past the congregation 
in Cleveland, Oklahoma was sound. The congregation in Cal-
houn, Georgia became so un-sound (liberal) that the faithful 
members had to leave and begin a new work (the Northside 
congregation in Calhoun, Georgia). The congregation in Cleve-
land, Oklahoma became so unsound (liberal) that the faithful 
members had to leave and begin a new work (the Westport 
Road congregation in Cleveland, Oklahoma). Brother Dave 
Miller was scheduled to speak at the apostate Calhoun, Geor-
gia congregation. Brother Brant Stubblefield was scheduled 
to speak at the apostate Cleveland, Oklahoma congregation. 
Miller was warned about the apostate congregation in Calhoun, 
Georgia by faithful members of  the Northside congregation in 
Calhoun, Georgia. Stubblefield was warned about the apostate 
congregation in Cleveland, Oklahoma by faithful members 
of  the Westport Road congregation in Cleveland, Oklahoma.  
Miller went ahead and spoke at the apostate congregation in 
Calhoun, Georgia in spite of  the warnings of  faithful brethren. 
Stubblefield went ahead and spoke at the apostate congregation 
in Cleveland, Oklahoma in spite of  the warnings of  faithful 
brethren. History has repeated itself.

There is still more of  a parallel to be made here. The rea-
sons the Northside congregation began in Calhoun, Georgia, 
having separated from the apostate congregation in Calhoun, 
are numerous. Several doctrinal issues were involved including 
not supporting false teachers and false teachings. The reasons 
the Westport Road congregation began in Cleveland, Oklahoma, 
having separated from the apostate congregation in Cleveland, 
are numerous. Several doctrinal issues were involved including 
not supporting false teachers and false teachings at Oklahoma 
Christian University and the Memorial Road Church of  Christ in 
Oklahoma City. In both places some in the apostate congrega-
tions would not endure sound preaching against false teachers 
and false teaching in the brotherhood (II Timothy 4:1-5). In both 
places some in the apostate congregations would not approve 
of  marking them that cause divisions and offenses contrary to 
the doctrine of  Christ (Romans 16:17; II John 9-11). Again, 
history has repeated itself.

There is still one more parallel to be made concerning this 
situation. Dave Miller is Editor of  Apologetics Press material.  
Brant Stubblefield is Editor of  Reflections material. David 

 SOME SAGE AND MUCH NEEDED WISDOM FOR TODAY
...do not just shrug your shoulders and say, “O, well, if we leave the situation alone and do not stir it up, it will 
come out all right...” Brethren error doesn’t just die out—it must be fought and whipped out! And don’t you ever 
forget it. Error of either extreme —liberalism or anti-ism—must be met with the sword of the Spirit, the Word of 
God, Ephesians 6:17...You must not allow men to elevate their opinions to the level of law and bind them on you.
[Thomas B. Warren, Lectures on Church Cooperation and Orphan’s Homes (Jonesborro, AR: National Christian Press, 1963), p. 3]

Brown is Editor of  Contending For The Faith material. 
Stubblefield’s Associate Editor, brother Rick Popejoy, will not 
have anything to do with Brown, Editor of  Contending For The 
Faith, because he (Brown) opposes Editor Miller who spoke 
at the apostate congregation in Calhoun, Georgia. But Stub-
blefield’s Associate Editor, Rick Popejoy, will have everything 
to do with his Editor, Stubblefield, who spoke at the apostate 
congregation in Cleveland, Oklahoma. “The legs of  the lame 
are not equal” (Proverbs 26:7). Stubblefield has spoken on the 
Tennessee Bible College lectures with brethren Malcom Hill, 
Mac Deaver, Glenn Ramsey, Kerry Duke and Phil Sanders. It is 
beginning to look like the Editor and Associate Editor of  Reflections will 
go anywhere and speak alongside anyone (or sanction such) while not going 
to those programs and not speaking alongside those brethren who oppose 
going anywhere and everywhere and speaking alongside apostates. 

After Miller spoke at the apostate congregation in Calhoun, 
Georgia he was contacted by the faithful brethren from the 
Northside congregation wanting to know why he went ahead 
and spoke at the apostate congregation in spite of  their warn-
ings. After Stubblefield spoke at the apostate congregation in 
Cleveland, Oklahoma he was contacted by the faithful brethren 
from the Westport Road congregation wanting to know why he 
went ahead and spoke at the apostate congregation in spite of  
their warnings. Brother Ryan Kepke, faithful preacher for the 
Westport Road congregation wrote Stubblefield saying, in part: 
“You are either one ignorant brother of  brotherhood issues or you have a 
Bible that no longer has II John 9-11 in it.” I checked his Bible and 
found that II John 9-11 is still there.

Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine 
of  Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine of  
Christ, he hath both the Father and the Son. If  there come 
any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into 
[your] house, neither bid him God speed: for he that biddeth 
him God speed is partaker of  his evil deeds (II John 9-11).

—P. O. Box 690
Sapulpa, Oklahoma

74067


“TEXAS PROVERB”
T. R. Burnett

There is more joy in a printing-office over one sinner who 
pays in advance, and abuses the editor on every occasion, 
than over ninety and nine church members who take the 
paper and sing its praises and puff  the editor, but never 
contribute one cent to keep him out of  the poor-house.
[T. R. Burnett, “Burnett’s Budget,” Gospel Advocate, Vol. 37, 
Nol. 9 (February 28, 1895), p. 131. As quoted by Earl West, 
Search For the Ancient Order (Indianapolis, IN: Religious Book 
Service, 1950), p. 340.]
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-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., P.O. Box 131, Holly Pond, 
AL 35083,  Sun. 10:00 a.m.,  11:00 a.m., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., (256) 
796-6802, (205) 429-2026.

Somerville-Union Church of Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile east of 
Hwy 67, Somerville, Alabama, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tom Larkin, evangelist, (256) 778-8955, (256) 778-8961.

Tuscaloosa-East Pointe Church of Christ one block from Exit 76, off 
I-20, I-59, Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed., 7 p.m. Abiding in God’s 
Word—The Old Paths. U of A student, visitor, or resident? Welcome!  
(205)556-3062.

-England-
Cambridgeshire-Ramsey Church of Christ, meeting at the Rainbow 
Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 a.m.; Wed. (Phone for venue 
and time); www.Ramsey-church-of-christ.org. Contact Keith Sisman, 
001.44.1487.710552; fax:1487.813264 or Keith Sisman.net. Research 
Website of 1,000 years of the British Church of Christ; www.Traces-of-
the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and-Mystery.org.

-Florida-
Ocoee-Ocoee Church of Christ, 2 East Magnolia Street, Ocoee, FL 34761. 
Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7:00 p.m. David Hartbarger, 
Evangelist, (407) 656-2516, ocoeechurchofchrist@yahoo.com, www.
ocoeecoc.org.
Pensacola-Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, 
FL 32526, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Michael 
Hatcher, evangelist, (850) 455-7595.

-Georgia-
Cartersville- Church of Christ, 1319 Joe Frank Harris Pkwy  NW 30120-
4222.  770-382-6775, www.cartersvillechurchofchrist.org.  Sun. 10,  
11a.m., 6:30 p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m.  Bobby D. Gayton, evangelist- email: 
bdgayton@juno.com.

-Indiana-
Evansville-West Side Church of Christ, 3232 Edgewood Dr., Evansville, 
IN 47712, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 6:30 p.m., Larry 
Albritton, evangelist.

-Louisiana-
Chalmette-Church of Christ, 200 Delaronde St., Chalmette, LA 70044. 
Mark Lance, evangelist, (504) 279-9438.

-Massachusetts-
Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ, 26 Armory Drive; Chicopee, 
MA 01020, in-home, (413) 592-4834, Ken Dion, evangelist.

-North Carolina-
Rocky Mount-Scheffield Drive Church of Christ, 3309 Scheffield Dr., 
Rocky Mount, NC 27802 (252) 937-7997.

-Oklahoma-
Porum-Church of Christ, 8 miles South of I-40 at Hwy 2, Warner exit. 
Sun. 10 a.m., 11 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, evangelist, email: 
lawson@starnetok.net.

- Tennessee-
Lenoir City-Lenoir City Church of Christ, 1280 Simpson Road West, P.O. 
Box 292 Lenoir City, TN 37771 .  Sun. 9:30, 10:30AM, 6:00PM, Wed. 
7:00PM., Kent Bailey, Evangelist Tel: 865-986-3223 or 865-986-5698).

Murfreesboro-Church of Christ, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro, TN, Sun. 

Bible class 9:00 a.m., Worship 10:00 a.m., Fellowhip meal 11:00 a.m., 
Devotional 12:00 p.m.; Wed. Bible Study 7:00 p.m. For directions and other 
information please visit our website at www.murfreesborochurchofchrist.
org. evangelist, Steve Yeatts.

-Texas-
Denton area—Northpoint Church of Christ, 5101 E. University Dr. 
(Greenbelt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, 
Greenbelt Business Park, 5101 E. University Dr., Box 12, Denton, TX 
76208. E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 6:00; 
Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.323.9797; tgj@charter.
net.

Houston area-Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures beginning the last Sunday in February. 
www.churchesofchrist.com.

Hubbard-105 NE 6th St., Hubbard, TX 76648, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Delbert J. Goines, evangelist; 
djgoines@writeme.com.

Huntsville-1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9, 10 a.m., 
6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

Hurst (Fort Worth area)-Northeast Church of Christ, 1313 Karla Dr., 
P.O. Box 85, Hurst, TX 76053. Sun.  9  a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7:30 
p.m. (817) 282-3239, Toney Smith and Dan Flournoy, evangelists.

New Braunfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west of I-35. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 p.m. Lynn Parker, evangelist. (830) 625-9367. 
www.nbchurchofchrist.com.

Richwood-1600 Brazosport, Richwood, TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30 a.m., 6 p.m., 
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256.

-Wyoming-
Cheyenne-High Plains Church of Christ, 421 E. 8th St., Cheyenne, WY 
82007, tel. (307) 638-7466, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 5:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Tim Cozad.

Directory of Churches...
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Despite the good that can be accomplished by such events, 
some lectureships may also pose certain pitfalls. There are prin-
ciples that should guide a preacher when deciding whether or 
not to appear at a lectureship or similar effort. Perhaps several 
questions would be in order.

1.)   Are the brethren with whom I will be associated 
in this work faithful to God? This is not a subjective question 
but rather an objective standard provided by the scriptures. 
“Here, moreover, it is required in stewards, that a man be 
found faithful” (I Corinthians 4:2). We are not omniscient, nor 
is such expected by God. There may be some scoundrels in a 
congregation’s leadership, or among the lectureship speakers, 
who are living secret lives of  hidden sin (Ecclesiastes 12:14). 
But seeing that the Lord requires that the faithful fellowship 
the faithful and not fellowship the unfaithful, God expects 
human beings to make a determination based on “righteous 
judgment” (John 8:24).  Timothy was faithful (I Corinthians 
4:17). So were Tychicus and Epaphras (Colossians 4:7; 1:7). The 
church at Philadelphia was a faithful congregation that kept 
the Lord’s word (Revelation 3:9-10). If  those involved in the 
lectureship are faithful, then the decision to accept the speaking 
invitation is easily rendered. 

2.)  If  the brethren are not faithful, can I reprove their 
error? The Bible commands, “and have no fellowship with 
the unfruitful works of  darkness, but rather even reprove 
them” (Ephesians 5:11). Read II John 9-11—it has not changed. 
Say for a moment that the hosting congregation of  the lecture-
ship is unsound. The host congregation practices and teaches 
error so that it is unfaithful. Will you go, speak on the assigned 
topic, and publicly say nothing whatsoever about the error? It 
is a hollow boast to claim, “I went, I spoke, and I delivered the 
truth” when in fact the sermon you delivered was true, but was 
not that portion of  truth relevant to the error represented at 
the lectureship. Surely, there is a difference between brethren 
whose hearts are open to correction and those who hearts are 
calloused toward truth.

3.)  Will it hurt my influence? By willingly agreeing to 
appear on a lectureship with known false teachers and remain-
ing silent concerning their error(s), you will have hurt your 
influence for good. Paul said, “for we take thought for things 
honorable, not only in the sight of  the Lord, but also in 
the sight of  men” (II Corinthians 8:21).

4.)  Will my appearance prove to be a stumblingblock 
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EDITORIAL...

BALANCE — OR IS IT A 
“DUKE’S MIXTURE”?

In the fall of  2005 the co-editors of  The “New” 
Gospel Journal, Barry Grider and John Moore, revealed 
their view of  what that paper under their co-editorship 
would be. They wrote that it needed to be a paper that offered 
more spiritual balance to the church. In revealing the path down 
which they are directing T “N”GJ we may rest assured that 
TGJ Board, comprised of  Curtis Cates, Joseph Meador, 
Kenneth Ratcliff, and Tommy Hicks, in their collective 
“wisdom”, desired, formulated, and approved of  Grider 
and Moore’s plans for T“N”GJ, aka the “Gospel Advo-
cate, Jr. ”. 

At about the same time  Alan E. Highers rendered his 
decision on the balance case from his editorial bench at the 
Spiritual Sword, making the same basic declaration to its 
readers that T“N”GJ did—the church must be more balanced. 
As editor of  the SS he would do his part to balance the brethren.

Then in the April 1, 2006 (April Fools Day) edition of  
Christianity: Then And Now, that man of   balance,  
John Waddey wrote, “The disintegration and lack of  
cohesiveness of  our society has found its way into 
the church. (emphasis is Waddey’s)” Further, he wrote, 
“Brethren are preoccupied and too busy for a broader 
circle of  friends. This has meant a loss of  brotherhood.” 
In continuing his observations regarding what he perceives 
as a poisonous atmosphere in the church today, Waddey 
noted what he thinks is a contributing factor to the devel-
opment and sustenance of  his perceived toxic atmosphere 
in the Lord’s church: “...The ultraconservatives attacked 
any one who did not subscribe to their code.”... Then he 
penned,

 “The rise of  a destructive kind of  journalism that 
specialized in harsh personal attacks on preachers and 
congregations made a large contribution to the loss 
of  brotherhood. (Bolded words are Waddey’s) This 
reckless style of  writing appealed to a class of  ultra 
conservative preachers and such journals multiplied.”
Of  course Waddey should not feel overly lonesome, 

for the editor of  the Firm Foundation, Buster Dobbs, has 
stayed in Waddey’s “broader circle of  friends” and has held 
Waddey’s view of  fellowship for some time. Dobbs is so 
much in Waddey’s non-lethal fellowship that he snuggled 
right up against Waddey when, not many months ago, the 
FF editor worked with Waddey—preaching in a “gospel 
meeting” where Waddey preaches in Surprise, Arizona. 
Such a “marriage” on the part of  Dobbs and Waddey was 
no surprise to us.  

According to Waddey one of  the reasons for “broth-
erhood” being “lost” was and, no doubt he would say 
is, “The rise of  a destructive kind of  journalism...” One 
could almost hear the T“N”GJ Co-editors and Highers 
calling out to Waddey’s observations a hearty “Amen”! At 
the same time one can imagine Dobbs in some corner, 
studying diligently in an attempt to decide on which level 
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of  worship all of  this belonged.
Not to be outdone by some of  his fellow editors, 

the most recent editorial voice to add its clanging to the 
clamour for balance in the church came from editor Mac 
Deaver on the pages of  the “resurrected” Biblical Notes. 
With his plaintive, pleading strain of  “O bury me not on the 
lone prarie,...” brother Mac made it clear to all that he does 
not want to be left out from under the shade of  the “Bal-
ance Umbrella”. In the following words of  Mac one can 
almost hear him strumming his guitar while seranading the 
Balanced Editors’ Choir  with the plaintive pleading strains of  
“Do Not Forsake Me O My Darling(s)” when he writes: 

...the sad results of  the “hyper” criticism characteris-
tic of  a few fanatical preachers within the church has 
so expressed itself  with such misguided intensity that 
now the radical group, characterized by a doctrinal and 
sometimes dispositional mistake is now imploding.
Brother Deaver continued to echo his fellow “bal-

anced” editors, Grider, Moore, Highers, Waddey, and 
Dobbs, when he wrote in his “resurrected” paper: 

The church has been badly abused lately by some of  her 
intended friends. But signs are now appearing that brethren 
are tired of  the constant warring within over matters that 
simply should not divide.  While liberalism still remains a co-
lossal problem, some of  those who would help us get past it 
have simply overreacted so that now they, themselves, have 
become an additional burden that the church must bear.... 

NOTHING NEW UNDER THE SUN 
Because of  the previous viewpoints of  these “bal-

anced” brethren who are very sure their spiritual gyro-
scopes are functioning correctly, there was brought to 
my memory the explanation the Roman Catholic Priest 
and Professor in Houston’s Catholic University of  Saint 
Thomas, Dr. Daniel Callam, made in our debate regard-
ing why he considered  the Roman Catholic Church to be 
so appealing to him and why it should be so appealing to 
everyone. He said that it is because the Catholic Church is 
so “large.” By which he meant that Catholicism’s circle of  
fellowship accommodated a great host of  divergent views. 
Callam’s comment may seem strange to those of  us who 
know at least some of  the official doctrinal positions of  
the Roman Church. What Callam basically meant by his 
“large” church comment was this: as long as Catholics accept 
the seven sacraments of  Roman Catholicism and the supremecy of  
the Roman Pontiff, while Catholicism has its official position on all 
sorts and sizes of  things, a Catholic may in reality believe and do 
just about any thing he/she desires to do and all the time remain in 
good standing with the Roman Church. This is a major appeal 
of  Catholicism to Callam and no doubt to many other 
Catholics. Thus, doctrinally speaking, within the bounds 
of  its fundamental doctrines, it is a “large”, obliging, tol-
erant, and diverse church. This sounds like a Catholic version 
of  “the core gospel.”

Let us pursue our study by going back in history to the 
time when the Roman Church did not exist. First, let us 
strongly emphasize that the Roman Church is not the apostate 
church of  our Lord. Roman Catholicism is a product of  the apostate 
church—it grew out of  the apostate church. Second, let us see if  
we can determine the circumstances and attitude(s) that 

were a major factor in helping to bring Catholicism into 
existence.

In reading the New Testament we see several errors 
appearing in the church of  Christ during the First Century 
A.D.  But, while the apostles walked the earth they were, 
by their miraculous apostolic power, able to succesfully 
oppose error to the point of  greatly hindering the growth 
of  apostasy throughout the infant church. However, after 
the last apostle died, the church rapidly apostatized as 
more and more error developed and grew, permeating 
the Lord’s church. Thus, by the time that Constantine 
became Emperor of  the Roman Empire, not only was 
the Empire beginning to show signs of  unraveling at the 
seams, but the church had traveled a far distance down the 
broad way of  apostasy. By A. D. 150 (around 150 years 
before Constantine became emperor) one elder had been 
allowed more authority than his fellow elders. Not long 
thereafter the “chief  elder” was given the title of  bishop 
for the pupose of  designating his office above that of  
the elders. In time a bishop began to have authority over 
the churches in a metropolis. By the time of  Constantine 
the corruption of  the New Testament govenment of  the 
church, along with other departures from the Faith, had 
long been practiced.

Regarding the churches in any metropolis, each metro-
politan bishop acted more like a feudal lord controlling his 
fiefdom in exercising his control over the churches under 
his authority. However, it should be emphasized that these 
apostate brethren of  1,700 hundred years ago possessed 
the same New Testment Truth that governed the churches 
when the apostles were alive: the same Truth of  Jesus 
Christ that is available today. The apostasy of  the church, 
as defined in the New Testament, happened because men 
became discontented with the doctrine of  Christ as the 
final rule of  faith and practice in their service to God. 
Because the church lost its respect for the authority of  
the New Testament, it departed more and more from the 
sacred New Testament pattern. Thus, the apostate church 
was filled with all kinds of  heresies.

 When  Constantine became Emperor on July 25, 306 
the apostate church permeated the Roman Empire. Being 
the astute politician that he was, when he had consolidated 
his governmental power, he saw the advantage of  having 
the favor of  the apostate church to the furtherance of  
his control of  Rome. Thus, persecution of  Christians 
was stopped and the populace were allowed to practice 
“Christianity” by the Edict of  Milan, A. D. 306.

But Constantine also saw the divisions of  the apostate 
church. Therefore, the Emporer set about to bring unity to 
it. The ultimate answer to the factions in the church of  that 
bygone day in its final form was an is the Roman Catholic 
Church. And there it is— Dr. Callam’s “large” church that 
will tolerate about any one believing anything within her 
circle of  fellowship as long as one does not rebel against 
the seven sacraments and the hierarcy that rules the Roman 
Church—the clergy, headed by the Pope—Catholicism’s 
“core gospel” .

Without being a member of  the apostate church (he 
was “baptised” not long before his death), Constantine in-
volved himself  in the internal business of  the church—all 
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of  this he did in order to help bring about the unity of  the 
apostate church and thereby greater unity in the Roman 
Empire. Therefore, in time, Constantine called the bishops 
of  the church together in what we know as the Council 
of  Nicea. The council was comprised of  a multitude of  
metorpolitan bishops.

In the opening proceedings of  the council the Em-
peror, sitting in the midst of  the council, admonished the 
bishops thereof  to  “Let, then, all contentious disputation 
be discarded; and let us seek in the divinely-inspired word 
the solution of  the questions at issue” (Church Fathers, 
Theodoret, Ecclesiastical History [Book I], Chapter 6, 
General Council of  Nicaea: http://www.newadvent.
org/fathers/27021.htm). Though Constantine urged the 
council to “seek in the divinely-inspired word the solu-
tion of  the questions at issue,” it was the collective decision 
of  the council, which decision was influenced by Constantine, that 
prevailed as the authorized standard for determining who is right 
and who is wrong in the church. (It should be noted that the 
dictums of  this council was not accepted by all churches 
very quickly.) 

If  it had been the case that Constantine and the bish-
ops had genuinely respected the authority of  the Bible as 
final, the bishops would have renounced their unscriptural 
positions and titles in the church and opposed any sort 
of  man-made council. The fact that they did not at least 
oppose and repudiate their titles, their biblically unauthor-
ized positions in the church, such councils as the one of  
which they were apart, and return to the government of  
the church authorized on the pages of  the New Testa-
ment, reveals how far removed they were from believing 
and doing only that which is authorized by the last Will 
and Testament of  Jesus Christ. 

 THE PRESENT DAY “COUNCIL OF EDITORS”
These previously mentioned “balanced editors” sound 

somewhat like Constantine when he told the Niceaen 
Council, “Let, then, all contentious disputation be dis-
carded...” But it is one thing for these editors and school 
men to present themselves as great magnanimous peace 
makers, but quite another matter for them to make it hap-
pen according to their collective synodic dictums. As did 
those apostate brethren during the days of  Constantine, 
our modern day brethren are not seeking the authority 
of  the New Testament for their beliefs and practices no 
matter the cost to them in these matters. Within the last 
year it has become apparent to anyone who desires to see, 
that some of  our brethren are only appealing to the divine 
New Testament Pattern for authority to act when such fits 
into their scheme of  things. But the first time adhering 
to the authority of  the New Testament appears to hinder 
them in their collective goals, friendships, and brotherhood 
projects, they have no problem compromising the truth 
relating to their special projects and in defense of  their 
long time friends.

With the previous matters in mind, let us see how 
“large” Waddey’s “circle of  friends” must be if  this irenic 
spirited and balanced council of  editors, school men, and 
their fellow travelers will be able to bring their twisted 
dream to fruition.

NEW AND IMPROVED
 “UNITY IN DIVERSITY”

Editor Alan E. Highers spoke at David Lipscomb 
University’s Summer Celebration “festival of  faith and 
fellowship,” Life in the Spirit, A Study of Ephesians, July 
5-8, 2006. He  spoke on Thursday noon at the 21st Century 
Christian Luncheon. (It is interesting to note that this event 
took place at about the same time of  year that the defunct 
Nashville Jubilee was held not many years ago).  

The following self-explanatory note is from brother 
Andy Boshers. Also notice that Boshers informed Highers 
that he “would pass along his (Higher’s) explanation”—so 
we will help Boshers in this effort.

I wrote to Alan Highers that I was hearing criticism of  his 
scheduled speaking at David Lipscomb in July as lending 
support to their lectureship featuring Jeff  Walling, Harold 
Hazelip, Jerry Jones, Randy Harris, Lynn Anderson, Randy 
Becton, et al.

I said I would pass along his explanation to the critics if  he 
offered one. I expressed the opinion that it seemed good to 
me for him to have opportunity for defense before it is written 
up in a brotherhood paper.

Alan Highers responded to me this evening (31 May) by email. 
I append the body of  his email below my  name.

Andy Boshers
HIGHERS’ RESPONSE TO BOSHER’S EMAIL

Hello

Thanks for your note.

I am not on the Lipscomb Summer Lectureship. I was not 
invited by Lipscomb.

21st Century Christian has a luncheon during the Lipscomb Lec-
tures. They asked me to speak at their luncheon. They have asked 
me to speak on “The 1906 - 2006 Division.” I think this is one 
of  the most important topics for discussion at the present time.

I spoke with some sound and faithful brethren about this, and 
they encouraged me to go and thought it would be a wonderful 
opportunity. That is the light in which I am viewing this occasion.

Alan Highers

THAT TO WHICH WE ARE AND ARE NOT
OPPOSED

Before saying anything else we want it clearly under-
stood that we have no problem with Highers’ topic—The 
1906—2006 Division. All other things being Scripturally 
equal, we do not necessarily have a problem with faithful 
brethren speaking on programs conducted by apostates or 
denominationalists (if  that was not the case we could never 
meet such people on the polemic platform), provided 
that such advertisement of  this kind of  program does 
not cause the unknowing public or anyone else who sees 
the advertisement to think all speakers on such a program 
are in fellowship with one another. (The very nature of  a 
debate lets all know that such is not the case) We wonder 
why any brother who considers himself  faithful to God, 
as the New Testament defines and sets out the meaning of  
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being “faithful to God”, would want or allow his name to 
be listed along side those who, by various ways and means, 
have repudiated New Testament Christianity; men who 
consistently and constantly work to destroy it, without 
that faithful brother clearly and publicly qualifying his 
participation in a lectureship filled with so many “change 
agents”, especially when he in times past has vigorously 
opposed many of  his fellow speakers on such a lecturship.

Further, a faithful Gospel preacher is going to use 
such an opportunity to exercise his Scriptural respon-
sibility to expose the error characteristic of  the false 
teachers who are assembling with, participating in, and 
promoting such a program as the DLU Summer Lec-
tures. More than this, prior to accepting such a speaking 
assignment the faithful evangelist will make it clear to 
those who invited him that he stands opposed to the 
error(s) for which the organization hosting the program 
is known, and he wll expose any and all error when given 
the opportunity so to do. Following such circumspect 
conduct and stipulations aforenoted, with all other things 
being Scripturally equal, we would have not problem 
accepting an invitation to speak on such a program.

WHAT ABOUT 21ST CENTURY CHRISTIAN?
From what he wrote to brother Boshers, brother 

Highers seems to think that being invited by 21st Century 
Christian to speak at their luncheon during the 2006 DLU 
summer lectures is perfectly okay, but to be  invited directly 
by DLU would have been wrong. However, we have already 
pointed out that according to the lady in the DLU public 
relations office, DLU considers the luncheon to be part 
of  the DLU Summer Lectures. And DLU’s official adver-
tisement of  their summer lectures makes no distinction 
between the various breakfasts and luncheons and the rest 
of  the those activities scheduled as a part of  the lectures.

I also want to point out that 21st Century Christian is 
the company that printed 11 of  Rubel Shelly’s books and 
they promote the sale of  those books.  Also, in 1997 I had 
a brief  exhange of  letters with Mark M. McInteer who is 
the son of  the proprietor of  21st C. C., Jim Bill McInteer. 
Mark McInteer works for 21st C. C. That correspondence 
appears in the 1997 August (pp. 7-9) and September (pp. 
4-6) issues of  CFTF, respectively. Said correspondence 
came about because in my editorial of  the June issue of  
CFTF (p. 4), I had called on Jim Bill McInteer to end his 
silence and speak out against the likes of  Rubel Shelly and 
the Nashville Jubilee on which Mark McInteer had spoken 
in 1997. In part I wrote to Mark McInteer the following:

...YOUR APEARANCE ON THE 1997 JUBILEE
Since I have this opportunity I will address you regarding 
your appearance on the 1997 Nashville Jubilee. Do you 
support the teaching of  Rubel Shelly regarding the fel-
lowshipping of  denominations? Do you agree with Rubel 
Shelly’s apology to the Christian Church, for the division 
that took place and was officially recorded in the U. S. Cen-
sus of  1906? Furthermore, though he is “retired” and not 
on the paid staff  of  Woodmont Hills Jim Woodroof  has 
been added to their work force.  According to their bulletin, 
he will do most of  the preaching when Rubel is away (Love 
Lines, Volume 23, Number 33, August 13, 1997). Are you 

in fellowship with Woodroof? Is Max Lucado faithful to 
God ? Do you agree with Max Lucado’s view concerning 
baptism? Do you think Max Lucado is scriptural when 
he tells alien sinners only to pray to God for forgiveness 
of  their sins? Along with the men listed above are the 
following Jubilee speakers also unfaithful to God: Randy 
Harris, Roger McCown, Joe Beam, Mark Henderson, Dan 
Dozier, Gary Holloway, Nila Sherrill, Rick Atchley, Harold 
Hazelip, Roy Osborne, Jim Mankin, Joe VanDyke, Steve 
Flatt, Buddy Bell, Jeff  Walling? With the few aforenoted 
errors and many other documented errors from the people 
previously listed, how can you consider yourself  faithful 
to God while supporting and appearing with such men 
as just noted in the Jubilee (I Corinthians 6:17; Ephesians 
5:11)? Have you lost sight of  the infallible New Testament 
pattern for the Lord’s church? If  the above mentioned 
persons are not false teachers, what must one believe, 
teach, and do, or, not believe, not teach, and not do that 
would qualify one to be correctly labeled a false teacher?
    The previous errors, as well as others that are addressed 
in the 1997 June and August issues of  Contending for the 
Faith as well as many other places, are the reasons that I 
wrote my 1997 June editorial. Your father is simply unwill-
ing to speak up and out against those who are in error. 
If  you and he would love God, the truth, and the church 
enough to stand publicly against such spiritual corruption 
more good could be done. You need to love the Lord, 
his gospel, and his church more than family, friends, or 
prestige. You need to separate yourselves from those that 
propagate and fellowship false doctrine and publicly ex-
pose them. First of  all you and your father, as well as others 
who are presently walking the same path as each of  you 
are, need to repent of  fellowshipping false teachers and not 
speaking out against those who are turning many churches 
into sectarian denominations (August CFTF, p. 9). ...

     Then in the September, 1997 issue of  CFTF I print-
ed more of  our  correspondence. In answering Mark 
McInteer a second time, I wrote in part the following:

...concerning the Walt Leaver of  the Brentwood 
Church, I am asking you the same questions that 
appeared in my August 20, 1997, letter to you.

Do you or your father uphold Walt Leaver’s preaching in a 
Donelson Presbyterian Church (if  it was not a Presbyterian 
Church it was a denominational church) [on] the subject of  
“The meaning of  Palm Sunday”? Do you think he is scrip-
turally right to encourage the Antioch, Tennessee church 
to visit a “nativity scene” at a Methodist Church for the 
purpose of  being edified by it? If  you or your father thinks 
these activities by Walt Leaver are wrong, have you sought 
to correct him? Do you love him enough to correct him?
Has your father not praised Walt Leaver? Why does he praise 
men who are leading the church of  Christ into apostasy? Fur-
thermore, why were your father and 21st Century Christian ab-
sent from the 1997 Jubilee, but you were one of  the speakers?

Remember Winston Moore of  21st Century Christian was 
one of  Rubel Shelley’s big promoters when Shelly first 
came to Nashville. It was the “powers that be” at 21st 
Century Christian who made Rubel Editor-in-Chief  of  
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21st Century Christian Literature. Furthermore, it was 21st 
Cenury Christian that published Rubel’s book, I Just Want 
to be a Christian. Am I correct in saying that when sales at 
21st Century Christian began to fall off, Winston Moore 
fired Rubel? If  he did not do it someone there did. Does 
21st Century Christian sell Max Lucado’s books? What 
may we look for next from 21st Century Christian? 

        Mark McInteer never answered my questions and he was 
offered them twice. These questions pose no problem at all 
for a faithful child of  God to answer. 21st C. C. is “arm in 
arm” with DLU or they would not be allowed to have their 
luncheon during DLU’s summer lectures. To be invited by 
21st C. C. on behalf  of  DLU for the purpose of  speaking 
on DLU’s summer lectures is no different from being in-
vited to speak on said lectures by a invitation directly from 
the lecturehsip director— and  Alan Highers knows that.

HOW DID DLU SEE HIGHERS 
APPEARENCE ON THE 21st C. LUNCHEON?   
      DLU advertised the luncheon within the body of  their 
advertising with no mention of  Highers’ topic. The fol-
lowing is the way it appeared in the body of  DLU’s official 
advertisement for Thursday, July 6, 2006: 

12:15 P.M. —LUNCH PROGRAMS — Student Center 
ALAN HIGHERS, Henderson, TN .... Hosted by 21st Century Christian

In DLU’s internet advertising the luncheon was clearly 
a part of  their PDF file under the lectureship heading. 
Further, when a lady who works in the public relations 
office at DLU was asked if  the luncheon was a part of  
the Lipscomb lecture program, she answered in the affir-
mative. She said the luncheon was conducted by special 
arrangement with 21st C. C.;  that 21st C. C. selects the 
speaker on behalf  of  DLU, but the luncheon was a part 
of  the DLU lectures. Because of  the ongoing construction 
at the Student Center, Higher’s lecture was moved to the 
Allen Arena, which is on the campus of  DLU. Also, the 
public relations office lady said that passes for the luncheon 
from 21st CC could be obtained during the lectureship and 
one could not attend the luncheon program without a pass. 
Further, the same lady said she did not know whether the 
luncheon speeches were being recorded.  

In view of  the preceding information from 
the official advertisements and public relations of-
fice of  DLU concerning Highers participation on 
said lectures, why did Highers write that “I am not 
on the Lipscomb Summer Lectureship. I was 
not invited by Lipscomb”? (Bold mine—Editor)

WHAT THEY MEAN BY “BALANCE”
What if  your editor publicly declared that we need 

more balance in the church today? Then, not long thereaf-
ter, without any of  the stipulations previously noted in this 
editorial, I appeared on a lectureship with such rank false 
teachers as Joe Beam, Lynn Anderson, Jeff  Walling, Randy 
Harris, Gary Holloway, and Harold Hazelip. Should I then 
be surprised to hear brethren referring to my conduct as 
an example of  what I meant when I stated that we needed 
more balence in the church today? By my actions would 
I not be saying, “Go thou and do likewise”? And, is this 
not one of  the things that brother Highers did when he 

appeared  on the 2006 Libscomb Summer Lectures?
Highers does not tell us who the “sound and faithful 

brethren” were that “encouraged [him] to go and thought 
it would be a wonderful opportunity,” but would it not 
be interesting to know their names? If  we did know their 
names at least we would be helped in learning something 
of  Highers’ definition of  “sound and faithful brethren.”

A REAL DEMONSTRATION OF “BALANCE”
     How well we remember brother Highers’ “balenced 
sermon” delivered at the 1989 MSOP Lectures.  I wonder 
if  brother Cates remembers brother Goebel Music and me 
being in his office following Highers’ 1989 MSOP lecture? 
Also, I wonder if  Cates remembers what he said to the 
two of  us about Highers’ sermon and conduct during the 
presentation of  his sermon? I very well remember being in  
Cates’ office and what he said about brother Highers ser-
mon and conduct. I do not think Cates’ comment regarding 
Highers’ presentation on that evening would be considered 
very balanced by  Highers. But, with the radical departures 
made by brethren over the past year, I would not be sur-
prised at all if  Alan Highers is not honored at the next 
MSOP Lectureship. With the “double-speak” and “triple-
speak” that has gone on and continues to be characteristic 
of  the “balenced” brethren over the past year, who knows 
who the next inductee  into their “Hall of  Shame” will be; 
for doubleminded men who are unstable in all their ways.

Another indication of  real “balance” will be when 
Garland Elkins is invited to appear on The Spiritual Sword 
Lectureship and Alan Highers is invited to speak on the 
MSOP Lectures—maybe Highers could conduct MSOP 
Lectures’ Open Forum; when Gary Colley and Robert 
Taylor are invited to be on the Southwest Lectures, es-
pecially if  Joseph Meador is chosen to introduce brother 
Colley; when Malcom Hill is invited by Bobby Liddell to 
speak on the MSOP Lectures, with brother Curtis Cates in-
troducing him; then, what a genuine demonstration to the 
church of  “balance” it would be if  Bert Thompson could 
be on the MSOP, SW, and Spiritual Sword Lectures.

If  Cates, Meador, Highers, and friends want to show 
us how to be spiritually “balanced” they need to fully re-
move any semblance of  what Joseph Meador “lovingly” 
called the “radical toxicity circle” from their spiritual blood 
stream. And what better proof  that the radical bad blood 
has been replaced with “balanced” blood than to have Bert 
Thompson on their lectures? 

HOW BIG IS THE “BALANCE UMBRELLA”?
       The shadow of  the “Balance Umbrella” is large enough 
to shade all of  the following at the same time and to the same 
degree—Forest Hill, Barry Grider, MSOP, and their lectures; 
Southwest, SW Lectures, and SWSBS, Brown Trail, BT-
SOP, and their Lectures; Southaven, B. J. Clarke, Power 
magazine, and their Lecures; Schertz, Stan Crowley, and 
their Lectures; AP,  Dave Miller, Highland Church of  
Christ, and  GBN; Karn’s Church of  Christ and the East 
Tennesse School of  Preaching and Missions; Getwell 
Church of  Christ, Gary McDade, Alan Highers, The Spiri-
tual Sword magazine, and lectures; Philips Street Church 
of  Christ, Tom Bright, and the faculty of  the Online 
Acadamy of  Bible Studies (OABS); World Video Bible 
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School; Freed-Hardeman University; Southern Christian 
University; Faulkner University, and who knows what and 
who else along with all their supporters and friends— all 
at the same time. That being the case, what is to keep 
the “Balance Umbrella’s” cool and peaceful shade from 
accommodating Buster Dobbs, Malcom Hill, Tennes-
see Bible College, Mac Deaver, Biblical Notes, the Pearl 
Street congregation, West Virginia School of  Preach-
ing, John Waddey, and all their friends and supporters?

If  Grider, Cates, Meador, Hicks, Ratcliff, Hghers and 
their fellow travelers object to John Waddey being under 
their “Balence Umbrella” because of  his marriage and di-
vorce problems, we would remind them that they have no 
problem  allowing Stan Crowley, Rick Brumback, Joseph 
Meador, Tommy Hicks et al. with their MDR errors to be 
under it—why are certain erring men allowed under 
the “Balance Umbrella”, but other  fellows who teach 
the same or different errors on MDR forbidden to 
come under it? Why is Mac Deaver not worthy of  being 
under the “Balance Umbrella”? He and John Waddey have 
lamented the radicalism in the church. Each one thinks that 
his errors do not warrent him being excluded from coming 
into the shade of  the “Balance Umbrella.”  Since the “Bal-
ance Umbrella” is large enough to shade Dave Miller and 
Stan Crowley with their errors, along with their supporters 
and friends, it seems rather inconsistent of  Grider, Cates, 
Highers, and the rest of  their like-minded friends to be so 
narrow, toxic, and radical that they would judge the Pearl 
Street elders, Mac Deaver, Buster Dobbs, Malcom Hill, 
John Waddey, and their supporters unworthy of  the ben-
efits of  the shade of  the “Balance Umbrella”.  If  the New 
Testament authorizes Highers to have his  name listed right 
along side some of  the most dangerous false teachers in 
the church today in the official advertisement of  the DLU 
Summer Lectures with nothing available to separate him 
from the false teachers appearing in the same advertise-
ment, then the New Testament authorizes any brother to 
speak on any lectureship no matter how full of  rank false 
teachers it is as long as such a brother speaks the truth on 
whatever subject he is assigned even though his topic does 
not allow him to address the errors for which the lecture-
ship is noted and/or the errors of  the false teachers who 
are his fellow speakers on the program. And, if  the forego-
ing can be done with God’s approval, what is to keep Mac 
Deaver from being invited to speak at a luncheon of  some 
sort  at the Spiritual Sword or MSOP Lectures on the same 
topic Highers addressed during the DLU Summer lectures 
at the 21st C. C. Luncheon without any explanation from 
the powers that be at Getwell regarding Mac’s errors con-
cerning the direct work of  the Holy Spirit on the inward 
man of  the Christian?  Such is the logic being employed 
in this case by some of  our leading “balanced brethren”.

How does Cates, et al. justify allowing certain false 
teachers to be the beneficiaries of  the shade of  the “Bal-
ance Umbrella”, but at the same time deny the benefits of  
the shade to Mac Deaver and the like? The only thing Cates 
can offer in a feeble effort to defend who is and who is not 
allowed under the “Balance Umbrella”, is that Mac teaches 
error on the work of  the Holy Spirit (In fact, Cates is to oppose 
the direct work of  the Holy Spirit on the Christian in his presentation 

at the Power Lectures this year. Does anyone think he can present 
his case without referring to Mac Deaver explicitly or implicitly? In 
the past when he has spoken and written on this subject, he  had no 
problem calling Mac’s name.) But we must say, since when has 
believing and teaching error on a subject kept one from 
being under the “Balance Umbrella”? If  the “Balance Um-
brella” is big enough to accommodate Dave Miller, Stan 
Crowley, Joseph Meador, and the like, then what is there to 
keep Mac Deaver and his errors  from enjoying its shade?
The only real answer Grider, Cates, Meador, Highers, et 
al. can give as to what persons are allowed under or kept 
out from under the “Balance Umbrella” is that certain 
ones are abitrarly allowed under the “Balance Umbrella” 
and others are arbitrarily kept out from under it. What the 
Bible teaches regarding who is in fellowship with God and 
faithful brethren and who is not is the last thing these “bal-
anced brethren” are concerned in determining who is and 
who is not balanced or unbalanced in this present distress.

It should be obvious to any one that can see, that over 
the past year one has heard much about unity, but little to 
nothing about Bible authority. There is a reason for these 
fellows not referring to Bible authority—it is because they 
know they have no Bible authority for what they are doing in deter-
mining who they will fellowship and who they will not. Thus, they 
do what all those in error have always done—try to make 
those that oppose them appear to be unloving, hateful, and 
divisive. Of  course, they present themselves to the church 
as brethren to be desired and who will make one wise; 
as peace loving promoters of  the unity of  God’s people. 
As Keith Mosher in effect told Paul Brantley regarding 
Dave Miller’s error on R/R, we don’t think it is something 
over which the church should be divided. Never mind what God 
thinks, “man’s thinking” becomes the final authority in 
determing what we will or will not do and who will and 
will not be fellowshipped. Shades of  Nadab and Abihu, 
Uzzah, and Naaman (before he was persuaded other wise).

We challenge brother Mosher or any of  the men who promote 
fellowshipping Dave Miller and Stan Crowley et al., to prove that 
Miller and Crowley should be fellowshipped by the saints, but Mac 
Deaver should not be fellowshipped. Does anyone think that these 
fellows are going to attempt to do that? They will run away from 
such an effort faster than a turpintined cat or a scalded dog can run. 

When I picture the  previously listed diverse crowd sit-
ting around a big “unity table” under that big “Balance Um-
brella,” for some reason I can hear Kenny Rogers singing:

“You gotta know when to hold’em,
Know when to fold’em,

Know when to walk away,
Know when to run.” 

Yes, whether it is under the table, or under the “Balence 
Umbrella,” or sitting around that rather “large” “unity-in-
diversity table,”politics and gambling seem always to go 
hand in hand with these fellows who seek unity without 
Biblical authority —and too many people love to have it so. 

—David P. Brown, Editor
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Women in positions of  leadership, “children’s church” 
programs, para-church organizations, direct operation of  
the Holy Spirit, “everything we do in life is worship–except 
for sin”, fellowship with false teachers, fellowship with the 
Independent Christian Churches, the Apologetics Press scan-
dal, marriage/divorce/remarriage, homosexuality, indecency, 
immorality: with all these gravely important issues to choose 
from (and more!), one wonders why brother Alan Highers, 
in his editorial position with “The Spiritual Sword”, believes 
that “balance” is “one of  the MOST important themes we 
have ever featured” (emp. mine)1.   As a former second degree 
black belt, and a student of  various hand–held weapons, I can 
assure you that nothing feels quite like a well–balanced sword.  
The problem we seem to have today is with how we define 
what we mean by such terms.  There seems to be a propen-
sity by both politicians and preachers today to define terms 
differently than the conventional dictionary meanings.  One 
wonders what meaning Highers applies to the word “balance”.  

Does Highers definition of  “balance” include fellowship 
with those in error, as evidenced by his continued use of  Phil 
Sanders on his writing staff, who called those in the Indepen-
dent Christian Churches “our brothers” and “my brethren” in a 
recent interview in the “un-Christian Chronicle”?  Brother Sand-
ers preaches for a congregation that has several denominational 
innovations, such as so–called “children’s church/worship”.  
They are involved in the para-church group known as “Lads to 
Leaders/Leaderettes”, and even advertise for Heartlight Maga-
zine, which has regular submissions from the likes of  Shelly, 
Walling, and other noted “change agents”.  I can only guess that 
this is what Brother Highers calls “balance”, to allow some-
one from all different stripes to “jointly participate” together. 

Does Highers definition of  “balance” include taking jabs 
at those brethren “on the right” who are said by him to be 
“factious, divisive, and reactionary”.  He further suggested that 
such reactionaries “cluster themselves in homogenous cells 
and shut others out”.  While this is not the exact same word-
ing, the timing of  such a statement is very reminiscent of  the 
“toxic loyalty circle” comments of  Joseph Meador.  While it is 
admitted that Highers also mentioned the “left” in his editorial, 
his obvious stab at those on the right was far more pointed.

Does Highers definition of  “balance” agree with the 
assessments of  Dan Winkler, in his Spiritual Sword article 
entitled “Balance in the Brotherhood”2?  His article contains 
a paragraph that begins “There is a radical ‘right’ among us”.  
First, he accuses these men of  binding where God has not 
bound, and being harder on their brethren than God is. He 
refers to those who “mark anyone who refuses to goosestep” 
to their personal preference, their parochial tradition, or the 
unfounded ranting of  some “yellow rag” they have read.  Such 
“flag words” as “goosestep” and “yellow rag” are designed 
by their very nature to conjure up memories of  fascism.

Brother Winkler accuses those he calls “radical right” 
of  deeming congregations liberal because of  “facilities they 
have built, the technology they engage, or the vehicles of  
philanthropy they employ”.   If  “timing is everything”, we 
can only look at some of  the things currently going on in 

A BENT SWORD
 Dennis (Skip) Francis

the church in order to put these statements into context.  
Are we talking about the “Family Life Centers” many of  

our brethren are using the Lord’s money to fund and sponsor, 
which are nothing more than glorified gymnasiums?  Are we 
talking about technology that is often used more to entertain 
than to teach, presenting puppet shows in lieu of  sermons 
or old episodes of  Andy Griffith instead of  Bible classes?  
Are we talking about vehicles of  philanthropy like the para-
church organization “Churches of  Christ Disaster Relief  Ef-
fort, Inc. (CCDRE)” , which completely supplants the work 
given to the church to do?  If  so, why not say so?  If  the 
writer seeks to defend these practices, then give book, chapter, 
and verse for why they are within the grounds of  Scripture.

In further consideration of  these “goose-stepping” breth-
ren,  Winkler charges that gospel preachers and church leaders 
have been rendered “suspect because of  their association with 
a lectureship, their use of  a Bible translation, or their matricula-
tion at a particular university”. If  you are speaking about the 
numerous “conservative” brethren who have no problem 
participating with rank liberals in lectureships, than say so!  

Considering the recent release of  the schedule for the David 
Lipscomb University summer lecture series, entitled “Summer 
Celebration 2006: A Festival of  Faith & Fellowship—Life 
in the Spirit; A Study of  Ephesians”, we gain a greater un-
derstanding of  why Alan Highers agrees with Dan Winkler’s 
assessment.  At the July 6th  luncheon program, Highers was 
the key speaker.  This “festival” also included such infamous 
names as Jeff  Walling, Joe Beam, and Lynn Anderson, not 
to mention Joe Dudney of  CCDRE, Inc. Such associations 
are expressly forbidden by such passages as II John 9-11.  

Bible translations and schools are a “straw man”, erected for 
the writer to have something with which to joust, as these may be 
a cause for concern, but faithful brethren do not divide over them.

Brother Highers’ editorial accuses those in “homogenous 
cells” of  withdrawing fellowship from those who are “unmis-
takably conservative”.  This assumes a division in the church 
between “liberals” and “conservatives”.  I beg to differ.  You 
are hard pressed to even find these words in the Holy Writ.  
The real division is between truth and error and those who 
practice, preach, and teach both. To staunchly defend some-
one simply because he is “generally” conservative ignores 
the greater issue.  Many of  the noted false teachers in the 
Bible are only charged with ONE error!  I do not support a 
conservative camp against a liberal camp; I support the truth!

There are few in “conservative circles” who have been 
unscathed by recent tawdry events.  The hiring of  a marked 
false teacher as “interim director” of  Apologetics Press 
has brought about a “ripple effect” throughout the Lord’s 
body which has affected faithful men, preaching schools, 
and “sound” publications.  Many have been left shaking 
their heads in wonder at those who “seemed to be pillars”.  
We must remember that when a “pillar” falls, it not only 
shakes the foundations, it often takes other pillars with it!

It is sad indeed to realize that the once venerated “Spiritual 
Sword”, rather than continuing to be both sharp and double-
edged, has forsaken it’s true “balance” for a decided “bend” 
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to the “left”.  A “bent sword” cannot divide truth from error.
 

Endnotes
1 The Spiritual Sword, Volume 37, No. 2., page 2, Alan E. Highers
2 The Spiritual Sword, Volume 37, No. 2., page 33, “Balance in the Brother-
hood”, Dan Winkler

—105 Robin Lane
  Suffolk, VA 23434

[I think it was in the 1950 Harding College lecture 
book that the late brother Jesse P. Sewel recalled the 
following advice given to him by J. W. McGarvey. It 
is advice brethren would do well to ponder.—Editor]

In January, 1902 or 1903, I was preaching for the Pearl and 
Bryan Streets church in Dallas. Brother J. W.  McGarvey, an 
old man at that time, was asked to speak at Central Christian 
Church, in Dallas. We had three men in the Pearl and Bryan 
Street church who had graduated from the College of  the 
Bible in Lexington, under brother McGarvey, and they were 
great admirers of  him. They suggested we invite brother 
McGarvey to preach at Pearl and Bryan that night. We did so.
I was just a boy of  24 or 25 at the time. I was sitting on the side 
of  this old man on the front seat, waiting for the service to 
begin. As we sat there talking, brother McGarvey said to me: 
“Brother Sewell, I want to say something to you, if  you will 
accept it in the spirit I mean it.” I told him I would appreci-
ate anything he had to say to me. He said about these words: 

You are on the right road, and whatever you do, don’t 
let anybody persuade you that you can successfully 
combat error by fellowshipping it and going along with 
it. I have tried. I believed at the start that was the only 
way to do it. I’ve never held membership in a congre-
gation that uses instrumental music. I have, however, 
accepted invitations to preach without distinction be-
tween churches that used it and churches that didn’t. 
I’ve gone along with their papers and magazines, and 
things of  that sort. During all these years I have taught 
the truth that the New  Testament teaches to every 
young preacher who has passed through the College 
of  the Bible. Yet, I do not know more than six of  these 
men who are preaching the truth today. It won’t work.”

That experience has inspired me all the days of  
my life since. It has helped me, when I was ever 
tempted to turn aside and go along with error, to 
remember the warning from this great old man

EDITORIAL COMMENT
Of  McGarvey’s position Jesse P. Sewell wrote an article 

entitled “Wouldn’t Stand for Organ,” in the Gospel Advocate, 
Vol. XLIV, No. 49 (December 4, 1902), p. 771 the following;

Professor McGarvey  may speak out against the use of  
instrumental music in the worship, as he does, and say things 

HEED THE WARNING
Jessie P. Sewell Quotes J. W. McGarvey

against it that those who refuse to use it would hardly say; 
but what do the people who want the instrumental music 
care about this thing so long as he gives his influence almost 
entirely (except in his home congregation) to those who 
use it? Brother McGarvey believes that instrumental music 
is wrong, and so teaches; still, he gives his name and influ-
ence to a paper that advocates its use and associates with 
churches that use it (except at home and possibly on a few 
other occasioins.) So, while he believes and teaches that the 
thing is wrong, there is not a church in the land that uses it 
that will not today point to Brother McGarvey as “one of  
the strong men on our side.” His influence goes with his 
fellowship, not with his faith and teaching”As quoted by 
Earl West in Search For The Ancient Order, Vol. 2, p. 442.
Five years before the preceding article F. D. Srygley 

wrote the following article regarding McGarvey in the 
Gospel Advocate under the heading of, “From the Pa-
pers,” Vol. XXXIX, No. 34 (August 26, 1897), p. 529.

Brother McGarvey ought to feel very grateful to David 
Lipscomb, J. A. Harding, and the Gospel Advocate, if  
for no other reason, because they are building up and 
maintaining churches in which he can hold member-
ship and for which he can contract to preach, as he 
cannot do in the churches he himself  is helping or-
ganized effort to build up. As quoted by  Earl  West  
in  Search For  The   Ancient  Order,  Vol.  2,   p.  441.
Is it not a shame that in general we never learn 

that the New Testament does not authorize us to toler-
ate the violation of  even one obligatory matter—a matter on 
which God demands that we all agree (I Corinthians 1:10)? 
Neither can we fellowship or cause people to think we fellow-
ship those that are guilty of  teaching and practicing error by 
our appearance and participation in a program with people 
who have proven time and time again that they are not friends 
of  the Truth and are not “asking for the old paths”.  Shall 
we do evil that good may come? How much more significant 
good would McGarvey have accomplished for the cause of  the 
Gospel in the latter half  of  the 19th Century had he stood with 
Lipscomb, et al., not only for the Truth of  God concerning 
authorized music in worship (singing only), but also against the 
Missionary Society, et al., refusing to fellowship the digressives? 

It is also interesting to note that it was on the basis of  
three men’s admiration for McGarvey that Pearl and Bryan 
Streets church invited him to speak to them, which church 
stood opposed to the false doctrines of  the Christian Church 
with which, despite his confession to brother Sewell, McGarvey 
continued to fellowship. Remember, Sewell said that McGar-
vey originally came to Dallas to speak to the Central Christian 
Church, not the Pearl and Bryan Streets congregation. But 
personal attachments, family ties, and the like have always in-
fluenced some brethren more than their love for authority of  
the Bible. Therefore, because of  such connections each genera-
tion marches into alliances and connections that give Satan a 
greater opportunity to wield his wicked influence in the church.

—Editor
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BRETHREN ELKINS & TAYLOR’S.  S. E. 
MISSOURI LECTURESHIP COMMENTS 

ON R/R OF ELDERS
The following remarks took place at the Open Forum of  the 

11th Annual Southeast Missouri Lectureship, Sunnyview Church 
of  Christ, Farmington, Missouri, Saturday August 20, 2005, at 
the three o’clock session. The relevant portion here transcribed 
commences at fifty-three minutes and thirty-six seconds into the 
session. The participants in this ten minute transcript are moderator 
Jerry Reynolds, guest speakers Garland Elkins and Robert R. Taylor, 
Jr. Brother Cates was on the panel, but chose not to comment. 

Moderator Jerry Reynolds: “What is reaffirmation of  elders? 
Is it scriptural?”

Garland Elkins: “Well, in the first place it’s unscriptural. And 
if  it’s unscriptural it’s not scriptural. Ah, they borrowed it, our 
brethren who practice this, borrowed it from the denominations. 
You know in the Christian Church, parts of  the Christian Church, 
and some other places, they elect elders some times for five years. 
And then they have to run again like it’s a political thing. Reaf-
firmed! There’s nothing in the Bible saying if  an elder is qualified 
when he’s appointed, and maintains those qualifications, that he 
ever has to be “de-elderized”, I guess, and then reappointed, if  
possible. It’s just sectarianism. That’s what it is.”

Robert R. Taylor, Jr.: “This happened at a West Tennessee 
congregation a number of  years ago, ah, a disgruntled lady thought 
that the present eldership in that congregation had served enough. 
And she asked for a meeting with the elders and she just said: “I 
think you men have served long enough. I think you ought to resign 
and that we ought to have a new set of  elders.” Well, guess what 
they did? They ignored what she had to say. And this was prudence 
upon their part. I think it’s interesting to observe that the preachers 
are the ones that are teaching this. I don’t know of  any of  them 
that are talking about reaffirmation of  preachers.”

—Taylor       
P. O. Box 464
Ripley, TN       

38063

We are living in a time when numerous people in the fel-
lowship of  the church have fallen prey to the fallacy which 
contends that “we have no right to disfellowship a person as long 
as we ourselves are not perfect.” The thrust of  such teaching 
is to find justification for false teachers in the pulpit and their 
endorsement by compromising brethren.

This discussion involves the divine and the human sides of  
the church. The divine side of  the church is perfect—as perfect 
as Christ. The church of  Christ is one thing, and a denomina-
tion is something else. The Lord’s church is the spiritual body 
of  Christ (Colossians 1:24), consisting of  all Christians, while 
a denomination is a sect, a religious institution of  mere human 
origin. A true Christian can continue “steadfastly in the apostles’ 
teaching and fellowship, in the breaking of  bread and the prayers” 
(Acts 2:42), and never belong to a denomination, endorse it, or 
have anything to do with it. The Lord’s church and denomina-
tions are both different and antagonistic. The church of  Christ 
has a perfect standard in the Scriptures (II Timothy 3:16-17). 
Therefore, there can be no improvement in the requirements for 
membership, worship, unity, organization, practice and mission 
of  the church. The divine side of  the church is perfect! However, 
we are painfully aware that the church is composed of  human 
beings, and this constitutes the weakness of  the church. What 
made the church weak in the apostolic age is precisely what 
makes it weak today–ignorance of  the Scriptures, compromise 
in morals and doctrines, etc.

At  this point we raise the question again: Is it Scriptural  for  
faithful but imperfect Christians to oppose error in others? Let 
us observe:

1. A faithful Christian is assured that the blood of  Christ 
cleanses from all sin (1 John 1:7-9). All sin includes sins of  
thought, word, or deed, of  omission and commission. The 
inspired John points out that all Christians sin (I John 1:8). 
However, once these sins are forgiven (I John 1:7-9; Romans 
4:7,8), faithful, though imperfect, Christians are instructed by 
the same writer to oppose false teachers and their error (I John 
4:1). They are to oppose error in others!

2. The apostle Peter denied the Lord, yet the Lord in-
structed him, once he turned from his sin, to “strengthen his 
brethren” (Luke 22:32). Thus, Peter often exposed false teach-
ers (Acts 15:11-16), and he instructed his readers to “grow”. 
They were nevertheless instructed to oppose false teachers and 
error in others (II Peter 2:1-3). Peter wrote by inspiration.

3. Paul not only was an inspired man, but he was also 
one of  the greatest men ever to live. Paul recognized room for 
growth when he said, “Not that I have already obtained, or 
am already made perfect” (Philippians 3:12). This situation 
did not prevent him from opposing false teachers and their 
doctrines (II Corinthians 11:13-15; Galatians 2:4,5). If  Paul was 
not inconsistent in his practice of  opposing error both within 
and without, neither are faithful Christians of  our day when 
following his example. Let us remember that we are to follow 
Paul as he followed Christ (I Corinthians 11:1).

We have seen that the argument that “faithful, but imperfect, 
Christians cannot scripturally oppose error in others” is patently 

false. The Scriptures nowhere teach that a person or a congrega-
tion must be sinlessly perfect in order to refuse fellowship to a 
false teacher. The very idea is absurd on the face of  it. If  such a 
premise is true, why did the Holy Spirit cause numerous passages 
to be written directing imperfect men to refuse fellowship to 
those in error (II Timothy 1:3; Titus 3:10,11; Romans 16:17,18; 
II Timothy 4:2-4; I Corinthians 5:1-13)? Brethren, let us strive to 
be faithful. This includes the responsibility to oppose error!

                                                  
                                                                      —3950 Forest Hill-
                                                                     Irene Road 
                                                                         Memphis, TN
                                                                                        38125   

IS IT SCRIPTURAL FOR FAITHFUL, BUT IMPERFECT, 
CHRISTIANS TO OPPOSE ERROR IN OTHERS?

Garland Elkins

In the light of Elkins’ article, how is 
it that our efforts to expose the errors 
of Miller, Crowely, and those who fel-
lowship them are wrong? —Editor 

How is it that brethren Elkins and 
Taylor can believe and teach what 
they do regarding elders R/R, but at 
the same time fellowship those who 
stand diametrically opposed to the 
truth they believe and teach?—Editor 
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22nd ANNUAL 
UPPER OHIO VALLEY BIBLE LECTURESHIP

Sept. 28, 29, 30, October 1, 2006

The Church at a Crossroads
Lovers Lane Church of Christ

Steubenville, Ohio
(740) 264-6218

         THURSDAY, SEPTEMBER 28 
              7:00    – A History of Apostasy from the Time of the Restoration  Movement Until the Present Day.……Dub McClish
              8:00    – The False Doctrine of Reaffirmation of Elders .……………………………………….…..........David P. Brown    
         FRIDAY, SEPTEMBER 29
   9:00  – 12:00 – Open Forum—Subjects to be discussed – Dave Miller, Apologetics Press, The Gospel Journal board, and the current
  political network in the church. Four men were invited to participate in this forum – Dub McClish, Dave Watson, Curtis Cates,
 and Dave Miller.  Dave Miller and Curtis Cates have refused to participate.  The elders in their great attempt to be fair to all and 
 to have a forum allowing equal time and equal access to all issues and questions will not be deterred by the refusal of Dave Miller 
 and Curtis Cates to participate. 
          LUNCH*
   1:00    – Are Those Opposed to the Current Apostasy to be Correctly Labeled “Anti” Because of Their 
 Opposition to it?..........................................................................................................................................Dave Watson              
  2:00    – The Effect of Liberalism on the Home….......................................................................................Ed Casteel
   6:30    – SINGING
   7:00    – Does God Join Two People in Marriage Only If They Intend to Remain Married?.....................Kent Bailey        
  8:00   – Re-thinking Christian Education and Preacher Training Institutions Beyond the
 Acknowledgement of Their Scriptural Right to Exist............................................…...................................Robin Haley
          SATURDAY, SEPTEMBER 30
   9:00   – Is the Church of Christ Disaster Relief Agency Scriptural?………………………………….…James Cossey
              10:00  – Can a Christian Clearly Acknowledge That an Individual is a False Teacher 
 (Teaches Fatal False Doctrine) and at the Same Time Extend Full Fellowship to Him?......................….Danny Douglas
   11:00  – Christians Must Not Let Current Problems, Isolation, Criticism, and Pressure
  Discourage Them or Diminish Their Zeal for God.....................................................................................Johnny Burkhart
          LUNCH*
   1:00    – Can Support of Big Works and Big Schools Lead to the De-emphasis and Relegation
 of the Importance of the Local Church?......................................................................................................Richard Guill
   2:00    – Using Church Discipline as a Weapon Against One’s Enemies.......……………………….........Dennis Sargent
  6:30    – SINGING
   7:00    – If a Husband and Wife Obtain a Divorce for a Reason Other Than Fornication
 (on Trivial Grounds), Does the Marriage Bond Still Exist?........................................................................Gilbert Gough
   8:00    – The Adverse Effects of Church Politics on the Church .................................................................Taylor Hagood
          SUNDAY, OCTOBER 1  
 9:00   – How Can We Save Our Young People?….....................................................................................James Grayson
   10:00  – The Grave Danger of the Moslem Religion…..............................................................................Jay Yeager
  11:00  – The Church at a Crossroads……………......................................................................................Rusty Stark
          LUNCH* 
   6:00   – Never Losing Sight of the Importance of Seeking and Saving the Lost………………...…... .......Jay Yeager

Lectureship Contacts:  Ed Rose (740) 264-7439  Raymond Hagood (740)264-6218
MOTELS       

  Holiday Inn, Steubenville, OH — (740) 282-0901  Super 8, Steubenville, OH — (740) 282-4565 
 Hampton Inn, Steubenville, OH — (740) 282-9800   Holiday Inn, Weirton, WV — (304) 723-5522 

  Amerihost Inns & Suites, Weirton, WV —  (304) 723-0050
Limited housing available at members’ homes.  Contact:  Ed Rose (740) 264-7439

*Free soup/sandwiches will be served at the building at lunch.
SPECIAL NOTE:  If you plan to attend, you need to make motel arrangements now, since lodging is limited in our area.
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(Parker, Shall I Speak on this Lecturship?, Continued from front Page)
to others? Understand that brethren watch preachers. They 
should be able to see conduct that can be imitated with God’s 
approval (I Corinthians 11:1). Not every brother or sister is at 
the same level of  spiritual development and maturity (Romans 
14:15ff; I Corinthians 8:10ff). But even if  they were, will listeners 
understand that you oppose error as a result of  your participa-
tion in a lectureship? It could be that unless we are very careful 
to oppose error at every turn, some brethren may be led to think 
that error is not so dangerous–so insidious–after all. 

5.)  Am I endorsing error, or giving the appearance of  
endorsing error? Will I encourage a false teacher not to repent 
by my participation with those who are defending him and his 

errors and not opposing them? Will my participation encour-
age those who are defending a false teacher to continue doing 
so? How sad, how tragic to think that your participation in a 
lectureship was turned into propaganda ammunition by liberals, 
false teachers, and similar evil men. Do not be naïve!

Error needs a few ingredients to flourish. It needs human 
agency to spread it. Error needs hearts that will welcome it. 
So why would one appear on a lectureship knowing that error 
is well entrenched there? You will either use the occasion to 
oppose error or you will not. God cursed Meroz for trying to 
remain neutral (Judges 5:23).  —1650 Gander Slough Road

Kingsbury, TX 78638

How Shall They Hear?
Brad Green

All faithful members of  the church of  Christ are concerned 
with the fact that lost souls are dying everyday.  God entrusted 
His people with the duty and obligation of  taking His saving 
message to “all the world, and preach the gospel to every 
creature.  He that believeth and is baptized shall be saved; 
but he that believeth not shall be damned” (Mark 16:15-16).  
Many faithful and sincere individuals have questioned whether 
they are doing enough to fulfill that responsibility.  Certainly, 
ensuring that the entire world hears the Gospel would be an 
unconquerable task if  it were left to only one individual.  How-
ever, it is not left to just one person, “for the body is not one 
member, but many” (1 Corinthians 12:14).  The Bible clearly 
teaches that each individual is to do his/her part and by doing 
such, the whole body is edified.  

But speaking the truth in love, may grow up into 
Him in all things, which is the head, even Christ: 
From Whom the whole body fitly joined together 
and compacted by that which every joint supplieth, 
according to the effectual working in the measure 
of every part, maketh increase of the body unto 
the edifying of itself in love (Ephesians 4:15-16).
This Bible principle is further explained when paralleled 

with the work of  elders in the Lord’s church.  An elder is placed 
in charge of  

Holding fast the faithful word as he hath been taught, 
that he may be able by sound doctrine both to exhort 
and to convince the gainsayers.  For there are many 
unruly and vain talkers and deceivers, specially they 
of the circumcision: Whose mouths must be stopped, 
who subvert whole houses, teaching things which 
they ought not, for filthy lucre’s sake (Titus 1:9-11). 
Logically, no one would expect one elder to convince all 

the gainsayers of  the world.  Nor would anyone espouse that 
one elder must stop the mouths of  all false teachers.  Paul told 
Titus, “for this cause left I thee in Crete, that thou shoul-
dest set in order the things that are wanting, and ordain 
elders in every city” (Titus 1:5, emphasis mine).  God’s plan, 
in organizing the church, is that a plurality of  elders oversee 
the local congregation of  which they are members.  Thus, the 
eldership, made up of  more than one elder, makes decisions 
for that local congregation and is in charge of  protecting the 
flock which they oversee.  If  every eldership does its job as 
God has designed, then each congregation, and therefore all 

of  the flock of  God, will be protected and fed spiritually.  The 
grave responsibility of  overseeing the children of  God was not 
given to just one man nor just to one eldership.  Each individual 
eldership, doing its part, “maketh increase of  the body unto 
the edifying of  itself  in love” (Ephesians 4:16).  This is the 
reason there is no need and would be sinful for a man-made 
organization to serve as a board of  directors or “super overseer” 
of  the church.  It is the reason there is no need and is sinful for 
a man-made service organization, like the so-called Churches 
of  Christ Disaster Relief, Incorporated, to do the work of  
benevolence and disaster relief  on behalf  of  the church.  It is 
the reason there is no need and would be sinful for a humanly 
devised earthly headquarters – each eldership oversees its own 
locality and answers to only one head, Jesus Christ.  This parallel 
being made, one can understand that spreading God’s word to 
the whole world is not the responsibility of  one man nor one 
congregation, rather a responsibility of  all Christians working 
together in their local communities.  If  each congregation will 
do its part in spreading the word of  God, the word of  God will 
be spread.  Those who claim that the local congregations of  the 
church of  Christ are incapable, inadequate, and unsatisfactorily 
equipped to do the works commanded by God blaspheme the 
holy bride of  Christ – the church for which He died!

Some have taken this question, “how shall they hear?,” 
and have implied that without them, the goal of  preaching the 
gospel to every creature cannot happen.  They are wrong.  If  
every individual Christian and each individual congregation 
will do the work of  evangelizing their own communities, the 
word of  God will be taken to all parts of  the globe.  Many false 
teachers spread their poison over the airwaves and through 
electronic technology and beg people to send them donations.  
This plea seems to work because these televangelists are still 
on the air.  Why?  They have successfully convinced many that 
without their program, the word of  God (as they pervert it) 
will not get shared to the rest of  the world.  With that stated, it 
is important that the church of  Christ also take advantage of  
modern technology to defend the truth and to counteract the 
damage being done by denominations who are using these same 
mass media.  However, the church does not need televisions 
nor radios to spread the Gospel to all the world.  The church 
must also always be careful only to do such things as are autho-
rized by the Bible.  I spent nearly seven years working in local 
television news as a photographer.  I had the opportunity to 
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meet and work with individuals who truly wanted to inform the 
public of  the day’s news, fairly and accurately.  Unfortunately, I 
also met and worked with individuals who simply loved seeing 
their face on television.  Their only purpose was to be seen by 
others, to become known, to be famous.  Sadly, I fear that some 
in our brotherhood today fall in that latter category.  They are 
using television and radio for their own glory and not for the 
glory of  God.  On the other hand, many faithful preachers 
and congregations have had great influence and results in their 
local areas by using television and radio.  Electronic mail and 
telephones have made it easier to contact those who are sick 
or erring in an extremely expedient way.  Modern technology, 
therefore, is a very valuable tool to be used for the cause of  
Christ.  Nevertheless, it is not, never has been, and never will 
be the best way to convert the lost, restore the erring, nor to 
edify the saints.    

How then shall they call on him in whom they have 
not believed? and how shall they believe in him of 
whom they have not heard? and how shall they hear 
without a preacher?  And how shall they preach, ex-
cept they be sent? as it is written, How beautiful are 
the feet of them that preach the gospel of peace, and 
bring glad tidings of good things! (Romans 10:14-15).
 God’s plan, from before the foundation of  the world, was 

that men “be sent” to preach the Gospel to others.  Though 
television and radio are expedient methods for spreading God’s 
word, it is not the best way and must not be considered the only 
way.  The best method for converting the lost is for a Christian 
to make a personal visit to that individual and teach him face 
to face.  The best way to help the erring is by  going to him and 
teaching him personally.  The best way to edify the church of  
Christ, the body of  the saved, is to teach and preach to them in 
person.  Otherwise, why assemble on Sunday when one could 
flop down in front of  the tube to hear a sermon.  God’s design 
was not for electronic media to do the job of  a preacher.  His 
design was for preachers to do the job of  preachers.

Some want to scare us with numbers and statistics, and 
want to claim that there is no way to spread the Gospel to the 
whole world merely by having each local congregation evan-
gelize its own community.  The Holy Spirit of  God disagrees, 
“So then faith cometh by hearing, and hearing by the word 
of  God.  But I say, Have they not heard? Yes verily, their 
sound went into all the earth, and their words unto the 
ends of  the world” (Romans 10:17-18, emphasis mine).  In 
the first century, the word of  God was proclaimed to “all the 
earth” without television and radio.  Jesus sent twelve men to 
preach that the Kingdom was at hand “to the lost sheep of  
the house of  Israel” (Matthew 10:5ff).  That was a profound 
undertaking, but they succeeded.  The first Gospel sermons 
were preached by twelve men on the first Pentecost after the 
death, burial, and resurrection of  the Christ (Acts 2).  Some 
three thousand souls were added to the church that day (Acts 
2:47).  As those three thousand dispersed back to their homes, 
they taught others and the church prospered.  Even when 
Satan attacked children of  God with persecution, the church 
prospered because “they that were scattered abroad went every 
where preaching the word” (Acts 8:4).  It wasn’t the work of  
one man nor one congregation that successfully spread the word 
to all parts of  the earth, rather it was by the work of  each and 
every Christian.  The word of  God didn’t have a problem being 

spread in the first century without electronic media, therefore, 
it should be no problem today.

How shall they hear?  They shall hear the same way they 
have heard since the beginning of  time – by the mouths of  
men.  

God,  Who at  sundry  t imes  and in  d iv -
ers manners spake in time past unto the fa-
thers by the prophets, Hath in these last days 
spoken unto us by His Son (Hebrews 1:1-2).

Knowing this first, that no prophecy of the 
scripture is of any private interpretation.  For 
the prophecy came not in old time by the will of 
man: but holy men of God spake as they were 
moved by the Holy Ghost (II Peter 1:20-21).
Holy men of  God preached God’s message to the world.  

Today, men who have studied the inspired words of  the Bible, 
which God’s men penned and has been providentially preserved 
for us, preach that same saving Gospel to the world.  

Let us resolve to study God’s word and “sanctify the Lord 
God in your hearts: and be ready always to give an answer 
to every man that asketh you a reason of  the hope that is 
in you with meekness and fear” (I Peter 3:15).  The word of  
God spoke the world and all that is in it into existence (Genesis 
1:1; Nehemiah 9:6).  

By the word of the LORD were the heavens made; and 
all the host of them by the breath of His mouth.  He 
gathereth the waters of the sea together as an heap: 
He layeth up the depth in storehouses.  Let all the 
earth fear the LORD: let all the inhabitants of the 
world stand in awe of Him.  For He spake, and it was 
done; He commanded, and it stood fast (Psalm 33:6-9).  
The word of  God still stands and the word of  God will 

continue to be preached around the world not because of  the 
efforts of  one individual or group, but because of  all faithful 
Christians and the congregations of  which they are members 
doing their part for the kingdom of  Christ.  “Let us not be 
weary in well doing: for in due season we shall reap, if  
we faint not” (Galatians 6:9).  Let us not be frightened by the 
call to evangelize the entire world.  Let us all fulfill our roles as 
members of  the body of  Christ.
      —111 Pine Ridge Drive

                              Lenoir City, TN 37771

FREE CD AVAILABLE RE: DAVE MILLER
This CD contaans credible evidence regarding Dave Miller’s 
position on re-evaluation/reaffirmation of  elders, MDR, 
etc.,  relating to the Brown Trail Church of  Christ, Apologet-
ics Press, Gospel Broadcasting Network, MSOP, and so on.

ORDER YOUR FREE CD TODAY FROM

Contending for the Faith
P.O. Box 2357

Spring, TX 77383-2357 

If  you desire to have a part of  distributing this im-
portant CD, make your financial gift out to: Spring 
Church of  Christ, P. O. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383 
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In recent weeks, we have been bombarded with stories 
through newspapers, magazines, television and the Internet, 
to the effect that an ancient manuscript titled “Gospel of  
Judas” has been found. What implications does this have 
to the Scripture as we know it? Before looking at some of  
the contents, we should first take a look at inspiration itself, 
and see if  such a document qualifies for divine accuracy.

The Bible is inspired of  God, as Christians believe. The 
Old Testament prophets wrote by divine Inspiration, as they 
were carried along or moved by the Holy Spirit to write (II 
Peter 1:20,21). David said, “The Spirit of  the Lord spoke 
by me, and His word was on my tongue” (II Samuel 23:2). 
The record from Genesis to Malachi abounds with what GOD 
said BY the writers who were guided by His Spirit. The twenty-
seven books of  the New Testament were those books written 
before the end of  the first century that had the claims and marks 
of  inspiration. Paul wrote about half  the number of   New 
Testament books, and his writings were by divine guidance. 
He received his information by revelation, as the apostles and 
prophets were guided by the spirit (Ephesians 3:3-5). Peter 
confirms that what Paul wrote was by the wisdom given to him 
in the writing of  “scripture” (II Peter 3:15, 16). Paul declared 
that ALL scripture is inspired of  God (II Timothy 3:16, 17). 
He also warned that If  any apostle, any man, or even angel 
wrote ANYTHING different than what these inspired writers 
revealed, the curse of  God rested upon them. The apostles 
were directly inspired, and they in turn were able to lay their 
hands on some that were to be prophets moved by the Spirit in 
what they wrote, and the letters they (prophets, such as Mark, 
Luke and James) wrote, and the messages they spoke that God 
wanted preserved, were included in the writings OF the apostles.

Inspired “prophecy” was to cease (I Corinthians 13:8). So by 
the end of  the first century, when the apostles and all upon whom 
they laid their hands DIED, inspiration was closed, or came to 
an end. This is why such writings as the Book of  Mormon (by 
Joseph Smith), the writings of  Mary Baker Eddy and others who 
“claim” to receive revelations of  God are PRETENTIONS. 
It Is true that they wrote, but their writings were humanly 
inspired. The very last book of  the Bible ends with a warning 
against adding TO what has been written (Revelation 22:18,19).

In recent years there have been numerous manuscripts that 
are attributed to New Testament individuals, that are ALL post-
inspiration documents. It Is true that they were written, but it is 
NOT true that they were divinely inspired. Even their contents 
testify against them. There is the Gospel of  Philip, the Gospel 
of  Thomas (which contains a number of  sayings of  Jesus that 
are attributed to Thomas), the Gospel of  Mary (Magdalene). 
This latter “Gospel” links Mary to a very close relationship with 
Jesus, to the extent that the Da Vinci Code promoters have taken 
to attempt to establish that Jesus was married, and became the 
parents of  a child, who has a heritage on earth today. These kinds 
of  stories make for good fiction. If  the false account of  Mary, 
the mother of  Jesus (as written by then ACU professor Andre 
Resner in Wineskins, November, 1992, pp. 5-7) ever finds its 
way into a jar somewhere, IT may be found and declared to be 
a “Christian document”, though as false and insulting as it can 

me. Just because some document turns up in a cave somewhere 
is no cause for alarm. However, many ARE curious, and many 
WILL be confused over some of  these manuscripts, and may 
well throw up their hands–not knowing WHAT to believe.

The manuscript of  “Judas” begins SO differently than the 
books of  Matthew, Mark, Luke and John, which do NOT call 
themselves “The Gospel of_____________”. Even the book 
of  Revelation claims to be a revelation of  Jesus Christ, which 
God gave unto him to write (Revelation 1:1; cf  Mark 1:1).

The four gospel narratives abound with information 
ABOUT Judas being a traitor to the Lord. Luke adds that 
Judas “received of  iniquity” and “fell, that he might go 
to his own place” (Acts 1:18, 25). John recorded the Lord’s 
prayer in Gethsemane, in which He stated that he had kept 
ALL of  the apostles except one who was “lost, the son of  
perdition; that the scripture might be fulfilled” (John 17:12). 
It Is AMAZING how many times it is said that Judas fulfilled 
Scripture in betraying Jesus. Yet, the Gospel of  Judas sets up 
Judas as an obedient servant who was trying to help Jesus get 
out of  His fleshly body to be free, rather than being a traitor.

In Psalms 41:9, David wrote (by inspiration), “Even my 
own familiar friend in whom I trusted, Who ate my bread, 
Has lifted up his heel against me” (NKJV). The margin of  
the text says that “lifted up his heel” means “Acted as a traitor’. 
Did GOD not know that Jesus and Judas would conspire to get 
Jesus OUT of  flesh by getting Him killed, rather than His death 
being part of  the divine scheme to REDEEM fallen man? Now, 
the margin of  Psalm 41:9 lists several New Testament references, 
such as Matthew 26:14-1 6, 21-25, 47-50; John 13:18, 21-30; Acts 
1:16, 17. These verses tell about the conspiracy, and the part 
Satan had IN it, and how Judas had eaten bread with him the very 
night OF the betrayal. They also record how when Judas came, 
Jesus addressed Judas as that “friend”---again fulfilling prophecy.

The “Gospel of  Judas” minimizes the death of  Jesus as 
being related to salvation, in spite of  what Isaiah 53 states, 
and the many passages in the New Testament that DO declare 
that His death was redemption reIated. If  His death was 
NOT redemption related, it would appear that God and Jesus 
fostered the greatest HOAX that the world has ever known. 
The Idea that Jesus gave Judas “sacred knowledge” that the 
other apostles did not have, identifies the entire manuscript 
with the “gnostics” of  the latter part of  the first century, and 
later. Around 180 A.D., lraneus wrote of  the Judas material, 
and denounced it as a fraud. We believe he was correct.

Radio carbon dating and ink analysis put the “Gospel 
of  Judas” (written in the Egyptian Coptic language, rather 
than in the Greek language in which the other New 
Testament books were written) as having been written 
around the middle of  the second century, which is almost 
100 years too late to be a part of  divine Inspiration.

Clearly, the “Gospel of  Judas” is a compilation of  the 
“gnostic” theories that began to infiltrate the church in the 
latter part of  the first century, and into the second century–to 
captivate the thinking of  Christians into the philosphies of  
sacred knowledge. These theories are alluded to by some of  the 
apostles as they began to confront this deadly error in their 

WHAT ABOUT THE “GOSPEL OF JUDAS”?
Don Tarbet
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but we believe that the efforts of  critics of  Scripture will 
backfire, and our own faith in God’s word will be strengthened.

—215 W. Sears,
 Denison, Texas 75020

 dwtarbet@texoma.net

time. A thorough study of  Gnosticism will help interested 
people to  understand the Judas “gospel” of  the second century.

The use made today by the many uncovered books shows 
how far many will go to attack Christ and His church, and the 
sacred Scripture itself. Many WILL appear to be confused, 

Contending For the Faith
Spring Lectureship Books

In Print
2006 Anti-ism-From God or Man?  $17.00
2005 Morals-From God or Man?  $17.00    

2004 Judaism-From God or Man?  $17.00         
2002 Jehovah’s Witnesses  $16.00

2000 Catholicism  $16.00                
1998 Premillennialism  $14.00

1996 Isaiah Vol. 2 Chapters 40-66  $12.00
1995 Isaiah Vol. 1 Chapters 1-39  $12.00

1994 The Church Enters the 21st Century  $12.00
(add $3.00 per book S&H •TX residents add 7.25% tax)

SEND ALL ORDERS WITH PAYMENT TO:
CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH 

• P.O. BOX 2357 •
 SPRING, TEXAS 77383-2357

“A book is a gift you can 
open again and again.”

“Give me a 
person who 

reads.”

The 4th Annual New Braunfels/ “Contending for the Faith” Lectureship
“Practical Lessons From First John”

October 27-29, 2006
              The Bible Doctrine of  Fellowship (1:3-7)
                Our Advocate With the Father (2:1-2)
                We Can Know That We Know God (2:3-6)
                Love Not the World (2:15-17)
               “Sinneth Not” and “Doeth No Sin” (3:6-9)

                              Love the Brethren (3:13-18)
                        False Prophets (4:1-3)
                        Faith is The Victory (5:4-5)
                        Confidence in Christ (5:13-15)
                       Summary of  1st John

Lessons from the Life of  John
Hosted by he church of  Christ @ New Braunfels
RV’s Welcome (Make Reservations)

For More information contact Lynn Parker
(830) 639-4234, Web site: nbchurchofchrist.com 
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MEMPHIS SCHOOL OF PREACHING

 Location: 3950 Forest Hill Irene Road, Germantown, TN 
Mailing Address: 3950 Forest Hill Irene Road, Memphis, TN 38125-2560

   
 SCHOOL 901-751-2242; N. B. HARDEMAN LIBRARY 901-7517378; BOOKSTORE 901-751-9964; FAX 901-751-8058 

 March 1, 2006

  Mr. Darrell Broking
  206 Willow Circle
  Mountain City, TN 37683

  Dear brother Broking:

   I was surprised at your attitudes expressed toward brother Cates ad(sic)
  thus toward the school. Ethically, I know that your (sic) are now under obligation to
  reimburse Forest Hill the $25,000.00 they spent on your education which 
  instruction now provides you a living.
   It s (sic) also unethical to jump to conclusions based on misinformation.
  The evidence is clear that the deceptions are not being perpetrated here. You (sic)
  welcome to talk to those of us who know who perpetrated this fraud.

         Sincerely,

           [Signed] 
         Keith A. Mosher, Sr.  

MOSHER, SR./ BROKING & MOUNTAIN CITY ELDERS EXCHANGE

March 13, 2006

Keith Mosher, Sr.
3950 Forest Hill-Irene Road
Memphis, TN 38125

Dear Keith:

Upon receipt of  your letter to me dated March 1, 2006, I 
examined myself  to determine the validity of  your criticism as I 
always have done with your criticisms in the past. The criticism 
of  your letter must also be the criticism of  Curtis inasmuch as 
it is highly unlikely that you would mail a letter like your letter 
of  March 1st without his approval. In regard to your pithy letter 
of  March 1, 2006, to quote from Paul, “Mine answer to them 
that do examine me is” as follows.

You and your instruction have helped me to be a better 
preacher than I was before going to the MSOP. You mentioned 
that I now make my living because of  my instruction at MSOP. 
I actually preached for 11 years before attending the MSOP. 
Today I earn the same wage that I earned in 1995, while preach-
ing for the Gilbert, Arizona, Church of  Christ, the year before 
I began my studies at the MSOP. My studies at the MSOP did 
not increase my employment and salary opportunities in that 
regard. In fact, because of  the current digression of  those who 
are “somewhat” at the MSOP, I am going to be suspect when 

seeking employment by some faithful congregations. Addition-
ally, I would not be able to keep my current position if  I were 
to stand with Curtis in his current error.

Keith, you have been a great teacher and influence in my life, 
and for this I am tremendously appreciative. I wonder, Keith, 
is it possible for the master to accept a little criticism from his 
student? I hope that you will take the time to read my reply 
and then to exmnine the things that I have pointed out in this 
letter. It may take some effort to really examine the evidence 
for yourself, but I have supplied in the mailing all that you will 
need to do so, and your eternal destiny depends on it

I will always cherish my time at the MSOP as a student 
of  God’s word. I have genuinely appreciated the sacrifice that 
you and Curtis, as well as other faculty members, have made 
to train preachers and to help the Memphis School of  Preach-
ing grow in its sphere of  influence. I know that Dorothy has 
worked very hard to allow you to work at the MSOP without 
adequate support. Annette also worked hard so Curtis could 
work at the school without adequate wages as well, and now in 
her retirement she works tirelessly for the school in the Harde-
man Library. I remember the comments that you brethren have 
made from time to time about how many of  the students at the 
school receive more support to attend school than the instruc-
tors are paid to teach. Keith, I do not believe that anyone sup-
poses that Curtis has gone through a doctrinal metamorphosis 
to get a bigger paycheck.
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I read the letter Charles Miller, of  Jacksonville, Florida, 
mailed to Dub McClish and Curtis A. Cates, which was post-
marked July 8, 2005, in which Miller alleged that Dub had 
harmed the MSOP. At the Sunny Slope Lectureship, July 16-
17, 2005, Curtis told Michael Hatcher that he had received a 
letter from an older, well-respected preacher in Alabama who 
said that Dub’s continuance as the editor of  TGJ would hurt 
the MSOP. Strangely, when Michael later asked for proof  of  
the complaint from the “older, well-respected preacher in Ala-
bama,” Curtis faxed Michael a copy of  the letter from brother 
Miller as said proof. Additionally, in a telephone conversation 
between Dub and Curtis on July 8, 2005, Curtis told Dub that 
a brother in his 70s, who is very generous to the MSOP, told 
him (i.e., Curtis) that the school would be hurt if  Dub remained 
editor of  TGJ. This conversation therefore took place before 
Curtis could have received the Miller letter. Curtis obviously 
could not seem to keep his documentation straight, but he 
made one thing clear in both conversations: The threat of  loss 
of  funds for the MSOP had come to outweigh principle in his 
mind by that time. Statements about Curtis’ metamorphosis 
being based on money is not an idle charge invented by others. 
Rather, it originated with and has been perpetrated by Curtis’ 
own statements to Michael, Dub, and others. The Miller letter 
and the mouths of  two or three witnesses are clear. The focus 
seems to be on allowing the MSOP to continue to grow and 
develop its property holdings and for Curtis’ legacy to continue 
to grow. For this to happen, those contributions need to keep 
on coming into the school.

It is of  interest to point out the fact that, when the explo-
sion took place at TGJ, Curtis told Dub and Dave Watson 
in their meeting with the Board of  TGJ that he (i.e., Curtis), 
Joseph Meador, and others were supporting Apologetics Press, 
not Dave Miller. When I wrote the board of  TGJ and asked 
them if  it was Scriptural to support a work without supporting 
erring brethren associated with that work, why didn’t they just 
keep supporting the Firm Foundation and not Buster Dobbs? 
It seems reasonable that the legacy of  the Firm Foundation 
runs much deeper than that of  Apologetics Press. Tommy 
Hicks called me after that email and affirmed that Curtis was 
supporting AP and not Dave Miller. Based on your letter to me, 
I know that you see the ridiculousness of  that flawed thinking, 
because you clearly pointed out that my criticism against Curtis 
is tantamount to criticism against the MSOP.

Sometime between the TGJ breakup in July and recent 
times the focus has changed, and now Dave Miller is not a 
false teacher, but is worthy of  fellowship. Curtis now accepts 
Dave Miller into fellowship because Dave “says that he does 
not teach error  on marriage, divorce, and remarriage, and you 
can check with him on that” Well, I too have read Dave Miller’s 
statement of  September 23,2005, and Curtis is right: Dave says 
that he does not teach error on marriage, divorce, and remar-
riage. Travis should have tried that at his hearing. He could 
have claimed that he really did not hit and kill the man that he 
hit and killed on April 9, 2005. Do you suppose that defense 
would have helped Travis?

By the way, Keith, April kept the photos of  you, Curtis, 
and Garland with our children, hanging on our living room wall 
until Curtis and Garland, on two different occasions, told us 
that they were going to write a letter of  character reference for 
Travis as requested by his attorney, and have all of  the faculty 

sign it, but they never kept their word. You have no idea how 
deeply this hurt my wife. Do you remember how hard April 
worked for the school while I was there? She unloaded Joe 
Gilmore’s books, cleaned them, and recorded pertinent infor-
mation needed to catalogue those books. I think that she put 
in about a year’s worth of  work on that project alone. Brother, 
does April’s contribution to the library lower my $25,000 bill 
to the Forest Hill elders? April quietly took down those photos 
and put them away somewhere because, after learning how 
important her son is to some at the MSOP, those photos just 
did not mean as much to her as they formerly did.

Dave’s statement of  September 23, 2005, attempts to shift 
the focus off  of  his “unintent to marry” doctrine by stating that 
Everett Chambers married his cousin, who is now dead, and 
Everett is also single today. So what? None of  that neutralizes 
what Dave teaches on the intent to marry. If  Dave is correct 
on his view of  “intent” then, as Michael Hatcher pointed out 
in his May 2003 Defender editorial, a woman who marries a 
man for his money is not really married to him. As somone 
said at the Spring Open Forum last week, if  a soldier enlisted 
in the Army to go to college but wound up on the ground in 
lraq, could he claim that here is not in the Army because he did 
not “intend” to go to Iraq? Dave Miller’s error on this subject 
caused division, and it has never been dealt with by Dave. A 
young woman recently came to me and told me about her rocky 
marriage. She said, “This is not what I intended to get into.” If  I 
believed Dave’s “intent” doctrine, I could have told her, “Sister, 
you are not married anyway so don’t fret.” His teaching, when 
consistently applied, cuts both ways, doesn’t it?

Keith, are you aware that Dave Miller also teaches the false 
doctrine that says a civil divorce dissolves a Matthew 19:6 mar-
riage? Well he does, and you can verify this by listening to the 
first mp3 file of  the June 21, 2000, Brown Trail Open Forum 
file on the Hatcher CD endosed in this mailing. But Dave Miller 
does not teach error on marriage, divorce, and remarriage, be-
cause he says that he doesn’t and you can ask him about that if  
you want! Have you ever met a false teacher who said to you, 
“Yes, I teach error on that subject?” Maybe you have, but that 
is the exception not the rule. When I was at the MSOP, you 
brethren opposed the error that a civil divorce dissolves a Mat-
thew 19:6 marriage. Have you brethren changed, or do you just 
choose to ignore what Dave Miller teaches?

Curtis also says that Dave says he does not hold to the 
re-evaluation of  the elders error. I just listened to his April 8, 
1990, sermon on the reaffirmation process again and I could 
not tell that he is against that error. In fact, he was advocating 
it and telling the Brown Trail members how to implement it. 
Dave Miller was scripturally marked in the October 2002 TGJ 
by Marvin Weir, p. 25, and rightfully so. Curtis Cates, president 
of  the board of TGJ, either compromised his convictions by al-
lowing those statements to be printed in TGJ, without retraction, 
or he has changed his position on that error. Curtis and Bobby 
Liddell told Paul Brantley, in a post-TGJ break-up telephone 
conversation that they (Curtis and Bobby) do not believe that 
the Brown Trail reaffirmation process was unscriptural.

You brethren also need to consider the fact that Dave Miller 
worked against the Northside Church of  Christ in Calhoun, GA, 
and spoke for and endorsed the liberal church there. Because 
Northside questioned the Highland elders about their agreement 
with the AP “Statement of  Support” and Gospel Broadcasting 
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I know that Curtis is also appalled that people would think 
that he is involved in any kind of  brotherhood “politics.” You 
and I both know that his denial of  such involvement does not 
represent reality. Let me give you an example of  the political 
game. I was amazed at the last  TGJ Lectureship in Bristol when 
I heard Clifford Newell, the associate director of  the T-CSOP 
& CD, say that the T-CSOP&CD did not begin in opposition to 
the MSOP. I wonder how Clifford knows this. You see, Wesley 
and I started the T-CSOP&CD. We had several planning sessions 
to get the school up and going. Wesley told me more than once 
that the MSOP was weak in apologetics and that Tracy Dugger 
confirmed this from his third year studies there.

Wesley also expressed displeasure with some of  the men 
used on the MSOP Lectureship program and with some of  Cur-
tis’ affiliations. This was part of  the reason that the TCSOP&CD 
was established, but now, all of  a sudden, this is forgotten. Now 
that same evening Curtis commended the T-CSOP&CD and 
said that there was no competition between the MSOP and the 
T-CSOP&CD. Keith, you know this is also not exactly true. 
You told me that the elders at Forest Hill-Irene were going to 
withdraw from us because we started the TCSOP&CD, but you 
calmed them down. Why did Clifford and Curtis say what they 
did, if  not for “political” reasons?

Another example of  the political game is when Ron Bryant, 
William Woodson, a preacher from Alabama, and Joe Stewart 
came to the school to have me disciplined. Ron preached in 
Phoenix for a number of  years while I was in and around the 
Phoenix valley. The Camelback Church for which Ron preached 
was known for standing on both sides of  the fence. For example, 
Carmelback would have John Clayton speak and then Bert 
Thompson. While I was in Memphis in 1997, I was asked by a 
congregation in that area about Ron because he was holding a 
meeting near them. Well, I told them plenty and wrote an artide 
about Ron for their bulletin, which I subsequently released on 
the Internet. I may still have it in my flies. I mentioned things 
like Ron’s speaking on the Pepperdine Lectureship, the Grand 
Canyon Encampment (as liberal as the Red River Encampment 
and fellowshipped by the same people). I also mentioned things 
like the church where Ron preached selling Acappella tickets 
and other liberal connections mentioned in their bulletin. This 
did not go over very well with Ron. A few weeks later, Garland 
Elkins called me into his office to tell me about a phone call 
he received from Ron Bryant, wanting me removed from the 
school. I told brother Elkins that I had proof  for everything 
I wrote about Ron’s liberal associations, and he was fine with 
that. Another few weeks later I was told that Ron was coming 
to the school and that Ron, Curtis Cates, and I would have a 
meeting moderated by Garland. I told Curtis about the proof  
I had, and he too seemed fine with what had happened. The 
morning of  the meeting Curtis came in and told us that he had 
to go out of  town suddenly. A few hours later I was told that 
Ron was coming to the meeting with friends to defend him. 
Those friends included a preacher from the Phoenix valley, Joe 
Stewart, William Woodson, and another preacher from Alabama. 

Also present in the meeting were you, Billy Bland, Bobby Lid-
dell, and Garland Elkins. Brother Woodson did most of  the 
talking and made it plain that he believed that Ron Bryant is 
a faithful preacher. I was not able to speak much, and when 
I was able to get a few words in I asked how a man could be 
faithful while fellowshipping the Phoenix-Malibu liberals for 
over 10 years for which I bad proof, and what I had to say 
was largely ignored. The outcome of  the meeting was that the 
MSOP representatives had me agree to keep silent about Ron 
and the Grand Canyon Encampment. Ron agreed to clean up 
the Grand Canyon Encampment and get the liberals off  the 
program. The next summer GCE provided the same line-up 
of  liberals, so I am no longer bound by the agreement to keep 
silent. The long and short of  it is that Ron Bryant will speak 
anywhere with anyone and ignore their error. When he speaks 
with the liberals he calls himself  the “token conservative.” I 
wonder what he tells the liberals when he speaks with conserva-
tives, the “token liberal”? If  Curtis only knew what criticisms of  
the MSOP Ron and the other preachers in Phoenix expressed 
to me over the years! I did not know why or how Ron was able 
to carry so much weight until I learned about the power of  the 
Alabama connections! Have we not seen these same Alabama 
connections at work in Curtis’ behavior the last few months (e.g., 
Frank Chesser, AP, et al.)? Ron is an Alabama man originally. Is 
it not strange to you that Ron Bryant and Curtis Cates spoke 
together on the same program for SCU last fall? Keith, in 1999 
we had you out to Gloucester, VA, for a meeting. One evening 
while we were talking in our living room you said to me, ‘We 
never did let you speak in that meeting did we?” No, you didn’t 
let me speak much, and you were not really interested in looking 
at the file I had on Ron Bryant. I have other examples of  such 
“politics” in which Curtis has been and is involved, but these 
make my point just fine.

Keith, I helped the school raise money for the new build-
ing. One church sent a check to the school for $10,000 after I 
asked them to do so. I can give other examples of  this as well. 
I was speaking about this with a brother who also raised money 
for the school. He said that other people he knows who sent 
money to the school are not very happy with the school’s cur-
rent direction. I know that many of  the brethren from whom 
I solicited funds for the school feel the same way. Because the 
MOSP is not standing where it once stood, do these brethren 
need to send the Forest Hill-Irene elders an “ethical bill,” audit 
as you sent me? Additionally, you don’t have much good to say 
about the Harding Graduate School, do you? Did you receive 
any grant or scholarship monies to earn your doctoral degree 
there? If  so, have you reimbursed those funds, or do you have 
a double standard there, too? Your letter seems to imply that 
the MSOP has adopted the same attitude you and the other 
faculty members have rightly severely criticized in ACU, DLU, 
HI), OCU HGSR, F-HU, and like institutions the past several 
years:

Just send us your money and your students (especially your 
money), but keep your questions and criticisms to yourself  
Keith, I pray that you will look at the evidence and then take a 
stand for the truth!

Sincerely,

Darrell Broking

Network’s unscriptural use of  Dave, Highland unscripturally 
withdrew from the Northside elders. You brethren continue to 
fellowship Highland as if  they are sound in the faith. Amazing! 
Keith, is someone playing you like a fiddle? All of  the docu-
mented information about the Highland withdrawal is on the 
Hatcher CD; check it out for yourself.



Preacher, elder, Mt. City church of Christ 

cc Elders, Mountdn City Church of Christ 
Elders, Forest Hili-1rene Church of Christ 

Mountain City Church of Christ 
512 South Church Street 
Mountain City, TN 37683 

March 13,2006 

Keith Mosher, Sr. 
3950 Forest Hill-Irene Road 
Memphis, TN 38125 

Dear brother Mosber: 

We are appalled at the letter you sent to our preacher, Dar- 
rell Broking. We understand the Memphis School of Preaching 
to be a work of the Forest W-Irene Church of Christ, in ac- 
cordance with Seoond Timothy 22. In the MSOP catalogue it 
states, "All the costs of administration andinstruction are to be 
borne by the Forest Hill Church of Christ." Brother Mosher, is 
it really ethical to send a letter like you did to brother Broking? 
Is it ethical to lie? D o  we need to dw3e brethren who leave the 
church for the money we have expended trying to save thdr 
souls? Is the Memphis School of Preaching issuingpapal decrees 
and demanding the brotherhood to stand with them because oE 
theirinfallibility? Is the Memphis School of Preaching dedicated 
to mammon or God? 

We have supported the Memphis School OF Preaching 
according to our ability. Brother Broking asked us to support 
Buddy Motefidd while he is in school, and this we diduntil we 
grew weary of trying to get Buddy to honor his agreement to 
send us his grade reports and to speak for us when he is in the 
area. When Darrell took Buddy to the MSOP and arranged 
for him to attend school there, we understood the school to 
he opposed to fdowshipping men in error and their works, 
Dave Miller notwithstanding. We wanted to help with Buddy's 
education to the best of our ability. 

The Mountain City Church of Christ was torn apart via- 
the reevaluation of elders error in 1999, which was instigated 
by a former preacher here. After Dar rd  came LO work with us 
in 2000, he arranged to have Curds Cates hold a meeting for 
us. Cuttis told us that he was against the reevaluation of elders 
error, but now he says that Dave Miller is not a reevaluation 
advocate! If Dave Miller did not teach the Brown Trail Church 
of Christ how to conduct the elder reevaluation process, then 
we are at a loss as to what he did there. Dave Miller was marked 
by TGJ and other good broiherhood publications for this er- 
ror. Because brother Cares is now in error on th~s doctdne, do 
we need seek a reimbursement of the funds that we gave him 
to speak for us? What about Bobby Liddell, who along with 
Curds Cates told Paul Brantley that what Dave Miller did at 
Brown Trail, was not unscriptural? Does Bobby need to send 
us a refund too? 

Darrell serves with us as an elder, but in this matter we felt 
the need to write to you on behalf of Darrd. We want you to 

know and understand that if Darrell were standing with the 
MSOP in her current digression, we would have to discipline 
Darrell and find a new preacher, if hewere unwilling to repent. 
Darrell serves the church as a preacher because he is true to 
the Book and he is loyal to the Lord, not because he acquired 
part of his education from the MSOP. We do not appreciate 
the papal mentality of the Memphis School of Preaching. Our 
loyalty is to God! 

Chuck Jenkins, 
Elder Mountain City church of Christ 

Ernest Tidwell, 
Elder Mountain City church of Christ 

Don Manuel, 
Elder Mountain City church of Christ 

cc: Darrell Broking 
Elders, Forest Hill-Irene Church of Christ 
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bigger crowd than unleavened bread and the fruit of  the vine). 
This would be the case even though God has commanded 
that we take the Lord’s Supper (the what) and He also told 
us to take unleavened bread and fruit of  the vine (the how).
What many advocates of  the “updated worship for the 1870s” 
did not see was that they had to give up the very concept of  
biblical authority to have religion their way. As Lipscomb was 
being attacked in 1896, F. W. Smith, of  Franklin, Tennessee, 
sprang to his defense. Note his words: “If  the brethren of  
this State refuse to support David Lipscomb in his advocacy 
of  the truth, the time will come when women will occupy 
your pulpits, and sectarians will have undisputed sway.” Think 
about those words being written before the 20th century. 
Oh how many people thought that Smith was crazy to make 
such a claim? They argued that such would never happen.

In time the Christian Church divided again. Today, 
one group calls itself  the Independent Christian Church, 
while the other part calls itself  the Christian Church (Dis-
ciples of  Christ). Let me quote to you from an August 
10, 2005 article concerning these Disciples of  Christ.

The Christian Church (Disciples of  Christ) became the first 
major U.S. Protestant denomination to have a woman as its leader 
when it elected Sharon Watkins to serve as president for the next 
six years: Watkins, 51, has served as senior minister of  Disciples 
Christian Church in Bartlesville, Oklahoma, for eight years, ac-
cording to a July 26 release by Disciples News Service. A gradu-
ate of  Phillips Theological Seminary and Yale Divinity School, 
Watkins received over-whelming support as more than 3,000 
delegates stood to register their “yes” votes for her during the 
denomination’s General Assembly in Portland, Oregon. When 
no one stood to oppose her, the crowd erupted in applause.
The convention was preceded by “The Gay, Lesbian and Af-
firming Disciples Alliance” sponsored “pre-assembly event 
called ‘Jesus Calls Us...OUT,’ which was scheduled to be held 
at First Christian Church in Portland.” You might ask, “How 
could a people whose ancestors were once in unity with the 
church of  Christ get so far off  course?” The answer is simple. 
If  you have ever tried to sight a rifle you understand. If  a rifle is 
sighted in to the point that it only misses the target by one inch 
at 15 feet that sounds pretty good. However, that means that at 
30 feet you are two inches away from your target. At 300 feet 
you are 20 inches away from your target. In the U.S. Army you 
have to shoot at a target 300 feet away to qualify. If  you are one 
inch away from center mass at 15 feet, you will never be able 
to hit your target at 300 feet. As you move further away from 
your starting point, your aim is shown to be worse and worse.

The people in the late 1800s who rolled the mechanical in-
struments into their worship would have been appalled to know 
the place to which their compromise would lead. Yet, still today, 
we are being called to make a small compromise in the truth 
here, to cut a small corner over there. Before you compromise 
you need to ask two questions: (1) If  we make this compromise 
what will be the end result? We need to be concerned about 
what kind of  church we are leaving to our grandchildren. If  you 
give Satan one inch, he will soon be your ruler. (2) Am I simply 
compromising my preference, or am I being asked to compro-

Much of  what we are teaching our children today could be 
called the art of  compromise. When you are a child and another 
child wants to play with your toy, someone will begin to teach 
you how to compromise. Compromise is not a bad thing as 
long as you are playing with your own toys. However, hopefully, 
you also learned that you have no right to let someone borrow 
the toys that you have borrowed (what the Bible calls steward-
ship). You also learned that when an authority figure spoke and 
told you where you could play (say in the house) you had no 
right to tell another child that you are willing to disregard that 
instruction and go play in the yard (when you had not been 
allowed to go play there). If  you are not the one in authority, 
you have no right to compromise the instructions of  another.

Another problem with compromise is when compromise 
starts; there is rarely a good stopping place. Some in the churches 
of  Christ are getting ready to attempt reunification with the 
Christian church. 2006 is seen as the year to make a push in 
this direction because the census bureau first recognized that 
the one religious group had become two in the 1906 census.
The source of  the division was a different way of  looking at the 
Bible. Some understood that if  God told us what to do, and how 
to do it, we could not carry out the command by any method 
other than how He had authorized us to do so. Others said, 
when God has told us what to do and how to do it, the what is 
more important than the how, so man is at liberty to carry out 
the command in another way of  his own choosing. The two 
big issues, resulting from these two distinct ways of  looking at 
the Bible, which led to division, were mechanical instruments 
of  music being added to the worship and the use of  the newly 
organized American Christian Missionary Society to do mission 
work. Some said, God has said to worship (the what) and to do 
so by singing (the how). Others said only the what is important 
(worship) not the how (so they added organs, melodeons, and 
other instruments to their worship). Some said God has told 
us to evangelize (the what) and who is to send out missionaries 
(the church). Others said that God is only concerned with what 
is to be done (mission work), so we can create a new organiza-
tion above the local church to carry out the evangelization of  
the world. The problem with reunification is not that we do not 
want unity, but some of  us are unwilling to compromise truth 
for the sake of  unity. If  these brethren have their way, unity will 
result while the Christian Church will continue to ignore God’s 
prescribed pattern for the work and worship of  His church.

One of  the leaders, in writing and preaching against this 
previous apostasy, was David Lipscomb. Many began to attack 
him as some kind of  spiritual killjoy. Lipscomb was said to be 
“behind the times.” The problem for Lipscomb, and others who 
believed what he believed, was that God has communicated His 
will to man in a final form (Jude 3), and, therefore, man has 
no right to change God’s Word in any way (cf. Revelation 22:8-
9). Lipscomb also correctly understood that to open the door 
wide enough to let an organ into our worship the door would 
be open so wide as to allow many other changes in worship. 
If  the standard was, “God did not say not to do it,” one could 
also bring into the door additional elements for the Lord’s Sup-
per (I notice at birthday parties that cake and ice cream draw a 

A Little Compromise Results In Big Problems
Jerry Murrell
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mise where God has spoken (Hebrews 1:1-3)? If  God has spoken, I have no right to offer anyone any compromise. Let us never 
put a question mark, where God has placed a period. If  we do, we can know from the past that big problems will be the result.

—12695 Covington Creek Road
Jacksonville, FL 32224



This is June 28th, and I am seventy-two years old today. I have 
been thinking of  the more than 8,000 people I have baptized dur-
ing the past fifty years. A way over here in Arkansas, where I am 
preaching the Gospel to many Baptists (by way of  debate), who 
never heard it before, I am reminded of  the old days in Arkansas, 
and of  how their customs stack up with the present-day practices.

A few days ago an old brother, after hearing me preach 
three times in Houston, Texas, came to me and said, “Brother 
Tant, I am glad to have heard you preach. You are not the 
type of  man that I had expected to meet. It has been told 
on you by certain of  your preaching brethren that you are 
vulgar in the pulpit. They said that you are rough and abu-
sive; unrefined and uneducated; that you are so plain in your 
preaching that refined people could not listen to you. Since 
hearing you, I have decided that such reports are preach-
ers’ lies, prompted by jealousy, and not by the love of  God”’

As a further illustration, I have recently had a letter from a 
good sister, saying, “We are dead here and doing no good. Many 
of  us would like to have you hold a meeting, but our elders say that 
you are too tough on the brethren, too hard on the other church-
es, and that we must have a man the denominations like to hear.” 

A letter from a Baptist preacher who wants to meet me 
in debate in a town where one of  our leading Bible Col-
leges is located says that he has talked to several of  our 
younger preachers there, and they say, “Brother Tant is too 
old to debate; and he doesn’t have a college education.”

Well, I’ll admit that I have not the good English that N. B. 
Hardeman has. Neither can I measure up to G. C. Brewer’s law 
of  culture and refinement, because I frequently go barefooted 
when I am asleep. I preach in my shirt-sleeves, and put my pencils 
in my outside coat pocket. And if  my brethren don’t like it, they 
can go on to the devil, and I’ll stay here and preach the Gospel 

J. D. Tant: A Voice From the Past on Preaching and Preachers 

J. D. Tant (1861-1941)
to people who want to hear it. Neither have I the refined disposi-
tion of  brother Sam Pittman. I am just an old-fashioned, plain 
Gospel preacher from the frontier...but I am now ready to count 
coonskins with any of  our modern, college-educated “pastors”!

I have this month rounded out fifty-two years of  plain 
Gospel preaching. I have baptized approximately 8,000 
men and women. More than one hundred of  the boys I 
have baptized in by-gone years are now out preaching the 
Gospel. I wonder if  God will reject all these souls I have 
been instrumental in leading to Him merely because I am 
not refined? Because I do not wear my coat all the time?

Count my coonskins, brethren, before you get too hard on me.

One of  the ablest preachers we have in Arkansas lost his lo-
cated job, not because he was not preaching the Gospel, but be-
cause one of  the influential sisters in the church could not bear to 
listen to his old-fashioned language. She did not like his Arkansas 
grammar, and thus could not invite her denominational friends 
to hear him. I doubt if  the poor thing could tell whether or not 
Jesus Christ was crucified at Calvary or shot on Bunker Hill....

I have tried to do the best I could to serve God in the 
backwoods and out-of-the-way places, where a college de-
gree is not so important. When brethren condemn me on 
account of  my rough manners and plain speech, I shall not 
be too upset about it, but shall speak kindly of  them and pray 
for them. And after life’s battles have been fought and we 
all come before God to be judged, I may not be able to pro-
duce much refinement and education, but I shall say, “Lord, 
I have done the best I could among the common people.”

Don’t forget, brethren; we are drifting.

The preacher who, in reality, when put to the test, be-
lieves nothing, unless it be “live and let live”; usually stands
for nothing, or at least for less than he professes to be-
lieve. He looks for worldly friendships and makes a special
appeal for those in the “money bracket”; seeks the easy 
way; sails with the wind, floats down stream; is a hail fellow
well met; runs in the middle of  the road; carries water 
on both shoulders; smiles a sickly smile and sweetly talks
of  peace even with the Devil; is blown about by every 



In These Days of Love Everybody
George E. Darling, Sr.

wind of  doctrine, especially if  it looks as though it will be
more popular and more money will come in from that 
source; forms an unholy alliance with the “would be
scholars”; ceases to speak out on worldliness; becomes a 
denominational lover and steers clear of  saying anything
that might cause one of  then to realize that they are lost; 
refuses to expose sectarianism’s damnable false beliefs;
invites the “faith only” heretics and “Jehovah’s Witness-
es” as well as the “Sweet Spirited” Campus Evangelism
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affiliates to occupy his pulpit; refuses to preach what God’s 
Word teaches on marriage, divorce and remarriage; and
smiles on the Devil’s method of  entertaining lost souls. 
That person cannot understand why a faithful gospel
preacher stands out against such things nor can he under-
stand why any preacher would separate himself  from a
preaching brother of  long acquaintance, because of  conviction.
Conviction that is built on the Word of  God does not 
change in order to advance the man who stands behind what
he believes. The losing of  friendships, held dear through 
the years was the lot of  Paul, and it will be the lot of  every
man who stedfastly refuses to “let the bars down” and fel-
lowship everybody and everything that claims to be “Sweet
Spirited.”

Let us remember in these days of  love everybody 
(even the Devil, if  he smiles sweetly and publicizes his
humility) that God’s Word is still our standard; and if  it 
means that we lose every friend we ever had on God’s green
earth for the sake of  Christ and His church, then so be it.
Some people can be quite “chummy” with a preacher 
who is unfaithful to his marriage contract. One who is so
nice he cannot live in the same house with his own wife 
of  his youth is dealt with very tenderly. They can show
mercy and hobnob with preachers who deny the simple and 
plain teaching of  the New Testament. (Of  course under
their breath they do not agree with him, doctrinally, 
yet allow him to address the congregation week after
week.).

They can be merciful and friendly with the biggest com-
promisers that exist on the face of  the earth and do it with
impunity, even going so far as to place such on programs 

in prominent places, thus jeopardizing every soul that
hears them. They can be kind and merciful with preach-
ers who are as worldly as the devil. They can be “tolerate”
with those who are rebellious, as factious as Hymenaeus 
and Alexander, deceitful as the Archangel of  hell and as
big a liar as Belial. These love everybody advocates who 
are so merciful with the deliberate and well known wrong
doers are so quick to draw the trigger on any person, 
preacher, elder, deacon, teacher or whatever, who says, “No,
I am going to take my stand on the Bible, taking its truth, 
refusing to become a partaker in their evil ways.” There
is no mercy or love for that man. He is to be a cast out 
from that time on. He is accused of  being evil spirited,
narrow minded, egotistical, overbearing, unkind, hard to 
get along with, having a “fat lip” and a “quick pen,” and
anything   else   that   will   do    him    injury   to  the  one  with  
whom  they  speak.

Sin is referred to at least 689 times in the Bible, and the 
preacher who condemns sin in any sinner, is either going
to cause that one to repent or rebel! No true Christian ex-
pects to be shown love and mercy from the sinner who
is caught in his sins, and rebels and determines to con-
tinue in them. According to the Word of  God, sinners go to
hell because they will not repent of  their sins, and 
that includes the lovely and lovable sins of  the “heavy
contributors” in the church who want to live as the devil 
but still want to shut the preacher’s mouth on the subject
of  their sins [Defender, William S. “Bill” Cline, Editor (Bell-
view Church of Christ, Pensacola, FL.,Vol. 1, Num. 1, Feb. 
1972), p. 1]. 

 —Deceased

SUPPORTING A DENOMINATION           
FINANCIALLY BOGGLES THE MIND

Darryl W. Pringle

How far wrong will some so-called churches of  Christ go 
while traveling their skewed path? Apparently pretty far! One 
of  the larger liberal churches is now involved in bailing out a 
financially strapped Baptist/Community Church. There was 
a time when faithful  churches of  Christ would not “fellow-
ship” denominations in any form of  fashion. Herein lies the 
difference—faithful. It seems a good comparison to ask, would 
the U. S. have bought bombs for Nazi Germany, or maybe 
at the least furnished gasoline for their gasoline dry armored 
tanks? The answer during WWII would have been a resound-
ing “NO!” In today’s political climate, the “NO” might not 
be so resounding. It is troubling to know that the spiritual 
climate might parallel the political. Brethren whose determi-
nation is to loose, even break the Scripture (John 10:35) also 
find it hard to “come out...from among them, and be ye 
separate...” (II Corinthians 6:14-18). They (liberal churches) 
won’t come out from weak and deadly liberalism. It is apropos 
to ask, “how long go ye limping between the two sides?” 
(I Kings 18:21). What kind of  blindness does a so-called 
Christian have that will cause him to “jump ship” and sup-
port a denominational church, financially or in any other way?
(NEWSLETTER, Num. 27,  July 2, 2006, p. 2).

—P. O. Box 821634
Ft. Worth, Texas 76182-1634  

Denise Mowery
Placed Image
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-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., P.O. Box 131, Holly Pond, 
AL 35083,  Sun. 10:00 a.m.,  11:00 a.m., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., (256) 
796-6802, (205) 429-2026.

Somerville-Union Church of Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile east of 
Hwy 67, Somerville, Alabama, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tom Larkin, evangelist, (256) 778-8955, (256) 778-8961.

Tuscaloosa-East Pointe Church of Christ one block from Exit 76, off 
I-20, I-59, Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed., 7 p.m. Abiding in God’s 
Word—The Old Paths. U of A student, visitor, or resident? Welcome!  
(205)556-3062.

-England-
Cambridgeshire-Ramsey Church of Christ, meeting at the Rainbow 
Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 a.m.; Wed. (Phone for venue 
and time); www.Ramsey-church-of-christ.org. Contact Keith Sisman, 
001.44.1487.710552; fax:1487.813264 or Keith Sisman.net. Research 
Website of 1,000 years of the British Church of Christ; www.Traces-of-
the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and-Mystery.org.

-Florida-
Ocoee-Ocoee Church of Christ, 2 East Magnolia Street, Ocoee, FL 34761. 
Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7:00 p.m. David Hartbarger, 
Evangelist, (407) 656-2516, ocoeechurchofchrist@yahoo.com, www.
ocoeecoc.org.
Pensacola-Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, 
FL 32526, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Michael 
Hatcher, evangelist, (850) 455-7595.

-Georgia-
Cartersville- Church of Christ, 1319 Joe Frank Harris Pkwy  NW 30120-
4222.  770-382-6775, www.cartersvillechurchofchrist.org.  Sun. 10,  
11a.m., 6:30 p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m.  Bobby D. Gayton, evangelist- email: 
bdgayton@juno.com.

-Indiana-
Evansville-West Side Church of Christ, 3232 Edgewood Dr., Evansville, 
IN 47712, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 6:30 p.m., Larry 
Albritton, evangelist.

-Louisiana-
Chalmette-Church of Christ, 200 Delaronde St., Chalmette, LA 70044. 
Mark Lance, evangelist, (504) 279-9438.

-Massachusetts-
Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ, 26 Armory Drive; Chicopee, 
MA 01020, in-home, (413) 592-4834, Ken Dion, evangelist.

-North Carolina-
Rocky Mount-Scheffield Drive Church of Christ, 3309 Scheffield Dr., 
Rocky Mount, NC 27802 (252) 937-7997.

-Oklahoma-
Porum-Church of Christ, 8 miles South of I-40 at Hwy 2, Warner exit. 
Sun. 10 a.m., 11 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, evangelist, email: 
lawson@starnetok.net.

- Tennessee-
Lenoir City-Lenoir City Church of Christ, 1280 Simpson Road West, P.O. 
Box 292 Lenoir City, TN 37771 .  Sun. 9:30, 10:30AM, 6:00PM, Wed. 
7:00PM., Kent Bailey, Evangelist Tel: 865-986-3223 or 865-986-5698).

Murfreesboro-Church of Christ, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro, TN, Sun. 

Bible class 9:00 a.m., Worship 10:00 a.m., Fellowhip meal 11:00 a.m., 
Devotional 12:00 p.m.; Wed. Bible Study 7:00 p.m. For directions and other 
information please visit our website at www.murfreesborochurchofchrist.
org. evangelist, Steve Yeatts.

-Texas-
Denton area—Northpoint Church of Christ, 5101 E. University Dr. 
(Greenbelt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, 
Greenbelt Business Park, 5101 E. University Dr., Box 12, Denton, TX 
76208. E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 6:00; 
Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.323.9797; tgj@charter.
net.

Houston area-Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures beginning the last Sunday in February. 
www.churchesofchrist.com.

Hubbard-105 NE 6th St., Hubbard, TX 76648, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Delbert J. Goines, evangelist; 
djgoines@writeme.com.

Huntsville-1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9, 10 a.m., 
6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

Hurst (Fort Worth area)-Northeast Church of Christ, 1313 Karla Dr., 
P.O. Box 85, Hurst, TX 76053. Sun.  9  a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7:30 
p.m. (817) 282-3239, Toney Smith and Dan Flournoy, evangelists.

New Braunfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west of I-35. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 p.m. Lynn Parker, evangelist. (830) 625-9367. 
www.nbchurchofchrist.com.

Richwood-1600 Brazosport, Richwood, TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30 a.m., 6 p.m., 
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256.

-Wyoming-
Cheyenne-High Plains Church of Christ, 421 E. 8th St., Cheyenne, WY 
82007, tel. (307) 638-7466, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 5:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Tim Cozad.

Directory of Churches...

HELP US GROW!
Sign-up at least five

new subscribers
to CFTF in 2006

Send subscriptions to:
P.O. 2357 
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FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND HATE ERROR 

THE ORIGIN OF LIBERALISM 
David P. 

In itroducing our study we note that the term liberalism 
is used in various fields of study-political, religious, social, 
and intellectual. People often employ the term without 
defining it. We will define the term. However, before we de- 
fine liberalism, we want to point out the following facts. In 
the case of religious liberalism there are fundamental prin- 
ciples on which it is based. And, from these foundational 
principles a new religion emerged. It retained the traditional 
terminology, but dtastically redefined the terms. Liberal- 
ism, as we have come to know it, came into existence as a 
theological system in the sectarian denominational world 
as a direct result of certain men's efforts to deal with the 
Enlightenment (Warfield, 591). Later we will investigate the 
historical development of liberalism among the denomina- 
tions as well as how it came to influence the Lord's church. 

Our definition of liberahsm will cover the term as it 
exists in Protestant sectarian denominational theology. 
Rut, it will also include liberalism as it pertains to the 
church of Christ. The reason being is ths, among other 
things denominationalism itself is a form of liberalism. 
Thus, what liberalism means and does to and in the 
denominations is one thing, but what it means and does 
to the Lord's .church is another matter. Some members 
of the church see liberalism only from the stand point 
of what it has done and is doing to the denominaaonal 
world. For the faithhl member of the Lord's church that 
view of liberalism is insufficient-it is too lunited. We 
must see liberalism, not only from the perspective of its 
attack on the cardinal biblical docvines that we have in 
common with some of the denominations, but specifically 
how it has challenged 2nd made inroads into primitive, 
pure, New Testament Christianity-the church of Christ. 
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. Brown 
LIBERALISM DEFINED 

With the previous information of the last paragraph in 
mind u7e dl now define liberalism. Ijberalirm ismeated$ any 
doctrine thd loo~.es rnenjom what the complete./Znal, anthon'ioti~e 
in&IlibIe right4 divided Word of God hind>. zpon them (2 Tim. 
2:15; Ram. 10:17; 2 Car: 5:7; Coi. 3:17). In other words a 
liberal doctrine is anv doctrine that allows human beines 
reater liberty than ~ o d  permits them in, b rand thronYh 

#IS Word (Col. 3:17; Rom. 10:17; 2 Cor. l:7; 2 ,ohn%- 
11). It confuses an obbpation (the thing that must be donel 
with an option (a way gr meihod for"an obligation to b& 
discharged that circumstances and situations may change). 
Thus, liberalism covers a broad spectrum of doctrines. 

LhetirfisinandAntiim-In our study on the origins of 
liberalism wemust understand what "anti-ismnis. Thereason 
being is h s :  liberalism is the direct opposite of "anti-ism" 
in what it does to the church. Anti-ism is a conservatism 
that is sinful. It is sinful because it conserves tllore than 
the obligations God has bound on us in, by and through 
His Word. Anti-ism makes optional matters obligatory 

Oblf,,~rztions and Optionr-With every obligation 
God has placed on us through His \S1ord, there are 
various options from which we may clloose to dis- 
charge these obligations. The obligation is always the 
same for all people, at all times. in every society and 
culture. However, options whereby the obligation is 
discharged may change because of advancements in 
technology, different economic conditions, people's sev- 
eral abilities, circumstances, culture, c i~d laws, and so on. 
Human judgment is exercised when it comes to choosing 
which option one may use to discharge a biblical obliga- 
tion. The Fundamental principle behind, and the motivatlllg 
factor for, determining the option one selects to dscharge 
a biblical obligation is this: z t i r  the option that uffers thegreat~r 
irtlrlantage in discharging the obbgation. Therefore, an option that 
e.upcdites the discharging of a God-given obligation is an op- 
tion that offers a greater advantage in dischargmg the ob- 
ligation than do other options. Thus, expediency involres 
advantage. In other words it discharges, in the quickest and 
best way possible, the obligation God has placed upon the 
Chxistian. As stated earlier, whatever the anti doctrine, it 
restricts one's conduct more than what God does in His 
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With little alteration our article beginning on 
the front page of this issue of CFTF originally ap- 
peared as one of the chapters in the 2005 Bellview 
Church of Christ Lecture book, Pensacola, Florida. 

The study with which said article is concerned could 
certainly be expanded. However, the information treated 
within the article is sufficient to accomplish what we in- 
tended-to enlighten brethren regarding the origin, devel- 
opment, and growth of "liberalism" in the Lord's church. 

We have seen the Highland elders, MSOP, and 
their friends say much about unity. They are picturing 
themselves as the brethren who are seeking unity while 
those opposed to them are radicals who desire strife and 
factionalism. But what we have not heard from these 
same brethren is this: S c r i p t ~ r a / f e / ~ ~ J h @  and unig are 
a/w J J  preceded, governed, and JuJtained b_v Biblical authority. 

In an attempt to defend their fellowship of Dave Miller, 
the Highland church, Dalton, Georgia (sponsoring church 
of GBN), acting without Bible authority, withdrew fellow- 
ship from the Northside Church of Christ elders, Calhoun, 
Georgia, which "withdrawal" is total& mthout Biblicalauthor@. 
Of what were the Northside elders guilty? Answer: With 
the full support of their preacher, David Smith and the 
North Side church, said elders were @ty of advocatingand 
contending for BibScoIly author+dfeIlowship and unig. Would 
that all churches of Christ were g d t y  of the same attitude 
and stand toward Biblically authorized fellowship and unity. 

Thus far what we have seen from the Highland church, 
AP, GRN, MSOP, Shertz congregation, SWSBS, and their 
"buddyhood" is a willful ignoring of such passages as: 

Whosoever transgresseth [goeth on- 
ward-ASV, 19011, and abideth not in the 
doctrine [teaching-ASV, 190q of Christ 
hath not God. He hat abideth in the doc- 
trine of Christ, he hath both the Father 
and the Son. If there come any unto 
you, and bring not this doctrine [teach- 
ing-ASV, 19011, receive him not into 
your house, neither bid him god speed: 
For he that biddeth him God speed is 
partaker of his evil deeds (2 John 9-11). 

In their ommission of any reference to the necessity 
of Bible authority for fellowshipping a person, %h!and, 
MSOP, GBN, et al. have chosen the path Rube1 Shelly 
and company started down many years ago. In the future 
there is no reason for us to expect them to cease acting 
accordingly when their own self interest demands it. 
Ever so gradually and incrementally Highland, MSOP, 
SWSBS, the Schertz church, the Spiritual Sword, South 
Side, GBN, et al. will use their lectureships and like works 
to influence the church to embrace their false unity and 
fellowship. In choosing to remain in fellowship with an 
unrepentant Dave Miller, MSOP, Highland, and friends 
have crossed their "Rubicon", and unless they repent 
they will sadly meet their "Waterloo". What a shame! 

-David P. Brown, Editor 
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Word by making an optional matter an obligatory one. 

TWO THINGS LIBERALS &ANTIS HAVE I N  
COMMON 

Two things that the "liberal" and the "anti" have 
in common are: (1) neither one is content with on4 
what God through His Word has obligated man to 
do or not do as the case may be. (2) And, because of 
their actions noted in the previous number one, the 
"liberal" along with the ''ant? are in rebellion to God. 

It must be understood by everyone that no form 
of "anti-ism" is God's answer to "liberalism" and no 
form of "liberalism" is God's answer to "anti-ism". One 
might as well believe that Methodist doctrine is God's 
answer to Roman Catholicism, or that Baptist doctrine 
is God's answer to Universal-Unitarianism as to helieve 
that anti-ism or liberalism can scripturally substitute 
one for the other. Anti-ism and liberalism, regardless 
of the topic, repudiate the inspired directions of the 
apostle Paul regarding having Bible authority for all we 
helieve and practice (Col. 3:17). On4 the tnrth on any doc- 
trine can correct4 take the place of either liberalism or anti-ism. 

Sometimes people erroneously affirm that the truth on 
any subject is found between two extremes. The fact of 
the matter is this: the tnrth regarding aything or any idea isjust 
whahatit is. Thus, the truth pertaining to anythmg or any idea 
will always he the truth regardless of what men think, say 
or do about it. Anything to the left or right of the Truth is 
false. And, we sin if we go either direction from the Truth. 

To some people the truth itself on any subject is 
extreme-it binds more than they like it to hind or it 
looses more than they like it to loose. We must, there- 
fore, realize the truth about truth. 'A true proposition is 
one that corresponds to the facts or correctly describes 
the facts" and "must be true for all men at all times and 
all places" (Ruby, 329, 331). Thus, in regard to truth, ex- 
tremists are those who loose where God in His Word has 
not loosed or those who bind where God in Word has 
not bound. Jesus put it this way, "If ye continue in my 
word, then are ye my disciples indeed; and ye shall 
know the truth and the truth shall make you free" 
aohn 8:31, 32; See 17:17; 2 T i .  3:16, 17; John 12:48). 

The only possible quality in an anti that places himlher 
in a little better light than the liberal is this: an anti con- 
tinues to (1) respect the Bihle as the Holy Spirit inspired 
Word of God and (2) an anti knows he must have the 
Bible's approval for whatever he believes and practices. 
The liberal cares for none of the things mentioned in 
the preceding sentence. We must also understand that 
all false doctrines are either liberal or anti. Anti-ism will 
hinder the work of the church by not allowing her to do 
all God authorizes her to do. Liberalism destroys every 
vestige of Bible authority, the Gospel and the chutch for 
the reasons previously gven in out definition of liberal- 
ism. Anti-ism stifles and strangles the work of the church. 
Liberalism erases the church and all that pertains to it. 

LIBERALISM'S BEGINNING 

The &st record of liberalism in human history is found 
in Satan's false message offered by him to entice Eve to 

sin. Through her Satan reached the head of the human 
race, Adam (Gen. 51-7; 1 Tim. 2:14). When Satan began 
to entice Eve he was headed for Adam-the head of the 
human race (Rorn. 5:12). God had instructed Adam and 
Eve not to eat of the tree of the knowledge of good and 
evil. He warned them of the consequences of violating 
His prohibitive law (Gen. 2 1  6,17). In other words Adam 
and Eve were authorized by God's Word to eat the fruit 
of certain trees and by His Word they were forbidden to 
eat the fruit from a certain tree. Thus, by God's authorita- 
tive Word Adam and Eve knew of what trees they were at 
liberty to eat and of what tree they were forbidden to eat. 

Satan's message to Eve was a liberal doctrine-it loosed 
her from what God in His infallible Word had bound upon 
her (Gen. 3:4,5). Thereby Satan lied to Eve. She was se- 
duced, she believed and she obeyed Satan's lie for the reasons 
given in verse six. Thereby, Eve sinned (1 John 3:4). Then 
Adam, without being deceived, partook of the forbidden 
fruit given to him by Eve and he, too, sinned (1 Tim. 2:14). 

The second record of liberalism's evil work in the hu- 
man race is found in Cain's attitude and action toward the 
obligation God placed on him and his brother Abel regard- 
ing theit worship of Him (Gen. 41-15), Of this event, the 
writer of the Hebrews epistle declared, "By faith Abel 
offered unto God a more excellent sacdice than Cain, 
by which he obtained witness that he was righteous, 
God testifying of his gifts: and by it he  being dead 
yet speaketh" (Heh. 11:4). Since it is the case that (1) 
faith comes by hearing the Word of God (Rom. 10:17); 
and, since it is the case that (2) Able offered his sacrifice 
to God by faith (Heb. 11:4); then it is the case (3) that we 
must conclude that Able and Cain had received God's 
Word instructing them regarding the worship He desired 
of them. And, therefore, it is the case that (4) Cain did 
not comply with God's Will regarding his worship to Him. 
The divine record says of God's attitude toward Cain's 
unauthorized and, thus, sinful offering, "But unto Cain 
and to his offering he had not respect" (Gen. 4:5a). 
Among the things we may conclude from this Old Testa- 
ment record is that if we want God to respect our beliefs 
and actions they must be authorized by God's Word-they 
must he by faith (Rom. 10:17; 2 Cor. 5:7; Rom. 15:4; ). 

While liberalism has invaded the Lord's church in the 
same way it has denominationalism, it has reared its ugly 
head in the church in a way that it could not do in sectarian 
theology. The reason is this: the LordS. church stands alone in 
her rerpectfor, correct approach to, the ascertaining of and submis- 
sion fo proper Bible authori$ apostate brethren noflytthstanding 
(2 Tim. 215: Col. 3:17; Heb. 5: 8, 9). Indeed, as stated 
earlier, denominationalism itself is a form of liberalism. 
If the denominations truly respected Bible authority and 
honestly knew how to ascertain it, and were fully willing 
to submit to it, they would not he denominations. Indeed, 
they would repudiate the whole false system along with its 
attendant erroneous doctrines that gave birth to,sustains, 
and has characterized it from its modern day inception in 
the Reformation to the present. Also, Roman Catholicism, 
Calvinism, Armenianism, Weslianism, Mormonism, Creed- 
alism, and such like false doctrines that have hindered the 
proper division of the Word of God for many years would 
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disappear. Therefore, in the Lord's church liberalism has 
not only sought (1) to repudiate and destroy those elements 
of Biblical Truth that exist in denominational theology, 
which Truths we bold in common witb them, but (2) it 
bas attacked the Bible as a divine infallible pattern along 
with the communicative element of language that serves 
as the means whereby the Bible communicates God's 
Will to us and thereby authorizes anyone to do anything. 

Furthermore, it has attacked the biblical principle of 
restoration. Those who imbibe it are blinded to Christi- 
anity as it appears on the pages of the New Testament. 
Thus, there is a liberalism that seeks to make the Lord's 
church only another denomination among the denomina- 
tions. And, this is the singulat difference in liberalism's 
attack and evil influence on the Lord's church from that 
of liberalism's attack and impact on the denominations. 

Thus, in our earlier comments about 'liberalism" and 
its contrary evil brother, "anti-ism," we defined liberal- 
ism as we did. If we are not willing to see the difference 
in how liberalism deals with Bible authotity, the Gospel, 
and the church, and so on, from the way it bas attacked 
denominationalism, we simply do not have a correct un- 
derstanding of what liberalism is, how it works, and what 
it has done, is doing, and will do to the church, that it 
never could accomplish in the sectarian denominational 
churches. Again, the reason being, Satan knows then is no 
need to convert denominational churches to &nomnationali~m. 

A BRIEF GENERAL HISTORY OF THE 
FOUNDERS AND FOUNDATION OF 

MODERN LIBERALISM 
During the eighteenth century an intellectual move- 

ment began that was to have far re&bing consequences for 
the western world and the United States in particular. The 
central core of the movement was that it &ost promoted 
human reason to the level of the divine. It denied supernat- 
ural divine revelation and asuibed to the rational powers of 
human beings the ability to discern truth of alI types. This 
was the period known in history as the Enhgbtenment It has 
been labeled, The Mo&m Paganim (Gay). This was also the 
time of the formation of German Rationalism and Deism. 

The Enlightenment produced much that is to this 
present time described and touted as the "modem mind." 
Some of these principles of the Enhghtenment are: 

1. The beginning of scientific history; 
2. Any tmtb must justify itself before the bar 
of reason; 
3. Nature is the primary source of answers 
to the fundamental questions of human 
existence; 
4. Freedom is necessary to advance progress 
and human welfare; 
5. Literary and historical criticism are 
necessam to determine the leeitimam of our u 

historicai legacy; 
6. The need for critical philosophy; 
7. Ethics is separate and independent from 
the authority of religion and theology; 

8. A suspicion of and hostility to all truth 
claiming to be grounded in some kindof 
authority other than reason, e.g, tradition or 
divine revelation; 

9. Raising to the value of science as the 
avenue by which man can find truth; 

10. Toleration as the highest value in matters 
of religion; 

11. A self-conscious continuation and 
expansion of the humanism first developed 
during the Renaissance (Ramm, 4,5). 

During this time certain "scholars" began a direct 
attack on the inspiration of the Bible as it had been defined 
during the late Reformation-verbal plenary inspiration. 
These men initiated the development of what became 
known as &her Criticism-better detined as "Destructive 
Criticism." In particular they attacked traditional Protestant 
reformatory doctrines in general and specifically doctrines 
of the Lutheran Church. They targeted the supernaturalism 
of historic Chtistianity in general and sighted in on the 
trinity, the Deity of Christ, the atonement, the virgin 
birth, the resurrection, miracles in the Bible and so on. 

As noted earlier concurrent with the movement noted 
in the last paragraph was the development of Deism. This 
is theview that affirms the existence of God as the creator 
of all things. However, once God set all the natural laws in 
place and working, He took and takes no personal interest 
in his creation. According to Deism, as one does a clock so 
did God with his creation-He wound it up and left it to 
function through natural law without any direct or indirect 
personalinvolvement in it by Him. This view of the natural 
world rules out miracles. This is the case because they 
violate the function of natural law. The Deist declared that 
Christianity only re-declared God'.. revelation of himself in 
nature; that God himself is separated from and uninvolved 
in his creation. With these points in mind we now turn to 
other contributing factors to the formation of liberalism. 

THREE IMPORTANT PHILOSOPHIES 
In understanding what Liberalism is we must 

have a familiarity with certain philosophers and their 
philosophies. Their ideas are seen in three philosophies- 
Existentialism, Pragmatism and Irrationalism. These 
philosophies unite to give us the liberalism of our time. 

EXISTENIMLISMgives emphasis to individual exis- 
tence, freedom and choice. Thus, while it is somewhat dif- 
ticult to detine, it stresses absolute individual existence and, 
consequently, on subjectivity, individual freedom and choice. 
Thus, absolute objective truth is rejectedby the existentialist. 

PRAGMA7ISMlook.s at the consequence of an action. 
According to the consequence, it determines whether the 
action is right or wrong. Thus, if an action accomplishes 
one's desired end, it is right. If the action does not accom- 
plish the end desired, it is wrong. Hence, there is no absolute 
objective standard of right and wrong. If a thing works it 
its nght, if it does not, it is wrong. The pragmatic approach 
was also applied in determining what is true and what is not 

lRRAZ7ONALISM is the result of a number of phi- 
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losophies, including existentialism and pragmatism. All 
of these philosophies reject and repudiate the "Law of 
Rationality". T h e  "Law of Rationality" is, 'We ought to 
jusufy our conclusions by adequate evidence" (Ruby, 131). 

All three of the previously noted philosophies come 
to basically the same end-Subjectivism. Although the 
philosophers we shall next notice in our study differ in 
certain aspects o f  their views, the commonality shared by 
each philosopher and his philosophy is their belief is that 
truth is subjective. Thus, we ask, what is Subjectivism? 

Subjectivism is an epistemological theory. It is 
a theory of knowledge, and how it is achiwed. 
Subjectivism holds that knowledge is generated 
from the mind, without reference to reality. It 
holds that gaining knowledge about the world 
is done through introspection. It holds that 
metaphysically, the world is a figment of our 
imaginations. It holds that because reality is 
an aspect of our minds, it is affected by them. 
Like most misbegotten notions, this theory is 
never held consistently. The effect of trying 
to hold it consistently would be a complete 
inability to interact with the world. One would 
just sit and wish for things to be "better", 
confused at why the world isn't doing its part. 
No, the practitioners apply it only in cer- 
tain respects, and to certain degrees. It is 
an act of evasion. An attempt to ignore the 
facts of reality. It is the claim that the mind 
controls particular aspects of reality, or that 
certain facts of reality don't exist, and can 
be whatever your mind wants. A common 
use of subjectivism is in the field of ethics. 
A subjectivist evades the objective nature 
of ethics, and pretends that he may act in 
any way he chooses, without consequence. 
Subjectivism is a denial of rea1it)r It is the 
acceptance of the Primacy of Conscious- 
ness. It is a denial of reality, and a denial of 
the I.aw of Identity. It states that "anything 
goes", and lets desires, whims, and emotions 
run rampant (Importance of Philosophy). 

The  late Thomas B. Warren commented concerning 
certain factors that brought about the rise of liberalism. 

There have been at least four other factors 
which have been highly significant in the rise 
of modern liberalism: (1) The growing influ- 
ence of science and its influence over the 
minds of men, (2) the evolutionary hypoth- 
esis of Charles Darwin, (3) the attacks of the 
&her critics on the Bible itself, and (4) the sci- 
entific study of the various so-called "world" 
rebons .  These factors, along with factors 
previously noted, were vital to the rise of the 
two basic branches of modern liberalism: (1) 
Moderate liberalism (Modernism) and, (2) 
Radical liberalism (Humanism) (Warren, 12). 
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SOME PHILOSPHERS AND THEOLOGIANS 
OF LIBERALISM 

David Hume was very influential in bringing new 
viewpoints into religion and science. 

"Hnme is our Politics, Hume is our Trade, 
Hume is our Philosophy, Hume is our Reli- 
gion." This statement by 19th century British 
idealist philosopher James Hutchison Stirling 
reflects a unique position that David Hume 
holds in intellectual thought. Hume profound- 
ly impacted all of the disciplines noted by Stir- 
ling, not only during Hume's own life, but for 
generations after and on to our own day. Part 
of his fame and importance owes to his boldly 
skeptical approach to a range of philosophical 
subjects. He questioned common notions of 
personal identity, and argued that there is no 
permanent "self" that continues over time. He 
dismissed standard accounts of causality and 
argued that our conceptions of cause/effect 
relations are grounded in habits of thinking, 
rather than in the perception of causal forces 
in the external wokd its& He argued that it is 
unreasonable to believe testimonies of alleged 
miraculous events, and, accordmgly, hints that 
we should reject rehgions that are founded 
on miracle testimonies. Against the common 
belief of the time that God's existence could 
be proven through a design or causal argu- 
ment, Hume offered compelling criticisms 
of standard theistic proofs. Also, against the 
common view that God plays an important 
role in the creation and reinforcement of 
moral values, Hume offered one of the first 
purely secular moral theories, which grounded 
morality in the pleasing and useful conse- 
quences that result from our actions (Fieser). 

Another highly influential philospher of the Enhght- 
enment was Immanuel Kant (April 22, 1724 - February 
12, 1804). H e  

. . . was a German philosopher from PNS- 
sia, generally regarded as one of Europe's 
most influential thinkers and the last major 
philosopher of the Enlightenment. He had 
a major impact on the Romantic and Ideal- 
ist philosophies of the 19th century, and 
his work was the starting point for Hegel. 
Kant is best known for his view-called 
transcendental idealism-that we bring in- 
nate forms and concepts to the raw experi- 
ence of the world, which would otherwise 
be unknowable. We perceive the world by 
means of our senses and innate intuitions,. 
he argued, and therefore the thing-in-itself 
cannot be known. Our objects of knowledge, 
filtered by our senses, are simply appearances. 
His epistemology, or theory of knowledge, 
was an attempt to solve the confict between 
the rationalists, who said that knowledge with- 
out experienceis possible, and the empiricists, 
who argued that experience is all there is. Kant 
bridged the gap between these two positions 
with the opening statement of his Critique of 
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Pure Reruon: "But though all our knowledge 
begins with experience, it does not follow that 
it all arises out of experience" (Wikepedia). 

I b t ,  therefore, opposed the tladitional arguments for 
the existence of God. He contended that we cannot know 
reality by pure reason and thereby we cannot know that 
God exists. Only by conclusions drawn from moral law can 
man know anything about God. Thus, through man's five 
senses man cannot prove the existence of God. Therefore, 
I<ant helped to further magnify science. Another influential 
philosopher was August Comte (1798-1857). He 

. . .developed a secular religion known as posi- 
tivism, which emphasized reason and logic. He 
later systematizedit as theRekon of Humani- 
ty, complete with priests anda calendar of saints. 
Comte divided the progress of man- 
kind in to  three historical stages: 

1. Theological: relies on super- 
natural agencies to explain what- 
man can't  explain otherwise .  
2. Metaphysical: man atmbutes effects 
to abstract but poorly understood causes. 
3. "Positive": because man- 
now u n d e r s t a n d s  t he  sc ien-  
tific laws which control the world. 

Comte also founded the social sciences, andit 
is important to remember in our more cynical 
times the ideals to which they aspired. Comte 
and other early social scientists assumed that 
human behavior must obey laws just as smct 
as Newton's laws of motion, and that if we 
could discover them, we could eliminate moral 
evils -- in exactly the same way that medical 
scientists were then discovering how diseases 
worked and were eliminating much of the 
physical suffering which had always been an 
inevitable part of the human condition. In 
his earlier, less systematic works he influenced 
such figures as J.S. Mill, T.H. Huxley, George 
Henry Lewes, and George Eliot; all gradu- 
ally fell away as his philosophy became more 
rigidly systematic (Glenn, The Victorian Web). 

One of the most influential philosophers in all fac- 
ets of society and culture over the last two hun- 
dred years is Georg Wilhelm Friedrich Hegel (1770- 
1831)-better known as G. W. F. Hegel. Hegel was 
greatly influenced by Immanuel Kant (1724-1804). 
Along with J. G. Fichte and F. W J. von Schelling, Hegel 
(1770-1 831) belongs to the period of "German idealism" 
in the decades following Kant. The most systematic of 
the post-Kantian idealists, Hegel attempted, throughout 
his published writings as well as in his lectures, to elabo- 
rate a comprehensive and systematic ontology from a 
"logical" starting point. He is perhaps most well-known 
for his teleological account of history, an account which 
was later taken over by Marx and "inverted" into a ma- 
terialist theory of an historical development culminat- 
ing in communism. For most of the twentieth century, 
the "logical" side of Hegel's thought had been largely 
forgotten, but his political and social philosophy con- 
tinued to find interest and support. However, since the 

1970s, a degree of more general philosophical interest 
in Hegel's systematic thought has also been revived. 
Until around 1800, Hegel devoted himself to developing 
his ideas on r ebous  and social themes, and seemed to have 
envisaged a future for himself as a type of modernising and 
reforming educator, in the image of figures of the German 
Enhghtenment such as Lessing and Schiller. Around the 
turn of the century, however, possibly under the influence 
of Holderh,  his interests turned more to the issues in 
the "critical" philosophy of Immanuel Kant (Redding). 

He learned from Kant to classify things in threes; he 
borrowed from him through the influence of another 
philosopher, Johann Gottlieh Fichte (1762-1814). Hegel 
believed in a dialectical process for all things. While he 
rarely used the following terms in his logical system, 
this is the foundation of his own reasoning. He began 
with the thesis (one fact) which produced the antith- 
esis (and opposing fact). The conflict of these two facts 
produced another f a c t a  syntheses of the thesis and 
antithesis. This process never ceases, but goes on and 
on ad infinitum. Thus, there is no  final truth. There- 
fore, men can never arrive at final truth on anything. 

The Hegelian dialectic has impacted the world in a ter- 
rible, thorough and long lasting way. Hitler and the Nazis 
mere strongly influenced by Nietzsche who was greatly 
influenced by Hegel (Politics). The founders of Com- 
munism-Karl Marx, Friedrich Engels, Vladimir Lenin 
and Joseph Stalk-were influenced by Hegel (Economics 
and Politics). Thomas J. J. Altizer's "God is Dead" view 
was a direct result of Altizer applying Hegel's dialectic 
philosophy to his thinking about God, Christ and man 
(Christian Atheism-Religion). And, when Hegel's dia- 
lectic process is applied to Biology the result is eoolution. 

Friedrich Ernst Daniel Schleiermacher (1768- 
1834) was a German theologian and philolo- 
gist who held pastorates and professorships 
at Landsberg, University of Halle, and Trinity 
Church in Berlin. He was influenced by Plato 
and I<ant and believed God to be immanent- 
one with all creation. The New England 
Transcendentalists were particularly struck 
by SchleiermacherS conception of religious 
experience as an immediate, eternal, mystical 
moment when a person becomes aware of the 
all-surrounding, invasive, incredible presence 
of Godin and through the universe. Believing 
that man can find the answers to moral laws 
within himself, he emphasized the contempla- 
tion of nature and its ever-present miracles. 
As the great champion, anda modern prophet, 
of personal active religious feeling-as op- 
posed to mere passive assent to formal and 
inherited doctrines-Schleiermacher rede- 
fined the basic elements of Christianity in ins 
famous and groundbreaking book On Religion: 
Speeches to its Cultured Despisers (1799). For 
him, "every event, even the most natural 
and usual, becomes a miracle as soon as the 
religious view of it can be the dominant" and 
" every original and new communication of 
the universe to man is a revelation." On the 
issue of belief, Schleiermacher was adamant 
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on the distinction between firsthand belief 
and secondhand acceptance of the belief of 
another, arguing that "to accept what another 
has said or done, or to wish to think and feel 
as another has thought and felt, is a hard and 
base service. . . . It must be rejected by all 
who would force their way into the sanctuary 
of religion. To wish to have and hold a faith 
that is an echo, proves that a man is incapable 
of religion." Religion for Schleiermacher, 
then, always meant indtvidual rebgious expe- 
rience, and thus he insisted that "the existing 
forms should not in themselves hinder any 
man from developing a religon suitable to his 
own nature and his own religious sense." He 
separated not only church and state, but also 
church and science as well as church and- 
morality (Amos Rronson Alcott Network). 

Schleiermacher sought t o  avoid the view that the prin- 
ciples of religion must be  verified by empirical investiga- 
tion of the natural world. H e  contended that propositions 
(into which truth may be placed) were not in actuality the 
root and foundation of  religion. Thus, he postulated the 
view that it is wise in religion to be  guided by one's emo- 
tions. O f  course in his efforts t o  oppose and repudiate a 
religion based upon the standard of  the intellectual empiri- 
cal knowledge of  natural law (rationalism), he succeeded 
in establishing another standard-man's feelings. And, 
thereby move people further away from the authority of  
God  revealed in the meaning of  the words of  the Bible. 

Soren IOerkegaard (1813-1855) is considered to be the 
person who originally brought existentialism into theology. 
Thus, we need t o  study his contribution to the develop- 
ment of liberalism. 

Moral Individualism 

Most philosophers since Plato have held 
that the highest ethical good is the same for 
everyone; insofar as one approaches moral 
perfection, one resembles other morally per- 
fect individuals. The 19th-century Danish 
philosopher Smen IGerkegaard, who was the 
first writer to call himself existential, reacted 
against this tradition by insisting that the high- 
est good for the individual is to find his or 
her own unique vocation. As he wrote in his 
journal, "I must find a truth that is true for me 
. . . the idea for which I can live or die." Other 
existentialist writers have echoed I<ierkegaard's 
belief that one must choose one's own way 
without the aid of universal, objective stan- 
dards. Against the traditional view that moral 
choice involves an objective judgment of right 
and wrong, existentialists have argued that 
no objective, rational basis can he found for 
moral decisions. The 19th-century German 
philosopher Friedrich Nietzsche hrther con- 
tended that the individual must decide which 
sinlations are to count as moral situations. 

Subjectivity 

All existentialists have followed Kierkegaard 
in stressing the importance of passionate 

individual action in deciding questions of 
both morality and truth. They have insisted, 
accordingly, that personal experience and act- 
ing on one's own convictions are essential in 
arriving at the truth. Thus, the understanding 
of a situation by someone involved in that 
situation is superior to that of a detached, 
objective observer. This emphasis on the 
perspective of the individual agent has also 
made existentialists suspicious of systematic 
reasoning. Kierkegaard, Nietzsche, and other 
existentialist writers have been deliberately 
unsystematic in the exposition of their phi- 
losophies, preferring to express themselves 
in aphorisms, dialogues, parables, and other 
literary forms. Despite their antirationalist po- 
sition, however, most existentialists cannot he 
said to be irrationalists in the sense of denying 
all validity to rational thought. They have held 
that rational clarity is desirable wherever pos- 
sible, but that the most important questions in 
life are not accessible to reason or science. Fur- 
thermore, they have argued that even science 
is not as rational as is commonly supposed. 
Nietzsche, for instance, asserted that the 
scientific assumption of an orderly universe 
is for the most part a useful fiction. (A Dic- 
tionary of Philosophical Terms and Names). 

Basically Friedrich Nietzche (1768-1834) applied 
lerkegaard's view to atheism. 

Born the son of a Lutheran pastor in 
Rocken, Saxony, Friedrich Nietzsche was 
raised by female relatives after his father's 
death in 1849. He quickly abandoned his 
initial pursuit of theology in order to spe- 
cialize in philology at Bonn and Leipzig, 
where he studied with Friedrich Ritschl. . . . 
Nietzsche sharply criticized the Greek tra- 
dition's over-emphasis on reason in his Die 
Gotzen&mmerung (Twihght of the Idoir) (1889). 
Reliance on abstract concepts in a quest for 
absolute truth, he supposed, is merely a symp- 
tom of the degenerate personalities of phi- 
losophers like Socrates. From this Nietzsche 
concluded that traditional philosophy and 
religion are both erroneous and harmful for 
human life; they enervate and degrade our na- 
tive capacity for achievement. Progress beyond 
the stultifymg influence of philosophy, then, 
requires a thorough ''re~aluation of values." 
In Zur Geneologie der Moral (On the Genealogy of 
Morals) (1887) Nietzsche bitterly decried the 
slave morality enforced by social sanctions 
and religious guilt. Only rare, superior in&- 
viduals-the noble ones, or Uhermenrrhen--can 
rise above d rnoral distinctions to achieve a 
heroic life of truly human worth (A Diction- 
ary of Philosophical Terms and Names). 

Two other men of importance to the spread of theo- 
logical existentialism and contemporary with each other 
are Rudolph Bultmann and Paul Tillich. Most of their 
work was done in the first half of the 20'h Century. 
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Rudolf Karl Bultmann (1884-1976) was bom 
on August 20" in Wiefelstede, in (what was 
then known as) the grand duchy of Oldenburg. 
His father, Arthur Bultmann, was an Evangeli- 
cal-Lutheran pastor, his paternal grandfather 
a missionary to Africa, and his maternal 
grandfather a pastor of the pietistic tradition. 
... Perhaps Bultmann's most important use of 
his existentialist methodology is in his inter- 
pretation of scripture. Indeed, Bultmann was 
at least as important aNewTestament scholar 
as a theologian (Amongst other accomplish- 
ments, he invented Form Criticism, a method 
that notices that certain classes of pericopes 
in the synoptic gospels such as healing stories 
and exorcism stories often have a formulaic 
structure. These structures would indicate 
liturgical use in the church and thus imply a 
composition date much later than the death of 
Jesus). To understand what Bultmann meant 
by an existentialist interpretation of scripture, 
it is helpful first to see why he thought it 
was necessary. After all, why not just use the 
objectifVlng modes of thinking so successful 
in the natural sciences? Bultmann's answer 
is that the approach of the natural sciences 
is inappropriate to hermeneutics because a 
person's relation to history, and thus to texts 
of our history like scripture, is wholly dif- 
ferent from her relationship to nature. For 
Bultmann, humans are right to differentiate 
themselves from nature and perceive it as truly 
other. But the case with history is different 
- humans cannot separate themselves from 
their historical existence. Unlike the natural 
scientist, the person engaged in historical 
studies is considering a living complex of 
events in which she is essentially involved. 
Therefore, the history complex cannot be 
observed "objectively" in the sense usedin the 
natural sciences, for wery word spoken about 
history is at the same time said about the per- 
sou speaking @fan McLaughlin, Rob Smid). 

Paul Tillich (1886-1965) is highly regarded 
as a mediate theologian who stands at the 
boundary between liberalism and neo-ortho- 
doxy, idealism and realism, Protestant and 
Roman Catholic theology His indebtedness 
to the Romantic movement in the 19Ih century 
makes his theology adequately identified as a 
philosophical theology. For Tillich, theology 
is designated to satis+ the church's demand; 
namely, to make "the statement of the truth 
of the Christian message and the interpreta- 
tion of this truth for wery new genetation" 
(Syfemdik Theology 1, 1951, p.3; hereafter ST). 
To this end, Tillich makes use of the Christian 
message, obtained from the Word of God, 
to answer philosophical questions that raised 
out of the cultural realm. Simply, this is the 
so-called "correlation" methodology rendered 
for constructing Tillich's Christian systematic 
theology. Tillich's "correlation" method has 

been labeled as one of his major conuibu- 
tions to modern theologians flames Wu). 

The men previously studied d o  not cover all the im- 
portant voices in their specific disciplines, but they are 
highly representative of those who greatly influenced 
much of Western thought in philosophy and theology. 

These philosophies and theologies were fed in 
a practical way into our American educational sys- 
tem-public and private. In the secular educat~onal 
systems o r  the world the philosophers operated to 
alter the thinking in all of the sciences. Through the 
far reaching influence of great divinity schools and 
seminaries, the liberal theologians restructured religion. 

While over the last 150 years there have been 
many persons involved in spreading such thinking 
as previously noted, i t  was John Dewey (1859-1952) 
more than any other person, who accomplished get- 
ting these pernicious doctrines into higher educa- 
tion and thereby into the main stream American life. 

John Dewey, a major figure in American 
intellectual history, is considered to be 
one of the few Americans of the twen- 
tieth century who ". . . can be acknowl- 
edged on a world scale as a spokesman 
for mankind" (Dykhuizen, 1973, p. xv). 

Dewey's areas of work included philosophy, 
psychology, education, politics, and social 
thought. At an event in celebration of his 
90th birthday, in 1949, Dewey described his 
life goal as the quest to obtain "a moderately 
clear and distinct idea of what the problems 
are that underlie the difficulties and evils 
which we experience in fact; that is to say, in 
practical life." This concern with the pracd- 
cal, socially responsible life is a key element 
of the philosophical concept of pragmatism, 
which Dewey explicated in many of his 
writings. Dewey is also considered to he a 
preeminent voice in American educational- 
philosophy, with emphasis on what is gener- 
ally called "progressive education." Dewey 
was just beginning his work in the 1890s, but 
his lifetime of intellectual accomplishments 
(40 books and over 700 articles, in addition 
to countless letters, lectures, and other puh- 
lished works) continue to play an influential 
role in many fields of knowledge (Ecker). 

Dewey was initially Hegelian in thought and ap- 
proach, but was also greatly influenced by William 
James, who himself was influenced by Hegel, and is 
credited with popularizing the term "pragmatism". 

For around 70 years, primarily through the auspices 
of Columbia University, John Dewey and his fellow 
workers (whom he taught and trained) indoctrinated 
theu students. These students in turn became the teach- 
ers and administrators in the departments of education 
in the state universities. Then, they influenced the local 
school teachers of the public schools in every state in 
the Union. In t h e  DeweyS pragmatism and socialism 
came to dominate the American educational system. To- 
day, Dewey's views in theu various and extended forms 
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along with many others of like persuasion continue to 
govern and permeate the educational philosophy and 
methodology of the educational system in the United 
States (Reese 163,164,282,283,211-215,453,128,129). 

THE LIBERALS OF THE 
19=" CENTURY CHURCH 

The attitude and goals of the liberals in the church at 
present are no different from the liberals of a century ago, 
that iinally evolvedinto the Christian Church denomination. 

Earl West sites three causes for division in the church 
during the late 19'h century. 

(1) "The growing use of instrumental music." 
... there were two attitudes toward the 

organ. One insisted that its use was a matter 
of expediency; the other insisted that it was a 
human innovation into a divine worship and, 
therefore, sinful. Between these two positions 
it was evident that there was no compromising 
or midway point, a fact that has always perma- 
nently stoodin the way of reunion between the 
churched of Christ and the Christian Church. 
Here, then, was the point of departure; the 
parting of the ways, the instrument giving 
the impetus to a division which neither the 
war, slavery, the Ferguson Fiasco, nor even 
the missionary society had done (West, 234). 

(2) 'The trend towarddenominationatism." 
Regarding this view West pointed out: 
After the Civil War, a trend set in among many 
brethren to reduce the church to the status of 
another denomination. Some openly defended 
using the word denomination with reference 
to the churches of Christ. That there were 
Christians in all denominations now began to 
be openly advocated The term, Disciples of 
Christ, was now elevated to the dignity of a de- 
nominational appellation, and the Disciples of 
Christ denomination, with its "reverends" and 
" pastors," a royal sect among sects, was now a 
reality. Some openly declared that a return to 
the New Testament Church was not desirable 
if it were practical, as didX! T. Moore, when he 
spoke before an Indiana Convention in Rush- 
ville. W B. E Treat openly laid the charge at the 
door of Isaac Erret of having as his supreme 
desire the making of the churches of Christ 
another denomination among denominations. 
Symptomatic of this trend was the at- 
titude toward the "pious unimmersed," 
and the growing practice of union meet- 
ings with the denominations (West, 240). 

West quoted some of David Lipscomb's remarks on 
the following topic. 

3) "The silence of the Scriptures" 

We do not think anyone has ever claimed 
authority from the Scriptures to use the 
organ in worship. They only claim it is not 
condemned. It is used as an assister of the 
worship. Its service is part of the worship 
and very frequently a substitute for a por- 

tion of the worship. Our worship to God is 
regulated by the laws of God. We have no 
knowledge of what is well-pleasing to God, 
in worship, save as God has revealed it to 
us. The New Testament is at once the rule 
and limit of our faith and worship to God. 
This is the distinctive difference between us 
and other religious bodies. Others accept the 
New Testament as their rule of faith, but do 
not make it the limit of their faith. They add 
other things as articles of faith and acts of 
worship than those contained in the bible. We 
look for things authorized, they for things not 
prohibited. Our rule is safe-theirs is loose 
and latitudinarian. Ours confines us to God's 
appointments. Theirs opens the worship and 
service of God to whatever will please men. 
Our rule limits man's worship to the exer- 
cises approved of in the Bible (West, 241). 

As far as the colleges operated by the brethren at the 
time were concerned, Earl West recorded the following: 

As L. E Bide pointed out as early as 1873 in 
his letters to Jacob Creath, it had rather been 
the tendency of colleges to fall in line behind 
the popular sides of issues in the brother- 
hood. Colleges, as a general rule, will as a 
matter of policy pursue for a time a midway 
"safe" course until it is known which side 
will be the most popular, and then will jump 
with Full force on that side. .. . The reason 
is clear: colleges must have money to oper- 
ate and if they get too unpopular, they will 
not have enough funds to run (West, 461). 

The gospel preacher Benjamin Franklin commented on 
the state of affairs in the colleges of his day. In 1875 hewrote: 

We did not and could not foresee that colleges 
could be made a power for evil as well as for 
good; that alldepends upon whose hands they 
are in, that infidels could be made professors; 
that worldly-minded men could become pro- 
fessors; that men who are not sound in the 
faith, have not the love of the truth, could 
get control of colleges, and that they could be 
tumed upon the Bible, and made engines to 
batter down the very thing they were intended 
to build up; that they could be turned against 
the very truth they were built up to maintain; 
. . . We did not foresee, and could not, that 
men could get control of the colleges and 
vast sums of money, and conceive the idea 
that it is sectarian to he under the control 
of Christians and teach the Bible in those 
colleges; that a College of the Bible could he 
perverted from its purpose and tumed away 
from it genuine friends . . . we must open our 
eyes and see what has been done and what 
is being done (West, Eldcr Ben Franklin, 296). 

The details are many and the list long that covers 
the forty or so years wherein liberalism penetrated and 
wrought its havoc in the church of the 19Ih Century. 
But, for the most part the previously mentioned issues 
provided the catalysts for the digression that came forth 
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into its own as the Christian Church denomination. 
The attitude of those who stayed with the pure unadul- 

terated Gospel o f  Christ toward their digressive brethren 
is well represented in the following comments from Texan 
T. R. Burnett. H e  wrote in his paper, Burnett? Budget 

This budget becomes more and more con- 
vinced every day that it will become necessary 
to establish churches of the apostolic order 
in every town in the state where the so-called 
"Christian Church" now holds sway. The law- 
less determination of the society and organ 
people to rule or ruin every church with which 
they have connection, and either put in the 
unscriptural things or put out the brethren 
who oppose them, makes this plainly evident. 
The loyal brethren need not waste any valu- 
able tune waiting for a reformation, for there 
is none in prospect. Ephrah  is joined to his 
idols, and he would rather have his society and 
music idol than any kind of Christian union 
known to the Bihle. Brethren, proceed to re- 
establish the ancient order of things, just as 
if there was never a church of Christ in your 
town. Gather all the brethren together who 
love Bihle order better than modern fads and 
foolishness, and start the work and worship 
of the church in the old apostolic way.. .It is 
better to have one dozen true disciples in a 
cheap house, than a thousand apostate pre- 
tenders in a palace who love modern innova- 
tions better than Bible truth.. . (West, 437). 

LIBERALISM AND THE 
LORD'S CHURCH TODAY 

We now want to turn our attention to the general his- 
tory of liberalism as it has come down to the present day 
church of Christ. Please notice that liberalism always pres- 
ents itself as fresh, new, relevant, up-to:date, and modern. 
It purports to breathe fresh and invigorating oxygen into 
those who have been hindered and stifled by old, tired, 
and outdated traditions. However, the truth about liberal- 
ism we have already seen-it came and comesfrom Satan and 
it contradds or in some w q  or another alters God? Word in that 
it allows liberties to peoph that God does not allow them. Thus, 
Liberalism, regardless o f  how it presents itself, is nothing 
more or less than a reversion to rebellion against God-a 
rebellion that is as old as Satan's own rebellion against Him. 

WARNINGS ABOUT LIBERALISM FROM 
FORTY YEARS AGO 

I n  commending Ira Y Rice Junior's first volume 
of  Axe on the Root, the late Guy N. Woods wrote to 
Rice o n  Nor,. 3, 1966. I n  his letter h e  revealed how 
disturbed he was a t  the inroads liberalism was mak- 
ing  in t he  church o f  Christ. I n  par t  Woods wrote: 

. . . I  have been warning of the things of 
which you write for quite some tune, in pul- 
pit and press, and on open forums, and only 
lately have the brethren generally become 
alerted to the threat of the pseudo-intel- 
lectuals among us. If our brethren do not 
speedily get back to the principles of the 
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Restoration era, we are destined, IN OUR 
DAY, to experience the most massive split 
the churches of Christ have known. ... 

Later in commending Rice's book at the Freed-Harde- 
man College Lectures (probably the 1967 lectu~es-DPB) 
during the Open Forum that Woods conducted, h e  said 
concerning h c e ,  "He is saying things there (in A x e  on the 
Root-DPB) that ought to be  said; and that everybody ought 
to know about. And if we don't recognize it and d o  some- 
thing about it, the cause we love and the Lord's work, as we 
know it, will not exist in the next generation. . ." mce ,  79,80) 

Some four years later the late Thomas  B. War- 
ren in his Introduction to the 1970 Freed-Hardeman 
College lectureship book,  The Church Faces Lzberal- 
ism, made clear his great and grave concern for the 
Lord's church regarding liberalism. Warren wrote: 

During most 06 the fifties and the early 
sixties, God's people were involved in con- 
troversy: (1) as to whether the Scriptures 
authorized one church to assist another 
church in the preaching of the gospel, and 
(2) as to whether a church has the right to 
render benevolent assistance to non-Chris- 
tian~. The negative position relative to such 
issues has been referred to as "anti-ism." . . . 
However, since it seems that an erroneous 
extreme will usually beget another erroneous 
extreme, it is not surprising that, as a reaction 
to "anti-ism" (extreme, erroneous "conserva- 
tism"), there should arise those who espouse 
erroneous views at the opposite end of the 
pole from "anti-ism." Such an opposite error 
has arisen, and we rightly refer to such error 
as "liberalism." Under the influence of vari- 
ous materialistic, naturalistic, and hedonistic 
philosophies, men in many parts of the world 
are rejecting theview that God exists, that the 
Bihle is his inspired and authoritative revela- 
tion to man, and thatJesus Christ is his Son. 

Along with the rejection of these views goes 
the rejection of such basic Christian proposi- 
tions as: truth is objective and absolute, man 
can attain to at least some religious knowledge. 

The existence of such liberalistic views is 
drsturbing even when such views are held 
only by those out of the church. It is much 
more dsturbing when some of these views 
are espoused and propagated by some who at 
least profess to be followers of Christ. While 
I personally do not know of any members of 
the church who reject belief in the existence 
of God, there are some in the church who are 
holding views which dehnitely are in confict 
with plain Bible teaching. For example, some 
hold the view that denominationalists should 
be recognized as Christians and preachers 
of the gospel of Christ. Some hold to the 
view that truth is relative and subjective, not 
absolute and objective. Others hold that even 
though truth is absolute, man cannot learn 

(CONTINUED ON PAGE 12) 
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(Continued from page 10) 

it. These and other anti-Biblical views are 
currently being espoused and propagated. 

Contrary to such contention as just noted, the 
Bible is the uiterion of loyalty to Christ. It is 
not the criterion of loyalty to amerepaq. The 
fact that men hold differing views as to what 
the Bible teaches does not detract at all from 
the fact that testing one's amtudes, beliefs and 
practices by the hght of Bible teaching is the 
only way one can know he is loyal to Christ. 

The fact that men do differ as to what the 
Bible teaches does not alter the fact that 
the Bible is the inspired, authoritative, com- 
plete, and final revelation of God to man, 
that the Bible does not contradict itself, 
and that one must obey Bihle teaching in 
order to he saved.. .. (Warren, Introduction) 

From the liberal camp, and very happy to make the following 
report of the influence of liberalism in the church of Christ, the 
late W. Carl Ketcherside, without realizing it, helped corrob- 
orate the warnings of Woods and Warren regarding the in- 
roads of liberalism in the church. In 1969 Ketcheaide wrote: 

A front-rank man in the Bible department at 
Abilene Christian College recently said that if 
the instrument was being introduced now, the 
brethren who oppose it would look at it a long 
time before they would divide over it. This 
is a clear-cut admission that the division has 
cultural overtones and it is now time for the 
Bible department at Abilene to take a second 
look at its role in condoning and continuing 
a division which was sinful in the fust place. 

A ranlang profcsbor at another college told onc 
of his eood ineuds. who IS also a good fnrnd 
of (but secridy for fear or the Jews), 
"Carl is right about fellowship and has been 
all along, and if he had come up in the right 
group, he would be headlining every lecture- 
ship program in the brotherhood." In the face 
of such an admission I'm not sure it is much 
of an honor to speak at a lectureship, and I 
am very grateful to God that I did not "come 
up in the right group." (Ketcherside, 166). 

During the 1970 Pepperdine University Lectures 
(of all places) the late Glenn L. Wallace (the brother of 
the late G. K. Wallace) delivered a sermon entitled "The 
New Face Of The Church." Later Wallace published 
his sermon in tract form. In that sermon he warned of 
the growth of liberalism in the Lord's church. As proof 
of liberalism's inroads into the church via the schools 
of higher education operated by some of the brethren, 
Wallace quoted from two speakers in the 1966 Abilene 
Christian College Lectures. Don H. McGaughey said: 
W e  must not lapse again into the error of putting the 
Bible ahead of Christ" C'Revelation in Jesus Christ-An 
Apologetic for Today," RestorationQuarterly, Vol. 6, No. 4, 
(1962), p. 250). And, from his 1966 lecture, "The Author- 
ity of the Bible," p. 14 Ray F. Chester stated "Our religion 
is not a rehgion of the book" (Wallace, 3). This sounds 
as if Ketcherside was on target as to the sentiments of 
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some at that time that were connected with the old ACC. 
Wallace also quoted from a January 1967 article by 

Leroy Garrett (the long time proti& of Ketcherside) 
in Garrett's paper, Restoration Review. Garrett was re- 
porting on a meeting of the now long defunct Campus 
Evangelism organization (that later resurfaced in a new 
form known as "Crossroadism" that eventually molved 
into "The Boston Church" and, we think, finally into 
"The International Church of Christ"). Garrett wrote: 

More than 300 church of Christ young people 
were there and my immediate impression 
was that I was beholding the New Fact Of The 
Church of Christ. The old church of Chtist 
orthodoxy is dying-a new brotherhood is 
emerging. The daring youg princes among 
us have crossed their Rubicon-they have 
set their face toward Antioch rather than 
Jerusalem (Garrett as quoted by Wallace, 2) 

As did Ketcherside, so did Garrett and the speakers at the 
ACC lectures quoted by Glenn W a l l a c ~ a c h  one helped 
corroborate the warnings of Rice, Woods, and Warren. 

Remember, Wood's comments preceded Wallace and 
Warren's by about four years. And, the first volume of Rue 
on the Roo t  appeared in 1966. Thus, it has been about forty 
years at this writing since the first major efforts were be- 
gun in an attempt to warn brethren of the inroads liberals 
were making in the church-and, yes, those liberal efforts 
were primarily coming from certain ones in the colleges 
operated by the brethren. The rank liberals of forty years 
ago knew exactly what they were doing and recognized 
their accomplishments among the college students of that 
day-they knew where they were heading and how to get 
there. Further, many members of the Lord's church were 
blind to what was happening and attacked any criticism 
of the colleges operated by certain brethren. However, as 
we have seen, there were men who did see what was hap- 
pening. As voices in the wdderness of willful ignorance 
most of their warnings fell on deaf ears-so it is to this 
very hour. For those who lived through this part of the 
history of the Lord's church, Woods, Wallace and War- 
ren's words are almost prophetic concerning the terrible 
destruction liberalism has wrought in the Lord's church 
from the time these men gave their warning to the present. 

The generation of forty years ago does not control 
the church toda!-. Those "young princes" of whom Le- 
roy Garrett wrote in the late 1960's are in theit 50's and 
60' today. Thev are elders, deacons, Bible school teach- 
ers, preachers, editors, n.riters, Preacher training school 
directors/teachers, and university men and women in 
today's church. Alan!- of them have no qualms in fellow- 
shipping the denominations and propagating the error 
that the church of Chnst is a denomination or worse. 

Church after church continues to succumb to the 
siren call of the loose king that liberalism offers. And 
the universities operated by the brethren are either 
under the complete control of the liberals or headed 
that way. If the situation regarding liberalism in the 
church was bad d e n  &ce, Woods, Wallace and War- 
ren wrote, n-arning the brethren of liberalism forty 
years ago--and it was-then it is ten times worse to- 

day. Therefore, we have the need for our present study. 
Because error is so rampant and diverse in today's 

church one would necessarily be forced to develop this 
study into a rather large book rather than the chapter 
it comprises. However we shall briefly note some of 
the significant changes subjectivism and the "better felt 
than told" mentality has done to the church of Chtist. 

We will attempt to explain the New Hermeneutic in 
common ordinary words and not the theological jargon 
belched out by the scholastic deadheads produced by the 
seminaries and divinity schools. The New Hermeueutic 
does not approach the study of the Scriptures through 
rules of interpretation. It exists asa r d t - o f  men believ- 
ing that truth is relative and subjective. It is more of a 
"catch-term" to be used in opposition to the true ptinciples 
of hermeneutics that include: direct statements, example 
and implication as well as the other principles of Bible 
interpretation as found in such books as Duncan's book 
on Hermeneutics. Actually, the only rule in the New Her- 
meneutic is that each person should be free to interpret 
the Bible according to his/her own insights. This view 
sounds good on the surface, because we all should be free 
to study the Bible for ourselves. However, what the liberal 
means by being free to interpret the Bible for one's self is 
basically the application of the old erroneous denomina- 
tional view that it does not make any difference what one 
believes as long as one is sincere in the belief of it. That 
view has been taken and applied to the study of the Bible. 
It comes out something like this, "It does not make any 
difference what you think the Bible teaches, just so you 
sincerely believe the Bible teaches it." This subjectivism is 
the direct consequence of denying the absolute objective 
nature ofttuth in general and Gospel Truth in particular. 

Accordingto this false doctrine, the Bible is some sort of 
'cloveletter."As Leroy Garrett wrote of the Bible's authority: 

We cannot equate the authority of the Bihle 
with the authority of God as we can the 
authority of Christ and God, for the Bihle is 
an earthen vessel. God is perfect, infallible, 
and infinite. The Bible as a human product 
is not.. ..If the Bible was brought to us by 

(Continued on paee 15) 
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an angel directly from heaven, having been 
dictated word-for-word by God himself, so 
that its contents would be nothing less and 
nothing more than the actual words of God, 
then we could equate the authority of the 
Bible and the authority of God. But the Bible 
is clearly not that kind of book (Garrett, 43). 

To these people all the Bible does is make known to 
mankind that God loves the human race; that one is a 
sinner in some way or another and, therefore, separated 
from God. But, Christ loved you as a sinner and died 
for you. Therefore, if you will mentally affirm that you 
understand the previously mentioned matters, and ac- 
knowledge to God your need of salvation, Christ will save 
you. That is the "Core Gospel," Once a person does as 
previously described your "ticket to heaven is punched" 
and the grace of God will take you to glory Furthermore, 
this "Core gospel" is the basis for fellowship. Thus, since 
about any denominationalist believes what I have previ- 
ously described as the "Core Gospel" we may fellowship 
anyone who calls Christ his Savior and God his Father. 

'To such people speaking of the Bible as an absolute 
objective standard of Truth is absurd. To declare that it 
must be approached and interpreted accordingly is to 
be legalistic and judgmental; it is nothing more or less 
than one seeking to merit heaven. Thus, one is a legalist; 
"a commandment keeper," who does not trust in God's 
grace to save him/her; it is a sectarian in spirit, that is 
unloving, unkind, and mean spirited; who labels others 
and is harsh in his labeling of them. Does aryone not see the 
inconsistencies and &onJr in the mindse! that w o d d  think and 
saj, the things about their bmtbren as noted in theprevious sentence? 

The New Testament is not a &vine pattern or blue- 
print. With this attitude towards the Bible in gear and at 
full throttle, anything goes. From t h s  "highly enlightened 
perspective" mechanical instrumental music in worship, 
humming, sounding like a mechanical instrument of 
music with one's voice, whistling, clapping, about any 
kind of racket, and so on are not a problem. Praise teams 
(minnie choirs) are brought in and the worship becomes 
a three ring circus. The Lord's Supper may be taken at 
any he-weddings, funerals-whenever the urge to do 
it strikes you. Baby dedication in the worship period ap- 
pears. "Contemporary worship" assemblies are in vogue. 
All of life is worshlp and the worship assembly is divided. 
Entertainment takes the place of worship and dramatics 
have replaced the preaching of the Truth of the Gospel. 
The authority of the elders is challenged. The five steps in 
God's plan of salvation are mocked and repudiated. The 
mode, the need and the reason for baptism, or whether 
one is baptized or not, are unimportant. The teaching of 
the Bible regarding marriage, divorce, and remarriage is 
compromised and some churches are thereby happy to fel- 
lowship fornicators (Matt. 5:32; 19:6,9) Women are made 
deaconesses and put into positions in the church where 
only men are to exercise dominion. Repentance is simply 
saying you are sorry. Denominationalism is neither here 
nor there as far as right and wrong are concerned and on 
and on we could go c i ~ g  the different cases of sin being 
accepted in the church. And, the church of Christ is con- 

sidered just another denominationand a poor one at that. 
Anythmg goes as long as one believes in the "core 

gospel." Every thing is subjective and emotional. Holi- 
ness and spirituality are turned into "nickels, numbers, 
and noise" to the glory of God. The people sit down 
to eat, drink, and rise up to play--all the time loving to 
have it so. Thus, we see the new face of the Postmod- 
ern church. And, God looks down from heaven as 
the faithhl wonder at the longsuffering of God. The 
aforenoted activities are the result of the postmodern 
doctrine on the church-hut what is Postmodernism? 

POSTMODERNISM 
What has invaded the minds of some members 

of the chutch of Christ that they would think as just 
described? We will attempt to  answer the preceding 
question. In doing so, we must first realize the differ- 
ence in postmodernism and modernism. And we must 
know the connection between modern and postmod- 
ern theology. Then we must see how the Lord's chutch 
has been and is being impacted by these false ideas. 

In informing us about such matters J. E. Choate wrote: 

The best way to attach a handle topostmodem 
theology is to use the common classifications 
of history over the past 2,000 years. We have 
in mind the passage of time from the Anient  
period to the Midde Ages and to the Rcnais- 
sance. We move next from the Modern to the 
Postmollern period which is our own time. These 
two time references include and transcend 
all particular human events which show the 
flow and inter-connections of the ages in 
transition. Neither age was necessarily a denial 
or despair of one age giving way to another. 

-4ncient thcoiogy: The development of historical 
theology dates from the last century to 590 
A.D. This general period embraces the apostol- 
ic period recorded in the writings of the apos- 
tolic fathers through Augustine (4th century). 

Medieval theologr: The medieval period lasted 
from 590 to 1517 to the beginning of 
the Reformation. The Renaissance and 
the Reformation periods were propelled 
from the vortex of 1000 years of what 
is sometimes called the "Dark Ages." 

Renai~sance and the Protestant Rcfownation: This 
period set up a transition epoch from the end 
of the Middle Ages to thr beginning of the 
modern period. The Renaissanct witnessed 
the emergence of Protestant theology, the 
emergence of national states and capitalism, 
the age of discovery, the scientific revolution, 
and numerous other monumental events. 

Modern theology: The roots of modern theol- 
ogy are traced back to the 18th century Age 
of Reason, and to Immanuel Kant, who 
maintained that man could only h o w  God 
through reason. It is a long way from Thomas 
Aquinas to Immanuel Kant, and eventually to 
Rudolf Bultmann who embodied the spirit of 
neo-orthodoxy. The roots of Moderrism are 

Contending for the Faith-AugusUZOO6 



supernatural and the inspiration of Scripture, 
and relies solely on the scientific apparatus. 

Many varied forms of modern theology 
have evolved from the "Old Modernism" 
which dominated the theological scene in 
1900. The old modernism was a syncretism 
of the late 19th century documentary hy- 
pothesis of the Mosaic law, form and source 
criticism of the New Testament, and which 
embraced the evolutionary hypothesis. This 
syncretism took the shape of the Social 
Gospel which dominated the modem theo- 
logical scene und  the horrors of World War I. 

This brings us to 1919 to the birth of neo-or- 
tho+ (also called dialectical theology) where 
"God talk" and man's theological "human 
talk" sought common ground for the "divine- 
I-thou encounter" with God. Bultmann said 
Scripture is encrusted with millenniums of 
myth and folk stories. Tillich reduced God to 
a philosophical "ultimate ground of being." 

Terminology of  Pos tmodernism a s  
D i s t i n g u i s h e d  f r o m  Modernism 

Postmodern theo/ogy: This movement has not 
discarded the baggage of modern theol- 
ogy identified in the minds of most students 
with the theological systems of Barth et 
al. Their influence as leading spokesman 
of neo-orthodoxy was buried under the 
avalanche of the charismatics and "death of 
God" theologians in the 1960s and 1970s. 

Our liberal brethren are now introducing theo- 
logical expressions into churches of Christ as 
if they were their own brain children. Nowhere 
1s h i m o r e  wident than in college lcctureshps 
and the Chnstian Scholars Conference. 7hese 
new terms, their meaning, and uses are hidden 
deeply in the dark recesses of postmodern 
theology. It is imperative that we understand 
their sources and meanings in order to learn 
what liberal brethren are not inclined to tell us. 

Pam~msandDmametm:Two of the words most 
often'bandicb hack and forth ateparadtgm and 
parmetm Thomas Kuhn (1970) introduced the 
word paradz& into the scientific community. 
A paradigm is a working model of something. 
A parameter is an unstable circumference 
around something which keeps shifting. 

Kuhn used the working models (paradgins) 
of Ptolemaic astronomy and Copernican as- 
tronomy to show the shifts which take place 
with the discovery of new knowledge. Each 
of these paradigms worked as well as the other 
because each showed the fixed positions of the 
heavenly bodies to the earth. The &stwas just 
a model. The second model showed how the 
universe actually works The Copernican mod- 
el, in tum, gave way to Newtonian astronomy. 

Kuhn meant to show that paradigms shift 
with the discovery of  new knowledge. 
Kuhn's paradgm (model) concept also found 

a common acceptance and use in politics, 
philosophy, theology, and literary criticism. 
Our liberal brethren should not think us to 
be so ill informed that we are groping in 
the darkness of ignorance on these matters. 

They tell us of the urgent need for the old 
hermeneutic (paradigm) to be replaced by a 
new hermeneutic (model). They tell us the 
churches of Christ are now in a paradigm 
shift moving from an outmoded, obsolete 
old hermeneutic to a fresh and viable form 
of a new hermeneutic, but never explained. 

Deconstructionism is another new term about 
which littleis known outside the colleges. The 
old modernism is dying though its strength 
is not completely spent. Postmodernism 
poses even greater dangers because the the- 
ology repudiates and undermines all notions 
of coherent and unitary truth in the Bible. 

The philosophy of Jacques Derrida is little 
known outside academic circles, and not favor- 
ably there. His philosophy of ideas is known 
as poststructuralism or deconstructionism. He 
maintains that the meaning of language is hid- 
den and elusive. Radical postmodernism says 
nothing can he known for certain and best to 
steer clear of all ultimate truth claims. Derri- 
da's suspicion of all literary texts, including 
the Bible, is an affront to man's intelligence. 

The two prime examples of the content of 
postmodern theology are Elizabeth Fiorenzo- 
Schussler's theology of the women's liberation 
movement which calls for a complete radical 
"deconstruction" of what she terms to be the 
androcentric, or male dominance of the biblical 
message. And the second example of "decon- 
stluctionism" is to he found m the work of the 
Jesus Seminar best represented by the writings 
of John Dominic Crossan, and especially in his 
treatment of the life and crucifixion of Jesus. 

Summary 
The theme of deconstruction as advanced by 
our brethren is more or less hidden from the 
uninitiated. Some of their "destructive" tactics 
come out in their most publicized writings, e. 
g., The Second Incarnation, The Peaceable Kingdom, 
and Will the Cyde Be Unbmken, authored by 
Rubel Shelly, Carroll Osburn, and Douglas 
Foster. \We think that our liberal brethren 
will he p e n  cause to regret that they have 
opened up on these matters (Choate, 10-12). 

To  the Postmodernist there is n o  objective reality and 
therefore, no  absolute objective truth. Thus, there is no in- 
fallible standard of  authority. Truth becomes whatever one 
desires it t o  be  and each person's own conception of  G o d  
is what God  is to  him or  her. Language is incapable of ex- 
pressing anything so  that anyone can truly know the mind 
of  the author-that is, except the Postmodernist author. 
There is n o  objective right o r  wrong. Subjectivism reigns 
supreme and absurdity dominates the masses. Thinking 
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is no less or more than one's lusts, appetites, or emotions. 
Truly, their God is their belly @om. 16:18; Phil. 3:19). 

AT ALL COSTS WE MUST HOLD TO THE 
TRUTH 

No matter the "ism" troubling the church-ur job is 
to hold to the Truth of God's Word. No matter how many 
succumb to the enticements of whatever the sin-ur task 
is to hold to the Truth. No matter what names we are called, 
or jobs we must lose because we will not compromise the 
Truth, or family and friends leave us, or governments per- 
secute us--our work is to keep on doing good as the Bible 
defines the word "good". The inspired apostle Paul calls on 
all of us to 'Watch ye, stand fast in the faith, quit you 
like men, be strong" (1 Cor. 1613;Also 1558; Rev. 2:10; 
Jude 3). "This is the way that is right and cannot be wrong." 
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Is The Christian Church 

From Heaven Or From Men? 
Robin W. Haley 

This appears to be an odd title, no doubt. However, I 
have a veq  good reason for so referring to these groups. That 
reason is that there are several groups who once were closely 
related, and have gone separate ways.. .at least regarding their 
cori~munion with each other. Yet, they are still very closely 
related in that they exist without divine authority, and can eas- 
ily be identified among those "plants" which the Heavenly 
Father shall root up (Matt. 15.13). These are the Christian 
Churches, also called the Conservative Christian Churches, the 
Disciples of Christ, and the Independent Christian Churches. 

There are a multitude of differences benveen those denomi- 
nations and the Lord's church, the church of Christ. Now, for 
those who may read this and conclude, 'Well, I a m  a member 
of the Church of Christ ... the InsbwnentalChurch of Christ," 1 
can only say, please read further, as I intend to show how such a 
dung called "the Instrument Church of Chnst" cannotldoes not 
exist with divine authority. It is the essence of denominational- 
ism to speak of the "Instrumental Church of Christ." It is an 
cxtrcmcly unhiblicnl designation, and is comparable to speaking 
of the "Islamic Church of Christ," the "Methodist Church of 
Chnst," the "Atheistic Church of Christ," etc. Where in aU of 
God's Word do we find "brands," "strains," or "branches" of 
the Lord's church? There is no such thing! Some "Christian 
Churches" and "Disciples of Christ Churches" accept into 
theu fellowship near17 anyone who claims to be a "Christian." 
Those within the tanks of these denominations are not nor 
have they been horn again Oohn 3:5), to be washed of water 
with the\YTord (Eph.526). to beobehent to the faith (Acts 6:7). 
Think on this: one cannot be til~ighi wrotl& and baptired mrrectlj! 

The following material was derived from three main 
sources: mr- own experience as a former member, inter- 
views a~th pastors, elders, and members from the Christian 
Church denominations. and pamphlets and other materials 
published by "'The Division of Christian Education, National 
Council of Chrisnan Churches of Christ in the U.S.A." and 
othcr Christian Church/Llnited Ch~~rches  of Christ/In- 
dependent Christian Churches in America and Canada. 

Genera$ most people are ignorant of the vast differ- 
ences benverr~ thc New Testament church, and the denomina- 
tions called "Fist Christian Church," "Independent Christian 
Church," "Conservative Christian Church" and "Disciples 
of Christ." hIost people conclude rlrar "the only difference 
is the music." Friend, the use of mechanical instruments 
of muslc in worship is but a small symptom of the real, 
underlying problems and hfferences between these groups 
and the Lord's church. Since the use of mechanical instru- 
ments in worshipping God is not authorized, we see the real 
difference amounts to an attitude toward the authority of 
God's word. There is no respect for the Word nor its author- 
ity within the religions of men, and this necessarily includes 
the so-called "Christian Churches" in their various flavors. 

These three groups have their "roots"in what is called "The 
A4nlerican Restoration Movement" which had its beginning in 
the century in this country. The church of Christ, however, 
has its beginning in Jerusalem on the day of Pentecost after the 
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resurrection of Jesus Christ in the first century. That is quite 
a gap spread in time and place! (Pkase be aware, I do not rpea.4 of 
thepracfice of restoring men and women fo the T d  of God? word. 
'Restoration" is indeed an inportant,.ye~ vifal work of the chunh. But 
the chunh of Christ, about which we read in the Bibk, is not apart ~f 
a y  mere movement of men. Neirherdoes it require 'f-eitoring"secing ar 
it has existedfor near4 two thousandyears. The re~toring of the so~ili of 
lost men and women back to the/e/Iowsha) of God through His Chrirt if 
t m b  the 'hissionnof /he Lnrdi  chnrch. This is why Invite this treatise.) 

Is their name from Heaven or from men? The word "Chris- 
tian" is never used in the Bible as an adjective, and certainly 
not as a description of the Lord's church. It is the divine name 
given to those who follow Christ. Just so, to speak of "the 
Christian Church" (of any kind) is to speak where God has 
not. It does not come from Heaven, but from men. Many of 
these denominations speak of "the universal Christian church" 
(borrowed from the Catholics). One will not find such a desig- 
nation nor concept within the pages of their Bible. One of the 
more inane designations is found within some of the writings 
of this denomination. It was written by one of their scholars: 
"we are a part of the Universal Christian Church; the Disciples 
of Christ is a body within the Church Universal." That would 
amount to Christ's body being within His body. Nonsense! 

4 s  we noted at the beginning, these groups had their 
beginning in what was known as the Restoration Move- 
ment. Many of these groups proudly note such things as: 
"we were born and founded on American soil. We began 
in 1804 ...." Friends, the various forms of the Christian 
Church denominations is not from Heaven, but from men 
from this country from a mere 200 years ago. The Lord's 
church, the church of Christ, is nearly 2,000 years old! 

Is their organization fromHeaven or men? By their own writ- 
ing and practice, one can find that they "elect a board of deacons, 
deaconesses. and elders. The~reacher is manv times the Pastot" 
They a.111 ihcn "send rcprcst.~rau\~es to the r&onal and general 
~ ~ ~ c t ~ , l > l ~ c i . ~ '  ~ ~ ~ ~ v ~ v l ~ c r c d o ~ ~  find sucl, in rhc R1hlc.2 \Y'ccannot. 

Is their mission from Heaven or from men? Again they 
will confess "we believe very much in ecumenism. We desire to 
bring Christians together through national and world councils 
of churches and consultations on church union." They preach 
and practice a social gospel. Some have subscribed to a "focus 
on worship, beliefs, action, education, campaigns, and correction 
of social disease.. .and to fight disease, ignorance, poverty, rac- 
ism, war, oppression wlth self-help and development programs." 
One will not find these in the Bible as the church's mission. 
When they say "the Christian Church needs you to participate 
in telling others about salvation," they fall woefully short How 
d they accomplish this when it is clear that they do not hold 
to rhe njmc, orkan17311<)n, m~ir~trn, no t .u .~ r ih l~  pkcucr~  of the 
Kc\~~'lisra~nent church: 'l'he (:linsr~ln (:hurch dmominat~ons 
are extremely subjective and contradictory, not only to the Bible, 
but also among themselves and their various branches, whether 
claiming to be Independent, Conservative, or Instrumental. 

As we have said, many conclude that the only dfference 
between these Christian Church denominations and the church 
of Christ is the use of the instrument in worship to God. But 
there is another difference that ought to smack us right be- 
tween the eyes. That is the question of "What must one know 
before he can be baptized scripturally?" The answer is simple. 
One must know and understand the Gospel. By this I do not 
mean the entirety of New Testament doctrine, but that which 
was preached to those who were baptized in the first century. 
Obviously, we look to the book of Acts. IF one can be taught 
all manner of additional things (other than what we find in the 
conversion accounts), then the Lord, the apostles, and other 

NT preachers erred in not including the various doctrines that 
men have added and expect people to believe and practice ... 
all the while claiming to baptize unto remission of sins. It is 
either one way or the other. D o  we believe and practice what 
we find in the Book, or what others simply claim? The hon- 
est and good hearted readers know the answer Fuke 8:15). 

Some claim to teach the "plan of salvation" but whose 
plan? It may sound exactly like it came kom the book, but 
when all is said and done, is that person a member of the 
Lord's church, or the church wherein be was being instructed? 
What do the teachers of this perverse "gospel" think? Do 
they think "Ah, this person is now a member of the church 
of Christ"? Or  do they think "Good, this person is now ONE 
O F  US, a member of the Church"? (You hll in 
the blank.) One is either a member of a denomination, or they 
have obeyed the truth. We cannot have it both ways. To come 
FROM somedung into the TRUTH, there must be a change, 
and conversion. What does it take to be converted? When 
one answers this, they have answered the question at hand. 

We have dealt with many, many people over the years who 
have struggled over their "baptism" and have found it a very 
simple matter to show them what the Truth teaches. Most have 
responded biblically, some have not, choosing rather to go with 
what they were taught or felt rather than thus saith the Lord. 
An important question is: "Is it possible that a person can hear 
that they need to be believe, repent, ccnfess and be baptized 
to be saved, obey it and yet not he converted because it was 
taught in a denominational setting!" Short answer: yes, they 
d not be converted to the Lord by this manner. The setting 
is immaterial. One cannot be taught error and be obedient to 
the Lord by responding to that error. \&'hat are they believing? 
That there is one church, one way to worship. \What are they 
confessing? Jesus is the Christ, the son of the living God? 
No, but answering 80 questions, adhering to a code, doctrine, 
manual, discipline, catechism, unity in diversity, "we're just 
like them only different", or some other doctrine of men like 
the Mormons, the so-called ~ehovah's Witnesses", Christian 
Churches, Primitive Baptists, and others teach. The uncon- 
verted denominational teacher/preacher has no authority to 
teach the word of God. They can mouth the words, but still 
be teaclung lies. Consider: "But unto the wicked God saith, 
What bast thou to d o  to declare my statutes, And that 
thou hast taken my covenant in thy mouth, Seeing thou 
hatest instruction, And castest my words behind thee? 
When thou sawest a thief, thou consentedst with him, 
And bast been partaker with adulterers. T H O U  GIVEST 
T H E Y  M O U T H  T O  EVIL, A N D  THY T O U N G U E  
FRAMETH DECEIT" (Psa.50:16-19). God said that to 
take His statutes and covenant into the mouth of the uncon- 
verted (wicked) is the same as to frame deceit. The devil uses 
Go& words ... but they are perverted coming from his mouth. 

Another question: If a person submits to a baptism alleging 
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that it is "unto remission of sins," (which some denomina- -Christian, not Baptist, Mormon, Jehovah witness, nor what 
tions teach) is he an erring brother or an unconverted sinner? one claims is a "christian" from "Christian Church denomina- 
Short answer: unconverted sinner. One cannot be taught error tion." 4-haptism--plan of salvation. Anything more, less, or 
and obey the Lord. What baptism is it? How many baptisms other than this does not result in what God demands regard- 
are there? The Bible teaches that there is but one baptism less of what men claim. It is the Lor& -!- or no lx.a!-. Simple. 
(Ephesians 45). Can one be new, walk in newness of life, Are the Christian Church denominations from Heaven or 
be in Christ where old things are passed away, new things from men. In this article we have on]!. touched the hem of the 
are come, horn again, born of the Spidt, and at THE VERY garment But this ought to be enough to at least get us to look 
MOMENT they are put into the water where the Lord will do more closely at those who "claim to be the church of Christ 
His part and make him a part of HIS church, also make him with a different name, doctrine, practice. mssion. and plan for 
an erring brother? What did the Lord make of this person at men's souls. A lamp is either on or off; it is either rught or day; one 
that moment? Did He make him a saint or erring brother? Did is either a Christian, a member of the church of Christ as that 
He save him or condemn him at that moment? Can we truly term us defined and used in the New Tesament, or one is not. 
conclude that God has a hand in such folly? God forbid! What 
must one know to become a Christian? Simple answer: Acts 
8:12. We h d  four things: 1-good news-this is the gospel, 
the death, burial, and resurrection of Christ (1 Cor.15:l-4). -5775 Rage1 Rd 

2-kingdom-this is the church, one church, the church that Canal Winchester, OH 
belongs to Christ, not men (Colossians 1:13). 3-name of Christ- 43110 

~ ~ ~ 
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Are You Sidetracked? 
Gary L. Grizzell 

It is the mission of the Lord's church to seek and save the lost. 
When lesus was ohvsicallvuoon the earth. He stated that HIS oumose . ,~ , a 

was to seek and to save that which was lost (Luke 19:lO). Jesus is not 
physically here on the face of the earth as He once was (as recorded 
in Matthew, Mark, Luke and John). However, He is now sitkg at the 
dght hand of God. Nevenheless, He is still seeking and saving the lost 
today, but He is doing it through His spiritual body, the church (Mark 
16:15-16;Mat. 28:19-20; Col. 1:18). Hedoes this by gospel preaching, 
which preaching He accomplishes through His body, the church.* 
Paul wrote by inspiration of the Holy Spirit to the church at Ephesus: 

To the intent that now unto the princi- 
palities and owers in  heavenly lac 
e s  might he  t nown by the churcf  th; 
manifold wisdom of God, According to 
the eternal purpose which he purposed 
in Christ Jesus our Lord (Eph. 3:lO-11). 

The gospel is that power which saves (Rom. 1:16- 
17). There is no other message which can save man from 
his sins. I t  is this mission and work on which we as the 
true church of  the Lord must focus and perform to 
the best of our ability as the true church of the Lord. 

The dictionary says the verb, "sidetrack," means: 
"...To divert from a main issue or course.. .To delay or block the 
progress of deliberately.. .To switch from a main railroad tradt to 
a siding.. .wander from adirect or straight course! When used as a 
noun, ''sidetrack," refm to: "a short s t ~ t c h  of railroad track used 
to store rolling stock or enable trains on the same line topass.. ."' 

Perhaps many of us have passed a motionless train 
yard and witnessed numerous trains simply s~tting on short 
stretches of railroad t rack  These cargo cars have intention- 
ally k e n  diverted from the main track. Perhaps in this afore- 
menuooed case the diverting switching and sidetracking was 
for a good purpose. However, in spirihlal matters when the 
church of Christ is diverted, delayed, blocked, switched or 
wanders from the straight course of her divinely given mis- 
sion, it means certain disaster. Simply stated, it spells a head 
on collision with the loss of souls. Such switching of tracks 
means disobedience to God's will and eternal ruin of souls. 

Here's the good news: The Bible teaches us that we 
need not be ignorant of the devices of Satan (2 Cor. 211). 
Satan's purpose on earth is to beguile and lead as many souls 
away from God as possible. He already has the category of 
the hell bound under his wicked control, thus, he desires to 
(if possible) destroy even the very elect of God (see the 
principle in Man. 24:24). He desires and will uy to sift you 
as wheat! Jesus said to Peter, "Simon, Simon, behold, 
Satan hath desired to have you, that he may sift you 
as wheat" (Luke 2231). What does "that he may sift 
you as wheat" mean? It means not to separate the chaff 
from the wheat, but to make them look like all chaff, hy covering 
the wheat of grace with the chaff of sin and corruption; or to 
destroy the wheat, ... ;or to toss them to and fro as wheat is in a 
sieve; that is, to afAict and disaess them; (see Amos 9:9) by scat- 
tering them both from Christ, and one another; by filling them 
with doubts aboutJesus being the Messiah and Redeemec and by 
frightening them with the fears of enemies and of death, which 
end he obtained; (see Matthew 2656; Luke 24:31;John 20:19).).' 
desired to have - rather, "hath obtained you,'' properly "asked 
andobtained", alludmg to Job uob 1:6-12,21-6).n+om he solic- 
ited and obtained that hemight sift him as wheat, insinuating as, 
"the accuser of the brethren" (Rev 1210), that he =odd find 
chaff enough in h ~ s  rekgon, if indeed there was any aheat at all.' 

Jesus' statement after this warning to Peter indcated that He 
uesus) had prayed for Peter that his faith fail nor. Th~s  meals that 
the Lord did notwant Peter to allow Satan to sidetrack him from 
his faithtd following of the Lord. Likewise today. Jesus does 
not want us to allow Satan to divert (sidetrack) us in our faithful 
following of Him. The wonderful confidence the Lord has in us, 
that we can overcome Satan's snares, is seen in Jesus' instructing 
Peter to strengthen his brethren after his orercoming Satan's 
attempts to destroy his faith. "But I have pnyed for thee, that 
thy faith fail not: and when thou art converted, strengthen 
thy brethren," said the Lord (v. 32). Today, you can be f a i t h u  
-Jesus has confidence in you just as He had confidence in Pe- 
ter, else why was the incident carefully recorded for us to read?! 

Since we know that the church must not be sidetracked from 
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the divinely given mission of seeking and saving the lost and we 
know we are aware of the tricks of the Devil, let us examine 
side tracks and diversions of Satan so we may avoid them. Have 
you parked your box car (your Christian life) in a side track? 

Side Track #1 
Are you sidetracked by humanly originated organiza- 

tions which seek to portray themselves as the churches of 
Christ? D o  you support (financially or otherwise) the CCDR 
(the so-called Churches of Christ Disaster Relief, Inc. of 
Nashville, TN)? What business does a humanly originated 
organization have in sending out preachers (missionaries) 
and doing benevolence in the name of 'The Churches of 
Christ?"Do they represent all the churches of Christ? Does the 
New Testament authorize such a concept of the church of our 
Lmd? The CCDR is not the church! Elders, have you been side- 
tracked? Has your box car of a studious mind switched from the 
main track onto a dead track? Sending the Lord's money to the 
CCDR, Inc. of Nashville, Tennessee is unscriptural in that it is 
a human organization which calls itself by the divinely given ex- 
pression, "Churches of Christ" @om. 1616) and serves to side- 
track churches h m  functioningas the true church of Christ The 
following true statements speak to the problem of sending money 
to the CCDR: When any congregation of the Lord's people mis- 
uses the Lord's treasury in that which is unscriptural, it serves as 
evidence of andareflection of thatleadership's misunderstanding 
of deity's purpose for the church in a lost and dyingworld. (hhk 
1615-16; 1 Tim. 3:15; Eph. 517.1 The work of the church 
is to preach the gospel to the whole earth (Mt. 28:18-20; Mk. 
16:15-16). That is the salvation of souls through evangelism. 
Saving the lost also involves the edifying or perfecting of those 
who are converted by means of evangelism . . . The third thing 
the church is authorized to do in its work of saving the lost is 
benevolence.. .aames 1:27). . .A careful search of the twenty- 
seven books of the New Testament reveals that the church is 
to be totally absorbed in seeking and saving the lost and that 
evangelism, edification, and the work of ministry (benevolence) 
are the only authorized means of so doing (see Eph. 412): 

Side Track #2 
Are you sidetracked From thework and mission of see!ang and 

savinglost souls tothe dead trackof church financedrecreationand 
ente&nment?Haveyou conmbuted to the churchgettinginto the 
recreation business, givingtheimpression thatwhen Chrisfians do 
recreational things together that this is somehow the mission 
of the church? Brother elder, have you deliberately rolled 
your box car (your role as an elder) over onto a dead track by 
agreeing to the building of a church financed gymnasium? 
If so, you have become sidetracked. Consider the two true 
statements below, which speak to this faulty thinking and 
behavior: The Lord's church is not in the entertainment 
business but we are definitely in the soul-saving business of 
bringing sinners to Christ to meet their Maker at the Judg- 
ment (Matthew 28:18- 20).7 . . . this issue really "boils down 
to" a discussion of the true, actual, scriptural, God-desired 
and God-ordained purpose of the Lord's church according to 
the New Testament (cf Mark 1615-16; Matthew 28:18-20): 

The two qLoranons ahorc are from the wnrtcn, 
ouhlishrd clulr3rc erirlrlcd. (:hw,.h FtnncedC,'rmna- " 
n'ums: God-Smng orSe@Serving?May I encourage 
you to read this discussion due to the fact that 
it deals with the importance of staying on track 
concerning the true mission of the church of the 
Lord. Of t h s  debate concerning Bible authority, 
which happened to be concerning the problem 
of church financed recreation, two preachers 

who read the debate wrote, saying, This book is 
the finest discussion of the question of church 
financed gymnasiums that I have read. I lughly 
rewnunendit to all. Brother Grizzell has capably 
defended the truth. It deserves a wide reading."' 

Great job! I appreciated the way you held brother Brite to the 
issue of authority for the church getting into the entertainment 
business. Some brethren ignorantly coifuse entertainment with 
evangelism, and others willFully attempt to "hide" entertainment 
under the guise of evangelism. Your work has helped clarify the 
matter for honest Bible students. Thanks!"' 

To find out if these above summaries are true, you will 
need to read the debate. If you are an elder in the church this 
booklet will be mailed to you for only the cost of postage 
(as long as supply lasts). Many elderships have already been 
sidetracked into becoming like the denominations around 
them (the Lord's church is not a denomination), just as Israel 
of old wanted to become like the nations around them. If 
you have gone along with the carnally minded and spiritually 
weak in the church with the excuse, "I don't want to be of- 
fensive," the problem of your church financed gymnasium is 
but the visible fruit of your sidetxacked attitude concerning: 
1) a lack of respect for Bible authority, 
2) the need to ascertain Bible authority by direct statement, 
example and implication, 
3) and correct priorities in regard to the mission of the church. 

Side Track #3 
Are you sidetracked by a spirit of mediocrity in serving Christ? 

Sadly, it has happened over and over again through the years in 
the lives of some. Here's the situation: A sinner develops a love 
for the truth and then he joyfully learns of his origin (God, Gen. 
1:1,26-27). He happily learns of his purpose of existence (to 
please God by the doing of God's will, John 1415). He learns 
of his eternal destiny (2 Car. 510). Finding himself a sinner due 
to his havihg personally committed sin, he is so very grateful to 
read of the cleansing blood of the lamb of God and he gladly 
obeys the gospel, becoming a new creature in Christ (Rom. 323; 
Rom. 623; Acts 238; 2 Cot. 517). Old things are passed away. 
Now he is not only a child of God, he is a zealous Christian. 

Time passes. While attending every time the doors of the 
church building are open to the best of his ability, he thrills to hear 
the word of God boldlv d rod aimed and taught. He literallv tin- , . .. , . 
gles from head to toe heanng the facts, commands and pronuses 
of thcgospel poucrfully preached from the pulpit. He asscmbles 
faithfullc Ueendv studics thc milk of the word m Bible class and 
in the pnva6 of h s  home He prays earnestly without ceasing. 

Time passes. At this point some tragedy (or seeming trag- 
edy) comes in his life: A problem with his career, his relation- 
ships, sickness, persecution or perhaps a death in his family 
occurs. No one seems to seriously notice that this damaged 
his faith and that his attendance bas become lax. When he 
does attend worship periods, he feels somewhat on the out- 
side. He doesn't feel as much a part of things as he once did. 

Time passes. After a time members of the church seem 
to want to help, but do not appear to know what to'say. His 
heart is breaking with the burdens life has placed upon him 
and not knowing how to remain spiritually strong he looks 
desperately for a way to satisfy his troubled conscience. A 
light seems to go off in his head-a brilliant idea! So hav- 
ing observed Brother Mediocre in the congregation, he 
chooses the example of a mediocre "elder" or "deacon" 
and decides to follow that example. Brother Mediocre is 
liked and accepted in the congregation cukewarm congrega- 
tion) and he reasons that he can make it as a "Christian" and 
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this is how he can "get by" with his "Christianity" becore God. 
Time passes and becoming painfully aware his prayer life 

has slipped, his personal Bible study is nonexistent and his at- 
tendance is not what it once was, he assures himself all is well 
because he has infallibly reasoned that God accepts Brother 
Mediocre whom he has chosen to imitate. It doesn't matter 
to him that Brother Mediocre is unfaithhl in his attendance, 
critical of hard preaching against sin and does not seek the 
kingdom of God &st (Heb. 10:25; 2 Tim. 22-4; Mat. 633). 
He assures himself that he is pleasing to God while following 
a hypocrite because his "wonderhl" mediocre example of a 
Christian is accepted by the spiritually shallow in the church. 

Now, what has happened to the once joyful, forgiven 
and carefree child of God? He has cast off his first love. 
He has become lukewarm. He has been sidetracked by me- 
diocrity. He hasn't learned that people's acceptance does 
not necessitate God's acceptance. Is his faith acceptable 
to God? No. Jesus told the first century Christians who 
were neither cold nor hot, but lukewarm, that He would 
spew them out (Rev. 3:16). Hypocrites sometimes slip by 
among men because of the low standards of men, but God 
will not save the spiritual, religious play-actor in the Judgment. 
God refuses to be taken for a fool and one is only fooling 
himself when he thinks God will save the hypocrite in the last 

day. We will reap what we have sown on that day (Gal. 67-8). 

Solution: Get Back On Track 
You say, I am an elder in the church and I have been side- 

tracked into the unscriptural dead end tracks of fellowshipping 
a misnamed human organization-the so-called Churches 
of Christ Disaster Relief Effort. You sa); I am not against 
church cooperation, but this is something other than that and 
I reahe that now. What can I do? Answer: Get back on track. 

Get back into the Word of God! Study God's Word Respect 
and rightly divide God's Word by direct statemenL example and 
implication (2 Tim. 215; Col. 517). Respect i t  and determine 
authority for all you do in word or deed from r h l s  point onward. 

Perhaps you may be saying, I'm an elder m the congre- 
gation and I have foolishly forsaken the Biblical concept of * 
what the church is and what God wants the church to be. 
I t e  been a coward by trying to be a manpleaser. I hare been 
afraid of offending some members in the church when I 
should have been concerned about dtspleasing m!- Father 

- 
in Heaven and my Lord who died to redeem me. You are 
thinking-what can I do in that I have comprodsed the 
mission of seeking and saving the lost which should be only 
through the authorized works of evangelism, edification and 
benevolence (which include only authorized expedients)? 

(Continued on page 24) 
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Directory of Churches ... 
-Alabama- 

Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., P.O. Box 131, Holly Pond, 
AL35083, Sun. 10:W a.m., l l:00 am., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., (256) 
796-6802, (205) 429-2026. 

Somewille-Union Church of Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile east of 
Hwy67, Somerville, Alabama, Sun. 9:30am., 10:30a.m., 6:Wp.m.. Wed. 
700  p.m., Tom Larkin, evangelist, (256) 778-8955. (256) 778-8961. 

Tnsealoosa-East Pointe Church of Christ one block hom Exit 76, off 
1-20, 1-59, Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed., 7 p.m. Abiding in God's 
Word-The Old Paths. U of A student, visitor, or resident? Welcome! 
(205)556-3062. 

Bible claw 9:00 am., Worship 10:OO a.m., Fellowhip meal I l:W a m ,  
Devotional 12.Wo.m.: Wed. Bible Studv 7Wo.m. For directionsandnthrr . . ~ ~~~~~-~~ 

information please visit our websib at www.murfreeshorochurchofchrist. 
org. evangelist, Steve Yeatts. 

-Texas- 
Denton area-Northpoint Church of Christ, 5101 E. University Dr. 
(Greenbelt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church ofChrist, 
Greenbelt Business Park, 5101 E. University Dr., Box 12, Denton, TX 
76208. E-mail: northpointcoc@homaiI.wm. Sunday: 9:30,10:30,6:00, 
Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.323.9797; tgi@charter. 
net. 

-England- Houston area-Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 

Cambridgeshire-Ramsey Church of Christ, meeting at the Rainbow 
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 930  am., 10:30 a.m., 6:W 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of the Spring Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 a.m.; Wed. (Phone for venue Contending for the Faith Lectures beginning the last Sunday in February. 

and time); www.Ramsey-church-of-christ.org. Contact Keith Sisman, 
ww,churchesofchrisf.com~ 

001.44.1487.710552; fax:1487.813264 or Keith Sisman.net. Research 
Website of 1,000 years of the British Church of Christ; www.Traces-of- 
the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and-Mystery.org. 

-Florida- 
Ocoee-Ocoee Church of Christ, 2 East Magnolia Street, Ocoee, FL 34761. 
Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 0 0  p.m. David Hartbarger, 
Evangelist. (407) 656-2516, oweechurchofchrist(liivahoo.com. www. - . . -. 
ocoeecoc.org. 
Pensacola-Bellview Church of Christ 4850 Sauflev Field Road. Pensamla 
FL 32526, Sun. 9 0 0  a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 700  p.m. Michael 
Hatcher, evangelist, (850) 455-7595. 

-Georgia- 
Cartersville- Church of Christ, 1319 Joe Frank Harris Pkwy NW 30120- 
4222. 770-382-6775, www.carlersvillechurchofchrist.org. Sun. 10, 
Ila.m., 6:30 p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m. Bobby D. Gayton, evangelist- email: 
bdgayton@uno.com. 

-Indiana- 
Evmsville-West Side Church of Chris4 3232 Edgewwd Dr., Evansville, 
IN 47712, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m. 600  p.m., Wed. 6 3 0  p.m., Lany 
Albritton, evangelist. 

-Louisiana- 
Chalmette-Church of Christ, 200 Delamnde St.,.Chalmette, LA 70044. 
Mark Lance, evangelist, (504) 279-9438. 

-Massachusetts- 
Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ, 26 Armory Drive; Chiwpee, 
MA 01020, in-home, (41 3) 592-4834, Ken Dion, evangelist. 

-North Carolina- 
Rocky Mount-Scheffield Drive Church of Christ, 3309 Scheffield Dr., 
Rocky Mount, NC 27802 (252) 937-7997. 

-0klahoma- 
Porum-Church of Christ, 8 miles South of 1-40 at Hwy 2, Warner exit. 
Sun. 10a.m., I1 a.m., 6p.m., Wed. 7 p.m.Allen Lawson,evangelist, email: 
lawson@starnetok.net. 

-Tennessee- 
Lenoir City-Lenoir City Church of Christ, 1280 Simpson Road West, PO. 
Box 292 Lenoir City, TN 37771 . Sun. 9:30, IO:30AM, 6:00PM, Wed. 
7:00PM., Kent Bailey, Evangelist Tel: 865-9863223 or 865-986-5698). 

Mnrfreesbom-Church of Christ, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro, TN, Sun. 

Hubbard-105 NE 6th St., Hubbard, TX 76648, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 am., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Delberl J. Goines, evangelist; 
djgoines@writerne.com. 

Huntsville-1380Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9,10 a.m., 
6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202. 

Hurst (Fort Worth area)-Northeast Church of Christ, 1313 Karla Dr., 
P.O. Box 85, Hurst, TX 76053. Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 730  
p.m. (817) 282-3239, Toney Smith and Dan Flomnoy, evangelists. 

New Brannfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west of 1-35. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:Wp.m. Wed. 7 p.m. LynnParker, evangelist. (830) 625-9367. 
www.nbchurchofchrist.com. 

Richwood-lMX) Bransport, Richwood,TX. Sun. 930; 10:30am.,6p.m., 
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256. 

-Wyoming- 
Cheyenne-High Plains Church of Christ, 421 E. 8th St., Cheyenne, WY 
82007, tel. (307) 638-7466, Sunday: 9:30 am., 10:30 a.m., 5:W p.m., Wed 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Tim Cozad. 
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What can I do, since I have allowed Satan to sidetrack me 1. Dictionary.com 
into aoina alone with those in the conereeation who have 7 r h ; ~  
damzred-to adz a unauthorized fourtG wkrk to the work 
God has given. I have agreed to unscripwally add recreation 
as a fourth work of the church under the guise of seeking 
the souls of the lost, when I knew that members who put 
pressure on me just wanted a place for their children to play 
I knew that some parents just wanted someone to entertain 
their children while they were elseurhere doing their thing. I 
knew that some sincerely were ignorant of God's plan for 
influencing and saving non-Christians. What can I do now? 
Answer: Get back on track. ''As many as 1 love, I rebuke 
and chasten: be zealous therefore, and repent" (Rev. 319). 

Next, you may he thinking, I've been lukewarm Chris- 

-. *-.-. 
3. John Gill's E w t i o n  of the Bible. Crosswalk.com. 
4. Commenkzty Critical and Eqlanatog, on the lr'hole Bible, 
Crosswalk.com. 
5. Gary GrizzeU, Tract entitled: Seven Rea~oni The Church 
.4nd The Chriskkn MUST OPPOSE The So-Ca!led 
'Churches of Chrirt Disaster Relie/; Inc. " o/ Narh~lie, 
Tennessee. Under the caption of "Understanding Deity's 
Purpose for The Church", Published by TFTN in 2001. 
2128 Crystal Ct., Cookeville, TN 38501. 
6. The Restorer, Gary Workman, Editor, Used br permis- 
sion. Author: lim Waldron. 1981. This was ouoted in written , ~~ tian, a phony, and a hYFocrite. I am r eau~  living what I debate with 'I%omas Brite in written discussion m 1997 on ~~~ ~~~~~~~ ~ ~- 

know the faithful Christian life entails. I have detested the church financed gyms, p, 79, I used this good quote In 
preacher and the elders just because I did not want to re- refuting opponent,s ally hear the doctrine of Christ for my life. You know you 
have switched tracks and are now on the track to hell once 7. From an article in CFTE Ira Y hce, Jr., Editor, October 

again. Frantically, you ask, what can I do?! Answer: Get 1993, Gary, GrizzeU, Is There BibleAuthor$ For Church S~*pport 
back on heaven's ua& ' 6 ~ ~  as I lorn. I and Of Gymnariums?Author of article, Quotation borrowed and 

--- ~ ~-~ - ~ - ~  -~ 

chasten: be zealous therefore, and repent" (Rev. 
Brethten, be foUowers together of me, and 
mazk them which walk so as e have us for 
an ensample. (Fot many A, of whom I 
have told you often, and now teU you even 
weeping, that they are the enemies of the 
cross of Christ: Whose end is destruc- 
tion, whose God is their belly, and whose 
glory is in their shame, who mind earthly 
things.) For out conversation is in heaven; 
from whence also we look forthe Saviour, 
the Lora Jesus Christ: Who shall chan e L o w  vile body, that it may he fashioned li 
unto his glorious body, according to the 
working whereby he is able even to sub- 
due a11 things unto himself (F'hiL 317-21). 

adapted. 
8. Gary Grizzell, Debate book: Church Financed Gj~mnasiumr 
God-Seming or Se.j%rving? From the Introduction. Pillars 
Publications. ~ r i t e /~ r i z z&.  1997. p. iv. 
9. Darrell ~ o n l 4 ,  by permission this quote was placed on the 
back cover of the written, published debate booklet. 
10. Lynn Parker, by permission this quote was placed on the 
back cover of the written, published debate booklet. 

-2128 Crystal Ct. 
Cookeville, TN 38501 

End Notes 42~42.0\e.o\~6~.o\ 
* This hes  not mean that a tmth seehr mq not &drn the m/rh b 
personalBible s tub fohn 17:7). 
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answer it again. Justin, there is no sense in starting a new 
thread line of  quibbles until you are willing to answer some
questions yourself.
Brotherly,
Darrell Broking, Moderator
From: “Tim Smith” <gradowith@gmail.com>; Mon., 24 
Apr. 2006 21:39:35 -0500; Subject: Re: Guilty by Association?
Justin,
I do not know you and I appreciate Darrell’s response and 
concur fully. I would, however, like to add a bit: By distributing 
their material at this time you are sinning by 1) bidding God 
speed to a corrupt organization by giving them your money and 
allowing them to profit therewith; and, 2) aligning yourself  with 
them and allowing the impression to be spread that you support 
them. Perhaps more could be added, but these should suffice.
Unless and until they rid themselves of  their false teacher director, 
or unless and until he repents, and unless and until they cease their 
anything-for-a-buck fellowship policy, they are unworthy of  the 
support — either monetary or by association — of  the faithful.
I take the question to be genuine and not argumenta-
tive, and have answered it in that way. I hope this helps. 
Tim Smith
From: <cofc_member@yahoo.com>; Tue., 25 Apr 2006 
04:08:14 -0000; subject: Re: Guilty by Association?
Brother Tim,
I thank you very much for your answer. It is not meant to be
argumentative. I am concerned though. I was at the build-
ing for the church of  Christ in Spring, Texas this weekend. 
It was Saturday the 22 I believe. While I was in the building, 
I was taking a look at the tracts they were offering. As I was 
looking at the impressive tract collection, I saw a number of  
AP tracts. All of  the Bert Thompson tracts had his name 
whited out. That made me believe they were not giving credit 
to the writter of  the article (which is not good). It concerns 
me because I know David Brown and others at the Spring 
congregation, disapprove of  AP. Yet, they have their tracts.
Should I be concerned? Is this sinning as Brother Tim said? 

Justin Guess
                        (Continued on page 3)

[The following article is a compilation of  email postings from 
two different internet chat lists—ContendingFTF (CFTF) and 
Sons-of-Demas (SOD). The first list is owned by your editor and 
permission to use the email postings from SOD was granted by 
that list owner, brother Keith Sisman of  the United Kingdom.
The only changes to the postings were for puposes of  correcting 
mistakes in spelling and form. Otherwise said emails remain as 
they were originally posted to their respective lists.
We have chosen to print the following postings from said lists 
because they come from several different persons, not all of  
whom are in agreement with one another on the subjects under 
discussion. Thus, in the “give and take” of  these discussions we 
believe our readers will gain a better understanding of  the dif-
ferences that exist among brethren who have parted company. 
This division exists simply because some brethren seemingly are 
determined at all costs to remain in fellowship with certain other 
brethren who have been over taken in a trespass and, as of  this  
writing, refuse to repent of  their sins. We hope that the following 
discussion by the men who wrote these emails with be benefi-
cial in determing God’s Will in this present distress. —Editor] 
(NOTE: Justin Guess is a student at the Southwest School of  
Biblical Studies, Austin, TX. These posts were on the Contend-
ingFTF List.)
From: <cofc_member@yahoo.com>; Mon., 24 Apr. 2006 
21:09:07 -0000; Subject: Guilty by Association?
Brethren, 
If  I use and distribute AP tracts, am I guilty by association? 
Justin Guess
From: “Darrell Broking” <dbroking@earthlink.net>; Mon., 
24 Apr. 2006 22:08:57 -0400; Subject: RE: Guilty by Associa-
tion?
Justin,
A better question at this time is the question that was asked 
of  you last time you were on the list. I am referring to the 
question asked of  you by Jon McCormack on March 1, 
2006, message #850. I quote, “Do you believe that Dave 
Miller is a false teacher?” As I searched the archives, I found
that this question was asked of  you a few times, but I can-
not find any post in which you answered the question. If  
you answered the question please cite the message #, or just 
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EDITORIAL...
THE CHURCH’S PRIMARY MESSAGE

To some brethren (evidently more than a few) unity 
among and between men is the fundamental and pri-
mary design of  the Gospel of  Jesus Christ. To the con-
trary, the fundamental design of  the Gospel is to bring 
men into unity with God. One is not ready to preach 
the Gospel if  that one is going into all the world to 
unify men. We go into all the world to get men to walk with God. 

Having stated what the primary purpose of  the church 
via the preaching and defense of  the Gospel of  Christ is to ac-
complish, we hasten to add that we are not unmindful of  our 
Lord’s prayer for the unity of  believers in Christ as the Son of  
God and their Savior (John 17:20-21). Any Christian desires 
to see our Lord’s prayer for unity of  all believers answered.

However, it is useless to seek unity among men simply 
for the sake of  unity. Such an idea is foreign to the Bible. 
The Gospel is God’s power to save men—men who are 
in need of  salvation because they are separated from God 
by their sins (1 John 3:4; Mark 16:15; Rom. 1:16; 3:23; 
6:23;10:17; 1 Cor. 15:1-4;  2 Thess. 1:8). Thus, the unity that 
should first, foremost, and always concern every Christian 
is the reconciliation of  men to God through the preaching 
and defense of  the pure unadulterated Gospel of  Jesus 
Christ (1 Tim. 4:1-3; John 12:48; Col. 3:17). It is vain to 
seek unity among men apart from “walking in the light” 
of  God’s Truth (1 John 1:7; John 8:31, 32; 17:17; Jude 3). 
Therefore whatever causes any member of  the church to 
deviate from the doctrine of  Christ, no matter how slight 
the departure may seem to fallible man, such a departure 
ruins the ultimate, final, and logical end of  the Divine 
Scheme of  Redemption—the salvation of  the souls of  men.

If, therefore, the unity prayed for by the Christ and com-
manded by the apostle Paul (1 Cor. 1:10), the planks of  which  
are listed in Ephesians chapter four is to be realized, we must 
learn to put “first things first” or we will get the proverbial 
“cart before the horse” in the matter of  unity and thereby 
corrupt the whole Divine system of  unity (Matt. 6:33). 

Without the doctrine of  Jesus Christ believed and 
obeyed, no person can be saved and remain in a saved state 
with God. Only by a pure Gospel can men find and possess 
salvation from sin through the blood of  Jesus Christ. And, 
only those who are saved from sin have authority from God 
to unite with one another— and then unite only on His terms. 
To seek a “unity” among men apart from the doctrine of  
Christ is foreign to and against God’s Scheme of  Redemption.

Thus, the Holy Spirit inspired John instructs us to:
Look to yourselves, that we lose not those things which we 
have wrought, but that we receive a full reward. Whosoev-
er trangresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine of  Christ, 
hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine of  Christ, he 
hath both the Father and the Son. If  there come any unto 
you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your 
house, neither bid him God speed: For he that biddeth 
him God speed is partaker of  his evil deeds (2 John 8-11).

We, therefore, must teach, believe, practice, and contend 
for unity with God first, which unity comes only through com-
pliance with Christ’s doctrine. Only by such compliance with 
the doctrine of  Christ is the unity for which Christ prayed 
and Paul commanded obtained and perpetuated.

—David P. Brown, Editor
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From: “cofc_member” <cofc_member@yahoo.com>; Tue, 
25 Apr 2006 04:12:52 -0000; Subject: Re: Guilty by Associa-
tion?
Brother Broking,
I did answer the question. Since it was a while ago and I do 
not want to scan through all of  the post, I will answer it again 
for you. As of  right now, I have not been given all of  the in-
formation concerning Dave Miller. Therefore, I cannot make 
a snap judgement. Until he is proven guilty, I do not believe 
he is a false teacher. I hope you understand my reasoning for 
not making the snap judgement, and I’d hope you would agree.
Justin Guess 

From: “Ken Chumbley” <kjchumb@bellsouth.net>; Tue., 25 
Apr. 2006 06:47:16 -0400 (Eastern Daylight Time);Subject: Re: 
Guilty by Association?

Justin,

Why do you not have sufficient information? Could it be that you 
have not sought it? I am sure that you have heard about the CD 
that Michael Hatcher prepared concerning Dave Miller’s false 
teaching. IF you did not have one, did you seek to get a copy while 
you were at Spring last Saturday (as referred to in another post)?
You say that you cannot make a “snap judgment.” Justin, no 
one is asking for you to make a “snap judgment.” However, 
the evidence has been out there for some time. Could it be 
that you are refusing to look at it because it will force you 
into making a judgment and you do not want to do that?
Indeed, if  you don’t look at the evidence, you can continue 
to state that [he] is not a false teacher. Your statement about 
not wanting to make a “snap judgment” does not hold water. 
You have had plenty of  time to come to a righteous judgment. 
Thus, I for one cannot agree with your “reasoning.” Jason, it’s 
time, past time, for you to examine the evidence and come to 
a righteous judgment concerning Dave Miller and his teaching.
Ken Chumbley; Belvedere Church of  Christ; 535 Clearwater 
Road; Belvedere, SC 29841-2575; Tel. No. 803-442-6388; www.
belvederechurchofchrist.org
From: “Darrell Broking” <dbroking@earthlink.net>; Tue., 25 
Apr. 2006 06:47:16 -0400 (Eastern Daylight Time); Subject: RE: 
Re: Guilty by Association? 
Justin,

I won’t add anything to what Ken told you on this mat-
ter. I am not surprised that you have not taken the time 
to learn the truth on this matter. I pray that you will. 
Now to your original question on guilt by association. There 
is a difference between purchasing a service and support-
ing a work. There is no authority for a church to financially 
support AP, just as there is no authority to support Logos 
Research Systems. Is it sinful for me to purchase materials
from Logos? When I taught at OABS I required my 
students to download e-sword, which is not a prod-
uct of  a faithful brother. I would not for one minute 
suggest to the other elders here that we support the e-
sword work. Did I sin by using that program in my class?
I am currently writing a research paper on 1 Tim. 2:8ff. On my 
desk I have several issues of  Restoration Quarterly, which I 
purchased, along with Carroll Osburn’s book on women in the 
church. Am I in sin for purchasing these items? No, I have the 

right to purchase a service. I don’t like to do this because I do 
not want to support their cause, but I cannot answer their error 
and help others out of  that error unless I know their arguments.
This is a matter of  judgment Justin. The church here made 
the decision to pull all of  our AP materials off  the shelf. We 
do not want to do anything that will give them any credibil-
ity until they repent of  their sin and turn back to the Lord.
If  the Spring church was financially supporting AP and would 
not repent, which would be necessary for Spring because of  their 
knowledge of  the issues, we would not fellowship them. I may 
not like something, but I had better be careful when calling it sin.
Along these lines, I received an email from a brother the 
other day criticizing me because I will not fellowship the 
OABS bunch, but they have my classes archived. In his mind 
OABS archiving my classes is current fellowship. I guess that 
because most brethren from whom fellowship is withdrawn 
have copies of  the Bible, that they are in fellowship with the
writers of  the Bible and the Holy Spirit. If  his logic is true, then 
this is equally true.
Justin, I do not believe it is good judgment to do anything 
that will promote AP. This issue was dealt with at the Spring 
forum and answered very well. If  you really want to learn, 
get the recordings. I pray that you are not like so many who 
want to keep their unrighteous associations, at any cost, and 
find nitpicky little things to criticize those brethren who have
taken a stand for the right way of  the Lord.
Brotherly,
Darrell Broking
From: “Tim Smith” <gradowith@gmail.com>; Date: Tue., 25 
Apr. 2006 10:27:38 -0500; Subject: Re: Re: Guilty by Associa-
tion?
Justin,
Have you decided yet? MDR, Elder Reaffirmation, and
anything-for-a-buck fellowship—how hard can it be?
Let me ask you this: Do you believe that James D. Bales 
taught error on MDR? Do you believe that Ruel Lemmons 
taught error on whether the qualifications were qualifica-
tions or only suggestions [pertaining to the qualifications 
of  elders—Editor]? Do you believe Jimmy Swaggart teaches 
error when he teaches that all people of  all faiths are saved?
Just trying to understand if  there are limits to your belief-sys-
tem or not.
Have  we  exchang ed  ema i l s  e l s ewhe r e  o r  he r e 
on this list prior to this thread? You certainly remind 
me of  someone I have exchanged notes with before.
Tim Smith
From: “Darrell Broking” <dbroking@earthlink.net>; Tue., 25 
Apr. 2006 15:19:50 -0400; Subject: Re: Guilty by Association?
Justin,
When you were at the Spring building last Saturday, did you bring 
your concerns to the attention of  anyone? Did you see the tracts 
and say, “Ah! Now I can get back on the CFTF list and blast 
the Spring brethren?” Justin, what are your motives in this little 
exchange? Justin, did you read my reply to you in this matter? If  
so, am I in sin for having my class download and use the e-sword 
program? Justin, please take a minute to tell me where you wor-
ship. I also want to know what materials you are using in your 
Bible classes where you worship. If  you are unwilling to deal 

(Continued from page 1)
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with these questions, then please refrain from posting to the list.
Brotherly,
Darrell Broking

From:  <cofc_member@yahoo.com>; Tue., 25 Apr. 2006 
18:51:43 -0000; Subject: Re: Guilty by Association?
Brother Chumbley,
I did not know of  this CD. If  you could help me get a 
copy that would be nice. I have not ignored the issue 
at all. THE REAL ISSUE IS, WHY IS SPRING DIS-
TRIBUTING SINFUL (as brother Tim Smith called it) 
TRACTS BY AP? Please don’t ignore the issue at hand.
Justin Guess
From: “cofc_member” <cofc_member@yahoo.com>; Tue, 
25 Apr 2006 19:06:09 -0000; Subject: Re: Guilty by Associa-
tion?
Brother Broking,
Those tracts had to have been purchased at some point and 
time. Is that supporting the works? Is not distributing tracts with 
AP on its cover leading people to believe you are supporting 
the work? Should I be concerned for my brethren in Spring?
Justin Guess

From: “Darrell Broking” <dbroking@earthlink.net>; Tue, 25 
Apr 2006 15:22:11 -0400; Subject:: Re: Guilty by Association?
Justin,
When you answer the questions I just presented to you a few min-
utes ago, I will answer the questions below. “Is not distributing 
tracts with AP on its cover leading people to believe you are sup-
port the work? Should I be concerned for my brethren in Spring?”
Brotherly,
Darrell Broking
From: <cofc_member@yahoo.com>; Tue., 25 Apr. 2006 
19:44:44 -0000; Subject: Re: Guilty by Association?
Brother Broking,
Let’s take a step back shall we. I was there for a friend’s wed-
ding. For you to insult me by saying I have impure motives is 
wrong. Read my very first post. I’M SHOWING CONCERN! 
If  Christ doesn’t want any to perish (2 Peter 3:9), then I don’t 
want that to be so either. I care for my brethren. For you to 
suggest otherwise shows your lack of  care for me. Materi-
als in my Bible class? The Bible. What are you using? My 
place of  worship? What does my place of  worship have to 
do with the issue at hand? Go back and read my first post 
and make sure you don’t scan over the statement, “Should 
I be concerned” again. SHOULD I BE CONCERNED  
ABOUT SPRING DISTRIBUTING TRACTS FROM AP?
Please answer my questions before you demand me to answer 
yours. 
Justin Guess
From: “Tim Smith” <gradowith@gmail.com>;  Tue, 25 Apr 
2006 15:23:21 -0500; Subject: Guilty by Association?
Justin,
We are having an email exchange now, so whether we recall 
one from the past or not can now (by both) be laid to rest. 

Had I known you had an agenda to press I would have de-
ferred to the brethren at Spring to answer you, but then, 
you did not bother to disclose your agenda but rather mas-
queraded under the guise of  ignorance and a desire to know.
I feel sure that brother Brown will address the issue of  those
tracts at Spring for you. 
As for your feigned concern over the purchase of  the tracts, 
know assuredly that they were purchased prior to these 
issues arising. In the future you would do well to be hon-
est with those with whom you correspond. You were not 
honest with me. I answered AS I would have answered 
irrespective of  the circumstances, but would not have an-
swered your question which was obviously directed at them.
Are you making light of  salvation issues? You either agree with 
AP or disagree, but either way people will go to hell over the 
issues surrounding AP. No one possessing the knowledge of  
their actions can support them in view of  II John 9-11. Either 
they are worthy of  support or not. Where do you stand? How 
old are you? Where did you go to school? Where do you preach? 
How long have you been in the church? Do you have a radio? A 
TV? Do you take newspapers or news magazines? Do you visit 
web pages pertaining to news? Have you ever studied church 
history? Since you were less than honest in your question, will 
you answer these questions honestly? Have you ever heard of  
Harding University? Are you familiar with the Firm Foundation?
I assure you that each question I put to you is designed to
elicit the truth—none are designed to try to use your answers
against anyone else. What did you think you would prove by 
pursuing the question you asked? Do you think you suceeded?
Honorable and honest men ask to know and answer to in-
form; dishonorable or dishonest men ask to deceive and 
answer to muddy the waters. Where are you in that scenario?
Perhaps you like playing games with this issue, but I do not. I
thought you really sought guidance and tried to offer it. Was I
deceived?
Tim Smith
From: “David P Brown” <jbrow@charter.net>; Tue., 25 
Apr. 2006 15:59:50 -0500; Subject: Justin Guess, Spring, and 
AP
To the List,
Since posting material yesterday on the list, I have only this after-
noon been able to get back to it. Along with many other tracts 
from other authors and publishers, the Spring congregation has 
had the AP tracts to which bro. Guess referred in his posting 
in our tract rack for some time. And, along with several other 
tracts, the AP tracts were purchased a long time ago from AP.
When Bert Thompson’s sins were found out (which rev-
elation was almost two months before the TGJ Board/Dub 
McClish/Dave Watson episode that opened up Pandora’s 
Box as to who is going to compromise how much Truth in 
order to keep their brotherhood projects going) we thought 
it would not be expedient to have Bert Thompson’s name on 
his tracts. Also, we were not sure whether Dave Miller was 
going to remain with AP once the evidence was offered to 
the elders and AP Board, which evidence had been offered 
to Bert Thompson some time before. This is evidence that 
proves he (Miller) is a false teacher. We thought surely if  the
powers that be at AP could act on the basis of  evidence in 
the case of  Bert Thompson, they could and would also do 
so with Miller. Indeed, we have never opposed AP as such. 
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But when some years ago we learned that Bert (and today the 
staff  at AP are continuing to do the same as Bert did) was 
going to liberal churches, presenting his AP seminar, and not 
exposing the error of  which they (the liberal churches) were 
guilty, did we, then, become alarmed. But we thought that 
maybe something could still be done. However, more and 
more we saw no evidence that Bert was open to any view that
opposed his.
His rebellious attitude became more apparent when he hired 
Dave Miller, but refused the evidence that Miller was a false 
teacher. But we still had hopes that something could be done 
for the sake of  the work of  AP. Thus, we continued to use some 
of  the AP tracts. This is the reason that the tracts were altered 
as they were early last summer. But, if  we have erred in keeping 
the tracts in our tract rack, it is because we simply did not think 
about them being there as things continued to digress with AP, 
et al. over the last several months.
Of  course, the Truth taught in those tracts is just that—the 
Truth. But AP is demonstrating more everyday that they have no 
desire to change their ways, thus that which we deemed expedi-
tious last summer in view of  the situation in this matter then has 
definitely changed—and changed on the basis of  AP becoming 
more adamant in defending the error of  Dave Miller. 
Thus, I want to commend Justin Guess for helping us at Spring 
to be reminded that there are those who come to our buildings 
for one thing and while there observe other things. We will cor-
rect this matter. The AP tracts will be removed, because things 
are not as they once were with AP and because we do not want 
to put a stumbling block before someone like Justin as well as 
give an opportunity for false teachers to use against us when it 
is something we don’t need in order to serve God faithfully. But 
since Justin is so concerned about what tracts are in the Spring 
tract rack, we want to give him some other matters about which 
he may desire to think.
Justin, please answer following True/False questions.
1. T  F  The Scriptures teach that one is in fellowship with 
every author(s) of  every piece of  material that is distributed 
by the church.
2. T  F The Scriptures teach that Christians may only have 
books in their libraries that are written by faithful Christians.
3. T  F The Scriptures teach that Christians are authorized to 
pass on to others only that literature that is written by faithful 
members of  the church.
4. T  F The Scriptures teach that in any and all cases, situations, 
and circumstances, it is a sin to mark out the name of  an author 
on a piece of  literature that is distributed to the public by the 
Lord’s church.
5. T  F The Scriptures teach that there is no such thing as “guilt 
by association”.
6. T  F All association with one who is guilty of  sin is sinful.
7. T  F There is a certain kind of  association with one who is 
guilty of  sin, which association constitutes sin.
8. T   F Any kind of  association with an unrepentant sinner that 
causes others to think that the one engaged in the association 
condones and approves of  the unrepentant sinners sinful acts 
is itself  sinful.
9. T  F All purchases of  tracts from AP are sinful.
10. T  F The purchase of  literature from AP for the purpose 

of  distributing such literature to others is sinful.
11. T   F  If  I, Justin Guess, have the ability to see that which is 
consistent and inconstent in the conduct and teaching of  oth-
ers, I also have the ability to see the same in my own conduct 
and teaching.
12 T  F If  Spring is inconsistent in anything, it proves that 
anything they do or do not do, as the case may be, is wrong.
13. T   F  The Bible authorizes people to be knowingly incon-
sistent.
More T/F sentences could be thought of  (some probably better 
than the previous 13 questions) but these will suffice for the 
purposes they were written.
It is interesting and somewhat curious to note when we have 
suffered long with brethren because we have hoped that they 
would repent, but because they (the erring brethren) refuse to 
repent we finally cease having fellowship with them, certain 
critics point out to us that, “Why, you have been with them 
so long, why did you just now stop fellowshipping them?” 
“Why did you not cease your fellowship with them a long 
time ago?” But, when we learn of  problems with brethren 
who make it clear from the outset they are not about to re-
pent, and, therefore, because of  their hardened attitude we
immediately cease our association with them, from some 
of  those same critics comes the question, “Why did you 
not bear longer with them?” Thus, it makes little difference
which way we go, because there is always a Justin Guess 
to help us out [and] we get criticized coming and going.
But there is more than one good thing that has come out 
of  Justin’s visit to the Spring building and his scrutiny of  
the Spring tract rack. What is it, you may ask. It is that we
now know that brother Guess has the ability to see what is con-
sistent and what is inconsistent. That means that in Justin’s own 
conduct he has the ability to see the same. Thus, when it is proven 
to him that he is inconsistent, he now stands without excuse for 
not seeing and doing something about his own inconsistencies.
David P. Brown
From:  <cofc_member@yahoo.com>; Tue., 25 Apr. 2006 
21:39:23 -0000; Subject: Justin Guess, Spring, and AP
Brother Brown,
Thank you for your explaination. I would never dream of  hurt-
ing a congregation of  the Lord’s church. Just simply expressing 
questions brought to me by some, and questions of  my own. 
Justin Guess
From: <hdenham@verizon.net>; Tue, 25 Apr 2006 16:44:47 
-0500 (CDT); Subject: Re: Guilty by Association?
Dear Brother Guess,
Over the years I have made a point of  giving books and materi-
als on Christian evidences to brethren, especially preachers, that 
I considered especially informative, even if  they were written 
by denominational folk. I do not support their work, but I 
have purchased the services, as brother Broking has stressed, 
and made the materials available in an area of  expertise where 
such materials are hard to find. Does that constitute fellowship? 
Absolutely not! If  so, then purchasing a Thomas Nelson Bible 
from Lifeway Books involves one necessarily in fellowship with 
the Baptist publishing house (it used to be Broadman Press, 
and I believe it is now Broadman and Holman) which owns 
Lifeway, as well as whatever entity publishes the Nelson line. 
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If  you purchase a Cambridge or Oxford edition of  the Bible 
then you’re “rubbing elbows” with the Anglicans. A proper 
understanding of  what is fellowship, which is what the school 
you are attending ought to be teaching you, is needed before 
launching on matters where one has little knowledge and practi-
cal experience. Now kindly address brother Broking’s points.
Yours in Christ,

Daniel Denham
 From: “Tim Smith” <gradowith@gmail.com>;  Tue, 25 Apr 
2006 16:59:22 -0500; Subject: Guilty by Association?
Justin,
Your age would tell me why you do not know about Bales or
Lemmons. Your contact with the outside world along with 
you age would tell me about your lack of  knowledge of  
Swaggart. I hope this helps you, as that is why I answered 
your query. You could and should have been open and hon-
est about your intent in asking—brother Brown is more than 
capable of  answering your concerns. You could and should
have addressed the issue immediately—they would have 
talked with you. Instead of  giving the appearance of  duplic-
ity, which is what your question did, come right out and say 
what is on your mind and give the history of  your query, 
especially when it involves the good name of  a sound work.
I take you now at your word and will consider these is-
sues resolved as regards your question, if  that is what you 
want. I drew my conclusions about you because of  what 
you wrote and the way things unfolded. I truly hope this 
has shown you that you can ask honest questions of  hon-
est brethren. How you will be dealt with, as would I or 
anyone else, largely depends on how you deal with others.
I hope you do not support the error of  AP etc. Clear and
abundant evidence is available in the archives of  this list alone in 
addition to various other sources [to prove the charges against 
AP, Miller, etc—Editor]. Setting aside Miller and his clearly docu-
mented errors on Marriage and the eldership, one had only to 
look at the churches served by AP to see that they were/are in 
error. It is wrong to fellowship false teachers (II Cor. 6:14-7:1).
It is wrong to bid Godspeed to those who bring not the 
doctrine of  Christ (II John 9-11) etc. AP has, for many years, 
violated these passages. They make excuses which do not 
excuse, offer explanations that do not explain, and proffer 
justifications that do not justify. They are wrong. Those who 
support them are wrong. It is sad. Tragic, even. But true no less.
If  I may be so forward as to ask you: in the light of  your
ridiculing my phrase indicating the sinfulness of  support-
ing AP, do you support them now? I will offer you a bit of  
first hand evidence -- Bert Thompson came to the Westgate 
Church of  Christ in Dothan, AL and sold his services to 
them and joined with them in teaching the congregation 
about evolution and totally ignored their involvement with 
the ministerial alliance, their gymnasium, their participation in
the denominational sports leagues locally, and their endorse-
ment and many signs in their building making plain and clear 
that they do such things. They said nothing at all that would 
result in their salvation. So they believe the truth about evolu-
tion. They still accept adulterous couples into their fellowship. 
They still join forces with the denominations of  our area 
regularly. They still support corrupt, unsound brotherhood 
works. They had the preacher from Homewood fill their 
pulpit for many months between preachers (Homewood 

is famous in AL as the leader of  the digressives—they are
the biggest and most influencial supporters of  error in our 
State). Clearly those brethren are lost. Yet AP did nothing to try 
to save them. In fact, they did nothing to indicate that they had 
any problem at all with them. Should you ask one of  them about 
why he goes to such places, the common answer is: It is not my 
job to check out the places I preach. Besides, we do not have the 
time to do so. Too busy to obey II John 9-11 is simply too busy.
You did ask a question on an open forum, and I answered it. 
Had you indicated that you were talking about a specific group 
of  brethren, surely one of  them would have answered. On an 
open forum you really need to be more specific, don’t you think? 
Why did you choose this forum to ask? Why did you not go 
directly to the source? An open question is fine. But be open in 
the asking. I pray that you will come down on the side of  truth. 
Tim Smith
From: “Ken Chumbley” <kjchumb@bellsouth.net>; Tue, 25 
Apr 2006 16:10:05 -0400 (Eastern Daylight Time); Subject:  
Guilty by Association?
Justin,
Since you are familiar with the Spring congregation and 
possibly live close by, I would suggest that you con-
tact them since they have them (Miller CD’s—Editor) 
available, particularly in light of  my comment following.
Further, as has been suggested elsewhere, you should contact 
the Spring congregation with respect to your concerns rela-
tive the tracts from AP rather than doing it on the list. That 
you were there for a wedding would not have prohibited you 
from contacting them first before you brought it to the list.
Further, you try to make out that this is the “REAL IS-
SUE.” However, you chose to IGNORE the bulk of  my 
post regarding judgment. Incidentally, there was enough 
information out before the CD was issued for one to 
make a righteous judgment regarding the false teaching 
of  Dave Miller. The CD just brought it all into one place.
Justin, please don’t ignore the issue at hand, deal 
with the matter of  Dave Miller and his false teaching.
Ken Chumbley
From: <cofc_member@yahoo.com>;  Tue, 25 Apr 2006 
19:09:34 -0000; Subject: Re: Guilty by Association?
Brother Smith,
I don’t believe we have had a email exchange. I have not seen 
Bales, Lemmons, or Swaggarts works. I am fairly new to the 
studies of  MDR.
I am by no means a[n] expert on the issue. THE REAL ISSUE 
IS, WHY IS SPRING DISTRIBUTING SINFUL (as you, Tim 
said)TRACTS BY AP? PLease don’t ignore the issue at hand. 
Justin Guess 
From: “cofc_member” <cofc_member@yahoo.com>; Tue, 
25 Apr 2006 21:02:24 -0000; Subject: Re: Guilty by Associa-
tion?
Tim,
I was not being Dishonest. I will contact them. I was honest in 
asking the question. I did not ask you to answer it. It is a open fo-
rum and you answered. I don’t understand why my Age matters. 
I will tell you I am younger than most on this forum. I do go to a 
preacher training school (Southwest School of  Bible Studies—Editor). 
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Do I have to be a preacher to ask or look at this forum? I do 
preach when a congregation in my area needs a preacher. I have 
been in the church for 6 years. I was raised in the church. I have 
a radio in my car. I watch Fox News Channel if  I have time. I 
have not studied church history in depth. My brother attended 
Harding for one year and came back home. I am not familiar
with the Firm Foundation. I wanted to know how it was possible 
for brethren to be against AP and have tracts in their building on 
the tracks. I am not the only one. People came and asked me how 
that is possible without being hypocrites. Are they being hypo-
crites? Are they guilty by association? That is all I want to know.
Justin Guess
From: “dubmcclish” <tgj@charter.net>; Thu., 27 Apr. 2006 
02:01:17 -0000; Subject: Dave Miller and “snap judgments”
Dear brother Guess:
A “snap judgment” regarding brother Dave Miller would be 
to decide he is a false teacher upon hearing his name for the 
first time, knowing nothing about him, and not having had 
time or opportunity to learn of  his teaching. You are prepar-
ing yourself  to preach the Gospel, and part of  that prepara-
tion (whether or not your instructors have thus taught you) is 
to learn what is going on among brethren, including who is 
teaching what. The New Testament gives ample evidence that 
Paul intended for Timothy and Titus to keep their fingers on 
the pulse of  the first century brotherhood by warning them
of  certain ones who were false teachers and calling some of  
them by name—and they didn’t have telephones, comput-
ers, or the Internet with which to do it. To say that you are 
unaware of  the teachings of  brother Miller just won’t fly. 
They have been discussed thoroughly and widely, beginning 
in 1997, and continuing to the present hour, but especially 
over the past eleven months. I fear that your problem is that 
you have already made your judgment, and it was an acquit-
tal. The only problem with that verdict is, that if  you didn’t 
have enough evidence to judge him as a false teacher, how 
did you have enough evidence to decide he was innocent?
Yours in the one faith,
Dub McClish
From: “Tim Smith” <gradowith@gmail.com>; Wed., 26 Apr. 
2006 21:07:56 -0500; Subject: Re: Dave Miller and “snap judg-
ments”
Perhaps some have forgotten Paul’s words to the Thessalonians 
—Prove all things. Hold fast that which is good. Abstain 
from all appearance of  evil. Everything and everyone must 
be put to the examination and comparison to scripture and 
then the decision concerning him/her can be properly made.
The idea of  an ‘open pulpit’ that used to be observed in 
some areas seems to have re-invented itself  with respect to 
modern false teachers. Some think that we accept others 
at face value first and in order to reject them they must be 
proven guilty. I think that is wrong. I think everyone must 
first be examined and then proven worthy or found unworthy.
I appreciate brother McClish’s post and have been an admirer 
of  him since... well, from way back. Considering all he has been 
put through by brethren who have proven themselves unwor-
thy of  our respect, he has maintained the spirit of  Christ [and] 
demonstrated how one ought to behave in the face of  tribula-
tion. Thank you, brother Dub, for all you do in the Kingdom.
Tim Smith

From: “lynnparkerfarms” <lynn@lynnparker.net>; Thu, 27 
Apr 2006 19:47:02 -0000; Subject: Pocket-less T shirts and 
related matters
It appears that if  CFTF or Spring were to say, “We like pock-
ets on a shirt,” some (just a few) would rip every pocket off  
their shirts and buy stock in pocket-less polo T-shirts. Now if  
Spring would invite Dave Miller to be on the annual Spring
Lectureship, there no doubt would be one or two on this list 
and the SOD list who formerly were in fellowship with Dave 
Miller (and/or those that fellowship Miller) that would rush 
to proclaim: “DAVE MILLER IS A FALSE TEACHER! 
DON’T FELLOWSHIP HIM!” Why? Some want to deal 
in personalities and not the issues/facts. Maybe their pet 
preaching school, favorite preacher, current congregation is
in error on some matter and they need to attack the ones bring-
ing said error to light. 
Isn’t it interesting to see that Moses warned against play-
ing favorites when God had him perform spiritual sur-
gery on Israel without bias or partiality: Exodus 32:26ff:

Then Moses stood in the gate of  the camp, and said, 
Who is on the LORD’S side? let him come unto me. 
And all the sons of  Levi gathered themselves together 
unto him. And he said unto them, Thus saith the LORD 
God of  Israel, Put every man his sword by his side, and 
go in and out from gate to gate throughout the camp, 
and slay every man his brother, and every man his com-
panion, and every man his neighbour. And the children 
of  Levi did according to the word of  Moses: and there 
fell of  the people that day about three thousand men.

As long as we’re discussing it...shouldn’t we all be asking, 
“Who is on the Lord’s side?” Then, let the evidence an-
swer the question, and let the chips fall where they may. And 
where some have stubbornly persisted with the old whine,
“I just can’t see it that way,” we’ll move on and not put anymore 
jewelry before porcine (pearls before swine).
Oh, and just another note...There may very well have come 
some good out of  this current battle and series of  events. It 
makes some folks get off  the fence.
And then just one more thought...enough already with “I don’t have 
all facts,” or “I’m too busy with _____[whatever]___ to investigate 
these matters.” You can easily find out the truth—just as soon as 
you really want to know it. OK, I’m through. Now I feel better.
Brotherly,
Lynn Parker
From: “Tim Smith” <gradowith@gmail.com>; Thu, 27 Apr 
2006 19:51:51 -0500; Subject: Re: Pocket-less T shirts and 
related matters
I think brother Parker put the matter very well—now, what 
will we do with his advice? I, for one, think we should be 
open and declare our allegiance to the Lord on this (and 
every) issue. The principles at work in this division are not 
all that hard to understand. We simply cannot extend fel-
lowship to false teacher[s] or brethren who are unfaith-
ful in other ways. It is only hard if  you want it to be.
When one backs up and looks at the big picture he finds it hard not 
to laugh at some of  the excuses and “reasons” offered by the fence-
straddlers. How hard can it be to read II John 9-11 and then obey it?
I do not understand brother Cates and MSOP and their ac-
tions and attitude with respect to AP and the other matters 
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in this controversy. Obviously he knows the truth on fellow-
ship. Obviously he had withdrawn fellowship from Lucado 
and Shelly and others. Why then has he not done so here?
Leave the personalities and allegiances out of  it and do the 
right thing, brethren. 
It is not to MSOP that the graduates thereof  are pledged, 
it is to Jesus. Let them (and the rest of  us) show that alle-
giance by saying to their school—stop doing what you are 
doing and unless and until you do we will not support you.
I love Jesus. I love all men also, but my love for Jesus prevents 
me from sinning just so I can go along with others. Thank 
you, brother Parker, for putting the case as it ought to be put.
Tim Smith

From: “jfgkrg” <jfgkrg@yahoo.com>; Fri., 28 Apr 2006 
14:04:28 -0000; Subject: Re: Justin Guess, Spring, and AP
To the list,
I have a question concerning AP. A congregation in my area 
recently had Dr. Brad Harrub of  AP speak at a Gospel meet-
ing and I am wondering what your opinion is on this matter?
jfgkrg
From: “Tim Smith” <gradowith@gmail.com>Fri, 28 Apr 
2006 09:11:01 -0500; Subject:  Justin Guess, Spring, and AP
First, as the men who comprise AP are in violation of  II 
John 9-11 etc. by fellowshipping their director, Dave Miller, 
who is a false teacher; and as the men who comprise AP 
are in violation of  II John 9-11 etc. by fellowshipping apos-
tate congregations, they are not worthy to be accepted, 
encouraged, helped or otherwise profited by the faithful.
Second, it is sad that congregations continue to do business 
with AP. So I am saddened whenever I learn that they have a 
speaking engagement.
Third, if  everyone would demand fidelity from the men who 
comprise AP then perhaps (in deed, I think confidently) they 
would repent. I mean, are they not going to liberal congregations 
for the money? Should the money dry up, they would stop, right? 
Unfortunately, since they are funded by the liberals, they will 
probably keep on going for a long time. That is why it is so hard 
to understand why formerly ‘sound’ preachers support them!
While they no doubt teach the truth on evidences, they are lost no 
less and those who pay them are lost and that rule is the Lord’s.
Tim Smith
From: <hdenham@verizon.net>; Fri, 28 Apr 2006 09:41:42 
-0500 (CDT); Subject: Re: Justin Guess, Spring, and AP
Dear Brother or Sister,
Please sign your post with your name and not initials.
As to your question, does this pertain to his appearance at 
Fredericksburg, TX. If  not, where?
Yours in Christ,
Daniel Denham
From: “jfgkrg” <jfgkrg@yahoo.com>; Fri, 28 Apr 2006 
14:50:59 -0000; Subject: Justin Guess, Spring, and AP
No this was in Oklahoma.
John Griffin

From: <hdenham@verizon.net>; Fri., 28 Apr 2006 10:59:38 
-0500 (CDT); Subject: Re: Justin Guess, Spring, and AP
Dear Brother Griffin,
I have a problem with some of  brother Harrub’s recent
appearances, such as at Fredericksburg, TX and also recently 
at the liberal city congregation in Woodbury, TN. He seems 
to be practicing the same open fellowship that Dave Miller 
is practicing, and why shouldn’t he? He is neck deep in the 
AP program WITH DAVE MILLER. If  it is a sin to have 
brother Miller on one’s program or in a Gospel meeting (and 
it is), then what about having Brad Harrub or anyone else 
from AP for that matter? Since brother Miller and some of
his cronies seem to have no problem with Buster Dobbs and 
Lindell Mitchell, despite their teaching on worship, nor with 
Mac Deaver and Malcolm Hill, despite their teaching on Holy 
Spirit baptism, then why don’t our brethren supporting him
and them just go on ahead and extend fellowship back to 
these brethren, whom previously many of  the pro-Miller 
group have publicly marked as false teachers? Does one 
cease to be a false teacher if  Dave Miller fellowships him? 
Maybe the brethren at Woodmont Hills or Richland Hills 
need to cozy up to Dave and have him and/or Brad in for 
a seminar on evidences, and takes some of  the heat off
themselves.
Daniel Denham
From: <hdenham@verizon.net>; Fri., 28 Apr. 2006 11:07:27 
-0500 (CDT); Subject: Justin Guess, Spring, and AP
Dear List,
B[y]T[he]W[ay] how far would Dave Miller have to go in 
his fellowship practises (as shown in his speaking appear-
ances, seminars, etc.)before MSOP, GBN, Paul Sain, and 
others refuse to support him? How many false teachers 
can he be involved with and it then becomes a matter that 
affects their behavior? And this is even without consid-
eration of  the FACT that he himself  is a false teacher!
Yours in Christ,
Daniel Denham

From:  <roblee79@netzero.net>;  Fri., 28 Apr. 2006 23:20:41 
GMT; Subject: Justin Guess, Spring, and AP
Hello everyone,
Here’s some more info from Brad Harrub’s appearance at 
the Woodbury Church of  Christ in Woodbury, TN. I am the 
associate preacher for the Midway congregation in Brady-
ville working alongside bro. Paul Curless and I’ve kept up
firsthand with the travesty that has taken place down there. 
As pertaining to BradHarrub and Woodbury. It is interest-
ing to note that it was actually advertised in their bulletin and 
in the local “Cannon Courier” newspaper not as a “Gospel
Meeting” but as a “SEMINAR.” You can take that any way, but I 
take it as a congregation that is ashamed of  the Gospel of  Christ. 
Secondly, Brad Harrub wrote a letter back to Wood-
bury and it was in their bulletin from April 18, 2006.
Brad wrote:

I just wanted to take a minute to thank you and let you know 
how honored I was to have the opportunity to speak on 
Christian evidences. In addition, I am grateful for the kind 
words and genuine hospitality you showed my family and me 
during your visit. It was a pleasure being with you all, and I 
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look forward to my next visit with you all. May our great God 
continue to bless you in your every worthwhile endeavor.

Obviously, Mr. Harrub has no qualms with fellowshipping 
those who walk in error.… What is sad is that there are those 
in my own personal family, my aunt and her children who 
believe that it is ok to fellowship Woodbury and then pro-
ceed to badmouth Bro. Curless and myself  for preaching out 
against it. All I say to them is I will continue to defend the faith 
and preach the whole counsel of  God (Jude 3; Acts 20:27).
I also want to close by expressing my appreciation to 
bros. Brown and Bailey for their fine articles exposing 
the travesty that occurred in that congregation in CFTF.

Yours in Christ,
Robert Alexander
From: <hdenham@verizon.net>; Fri., 28 Apr. 2006 20:21:58 
-0500 (CDT); Subject: Justin Guess, Spring, and AP
Dear Brother Alexander,
The brother of  Garland Elkins, Clark, some years ago
when I preached in Warren County openly declared that the 
Woodbury church was an apostate church. He was quite familiar 
with their history and some of  the activities of  brother Alsup. 
Other good brethren in that area are as your statement shows.
It is a shame and disgrace to see what is happening to the 
Lord’s church. Rubel Shelly must be extremely happy to see 
such compromise and nonsense countenanced by the so-called 
“mainstream.”
If  brother Harrub’s activity is “mainstream” in such do-
ings, then someone has “redefined the middle,” which is 
a tactic right out of  Political Correctness 101. We were 
saddened by the news of  brother Clark’s passing a few 
months ago. It was a great loss to the Lord’s people. 
Such men of  principle seem to be few and far between.
Keep holding the line, brother, and give brother Curless our kind-
est regards for his stand as well. You are both to be commended.
Yours in Christ,
Daniel Denham
From: “roblee79@netzero.net” <roblee79@netzero.net>; 
Sat, 29 Apr 2006 01:58:39 GMT; Subject: Justin Guess,  
Spring, and AP
Thanks bro. Denham, it saddens me to no end to see the di-
gression that is occuring throughout the brotherhood, even 
my own family is involved in it, as I have stated before. My 
mother’s brother, Ray and his wife, attend the Woodmont
Hills “social club” and are great friends with Rubel Shelly. 
I’ve talked with them several times, to no avail. Yet, I liken 
that situation and the AP situation to the fact that people just 
want to do what is popular, go along with friends rather than
what is truth, rather than abide by what God has set forth in 
his inspired word. 
Robert Alexander 
From: “Dennis J. Sargent” <redgait@yahoo.com>; Sun., 30 
Apr. 2006 20:46:03 -0000; Subject:  Justin Guess, Spring, and AP 
To Robert Alexander, and list,
Robert I appreciate your information and comments. 
When I was there for a meeting at Midway brother Curless 
shared with me some of  the many problems at Woodbury.

Brad Harrub is guilty of  at least two things: 1) refusing to 
reprove and rebuke (2 Tim. 4:2), 2) ignoring God’s law on 
fellowship (Eph. 5:11; 2 Jn. 9-11). Such is the logical, thus ex-
pected, end of  all compromise, to include the current compro-
mises associated with MSOP, GBN, Highland, TNGJ, and AP.
The erring prefer the “seminar” as they think they can then 
do what they want. By calling it a “seminar” they think 
they can then operate outside the confines of  Christ’s 
authority (Col. 3:17). I recall the rank liberal Jack Exum 
and his “three unlikable days” being called a “seminar,” 
during which he had people “lifting up holy hands,” etc.
I suppose we all have some family members which are be-
yond reason. Often time you may as well talk to an oak 
tree. Other than my own wife and children, my whole fam-
ily is lost, as is my wife’s. This puts a strain on families, but 
is nothing unexpected for the faithful (Matt. 10:34-39).
We enjoyed having your father and James Cossey with us at 
Pomeroy two years ago, and we look forward to our upcoming 
meeting in June with Paul Curless. You brethren hold the line. 
Dennis J. Sargent (Pomeroy, Ohio)
From: WAYNE BLAKE <wayneanlaura@sbcglobal.net>; 
Sun., 30 Apr. 2006 14:25:16 -0700 (PDT); Subject: Justin Guess, 
Spring, and AP
Dear List,
This is not a new problem. When I preached in the Dal-
las/FW area, Brown Trail was notorious for this kind of  
thing. Maxie Boren, Dave Miller and other teachers would 
preach at congregations in the area that were known for their
apostasy. The reason I KNOW they didn’t preach or teach 
against that congregation’s apostasy was because they 
were asked back year after year. Robert Dodson has these 
same men come in and teach a lesson at the Preacher’s 
Luncheons every Thursday at Ryans there in Ft Worth. 
The problem is based in money. When one begins to go after 
the money there is a tendency to give in to liberal churches; 
and fellowship with the liberals is just as much a problem. 
For the life of  me, I never understand brethren who feel they 
can “make a difference” by being on Lecureships and Gos-
pel meetings and not deal with the error of  the sponsoring 
church and those who might be on the same program they are.
Wayne Blake
From: daniel coe <preacherdhc@yahoo.com>; Sun., 30 Apr. 
2006 15:22:44 -0700 (PDT); Subject: Justin Guess, Spring, 
and AP
Dear Brother Blake,
Masterfully stated !!!
I too just cannot get it my skull bone as to why in HEAVEN’S 
NAME (and I do mean in heaven’s name) so many of  the 
brethren(?) seem to think that their appearance on any one 
of  those liberal lectureships that they have a ghost of  a
chance in turning any one of  those false teachers around!
In a conversation I had with Daniel Denham just a couple of  
days ago I told him that in my opinion at one time there was 
a time when a hope of  turning some of  these false teachers 
around. But I too expressed to him that the time has been
far spent and that these liberals and their liberal lectureships 
have been so long worked with, it is high time for us to do as 
Hosea said in the long ago “Ephraim is joined to idols, let 
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them alone” (Hos.6:17).
I will have a few more words to relay concerning this mat-
ter latter, but I am strapped by some confidences just here, 
But rest assured that when these confidences are lifted from 
me I will post again. I am confident that the confidences by 
which I am bound at present will soon lifted. Brethren, as 
Paul said; “It is high to awake out of  sleep” (Rom.13:11).
Again, brother Blake, I just do not think you have it right, I 
know you do. For some reason too many seem to think their   
“impact” on the liberals will far outweigh the impact the liberals 
have on the counterpart. If  track records speak of  anything, 
it seems to me as if  the impact of  the liberals has fared far 
“better” than the reverse, has it not? In the words of  Billy 
Graham’s promoter in the 40’s as he said to my grandfather, 
when Billy Graham tried to recruit my grand father, “But Mr.
Coe! Who has the biggest crowds?” (B[y]T[he]W[ay] my 
grandfather’s response to Graham and his promoter was, 
“Mr. Graham, for me to leave the truth and team up with
you would be like me leaving the Lord and team up with the 
“Devil”.) Such is the case when “sound(?)” men go to liberal 
congregations and speak on their liberal lectureships or, get 
this, their “Seminars!” Brother Blake, again I say “Amen!”
Daniel Coe
From: “Tim Smith” <gradowith@gmail.com>; Date: Sun, 30 
Apr 2006 21:27:33 -0500; Subject: Justin Guess, Spring, and AP
Amen, brother Blake, and I do hope that the entire list is 
paying attention. It is my belief  that we have some here 
who need this lesson—and how! Always remember—re-
ligion is about going to heaven, and the liberals aren’t go-
ing there. You choose—will you fellowship them or Jesus?
Tim Smith
Posted on CFTF List on August 28,2006:
Daniel and Dub,
It is going to be interesting, to say the least, to take note of  
how those of  the neofellowship movement, such as Curtis 
Cates, Tommy Hicks, and Freddie Clayton, attempt to wiggle 
out of  their past opposition to CCDRE, Inc. Freddie Clayton 
now openly argues that CCDRE [CHURCHES OF CHRIST 
DISASTER RELIEF EFFORT, Inc.—Editor] is only a matter 
of  judgment. If  Curtis and Tommy desire to remain in good 
standing with GBN they will also of  necessity be pressed to 
make the same affirmative as Freddie Clayton. If  they fail to do 
so, then Highland in Dalton, GA may lose funding of  the GBN 
project from local churches that financially assist CCDRE, Inc. 
Back in the 2004 MSOP Lectures Open Forum, Keith Mosher 
very clearly exposed the CCDRE, Inc. as being parallel to 
the missionary society concept in all essential points. Their 
newly adopted position on fellowship is going to be an
embarrassment to them. They at least ought to be consistent 
and apologize to Mac Deaver due to their opposition to him 
and his false doctrine. I wonder if  these brethren are willing 
to affirm that a Bible Baptizing Association, Christian Com-
munion Federation, All Saints Praying League, Preachers’ 
Moving Society, Disgruntled Disciples Discipline Effort, and 
Evangelistic Travel Agency, operating as independent agencies 
under corporate boards and being funded by local churches to 
do the work of  local churches are only matters of  judgment?
Since Freddie Clayton has flown the coop to relegate CDRE, 
Inc. to a matter of  judgment, I wonder if  he will now also re-

verse himself  regarding his former opposition to Mack Lyon 
and Steve Flatt? He was very outspoken in his opposition 
to these fellows regarding the We Believe Seminar that was
conducted by the Granny White Pike church in Nashville in 2001.
Kent Bailey
Posted on CFTF List by: “dubmcclish” tgj@charter.net 
dubmcclish; Wed Aug 30, 2006 10:28 am (PST)
Daniel, Danny, and Kent:
This is a follow up to your great posts the last couple of  days 
on CCDRE, Inc.. By having Freddie Clayton on the Lubbock 
Lectures, Tommy is at least implying that he has no problem 
now with those who endorse, rather than oppose, CCDRE, 
Inc., so are we to conclude that he no longer has problems with 
CCDRE, Inc.? How about the following for another interest-
ing endorser of  CCDRE, Inc.? Lindell Mitchell, dear friend of  
Buster Dobbs (and rumored as the possible Editor-inwaiting
of  Firm Foundation) has preached at Livingston, TX, for 
15 or more years. The Livingston Website has links both to 
GBN and CCDRE, Inc. and carries the announcement that 
the church is hosting a Dave Miller “seminar” Oct. 6-8 [2006].
This same Lindell Mitchell has preached in two meetings 
at Pearl Street here in Denton, TX, since 2003, where Mac 
Deaver has held forth as the preacher for a year now (but 
the PS elders don’t agree with Mac Deaver’s Holy Spirit er-
rors, you understand, wink, wink). Mitchell obviously has 
no problem with Pearl St.’s and Deaver’s Holy Spirit errors.
Permit me some observations relative to the foregoing. Buster 
Dobbs has opposed Deaver’s error, but Dobbs is in close 
cahoots with Mitchell, who has no problem with Deaver. 
Although Mitchell has no problem with Dobb’s all-life-is 
worship error, MSOP several years ago severed fellowship 
with Dobbs and Deaver and their respective errors, yet both 
MSOP and Mitchell are drawn into implicit fellowship with 
each other by the common denominators of  support for
Miller and GBN. Dobbs has been flakey on fellowship for 
several years, so it should be no surprise that he can get 
along with Mitchell’s fellowshipping Deaver and Pearl St.
Then we have the Highers-DLU hook-up, which lectureship
included Joe Dudney, head of  the CCDRE, Inc.. Isn’t the 
composition of  the ever expanding motley crew, brought 
together under the “support/endorse-Dave Miller-and-
GBN” umbrella, growing more interesting all the time?
Now Malcolm Hill enters the mix: On the Pearl St. Website 
one will find the announcement that Hill will be preaching 
in a meeting at Pearl St. September 24-27. The close affin-
ity between Hill and Deaver for many years is well known, 
but Hill’s coming to Pearl St. (no great surprise: Pearl St. 
had Kerry Duke soon after Deaver moved to Denton) ac-
centuates another tentacle of  this out-of  control fellowship 
monster that has devoured so many. MSOP and TBC (Hill)
have enjoyed a mutual (and severe) ambivalence for several 
years. Hill and Bert Thompson enjoyed the same relationship 
for decades. Now that Thompson is out of  the picture, Hill 
may well be able to embrace AP (and Miller), which will put a
new twist on Hill’s relationship with MSOP. If  he embraces 
Miller/AP (he may have already done so as far as I know), 
will he then cease his opposition to MSOP, who would be 
fellow fellowshippers of  Miller/AP? In fact, the Lubbock 
Lectures slate is almost the perfect synecdoche of  the ter-
rible fellowship turmoil and confusion now gripping so many 
once-stalwart brethren. About the only elements Tommy 
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left out in the rain in this year’s program are the Dobbs and
Deaver coteries. But, give Tommy another year. As we’ve 
seen in the past year, a lot can happen and brethren can 
make some amazing moves in a year’s time. In fact, the next 
several months will provide other lectureships some glorious 
opportunities to enlarge the umbrella. To be consistent, it 
should do so. Should not MSOP, Southwest, Pulaski, Power, 
or Spiritual Sword invite Dobbs, Mitchell, Deaver, and/or 
Hill to be on at least one of  their respective programs? Oh, 
I almost forgot John Waddey, who has already forged a bond 
with Dobbs. And should not those who “voted against” Dave 
Miller before they “voted for” him (i.e., MSOP, Southwest, 
Power) go ahead and take the full plunge by inviting Miller
(Pulaski and Spiritual Sword are ahead of  the curve in this 
regard)? Will MSOP’s opposition to COCDR now be stilled be-
cause of  its new alliances, and will it declare that COCDR “is not 
worth dividing the church over” as it has done relative to Miller 
and his elder r/r doctrine? If  MSOP (and others) can so quickly 
succumb to the dreaded plasticus spinus affliction concerning 
Dave Miller, why not concerning COCDR? Why should it end 
with endorsement of  Miller? Where will it all end, dear brethren?
Lest some of  my sarcasm be misunderstood as delight in 
division, I hasten to say that I do not even enjoy controversy, 
much less outright division, even when such is necessary. I as-
sure one and all that I have for decades been and continue to
be one who immensely rejoices and revels in unity based 
on Scripture. What I have described above has already oc-
curred in some cases. The suggested extensions of  these 
relationships are not at all unreasonable hypotheses. In the 
alliances that have already occurred as well as the ones I have
projected/suggested, the “let’s-agree-to-disagree” phi-
losophy is flourishing, based on compromise of  Truth.
We must always be willing to allow each other elbow room 
in optional matters. We must never give an inch in matters 
obligatory, however. Most of  the brethren named above 
once had no problem distinguishing between the two when 
it came to such notorious heretics as a Shelly or a Lucado. 
Why can they no longer make such distinctions when it comes 
to less-notorious heretics? All of  this makes an old man 
want to cry (I know, because I talked to one just yesterday).
Dub McClish
[NOTE: The following posts were made to the Sons of  De-
mas (SOD) List.]
Posted on SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdan-
iel_denham@yahoo.com
Wed Aug 30, 2006 10:44 am (PST)
Dear Dub,
Excellent points. Consider further how many books and 
articles are going to have to be burned by these brethren as 
this umbrella continues to expand. With Mitchell and Dobbs 
comes the “All Life Is Worship” heresy. I know of  at least one 
prominent book that will have to disappear from the collection 
put out at MSOP. Then there is the Deaver error on the Holy 
Spirit. Another prominent book, by the same author no less, will 
have to be expunged, as it marks Mac as a Calvinist (really, he 
is a Wesleyan in his teaching on the Spirit). Then there are the 
various materials that have been written, preached, and lectures 
given by certain on the fact that the put-away fornicator can-
not scripturally remarry. Where will this all end? Time will tell.
It seems that these are as determined now as Carroll Osburn
to produce their own version of  “The Peaceable Kingdom.” 

Maybe even the articles, lectures, sermons, and books expos-
ing that book’s errors will find their way to the dumpster. 
Daniel Denham 
Posted to the SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdan-
iel_denham@yahoo.com; Wed. Aug. 30, 2006 3:34 pm (PST)
Dear List,
One of  the newest defenses being made for fellowshipping false 
teachers is the “I wrote a book against liberalism” defense, so 
it now justifies me doing some other things for which I other-
wise have no authority. This is in effect the defense made by 
brother Glenn Colley for his Lake Tahoe [Family Encampment] 
escapade. He asserted that he has never before been accused of  
being liberal, and he even wrote a book against liberalism. Well, 
howdy doo! So Ephesians 5:11 actually should, given this novel 
defense, read: “Have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of
darkness, but rather reprove them, unless you have previ-
ously never been personally accused of  being a liberal and 
especially if  you have written at least one book against it!” 
Brother Colley cannot participate in the goings on at Mayfair 
in Hunstville where Gary Bradley’s influence is most felt, 
but he can go and hobnob with brother Bradley out at Lake 
Tahoe. Maybe it’s the beautiful scenery that makes fellowship 
there scriptural, but not so in Huntsville. And some of  you
on this list may have very well swallowed this line of  defense 
“hook, line, and stinker.”
Daniel Denham
Posted to SOD List by: “Daniel Coe” preacherdhc@yahoo.
com; Wed., Aug. 30, 2006 9:05 pm (PST)
Daniel,
Does it count if  some one writes a tract. I mean if  it counts 
towards one’s credibility just because they wrote a book 
surely the writing of  a tract or two must be worth something.
Dave Miller wrote a book too, but just because he wrote “Pi-
loting The Straight (sic)” does not by any means confirm his 
soundness. In Dave’s case it is more of  a case of  mutiny against 
“the captain of  our salvation.” Then again I suppose that the 
straight [sic] piloted by Dave was through uncharted waters, 
and he saw fit to navigate by other means. Makes me hesitate 
in the finishing of  the book I wrote. MAKES ME SKEERD!
Daniel Coe
Posted to SOD List by: “KBailey385@aol.com”; Thu., Aug. 
31, 2006 6:38 am (PST); in a message dated 8/31/2006 8:09:19 
A.M. Eastern Standard Time.
Keith@Sismanfamily.org.uk writes:
“He [Glenn Colley] was invited to speak at Tahoe by the di-
rector with the express purpose of  preaching sound doctrine 
in an attempt to bring the encampment back from the liberal 
leanings it had gone. Glenn had not heard of  nor did he even 
in the beginning know who was going to be on it besides  him. 
He was asked to come and preach sound doctrine. The director 
told him that he was having much pressure from the liberals 
and he was attempting to do what he could to bring things 
back to the right.”
Keith,
The director of  Tahoe Family Encampment is the major 
contributing factor that this gathering has gone as liberal as it 
has. Over the years, brethren have objected to the liberals he 
has been bringing in to speak, yet all of  their objections have 
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The 4th Annual New Braunfels/ 
Contending For The Faith

Lectureship
Practical Lessons From First John

October 27-29, 2006
Friday

7:00 pm The Bible Doctrine Of  Fellowship (1:3-10)
David P. Brown

8:00 pm We Can Know That We Know God (2:3-6)
Danny Douglas

Saturday
9:00 am Our Advocate With The Father (2:1-2)

Lynn Parker 

10:00 am Love Not The World (2:15-17)
Paul Vaughn

11:00 am   “Sinneth Not” and “Doeth No Sin” (3:6-9)
Lester Kamp

1:00 pm Love The Brethren (3:13-18) 
Michael Hatcher

2:00 pm False Prophets (4:1-3)
David Watson

Sunday
9:30 am Faith Is The Victory (5:4-5)

Wayne Blake 

10:30 am Confidence in Christ (5:13-15)
Dub McClish

1:15 pm Summary Of  1st John 
Russ Hopwood

2:15 pm Lessons From The Life Of  John
Bruce Stulting

New for this Year…
A BOOK FOR THE LECTURESHIP ENTITLED:

Practical Lessons From First John

HOSTED BY THE

 CHURCH OF CHRIST
 

NEW BRAUNFELS, TEXAS

RV’s Welcome (Make Reservations)
For More Information Contact

(830) 639-4234
 

Web site: nbchurchofchrist.com



been ignored. I find that it is interesting that after opening 
the hen house to numerous foxes he expresses concern over 
his chickens being eaten alive. If  Paul Methvin is truly con-
cerned about the direction in which the Tahoe Encampment 
has gone, then why does he persist in inviting false teachers
to appear as speakers?
Glenn Colley is a popular preacher that preaches in many meet-
ings and lectureships. He along with his father, Gary Colley, 
are very well connected with many brethren. He may have not 
known about all of  the specific speakers speaking at the Tahoe 
Encampment, however, I find it incredulous that he would 
not know of  the liberal influence of  those past encampments.
Keith, we appreciate your great work!
Kent Bailey
Posted by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_denham @ya-
hoo.com; Thu Aug 31, 2006 11:55 am (PST)
Dear brother Keith,
Tex Williams and Truitt Adair (Truitt especially at present) 
have held a long connection and involvement with Sunset. 
When I was living in Roanoke, TX, there was a lady from 
Denton, TX who was Baptist who was sending her Baptist
daughter to Sunset to receive training as a mission-
ary! Now, these are the kinds of  folks that Glenn Col-
ley and Brad Harrub decided to go hobnob with, etc. 
Daniel Denham
Posted to SOD List by: “Ken Tate” kenchimera5@yahoo.
com; Thu Aug 31, 2006 6:41 am (PST)
Hello group,
I am struggling hard in wondering how (and why) Daniel 
Denham would continue to rant (and lie) about the Tahoe 
family encampment. Does he pleasure in smearing the names 
of  Christians? Does he actually think about what he is doing
or saying? It’s one thing to contend to fight for the Truth...
but Daniel has crossed the line and needs to repent.
Here are the facts: Prior to the Tahoe Family Encampment Brad 
Harrub called Daniel at home (I know because I have talked 
to him first hand and am FULLY aware of  this conversation.) 
From what Harrub told me he politely informed Denham that 
he had spent two hours actually researching the alleged speakers 
(contacting first hand those in question).
He called Mike Tackett (as some had alleged he was a preacher 
for a Christian church). Not only was Mike a faithful gospel 
preacher, he was NOT EVEN GOING to the encamp-
ment. Harrub also called Gary Bradley in Huntsville and was 
informed that he also was not going to the encampment.
Harrub called person after person. Afterwards, he called Daniel 
and relayed this information. According to Harrub he asked 
Denham to please set the record straight on these forums. 
Let the record show that not only did he not share this truth 
with others, he is now continuing his diatribe about these 
men even though he is fully aware of  the fact these “liberals” 
were not even present. Friends, that is evil and conniving.
Daniel, have you taken your fingers off  of  the computer 
long enough to verify who was actually at the Encamp-
ment? Have you called these “liberal” speakers to deter-
mine what they teach and believe? Have you called Colley 
and Harrub to share your concern about their souls? You 
preach Christianity, but you practice the fruits of  evil.
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FREE CD AVAILABLE RE: DAVE MILLER
This CD contains credible evidence regarding Dave Miller’s 
position on re-evaluation/reaffirmation of  elders, MDR, 
etc.,  relating to the Brown Trail Church of  Christ, Apologet-
ics Press, Gospel Broadcasting Network, MSOP, and so on.

ORDER YOUR FREE CD TODAY FROM

Contending for the Faith
P.O. Box 2357

Spring, TX 77383-2357 

If  you desire to have a part of  distributing this im-
portant CD, make your financial gift out to: Spring 
Church of  Christ, P. O. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383 

I pray for you and your soul.
Ken
Posted to SOD List by: KBailey385@aol.com; Thu Aug 31, 
2006 7:39 am (PST)
Ken,
I am wondering why you would stomp, snort, and paw up the 
ground in defense of  a gathering such as the Tahoe Family 
Encampment? Do you take pleasure in smearing the name 
of  Daniel Denham? Have you actually thought about what 
you are doing, or saying? Do you know what liberalism and 
false teaching are doing to the church? I didn’t think so! Ken, 
it is you not Daniel Denham that needs to repent. You are 
calling good evil, and evil good. You have accused Daniel of  
deliberate misrepresentation and outright lying. You seem to 
think that truth is determined by buddyhood connections and 
political maneuvering. You indicate that Brad Harrub spent 
two hours in researching those publicly advertised who would 
be the speakers on the 2006 Tahoe Family Encampment. Well, 
he did not do his research very well. Truitt Adair, Dick Ady,
Gary Bradley, and Tex Williams are all liberals and are con-
nected with various liberal works. Mack Lyon, while denying 
any association with liberals, is a member of  a very liberal 
church and has been in fellowship with known liberals for
some time.
Ken, do you endorse Sunset International Bible Institute, World 
English Institute, World Bible School, Abliene Christian Uni-
versity, World Christian Broadcasting Corporation, Church of  
Christ Disaster Relief  Effort, Inc., and Christian Chronicle? 
Ken, you wanted to know if  Daniel took the time to verify 
who was actually at the Tahoe Encampment. Why is it un-
reasonable to conclude certain men are speaking at that 
particular gathering when the Tahoe Family Encampment 
publicly advertised them as speakers? You offer no Scrip-
ture to mandate a God given responsibility to privately con-
tact individuals about their public actions. No doubt you 
falsely assume that Matthew 18:15 applies to what one either
practices or teaches in public. You preach love and tolerance, 
but practice the results of  hate.
Kent Bailey
Posted to SOD List by: “Ken Tate” kenchimera5@yahoo.com
Thu Aug 31, 2006 8:01 am (PST)
Kent,
Before you started preaching (and assuming) did you even take 
a minute to read my post? Obviously not. I correctly noted that 
Daniel had information that Bradley and Tackett were NOT 
EVEN THERE. HE KNEW THEY WEREN’T EVEN 
THERE. Yet he continues to chastise Colley and Harrub because 
of  “these liberals” that were supposedly at Tahoe. I suppose 
you are “tolerant” of  deceptive practices as long as it is in the 
name of  bashing anyone who might be even remotely tied (by 
three generations and a milk-man) to someone you have deemed 
liberal. Sad. So very sad you cannot even see what is going on 
because of  your love for this practice and men like Daniel. 
Before questioning me (i.e., taking this discussion ad ho-
minem and trying to attack me and my beliefs, which 
you are not knowledgeable of), let’s stick with the facts. 
Daniel had information he purposefully hid in an effort 
to smear the names of  two Christian men. What say ye?
Ken Tate

Posted to SOD List by: “Dennis Francis”; suffolkcofc @veri-
zon.net; Thu Aug 31, 2006 8:08 am (PST)
Let’s begin with a few facts.
Fact #1: The men who are listed as having been involved 
with the Tahoe Encampment are listed as speakers on Tahoe’s 
own schedule. Even if  these men decided not to attend, 
this was what was scheduled. Further, most, if  not all of  
these men, had attended the encampment in previous years.
Fact #2: Some of  these brethren are hard to pin down. There 
is a “Mike Tackett” who is a preacher at a community church 
and is prominently mentioned on the internet. If  the Michael 
Tackett who is mentioned on the Tahoe website is the one that 
I know, he was the preacher for “Key to the Kingdom”, a work 
of  the liberal World Bible School, and is in close association 
with Tex Williams, a recent speaker at the Tulsa Workshop. 
Even if  he is NOT the one Daniel mentioned, he is still a 
liberal. We had him for a meeting when I preached in Canada, 
and he spent more time in conjecture and story telling than 
preaching the pure gospel. Is it possible that the reason why 
THIS “Mike Tackett” is not going is because the “Mike Tack-
ett” from the Community church is the one on the webpage?
Fact #3: It is interesting that so many want to “go to” 
these liberal brethren instead of  looking at their fruit. 
Many have tried this with Dave Miller, but his stories vary 
with the listener so that it is impossible to tell where he 
is. This is the methodology of  the liberal mindset. As one 
faithful professor of  Bible put it, “A liberal WILL lie!”.
Fact #4: I  am  baffled  why  anyone  wants  to  listen to Brad 
since he has connected himself  so prominently with Dave Miller 
and the AP mess.
Fact #5: Glenn Colley may have “written a book” but he is 
FAR from the sound, conservative man that many believe him 
to be. He is actively involved with Lads to Leaders/Leader-
ettes, a “para-church” organization, that even a cursory look at
their conventions shows them to fellowship almost any-
one who will buy into their program. Further, though they 
advertise publicly that they are “not the church”, they do 
hold “worship services” at their conventions, and even take 
up a “free will offering”, the proceeds of  which do not 
go to “the church” but rather to the L to L organization.
Ken, I think it is YOU that needs to repent and leave a 
faithful brother who is contending for the faith alone!



14                      Contending for the Faith—September/2006

2006
LENOIR CITY CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH 

LECTURES
Lenoir City, Tennessee

Theme:
“Things Which Cannot Be Moved—Hebrews 12:28”

SATURDAY, OCTOBER 7
9:00 AM:  Doyle Partin—The Biblical Account Of  Creation

10:00 AM:   Terry York—Biblical Distinctions Between Male And Female

11:00 AM:  David B. Smith—The Incarnation Of  The Person Of  Christ
 

12:00 PM:  LUNCH PROVIDED BY MEMBERS OF LENOIR CITY CHURCH.

1:30 PM:  David P. Brown—The Eternal Kingdom

2:30 PM: Gary Grizzell—The Plenary Verbal Inspiration Of  The Bible

SUNDAY OCTOBER 8
9:30 AM:  Brad Green—None Of  These Things Move Me

10:30 AM:  David P. Brown—The Providence Of  God

6:00 PM:  Kent Bailey—The Biblical Doctrine Of  Reconciliation

DIRECTORS

There will be a book display from
 Christian Family Bookstore 

4143B Ringgold Road
Chattanooga, TN 37412

Phone: (423) 624–6900 or (800) 782–8175
Fax: (423) 622–4887

tyro@mindspring.com
www.tuckersbooks.com

Audio and video (Tape and DVD’s) recordings of  the lectures produced by 
Jim Green

2711 Spring Meade Blvd.
 Columbia, TN 38401
Phone: (931) 486-1364

Email: jgreencoc1986@yahoo.com
www.jgreen-coc-video-ministry.com

David P. Brown
281-350-5516

Kent Bailey
865-986-3223
865-986-5698

Hebrews 
4:12

  1 Timothy
  4: 1-5

 Ephesians
 6:17

Psalms  119:103-106
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Dennis (Skip) Francis
Suffolk, VA, church of  Christ
Posted to SOD List by: “daniel coe” preacherdhc@yahoo.com; 
Thu., Aug. 31, 2006 9:00 am (PST)
List, and Ken,
Just two things on which I wish to comment regarding Kent’s 
post. First it needs to be realized that Tex Williams was liberal 
before liberal was cool. Tex has been weak as water in countless 
matters. Tex Williams was taken to task by one of  my former 
elders nearly 20 years ago for the encouraged use of  the NIV 
by the students of  WBS.
Concerning the liberalism of  Sunset. Unless one has really 
been so far back in the woods of  ignorance and has been 
extremely sheltered, it has been well known that Sunset has 
been liberal almost from the time of  the Ark. My father-in-law
left Sunset in the EARLY 60’s because of  the rank liberal-
ism which existed there then. Brother John Baldwin (my 
father-in-law) saw the liberal mindset on that school 4 de-
cades ago, and chose to “drop-out” of  the school rather 
than to have his name attached to that institution. He never 
made mention on any resume’ that he was a Sunset student.
I well believe that brother Kent’s question to Ken is most 
valid. “Ken do you endorse Sunset Bible Institute..” Ken 
how in the world is it that so many choose to not look the 
facts in the face and withdraw from liberalism when it is 
just as plain as day, (unless they of  course walk in darkness).
Daniel Coe
Posted to SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_
denham@yahoo.com; Thu Aug 31, 2006 9:05 am (PST)
Dear brother Ken,
Brother Harrub informed me that these brethren removed them-
selves for reasons OTHER THAN they were being disinvited, etc. 
They had some personal conflicts, etc. that had come up. The fact 
is they were invited and would have gone had such not occurred. 
As for Brad Harrub, he said at the time that he was seriously
considering backing out because of  his own concerns. Evidently 
he decided to go despite those concerns. So, maybe, brother 
ken, you might try contacting BOTH sides relative to a phone 
call that you know nothing about before you put your fingers 
on a keypad! Physician, heal thyself. The Website for the Tahoe 
Encampment continued up until the program, and the last I 
looked [at] it, even as of  yesterday to list ALL of  these men 
as speakers. So, maybe you need to check YOUR “facts” and 
do your own repenting. Mike Tackett is not a “faithful Gospel 
preacher,” as you assert. He is the co-preacher of  the liberal 
Baker Heights church in Abilene with very close ties to ACU! 
Or do you consider ACU to be faithful? Which would tell us 
a lot more about where you stand on things! Go check out his 
fellow preacher’s blog site, brother Ken. Let’s see how long it 
takes you to find it! “Evil and coniving?” Thou art the man!
Daniel Denham
Posted to SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_
denham@yahoo.com; Thu. Aug. 31, 2006 9:11 am (PST)
Dear Ken,
The only evidence I had was Brad’s assertion they would not be 
there. The Website for the program continued to advertise as be-
ing there and, when I last checked, still did even after the program. 
But your objection is not even germane to the point. They would 

have been there despite personal conflicts, if  Brad’s statement 
is true. And a whole bunch of  other liberals WERE there, with 
whom fellowship was practiced. Now, Ken is it a sin knowingly 
to fellowship those whom the Lord does not fellowship? I have 
observed you have not addressed that question one whit. Why?
Daniel Denham
Posted to SOD List by: KBailey385@aol.com; Thu. Aug. 31, 
2006 9:23 am (PST)
Ken,
Yes indeed I did read your post. As a matter of  fact I used the 
same approach on you that you attempted to use on Daniel 
Denham. Obviously, you think that it is acceptable to snort, 
stomp and paw up the ground, however when I do the same you 
find such activity unacceptable. You refused to answer my ques-
tions, so I shall restate them to keep them before those on this 
list. Ken, do you endorse Sunset International Bible Institute, 
World English Institute, World Bible School, Abilene Christian 
University, World Christian Broadcasting Corporation, Church 
of  Christ Disaster Relief  Effort, Inc., and Christian Chronicle. 
Now, you did not like the fact that I raised these questions; in 
fact, you accused me of  making an ad hominem attack upon 
you when I did no such thing. Frankly, I do not know what you 
believe about the aforementioned works, that is the reason I 
asked you what you believe about them. Ken, do you, or do you 
not endorse them? If  you do you at least ought to have the cour-
age to admit it, if  not that’s fine, I do not endorse them either. 
You completely passed over the point I made about Brad 
Harrub’s research regarding the advertised speakers on the 
Tahoe Encampment. For one to have a Ph.D. he did not do 
his research very well. Truitt Adair is from Sunset Interna-
tional Bible Institute, Dick Ady from World English Insti-
tute, and Tex Williams and Mike Tackett from World Bible 
School. Gary Bradley and Mack Lyon are affiliated with liberal 
curches. Does Brad Harrub endorse these men and their work? 
Does he openly oppose them if  he does not endorse them?
Ken, you sought to emphasize that Mike Tackett and Gary 
Bradley did not even go to the Tahoe Encampment. They 
did not make public that they were not going. In fact their 
names are still listed as speakers on the Tahoe Encampment
web site. Furthermore, you leave the impression that these men 
are opposed to that gathering. If  such is the case, then why do 
they continue with the liberal works with which they are identi-
fied. Just because one may cancel a speaking engagement does not 
mean that they now oppose the group that invited them to speak.
Then there is the problem with Glenn Colley. Glenn is a  
good speaker and writer. He has written some good material, 
however it is a well known fact that he does not practice what 
he preaches. He is an active participant in the Lads To Liber-
als Organization and while he alleges to preach the truth he 
never preaches enough of  it to disturb those whom he claims 
to oppose. As a matter of  fact if  he stood for anything at all 
he would not have even accepted an invitation to speak at the
Tahoe Encampment without it being understood that 
h is  presence on such a  prog ram would necess i -
tate his opposition to the false teachers appearing there.
Daniel Denham is a capable debater, thinker, and writer. He 
needs no defense from me regarding his actions. I am cer-
tain that he is more than able to answer any of  your slander.
Kent Bailey
Posted by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_
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denham@yahoo.com; Thu. Aug. 31, 2006 9:27 am (PST)
Dear Ken,
BTW, I was the one who pointed out to Brad that the Mike 
Tackett on the program worked for the liberal Baker Heights 
church, and was not the Mike Tackett who had worked for 
Acapella. Why did Brad not tell that? Or did he and you just 
did not think it was of  any significance? You accuse me of  not 
researching these men. I told Brad Harrub more on each of  
them than he evidently found out through his “in depth” inquiry.

Daniel Denham
Posted to SOD List by: “Gary Grizzell” tracts@charter.net; 
Thu. Aug. 31, 2006; 9:31 am (PST)
Ken Tate wrote to Daniel Denham: “I pray for you and your 
soul.” All I can say, Daniel, is you have never been loved until 
you have been loved by a liberal.
Gary Grizzell
Posted to SOD List by: “Dennis Francis” suffolkcofc@ verizon.
net; Thu Aug 31, 2006 11:59 am (PST); Subject: Re: [Sons-Of-
DEMAS] Re: Repent Daniel...
It is absolutely ridiculous to state that Daniel deceived ANY-
BODY into believing Tackett and Bradley were at the Tahoe 
Encampment. It was the folks AT the Tahoe Encampment 
that “deceived” everyone that read their promotions into
believing Tackett and Bradley were there. Further, Ken, you 
still don’t get to the heart of  the matter: It does not MAT-
TER whether these men were there or weren’t there, it was 
their INTENT to be there and I’m fairly certain that Colley
didn’t know they were NOT coming until after he agreed to 
be on the program!
Ken, Bro. Colley went to Tahoe and fellowshipped liberals! 
Accept it! It happened! It may not have been Tackett and 
Bradley (there is no evidence YET on the Tahoe official 
website to the contrary) but what about Tex Williams? And
Truitt Adair? These are also rank liberals which you have not 
or will not address.
You continue to call upon Daniel to repent. For What? For 
passing on what the officials of  the Tahoe Encampment 
publicly advertise on their own website? You are grasping at 
straws. This is a common ploy I have seen used by many who 
seek to support various liberal involvements. Instead of  dealing 
with the REAL problem, they get caught up in the minutiae, 
believing they have finally found the “magic bullet”. Like a 
scrappy little terrier, they “worry” their bone to death, while 
ignoring the real food that is in the dish! Why imply some 
kind of  lie on the part of  bro. Denham when you know full 
well that the folks that run the Tahoe Encampment are still
advertising the involvement of  Tackett and Bradley?
Further, I already addressed the “call them” attitude. I don’t 
have to “call” Rubel Shelly to KNOW he is a false teacher. 
I don’t have to “call” Jeff  Walling to KNOW he is a false 
teacher. I don’t have to “call” Dave Miller to KNOW he is a 
false teacher. I don’t have to “call” Curtis Cates to know he fel-
lowships error. I don’t have to “call” Brad Harrub to KNOW 
he fellowships error. AND I don’t have to “call” Glenn Colley 
to KNOW he fellowshipped error at the Tahoe Encampment.
(Matthew 7:20) “Therefore by their fruits you will know 
them. (NKJV) Ken, it would behoove you to stop trying to 
find error in others and look to those in your own “camp”. 

The reality is that many today have no problem going to and
fellowshipping the liberals. 
Dennis (Skip) Francis
Suffolk church of  Christ
Posted on SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_
denham@yahoo.com; Thu. Aug. 31, 2006 12:35 pm (PST)
Dear brother Ken,
I have not hid anything on this. That I talked with Brad Har-
rub does not answer one scintilla of  the points I have raised. 
As I have noted REPEATEDLY, all I had was Brad’s word 
that they were not going to be there, and EVEN HE AD-
MITTED IT WAS NOT BECAUSE THEY HAD BEEN 
KICKED OFF THE PROGRAM. Did you get that, or do 
I need to repeat it again? Talk about “obtuse.” Furthermore,
the advertisements continued, and still do, to state that they 
were to speak. So, I have no evidence that they were not 
there, other than by your own assertion, which, as already 
repeatedly noted, misses the entire point. Honestly, Ken, do
you believe that their being there would have ultimately dis-
suaded Brad from going? This is what you are intimating!
If  fellowshipping Gary Bradley and Mike Tackett were his 
concerns, then why did he have no problem doing it with Tex
Williams, Truitt Adair, and the rest of  Methvin’s crew? Will you 
answer, or will you turn Jewish and “observe the Passover?”
If  brother Methvin were trying to clean up the program as 
has been intimated by the anonymous apologist for Glenn (or 
was that you?), then why did he continue to leave these names 
on in connection with the program. Why also did the others 
STAY on the program or, more precisely, were allowed to 
stay, if  Paul Methvin did not want them there to begin with? 
I also told Brad about TRUITT ADAIR and Sunset, DICK ADY 
and Pepperdine, RANDY LOWERY and ACU and DLU, TEX 
WILLIAMS and virtually every liberal institution in the country 
including Sunset, ACU , and Pepperdine; etc.! Why have you not 
broached those points? Did Brad fail to tell about THAT infor-
mation? Or are you leaving it out? If  so, for what reason? Brad 
seemed to be so concerned over the problem of  fellowshipping 
these false teachers WHEN we talked. Has he changed his views? 
Obviously, what he told me about how concerned he was about 
the danger of  fellowshipping false teachers did not keep him 
from going and doing so with those whom I have just named!
Yes, your beliefs ARE part of  this discussion. You threw 
yourself  in the middle of  it, and now you are in it. It is quite 
relevant for folks to ask you point blank where you are com-
ing from. I suspect I now know, given this last post. You have 
not answered the questions put to you. You have no intention 
of  answering the most obvious one of  all, which I have again 
REPEATEDLY (obtuse?) stressed. “Is it a sin to fellowship 
knowingly those whom the Lord does not (e.g. Truitt Adair, 
Tex Williams, et al.) fellowship?” Yes or no. If  yes, then did 
Brad Harrub and Glenn Colley sin in fellowshipping these men? 
This is the issue. If  they did, what must they then do to cor-
rect it? I suspect you do not believe that ACU is liberal, nor do 
you consider Sunset and Truitt Adair to be liberal, etc. This is 
what this is about. Are you willing to go on record? We will see. 
Further,you have the unmitigated gall to attack me for “un-
Christian” behavior, question my motives, etc., and then
proceed to do the very thing you rebuke me for. Can you spell, 
“HYPOCRITE”?
Also you talk about my “modus operandi” as though you 
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“SPEAKING THE
 TRUTH IN LOVE”
LIVE RADIO BROADCAST

WECO 940 AM
Wartburg, TN

Every Wednesday
  1:00 – 2:00 p.m.

SPEAKERS
Gary Grizzell
 Kent Bailey
 Brad Green 

PHONE IN YOUR
 QUESTIONS

Local Calls: 346-6300
Long Distance Toll Free

1 (888) 882-1013
LISTEN BY INTERNET
http://www.wecoradio.com/

Email Questions or comments to:
truthinlove@myway.com

have known me for years, and have yet demonstrated a 
complete unwillingless to be honest and above-board your-
self  in answering the questions that have been put to you. 
Honesty? Integrity? These words should curdle on your lips. 
BTW, I did email Glenn Colley the day that Mark McWhorter 
posted the email address on this very site, and got no response! 
Even as you have admitted, I also talked with Brad Harrub after 
having talked with Gary Summers who had Brad to call me FOR 
THE INFORMATION, which evidently Brad chose to ignore. 
He had the info. and the means to get more made available to 
him. Trying to use me now to cover or even justify his indiscre-
tion and sinful behavior in going to Lake Tahoe when he was 
warned is just a tad bit absurd. He was told that even if  Tackett 
and Bradley did not go (for which all I had was Brad’s word), 
there would still be more than enough of  the liberals to make it 
wrong to do so. HE WENT ANYWAY, and what he ought to do 
is repent instead of  alibi-ing. And that’s what you ought to do.
Daniel Denham
Posted to SOD Listby: KBailey385@aol.com; Thu. Aug. 31, 
2006 3:51 pm (PST)
Skip,
Amen to your post! It is also ridiculous for Ken act as if  he 
were being honest and above board in this entire matter. He 
is attempting to willfully deceive individuals into thinking that 
both Bradley and Tackett decided against going to the Tahoe
Encampment because of  their conviction against such. Brad 
Harrub made it clear to Daniel that they changed their plans 
due to personal conflicts. I wonder why Ken has no problem 
with the Tahoe Encampment of  continued advertising of  
those men as speakers even after they changed their plans? I 
wonder why both Bradley and Tackett did not object to this 
continued advertisement? It should be obvious to all. They 
endorse the Tahoe Encampment as it is with all the liberal
trimmings.
Ken has demonstrated his true colors. He is a dyed-in-the-
wool liberal advocating the unity in diversity heresy. He realizes 
that if  he openly defends the human institutions that I asked 
him about many on this list would squash him like a bug. 
On the other hand, like many of  the other unity in diversity 
advocates, he does not want to come out and openly oppose 
these apostate institutions due to the fact that such opposition 
will destroy his neo-fellowship doctrine. About the only thing 
left for him to accomplish is to divert the issue and throw 
up smoke screens. However, we have him programmed and 
will not permit him to get by with all of  his ungodly trickery.
Skip, we appreciate your love for truth and your very capable 
stand that you make.
Kent Bailey
Posted to SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_
denham@yahoo.com; Thu Aug 31, 2006 4:39 pm (PST)
Dear List,
Ken Tate has attempted to smear me by accusing me of  
deceiving people into believing that Mike Tackett and Gary 
Bradley spoke at the Tahoe program. He “finds” his “evi-
dence” for this in my June 20th telephone conversation with 
Brad Harrub, in which Brad told me that these brethren had 
withdrawn and that I should set the record straight on that 
point. Well, guess what, brother Ken, I did exactly what I said 
I would do on that VERY date. Below is the post that I made

based on that phone conversation (#8435). Over the weeks 
leading up and over the weeks following, I have continued to 
examine the Tahoe Encampment site, and, as I have noted, it 
never made any correction. The names were never removed. 
In fact, I just looked at it 5 minutes ago, and they are still 
there. Pardon me, brother Ken, if  I assumed that they were 
telling truth in their own advertisements. But again, as I have 
pointed out, that has absolutely nothing to do with the point 
that I made that Glenn Colley and Brad Harrub knowingly
participated with false teachers on the program. They fellow-
shipped them, brother Ken, which according to 2 John 9-11; 
Ephesians 5:11; etc. in my good ole KJV Bible is a S-I-N, and 
fortunately, the Bible tells us what can be done about it. The 
sinner(s) can repent, and if  he (they) won’t), then he (they) 
ought to be marked and avoided. Mike Tackett’s and Gary 
Bradley’s participation or nonparticipation is not the issue. 
Had they not withdrawn, if  they did (we still only have your 
word on even that), it would have obviously made no differ-
ence to Brad’s decision, nor to Glenn Colley. They were with 
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THE 2006 ANNUAL ENGLAND
Preaching the Whole Counsel of  God Lectures

October 21 and 22, 2006
HELD AT THE HISTORICAL 

Hinchingbrooke House
ANCESTRAL HOME OF OLIVER CROMWELL

 Huntingdon, Cambridgeshire, England.

“THE HOLY SPIRIT”
SATURDAY, OCTOBER 21

  9:30 – 10:00 a.m – REGISTRATION & COFFEE
  10:00 a.m.: THE SEAL OF THE SPIRIT (EPHESIANS 1:13)  (PART ONE)…..............Gary L. Grizzell
  10:45 a.m. – BREAK WITH COFFEE, TEA, & BISCUITS
  11:15 a.m.   DOES THE HOLY SPIRIT DIRECTLY  STRENGTHEN
                      THE CHRISTIAN’S MIND TODAY?  (PART ONE).......................................Kent Bailey
  12:00 p.m. – 1:15 LUNCH & FELLOWSHIP WITH A FINGER BUFFET, TEA, COFFEE, &   FRUIT
  1:15 p.m.:   THE SPIRIT IN FOLKLORE, PAGANISM AND
                     EARLY WORLD HISTORY (ROMANS 1:21-23) (PART ONE)…...................Keith Sisman
  2:00 p.m. –  TEN MINUTE BREAK
  2:10 p.m.:  HOW DOES THE HOLY SPIRIT INDWELL
                    CHRISTIANS TODAY?  (PART ONE)................................................................David P. Brown
  3:00 p.m.  –   BREAK WITH COFFE, TEA, & BISCUITS
  3:20 p.m.:   OPEN FORUM

SUNDAY, OCTOBER 22
  9:30 – 10:00 a.m. – REGISTRATION & COFFEE
  10:00 a.m.: THE SEAL OF THE SPIRIT (EPHESIANS 1 :13) (PART TWO)……..........Gary L. Grizzell
  10:45 a.m. –  BREAK WITH COFFEE, TEA ,& BISCUITS  PRIOR TO WORSHIP
  11:00 a.m.: WORSHIP
  11:30 a.m.: DOES THE HOLY SPIRIT DIRECTLY  STRENGTHEN
                    THE CHRISTIAN’S MIND TO  DAY? (PART TWO).…..................................Kent Bailey
  12:15 – 1:15 p.m. – LUNCH & FELLOWSHIP: FINGER BUFFET, TEA, COFFEE, & FRUIT
  1:15 p.m.:  THE SPIRIT IN FOLKLORE, PAGANISM AND 
                    EARLY WORLD HISTORY (ROMANS 1:21-23)  (PART TWO........................Keith Sisman
  2:00 p.m. – TEN MINUTE BREAK
  2:10 p.m.:  HOW DOES THE HOLY SPIRIT INDWELL
                    THE CHRISTIAN TODAY? (PART TWO).........................................................David P. Brown
  3:00 p.m. –  BREAK WITH COFFEE, TEA, & BISCUITS
  3:20 p.m.:  OPEN FORUM

VISIT THE ENGLISH LECTURES WEB SITE
http://209.50.235.72/~churches/lect2.html

Co-Director
Keith Sisman

 (U. K.)
Telephone

 01487-710552

Co-Director
Gary Grizzell 

(U. S. A.)
Email

tracts@charter.net
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ORDER YOUR 2006 SPRING CFTF LECS., 
OPEN FORUM,  CD’S, DVD’S, TAPES, & 

VIDEOS FROM
Green’s Video Service

  2711 Spring Meade Blvd.
Columbia, TN 38401

www.jgreencoc-video-ministry.com  email: 



the president of  DLU. Ask J.E. Choate or Wayne Coats about 
the “soundness” of  DLU! They were with Dave Wallace, 
professor of  ACU, and member of  an ultra-liberal church in
Abilene, TX. They were with Tex Williams, who works hand 
in hand with Ian Fair and other liberals. They were with Dick 
Ady, who like Tex promotes his work from the rostrums of  
Pepperdine. They were with Truitt Adair, who heads a school, 
which, among its many errors, early on endorsed the Crossroads 
philosophy, adopted various errors on MDR, and et al. How 
many more false teachers did they need, Ken? Other lesser 
knowns were also among them for added flavoring. Glenn 
Colley and Brad Harrub were right in there among them, along 
with (are you listening Ken Tate, Gregory Pickett, Freddie Clay-
ton, and/or Chad Dollahite?) Mack Lyon and Billy Lambert.
Daniel Denham
Post #8435:

Dear List, I have received word that for various reasons, 
though none of  which had to do with a disagreement over 
the program itself, Gary Bradley, who preaches for the May-
fair church in Hunstville, TX, and Mike Tackett, co-preacher
for the Baker’s Heights church in Abilene, TX, have 
r emoved  themse lves  f rom the  Tahoe  Encamp-
ment schedule. Both are preachers for liberal churches.
Daniel Denham
Also, Note the following copied from the Tahoe Family En-
campment website at 7:35 ET on Aug. 31st [2006].
Daniel Denham
Keynote Speakers and Teachers
Truitt Adair, Lubbock, Texas
Dick Ady, Oregon
Gary Bradley, Huntsville, Alabama
Mac Brooks, Placerville, California
John Ed Clark, Fresno, California
Glen Colley, Huntsville, Alabama
Jim Gardner, Marble Falls, Texas
Dan Jolliff, Santa Paula, California
Dr. Brad Harrub, Nashville, Tennessee
Billy Lambert, Foley, Alabama
Randy Lowry, Nashville, Tennessee
Mack Lyon, Edmond, Oklahoma
John Smith, Shallowwater, Texas
Mike Tackett, Merkel, Texas
Ronnie Wheeler, Fresno, California
Earl Williams, Conroe, Texas
Kerry Williams, Early, Texas
Tex Williams, Austin, Texas
Posted to SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_
denham@yahoo.com; Thu., Aug. 31, 2006 4:56 pm (PST)
Dear Ken,
Here’s some more from the Tahoe Encampment site as of  7:54 
ET, Aug. 31st.
Daniel Denham
Speakers/Teachers
Some of  the most qualified speakers of  our brotherhood 
will be on our program. There is no finer array of  Godly 
Christian preachers and teachers to be found. They include: 
Brad Harrub, Montgomery, Alabama; Earl Williams, Con-
roe, Texas; Tex Williams, Cedar Park, Texas; Kerry Williams, 
Early, Texas; Truitt Adair, Lubbock, Texas; Mike Tackett, 

Merkel, Texas; Dick Ady, Gresham, Oregon; Gary Bradley, 
Huntsville, Alabama; Eli Hooper, Grass Valley, California;
Jim Gardner, Marble Falls, Texas; Glen Colley, Huntsville, 
Alabama; Dan Jolliff, Santa Paula, California; Billy Lambert, 
Foley, Alabama; Randy Lowry, Nashville, Tennessee; Mack 
Lyon, Edmond, Oklahoma, John Smith, Shallowater, Texas;
R o n n i e  W h e e l e r ,  F r e s n o ,  C a l i f o r n i a ,  D a -
v id  Wal lace,  Lodi ,  Ca l i forn ia ;  Mac Brooks,  P la-
cerville, California; John Ed Clark, Fresno, California.
Posted to SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_
denham@yahoo.com; Thu,  Aug. 31, 2006 5:26 pm (PST)
Dear List,
In examining Jim Gardner’s blogsite I just [ran] across a notice 
that Jim is going to the Woodward Park church in Fresno, CA. 
On the Woodward Park website, along with an advertisement 
for a “Prime Time Tuesday” offering “fellowship, food, and
fun” for a fee, there is an advertisement for their Spiritual 
Growth Workshop scheduled for Sept. 27th-Oct. 1st, and 
guess who some of  the featured speakers are? Among them 
are: Truitt Adair, Kerry Williams, Stan Williams, Eli Hooper,
Paul Methvin, Daniel Jolliff, and BRAD HARRUB. Not long after 
that Brad will be on the Spiritual Sword Lectureship at Getwell. 
BTW, Jim Gardner, according to his blogsite, has also been asked 
by Paul Methvin to serve on Tahoe Encampment planning staff.
Daniel Denham
Posted to SOD List by: “Dub McClish” tgj@charter.net
Fri., Sep. 1, 2006 9:52 am (PST)
Daniel (Levis, as in Denim):
A little more information on Jim Gardner: Marble Falls, TX, 
from where he is moving (has moved?) to Fresno is in Bur-
net County, my home county in the beautiful Hill Country 
of  central Texas (my father was born in a log cabin 13 miles
east of  Marble Falls). Marble Falls was just a stepping-stone 
for Gardner. He was at Marble Falls less than a year before 
he was “called up Higher” by the very liberal Fresno outfit. 
The church at Marble Falls had been wallowing in doctrinal
weakness and indistinctiveness for the past few  years, gradu-
ally slouching toward community church status. Before Gard-
ner, its previous full-time preacher (for perhaps 6 or 7 years) 
was Mark Hanstein (who is slated for the Lubbock Lectures
next month). When Terry Johnson retired as President of  OCU, 
he moved to Marble Falls and has been a part of  the eldership 
there for some time. Perhaps 3 years ago, Jim Dobbs, brother 
of  Buster Dobbs, moved from Marshall, TX (he had for sev-
eral years been a member of  the church where Bill Lockwood 
preached and ruined his life—and the church) to Marble Falls. 
Jim had several years of  preaching experience, so he filled in be-
tween Hanstein and Gardner. Several brethren in the congrega-
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tion (some of  whom I have known for several years) had become 
increasingly concerned about the perceptible drift of  the church, 
but were still trying to salvage it. With Gardner’s arrival, and see-
ing his blatant liberalism and the elders’ support of  him and it, 
the faithful brethren knew they had lost the battle. When the el-
ders refused to listen to their concerns, a few dozen of  them left 
(including 2 or 3 deacons, one of  whom had been the treasurer 
for years) and started a new congregation a few months ago. This 
new congregation is thriving and recently closed on a choice 
piece of  property. So, yes, Jim Gardner is an out-and-out liberal. 
Dub McClish
Posted on SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdan-
iel_denham@yahoo.com; Fri.,  Sep. 1, 2006 7:06 pm (PST)
Dear brother Dub,
Thanks for the info. I have noticed that Ken Tate has decided 
to run from the fracas he decided to start over the Brad Har-
rub phone call. He would not address any of  the questions 
put to him from me or any one else for that matter. Nor did
he have anything at all to say about post #8435, which refutes his at-
tempt at character assassination. He needs to repent. He ripped his 
britches big time in all directions. BTW, one of  our song leaders in 
Florida, who is now deceased, used to call me “brother Blue Jeans.”
Daniel Denham
Posted on SOD List by: “howardddenham@yahoo.com
Sat., Sep. 2, 2006 7:41 am (PST) 
Dear List,
The reaction of  Ken Tate in trying to defend the behavior
of  Brad Harrub, Glenn Colley, and Mack Lyon in going and
participating with the liberals at the Tahoe Encampment, much 
less the actions of  these brethren in doing so, show that the 
umbrella of  fellowship among certain continues to expand at an 
alarming pace. Brother Tate stated point blank that Mike Tackett 
of  the Bakers Height congregation in Abilene is a “faithful Gos-
pel preacher.” I wonder if  the brethren at Southside in Lubbock, 
TX, where a lectureship will soon occur which has a number 
of  brethren who endorsed AP and have tied themselves in with 
Mack Lyon’s operation, would concur with that assessment? 
Are they in fellowship with Sunset and Truitt Adair? Would 
they invite Brad Harrub to be a part of  their program? What 
about Kerry Williams, formerly of  Early, TX? Or Jim Gardner 
who is moving to Fresno, which congregation will also have 
Brad Harrub shortly on a program there with a lot of  the same
Tahoe crew? These same questions can be asked of  MSOP 
and Forest Hill? Will they answer? Don’t hold your beath wait-
ing for it. It is evident that Harrub, Colley, and Lyon have no 
such scruples against tying up with this liberal crowd, even 
though they themselves (unlike Ken Tate) have not tried to 
defend such on the grounds that these are not liberal, but 
rather on the basis of  their own doctrinal pedigree. Rubel 
Shelly did the same thing while embracing Ketcherside, Gar-
ret, ACU, and Pepperdine some 20-25 years ago. We have been 
concerned over the inclusion once more into the fellowship 
by some of  Buster Dobbs, Lindell Mitchell, Mac Deaver,
Malcolm Hill, and even John Waddy, but the umbrella exends,
practically speaking, all the way to Woodmont Hills, to the 
halls of  Rochester College and even to the Malibu cam-
pus at Pepperdine. All one has to do to justify it is appeal 
to his own doctrinal pedigree and he can fellowship the 
Pope in Rome and the Dalai Lama of  Tibet even. Did I 
hear someone scoff ? Whom does Rubel fellowship now? 
Daniel Denham

P.S. We might add, Tommy Hicks, are you listening? What about 
Sunset in your own backdoor?
Posted on SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdan-
iel_denham@yahoo.com; Sat., Sep. 2, 2006 10:37 am (PST) 
Dear List, 
BTW, some of  you now practicing the very thing this post
alludes to relative to fellowship in lectureships and 
workshops know better—at least ten or fifteeen years 
ago you did, because I still have some of  your articles.
Daniel Denham
Posted to SOD List by: KBailey385@aol.com; Sat., Sep. 2, 
2006 5:20 pm (PST)
Daniel,
I have known for a few years that we had an apparent problem 
with politics even among brethren who professed to be conser-
vative in their views. By the term conservative, I refer to those 
who accept the Bible truth that one must have Biblical authority 
in all things. There have been a few lectureships conducted by 
local churches that had a reputation for soundness in the Faith, 
yet it seems that there were constantly questions being raised 
about certain speakers being brought in as participants. Many 
of  these men were not out and out false teachers, however they 
constantly were in association with individuals and/or congre-
gations that were out right liberal, or weak and compromising.
I realize that some local churches, elders, and preachers do not 
always have access to all of  the facts and may at times, invite 
speakers they would not endorse due to ignorance of  given 
facts. Certainly, it is possible for both individual Christians 
and local churches to be conservative in their thinking, have 
a desire to follow the New Testament pattern, yet not to have 
had the opportunity to give serious thought and reflection 
regarding specific issues that trouble us. I can honestly say that 
we all have fit into such a category (including myself), so I do 
hope that no one will conclude that I am advocating a lack of  
patience with brethren who need to take the needed time to 
seriously study the evidence and draw the proper conclusions 
regarding proper reaction to any crucial issue. The problem 
that we are facing now is not an honest ignorance of  facts of  
given situations. Neither is it a lack of  opportunity to study 
problematic areas that often arise that require some time to 
think, reason, and carefully apply known Biblical principles 
to ascertain truth regarding the resolution of  these problems. 
The problem hinges upon brethren, both collectively and dis-
tributively, who either refuse to take the time to study, or else 
never give sufficient time to draw proper conclusions about 
crucial matters. They desire to base the conclusions they draw 
and practices in which they engage upon what prominent
preachers decide. When the rest of  us refuse to line up with 
their movement, intimidation, out right hostility, and misrep-
resentation are employed.
We have seen this problem amplified since the summer of  2005, 
and it all boils down to one entity, namely politics. although 
some brethren were of  concern to me, I seriously believed 
them to be good and honest individuals and concluded that they 
had not taken sufficient time to think through certain issues,
however, giving them ample time, they being conservative 
in their thinking, would ultimately take a scriptural stand. 
Time has proven me wrong. I was sadly mistaken. I have 
misjudged certain brethren to be honest truth seekers, who 
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desired to do right, when in reality they are nothing more than 
cheap politicians who will sell their souls, even sometimes to 
the lowest bidder. The very same fellowship umbrella that 
was opened by W. Carl Ketcherside and reused by Rubel 
Shelly and his change agent cohorts have been adapted by 
those of  this neo-fellowship movement without so much as
even first of  all sending it to the religious dry clean-
ers to remove the modernistic and liberal stains, en-
abling them to give it a more respectable appearance.
During these troubling times, may God help us be strong and 
do that which is right as well as delivering us from evil and 
unreasonable men.
Kent Bailey

Posted to Sod List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_
denham@yahoo.com; Sat., Sep. 2, 2006 5:30 pm (PST)
Dear brother, 
Excellent points. What amazes me about every effort I have thus 
far seen by any to justify the current fellowship practices, e.g. 
Highers going to DLU, GBN using Dave Miller, and the Tahoe 
fiasco, is that no appeal is made to Bible authority -- none. It is 
simply a matter of  the individual or individuals involved in the 
defense pleading their own doctrinal pedigree from the past or 
others pleading for them! One such a basis, Demas could easily 
have made use of  Colossians 4:14 and Philemon 24 among these 
brethren and gotten away with it. Some of  them I know better.
Daniel Denham
Posted to SOD List by: “Dub McClish” tgj@charter.net
Sat., Sep. 2, 2006 6:15 pm (PST)
Daniel (Denim):
In reference to your post of  8/30, Dobbs has already been to 
Surprise, AZ (where Waddey holds forth) and preached in a 
meeting, and has run at least one article by Waddey in FF in 
the past year or so.
Dub McClish
Posted to SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_
denham@yahoo.com; Sat. Sep. 2, 2006 7:12 pm (PST)
Dear brother Dub,
And Lindell Mitchell’s held one or two meetings at Pearl Street 
in Denton where Mac Deaver is, and Dave Miller, who was 
with Lindell (among others) at Brown Trail this past January, 
is scheduled to be at Livingston, TX where Lindell preaches 
shortly! Amazing. Add Malcolm Hill getting ready to speak 
at Pearl Street in their meeting coming up, and we’ve got a 
cozy little clan of  apostates ready for “the mainstream” again. 
But then if  Brad Harrub can put up with Truitt Adair’s Sun-
set connection with all the false doctrine on MDR, worship, 
and the Holy Spirit (to name a few), then why would MSOP 
or GBN blush at having Mac, Malcolm, Buster, Lindell, and 
John on any of  their programs or in any of  their shindigs? 
Why, I can just see it now Malcolm Hill being inducted as 
an honorary alumnus at MSOP and Curtis Cates giving the 
speech that honors him! Or how about Keith Mosher giv-
ing Mac Deaver high praise for his work in the kingdom
especially in setting all of  us straight on the Holy Spirit—i.e.
that the Wesleyans had it right the whole time! And he can 
even endorse Buster’s view that the apostles also got fire 
baptism to go with Spirit baptism. Not to be outdone, they 
can hold a marshmallow and weenie roast for John Waddey 

and the rest of  the crew as part of  one of  Buster’s levels of  
worship, and they can use all of  their old sermons on wor-
ship, MDR, and the Holy Spirit (not to mention a few books 
and lectures in books they’ve written on these subjects) for
fuel. Then finish off  the night with a rousing chorus of  
“Kumbaya” or “We Are One In The Spirit,” the latter 
paying homage to Adair and Sunset’s Crossroads connec-
tions. Every haint in Hell ought to be royally entertained.
Daniel Denham
Posted to SOD List by: KBailey385@aol.com; Sat., Sep. 2, 
2006 7:27 pm (PST)
Daniel and Dub,
The fellowship circle is growing so fast the developers have 
already lost control. What started out as a means to placate 
the money connections to the AP/GBN/MSOP axis of  
evil has extended beyond TGJ board of  directors. The Neo-
Fellowship movement has created a political alliance that is 
rapidly growing into a monster that they did not anticipate 
and of  which they have already lost control. They will end up 
with ACU, DLU, Harding, and Pepperdine connections. The 
liberals have made an end-run on that group and are in the
process of  taking them without firing a single round. It will 
be interesting to note additional development regarding new 
lectureship speakers within the next year.
Kent Bailey
Posted to SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_
denham@yahoo.com; Sat., Sep. 2, 2006 7:35 pm (PST)
Dear brother Kent,
How about some of  these connections: Truitt Adair and Tex 
Williams at Southside in Lubbock; John Waddy and John 
Edwards at Southwest in Austin (the latter because they are 
making his arguments on MDR relative to civil law and the re-
defining of  adultery); Mac Deaver and Malcolm Hill at MSOP; 
Buster Dobbs, Lindell Mitchell and Max Lucado (because he’s 
so close and by then who’s going to notice the difference)?
Daniel Denham
Posted on SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdan-
iel_denham@yahoo.com; Sat., Sep. 2, 2006 7:36 pm (PST)
Dear Kent,
The last lectureship on the list would be Schertz.
Daniel Denham
Posted to SOD List by: KBailey385@aol.com; Sat., Sep. 2, 2006 
7:48 pm (PST)
Daniel,
Interesting political connections indeed. Dr. Rodney Cloud 
from DLU is now teaching OT and Hebrew courses for what 
is now known as Regions University (formerly known as 
Southern Christian University, alias Alabama Christian School 
of  Religion). The late Rex Turner, Sr. would turn over in his 
grave if  he knew that. As you already know both Curtis and 
Keith are adjunct professors at Regions University. What would 
really be interesting is seeing Curtis Cates, Keith Mosher, and 
Malcolm Hill all receiving honorary Doctoral degrees from 
ACU. If  not Malcolm Hill, perhaps Mac Deaver will be hon-
ored at a Dinner hosted by MSOP at an up coming lectureship.
Kent Bailey
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Posted to SOD List by: “Howard Daniel Denham” hdaniel_
denham@yahoo.com; Sat., Sep. 2, 2006 8:03 pm (PST)
Dear List,
I know some of  you are sitting back and saying at these 
recent posts, “Well, there they go again!” But among your 
number I suspect there are some that if  they will admit it to 
yourselves in your heart of  hearts you are terrified of  what 
some with whom you are closely tied are involved by way of  
their fellowship ties. For example, there are probably not a 
few folks who have had and still continue to run in the same 
circles with Glenn Colley and Brad Harrub, and it does not 
make you feel at ease to see them running around in the close 
company of  folks from Sunset, Pepperdine, ACU, and DLU. 
I did not see a whole lot of  posts rejoicing over Alan High-
ers’ trip to the DLU, oh, excuse me, 21st Century Christian,
Lectureship. Deep down you know what they did was not  
only problematic to you, but you are having a tough time 
swallowing yourselves the flimsy and foolish defenses being 
offered by some for such brazen disregard for New Testa-
ment authority. And if  not, YOU SHOULD BE (John  12:48). 

Daniel Denham
Wed., 26 Apr. 2006 21:07:56 -0500

 “THE BIBLE: GOD’S DIVINE STANDARD”
BACK TO THE BIBLE: GOD’S STANDARD VERSUS ERROR

 Friday, October 6 — Sunday, October 8, 2006 
FRIDAY:
7:00 PM THE BIBLE: GOD’S DIVINE STANDARD.................................................................DANNY DOUGLAS 
8:00 PM WORLD RELIGIONS & FELLOWSHIP: ALL WORSHIP THE SAME GOD!.DENNIS SARGENT  
SATURDAY:
9:00 AM SUBJECTIVE SITUATIONALISM: THERE IS NO STANDARD!........................JAMES GRAYSON 
10:00 AM POLITICAL CORRECTNESS: DON’T SAY THAT!..................................................JAY YEAGER 
11:00 AM THE WORLD’S VICES & MORALS: IS NOTHING RIGHT OR WRONG?......KEN CHUMBLEY 

NOON MEAL PROVIDED
       1:00 PM      Q. & A. PANEL: KEN CHUMBLEY, DANNY DOUGLAS, DENNIS SARGENT

2:00 PM COMMUNITY CHURCH CONCEPT: WE’RE ALL GOD’S CHILDREN!.........DANNY DOUGLAS 
3:00 PM DOES GOD ACCEPT JUST ANYONE & EVERYONE?.......................................JAY YEAGER 
SUNDAY:
9:30 AM THE KORAN: WHO IS THIS SO-CALLED PROPHET?........................................RAYMOND HAGOOD 
10:30 AM HOMOSEXUALITY: GOD MADE ME THIS WAY!...............................................KEN CHUMBLEY 

 FELLOWSHIP MEAL—TOGETHER AT THE BUILDING 
1:00 PM LIVING TOGETHER VS MARRIAGE.....................................................................ROBIN W. HALEY
2:00 PM THE HOLY SPIRIT: WHO IS HE HELPING?..........................................................RAYMOND HAGOOD
 RAGER ROAD CHURCH OF CHRIST

5775 RAGER ROAD, CANAL
 WINCHESTER, OH  43110

Lectureship Director, Robin W. Haley 614-751-1082

CENTRAL OHIO LECTURES

ALL LECTURES 
TO BE AUDIO 

TAPED

PHONE
FOR HOUSING 

INFORMATION:
 614-837-5075 OR 

614-409-0941

SCRIPTURAL RECONCILLIATION
It is a Biblical fact that problems and sin between 

brethren in the Lord will happen. However, God has 
clearly instructed us how to remedy said matters. We 
are, therefore, happy to announce that brethren Ken 
Chumbley and Raymond Haygood have Scripturally 
settled some long term differences between themselves. 

Because these brethren’s differences were made 
public some years ago in a paper that is no lon-
ger printed, we have agreed to publish the fact of  
their scriptural reconcilliation in CFTF.  We com-
mend them for their willingness to settle their 
differences according to the Bible and rejoice 
with them in their reconciliation with each other. 

—David P. Brown, Editor
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-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., P.O. Box 131, Holly Pond, 
AL 35083,  Sun. 10:00 a.m.,  11:00 a.m., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., (256) 
796-6802, (205) 429-2026.

Somerville-Union Church of Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile east of 
Hwy 67, Somerville, Alabama, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tom Larkin, evangelist, (256) 778-8955, (256) 778-8961.

Tuscaloosa-East Pointe Church of Christ one block from Exit 76, off 
I-20, I-59, Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed., 7 p.m. Abiding in God’s 
Word—The Old Paths. U of A student, visitor, or resident? Welcome!  
(205)556-3062.

-England-
Cambridgeshire-Ramsey Church of Christ, meeting at the Rainbow 
Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 a.m.; Wed. (Phone for venue 
and time); www.Ramsey-church-of-christ.org. Contact Keith Sisman, 
001.44.1487.710552; fax:1487.813264 or Keith Sisman.net. Research 
Website of 1,000 years of the British Church of Christ; www.Traces-of-
the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and-Mystery.org.

-Florida-
Ocoee-Ocoee Church of Christ, 2 East Magnolia Street, Ocoee, FL 34761. 
Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7:00 p.m. David Hartbarger, 
Evangelist, (407) 656-2516, ocoeechurchofchrist@yahoo.com, www.
ocoeecoc.org.
Pensacola-Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, 
FL 32526, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Michael 
Hatcher, evangelist, (850) 455-7595.

-Georgia-
Cartersville- Church of Christ, 1319 Joe Frank Harris Pkwy  NW 30120-
4222.  770-382-6775, www.cartersvillechurchofchrist.org.  Sun. 10,  
11a.m., 6:30 p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m.  Bobby D. Gayton, evangelist- email: 
bdgayton@juno.com.

-Indiana-
Evansville-West Side Church of Christ, 3232 Edgewood Dr., Evansville, 
IN 47712, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 6:30 p.m., Larry 
Albritton, evangelist.

-Louisiana-
Chalmette-Church of Christ, 200 Delaronde St., Chalmette, LA 70044. 
Mark Lance, evangelist, (504) 279-9438.

-Massachusetts-
Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ, 26 Armory Drive; Chicopee, 
MA 01020, in-home, (413) 592-4834, Ken Dion, evangelist.

-North Carolina-
Rocky Mount-Scheffield Drive Church of Christ, 3309 Scheffield Dr., 
Rocky Mount, NC 27802 (252) 937-7997.

-Oklahoma-
Porum-Church of Christ, 8 miles South of I-40 at Hwy 2, Warner exit. 
Sun. 10 a.m., 11 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, evangelist, email: 
lawson@starnetok.net.

- Tennessee-
Lenoir City-Lenoir City Church of Christ, 1280 Simpson Road West, P.O. 
Box 292 Lenoir City, TN 37771 .  Sun. 9:30, 10:30AM, 6:00PM, Wed. 
7:00PM., Kent Bailey, Evangelist Tel: 865-986-3223 or 865-986-5698).

Murfreesboro-Church of Christ, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro, TN, Sun. 

Bible class 9:00 a.m., Worship 10:00 a.m., Fellowhip meal 11:00 a.m., 
Devotional 12:00 p.m.; Wed. Bible Study 7:00 p.m. For directions and other 
information please visit our website at www.murfreesborochurchofchrist.
org. evangelist, Steve Yeatts.

-Texas-
Denton area—Northpoint Church of Christ, 5101 E. University Dr. 
(Greenbelt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, 
Greenbelt Business Park, 5101 E. University Dr., Box 12, Denton, TX 
76208. E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 6:00; 
Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.323.9797; tgj@charter.
net.

Houston area-Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures beginning the last Sunday in February. 
www.churchesofchrist.com.

Hubbard-105 NE 6th St., Hubbard, TX 76648, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Delbert J. Goines, evangelist; 
djgoines@writeme.com.

Huntsville-1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9, 10 a.m., 
6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

Hurst (Fort Worth area)-Northeast Church of Christ, 1313 Karla Dr., 
P.O. Box 85, Hurst, TX 76053. Sun.  9  a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7:30 
p.m. (817) 282-3239, Toney Smith and Dan Flournoy, evangelists.

New Braunfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west of I-35. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 p.m. Lynn Parker, evangelist. (830) 625-9367. 
www.nbchurchofchrist.com.

Richwood-1600 Brazosport, Richwood, TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30 a.m., 6 p.m., 
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256.

-Wyoming-
Cheyenne-High Plains Church of Christ, 421 E. 8th St., Cheyenne, WY 
82007, tel. (307) 638-7466, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 5:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Tim Cozad.
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FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND HATE ERROR

[The following article was a sermon preached at the 22nd An-
nual Upper Ohio Valley Bible Lectureship (Sept. 30, 2006); 
hosted by the Lovers Lane church of Christ; Dennis is the 
preacher for the church of Christ at Pomeroy Ohio. —Editor]

The word “discipline” has to do with: training that cor-
rects molds, strengthens, or perfects; Punishment or chastise-
ment; training in self-control or obedience to given standards. 
Thus we see that discipline involves both preventative training 
as well as punitive (i.e. corrective) measures. We understand 
that discipline in the church is as much a command of God as 
is discipline in the home or family. With regard to the family, 
the Word of God tells us to “Train up a child in the way 
he should go: and when he is old, he will not depart from 
it” (Prov. 22:6). Also, “And, ye fathers, provoke not your 
children to wrath: but bring them up in the nurture and 
admonition of the Lord” (Eph. 6:4). Regarding Christians, or 
the church, we read, “If ye endure chastening, God dealeth 
with you as with sons; for what son is he whom the father 
chasteneth not?” (Heb. 12:7). To the church at Laodicea, the 
Lord stated, “As many as I love, I rebuke and chasten: be 
zealous therefore, and repent” (Rev. 3:19). Clearly, disci-
pline in the church is as much the command of God as is disci-
pline in the home or family. We must care enough about people 
to confront and correct. For if discipline is deficient, either in 
the family or in the church, people suffer, and souls are lost. 

Christians must not lose sight of the fact that we are a 
spiritual army, and as such we are involved in a spiritual battle. 
Yes, being “in Christ” we Christians enjoy remission of sins 
(Acts 2:38) and all spiritual blessings (Eph. 1:3). However, 
to be “in Christ” is to be in the Lord’s army, enlisted and 

engaged as an active participant in upholding Truth and dis-
pelling error. Thus Christians, because of the very nature of 
Christianity, will have enemies. Yet, as any army, we must be 
very careful to rightly identify the enemy. One of the greatest 
challenges faced by soldiers on reconnaissance and patrol is 
to rightly identify the enemy so as to avoid killing innocent 
people. If we fail to rightly identify our enemy, then we react 
toward the innocent as if they were guilty. Who, then, is the 
Christian’s enemy, and what is our weaponry? The Word of 
God details this for us in the book of Ephesians. The Chris-
tian’s enemy is Satan. “Put on the whole armour of God, 
that ye may be able to stand against the wiles of the devil” 
(Eph. 6:11). Satan’s servants are all who oppose Christ (1 
John 2:18; Rom. 6:16). The Christian’s armor and weaponry 
are designed to protect and propagate the Gospel of our Lord 
Jesus Christ. The “wiles” of the devil include: his schemes, 
his lying in wait, and all his trickery involved in tempting  
man to sin. But the Christian’s armor is a defense against 
both: Satan’s strategies, as well as his assaults. The Christian’s 
armor provides for our not being “…children, tossed to and 
fro, and carried about with every wind of doctrine, by the 
sleight of men, and cunning craftiness, whereby they lie in 
wait to deceive” (Eph. 4:14). With our armor and weaponry, 
Christians are well prepared to oppose the “fiery darts” of 
Satan, in our battle against “darkness” and “spiritual wick-
edness,”  which are hurled by Satan and his servants in  their 
efforts to dissuade and destroy the faithful of God and their 
labor of love in seeking the salvation of the souls of men (Eph. 
6:16, 12). Christians are in the battle of Truth verses error, 
and we are to speak the Truth in love, seeking the salvation of 
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EDITORIAL...

Not long ago we thought our major brotherhood 
problems were basically centered on false teachers in the 
colleges and such men as Rubel Shelly and Max Lucado 
represent. Of course such characters and institutions as 
named in the last sentence represent the rank apostacy 
that has grown by leaps and bounds in the church for the 
last 40 years. However, now we have to tearfully come 
to grips with the sad fact that brethren with whom we 
have been closely associated over the years are presently 
advocating, practising, and seeking to justify a fellow-
ship that is foreign to the New Testament pattern and 
favors the Shelly, et al. brand of fellowship. 

 Men such as Garland Elkins and Robert R. Taylor, 
Jr. are on record public opposing the false doctrine of 
re-evaluation and reaffirmation of elders as taught and 
practised by Dave Miller and the Brown Trail Church 
of Christ, but they are presently (and have been doing 
so for some time) seeking to justify their continued fel-
lowship with Miller and friends. To put it bluntly they 
are not practising what they preach—and they and others 
in their camp know it.

Because these men have and are conducting them-
selves accordingly, we now hold suspect any past criti-
cisms they have made about other brethren to us, which 
criticisms we have no way of verifying. Obviously they 
measure themselves by themselves and expect us to 
measure ourselves by themselves also. 

The following is some of what brother Elkins has 
said about Brown Trail the first time they practiced r/r. 

 Those who contend for “reconfirmation” argue that 
many of the present members were not there when 
the present elders were appointed, and if they were 
given the opportunity at present they would not be in 
favor of appointing the present elders. That may be 
true, but remember that they agreed to work under 
the oversight of the present elders when they placed 
their membership with a given congregation (Garland 
Elkins, personal letter addressed to Goebel Music 
(May 14, 1990).

Brother Robert Taylor wrote concerning r/r:
Like you, I do not believe there is Biblical authoriza-
tion for what they [the Brown Trail Elder Selection 
Screening Committee] proposed. I constantly stand 
amazed at our brethren seeking to tamper with God’s 
crystal clear pattern. The eldership is clear in Holy 
Writ. They are seeking to muddy the clear water of 
such. I view such with great alarm (Robert R. Taylor, 
Jr., personal letter addressed to Goebel Music (June 
20, 1990).

Obviously Taylor and Elkins’ alarm clock is not 
working today regarding r/r of elders as it did in 1990. 
The Truth has not changed and what Brown Trail did is 
a matter of documented historical fact. Thus, we wonder 
who has moved. 

—David P. Brown
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When we think of  the Bentley’s we think of  spiritual 
strength, exemplary dedication to God, an uncompromising 
faith, stedfast service to God, and just plan hard work for 
the cause of  the Master. The Bentley’s were a Godly hus-
band and wife team who prepared all their lives for eternity. 
Thus, when death visited the Bentley’s home in Oak Ridge, 
Tennessee on March 24, 2006 it served only as a doorway 
whereby brother Bentley’s spirit could enter into Paradise.

Funeral Services were conducted on March 25, 2006 at the 
LeNoir City, Tennessee Church of  Christ building. Kent Bailey and 
Brad Green, Gospel preachers working with the church, officiated 
at the funeral. Mike McGaha conducted the congregational singing. 

Burial was on March 27, 2006 at the Fremont Cemetery in 
Union City, Tennessee with Harrell Davidson conducting the 

grave side services. 
Ernest L. Bentley was born in Lauderdale County, Ten-

nessee on November  28, 1914. He and Martha were united in 
marriage on December 12, 1943. Brother Bentley was baptized 
into Christ for the remission of  his sins at Harriman, Tennes-
see in 1948. He also began preaching the Gospel of  Christ in 
Harriman in 1949. 

For 32 years he was a Safety Professional with Union 
Carbide, but never allowed his secular employment to hinder 
his work for Christ. He assisted in starting and helped in the 
early days of  many congregations in Tennessee, e. g., Claxton, 
Karns, Lake City, Jellico, Tazewell, Vestal (now South Knoxville), 
Kingston (both Ky. St. and Roane), Norwood, Loudon, Powell 
Valley, Wartburg, Harriman (Central), Jonesville, Virgina, and 
Cherokee, North Carolina. Brother Bentley worked full time at 
Powell Valley, Oliver Springs, Claxton, and Gatlinburg, Tennes-
see. He assisted in  starting East Tennessee School of  Preaching, 
serving that school as Field Representative from 1976–1980. He 
also served in the same capacity for Tennessee Bible College 

EARNEST AND MARTHA BENTLEY

during the 2007 Spring Contending for the Faith Lecture-
ship, scheduled for February 25–28. Sister Bentley has spoken 
to many Ladies’ Day programs and lectureships. She is the 
author of  an excellent book on the home entitled, “Mother, 
Where Are you?”

Over their years together Earnest and Marthan Bentley have 
been true friends to faithful Gospel preachers. Because of  the 
Bentley’s efforts many churches and preachers have received 
help. In over 62 years of  marriage (quite an accomplishment 
within itself) the Bentley’s have left all of  us a Godly example 
of  what it is to be “stedfast, unmovable always abounding 
in the work of  the Lord,” knowing that our labors are “not 
in vain in the Lord” (1 Cor. 15:58).  What a better world and 
church there would be if  we had more Earnest and Martha 
Bentley’s. May God richly bless sister Martha as she continues 
her sojourn here with the hope that is set before her, which 
hope is for all of  God’s faithful children.   

—David P. Brown

from 1980–1992 where he and Martha wrote a regular column 
for TBC’s News letter.

Brother Bentley served the Lord’s Kingdom as a Bible Class 
Teacher, Deacon, Elder, and Treasurer. He has been listed in 
the Who’s Who In The South and Southeast; Personalities of  
the South; and The International Men of  Distinction. For many 
years the Bentley’s attended from six to eight lectureships a year, 
speaking and promoting the work of  the late Thomas Eaves 
in his work with the people of  Russia. At the time of  his death 
brother Bentley was serving as a deacon in charge of  education 
with the Lenoir City, Tennessee Church of  Christ. 

Sister Martha continues to reside in their long time residence 
in Oak Ridge, Tennessee. She remains active in the LeNoir 
City congregation. She is to be the speaker for the ladies’ class 











“For God is not unrighteous to forget your work and labour of love, which ye have 
showed toward his name, in that ye have ministered to the saints, and do minister”

(Hebrews 6:10)

Denise
Placed Image
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the souls about us (Eph. 4:15). We are not to seek vengeance!
“For we know him that hath said, Vengeance be-
longeth unto me, I will recompense, saith the Lord. 
And again, The Lord shall judge his people” (Heb. 
10:30). Against evil doers we are commanded, “Rec-
ompense to no man evil for evil…” (Romans 12:17a). 

— In practice, discipline is Special; “ye which are spiritual” 
(Gal.6:1).
—In spirit, discipline is Uniform; “…that thou observe 
these things without preferring one before another, doing 
nothing by partiality” (1 Tim. 5:21).
—In circumstances, discipline is Variant; we are to: warn, 
comfort, support, and be patient (1 Thess. 5:14).       
— In method, discipline is Destructive; “To deliver such an 
one unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh…” (1 Cor. 
5:5).
— In result, discipline is Restorative; “…that the spirit may 
be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus” (1 Cor. 5:5).
— In administration, discipline is Sorrowful; “For out of 
much affliction  and anguish of heart I wrote unto you 
with many tears…” (2 Cor. 2:4).
— In fruit, discipline is Blessed; “Now I rejoice…” (2Cor. 
7:9).
In these 14 characteristics we are provided with, and see, a 
brief but concise look at church discipline.

But, who are Scriptural subjects for discipline? Gener-
ally speaking it is the “unruly;” those who are “disorderly.” 
“Now we exhort you, brethren, warn them that are 
unruly…” (1Thess. 5:14). To “warn” the unruly is to: put 
them in mind; to caution them; to reprove them. If the unruly 
persist, we are to withdraw from them. “Now we command 
you, brethren, in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that 
ye withdraw yourselves from every brother that walketh 
disorderly, and not after the tradition which he received 
of us” (2 Thess. 3:6). The word “disorderly” is a military 
term that refers to: not keeping rank, being insubordinate 
or out of step. It is used here in scripture to refer to breth-
ren who are insubordinate to Christ the King. Further, any 
who do not obey the apostolic doctrine (i.e. the doctrine of 
Christ) must be disciplined; this includes all compromisers. 
“And if any man obey not our word by this epistle, note 
that man, and have no company with him, that he may 
be ashamed” (2 Thess. 3:14). “Whosoever transgresseth, 
and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God. 
He that abideth in the doctrine of Christ, he hath both 
the Father and the Son. If there come any unto you, and 
bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your house, 
neither bid him God speed: For he that biddeth him God  
speed is partaker of his evil deeds” (2 John 9-11). Also, 
if one is overtaken in a fault, he/she must be disciplined 
(Gal. 6:1). Brethren any and all who are living in sin are 
Scriptural subjects for church discipline (1 Cor. 6:9-10). 
This includes those who will not work (2 Thess. 3:10). To 
apply all of these passages, in discerning specific Scriptural                                                          
subjects for punitive church discipline, we must rely on 
the evidence of each individual case. Again, we are com-
manded to judge righteous judgment, not judgment based 

on appearance (John 7:24). Righteous judgment can be 
ascertained and administered, only if we thoroughly exam-
ine all available evidence, and conclude only that which 
the evidence demands. For, any judgment short of that 
which is based entirely upon the evidence, is superficial, 
presumptuous judgment; a clear violation of John 7:24.

You will remember that the theme of this lectureship 
is The Church at a Crossroads. A “crossroads” is “where 
two or more roads meet;” “a central meeting place.” At this 
crossroads, there is but a remnant of the Lord’s church that 
remains on the narrow, restrictive way of the Christ (Matt. 
7:14). The faithful, though but a remnant, are upholding 
God’s law on fellowship and rejecting all compromises of 
it. We are upholding God’s law on fellowship regarding 
Dave Miller (Executive Director of Apologetics Press and 
marked false teacher). The faithful are trying to correct those 
who are ignoring God’s law, and who continue to fellow-
ship Dave Miller [e.g. MSOP, Highland Church of Christ, 
and GBN (Dalton, GA), and their host of participants]. The 
larger rebellious element refuses to honor God’s rule on 
church discipline, preferring the broad way (Matt. 7:13).

The news that Bert Thompson was removed from 
AP, because of pedophilia, shocked the brotherhood. But 
shocking as well has been the defense of a marked false 
teacher (Dave Miller) by multitudes, most of which were 
thought to be steadfast. Thus, at this crucial hour, we are 
at a central meeting place; a crossroads, and the faith-
ful are urging our erring brethren to see: 1) the error of 
their way, 2) the division they are causing, and 3) the 
tragic eternal consequences of it. For the Bible tells us,

Brethren, if any of you do err from the truth, and one 
convert him; Let him know, that he which converteth 
the sinner  from the error of his way shall save a soul 
from death, and shall hide a multitude of sins (James 
5:19-20).

Today we are experiencing the misuse of punitive church 
discipline by rebellious brethren as they seek to ruin the 
reputations of faithful brethren who refuse to compromise 
on doctrinal issues, including God’s law on fellowship and 
rejection of false teachers. The Bible tells us, “And have no 
fellowship with the unfruitful works of     darkness, but 
rather reprove them” (Eph. 5:11). Also, “Now I beseech 
you, brethren, mark them which cause divisions and of-
fences contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; 
and avoid them” (Rom. 16:17). But what we are seeing now, 
are those who persist in compromise in marking and avoid-
ing the faithful. In the following quotation the late Thomas 
B. Warren rightly stated, regarding church discipline that

Two extremes are encountered in this matter: 1) 
mis-use (abuse), and 2) non-use (abandonment). 
For some, church discipline has been simply                
an outlet for personal animosity. For others, church 
discipline is something to be avoided at all costs. 
Neither of these extremes is acceptable to God 
(Comment made during Abilene Christian Col-
lege Lectures, 1958; GA, October 26, 1967, p. 676). 

These same two extremes are still being seen nearly 50 years 

(Continued from page 1)
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later. The abandonment (non-use) of punitive church disci-
pline is today seen in most congregations. Erring members 
are generally not disciplined, and withdrawn from if neces-
sary, so that they might repent. If members are disciplined 
at one congregation, they are often accepted in, no questions 
asked, by another congregation across town. Congregations 
which do err, in doctrine and practice, continue to be fellow-
shipped by congregations who profess “they do not agree.”
Many who preach for congregations of the Lord’s church will 
pose the question, “how can one congregation disfellowship 
another?,” to erroneously imply that such is unscriptural 
and impossible. Obviously, punitive church discipline has 
been abandoned by most brethren in most congregations. I 
suggest that the logical end of abandoning punitive church 
discipline is the abuse (mis-use) of it. This is seen in the fact 
that those who have abandoned punitive church discipline, 
have a tremendous animosity toward the faithful who ap-
peal to them to adjust their thinking and practices. Biblical, 
punitive church discipline demands the exclusion of the 
“disorderly” from the fellowship of the disciples, with 
the fundamental design being, as we have already learned, 
the reclamation of souls not repudiation of them. But those 
who abuse punitive discipline reject the authority of Christ 
and refuse the admonition of Christians. Those who abuse 
punitive church discipline seek to mark the faithful, instead 
of the false teachers and other unfaithful brethren (Rom. 
16:17). But brethren the faithful are never scriptural subjects                                                 
for punitive discipline! Having abandoned truth, well estab-
lished by the abundance of available evidence, the abusers 
consistently launch personal attacks, and create “straw men,” 
attempting to turn the focus away from the evidence against 
them. So it is with the elders of the Highland church (Dalton, 
GA). They have withdrawn fellowship from the “elders,” and 
only the “elders,” of the Northside church (Calhoun, GA) 
because they (the Northside elders) marked Dave Miller as 
a false teacher and warned the brethren of him. Brethren 
this is a case in point of not rightly identifying one’s enemy, 
and using church discipline “as a weapon.” Abusers of puni-
tive church discipline falsely accuse the faithful of “sowing 
discord” and “unnecessary division;” over what they call 
“matters of judgment,” when the evidence clearly shows the 
matter to be doctrinal [and obligatory matter—Editor](i.e. 
God’s law on fellowship). The abusers refer to the faithful as 
“a small toxic circle.” The abusers of church discipline have 
threatened the faithful, warning of “isolation” if they do not 
recant. But brethren they cannot isolate us from the fellowship 
with the Father, and with His Son Jesus Christ (1 John 1:3). 
Neither can they isolate us from the fellowship of any and 
all faithful brethren (1 John 1:7), however few we may be. 

Only those “…who have not defiled their gar-
ments…” will enjoy eternal fellowship with the Lord 
(Rev. 3:4). May we all resolve to not retract our contention 
for the faith (Jude 3) in this current conflict, or any other. 
We must remember the words of our Lord, when he said,

Blessed are they which are persecuted for righteous-
ness’ sake: for theirs is the kingdom of heaven. Blessed 
are ye, when men shall revile you, and persecute you, 
and shall say all manner of evil against you falsely, 

for my sake. Rejoice, and be exceeding glad: for great 
is your reward in heaven: for so persecuted they 
the prophets which were before you (Matt. 5:10-12).

May we always ascertain all the facts, through an exami-
nation of all the available evidence, so as to rightly identify 
our enemies and administer righteous judgment. And, may 
we never be guilty of using church discipline “as a weapon.”

—P.O. Box 325
 Pomeroy, Ohio 
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The childhood story of the three little pigs taught a 
valuable lesson in making adequate preparation to face 
their feared enemy, the wolf.  Today each Christian is 
building a spiritual house, a life in preparation to face our 
enemy, the devil.  We are told he is “…as a roaring lion, 
walketh about seeking whom he may devour” (1 Pet. 
5:8).

 First, the straw house represents a life spiritually 
very flimsy and affording very little shelter.  It consists of 
attendance at morning worship only (Heb. 10:25) and little 
or no Bible study (Prov. 24:8; Matt. 5:6; 2 Tim. 2:15).  It 
affords no defense when the devil comes.  Rather than forc-
ing the devil to flee (James 4:7), the unprepared Christian 
is destroyed.

The second house, one of sticks, is a little more sub-
stantial but still inadequate.  There is attendance at most 
services, missing only for family gatherings, sports, etc., 
and never worshiping when on vacation.  This Christian 
is one who reads his Bible through once each year but has 
no in-depth study plan.  He has little or no knowledge or 
concern of the issues facing the church today.  The devil 
comes when least expected and this house also is doomed 

to destruction (Matt. 24:42-44).
The third house, built of bricks, represents forethought 

and a building according to God’s instructions.  This 
Christian is likened to the wise man of Matt. 7:24.  He 
feared the Lord (Psa. 128:1-2; Luke 12:4-5; Psa. 112:1), 
and built accordingly.  Because of adequate preparation he 
was secure in his house, having complete trust in God (Psa. 
91:2; Matt. 6:33; I Thess. 5:17).  He was not fearful of the 
devil who would come and do his best to destroy him (Rev. 
21:8).

When the devil had little difficulty in destroying the 
first two houses he tried that much harder on the third, but 
to no avail.  The material and careful construction assured 
that house would stand.  The door was closed and entrance 
secured against all enemies as well as those unprepared 
who would seek refuge (Matt. 25:1-13).

Each person builds his own house and none will enter 
Heaven on the good works of another.  There is no salva-
tion by proxy (Ezek. 18:20). 

                                                   — 8305 S. Burchfield Drive
                                                                              Oak Ridge, TN 

 37830-3542 

Is Your House Secure?
Martha C. Bentley

CC

SPRING 2007 CONTENDING for the FAITH LECTURES
“FELLOWSHIP—FROM GOD OR MAN”—February 25 — 28, 2007

What Fellowship is and What Fellowship is Not: Danny Douglas 
Bible Authority—The Basis for Christian Fellowship: David P. Brown 
Is the Ecumenical Movement the Way to Biblical Unity?: Ben Justice 
Current Views of Fellowship in the Churches of Christ: Lester Kamp

Fellowship in Restoration History and a Study of Unity Movements in the Church: Paul Vaughn
The “Autonomy of the Church” and Fellowship: David B. Smith

Do the Following Topics Imply Fellowship: “Financial Support”, “Lectureship Speaker”, Etc.?”: Johnny Oxendine 
Should Organizational Error of the Lord’s Church Cause a Disruption of Fellowship Between Christians?: Kent Bailey
Should Error Regarding Marriage, Divorce, and Remarriage Disrupt Fellowship Between Christians?: Daniel Denham

Should Error Regarding the Five Acts of Worship Disrupt Fellowship Between Christians?: Bruce Stulting
Should the church of Christ Fellowship the Christian Church?: Robin Haley

“Church Discipline” and Christian Fellowship: Lynn Parker
Book Review: “I Just Want to Be a Christian” by Rubel Shelly: Brad Green

Book Review: “Who Is My Brother?” by F. LeGard Smith: John West
Book Review: “Together Again” by Rick Atchley and Bob Russell: Geoff Litke

Wineskins Article Review: “On the Good Ship Fellowship” by Max Lucado: Raymond Hagood
Fellowship Scriptures: 1 Cor. 5; Rom. 16:17 & Eph. 5:11: Dennis Francis

Fellowship Scriptures: John 17:20-21; Eph. 4:1-6; Mark 9:38-41: Kenneth Chumbley
By What Bible Authority Does One Church Extend Fellowship to another Church?: Darrell Broking

By What Biblical Authority Does One Church Withdraw Fellowship From Sister Church?: Michael Hatcher
How Does the Bible Teach Scripturally Broken Fellowship is to be Restored?: Wayne Blake

In the Light of Rom. 15:4, What Lessons on Christian Fellowship May be Learned From Deut. Seven?: Terry York
“When With Feigned Words They Will Make Merchandise of You”: Terry Hightower

Fellowship and Respect of Persons: Taylor Hagood
OPEN FORUM: Mon., Tues, & Wed., 3:30 - 4:30 PM: TOPIC: “Matters of Judgment (Option) and Obligation”—

Conducted by: Dub McClish & David B. Watson 
Ladies Bible Classes: Mon. & Tues. 10:00 AM—MARTHA BENTLEY, SPEAKER



June 7,2006 

Daniel Denharn 
607 72'* St. 
Newport News, VA 23605 

Elders 
Schertz Church of Christ 
501 Schertz Parkway 
Schertz, TX 78154 

Dear Brethren, 
As you are well aware, there is a great deal of controversy on the subject of 

marriage, divorce, and remarriage over the role of civil government. This situation is due 
in no small part to the hke teaching of your preacher, Stan Crowley, on this subject. You 
are also aware of this latter fact yourselves. One of your number among the elders, Ken 
Ratcliff, even claimed that the fact of such teaching by brother Crowley was of such 
concern that either brother Crowley would soon cease to be the preacher of the Schertz 
congregation or brother Ratcliff would no longer remain an elder and member there! 
Evidently, brother Ratcliffno longer holds the same conviction, and is either now in 
agreement with the teaching of brother Crowley or else sees no real danger in that 
teaching. Regardless of which may the case, it is self-evident that a change within the 
attitude of the Schertz eldership relative to this error has taken place. Further, brother 
Crowley has publicly disseminated his doctrine both through writing and in lectures, the 
most notable being the BeeviUe, TX lectures. The recent events involving problems over 
the subject within the BudaKyle congregation and the Southwest congregation of Austin, 
TX have illustrated the far-reaching implications of his error, which played a seminal role 
in the development and unfolding of those events. The elders at Schertz, especially 
brother Ratcliff, have long been cognizant of Stan's role in fomenting and exacerbating 
the codict. There are sufticient documents that establish that he has had no small role in 
the unfolding of it. 

It is in view of this codict, the divisiveness of Stan's teaching, and the evident 
change in the stance of the Schertz eldership that the following challenge is made to both 
the eldership and preacher to debate the subject of MDR The Scriptures unequivocally 
command us to defend the truth (I Peter 3:15; 1 Thess. 5:21-22; Phil. 1:16; Jude 3). You 
brethren are not exempt fiom that command. As the elders of the Schertz congregation, 
you have the awesome task of defending the flock of God over which you are the 
overseers. In times past you have demonstrated the desire to defend the truth. The 
discussion forums that have been part of your lectureship format provide evidence of 
such. You ought to show that same conviction now for what you believe relative to this 
critical issue. You have a known false teacher in your midst, and have not taken action to 
correct his actions and teachings. You therefore either must agree with his error or 
believe it to be innocuous, and therefore sufficiently sustainable fiom the Scriptures so to 
be a mere matter of opinion. In view of the mandate to give an answer for what you 
believe to be the truth, the following propositions are therefore submitted for either an 
oral or written debate: 
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1) Resolved: The Scriptures teach that when a man and woman, who are joined 
together by God in a Matthew 196 marriage, separate without mutual consent on trivial 
grounds (i.e. not for fornication), the marriage bond still exists. 

A%imK R 4  ILL.- 
(Daniel Denham or representative of Contending for the Faith) 
Deny: 
(Stan Crowley or representative of the Schertz congregation) 

2) Resolved: The Scriptures teach that when a man and woman, who are joined 
together by God in a Matthew 19:6 marriage, separate without mutual consent for any 
cause (including trivial grounds), the marriage bond is totally severed. 

Al3inK 
or representative of the Schertz congregation) 

a L  
(Daniel Denham or representative of Contending for the Faith) 

If your affirmative proposition is not worded exactly to your liking, then submit to 
me an alternate proposition for consideration A to a few other particulars, it has been 
suggested that the Schertz building, due to its s h ,  location, and facilities, would provide 
a suitable venue for an oral debate. The debate should be recorded and eventually, if 
possl%Ie, printed for future posterity and reference. The oral debate should consist of four 
nights with each speaker in the aEnnative two nights apiece and with both giving three 
speeches each evening of about 20 minutes each. Other issues pertaining to arrangements, 
rules, specifications, and other logistical concerns could be worked out between the two 
principal disputants. 

Two key factom make this challenge of paramount importance. 1) This issue is 
quite serious in scope. Precious souls and lives of real people are affected by this issue. 
Surely, w right thinking person would wish to authorize a marriage that God does not 
authorize, but neither should any right thinking person want to forbid or break up a 
marriage that God does authorize. 

2) Brother Crowley is on public record as to his own view. He has openly claimed 
that his view was important enough over which to divide the Lord's church. You cannot 
therefore escape the current situation by o&ring the t k q  suggestion that it really is just 
a matter of opinion or indifference as to which proposition is true. It is also logically just 
as Eactual that both canwt be true. 

The nature of the debate, as noted earlier, can be either oral or written, depending 
on which best suits your current needs. If the debate is to be an oral debate, brother David 
Brown has kindly consented to represent CFlT with me acting as moderator on his 
behalf, If the debate is to be a written discussion, then I will handle those duties. 

As these matters are indeed of serious consequence to the Lord's people and to 
the cause for which He died, I eagerly await your response. Yours in Christ, 
Q4 t2-L"- 
Daniel Denham, evangelist 
607 72" St. 
Newport News, VA 23605 

cc: David Brown, Contending for the Faith 
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June 7,2006 

Daniel Denham 
607 72°6 St. 
Newport News. VA 23605 

Elders 
Roanoke Church of Christ 
Comer of Rusk and Walnut St. 
P.O. Box 737 
Roanoke, 1X 76262 

Dear Brethren, 
I remember with great fondness the joyll associations and activities with each of 

you while I served as the evangelist for the Roanoke congregation Your predecessom in 
the eldership of that great church hsd confidence in my ability both to teach and defend 
the W "as it is in Christ." You as well demonskated great concern for what was right, 
in keeping with the Book without regard to persons. I have greatly loved, and still love, 
the Roanoke congregation, for whom I expended considerable energy to promote, defend, 
and uphold for its love for God, the tnah, and the souls of others. You have fhquently 
rendered valuable assktauce to me and my i l d y  m numerous ways that can never be 
fully repaid, and I m turn have sought only what was m the best interests of that 
congregation as concerns our relationship. When truth was at stake in the issue over "the 
all bfk is worship" doc*, being taught by H . k  (Buster) Dobb and Lindell Mitchell. 
you brethren were very supportive and encouraging of the public stand that others and I 
took against their error. When there was talk of a possible debate, you were very 
encouraging to me in particular. By the way, you may or m y  not be aware that Linden 
m Q  appeared with Dave Miller and other members of Apologetics Press at Brown 
Trail in their January Lectureship. There are brethren for whom we both have great love 
who will fellowship the latter despite the hct that they have publicly marked brother 
Mitchell. I would hope and trust that you would not allow yourselves by current 
friendships to be guilty of such hypocrky. You have always expmwd disdain for such 
shoddy church politics. Other situatiom in the area, including the Dave Miller doctrine on 
elder rea&mation, the false teaching by Edward Fudge and F. LaGard Smith on the 
aature of Hell, the liberalism at the Southlake and Richland Hills churches, the d i d  
operation of the Spirit beresy of h4ac Deaver, and such like, we dealt with together. You 
supported, encouraged, and strengthened my hands m cohonting such things. 

You are also, without doubt, wen aware of the serious dispute that is ongoing 
concerning the issue of marriage, divorce, and remarriage, and it pains me greatly to have 
to write this letter because you have chosen to take what I sincerely believe to be an 
errant view and to defend or uphold the eldership and staffof the Southwest congregation 
of Austia, 'lX, and also Stan Crowley of Schertz, TX, who are on public record 
espousing false doctrine on MDR 

You may not be aware that a recent debate challenge has been made by me to the 
Southwest eldership, preacher, and staff of the School of Bible Studies for them to defend 

Contending tor the Falth--October12006 9 



their views as to the role of civil government on the subject. A similar challenge has also 
been issued to the Schertz eldership and preacher, in view of the latter's particular fahe 
doctrine on MDR. Brethren, I can read what people have written and I can also 
understand what people say on tape. He clearly has taught that separation without mutual 
consent equals divorce and the marriage bond is sexual intercourse. I have other 
documents h m  brethren in BudaKyle con6rming this, beyond the material that he 
presented in the Beeville Lectures a few years ago, which material was quoted both 
accurately and extensively in Lynn Parker's lecture at the Spring Lectures in 2005. Stan, 
contrary to the claims of some, has not been taken out of context nor misrepresented. It is 
those who seek to defend him now that are misrepresenting what he bas so clearly taught 
in times past. You too may deny that such is the case, but the !k ts  will not bear you out 
on this matter. Stan Crowley is a f&e teacher, pure and simple, on MDR Further, you 
may or may not be aware of your own preacher's role in trying to exacerbate the issue. 
Over a year ago, he made the accusation in a phone call to me that those who do not hold 
with Stan's view, which includes me, are teaching a doctrine akin to "once saved, always 
saved." This is a serious charge, which I refuted, but which he refiued nonetheless to 
withdraw. Evidently, he believes, given his belligerent phone call, that the issue is not 
just a matter of opinion despite claims to the contrary. 

That b e i i  the case, I am tendering to you as his overseeing elders a challenge for 
either an oral or written debate on this issue. Either brother Braswell or an alternate 
representative for the Roanoke congregation, especially Stan Crowley or one of the 
hu l ty  members of Southwest School of Bible Studies, would be acceptable to represent 
your views in this dispute. I am thus enclosing a copy of the letters sent to Southwest and 
Schertz respectively with the propositions in each for your consideration You may 
simply notify me by mail which of the propositions you are willing to endorse and which 
you are willing to deny. I do not make this challenge lightly. I have had for you brethren 
the utmost respect until this recent turn of events, which I feel are probahly driven by 
sources or considerations that should have no real bearing whatever relative to one's view 
of the subject. The Scriptures command us to teach and defend the tmth (1 Peter 3: 15; 1 
Thess. 221-22; Phil 1 :16). This obligation extends as much to you, especially as the 
elders of the Roanoke church, as to anyone else, including brother Braswell and me. I 
have noted fiom viewing your excellent website that the bulletin has been renamed 'Yhe 
Roanoke Reason" due in part to Peter's exhortation in 1 Peter 3: 15 cited earlier. We shall 
see if you and your preacher will currently abide by the implications of that neme. At 
least at one time, among you men in the eldership, as with your W predecessors, it 
would have been a fitting name. We shall see if it is still so. 

Other sources have notified me that my eldest son's divorce situation was b e i i  
used by certain at Roanoke to attack me personally by intimating that I ''changed" my 
view on the subject of MDR because of said situation Those who are making that charge, 
if such is occurring, are putting forth a &hood. I state without equivocation that I have 
held the view for almost 30 years that I am this day ready to defend. I have the class 
notes, sermon outlines, and other evidences that support tliat contention I studied under 
William S. Cline, who held the same view I have been teaching. I also studied under Roy 
C. Deaver, and have sat at the feet of Thomas B. Warren and Guy N. Woods, who taught 
the same basic view. One can easily reference Woods' Open Forum, voL II, Warren's 
Morrioge Is For Those Who Love God And One Another, and Deaver's lecture in the 
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1988 Spiritual Sword Lectureship book on Matthew and see what they taught on 
Matthew 19:6 and Matthew 19:9. Further, I have counseled at the very least thee 
separate couples to reconcile on the basis of 1 Corinthians 7:lO-11, because, even though 
they had obtained a civil divorce, they were still d e d  in the sight of God, due to the 
fact that their divorce was not "for fornication." The earliest of those cases o c c d  in 
1979 and the most recent in 1989. The earliest occurred 3 years before my son was born 
There are also a few brethren yet among the living with whom I have discussed the 
subject in private of and on for a number of years going back almost 30 years. In mare 
recent years, I have discussed the subject even more intensively with some of them over a 
period of several years, some well before my son was even married. Brethren Lynn 
Parker, David Brown, Michael Hatcher and others, who are also easiry accessible to you 
if you would only check, know this to be b e .  I discussed the subject brielly with David 
and Lynn as fir back as 1998, because ofthe rumors that were flying around about 
certain then who were seeking a public debate to push the view with which you now 
apparently are in agreement. We continued to discuss it off and on d e  the remainder 
of my time at Roanoke. When I was residing in Pensacola (in 2002) two years be/oe my 
son's divorce, I d i s c d  this subject and other matters pertaining to MDR with Michael 
due to the problems going on with Stan Crowley then at BudaIKyle as well as the Dave 
Miller error on the subject. I am writing this therefore to let you know that the charge that 
I have changed on the issue, ifit is being made either by the elders or by your preacher, is 
patently false and the telling of it a lie, and thus you or he ought to repent of the charge. 
This needs also to be corrected as widely as it has been disseminated. 

This issue is of paramount importance, and it is with profound sadness over this 
entire turn of events, where we find ourselves now at odds after fighting on the same side 
in other battles, that I now close. I await your earnest reply, 

Yours in Christ 

Daniel Denham, evangelist 
607 72" St. 
Newport News, VA 23605 

cc. David Brown contend in^ for the Faith 
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PO Box 31 0064 
New Braunfeis. Taxas 781 31 

Stan C&y, Preacher 
Ken Ratcliff and Gery Rouse, Elders 
601 Scherb Parkway, 
Scherh. TX 78154 

Deer Brothers in Christ 

tI is wW heavy heah that we wrile this letter to inform you that we as a congregation, In accordance 
the suipums, have marlred S$n Cmwley publicly as both a fake teecher and as dividve (Rom. 

16:17; 2 John 9). Wily, we have marked yw shepherds for !S&fMz congregatkn for ywr tacit 
appwal of, W not 8cUve support for, Sten Crowley in the error he has propagated and damage he has 
done to the btWterhcc4. We have fuirrther warned ihe brethren In New Braunfels to avold the Scherb 
wngregatlon (and any who support S$n Crowley) unl  such time as repentma has been menifes(ed 
by b shepherds and preacher. 

You br&hm are wen aware of brother Stan Cmwkfs m1 docblne on marriage, d i m ,  end 
rmmkge, You am aware of the damage done to the BudaKyle congregation by tauther CnMey. 
You ere aware af the public, enor4ikd lesson he taught at a previous lechrreshi in W l e ,  T~exes. 
You are no doubt aware that one of yw elders (Ken ReMiff) has Indicated in the past (2005) that Stan 
Owhey was In emr and action needed to be taken to axrsct the maw. Months have passed yet 
mere have been no signs of mpm$nce or comdbn. Ample opporhvllties and a fwurn have been 
avaiWe to study these matbrs fulmer. LeUers haw been wiUm to you by concerned, faimful brethren 
fmnmanypleces.S1Ill,therehasbeennorepentance. 

The Bible Is dear In this matter: 

Rim 1617 - Mav I basesd, w, bhm, mark them  at are caw fhe divWons and 
ocoesbns ofshrmblins, conbary to the M n e  mhka'~ ye k m &  and hun away lrwn them. 

2 John 811 - lMmmuer goefh onwatd end abMeth not in fhe M I n g  of Chw hath not 
W: he lhet a b M  b fhe W i n g ,  Ihe same helh bdh fhe Father and fhe Son. 10 It any one 
cMlelh unto you, and bdng& this teaching, receive him cat into fj.wtj house, and give 
h l m n o g m e ~ :  11 IbIhat@hhh,@ngpertake&hhkevr7- 

We Intend to obey God, end plead wWI you brethren to repent and do likswiae. 
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Lavers Lane Church of Christ 

FZ2r-c 
ZiCCHibbits 
Chuck 'Richardson 
~ e a c h e r  
% y m o n d  Hagood 

May 5,2006 

554 Lavers Lane 
SteuGenvfi ,  O H  43953 

D e a m  
~d Rose 
J i m  Corn6s 

Dear brother Cares, 

On September 29, 2006, during our annual lectureship we are going to conduct a forum 
similar ro the one conducted during the Spring, Texas, lectureship in February of this 
year 

Your actions have created a great amount of division and trouble in the Lord's church. 
We are inviting you to come and present your side of these issues and also to participate 
in an open form whereby concerned brethren will be able to question you, as well as 
others on the program. 

You will be treated fairly, given an equal amount of time to speak along with the other 
panicipants. We have been informed from two sources that you claim to have evidence 
In Memphis which will clear your name and that yoy will only allow those who come to 
Memphis to see i t .  We are inviting you to come and present this evidence before all, so 
[ha[ everyone can judge your evidence and put i t  to the test. 

We are writing this letter and extending this invitation in good faith and with no ulterior 
motives of any kind. Our only interest is to know the truth and to follow the truth. Unity 
can only exist when we follow the truth of Almighty God. 

This invirstion bss been esrended to yoc, to D ~ v e  Mil!er, to D i h  McC!is!: 2r.d :o ! h : 2  

Wa~son.  Dub McClish and Dave Watson have already accepted rhe invitation, and we 
hope that you and Dave Miller will also accept. 

I f  you we do not hear from you by May 20,2006, we will interpret your lack of response 
as a refusal to accept our invitation. 

In His service, 

- 
Bill Hibbits 

Chuc %@4+ Rlchar son 



MEMPHIS SCHOOL OF PREACHING 
Location: 3950 Forest Hill Irene Road, Germantown, TN 

Mailing Address: 3950 Forest Hill Irene Road, Memphis, TN 38125-2560 
S C H a X  901-751-2242: NB. W E M A N  UBRARY 901-751-7318: BOOKSTORE 901-751-W, FAX 901-751-0958 

www msop.org msopBmsop.org 

ELDERS 

Anthony D. Callahan 
662-893-2350 

Floyd M. Hayes 
90 1.624-8861 

Cirnlc A .  Cater 
901.75 1-2212 
662-893-4468 

4SSOClAl'E 
l ) l l < l ~ C l ' O R  

ll,~hhy Liddell 
< l l r l  .X3i-X72.1 

May lo, 2006 

The Elders 
Lovers Lane Church of Christ 
554 Lovers Lane 
Steubenville, OH 43953 

Dear brethren Hibbits and Richardson: 

Knowing the vicious and ungodly treatment received by 
brother Toney Smith and others from your preacher, in Dresden, 
Tennessee, I am not interested in another such kangaroo court. 

Curtis A. Cates 
Director 

An lnlensilied Collegiate Program of  Preacher Educallon Conducted by Forest Hill Church of  Christ 
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Lavers Lane Church of Christ 
554 Lovers Lane 

Steu6envfl&, O H  43953 

D e a m  
E d  Rose 
Jim cm6s 

May 14,2006 

Dear brother Cates, 

We received your predictable letter of May 10, and we were reminded of the words of 
Mark Twain when someone asked to borrow his ax. Twain told the man that he couldn't 
borrow his ax because he needed i t  to eat soup. The man responded by saying that you 
don't use an ax to eat soup. Mark Twain acknowledged the validity of that statement and 
then said, "But, you know, when you are not going to do something, one excuse is as 
good as another." 

We wrote our letter to you in good faith with a total commitment to being fair in every 
possible way to you and all other participants. Youi'excuse, however, has done us a great 
service, because it expresses your serious and deep-seated spiritual problems and,explains 
your actions in recent years. It reveals the mindset that has lead you into the current 
untenable position where you now find yourself in defense of a man who is clearly a false 
teacher. 

Doubtless, you consider your excuse to be quite legitimate and powerful, but the truth of 
these maners proves otherwise. 

You accused brother Hagood of vicious and ungodly treatment of Toney Smith (one of 
your cronies). We deny that brother Hagood said or did anything in the Dresden meeting 
that was either vicious or ungodly. All he did was seek and defend truth. You, on the 
other hand, defended Toney Smith, who did nothing but lie, and elders who were so 
disqualified that one of the elders didn't even know who the Holy Spirit was. Can a man 
be an elder who doesn't even know who the third person of the Godhead is? Yet you 
defended these men. 

11 is this same duplicitous thinking that allows you to defend a false,teacher like Dave 
Miller because your power base defends him and he is one of your cronies. 



That, of course, represents the problem that your short letter reveals -your support of 
men (cronies) instead of supporting truth. We learned about you in the Dresden affair 
yean ago. We prayed that in the good providence of God that you would either repent 
and change or be exposed. Our prayers have been answered in the latter action. You 
have been exposed, brother Cates, and you will not survive it, no matter how much 
money and powerful friends are behind you, because truth has finally caught up with you, 
and you cannot defeat it. 

Isn't it revealing that the same kind of terminology that you use to describe brother 
Hagood is also the same kind of language that you use to describe the Spring, Texas, 
forum and the good faith questions that the Lenoir City elders posed to you? So vicious 
and ungodly people to you are the ones who question your ungodly acts and those of your 
cohorts. 

In the interest of trying by some means to get you to come and defend yourself, we have 
asked brother Hagood, if you are willing to come, to have no public part in the forum in 
any way We have asked brother Kent Bailey, if you are willing to come, to moderate the 
forum and he has agreed. Brother Hagood, if you agree to come, will not moderate the 
forum nor will he ask any questions of any kind. 

You have praised brother Bailey over the years, and we are sure that you have no 
problem with him. Therefore, your excuse is taken away. 

Now will you offer another excuse or just ignore this letter or in some other way try to 
divert our attention away from you and your acts? Be assured that you will not divert us, 
and so we hope that you won't waste our time with efforts to do so. 

In His service, 

FREE CD AVAILABLE RE: DAVE MILLER 
This CD contaans credible evidence regarding Dave Miller's 
position on re-oraluation/reaffirmation of elders, MDR, 
etc, relating to the BrownTnil Church of Chdft, Apologct- 
ics Press, Gospel Broadcasdng Network, MSOP, and so on. 

ORDER YOUR FREE CD TODAY FROM 

Contending for the Faith 
P.O. Box 2357 

Spring, TX 77383-2357 

If you desire to have a part o f  distributing this im- 
portant CD, make your financial gift out to: Spring 
Church o f  Christ, P. 0. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383 

Bill Hibbits 
Chuck Richardson 
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MEMPHIS SCHOOL OF PREACHING 
Loeation: 3950 Forest HIlI h o e  Road, Gemantown, TN 

Mailing Address: 3950 Forest HIlI h o e  Road, Memphis, TN 38125-2560 
X31WL 901.751-2242: NB. H#DW UBRARY 901-751-7378; 8 0 0 ~  901-751-9961. FAX 901-'IJI.W58 

www.mrop.org ~ ~ @ n u o ~ . o r l  

ELDERS 
May 24,2006 

Anthony D. Callahan 
662-893-2350 

Floyd M. Hayes 
901 -624-8864 

Harold Mangrurn 

I 901-861-9710 
The Elders 

Leonard Wa~son Lovers Lane Church of Christ 
- 

901-685-8725 554 Lovers Lane 

i DIRECTOR Steubenville, OH 43953 
Cun~r A Cater 

I 901-7F1-2242 
662-893-4468 Dear brethren Hibbits and Richardson: 

ASSOCIATE 
DIRECTOR My final word to you is that you yourselves validated 

B O ~ ~ Y  Liddell the thesis of my previous letter. 
90 1-837-8724 

I DEAN OF 
ACADEMICS 

I Keith A. Moshcr. Sr 
662-781:2333 

DEAN OF 
STUDENTS 

Billy Bland 
662-562-6806 

DEAN OF PUBLIC 
RELATIONS 

Garland Elkins 
901-737-81 19 CAC:jfk 

"The Lord judge between thee and me." 

Sincerely, 

Curtis A. Cates 
Director 

I LIBRARIAN 

Annclle B. Caas 
f 901-751-7378 

INSTRUCTORS 
v 

Daniel F Calcs 

~ 662-233-4863 

Barry Gridcr 

I 901 454-6983 

David B, Jones 
662-429-6916 

Jerry Manin 
901 -624-5889 

An Intensified Collegiate Pmgram of Preacher EducaHon Conducted by Fomt Hill Church of Christ 



Virginia Church of Christ 
702 5th Ave. South 

Virginia, MN 55792 

Apologetics Press, Inc. 
230 Landmark Drive 
Montgomery. AL 36117 

Dear Sir: 
Please cancel our rvbscription lo the Discovew mansrins. We cannot continue to 

subscribe and support a publication where some 01 the monies will go to suppon a fdrc 
teacher. 

M n y  God grant you the wisdom to do what is right in U s  matta and c a s e  the 
actions that arc being taken that are dividing the brotherhood. 

In His service, 

Edward F. Clark 
for the church 

Apblogmicr Press. Inr. Phone: (334) 272a558 
130 Landma,k Oliw Fax: (334) 2762007 
Moolg~mew. AL 361 17.1752 

Phone Oldell: (800) 2344558 

Fax Orders: (800) 2)QZBP 

web sltc: w.Afmloqr~k~Pres~uq 

Email: KykBApobgeticrPrus.org 

A NonProfk T ~ E x e m p t  Worlr Dedicated to the Dderuo d New Testament Chdstiantly 

Kyle Butt MA. 
Bible Department 

January 23.2006 

Edward F. Clark 
Virginis church of Christ 
702 !'Ave. South 
Virginia. MN 55792 

Dear Edward: 

We were very sony to nceivc your lettcr in which you indicakd 
that you believe there is a fsla teacher on our staff here. As you 
well h o w ,  and as th6 Biblo plainly states, mmors and slander 
often will be brought against fnilhful brc(hren m an ntternpt to 
discourage them from the good work they arc doing. 

'In response to your IeUer and the objection stated (hat you k- 
Ucve some o f  our monies to go to the support of a false teacher. 1 
can assure that is not the case. Howeva, we will be glad to re- 
new your gubscription 6ec ofcharge so thal you will not need to 
worry about that. Please let u s h o w  ifyou wish to take us up on 
ow offer. 

z* Kyle Butt 
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Virginia Church of Christ 
" * O M  aldl' 

702 5th Ave. South 
Virginia, MN 55792 

January 28,2006 

Apologetics Press, Inc. 
230 Landmark Drive 
Montgomery, AL 361 17-2752 

Kyle: 
I received your letter dated January 23,2006. Needless to say, I was disappointed 

with your suppoxt of David Miller. You stated that "the Bible plainly states, rumors and 
slander often will be brought against faitf i l  brethren in an attempt to discourage them 
from the good work they are doing." Let me assure you that the decision to terminate our 
subscription to the Discovery magazine was not made on "rumors and slander." We are 
situated in the "boondocks" of norther Mi~esota,  far removed from the church "politics" 
that are so rampant in the south. Rather, we took David Millefs own letter and his 
explanation regarding the maniage situation of a man who mamed his cousin in order to 
obtain U.S. citizenship. I'm sure you have seen that letter. I remind you of his opening 
statement regarding his teaching of MDR. And then he uses the word "however" and 
then destroys any credibility he had in regards to the teachings of Matthew 5:32 and 
Matthew 19:9. By his own "defense" David Miller is a false teacher. You are guilty of 
defending such. 

Your offer of a fiee subscription is rehsed. We do not want to be guilty in any 
way shape or form to be even remotely associated with an organization that is headed by 
a false teacher. 

May I remind you of Isaiah 1:18 when we read, "Come now, and let us reason 
together," says the Lord. You will do well to use your reasoning power and see, not only 
the false doctrine of David Miller, but the perilous situation you have placed yourself in 
for defending him. 

In His service, 

Edward F. Clark 
for the church 
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Business Mam er f KWIII E.  ~ a t c ~  n 

Board 01 Oileclm 

Tommy J. Hick 
J W M &  
~ I I I  E.  Ratctin 

- - -  

~ 0 G f i 9  
Cibolo.TX7B108-0219 

PhondFar210.566.9055 
E-mail: U.l@iuno.mm 

GOSPEL JOURNAL 
March 22,2006 

Mr. Kenneth E Ratcliff 
P.O. Box 219 
Cibolo. TX 781W19 

I got an intereating letter recently (in fact I received two of them. one addressed to 
"Dub McClish" and the other addressed to "Dub and Lavonne McClish"). It begins 
with the following greeting: "Dear Past Subscriber to Thr Gospel J o w l . "  I am not at 
all surpriacd that your rrcorda might somehow show "that sometime in the past" I was 
a "subauiber of [sic] Thr Gospel Journal." since. as perhaps you may d l .  I was 
Editor of Thr Gospel Journal for its firat five and one-half years. Likewise, Isuppose 
that them is some measure of truth in your statement: 'Them arc many possible 
mnsooll why you no IongerTeceive our pubticathn!'I can think of at l a s t  one reason 
myself. I can also confirm (as you hinted stthe posdbiity) that your renewal notice 
faifed to reach me and tturt you failed to contact me when my "subscription exp~red." 1 You sncoumgcd me to be one of your readers, bat it will be difficult for me to do this, 
ainw you have apparently stopped sending me The New Gospel Jouml. One might 

I think that becaw of the smnuous efforts I put forth to make The Gospel Joumol a 
reality in the first place, the thousands of dollm that we= contributed to its beginning 
(much of it bocauss of my good name), and the sacrifices Lavonne and I both made to 
make the paper tbe good influence it was (and to publi l  it on time), I might be 
entitled to continue w i v i n g  it. If for no other rcason, one might suppose the Board 
and the new Editors would want the has-been, ousted Editor to see how they have 
improved on the rony publication he produced. 

All of the above lceds me to say the fallowing in a more serious vein: Ken, few 
people have disappointed me more than you have concerning dl of this Pandora's Box 
you and your fellow Board members ripped open on July 19-20,2005. What happened 
to the Ken Ratcliff who obiected to Barn, Grider's article in our SeDtember 2D3 issue 

I because you considered it &mpromisingin some respects? What happened to the Ken 
Ratcliff who insisted on distancing TGJ fmm plut of the OTider article by nrnning a 
disclaimer concerning it in the 0ckber issue?iKhere was that Ken Ratcia when-the 
Oridor name w e  up for editor? Did you object to his appointment us one of the new 
editors, or did Cur& again employ his now-famous slogan. "LC we don't all hang 
together. r e  wPI dl hang separately," on this decision, as he did on another fateful 
decision ia your M y  19 meeting? If you dld not pmtest Orider's appolnbnent. what 
chaugcd your mind about him (for he B now decidedly more liberal [what he and 
othcn now describe as "balanced"] than he had shown himself to be in 2003)? 

Contending for tha Faith-Octobrl2006 



What happened to the Ken Ratcliff who indicated to me in more than one convenation 
and e-mail meamage his gnat concern about Stan Cmwley's doctrine on MDR? What 
happened to the Ken Ratcliff who told me Schertz would never have hired Stan had you 
known of his MDR doctrine and of his escapades at Buda-Kyle in calling Tim KidweU a 
falw teacher and saying his (Stan's) MDR position was worth dividing the church over (that 
is, until Joseph Meador told him his graduation from SW was in jeopardy if he didn't cool 
it)? What happened to the Ken Ratcliff who told me that he and his fellow-elder at Schertz 
would not allow Stan to counsel people on MDR? 

What happened to the Ken Ratcliff who expressed concern to me that Joseph Meador and 
SW were the source of the MDR doctrine Stan was advocating? What happened to the Ken 
Ratcliff who was openly critical to me of Joseph Meador because he refused to bring the SW 
students to the Schertz Lectures in 2M0, although Austin is only about an hour away fmm 
Schertz? What happened to the Ken Ratcliff who was also openly critical to me of the 
Southweat Church in Austin because they wanted others to come to SW for their youth 
p m p m ,  but would not attend such programs when Schertz hosted them? 

What happened to the Ken Ratcliff who heard Lynn Parker's speech at Spring last year, 
exposing and refuting Stan's weird MDR errors and said he was glad Lynn did so? What 
happened to the Ken Ratcliff who asked for a meeting with the Spring elders and David 
Bmwn, and took his fellow elder and some others from Schertz to Spring for help in 
convincing them of Stan's error? What happened to the Ken Ratcliff who vowed in the 
presence of several othm that if Stan did not leave Scbertz you would resign as an elder and . 
one of the preachers and move to another congregation? What happened to the Ken Ratcliff 
who said the "problem" relating to Stan would be resolved before last year's lectureship 
(November), which problem has still not been resolved? What happened to the Ken Ratcliff 
who formerly could not and would not tolerate error? Is Stan's doctrine no longer error? Has 
he converted you to his wild MDR errors? 

The Ken Ratcliff to whom I am writing is obviously not the same one I thought I knew 
before July 19, UX)5. The one who now goes by that name has been afflicted with a bad case 
of lockjaw when it comes to standing for what is right and opposing wicked, closcd-door 
scheming and plotting against innocent brethren. The one who now g a s  by that name has 
appanntly suffered some dreadful spiritual disease in which his spine has mysteriously 
liqusf~ed and leaked out his tailbone. The one who now goes by that name has seemingly had 
someone stab the inner core of his being so that all of his conviction, courage, and integrity 
have drained out. The one who now goes by that name has obviously decided his position 
and his political loyalties and connections on TGJ Board and elsewhere are more important 
to him thPn loyalty to eternal Truth, principle, and personal integrity. It is as if the p w n t  
Ken Ratcliff has at some point taken his wife's flat iron at maximum setting and lun it over 
what I assume was once a tender and responsive conscience. The one who now goes by that 
name doel not see the same visage in the mirror when he shaves or ties his cravat that he saw 
only a yeu ago. He sees only a ghostly outline, if he sees anything at all: 

For if my one ia a hearer of the word and not a d a r ,  he is like unto a man 
beholding his natural face in a mirror: for he beholdeth himself, and goeth 
away, md sbaighhvay forgetteth what manner of man he was (Jam. 123-24). 



The Ken Ratcliff I knew before was a man with whom I was proud to join hands in a 
great work and with whom I worked harmoniously almost on a daily basis for well over six 
years. The person now masquerading as Ken Ratcliff should be ashamed of himself forhis 
compromises. Now I am made to wonder, just which one wadis the real Ken Ratcliff, after 
all? 

Still striving for the one faith, 

Dub McCIish 

. . Spring Lecturesh i>p 
, ,  .. 

'Give me p , 

g e ~ y f i d  
In Print . . ., .,::* .. ,. :. . . , :"*,., <, 

,, '.* , 3. ,> +' ; . , . 
,2006 Anti-km-From God or  an? $17,&, ,.. ., - : 
2005 Mareis-From God or Man? ,,,$17100. ' ,: *'>; 

A..; , :,< , .: 
2004 Judaisrn-From God or,  an'? $17.@ . L b  ,? .,. ..,; 

2002 Jehovah's W i t n w e s  . $16.00 : A ' :. , . .. &. ;.,; . . ,''. 
, . . . 

2000 catho/kism $1 6.00 ,';:: :: .:', ; :,"4'.>' 
, . 

* .  I .  . ;.ur : ,.a, 
, , . . 1998 ~remll/ennialkm $ 1 4 , ~ -  ,d...t,:.8~.-~ ,., :, ,:: 

1996 Isaiah Vol.2 Chaptt2r~ 40-86 $12.~~.";"~~~-*;;.,' . .=;. ?.+ . , ':a::. . . . - 
1,995 lsaiah- Vol. 1 Chapters. 1-39 $l2,.0~%. .;. ..:a".; -5: , : ' , ," ,.. , ,. * . . ?> ,z, - 

1994 TheChUrch Enters the 21st l l w t ~ l ~ ~  . . 
, .  , ,, *. :! .:~p:.$siy-- '";:;.;a: % : 

(add $3rd0 per book SBH -TX residents &id %:25r31.tax+ ; 
' . "  ,. ., . 

SEND ALL ORDERS WITH PAYMENTTO: . . 

> .  

P.O. BOX 2357 , ~ 

SPRING, TEXAS 77383-2357 
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-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., P.O. Box 131, Holly Pond, 
AL 35083,  Sun. 10:00 a.m.,  11:00 a.m., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., (256) 
796-6802, (205) 429-2026.

Somerville-Union Church of Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile east of 
Hwy 67, Somerville, Alabama, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tom Larkin, evangelist, (256) 778-8955, (256) 778-8961.

Tuscaloosa-East Pointe Church of Christ one block from Exit 76, off 
I-20, I-59, Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed., 7 p.m. Abiding in God’s 
Word—The Old Paths. U of A student, visitor, or resident? Welcome!  
(205)556-3062.

-England-
Cambridgeshire-Ramsey Church of Christ, meeting at the Rainbow 
Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 a.m.; Wed. (Phone for venue 
and time); www.Ramsey-church-of-christ.org. Contact Keith Sisman, 
001.44.1487.710552; fax:1487.813264 or Keith Sisman.net. Research 
Website of 1,000 years of the British Church of Christ; www.Traces-of-
the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and-Mystery.org.

-Florida-
Ocoee-Ocoee Church of Christ, 2 East Magnolia Street, Ocoee, FL 34761. 
Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7:00 p.m. David Hartbarger, 
Evangelist, (407) 656-2516, ocoeechurchofchrist@yahoo.com, www.
ocoeecoc.org.
Pensacola-Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, 
FL 32526, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Michael 
Hatcher, evangelist, (850) 455-7595.

-Georgia-
Cartersville- Church of Christ, 1319 Joe Frank Harris Pkwy  NW 30120-
4222.  770-382-6775, www.cartersvillechurchofchrist.org.  Sun. 10,  
11a.m., 6:30 p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m.  Bobby D. Gayton, evangelist- email: 
bdgayton@juno.com.

-Indiana-
Evansville-West Side Church of Christ, 3232 Edgewood Dr., Evansville, 
IN 47712, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 6:30 p.m., Larry 
Albritton, evangelist.

-Louisiana-
Chalmette-Church of Christ, 200 Delaronde St., Chalmette, LA 70044. 
Mark Lance, evangelist, (504) 279-9438.

-Massachusetts-
Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ, 26 Armory Drive; Chicopee, 
MA 01020, in-home, (413) 592-4834, Ken Dion, evangelist.

-North Carolina-
Rocky Mount-Scheffield Drive Church of Christ, 3309 Scheffield Dr., 
Rocky Mount, NC 27802 (252) 937-7997.

-Oklahoma-
Porum-Church of Christ, 8 miles South of I-40 at Hwy 2, Warner exit. 
Sun. 10 a.m., 11 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, evangelist, email: 
lawson@starnetok.net.

- Tennessee-
Lenoir City-Lenoir City Church of Christ, 1280 Simpson Road West, P.O. 
Box 292 Lenoir City, TN 37771 .  Sun. 9:30, 10:30AM, 6:00PM, Wed. 
7:00PM., Kent Bailey, Evangelist Tel: 865-986-3223 or 865-986-5698).

Murfreesboro-Church of Christ, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro, TN, Sun. 

Bible class 9:00 a.m., Worship 10:00 a.m., Fellowhip meal 11:00 a.m., 
Devotional 12:00 p.m.; Wed. Bible Study 7:00 p.m. For directions and other 
information please visit our website at www.murfreesborochurchofchrist.
org. evangelist, Steve Yeatts.

-Texas-
Denton area—Northpoint Church of Christ, 5101 E. University Dr. 
(Greenbelt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, 
Greenbelt Business Park, 5101 E. University Dr., Box 12, Denton, TX 
76208. E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 6:00; 
Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.323.9797; tgj@charter.
net.

Houston area-Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures beginning the last Sunday in February. 
www.churchesofchrist.com.

Hubbard-105 NE 6th St., Hubbard, TX 76648, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Delbert J. Goines, evangelist; 
djgoines@writeme.com.

Huntsville-1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9, 10 a.m., 
6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

Hurst (Fort Worth area)-Northeast Church of Christ, 1313 Karla Dr., 
P.O. Box 85, Hurst, TX 76053. Sun.  9  a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7:30 
p.m. (817) 282-3239, Toney Smith and Dan Flournoy, evangelists.

New Braunfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west of I-35. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 
10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 p.m. Lynn Parker, evangelist. (830) 625-9367. 
www.nbchurchofchrist.com.

Richwood-1600 Brazosport, Richwood, TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30 a.m., 6 p.m., 
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256.

-Wyoming-
Cheyenne-High Plains Church of Christ, 421 E. 8th St., Cheyenne, WY 
82007, tel. (307) 638-7466, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 5:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Tim Cozad.

Directory of Churches...

HELP US GROW!
Sign-up at least five

new subscribers
to CFTF in 2006

Send subscriptions to:
P.O. 2357 

Spring, Texas 77383
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Contending For The Faith 
P.O. Box 2357 
Spring, Texas 77383

Do you know of  an individual or a congregation that needs to be made aware of  the false doctrines 
and teachers that are afflicting the Lord’s Church today? If  so why not give them a subscription of  
Contending for the Faith.

THERE ARE MANY SUBSCRIPTION PLANS AVAILABLE:

Gift Subscriptions

Single Subscriptions: One Year—$14.00; Two Years—$24.00. CLUB RATE: Three One-Year Subscriptions 
(One sub. per person)—$36; Five One-Year Subscriptions (One sub. per person)—$58.00. WHOLE CHURCH 
RATE: Any congregation entering each family of  its entire membership with single copies  mailed directly to 
each home receives a $3.00 discount off  the Single Subscription Rate, i.e., such whole church subscriptions 
are payable in advance at the rate of  $11.00 per year per family address. FOREIGN RATE: One Year, $30. WE 
DO NOT REFUND ANY SUBSCRIPTION MONIES.

TO SUBSCRIBE PLEASE FILL OUT THE FORM BELOW AND MAIL TO  CFTF:

             NAME_________________________        1 YEAR  2 YEARS 
             ADDRESS__________________________________________ 
             CITY___________________STATE_______ZIP____________ 

             NAME_________________________       1 YEAR  2 YEARS 
             ADDRESS__________________________________________ 
             CITY___________________STATE_______ZIP____________

 
MAIL SUBSCRIPTION TO:

P.O. Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357
•fax:281.288.0549 • e-mail: jbrow@charter.net • phone: 281.350.5516



THE DEVELOPMENT OF APOSTASY 
Roger Jackson 

What you are about to read is another article on how that Faithful brethren will not support anything like that. The 
people who do not know history are bound to repeat its mis- school is likely to relegate the Bible programs to a lesser 
takes, but before you decide to turn the page without reading position in the curriculum or even take the name"Christian" 
it please letme urge you to give it a chance. It was Paul who right out ofthe schoolname. The brethren who put the money 
reminded Timothy that he should in turn put the brethren in there to start with canjust back off. In some cases people who 
remembrance of the things he taught (I Timothy 4:6) and were not even members ofthe church were added to boards, 
Peter said it was his duty to keep reminding the brethren (I1 but you can just write it down that faithful Gospel preach- 
Peter 1:13). What I am about to say I have been saying for ers do not make that cut. You do not get a building named 
over forty years, but back then when I started I could only after you either for just being a faithful Gospel preacher. 
speak 6om the knowledge I had gained from books and other The CospelAdvocate did it this way when they fired Guy 
preachers. Now, I can speak from personal observation. N. Woods in favor of Furman Kearley, and one wonders 
What I have to say applies to papers, preachers and schools. what in the world would have been wrong with naming 

Schools all seem to start out the same way. They start Alabama Christian College, Faulkner Christian University? 
withthe lofty and commendable prospects oftraining gospel Now we look back at Bethany College and such papers 
preachers and spreading the Gospel truth. For a few years as The Firm Foundation as well as a host of others and 
they do quite well. They solicit funds from churches and Say we See where they were going. Could we not see it 
interested individuals. Then the winds of change start to back then? Some of us have put a lot into some works 
blow. It seems to happen the same way every time. Growth that we cannot now support. There are people we had the 
demands money. Soon there appears a man, or two, in the utmost confidence in who we cannot endorse any more 
eldership or board (usually a well-to-do business man) who (I1 John 9-1 1). It is sad, but I will tell you this: I am right 
wants the whole thing to go in "a different direction." We where I have always been. I do not have to "choose" a 
have all heard that before, haven't we? This man has been buddy system; I choose the Truth and those men who also 
successful in business by using the businessman's philoso- choose the Truth will naturally line up on the same mark. 
phy, "The customer is always right." This means you had That is the kind of natural unity I can live and die with. . .~ . . 
better not ruffle old "money bags"' feathers. He puts the 
shackles on the preacher, administrator, editor, etc., and lets 
him know his job is secure only so long as he tones it down. 

-1802 112 WestMarket St. 
Athens, AL35611 



EDITORIAL. .. 
CRYING IN THE WILDERNESS 

The time between year-end editorials seems to 
get shorter with the passing of each year. Such 
is the nature of time as we grow older. However, 
there is another fact that is especially interesting 
and very important for the Chrisitian. It has not 
changed since sin entered the world. ~he'apostle  
John emphasized it when he was ending his first 
epistle. He wrote that "...the whole world lieth in 
wickedness" (1 John 5: 19). The apostle Peter also 
tells us that as surely as there were false teach- 
ers among the Old Testament people of God "... 
there shall be false teachers among you, who 
privily shall bring in damnable heresies, ..." (2 
Peter 2:lff). 

Further Peter pointed out thrss of the iden- 
tifying marks of certain false tsachcrs when he 
wrote: "...through covetousness shall they with 
feigned words make merchandise of you ..." 
(vs. 3). False teachers are ( 1 )  coxerous: (2) they 
fabricate words, and (3) they \ \ i l l  u s  the brethren 
to get gain. Also note Paul's description of false 
teachers in Rom. 6:18 and .Acts 20:29. 30. Since 
this is part (a major part) of the realin- that Chris- 
tians face in our pilgrmage in the world, we must 
come to grips with the fact thar Gospel teaching is 
as a voice "crying in the \\-ildernsss" of sin. 

However, in the first part of verse 19 John de- 
clared another fact. He remarked. -=ind we know 
that we are of God ..." This fact sustains the 
pilgrim in this wicked world and when he faces 
trouble in the Lord's church. Xcne of us have to 
wonder about our relationship xxith God. We are 
either of God or not of God. and in either case 
we can know it. Further, if \xe are not of God we 
can do what is necessary to become one who is of 
God (John 8:31, 32; 17:17). 

John's inspired comment demands that each 
member of the church comply with Paul's in- 
structions to the Corinthians wherein he wrote 
"Examine yourselves, whether ye be in the 
faith; prove your own selves ..." (2 Cor. 13:s). 
If we think "we are of God" we must engage in 
an honest, logical, self-examination of ourselves 
in the light of God's Word in order for us to know 
that such is the case. This is the only way for any 
of us to correctly determine whether we are abid- 
ing "in the faith" and, thus, "know that we are 
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of God" or otherwise. In other words in 2 Cor. 
13:8 Paul is saying the same thing that John did in 
1 John 4:lff and 2 John 8-1 I .  This kind of admo- 
nition to the Christian fills the New Testament. 

As we leave 2006 and enter 2007 we are in 
more need than ever to recognize how men at- 
tempt to side step the Truth of God's Word, es- 
pecially when it comes to their twisted efforts to 
justify their errors and false doctrines to make 
such wickedness appear to be the Truth of God. 
As Paul wrote of such vile characters: 

And no mawel; for Satan himself is trans- 
formed into an angel of light. Therefore it is no 
great thing if his ministers also be transformed 
as the ministers of righteousness: whose end 
shall be according to their works (2 Cor. 11: 14, 
15). 
In view of the fact that Satan and his ministers 

appear as faithful brethren for the purpose of de- 
ceiving them, we will notice some of the attempt- 
ed dodges that church and non-church "change 
agents" employ in their attempts to get the light 
of Truth off of them. 

Among other things, in studying logic one 
learns those things that can distract us in our rea- 
soning and thereby hinder or stop us from reach- 
ing a correct conclusion. Some of these distrac- 
tions are called, "informal fallacies." Since we 
do not normally speak in three line syllogisms, 
seldom will we see these fallacies set out for- 
mally. Thus, the term "informal fallacies." The 
main types of informal fallacies are: (1) Fallacies 
of distraction, (2) Fallacies of ambiguity, and (3) 
Fallacies of form. 

"Fallacies of distraction"p0int us to informa- 
tion which is not relevant to arriving at a prop- 
er conclusion. One of the most common kinds 
of these distractions is the ad hominem ("to the 
man 'y fallacy. This is where theperson is attacked 
rather than the argument. It is one of the favorites 
of those who criticize our work in CFTF. An ex- 
ample of which is seen in the following statement: 
"Brother A" is (derogatory term placed here), 
therefore anvthing he says is wrong. " Whether 
one is or is not whatever someone calls him, call- 
ing names or labeling one does not logic make. 
And, honest, right thinking people who are con- 
cerned about truth for truth's sake will not treat it 
as such. 

Another form of the ad hominem fallacy is 
known as "poisoning the well". This fallacy is 
committed when one attempts to put his oppo- 

nent in a position that works against him being 
believed, no matter what or how well he says it. 
Someone is placed in the catagory of a liar, a mur- 
derer, a slanderer or whatever "pigeon hole" will 
work in order to cause one not to believe your op- 
ponent. An example of the "poisoning the well" 
fallacy is, "Don Z give any serious attention to 
Peter S preaching about Christ being the Son of 
God and the only Savior of the world. Afer all 
you can ?put much confidence in a man who, no 
less than three times, denied that he even knew 
Jesus Christ. " 

Paul's enemies used such ad hominem falla- 
cies in their attempts to discredit his apostleship. 
One of their hateful efforts to discredit Paul is 
seen when they sought to discredit him by re- 
ferring to his physical appearance. Of him they 
said "...his bodily presence is weak, and his 
speech contemptible" (2 Cor. 10:lO). If they 
told the truth about Paul we still ask, what does 
one's bodily appearence or contemptible speech 
have to do with proving whether Paul is or is 
not an apostle? The absolute objective proof of 
Paul's apostleship is seen in the proof he gives 
throughout the rest of chapter 10 and chapters 11 
and 12 (as well as other places in the Scriptures). 
He ends with the ultimate proof of his apostleship 
when he declares: "Truly the signs of an apos- 
tle were wrought among you in all patience, 
in signs, and wonders, and mighty deeds" (2 
Cor. 12:12). Verse 12 is his appeal to God for His 
testimony concerning Paul being an apostle. By 
the fact that Paul worked miracles by the power 
of God-miracles that only the apostles could 
do-was Heaven's answer to Paul's opponents. 
This is why he called his miracles "signs of an 
apostle". If every one who worked miracles in 
the early church could do the same miracles as 
did the apostles, they would not have been the 
"signs of an apostle." 

Because men seek to discredit us in our work 
for the Lord, if the Lord wills, we will examine 
other informal fallacies that are designed to dis- 
tract brethren from the facts bearing on a case 
and the correct reasoning necessary to reach a 
correct conclusion-a conclusion based only on 
adequate evidence, credible witnesses, and the 
principles of correct reasoning. 

-David P. Brown, Editor 
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East Tennessee School of Preaching and Missions 
and 

The Maryville Church of Christ 

Where are the Voices of Concern? 
Gary L. Griuell 

(1 975 Graduate of ETSOPM) 

I wish to bring your attention, regrettably, to an 
advertisement recently mailed out in the East Tennessee 
area. It states as follows: 

Beginning November 7 - 7:OO-9:00 p.m. - Tuesday 
Evening Classes - East Tennessee School of Preach- 
ing and Missions - Dan Chambers, minister for the 
Maryville Church of Christ, will teach an important 
course on worship. Two of his books, Showt~me and 
Where S The Piano?, will be used as texts.. . (An 
advertisement mailed out by East Tennessee School 
of Preaching and Missions) 

As you read the following keep in mind that the one 
to teach the course on worship at the Emt Tennessee 
School ofPreaching andMissions is the preacher for a 
congregation which allows for and practices children's 
worship. 

I have never met and do not personally know the 
Maryville Church of Christ preacher and, therefore, 
have no personal animosity toward him. Having said 
that, this article will deal with issues. What will brother 
Dan Chambers of the apostate Maryville church teach 
in these evening classes at the East Tennessee School 
of Preaching and Missions? 

In answering the question - "WHAT DOES 
YOUR CHURCH BELIEVE?" on the Maryville 
church's website, "Dan Chambers, Preaching Minister" 
states that "From time to time people ask me, 'What 
does your church believe?' Then he answered, "Here 
is a brief summary of a few of our basic convictions." 
(Note quotes in part below and my responses, gig). 

Dan Chambers stated: 
The New Testament contains a general pattern for how 
God's saved people should live, work, worship, and be 
organized (e.g., Colossians 3:l-17; I Corinthians 11: 17- 
34; 1 Corinthians 1426-38; 1 Timothy 3:l-13). 
Also, the Maryville Church of Christ website 

states: 
Worship - This minislry is comprised of a committee 
which explores and institutes new ideas. This is done 
within a scriptural framework so as to enhance our 
spiritual worship services (http:Nwww.maryville- 
churchofchrist.org/churchbelieve.htm). 

We wonder if this is the committee who unscripturally 
ushered in the Mmyville Church of Christ Children 
Worship?! The same church website states: 

Children's Worship Programs - We offer special 

programs for children each Sunday during the s e n m .  
Children ages 2 - 6 are dismissed from the audito-;LLn 
after Communion and escorted totheir specific 
. . . Construction Zone is our children's wowhi: prw 
gram for ages 3 through 6. We have a time of u c ~ h i p .  
singing, praising and learning that enhances the c;:l;l'j 
worship experience duringthe sermon that is g e e d  r j r  
adults in the auditorium. Attendance in Conim;::~~ 
Zone or TNT is not mandatory. It is strictly a fz~i:? 
decision. 

Where does one read that theNew Testament ";an- 
tains a general pattern for how . . . God's saved p p ! e  
should . . . work, worship and be organized" (bold mine. 
glg)? This is a subtle attack on the specific pattern Gcd 
has given in the New Testament. Then Dan cites 1 Ccr- 
inthians 14:26-38 which is with reference to those who 
exercised first century miraculous gifts. In  realit? gospel 
preachers today discharge their teaching dun n hen they 
unashamedly emphasize the specific, clearly revealed 
pattern of worship revealed by the New Testament. 
These are 1) vocal congregational singing (Eph. 5:19), 
2) giving(] Cor. 16:l-2), 3) preaching(2 Tim. 4:l-4), 4) 
public prayers (Acts 2:42), and 5) observance ofthe Lord's 
Supper (Acts 20:7). Just how is this "ageneral pattern for 
how God's saved people should. . . worship. . . "?! 

Some are so embarrassed and ashamed of the clearly 
revealed Gospel of Christ that they will clothe their lan- 
guage with a spirit of compromise, the purpose of which 
is to send a message of acceptance to the theological 
liberals in the reading audience. Perhaps Dan will convey 
his "general pattern" of worship to those who attend his 
upcoming classes at East Tennessee School of Preaching. 
Brother Clyde Findley, the first director ofthe ETSOPM, 
would turn over in his grave if he knew of such a one be- 
ing invited to teach at the school. 

Dan's "general pattern" on worship allows for 
Children's Worship, wherein certain Christian adults 
forsake the assembly to take children out of God's 
worship assembly (cf. Heb. 10:25). 
Children need to be in worship with the adults. They 

need to witness the example of adults worshiping God. 
This is plain scriptural teaching, but maybe Dan can en- 
lighten those in the ETSOPM class how to go beyond the 
doctrine of Christ and still be pleasing to God (2John 9). 
Also, as they bid Godspeed to the false teacher, maybe 
they can explain 2 John 10-1 1 to the brotherhood' since 
we have evidently misunderstood the "doctrine of Christ" 
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as a specific pattern to be followed. 
YOUTH DEACON AND WE1 

The Maryville Church of Christ in Maryville, TN, 
lists on their website under "Staff'-"YOUTH DEACON 
& WE1 - TOM LANGLEY" 

While you are trying to find in your New Testament 
where "Youth Deacon" is found - in case you are not 
aware of what the abbreviation, WEI, stands for it is 
the World English Institute organization. You see, the 
liberal WE1 effort has branches in two places in the 
states and one is in Maryville, TN. It evidently matters 
not to the elders of the Malyville church that liberals' 
names (like F. LaGard Smith and Max Lucado) have 
been associated with this WE1 program. Frank LaGard 
Smith traveled to Albania and thrilled church leaders of 
the WE1 clan with his smooth words and fair speech. 
WE1 is the effort under apostate president, Dick Ady, 
which sends the nayve and Biblically ignorant into 
foreign lands (like Albania) offering the lost (through 
them) a course in the English language. Their real goal, 
they will admit, is to "hook" (their term) them on Jesus 
as they teach the corrupted version, the Easy To Read 
Version (ETRV). 

Now some ofthose who had been recruited to travel 
to Albania (and other places) are returning to America 
and placing membership in USA churches. Boldly car- 
rying their N N s ,  they view themselves as somewhat. 
Having sewed as but cogs in the WE1 wheels, they have 
been deceived into believing they have special insight 
into spiritual matters (but it is simply the liberal's cus- 
tomary arrogance of ignorance which faithful brethren 
have been forced to face for years). Theirtwo years of 
sewice (or less) of experience has made some of them 
Gnostic-like in their self-proclaimed deep understand- 
ing ofthe spiritual affairs ofthe church. Simply stated, 
they know it all and you know nothing. The King 
James Version, the New King James Version and the 
American Standard Version cannot be understood (we 
are told) and we must have an NIV preacher in the 
pulpit and the NIV read in the public readings of the 
church. Having done battle with one such character of 
late, Patrick Smith, exposing the same from the pulpit 
was no option, due to having no elders to deal with the 
NIV pusher. I noted that Dan Chambers quoted from 
theNIV in one ofhis articles on his church website and 
the two would be two peas in a pod to those who love 
symbolism over substance. 

Perhaps brother Dan Chambers will grace the ET- 
SOPM classes by bringing his co-worker and WE1 rep- 
resentative, Tom Langley, to one of his classes. Surely, 
ETSOPM would like to learn ofthe WE1 ouffit (unless 
already involved with them?). Since the WE1 program 
is now connected with the liberal school, Sunset, maybe 
that will help ETSOPM to close that gap as well. 

Tirana, Albania - Steve Stamatis, working closely 

with Sunset and in full cooperation with the World 
English Instihrte, announces the beginning of classes 
in the new Albania International Bible Institute. 

The International Studies Division of Sunset Inter- 
national Bible Institute presently maintains working 
relationships with 27 Ministry Training Schools around 
the world and is assisting additional applicant schools 
that are in various stages of starting up. (Sunset Inter- 
national Studies on the web). 

What better area preacher could be chosen to come 
in and lecture on worship than one who is connected 
with an unscriptural program of children's worship? 
And what better church with which to associate a school 
of preaching than with a church which promotes liberal- 
Ism through its WE1 program? (irony intended). 

Sadly, the Maryville Church of Christ has changed 
from years gone by. They have sadly but clearly apos- 
tatized. Likewise, the school has changed as well. 
The first sermon I ever preached in a church pulpit 
was with the Malyville Church of Christ on a Sunday 
night. I pleasantly remember preaching on the subject 
of Heaven. At the time I was a new student in the 
ETSOPM, which was over 30 years ago. That church 
kindly supported me $200 a month while in school. I 
fondly recall theirkindness in those days. How sad that 
once faithful brethren have not only driflerl, but they 
are adrift on the tossed to and fro ocean of apostasy. 
Where is the respect for Bible authority which I was 
taught as a student and which I have sought (and still 
seek) to possess? 

May God Bless all who serve the Lord in sincerity 
and in truth. Knowing many will look with extreme 
disfavor on this article and its writer, my plea never- 
theless is this: Elders: Wake Up, allowing no fellow- 
ship with false teachers (Titus 1:9-11; Rom. 16:17). 
Director and Faculry: Speak Up, avoiding the trap 
of seeking popularity with men for financial support 
for the school (Gal. 1: 10). Alumni: Let your voice be 
boldly and lovingly heard, knowing that one man with 
God is a majority. Where are the voices of concern? 
(Gal. 1:lO; Eph. 6:ZOB) - "...that therein I may speak 
boldly, as I ought to speak" Membership: Refuse to 
fellowship errorists and apostates even if the church 
leadership has failed to lead you in harmony with 2 
John 9-1 1. To AN Christians: The apostle Paul wrote to 
have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of dark- 
ness but rather to reprove them (Eph. 5:ll). If you are 
offended by this command then 1 kindly suggest for 
you to scripturally lead, follow or get out of the way. 
Encouraging a school to get back on track is good, not 
evil (Isa. 5:ZO). Is notthe silence deafening? Where arc 
the voices of concern? 

-2128 Crystal Ct. 
Cookeville, TN 38501 
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A FAITHFUL VOICE FROM YESTERYEAR 

INTRODUCTION 
The following sermons were preached at the Sixth Street 

Church in Port Arthur, Texas, from October 26 to November 
10, 1937, and were printed daily in the Port Arthur News. 
TheNews has acirculation of 10,000 which meansthat about 
50,000 people had access to them. This was done ata  cost of 
about $500. To have printed and distributed them ourselves 
would have cost $2,000. Just the postage on them would have 
been $1,200. Besides this, they were more generally read. 

Sectarianism is so intrenched (sic) today thatthe people 
are kept away from our ordinary church services, so that other 
means must be employed to get to the people. The printing 
press and the radio are ideal for that purpose. Of these two, 
printing is far more effective. In fact, the printing press has 
affected civilization to a greater extent than all other inven- 
tions together. If Adventism, Russellism, Mormonism and 
every other "ism" can be propagated by the printing press, 
why not the truth? We have been so pleased with the attitude 
ofthe newspaper toward us, and the response from the public 
that we are planning to use it much more extensively in the 
future. We commend this to the brotherhood as ameans for 
"turning the world upside down." 

Brethren sometimes lament that the gospel does not seem 
to be as effective as in ancient times, but I am sure the gospel 
has the same power and human nature is the same. 

The cause of failure is in us. Brethren are too anxious to 
be popular. Business and social matters neutralize the spirit 
of conquest peculiar to the early church. Now the quest of 
church leaders is for "good mixers." A preacher's success 
is measured by his ability to get along smoothly with the 
denominations or his "super-salesmanship" in enticing 

attendance and so adroitly applying the proper method of 
approach" that the unsuspecting "victim" soon wakes up 
and finds to his great joy that be has been made a Christian 
unawares. Regardless of the fancy, finely spun theories of 
psychology, I am certain that the only way to learn how to 
preach the gospel is to go to the book that "thoroughly fur- 
nishes us to every good work" and see what was preached 
and how it was preached. 

It was not a matter of the best psychology or the most 
up-to-date method of approach with Elijah but simply amat- 
ter of loyalty to God. Computed by men's standards Elijah 
was a consummate failure, and there are thousands of small 
souls who never made any impression on the world who can 
very confidently point out the blunders in his methods. 

God's method of approach for Gideon was to go out 
and tear down the sacred grove of his own father and his 
neighbors. It is true their anger was arouscd and they sought 
to kill him. We know that he convened his father from hea- 
thenism (and probably some of his neighbors) and this was 
worth more than all the world. If the approach was wrong or 
the psychology bad our "salesmanship" brethren will have 
to charge it up to God! 

Josiah burned the sacred thinzs of his father and mother 
and stamped them to powder. Ezekiel was commanded to 
"prophesy against" the errors of the people (Ezekiel 13:2, 
17). There never has been more blistering and withering 
verbal chastising than was delivered repeatedly by John the 
Baptist and Jesus to the Scribes and Pharisees of that day. 
(Matthew 3:7; Manhe~v 2;)  Contrasted with this the New 
Testament speaks of false teachers as follows: 

Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them which cause 
divisions and offences contrary to the doctrine whieh 
ye have learned; and avoid them. For they that are 
such serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own 
belly; and by good words and fair speeches deceive 
the hearts of the simple (Romans 16:17,18). 
Paul's instructions to a young preacher reads thus: 
Holding fast the faithful word as he hath been taught, 
'that he may be able by sound doctrine both toexhort 
and to convince the gainsayers. For there are many 
unruly and vain talkers and deceivers, specially they 
ofthe circumcision: whose mouths must be stopped, 
who subvert whole houses, teaching things which 
they ought not, for filthy lucre's sake (Titus 1:9-11). 
Psychology or no psychology, that is the proper method 

of approach! Paraphrasing Thayer's definition of the Greek 
word here translated "convince" we have: refirte, connfufe, 
convict, bring to light, expose,findfoult with, correct, repre- 
henciseverely, chide, admonish, reprove, to call to account, 
show one his faults, demand an  explanation, to chasten. to 
punish. Other scriptures of similar import should be noted 
here. 
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And have no fellowship with the unfruitful works 
of darkness, but rather reprove them. (Ephesians 
5:lI). 
Wherefore rebuke them sharply that they may be 

sound in the faith. (Titus 1:13.) 
These things speak, and exhort, and rebuke with all 
authority. Let no man despise thee. (Titus 2:15.) 
Them that sin rebuke before all that others may fear. 
(1 Timothy 5:20.) 
I charge thee therefore before God, and the Lord 
Jesus Christ, who shall judge the quick and the dead 
a t  his appearing and his kingdom; Preach the word; 
be instant in season, out of season; reprove, rebuke, 
exhort with all longsuffering and doctrine. For the 
time will come when they will not endure sound 
doctrine but after their own lusts shall they heap 
to themselves teachers, have itching ears; and they 
shall turn away their ears from the truth, and shall 
be turned unto fables. (2 Timothy 4:l-4.) 
Sometimes it is said that the Old Testament said, "Thou 

shalt not," but that it is bad psychology and that the New 
Testament does not say, "Thou shall not" Ifthat were true, it 
would only mean that God made amistake for fifteen hundred 
years! But it is not true. Read the 13th and 14th chapters of 
Romans for a sample of the "Thou shalt not" method ofthe 
New Testament! To reprove and rebuke is to say in substance, 
''Thou shalt not." I will produce just about as many com- 
mands of the New Testament that are stated negatively as can 
be found in the same number of pages of the old Testament. 
But if only one negative statement could be found in the 
New Testament, away goes the absurd assertion. Paul was 
chosen to do two things: "to turn them from darkness to 
light." To turn men from darkness is just as much the duty 
of a preacher of the gospel as to turn them to light. 

Without all modem inventions of communication and 
travel, and being compelled to do everything the most ex- 
pensive and laborious way, Paul could exclaim after a few 
years that the gospel had been preached "to every creature 
which is under heaven." (Colossians 1 :23.) By controversy 
in their own places of worship (Acts 15 and Galatians 2), in 
the public places (Acts 17:17), and in other fellow's place 
ofworship(Acts 6 :9-7 :60;Acts9 :20;Acts 13:5, 14,41-51; 
Acts 14:l;Acts 17:1, 10, 17; Acts 18:4,18; Acts 19:8),they 
"persuaded and turned away much people" from the false 
to the true, and, so their enemies said, "turned the world 
upside down." A contest of any kind focuses interest, and 
this is especially true ofthe contest between false religion and 
true religion. After a discussion that lasted for two years and 
three months in the city of Ephesus (the longest discussion 
on record), it is said, "so that all they which dwelt in Asia 
heard the word of the Lord Jesus." It would have the same 
effect today. What could Paul have done with amplifiers, 
radios, and newspapers? 

Invariably false teachers, who are feverishly endeavor- 
ing to avoid exposure, seek refuge in a perversion of Romans 
1:29 and 2 Corinthians 12:20. There, they piously tell us, 
debating is condemned as one of the worst of sins. Is it not 

a little strange that they did not find this out until they tried 
a few times to uphold their doctrines in public discussion? 
They pervert these passages who make the word "debate" 
mean "discussing religious questions in public," for that sort 
of definition makes malefactors of Elijah, Gideon, John the 
Baptist, Jesus, Stephen and Paul. "Debating" is condemned 
but "disputing" was highly indulged in by all the preachers 
ofthe Bible, therefore, I am very much in favor of disputes! 
Bigger ones and more of them! Let all Christians learn how 
to lead their neighbors out of darkness into light, and not coo- 
fine this matter of teaching to a part of the church sometimes 
called "preachers." Why not make every Christian a preacher 
as in the Jerusalem church (Acts 8: 1-4)? I once helped to tear 
a big hole in my neighbor's roof, not because I wanted to 
h a m  my neighbor, but because I wanted to do him good. His 
house was on fire! When a Christian endeavors to discredit 
his neighbor's religion, he is attempting to do him a favor, 
just as if he were rescuing him from a burning house or a 
sinking ship. A Christian's love will not allow him to stand 
idly by and see his neighbor drink poison by mistake. 

This, my friends is the spirit of the New Testament 
preaching and we feel that this volume of sermons conforms 
to this ideal. With a prayer for all honest seekers for the old 
paths we send it forth on its mission. 

-Deceased 
November 11, 1937. 
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MODERN-DAY JUDASES 
Raymond Allen Hagood 

Men's feet are made of clay and, in spite of human- day Judases." This deception has been so diabolicall! 
ity's best efforts, men often stumble and fail. No one successful, because like all conspiracies it has taken ad- 
is immune to such spiritual breakdown, wrong steps, vantage of innocent hearts whose only ambitions were 
or inefficacious ruin. Sometimes these fallscome most to use their talents, energies and resources to advance 
unexpectedly and are especially lethal to those who the kingdom of God on this earth. They were there 
have convinced themselves that such a downfall is to build Christian colleges to educate their children 
highly unlikely forthem. Paul warned in I Corinthians in Christian principles and sound preacher schools to 
10:12 ofthose who thought they were standing, when in train men to preach the gospel to a lost world and faith- 
realitythey were unexpectedly approaching a fatal fall. ful radio and television programs to reach the masses 

Failure is part ofthe human experience and should with the gospel of Jesus Christ. They did not realize 
not ever be surprising, but betrayal is another matter. that many of the people behind these colleges, preach- 
Aturncoat is a real evildoer, a deserter who spins webs ing schools and mass media efforts were not there to 
and creates conspiracies for his own selfish purposes. advance the Lord's cause at all, but, rather, they were 
Such individuals will use and deceive whomever they there to build empires to serve their own self-seeking 
will to gain power, wealth, position and whatever else ambitions. In spite of their claims of faithfulness, 
may be needed to make their plots and machinations trustworthiness and devotion we have learned by their 
successful. Unlike the poor human who fails because actions that they were in reality Benedict Arnolds. 
of deception, ignorance or weakness, these people We gave them our innocent children, confident 
are wicked, vicious, corrupt "cut-throats". There are that they would protect them, nourish them in God's 
no mitigating factors to excuse their evil deeds. word and be Christian examples in word and deed. 

The apostles Peter and Judas both had one thing Instead, they took many of our children and corrupted 
in common. They both failed the Lord. Their fail- them, leading them down the path of false doctrine. 
ures, however, were as different as night and day. We gave preaching schools our young men to pre- 

Peter was that faithful servant who in good faith and pare them for the greatest work on the earth. lnstead 
with a pure heart sewedthe Lord. When Jesus was tak- of doing the work they were obligated to do, they rmk 
en from Gethsemane by force, submitted to amock trial many of our young men and turned them into corrupt 
and crucified, Peter lost his faith. His understanding of politicians, controlled by the leaders of those schools. 
the Messiah's work and mission was so flawed that he Innocent souls, manipulated by evil-hearted men, 
could not understand how theLord could allow himself empowered those institutions with money. power and 
to be taken, subjected to such humiliation and be mur- influence-so much power, money and influence that 
dered. Yet when the Savior was resurrected from the they can manipulate a brotherhood and perpetrate their 
grave, Peter's faith was not only restored, but made far evil empires by favors and, if necessary, by threats. 
greater than ever before. Peter speaks of this very mat- Yes, we have been deluded, but no more. \ i e  

ter in I Peter 1:3: "Blessed be the God and Fatherof see them for what they are, and they cannot de- 
ourLord Jesus Christ, which according to his abun- ceive us any more. This is, of course, the undoing 
dant mercy hath begotten usagain uutoa lively hope of every traitor. Their power is their deception. 
by the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead." like all successful traitors, but now we knon them 

Yes, Peter failed the Lord, but his failure is un- for what they are. They believe that because the!. 
derstandable, and the great and godly life that Peter are so powerful and connected, they are immune 
lived after these events more than made up for any to consequences. In this. they are sad]! mistaken. 
mistakes that Peter made in regard to the Lord. In all this evil and conuption there are bright spots. 

Judas, however, sat at the Lord's feet, saw the Perhaps the brightest is the knou ledge that their expo- 
miracles that he performed and witnessed the Pure sure will not allow them to decei~ e the honest any more. 
life of the son of God. Yet, he never had faith; he was ~h~~ will continue to control surrogates who serve 
never what he 'Iaimed to be. All that the Master did them, but they will never again influence the righteous. 
and was meant nothing to him. Nothing motivated Their spell is broken, and the only thing that awaits them 
him but venal self interest and filthy lucre. There 
are no ~alliating circumstances that can excuse his is the "field ofblood" that they are destined tovisit soon. 

abominable deeis, just the harsh reality that the sorry 
renegade betrayed the son of God for 30 pieces ofsilver. -560 Lovers Lane 

It has now become clear to many brethren in the Steubenville, OH 43953 
church today that they have been duped by "modern- 
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The Twinkling of an Eye 
Paul Middlebrooks 

Do we remember the startling words spoken by bility to learn about and understand the issues of the 
the Apostle Paul when he wrote, "In a moment, day and, in the light oftheBible, make the right choice. 
in the twinkling of a n  eye, a t  the last trump: for Instead of taking the time to do the necessary work to 
the trumpet shall sound, and the  dead shall be learn what is going on, they excuse themselves by hid- 
raised incorruptible, and we shall be changed* (1 ing behind the flimsy excuse, or one like it, expressed 
Cor. 15:52). The reality of Paul's statement is this: in the following statement: "I am out winning souls and 
life could be over for any of us before we know it. don't have time to check up on everyone and every- 
Therefore, we must learn to use our time profitably. thing in all these brotherhood programs." No program 

I am a young Gospel preacher, who is like a child is worth accepting and tolerating the teaching of any 
in a candy store. God has given me a host of Scrip- false doctrine or fellowshipping false teachers. The 
tures to study, obey, preach, and defend (Philippians New Testament does not authorize Christians to shirk 
1:17). Recently I have battled liberalism (doctrines their responsibility in one area because of what some 
that loose men from what God has bound on them in have called "a greater good" in another area. Neither 
his Word) at its worst and learned a great deal from has God given us the liberty to avoid confrontation 
it. In this article I hope to help brethren better deal where such is necessary for the defense of the Gospel. 
with liberalism or, for that matter, any other error. In the name of balance, much of the brotherhood 

One of the many things I have learned is that some has become spiritually weak. In some cases brethren 
brethren will use about any excuse to keep from facing (elders and preachers in particular) are just tired of 
painful and distasteful realities. Please note the fol- fighting false teachers and error. One brother recently 
lowing question: "Where in the Bible are we taught to told me, "Maybe I am just getting soft in my old age". 
become so busy with certain things that one does not Have we so quickly forgotten (Rev. 2: lo)? This is no 
have the time to make sure that the devil is not sitting time for getting soft. The devil is in sheep's clothing 
next to you and using your ignorance ofcertain matters every second of our life and goes about seeking whom 
in the church to slip his errors into the church where he may devour ( I  Peter 5 3 ,  9). The truth of the mat- 
you are, or into your home, or into your own life?" ter is that when we are confronting error and false 

There are many camps, lectureships, schools, and teachers in and out of the church we are engaged in 
even congregations that hide behind that sinful "don't one aspect of soul winning. Do not allow weak and 
have time" defense statement. When starting camps, unfaithful brethren to "sell the church a bill of goods", 
lectureships, and schools I would like to think, and in declaring that fighting error and those who teach it has 
most instances I am sure, that my brethren have pos- nothing to do with winning souls. It is just as much a 
sessed only good motives. But, it seems that all too part of winning souls as the home Bible study. If the 
often after the Lord blesses them with numerical and program cannot be kept as God has authorized it to 
financial growth, some of them forget certain aspects be in the New Testament of His Son, then God will 
of God's Word. At some point in time, pleasing the have nothing to do with it. Shut it down and start 
people became more important to them than pleasing again if you must. The weak and liberal mindset that 
God. Good and honest men can, have, and do slip into is the church today is going at full force. It must be 
this t r a p t h e  trap of seeking to please men rather than stopped. Remember the end will come in a twinkling 
God. Then, one day, when someone points out to them of an eye and then sinful excuses will be severely 
their flawed priorities, they are faced with a choice or and eternally dealt with by our Lord (John 12:48). 
choices. They know that ifthey chose the way of Truth, 
they will lose the close friendship of some brethren. -11994 Hwy 337 
relatives, and maybe their own jobs. Thus, in fear, they Summerville, Ga. 30747 
try to excuse themselves from their personal responsi- 

FROM THE AUGUST 1988 CFTF 
Why are  brethren so often sympathetie with tives, never evil intentions, are  attributed to those 

those who openly and boldly advocate error? We who promote heresy by point of pen and word 
frequently apologize for those whom we consider of mouth. Brethren, we must recognize that the 
to have made a simple slip of the tongue. It is al- majority of false teachers (those recorded in the 
ways accidentally, and never intentionally, that Bible) were DELIBERATE DECEIVERS (p. I t ) .  
error is propagated from the pulpit. Honest mo- -Gary Smith 
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David B. Watson Resigns 
Dear Brethren, 

Many of you have heard meremarknumerous times on 
the seemingly unending reach of the tentacles of the Dave 
MillerIAP, GBN, MSOP, TNGJ, SWSBS, SCHERTZ, 
LUBBOCK, OABS brotherhood combine. This is a power- 
ful force, without a doubt. It has now done its work on our 
faithful and beloved brother, Dave Watson. At the close of 
the worship hour on the morning of 11/26/06 he tendered 
his resignation as one of the elders ofthe church in Sapulpa, 
OK, effective immediately. At thesame time, he alsosubmit- 
ted his resignation as the preacher, effective in ninety days. 

In his resignation statement, he explained that 
he and his fellow elder, brother Glen Zumalt, could 
not agree on continuing the church's financial support 
of OABS. He (Dave) could not agree that OABS was 
any longer worthy of support and brother Zumalt in- 
sisted that it was worthy and that the support should 
continue. The brethren at Sapulpa not only know that 
Dave has resigned, but they know WHY he resigned. 

Those of us close to the situation at Sapulpa have seen 
this coming since February, when OABS abruptly refused to 
fulfill its commitmentto the elders at Spring, Texas,tobroad- 
cast (via the Internet) the Open Forum portion of the Con- 
tending for the Faith Lectures. The impasse between Dave 
and brother Zumalt was predictable. For the uninformed, 
the daughter of brother Zumalt is married to Tom Bright, Jr., 
which means (for those in Rio Linda) that the grandchildren 
of brother Zumalt are also the grandchildren of Tom Bright, 
Sr. (Director of OABS). Unfortunately, brother Zumalt has 
not been able to get past the family connection on the OABS 
problems. He has been willing to listen to and accept only 
what brother Bright and those sympathetic to him have told 
him. Ile has refused to examinematerial critical ofthe Phil- 
lips St. elders, OABS, and brother Bright. He specifically 

Dear Brother Dub: 

Thanks for your words of encouragement. They mean 
much to Peggy and to me. When I informed my fellow el- 
der of my intention to resign yesterday morning (1 1/26/06) 
I was told by him that he had been planning to resign that 
evening (11/26/06). Peggy and I have had a trip to Florida 
planned for months. We are to leave here (Tulsa) this Friday 
(12/1/06) andreturn the next Friday (1218106). My ex-fellow 
elder asked me last night (1 1/26/06) when we were leaving 
and I rernlnded him ofwhat he has known for months After 
services last night (1 1/26/06) he called a meeting ofthe men 
and scheduled a business meeting to work on the budget 
for next year this coming Saturday (12l2106). All should be 
able to read between the lines here. I wonder if both OABS 
and Dub will still be included in the new budget? 

Another item of interest (perhaps unknown to many) 
is that the daughter of Tom Bright Sr. is married to a broth- 
er of Eric Lyons. This is the same Eric Lyons who works 
with Dave Miller at Apologetics Press. Tom Bright Sr. has 

declined Dave's offer to supply him with all of the discus- 
sion of OABS that appeared in recent weeks on this list. 

As those who read this list are aware, Dave has not kept 
his convictions concerning OABS a secret over the past 
several months and especially over the past several weeks. 
Some time ago he made it plain to his fellow-elder that he 
would oppose continuing OABS in next year's financial 
plans for the church when planning time rolled around, and 
on what grounds he would do so. Brother Zumalt made it 
just as plain that he was determined that the support would 
continue. His family has been at Sapulpa for decades, sev- 
eral of which years he has served as an elder. A preacher 
almost always gets the short end of the stick in such a situa- 
tion, even though he is upholding the right and opposing the 
wrong. Sometimes, he is forced out BECAUSE he dares to 
uphold the right and oppose the wrong, as was the case here. 

I have seen Dave and Peggy under the gun more than 
just this time in the several years I have known them. I've 
never seen them waver or blink when Truth and righteous- 
ness were at stake, regardless of the sacrifice they must 
make. Those who have heard him preach and have read the 
material he has written in recent years know that he has a 
keen, logical mind to accompany his great knowledge of 
the Book. He has especially demonstrated these qualities in 
his outstanding responses to brother Gil Yoder on MDR and 
to brother Randy Mabe on the OABS issue on the CFTF 
and SOD lists. These very qualities led me to invite him 
to serve as my associate editor of THE GOSPEL JOUR- 
NAL, which he did admirably until our ouster therefrom. 

Dave has no present prospects for a place to preach. All 
whoreadthislistandwho love theTmthneedtobealerttoany 
faithful congregation that is seeking a preacher. Any congre- 
gation that gets Dave and Peggy Watson will be gettingsome 
ofthe very best. Let us all pray that God will, inHis gracious 
providence, open a "great and effectual door" to them soon. 

Yours in one Faith, 
Dub McClish 

a family connection to AP. This is another reason why you 
will not hear much if anything out of Tom Bright Sr. and/ 
or OABS concerning the errors of Dave Miller. However, 
he (and they) have not been silent about the situation here 
in Sapulpa. My ex-fellow elder informed me a few weeks 
ago that he has been contact with Tom Bright Sr., Tom 
Bright Jr., and even Ted Thrasher (all connected in some 
way to OABS) concerning these matters. But when I asked 
him if he wanted to read the messages of Randy Mabe and 
my responses he refused.The words Jesus spoke long ago 
are still !me. "Think not that I am come to send peace on 
earth: I came not to send peace, but a sword. For I am come 
to set a man at variance against his father, and the daugh- 
ter against her mother, and the daughter in law against her 
mother in law. And a man's foes [shall be] they of his own 
household. He that loveth father or mother more than me 
is not worthy of me: and he that loveth son or daughter 
more than me is not worthy of me." (Matt. 1034-37). 

David B. Watson 
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Denny Durigan wrote: List, 

Dave, Brother Dub, thank you for your message. Well 

What is the connection between Eric Lyons and said! Sound preachers who have been preaching for a 
Eastside, in Muskogee that would explain while know what it is like, at least many have had to face 
their present stance ( C o n t e n d i n g ~ ~ ~ @ y ~ o  this, to uproot family and move on because of refusing 

og s ,  rn, ,, d 1 d 6 1 3 0 9, < d e n  - d a,, , ,) ? to compromise. Men like brother Watson, and his good 
wife, are those who will sacrifice comfort and longevity 

-6-6-6-6-6&-6&&-6-6&.6& for the cause of truth. 

Dear Brother Denny, Apreacher, now in his senior years, who was visiting 
in a Gospel Meeting that I was conducting a few years 

Thanks for your phone call today and for your back, said to me We knew I was looking for a   lace): 

words of encouragement, ney mean much to peggy "GO somewhere and stay." Perhaps this preacher did not 
and myself. realize that I really would like to go somewhere and stay, 

and not have to compromise the truth to do it. Cliff Lyons (the father of Eric Lyons) was the 
Faithful preachers and their families are like ev- 

preacher at for years and he was eryone else. We like stability and longevity. However, 
there he directed their lectureship. His boys (includ- brethren sometimes make this impossible, It is becorn- 

Eric) grew in MuskOgee' Eric's brother married ing increasingly difficult for sound preachers to stay very 
the daughter Tom Bright rNote: for those in long in a place, Many, no doubt, will have to start m&- 
Linda this means that their children are the grandchil- ing tents, F ~ * ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  let us face the facts, new 
dren of Tom Bright Sr. and his wife and of Cliff Lyons gations need to be started all over the country, even in 
and his wife]. Eric left and went to school and even- T ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ,  the ubuckle,, - ~ i b l ~  belt," 
tually went to work at Apologetics Press (while Bert To those who are not preachers, when you see a gos- 
Thompson was director). Cliff and his wife moved pel preacher's resume' and notice that he has not stayed 
away but his son (the one married to the daughter of anywhere very long, especially in recent years, do not 
Tom Bright Sr.) stayed there until just a few years assume the worst. It does not necessarily mean that he 
ago when they moved away. The entire Lyons family is hot-headed, hard to be satisfied, uneasy to get along 
is very much loved and appreciated at Muskogee for with, or radical. It may mean that he is a man who re- 
their work's sake (and rightly so). fuses to compromise the truth, and given the right group 

When Dave Miller was brought to AP by Bert of people to work with, may be very fruitful and stay a 
Thompson Eric stayed on despite the hiring of Dave good many years. 
Miller. He stayed on when Dave Miller was made di- My prayers are with brother and sister Watson, and 
rector of ~p the ~ ~ r t  Thompson scandal erupt- for all faithful servants of the Lord who refuse to corn- 
ed. promise the faith for any reason, like Paul who did not 

when ~~i~ Lyons conducted a seminar at ~ ~ ~ k -  compromise with the Judaizers, not even for an hour: 

ogee he and his dad defended Dave Miller to one of And that because of false brethren unawares 

the members there by saying that Dave Miller was not brought in, who came in privily to spy out our 

teaching his false doctrines now and was not dividing liberty which we have in Christ Jesus, that they 

churches now (as if that justified his errors). 
might bring us into bondage: To whom we gave 
place by subjection, no, not for an hour; that the 

Just recently Muskogee had Tom Bright Sr. on truth of the gospel might continue with you (Gal. 
their lectureship. Robert Taylor was scheduled to 2:4-5). 
speak but did not due to health reasons. Jeny Brewer May more rock-solid preachers and elders rise up 
withdrew as a speaker but according to the Muskogee mong  us, those who will: " H O I ~  fast the form of sound 
preacher did not state a reason as to why. He indicated words, which thou hast heard of me, in faith and love 
to Dub that he was opposed to Robert Taylor but ap- which is in Christ Jesus" (2 Tim. 1 :13). Let us pray 
parently did not tell Muskogee anything. (He can cor- that it be so. 
rect this report if it is in error). 

Hope this will help answer your question. In Christ, 
Danny Douglas 

David B. Watson 

The five preceding emails on pages 10 and 11 came from Contend- 
ingFTF internet discussion group. To subscribe to the group send an email 
to: ContendingFTF-subscribe@yahoogroups.com. -EDITOR 

- 
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The Adverse Effects Of Church 
Politics On The Church 

Robin  W. Haley 

[This text is takenjiwm the notes usedfor the 22nd An- 
nual Upper Ohio Valley Bible Lectureship in Steuben- 
ville, Ohio, October 2006-EDITOR] 

That "politics" is involved in all that we do ought 
not to shock anyone. The wordpolitics, politic, politi- 
cal comes from a Greek word that means, "civic, citi- 
zen." Our wordpolicy is derived from this word, and 
so, it is akin to the term protocol or "rules of behavior 
when dealing with our fellows." Are there rules for 
dealing with one another as brethren? Of course! In 
our King James Bibles, the term "one another" ap- 
pears 47 times. These deal with how we are to behave 
toward each other as Christians. For example: we are 
to "prefer one another" (Rom. 12:10), "edify one 
another" (Rom. 14:19), "comfort one another" (1 
Thess. 4.18), and "consider one another to provoke 
unto love and good works" (Heb. 10:24). These are 
the Lord's politics.. .His policies. When we use our 
policies to obey His policies, we use the term "expe- 
dient." Another example of how His policies and our 
own compliment each other is in the Lord's supper. The 
Bible teaches that we are to eat the Lord's supper upon 
the first day of each week. That's the Lord's policy, 
His politic. We at the congregation where I labor do 
so just before the sermon on the first day. That is our 
policy, our politic, our rule or expedient for obeying 
what the Lord authorized. 

The question becomes, however, whose rule, 
politic, policy are we going to follow in brotherhood 
matters? Let us consider the use of the term "rule." 
The apostle Paul said "And as many as shall walk 
by this rule, peace [be] upon them, and mercy, and 
upon the Israel of God" (Gal. 6:16). What is that 
rule? Why, that found in verse 15: there is neither cir- 
cumcision nor uncircumcision. In other words: show 
no favorites. We are new creatures in Christ. Note 
again: "only, whereunto we have attained, by that 
same [rule] let us walk'' (Phil: 3.16). What rule is in 
view here? That of verse 15: "be thus minded." Thus 
minded regarding what? The context says: the mind of 
pressing on to the goal of the prize of the high-calling 
of God through Christ. One more: Paul tells us to let 
the peace of Christ dwell in us. How? Verse 16 says 
by letting the word ofChrist dwell within. How is that 
done? Verse 17: by doing all in the name of Christ. 
So then, when we act by the authority of Christ, doing 

what He has spoken in His word, we'll have peace. 
Simple. Sadly, there is no peace among hrefliren 
foday! Why is there no peace? SOMEONE IS NOT 
FOLLOWING CHRIST'S RULES ... THEY ARE 
PLAYING POLITICS! 

This brings me to a definition of "politics" which 
will serve us in the remainder of this article. From the 
internet, I was able to find this: "the use of intrigue 
or strategy lo take advantage o f a  political situation 
or issue; to deal withpeople in a71 opporttntistic, ma- 
nipulative, or devious wm. in obtaining ally posifion 
ofpower or control: the ofierl ini~ri:c:l~ corflic~ing 
interrelationships among psc.c.'s :? .: io-irry " In 
simplest terms: it is the work e fc r -  :r z s r e  to "take 
advantage, take control, pla? fa.. c r r - s  f:r rhe sake of 
position, reputation, or mane?:. Ir5ssl. someone is 
playing politics, and it does ha.. 2 i jt.. mating effect 
upon the church, her members. hsr .;. zi: .  ?;r influence 
for the Lord in this world, and u ~ r ,  re: :?znces ofthis 
generations' children of God goin: r: !+?>en! 

This current strain of troubles f ~ r  <- s L,:rd's people 
is not new. Jeremiah said, 

Awonderful and horrible thing ic come ro pass in the 
land: the prophets prophesy false??. and  the priests 
bear rule by their means; and m? pzcple lore to 
have it so: and what will ye do in the end thereof? 
(Jer. 5:30, 3 1). 

Far too many of the Lord's "prophets" (~r:::?<rr' . I are 
speaking lies, and His priests ( I  Pet. 2::. 9 L-Z =laking 
their own rules, playing stupid games. \!,-sss wote 
in the law that "If there be a controvers?- behveen 
men,and they come unto judgment. and [the judges1 
judge them; then they shall justifi the righteous, 
and condemn the wicked" (Deur, 25:;  i .  There is and 
has been a controversy bemeen men (let the reader 
refer to the alphabet soup of current controversy: A? 
TGJ, MOP, OABS. SWSOP GB:Y Highlandchurch of 
Christ in Dalton GA and [heir ~mscriptural withdrawal 
from the eldership ofthe .Vorthside church of Christ in 
Calhoun, GA., ere...), they have come unto judgment 
(The Judge of all the earth shall do right [Gen. 18:25], 
and indeed has judged as found within His word), but 
the righteous are being condemned and the wicked are 
being justified.. .for position, power, favoritism, andlor 
money (please read Isa. 5:23)! 

Let us consider some Biblical examples of "playing 
politics." In Ezra 4:l-5, we find the politics of com- 
promise. Israel's enemies sought to join them in their 
work (verse two). But we discover in verse three that 
God's people are to compromise nor have fellowship 
with those who have neither "part nor lot in this, for 
theirhearts are  not right with God" (Acts 8:21). We 
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need to be reminded just here that each congregation 
of the Lord's people has their own work to do. This 
does not mean that congregational cooperation is not 
an option, and many times a good thing. But brethren, 
ITIS NOTAN OBLIGATION to throw in with another 
congregation's plans. If Gal. 6:s  is true, and it is, then 
let us apply it to the congregational setting: we shall 
bear our own burdens and duties in our respective 
locations. We do not need a superstructure to do the 
Lord's work in any given area. 2 Tim. 2:2 is still the 
viable way to do the Lord's work, especially when it 
comes to preaching and training others to preach: "And 
the things which thou hast heard from me among 
many witnesses, the same commit thou to faithful 
men, who shall be able to teach others also." This 
was spoken to a preacher in a single congregation. He 
could do this, and so may we! We need not think we 
are to be married to some other institution (so-called 
Christian Colleges, or Schools of Preaching) in order 
to obey the Lord! 

In verse four of our text of Ezra four, we learn that 
outside influences can foul the Lord's work. Not only 
so, but according to verse five, a good work can he 
sorely frustrated. When we will not cooperate as SOME 
think we ought, the Lord's people will get bad-mouthed 
(see our text, verse 12). It seems some of us are now 
a part of a small, toxic group of neo-anti's. 

Let us now considerNehemiah chapter four. San- 
ballat and Tobiah tried the politics of ridicule. From 
verse three we see that some will foretell our failure 
if we do not compromise. I've heard recently that 
"without our school ofpreaching, the church in this area 
would have dried up long ago." Such gall and hrag- 
gadocio! Nevertheless, we shall be successful in our 
local, small though they be, efforts if we will continue 
with the attitude of verse six: "So we built the wall; 
and all the wall was joined together unto half [the 
height] thereof: for thepeople had a mind to work." 
Verse ten will remindus that sometimes it is difficult to 
build and do the Lord's work with so much junk in the 
way. How disheartening it is to hear of brethren with 
whom I have had close relationships in years past fail- 
ing to honor God's law on fellowship. Makes is difficult 
to concentrate on the work when one has to re-think, 
question, and wonder who is on the Lord's side. 

Nehemiah chapter six shows us that when ridicule 
will not work, some will sink to the politics of fear and 
intimidation. Notice again the plea to compromise 
in verse two: "come on down!" Nehemiah gave the 
correct RSVP to this foolish invitation: "And I sent 
messengers unto them, saying, I am doing a great 
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work, so that I cannot come down: why should the 
workcease, whilst I leave it, and come down to you?" 
Brethren, let us not forget what the preacher was told: 
"preach the word; be urgent in season, out of season; 
reprove, rebuke, exhort, with all longsuffering and 
teaching" (2 Tim. 4:2). Of course, the Lord's servant's 
enemies were not finished. Verse seven shows us that 
lies are not beneath some. An interesting passage 
comes to us from the pen of the wise man when he 
wrote, "Bread of falsehood is sweet to a man; But 
afterwards his mouth shall be filled with gravel" 
(Prov. 20:17). Some are quick to start or repeat false 
statements, but when confronted, do not seem taknow 
what to say (many will not attempt to answer). Their 
mouths seem to be full of gravel so that you cannot 
understand what they may be trying to say! Brethren, 
he not afraid when the brotherhood politicians lie about 
you. Take heart, "But even if ye should suffer for 
righteousness' sake, blessed [are ye:] and fear not 
their fear, neither be troubled" ( 1  Pet. 3: 14). Never 
forget, "So that with good courage we say, The Lord 
is my helper; I will not fear: What shall man do 
unto me?" (Heb. 13:6). Verse 12 alerts us that lies 
may be told about our works. Some will (and do) say 
that we have failed because we have not worked with 
them. Far too many are patting each other on the back 
in their buddy-hood when they ought to be repenting 
o\ er forsaking God's law on fellowship. I am reminded 
of John 5.44 when Jesus said "How can ye believe, 
who receive glory one of another, and the glory that 
[cometh] from the only God ye seek not?" When we 
come to the New Testament, we find other examples of 
the folly of "playing politics" with God's people. More 
of the politics of fear is seen in Galatians two, when 
for fear of the circumcision, Peter ate no more with the 
Gentiles. Some are rather condescending due to their 
positions such as editors, school directors, lectureship 
directors, etc. These are fine positions to hold, and 
without doubt there is a great deal of responsibility 
associated with such roles. But some have forgotten 
what Paul wrote to the Romans: 

For I say, through the grace that was given me, 
to every man that is among you, not to think of 
himself more highly than he ought to think; but 
to think as to think soberly, according as God 
hath dealt to each man a measure of faith (Rom. 
12:3). 

Again from verse 16 he wrote "Be of the same mind 
one toward another. Set not your mind on high 
things, but condescend to things that are  lowly. Be 
not wise in your own conceits." This is the politics of 
egotism. Some are showing the fruit ofwhat Paul said 
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was "glory beyond our measure" when he wrote 
For we are not bold to number or compare our- 
selves with certain of them that commend them- 
selves: but they themselves, measuring themselves 
by themselves, and comparing themselves with 
themselves, are  without understanding (2 Cor. 
10:12). 
From 1 Corinthians we learn about the politics 

of name-droppinglheresies. Remember, "heresy" 
refers to a party spirit, cliques, or schisms in the body 
of Christ. "Now this I mean, that each one of you 
saith, I am of Paul; and I of Apollos: and I of Ce- 
phas; and I of Christ" (1 Cor. 1: 12). Some today are 
saying "I am of Curtis, or Dave, or Bert, or Joseph, or 
Tommy" (let the reader understand-the alphabet soup 
syndrome). Such politics will surely cost some their 
souls (Gal. 5:20). 

Our earlier question asked "whose rule are we to 
follow?" Paul was tired of politics when he penned 
"For am I now seeking the favor of men, o r  of God? 
o r  am I striving to please men? if I were still pleas- 
ing men, I should not be a servant of Christ" (Gal. 
1 : O )  Paul went on to make it clear that God is not 
interested in "who" we think we are. In Gal. 2:6 he said 
"But from those who were reputed to be somewhat 
(whatsoever they were, it maketh no matter to me: 
God accepteth not man's person)--they, I say, who 
were of repute imparted nothing to me." 

In my view, the most despicable form of politics 
is that of bribery! Hear the word of the Lord! "Thou 
shalt not wrest justice: thou shalt not respect per- 
sons; neithershalt thou take a bribe; for a bribe doth 
blind the eyes of the wise, and pervert the words of 
the righteous" (Deut. 16:19). Bribery ruins what is 
just, it blinds and perverts, and respectspersons. Those 
who take bribes are transgressors: "but if ye have re- 
spect of persons, ye commit sin, being convicted by 
the law as transgressors" (Jam. 2:9). To those who 
desire them, bribes are precious (Prov. 17:8), and as 
such constitute covetousness which amounts to idola- 
try (Eph. 5:s). Much of the present distress, distrust, 
questions without answers, severing of fellowship, 
and downright dishonesty is the result of men seeking 
power, position, and money. Paul tells us 

But they that are minded to be rich fall into a 
temptation and a snare and many foolish and 
hurtful lusts, such as drown men in destruction 
and perdition. For the love of money is a root of 
all kinds of evil: which some reaching after have 
been led astray from the faith, and have pierced 
themselves through with many sorrows (1 Tim. 
6:9, 10). 
Let's face it: money talks! Questions have been 

raised, alliances have been formed, fellowship has been 
disturbed, forsaken, and re-formed contrary to the law 
of Christ, and the perpetrators of these things will not 

give answer! In 1 Kings 12, Rehoboam was seeking 
counsel with the old and the young in how to answer 
his "critics." The Scriptures tell us that he "forsook 
the counsel of the old men...and took the counsel of 
the young men that were grown up with him" (his 
buddy hood, 1 Kings 12:8). The wise man said there 
is "a time to rend, and a time to sew; a time to keep 
silence, and a time to speak" (Ecc. 3:7). 

Why do people play political games of compro- 
mise, fear, intimidation. respect of persons, bribery 
and ridicule? Perhaps for one or a combination of these 
reasons: 1) ignorance: some perhaps do not know nor 
realize this is what tk! are doing. It will serve them 
to no good end since "my people are destroyed for 
lack of knowledge" I Hcs: -1:6). 2) ind~rerence: some 
just do not care (lam. 1 11 I! 3)  indulgence: others to 
he sure are simply s e l f - x ~ i n g  as was Diotrephese (3 
John 9). 4) injurious: > 6. s n e  are seeking to hurt oth- 
ers and their influenis Ths :s no surprise to us since 
Paul faced some of the s z r ?  kings (Phil. 1: 15-17). 5) 
indolence: sadly sox-  .-- :,:c :u). to see what is tak- 
ing place, to look in12 r r c t ~ .  and to take a stand. It 
is too difficult for then :s --.a,z the good warfare and 
fight the good fight" 1 : TLT : 3.5: 12). 6) idolatry: as 
we have noted before. r ; . ~ ?  :s a mighty task-master 
(Col. 3:5). 7) ingratimic?: 5 5:s I simpl? mean some 
people are seeking scnt,-re -2s s rr. zr  The proper 
goal ofcourse is Gal. 1 : :: -For am I noaseeking the 
favor of men, o r  of God? o r  ma I - d i n g  to please 
men? if I were still pleasin_? men. I should not be a 
servant of Christ' 

The adverse effecs ci ;:.--i politics on the Lord's 
body are too numercxs rr ~ c u n d  just here. Suffice 
it to say that among t t e  -:.-ri of damages done, sus- 
picion, apathy, greed zr: alienation are some of the 
worse. God forgive n s  izr g c h  folly (if they repent), 
and may those \vhc icdillge themselves in such sinful 
behavior repent of this ~ t u  error and stand forthe right 
ways of the Lord! 

-5775 Rager Rd 
Canal Winchester, O H  43110 

-7!-7!****4-2-2-2Y-7! 

ROBD- W. HALEY 
6834 CARROUSEL DR SOUTH 
REYNOLDSBURG, OH 43068 

611-751-1082 
e-mail: rhaley@wideopenwest.com 

Dear brethren, 

Please allow this cover letter to introduce my inten- 
tions. I am endeavoring to raise my support so that I may 
continue full time in the Lord's work where I am located 
in Canal Winchester, Ohio. 

My family and I have been involved in the Lord's 
service full time for 27 years until 2001. In that year we 
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moved from Oklahoma to Ohio so that we could be near 
our aging parents. 1 maintained my support through secu- 
lar employment until very recently. Having been laid off 
from my most recent employment, I am in urgent need 
to secure my living. 

My desire is to secure such living ofthe Gospel even 
as Paul wrote: "Even so hath the Lord ordained that they 
which preach the gospel should live of the Gospel" (1 
Corinthians 9.14). I preach for the Rager Road congrega- 
tion in Canal Winchester, OH., and have been doing so 
for 4 years. I continue to hold meetings and preach on 
lectureships, write for various brotherhood journals, as 
well as travel abroad in missions trips each year. There 
is MUCH to do, and I need your help! 

Please read the enclosed brochure and consider the 
recommendation of the brethren where I labor. My needs 
are not excessive, and the Lord willing, will be temporary 
in duration as we work together to build up the body of 
Christ in this place. 

One time contributions are appreciated, but not 
sought as I need to secure my monthly budget. Please 
be assured, that ANY amount that could be given for my 
monthly budget would help. I need to know what I can 
count on, and indeed I shall be worthy of it. You either 
know me, or know someone who has forwarded this to 
you who has confidence in me and my work. Know that 
I shall give a monthly accounting of all receipts, and a 
monthly report of my labors in the kingdom. 

If you are not able to help, please givelrecommend 
this request to others who are sound in the faith. I am very 
particular with whom I have fellowship in these matters 
of giving and recciving (Philippians 4i.15). 

Thank you for your consideration. Pra, for us that \r c 
may find wi~at we heed so that the work may continue in 
our place. Until I hear from you, I am 

In His service, 
[Signed] 

Robin W. Haley 

oanaoaoanana 

PHILOSOPHY OF MINISTRY 
1 believe in encouraging my brethren from the pulpit, 

though I am no cheer leader. I preach as a dying man to 
dying men...as though I were never to preach again. I 
preach book chapter, and verse from the ASV, 1901 and 
KJV. I try always to speak the Truth in love (Ephesians 
4: IS), but 1 do not EVER compromise the Truth to please 
any. I have no friends ...p lay no politics ...p lay no favorites 
from the pulpit. 

I believe the only way the church in any commu- 
nity will grow is through evangelism. I was trained in 
evangelism, I know evangelism, 1 do evangelism, and I 
teach evangelism to my brethren. I do not approve of 
innovations brought in by change agents into the Lord's 
prescribed and authorized worship, nor any other form 
of gimmickry! 

I do not believe it is the preacher's duty to "pastor" 
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the local church (although he may serve as an elder). I be- 
lieve the preacher has the same duty ofEVERY Christian 
to seek and save the lost, visit the afflicted, and comfort 
those who are in need. This I do as a Christian, not as a 
hired employee. I am neither a hireling nor a shepherd 
(John 10:12,13). I am theLord's bondservant (2Timothy 
2:24), supported by the Lord's people, and worthy ofthat 
support. This is what the Scriptures teach regarding the 
ministry of a preacher. This is what I do to the best of 
my ability. 

BRIEF BIOGRAPHICAL SKETCH FOR 
ROBIN W. HALEY 

Robin was born in 1953 and raised in Ohio. He 
and his wife Cheryl have three sons, Jacob, Joshua and 
Zachary, and one daughter, Lydia. They also have two 
daughters-in-law, Naomi (Boswell) and Melanie (Fox), 
and four grandchildren. He has worked with congrega- 
tions in Wyoming, Ohio, Nebraska, Kansas, Oklahoma, 
and is now located in Reynoldsburg, Ohio, preaching for 
the Rager Road church of Christ in Canal Winchester, 
OH. He has preached, conducted campaigns and lecture 
programs, and held Gospel Meetings in 14 states. He has 
appeared on and served as director for several Lectureship 
programs for several years. He has had many articles pub- 
lished in religious periodicals. He has published several 
tracts and three commentaries on the books of Romans, 
Galatians, and Hebrews, with the manuscripts ready for 
publication of First and Second Corinthians, Revelation, 
First and Second Peter, and James. He has done foreign 
mission work since 1988 in India, Singapore, and the Bal- 
tic Republics of Latvia and Estonia, and the Ukraine. 

He currently directs the annual Central Ohio Lec- 
tures, the last weekend of April each year. He is at this 
time endeavoring to organize and direct a small weekend 
series of lectures entitled Know The Truth Lectures, to be 
taught at small, Central Ohio and Ohio Valley congrega- 
tions who might otherwise not be able to afford to host a 
lecture program. The design ofthis effort is to more fully 
inform and instruct our brethren regarding God's law on 
Fellowship, and other faith strengthening lessons. 

-Robin & Cheryl Haley 
C*JC*JvJC*JC*JC*JC*J 

The Rager Road Church Of Christ 
Home Of The Annual 
Central Ohio Lectures 

5775 Rager Rd 
Canal Winchester, OH 43110 

I am appealing for regular on-going support so that I 
may devote my full efforts to the local work, evangelism, 
meetings, lectures, developing the Know The Truth Lec- 
ture Series, and my foreign mission works in Ukraine and 
Latvia. 

The Rager Road church of Christ was formerly the 
Williams Road church of Christ, where the Central Ohio 
School for Preachers and Teachers wm conducted for several 
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years. This congregation was formerly served by a number 
of elders, two of whom are still members of this congrega- 
tion. Those men are Hubert Wiley and H. Richard Bates. A 
letter of their endorsement (as well as the other men of this 
congregation) accompanies this brochure. 

The Rager Road congregation began this building in 
2000 andmoved into it to begin her local work in 2001. We 
have been urgent in our attempt to retire the mortgage debt, 
making near double payments for some four years. Our 
works and our budget will not allow this to continue. 

[Signed] 
Robin W. Haley 

THE RAGER ROAD CHURCH OF CHRIST 
AVERAGE MONTHLY EXPENSES 

Evangelism: locaVremote $1075.00 
Utilities: 387.00 
Advertising: 35.00 
Bible class materials: 20.00 
Office expense: 57.00 
Bldg loan: 630.00 
Bldg loan interest: 450.00 
Postage: 88.00 
Publications: 70.00 
Miscellaneous: 50.00 
Lawn equipment: 308.00 
Maintenance: 700.00 
Misc. Expenses: 500.00 
Total average: $4370.00 
Total average contributions: 4565.00 

I am asking for your help in supplyingmy monthly sup- 
port. With the amount the Rager Road congregation supplies, 
I will need about $2200.00/month. This will just cover my 
personal monthly budget. 

A committed, monthly contribution is needed regardl~s 
of amount so that I may plan my living budget. 

Search your hearts, your budgets, and your willingness 
to help me in this work. We hope that within a very few 
years we will grow to the point where the local church can 
support an evangelist fully. 

I thank my God upon all my remembrance of you, 
always in every supplication of mine on behalf of 
you all making my supplication with joy, for your 
fellowship in furtherance of the gospel from the first 
day until now (Phil. 1.3-5). 

MY PERSONAL MONTHLY BUDGET 
Home: $1060.00 
Utilities: 285.00 
Insurance: 200.00 
Medical: 200.00 
Car Expenses: 228.00 
Gasoline: 95.00 
Groceries: 400.00 
Phonehtemet: 85.00 
Office Expenses: 35.00 
Household ExpenseIRepair: 48.00 
Travel For The Lord's Work: 40.00 
Mileage: 35-50 mileslweek 
Total: $2676.00 
This would not include what I would give for my offering 
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at worship each week, nor does it take into account any 
benevolent works to which we many times contribute. 

I currently receive from the brethren here $125.00/week 
($500.00/month). 

FUTURE GOALS 
With the congregation here, we intend to continue to 

grow in grace, knowledge and number as we evangelize the 
S.E. Columbus, Groveport, Canal Winchester and Picker- 
ington areas. 

We intend to continue to conduct our annual Central 
Ohio Lectures for brethren and all others in our area. These 
are in-depth studies of various topics andlor books of the 
Bible. 

We intend to continue to be involved in foreign mission 
works as opportunities arise. 

We intend to try to educate our local brethren regarding 
the errors that are rampant in the brotherhood. 

I plan to develop and direct the Know The Truth Bible 
lecture program. This is designed for those small congrega- 
tions that cannot afford to host a lecture program on their 
own. I and several other preachers will bring a pro=qm for a 
Friday through Sunday morning series that deals with God's 
laws on Fellowship and other vitally important studies that 
many brethren are not being taught. The Lord's church is 
very weak in this part of the state of Ohio and we hope to 
build her up in the most holy faith (Jude 20). that brethren 
may once again be strong in the Lord and in the strength of 
His might (Ephesians 6:lO). Sadl!. man) brethren don't 
know that they don't know what is happening to the church 
in many quarters. God bless you in )our good stand fortruth 
and for helping me to do so here! 

Contact Robin: 
Phone: 614-751-1082 

Address: 6834 Carrousel Dr S. 
Reynoldsburg, OH 43068 
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RAGER ROAD CHURCH OF CHRIST 
5776 RIDER RD, ChKU WBICHMLtER, OH 43110 

PHONE: 614-83M)110 

September 20,2006 

To Whom It May Concern: 

Robin Haley has preached for the Rager Road church in the Canal Wincha~cr 
area, for the past four years, We are Located about twelve miles soudxeast of 
Colmhus. I.le helps to support himself wrth a secular job, His desire is to work 
full t i n ~  in the kingdom, and much of his work would be here at the local church. 
At the present time we c m o t  support him full time, but we have a nice building 
located in a good ma and in a mpidly growing comnlmity. He is seeking 
additional support &om faithhl congregations. Your consideration of him in this 
mttes would be deeply ~pynwiated. 

Robin is sound in the faith and always comes prepared to teach his classes and 
deliver his pulpit lessons. He i s  not a superficial student of the Word. He 
encourages the rest of us to study and fulfill onr places in the kingdom. He has the 
ability, courage, and desire to uphold the uttth and oppose all error. 

Robin has been willkg to work with the other members in &ing carc of ow 
physical property, even though he is extremely husy studying and teaching. He has 
an exemplary family which can be counted on, in the various activities of the 

We recommend him unreservedly. 
-4 
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SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 25 
9:30 A.M. Bible Au fhor ipThe  Barisfor Chrisfian Fellowship David P. Brown 
10:30 A.M. Should the church ofChrist Fellowship the Christian Church? Robin Haley 
5:00 P.M. OPEN FORUM David P. Brown 
6:00 P.M. By What Bible Authority Does One Church Extend Fellowship to another Church? Darrell Broking 
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 26 
9:00 A.M. ShouldError Regarding the Five Acts of Worship Disrupt Fellowship Behveen Christiam?Brnce Stulting 
10:OO A.M. Fellowship Scriptures: I Cor: 5; Ram. 16:17 & Eph. 5:11 ennis Francis 

10:OO A.Ma* Fellowship in the Home (1) Martha Bentley 
11:OO A.M What Fellowship is and What Fellowship is Not Danny Douglas 
1:30 P.M. How Does the Bible Teach Scripturally Broken Fellowship IS ro be Restored? Wayne Blake 
2:30 P.M. Fellowship in Restoration History and a Study of Unify Movemenrs in rhe Church Paul Vaughn 
3:30 P.M. OPEN FORUM: General Theme, Matters ofJudgment Moderators: Dub McClish &Dave Watson 
6:30 P .M. CONGREGATIONAL SINGING 
7:00 P.M. Fellowship and Suffering Raymond Hagood 
8:00 P.M. Church Discipline and Christian Fellowship Lynn Parker 

TUESDAY, February 27 
9:00 A.M. In the Light ofRom. 15:4, Whaf May be LearnedAbout Fellowxhip Frcm Dr;: 5:-.zr' Terry York 
10:OO A.M. Is the Ecumenical Movement the Way to Biblical Uniiy  Ben Justice 

10:OOA.M." Fellowship in the Home (2) \ranha Bentley 
1 :00 A.M. The Autonomy of the Church andFellowship Roger Jackson 
1 :30 P.M. Book Review: I Just Want to Be a Christian by Rube1 Shelly Brad Green 
2:30 P.M. Fellowship and Respect ofPersons Ta:lor Hagood 
3:30 P.M. OPEN FORUM: General Theme, Matters ofJudgment Moderators: Dub \lcClish d Date Watson 
6:30 P.M. CONGREGATIONAL SINGING 
7:00 P.M. When With Feigned Words They Will Make Merchandise of You T e r y  Hightower 
8:00 P.M. Do the Certain Associations of Brethren Imply Fellowship? Johnny Oxendine 
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 28 

9:00 A.M. By What Authority Does One Church Withdraw Fellowship From a Sirrev C;::-;Y \lichael Hatcher 
10:OO A.M. Current Views ofFellowship in the Churches ofChrist Lester Kamp 
11 :00 A.M. Book Review: Together Againby Rick Atchley and Bob Russell Geoff Litke 
1:30 P.M. Fellowship Scriptures: John 7:20-21; Eph. 4:l-6; Mark 9:38-41 Kenneth Chumbley 
2:30 P.M. Book Review: Who Is My Brother? by J? LeGardSmith John West 
3:30 P.M. OPEN FORUM: General Theme, Matters ofJudgment Moderators: Dub ZlcClish & Dave Watson 
6:30 P.M. CONGREGATIONAL SINGING 
7:00 P.M. Should Organizational Error in the Church Disrupt Fellowship Bemeen Christians? Kent Bailey 
8:00 P.M. Should Error Regarding MDR Disrupt Fellowship Behveen Christians? Daniel Denham 
*'LADIES ONLY 

EACH DAY THE NOON MEAL (12:00--1:30) IS PROVIDED BY THE SPRING CONGREGATION 

ORDER YOUR 2007 SPRING CFTF LECTURES (CD'S, DVD'S, TAPES, & VIDEOS) FROM: 
Green's Video Service, 271 1 Spring Meade Blvd., Columbia, TN 38401, jgreencocl986@yahoo.com, 

www.jgreencoc-video-ministry.com, Phone: (93 1) 486-1364 

RESERVE YOUR HARD BACK COPY OF THE BOOK BY MAIL, PHONE, OR EMAIL 

18 Contending for the Faith-November-December12006 



In Loving Memory of 
James Roland and Mary Juanda Curnrnings Brown 

David Phillip Brown 
Late on the afternoon of November 8, 2006 my her mortal remains now rest, mama responded to the 

mother, Mary Juanda Cummings Brown, slipped the Gospel call and became obedient to her Lord and 
bonds of this world and stepped into eternity. The Savior (Hebrews 5:9). She did this by believing Jesus 
duration of her pilgrimage on earth was 79 years, 7 Christ to be the Son of God, repenting of her sins, 
months, and 4 days at the time of her departure for her confessing her faith that Christ is the Son of God, and 
long home. Her mortal remains now reside beneath the completing her obedience to her Lord when she was 
saniy loam ofthe Blu hority into the name 
those of her husband fthe Father, the Son, 
of 55 years, my fa- and the Holy Spirit 
ther, James Roland to obtain the remis- 
Brown, who preceded sion of her sins (Mark 
her in death on April 16:15; Romans 1:16; 
22,200 1. (As my par- John 8:24; Romans 
ents' burial places 10:17; Acts 17:30; 
are located next to Romans 10: 10, Acts 
those of my maternal 2:38; Romans 6:3, 
grandparents, my wife 4; Colossians 2: 12; 
and I have our plots Galatians 3:26, 27; 
positioned next to  1 Peter 3:21). In so 
my parent's graves.) doing the Lord added 

As was true of Mother to the church 
my father, Mother that  He built and 
also died in Jesus purchased with His 
Christ, with the hope own precious blood. 
that only the Son of This is the institu- 
God, who is the Son tion where our Heav- 
of Man, the Savior enly Father located 
of the world is able all spiritual blessings 
to offer; for it was in heavenly places 
He who declared, (Matthew 16:18;Acts 
"I am the way, the 20:28; Acts 2:41, 42; 
truth, and the life: Ephesians 1 :3). In her 
n o  m a n  c o m e t h  JARIIfS R. AN11 R11U1Y IlROWN obedience to the Gos- 
un to  t h e  Fa the r ,  pel Mother became a 
bu t  by me" (John 14:6; Also see Romans 8:24, Christian, nothing more, nothing else, and nothing less; 
25). With mother's entry into eternity, my parents amember ofthechurch revealedonthepages oftheNew 
are but a happy and much cherished memory. Testament.As best humanscan know, Mother remained 

Mother's parents were the late Millard Edgar faithful to the end of her sojourn in this vale of tears (1 
and Mattie Marie Crowell Cummings ("Pop" and Corinthians 15:58; Revelation 2:lO; 2 Timothy 4:7,8). 
"Mama Cummings" to me) of Bluff City, Arkan- I have preached, lived, and defended the Gospel 
sas. "Pop" preceded my mother in death in1975 of Christ for over 40 years. To my parents go much 
and "Mama Cummings" departed from us in 1981. of the credit for my efforts as an evangelist. Because 

My father's parents were Arthur Sewell and I did not want to simply say "thank you" to them 
Luda Esther Dawson Brown. Grandfather Brown with flowers on their caskets when they could no 
died in 1945, about a year and a half before my longer hear me, whenever they were with us, or in an 
birth. My grandmother Brown ("Mama Brown") audience where I was speaking, I tried to give them 
left this world in 1967. Their mortal remains rest a few roses of appreciation for the good they did to 
side by side in Camden's Greenwood Cemetery. and for me. How happy I am that on many occa- 
My grandparents are affectionately remembered. sions I told them that I loved and appreciated them. 

While a girl, walking that same sandy land wherein Mother and Daddy would not have anyone 
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think they were without flaw, for none of us are. 
But, they practiced Biblical morality and spiritual- 
ity. Thus, with purpose, they sought to please God 
by steadfast obedience to His Will in their words and 
deeds (Colossians 3:17; 2 Peter 1:2-11;l John 1:7- 
2:6). Their works foNow them (Revelation 14:13). 

I have chosen this avenue to express to the 
community where my parents spent most of their 
lives (the place of my nativity, early growth, and 
development) that it was truly a blessing for me to 
have them for my mama and daddy. Of their influ- 
ence for good in and on my life there is no end. 

My parentshad four grandchildren. They are the 
children of my wife, Joann Anglin Brown and me. 
They are: David Timothy Brown, wife Trisha and 
their five children, Elizabeth Carrie Brown Light, 
husband Michael and their four children, Mary Re- 
bekah Brown Melton, husband Nathan and their three 
children, and Rachel Joanna Brown Holley, husband 
James and their two children, with a baby boy due 
in January 2007. Thus, Mama and Daddy have 14 
great grandchildren with their lYh "on the way". 

I wrote much of what is to follow while Mother and 
Daddy were alive. It was written in 1999 for a book I ed- 
ited, which hook was dedicated to them and published in 
2000. I herein include that dedication with some revision. 

Since our "raising" begins with our ances- 
tors, I would like to write of my forefathers and 
their impact on Mama and Daddy, and thereby 
their influence on me. However, I will only men- 
tion the fact that my parents reflected the good 
influence of our ancestors in their character traits. 

My mother and daddy strongly held to the view 
that there is a definite, absolute, and objective standard 
of right and wrong. They also believed in standing 
up for what is right and bending to no one on matters 
of truth--God's Truth in particular. They personified 
honesty, integrity, self-reliance, independence, and the 
'Yighting spirit" so much despised and neglected by 
many in today's declining pathetic society and culture. 

Not many months before his death I was caused 
to laugh when Daddy referred to one of the TV net- 
work telecasters as "the chief wimp". My parents 
abhorred the rampant "politically correct" mentality 
of the subjective, relativists with their sick syrupy 
sentimentalism that passes for love in the minds 
of so many today. Indeed, these warped character 
traits help form the flimsy foundation of the cult 
of defeatism that is daily growing in this country. 

Mama and daddy believed in honest, hard work, 
but were benevolent to those who could not help 
themselves. They were unselfish people from the 
old stock that in times past characterized the "warp 
and woof' of what it meant to be an American. 

I remember the times I sat in Mama's lap and sim- 

ply enjoyed being a little boy with his mother. How well 
I remember the times when I was sick or was hurt (my 
feelings or otherwise) and she was there to "mother" 
me. Sadly I think of the many homes today, if they 
may be called homes, which are brcksn. fractured, and 
dysfunctional because of irresponribis and selfish par- 
ents. How thankful am I that I ne\ er t 2 d  to know such 
a confused mess that some people ha1 e ts call home. 

I remember sitting between Mama r n 3  "Mama 
Cummings" during worship in the auditcriurn of the 
Old North Madison Street Church of Christ. In  m y  
minds ear, I can still hear them singing with the rest of 
the congregation such songs as, "On Jordan's stormy 
banks I stand and cast a wishful eye, to Canaan's 
fair and happy land where my possessions lie." With 
them, Daddy and so many others have crossed Jor- 
dan to enter Canaan's rest in that "land of song and 
story''. But they did not have to cross Jordan alone. 

1 will  never forget Mama's  hard work, 
her determination to see a thing through, and 
so many other things that are too numerous to 
mention. In Mama's lap I will forever remain. 

Only my Daddy would know what I mean when 
I say that 1 continue to remember that moonlit night 
when I was too little to keep up with the big folks in 
the hunting party. He carried me until we stood on a 
bluff overlooking the Ouachita River. There we listened 
to "Big Boy" sing his song as only that Black and Tan 
hound could do it, as he ran the masked bandit, ole ring 
tale, on the banks ofthe river. I still get "Goose Bumps" 
when I hear the long lonesome sound that comes from 
the mouth of a real "coon hound" on a cold winter 
night when he first strikes a "cold trail" and begins to 
work it- way down there in a river or creek bottom. 

When but a small boy there were those times 
that I had a difficult time catching my breath he- 
cause of my asthma. In the middle of the night, 
though he had to get up early the next morning to 
go to work, Daddy would leave his warm bed to 
carry me on his shoulders that I might breathe better. 

Then, I had the privilege to observe Daddy's pursuit 
of Biblical Truth as he diligently studied his Bible. He 
labored to learn the Truth regarding salvation from 
sin. He literally wore out several Bibles (that I now 
happily possess) in the process of finding and learn- 
ing the Truth that sets men free from sin (Matthew 
7:7; John 8:31, 32; 2 Timothy 2:15). Having learned 
it he complied with the mandates and principles of 
the doctrine of Prince Immanuel. How happy am I 
today to remember that Sunday in 1957 when daddy 
became a Christian. I stood by Mama as tears of joy 
rolled down her cheeks. From that day forward I was 
blessed to personally witness my father's spiritual 
growth and development as I, too, was learning about 
life and Godliness. Thus, in the last 30 or so years of 
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his life much of our discussions centered on and around 
things pertaining the Lord's church and God's Word. 
His singular dedication to studying, learning, and living 
could be seen in his service to the Lord as a teacher of 
the Bible and for over 30 years as one of the elders of 
the Cullendale Church of Christ, Camden, Arkansas. 

How Daddy loved to read. And, he understood what 
he read. How gratehl to him I am for instilling in me the 
love of reading. Indeed, International Paper Company's 
slogan, "Give me a man who reads," was apart ofDaddy 
before he was a part of IP, where he worked for 35 years. 

Yes, there was that part of my upbringing that 
required my discipline-both preventive and cor- 
rective. As the writer of the Hebrews epistle wrote: 

Now no chastening for the present seemetb to be 
joyous, but grievous: nevertheless afterward it 
yieldeth the peaceable fruit of righteousness unto 
them which are exercised thereby (Hebrews 12:ll). 
I am truly thankful to God for my parents 

because of the sacrifices they made to help me un- 
derstand the consequences of an undisciplined life. 
This they did by teaching and exemplifying the 
value of the disciplined life of service to God and 
man. Daddy, on your shoulders I continue to rest. 

I express a special note of appreciation for the 
love and concern extended by the faithful members 
the Cullendale Church of Christ where mama and 
Daddy were members for approximately 50 years. 
My parents had friends because they were friendly 

Under the sun Mama and Daddy walk no longer, for 
the former things for them have passed away. Therefore, 
in closing this small tribute to my parents, I borrow some 
of Heruy Wadsworth Longfellow's words from one of 
Daddy's favorite poems, The Day is Done. For Mary 
Juanda Cummings Brown and James Roland Brown 

... the night shall be fill'd with music, 
And the cares that infest the day 

Shall fold their tents like the Arabs, 
And as silently steal away. 

Indeed, as the apostle Paul by inspiration of the 
Holy Spirit wrote in the sacred volume, "...to de- 
part, and be with Christ; ... is far better" (Philip 
uians 1:23). 

-25403 Lancewood Dr. 

NOW TH13 IABORBR'S 
'I'ASK IS OVBR 

Now the Laborer's task is o'er; 
Now the battle day is past; 
Now upon the farther shore 
Lands the voyager at last. 

Father, in Thy gracious keeping 
Leave we now Thy servant(s) sleeping. 

There the tears of earth are dried; 
There its hidden things are clear; 

There the work of life is tried 
By a juster judge than here. 

Father, in Thy gracious keeping 
Leave we now Thy servant(s) sleeping. 

There the penitents that turn 
To the cross their dying eyes, 

All the love of Jesus learn 
At His feet in Paradise. 

Father, in Thy gracious keeping 
Leave we now Thy servant(s) sleeping. 

There no more the powers of hell 
Can prevail to mar their peace; 

Christ the Lord shall guard them well, 
He who died for their release. 

Father, in Thy gracious keeping 
Leave we now Thy servant(s) sleeping. 

"Earth to earth, and dust to dust," 
Calmly now the words we say; 
Left behind, we wait in trust 

For the resurrection day. 
Father, in Thy gracious keeping 

Leave we now Thy servant(s) sleeping. 

-JOHN LODGE ELLERTON 
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Some Good Has Come Out Of It 
LynnParker 

It was a land divided, with Rehoboam the king new digressives leave the "Old Paths" to start their 
by right of lineage. However, Rehoboam had a re- new unity-in-diversity movement? If the world stands 
bellion on his hands; it was the wicked, worthless another two centuries, will history record that these 
opportunist, Jeroboam who was crowned king over years saw the beginning of a movement that resulted 
the northern tribes (1 Kings 1220). What should in a new denomination? Will the fellowship with 
Rehoboam do? Should he let a good portion of the error and compromise of schools such as Memphis 
nation walk away without a fight? No. He decides School of Preaching, Southwest School of Bible 
to use force to re-unite Israel, but then comes the Study, Brown Trail School of Preaching, Bear Valley, 
prophet Shemaiah with this message from God: Florida School of Preaching and others like them be 

Thus saith Jehovah, Ye shall not go up, nor fight a to take segment brethren away 
against your brethren the children of~srael: return from pristine, pure New Testament Christianity? In 
every man to his house; for this thing is ofme. so the last 200 years the colleges operated by the brethren 
they hearkened unto the word of Jehovah, and became the propagators and base for digression. 
returned and went their way, according to the Will the history book record the sad roles papers 
word of Jehovah (1 Kines 12:24). such as The (current) Gosoel Journal. The Gosoel - 
In one of the most profoundly challenging 

statements in the Bible, the God of heaven states, 
"...this thing is of me." Even though God doe< not 
sin or tempt men to sin (James 1:13), from time to 
time some good conies out of seemingly bad events. 
In this case before us, history records that the northern 
tribes eventually became so steeped in sin that God 
used the Assyrians to wipe the slate clean. Second 
Kings the 17" chapter is a summary of everything God 
had done to bring the northern tribes to repentance. 
Sadly, the Holy record chronicles the end of Israel, 
the northern kingdom: "Therefore Jehovah was 
very angry with Israel, and removed them out of 
his sight: there was none left but the tribeof Judah 
only" (2 Kings 17:18). The division that occurred 
some 200 years previous had purged Judah of 
wickedness. Judah had to learn some painful lessons, 
but she at least had a few good rulers. She stood, and 
through Judah came the Savior in the "fulness of 
time" (Gal. 4:4). Some good came out of division. 

Some good can come out of division in the 
church. Corinth was divided and carnal. Paul makes 
this statement in assessine: that oitiful conareeation: - - - 

For first of all, when ye come together in the 
church, I hear that divisions exist among you; and 
I partly believe it. For there must be also factions 
among you, that they that are approved may 
be made manifest among you (1 Cor. 11:18-19). 

Division is sometimes necessary, and when 
such occurs, it makes manifest those that are doing 
God's Will, those living faithful to Him, those 

Advocate, ~ l r e  ~ h r i A i a n  khronicle and other sich 
papers played in easing the frog into the water pot? 

Now that the smoke is clearing and the lines 
more defined, perhaps we can see some good that 
has come from this current division. Let us note 
some of the "good" that has at present come from 
these troubles. First, it has helped to expose and 
define error. Paul warned of apostasy in the eldership: 

... know that after my departing grievous wolves 
shall enter in among you, not sparing the 
flock; and from among your own selves shall 
men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw 
away the disciples after them (Acts 20:29-30). 

Some elderships are sitting on the fence while 
wolves devour the sheep. But, the propagation of error 
has caused more folks to study God's Will pertainingto, 
for example, marriage, divorce, and remarriage. There 
has been a renewed study of Dave Miller's error and 
the practice of re-evaluationlre-affirmation of elders. 

Second, the division has sewed a helpful purpose 
by showing those that "went out from us" (1 John 
2:19). It has brought out of the closet compromisers, 
cowards, liars, and false brethren. It has shown us 
the "Memphis Shuffle" where raising large sums for 
building funds is paramount and human friendships 
are more important than truth. The Southwest 
congregation in Austin, Texas developed a reputation 
on the coattails of a preacher, W. N. "Bill" Jackson, 
who died in April of 1991. But brethren are starting to 
see the cracks in Southwest's foundation. All of these 
have been "outed" by this division. We have heard 
manv over the vears say. "We must stand for the bath 

who love the Truth, and respect God's Word. regaidless ofthe cost," &d now we see those who were 
Will the events in the Lord's church during the just "blowing smoken and giving lip-service to truth 

Years of 2005 and 2006 mark the beginning of a more when they said as much. Perhaps more than a few give 
" formalized" division among God's people as the the evolutionists at least a feeble argument-there are 
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advanced life--formswithoutaspine! Thisdivision has 
shown us that respect of persons and friendships mean 
more to some than does fidelity to Christ. We now see 
more clearly just who is on the Lord's side (Ex. 32:26). 

Third, this division has caused us to see some 
brethrenmakeastandeven inthe faceofadversity. Some 
have lost jobs and support because they opposed error 
held to by "those who seem to be somewhat."But we 
have beenencouraged to see brethrenandcongregations 
rise to set examples of courage and faithfulness. The 
more difficult the challenges, the more they shine as 
beacons of truth! Heaven will be more populated by 
their sterling conduct while storms clouds boiled. 

Last, this division has caused us to look at 
doctrinal matters more closely. Were we, as a 
brotherhood, getting careless? Were we letting down 
our guard? Have the years seen us grow weary of 
fighting against error so that we slacked offand started 
endorsing men of "uncertain sounds" to speak on our 
lectureships? Did we start holding hands with false 

teachers because it was easier than fighting? Maybe 
so. Perhaps our wayward schools did not look so bad 
because we reasoned, "They're the best we've got." 
But if there were instances of wrong being overlooked 
and inconsistencies in our conduct, this division has 
focusedmore clearly the issues, especially the doctrine 
of fellowship. But there is a growing number that say, 
"Enough! No more!" We will be true to the Book, and 
we will be careful to honor God's laws of fellowship. 

Let us be clear. We wish for brethren in emor 
to repent and be saved. We wish they would return 
to the Bible study table that they so long chided the 
denominations for refusing to do as much. But if 
they harden their hearts and persist in this broad 
way, it is best for the church that they go their own 
way. Good has come out of this division already. 

-1650 Gander Slough Road 
Kingsbury, Texas 78638 

Contending For the Faith 
Spring Lectureship Books 
2006 "Anti-ism-From God or Man?" $17.00 
2005 "Morals-From God or Man?" $17.00 

2004 "Judaism-From God or Man?" $17.00 
2003 "Islam-From God Or Man?" Out of Print 

2002 "Jehovah's Witnesses" $16.00 
2001 "Mormonism" Out of Print 

2000 "Catholicismn* $16.00 
1999 "Pentecostalism" Out of Print 

1998 "Premillennialism" $14.00 
1997 "Calvinism" Out of Print 

1996 "Isaiah" Vol. 2 Chapters 40-66 $12.00 
1995 "Isaiah" Vol. 1 Chapters 1-39 $12.00 

1994 "The Church Enters the 21st Century" $12.00 

SEND PAYMENT TO: 
(add $3.00 per book S&H *TX residents add 7.25% tax) 

CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH P.O. BOX 2357 SPRING, TEXAS 77383-2357 
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"Endeavoring To Keep The Unity Of 
The Spirit in The Bond Of Peace" 

Tim Smith 

The words selected for our title come from the 
fourth chapter of the Epistle of Paul to the Ephesians, 
verse three. What do they mean? How do they apply to 
the congregation with whom you serve the Lord? Let 
us take a few minutes to investigate that very question. 
First, the word "endeavoring" means (basi- 
cally) "to make haste to acquire speedily the 
prescribed attribute." The phrase "to keep the unity 
o f '  indicates a "togetherness" or "sameness" of pur- 
pose. The "Spirit" is, of course the Holy Spirit. The 
phrase "in the bond of peace" means "to be held to- 
gether in peace." What is the application of the pre- 
viously noted passage? It enjoins upon each faith- 
ful child of God the duty of exerting immediate and 
long-term effort to bring about peace in the Lord's 
Church by standing for the "sameness" delivered by 
the Spirit to the Church (that "sameness" that was 
delivered is the New Testament). We should know in 
the beginning that sometimes "unity" is not the r e  
sult of standing for the Truth, at least not in the sense 
in which we usually think of "unity." If one is "for" 
the truth and another is "against" the truth, the one 
standing "for" it may well find conflict and strife 
as a result of hisher stand. But know this: the only 
way true peace is either given by or required from 
God is when that peace is founded upon the Truth. If 
strife grows out of our efforts to do exactly what is re- 
quired in exactly the right way, then that strife between 
brethren is required to avoid strife between God and 

His people. God does not require of us "peace" at any 
price, or that we endeavor thereunto. He requires that 
we seek peace maintaining the "unity of the Spirit." 
What is the difference? I have known many instances 
wherein "peace" (as the world defines the word) could 
be had if only the faithful would compromise. The 
"peace" that would ensue would be "between breth- 
ren," but would it be the "peace" of Paul's context? 
No. For to establish peace on terms that violate God's 
Word is to create strife and friction (indeed, division) 
between God and His people. The "peace," therefore 
unto which we strive and for which we endeavor is a 
peace based upon and growing from faithful obedience 
to the Word of God. Sometimes when you advocate the 
Truth you may well be accused of "stirring up trouble" 
in the church. If one element wishes to do that which 
violates His word and you oppose them, someone 
might come to you and whisper something like this: 
"Just let them alone in doing vhat is wrong, they will 
be lost (should they die in unrepentant condition), and 
if you go along with them you \ \ i l l  be lost (should 
you die in an unrepentant ccnditicnl..' This kind of 
"peace" is no peace at all! Strive f a  peace, but do 
it properly. Do only what He sa>s. all of what He 
says, all of the time. This ma! make for trouble to- 
day, but it will make for peace in the after-a-while. 

-171 Radfnrd Circle 
Dnthan, AL 36301 

''mrEN EACH CAN FEEL HIS BROTHER'S SIGH, AND WITH HIM BEAR A PARK 
WHENSORROW FLO WS FROM EYE TO EYE, AND JOY FRO-IHEART TO HEARI" 1 
On 5/4/04 in a car crash that was not his fault, Ti 

Smith, a faithful Gospel preachher, suffered two bro- 
ken ribs, and severe damage to disks and many nerves in 
his back. Tim's prognosis is that his nerves will continue 
to die and the disks in his hack will bulge and degener- 
ate. Because of this degeneration he suffers &om chronic 
pain. Further, there is no treatment available to heal him. 
But his pain can be helped. However, the doctors tell 
him that in time he will not be able to walk. Due to all 
that is involved in his case. Also, his liver is beginning to 
fail and he may come down with diabetes. Ti takes up 
to 20 pills a day for his pain and other physical needs. 

To compound these physical ailments, in combating 
error where he did preach, after 14 years preaching for the 
same church, he was forced to resign because of bis un- 
willingness to compromise the Truth. With his health as it 
is Ti decided he could not go through the fight that is try- 

ing on a healthy person. much less one who is ill. He and 
his family have joined \\-id, other brethren in a new work. 
Because they are few in number, Ti receives very little 
salary. If you can help Tim and his family please do so. 

There are those brethren who continue to remain hue 
to God under the weight of this world's ordeals and'or the 
tonnent some brethren d i c t  on the faithful. Our prayers 
continue on behalf of T i  and his family. Also; read the 
email from Dub McClish to Tim beginning on page 25. 

You may contact Tim at the address that follows. 

T i m  Smi th  
171 Radford  Circle 
Dothan,  AL 36301 
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First, I extend my encouragement to andprayers for you 
during fhis d1Dcu1t t h e .  I know your physical problems 
must only serve to intensify the problems caused by the 
two-legged "dogs" who have rejected the holy things and 
are nipping at your heels and the two-legged swine who 
wouldn't know a spiritual pearl if it jumped up and bit 
them (Matt. 7 5 ;  Phil. 3:2). They have proved what they are 
by their turning against and attempting to rend a righteous 
man. I hope you will take new courage in knowing that not 
only the Lord is behind you, but that many faithful brethren 
who admire you and your family are as well. 
Second, the persecution that b most diffreult to bear at 
limes (besides that which comes fromfleshly kindred) is 
that which comes from brethren in ChrisEt We expect the 
world to hate us and mistreat us, but when those we love 
and have worked with closely (and who profess to be God's 
people) do so, it is perplexing and painful indeed. But we 
must remember, it was not the heathen who persecuted the 
OT prophets, but God's chosen people of Israel r F o r  so 
persecuted they the prophets ..." [Matt. 5: 121). One of Paul's 
great sources of pain was "perils among false brethren" (2 
Cor. 11:27). The more things change the more they remain 
constant. 
Third, experience has taught us that when thepreacher is 
persecuted, his wife and children feel it just as keenly 4s 
he does. Please let your family know that we are mindful 
of and prayerful for them, as we are of and for you. We are 
thankful that they love the Lord and His Truth even as you 
do, and that they are there to helpsupport you. 
Fourth, anyone who has preached even for a few years, 
and who has been defermined not to compromise the 
Truth, will have such experiences as you are undergoing. 
The more years one preaches, the more sucb painful experi- 
ences one will suffer at the hands of evil brethren (ask some 
of us how we know). Several of us could literally "write 
a book" (some of us more than one) about such matters. 
Isn't it amazing that some brother or sister who was b a p  
tized thirty years ago can't remember enough Scripture to 
recite the plan of salvation to a sinner, but can remember 
something the preacher said 10 or more years ago that he 
or she didn't like (and maybe, because it was Truth that hit 
him or her between the eyes)? The human brain is indeed a 
wonder. Selective forgetfulness and remembrance are alive 
and well. 
Fifth, somerimes otherwise sound brethren sin against 
faithful preachers through sheer idiocy and/or thought- 
lessness. This phenomenon has been around a long time. 
Though not intended as persecution, such thoughtlessness 
and folly equals persecution nonetheless. In 1956 (1 was 
a second year student at good ole F-HC), my father liter- 
ally worked himself sick, preaching for the Lord's church 
in Boise, Idaho (live radio program, teaching home Bible 
studies 2-4 nightsa week, etc.). The church tripled in size 
in the three he had been there. His hard work not only 
caused the church to erow. but it landed him in the hosnital - .  
for a few weeks from exhaustion and a bleeding ulcer. The 
elders, all of whom professed to greatly love and respect 
hi, must have met and discussed how they could encour- 
age him during this ordeal. They came up with the gener- 

ous gesture of cutting his salary in half while he was in the 
hospital, since he was not able to work and be productive 
(you can't make this stuff up). Brethren have learned much 
about paying those who preach over the past fifty years. 
Still, many of those who control what preachers are paid 
(usually with no insurance coverage, rarely with any retire- 
ment provisions, and often with no raises even to keep up 
with increased cost of living) would not long tolerate work- 
ing under such circumstances. They expect good wages and 
benefits to come their way, but so many seem to begrudge 
any such advantages for the preacher and his family. Ironi- 
cally, preachers are in a "catch 22" situation regardina their 
suppok. We are reluctant to even try to teach bkthrenbetter 
lest our motives be misiudeed. vet there is no one besides 
preachers who are in &oGti<to do so. In 1964 I "tried 
out" at Martin, Tennessee (all of our children were very 
young, as were Lavonne and I). The elders seemed very 
interested in our moving there. When they asked me how 
much salary I would need (translation: how little can we 
offer you and still get you to come?). I told them I could 
support my family on less than I was being paid at the time 
(I was having to supplement my salary with part time sales 
work then). They promised to let me know something soon. 
A few weeks later a preacher friend called and said he just 
read in the bulletin ofthat church that they had anew preach- 
er-and it was not I. I inquired of the elders why they had 
decided not to pursue any further discussions with me and 
why they did not at least let me know of their decision. To 
the first question they said, "We wanted someone who was 
more interested in spiritual matters than in money." They 
still have not responded to my second question. Looking 
hack, it was perhaps providential that I did not move there, 
given such obtuse thinking and ungodly attitudes. Having 
told all the horror stories faithful preachers can tell, those 
who love the Truth, the Lord, and the church of God cannot 
keep eom preaching, even if they have to flip hamburgers 
to pay the bills. And, overall, we need to remind ourselves 
occasionally that even our worst afflictions are indeed light 
compared to those in whose footprints we have the exalted 
honor of walking. The fire of old Jeremiah just keeps burn- 
ing in our bones, doesn't it? 
Sixth, the saying, 'you haven't been 'loved' fill you've 
been 'loved'by a 'loving liberal'," is no less true of "con- 
servative" brethren who "gel it in for" those who (preaclr- 
ers and others) are determined to stand for tire Truth at 
wliatever cosL There is a parallel between the behavior 
of such "conservative" brethren in local congregations 
and their treatment of preachers and the behavior of nu- 
merous brethren among the new "balanced conservatives" 
who have shown their true loyalties over the past year and 
one-half. In both cases, such brethren find it easy to forget 
some of the most elementary and fundamental principles 
of the Gospel. When brethren on the local scene turn on 
the preacher, they act like they've never read Man. 7:12. 
They justify themselves in lying, spreading rumors (as long 
as they hurt the preacher and his family), losing their tem- 
pers, and sometimes even cursing and swearing. When I 
was fired at Granbury, TX, in 1980 (before beginning work 
with Pearl St.), someone floated the rumor that I had had 
an affair with a high school girl, another said I didn't get 
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along with the high school administration and faculty, and, 
the best one of all-when a brother asked one of the elders 
why I was fired, the elder said, "There are thiigs about Dub 
McClish that we dare not tell." Such brethren can renege 
on a 90-day severance "contract" without batting an eye, 
all the while sadistically rejoicing in seeing their brother 
and his family suffer at their hands and believing they are 
doing God a service by their wickedness. A word of advice 
to all faithful preachers: When (not if) you're fired and you 
have a "90 day agreement," ask for the 90 days' pay in one 
check, and then take it straight to the bank. Had I not done 
so in the place mentioned above, the elders would have cut 
me off in two weeks. They changed the locks on the door 
of my study so that I could not even get to my library, my 
typewriter, or my files without begging for a key. Ah, those 
loving brethren. Have not the leading brethren in the cur- 
rent controversy, once considered by us all to be "conserva- 
tive," behaved the same way? In all of this mess they have 
had no problem ignoring Matt. 7:12. They have forgotten 
all they ever knew or taught about opposing error and its 
proponents and about Scriptural fellowship. They act as if 
they never heard of 1 Pet. 3:15. And they are soooo lov- 
ing in their epithets: "toxic loyalty circle," "neo-an- 
tis," "radicals," "extremists," "witch hunters," "watch 
dogs," "gossips," "tale bearers," "rumor mongers," 
and so the list goes. 
Seventh, some preachers (by their immorality, lmi- 
ness, meanness, etc.) deserve to befired They would 
greatly advance the cause of Christ if they would 
quit preaching and dig ditches. Such evil doers give 
all of the faithful ones a bad name. However, when 
one is fired because of his dedication to the Christ and 
His Word, he should "wear" his firing as a spiritual 
"purple heart" for being wounded in action. I feel no 
shame whatsoever in the times I had to move, wheth- 
er because I was fired or because I beat them to the 
punch. (For the same reason, I feel no shame what- 
soever at being removed from the editorship of TGJ.) 
Those many moves and the stresses related to them 
likely have aged me prematurely, but they certainly 
cause me no regrets. I moved to two different places 
back in the 1960s and early 1970s and stayed in each 
place only seven months. The elderships and I both 
thought they wanted a Gospel preacher, but we were 
both mistaken (one of these places was a church with 
1,200 members). I left both of these and some other 
places, knowing the axe was going to fall if I did not 
get my neck off of the chopping block first. The late 
and lamented Bill Jackson and I were talking one day 
a few years ago, swapping preaching experiences, and 
I told him I had stayed only seven months in two plat- 
es. He retorted, "Don't think you've got the record. I 
stayed one place only two months." Tim, just remem- 
ber that your ouster at Enon is a double-edged sword: 
It demonstrates your loyalty to the Truth, while at the 
same time demonstrating the lack thereof on the part 
of those who engineered the ouster. 

Eighth, many ofyour co-workers in the kingdom (es- 
pecially some of us old heads) have been through the 
wringer, sometimes more than once, compliments of 
the brethren. Many others on this list (and a host of 
others besides) are included. Dave Watson was just 
forced out in Sapulpa, OK (and it certainly was not 
his first such experience). Gary Grizzell got his "pink 
slip" a few weeks ago, Daniel Denham can tell you 
a story or two. Skip Francis has already mentioned 
some of his many delightful experiences. You know 
about Harrell Davidson's mistreatment at Obion. Time 
fails me to tell some of the experiences of which I am 
aware of Danny Douglas, David Brown, Lynn Parker, 
Lester Kamp, Darrell Broking, Ken Chumbley, Ray- 
mond Hagood, Dennis Sargent, Gary Summers, Roelf 
Rufier, and many others. 
Ninth, take heart. Regardless of how bleak and dark 
the days are and how vain our efforts appear at times, 
Truth and righteousness will win at last, and we will 
all sing with full meaning, "Heaven HAS surely been 
worth it all." We'll all have to wait till "farther along 
to know all about and understand why." As you know, 
what we're made of is not revealed when the sky is 
blue, the sun is shining, and the wind is at our backs. 
We learn what and who we are (and others learn this 
about us) when the headwinds are strong and the 
storm clouds are fierce and menacing. "Wherefore, 
my beloved brethren, be ye stedfast, unmoveable, 
always abounding in the work of the Lord, foras- 
much as ye know that your labor is not vain in the 
Lord" (1 Cor. 15:58). 

Yours in the one faith, 
Dub McClish 
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Schertz Church of Christ 

501 Schertz Parkway 
Schertz, T X  78154 
(210) 658-0269 

Email: .S.~h.enz~wb.e!lne_t 
Web slte: 

http:llwww.schertzcofc.og 

Schertz Lectures Email: 
SchertzLecrurer@rwbel l .net 

Elders 
Kenneth Ratcliff 

Gary Rouse 
Stan Stackton 

November 12, 2006 

Ministers 
Stan Crowley 

Kenneth Ratcliff 

Dear Brethren, 

Some members o f  the Lord's body have created an unnecessaw issue over marriaqe and divorce. Freauentlv 
they have Included the Scherlz congregation in tne r comments and they have accusei us of teaching a false 

' 

doctrine. Normally, we have ignored their comments an0 al egations. Any response appears to  merely generate 
additional derogatoty comments and accusations. 

We know that many (and possibly all) o f  the speakers at the Schertz lectureship are well aware o f  the ongoing 
articles, letters, comments, etc. and may have an interest in our position on marriage and divorce. Attached is a 
copy of a statement that was made by the elders to the Schertz congregation early this year. This Information is 
shared with you so as to  leave no doubt as to  our position. 

Please be aware that none of the brethren, who continue to make the accusations, have ever come to  us to 
discuss their objections. Nevertheless their comments have been circulated throughout the brotherhood. One of 
these brethren sent us a proposition on the issue of marriage and divorce, which he wished to  debate. We would 
have affirmed the same position that he wished to take and we so advised him. His letter to Schertz was printed 
in the October 2006 issue of Contending for the Faith but not our reply. Such might easily leave the impression 
that we held a different position than this brother. 

in a similar manner, a c o w  of  a letter from the New Braunfels conqreqation to  the Schertz conqreqation is in 
the October 2006 ssue of Contend~ng for tne Fa~th Tnev state that the; are mark~ng the ~chertz;oigregat~on 
However, ne~ther before nor slnce recelvtng the letter dlo anyone from New Braunfels contact the Schertz elders 
for the purpose of discussing any alleged false teaching. In fact, they gave us no notice that such action was even 
contemplated. However, it appears that they have not been hesitant in making their letter known to the 
brotherhood. It i s  our belief that the same requirement that pertains to going to a brother who has wronged 
another would also apply i f  one congregation believes another to  be in error. I f  nothing else, It would seem to be a 
common courtesy. Of course, once i t  has been made public such a discourse serves little purpose. 

It should also be noted that those involved with Contending for the Faith have obtained a list of the members 
of the Schertz congregation, w ~ t h  the11 addresses, and have been sendlng them unsollclted monthly issues. We 
know that a number of the members have requested that they cease sendlng the publ~cat~on but thew requests 
have gone unheeded. One can only guess at their intended objective in sending the publication to the members of 
Schertz and others. Are they seeking to divide congregations? Would they permit someone within their 
congregations to  do something of a similar nature? 
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We can appreciate that honest differences of opinion have and will continue to exist among brethren. Many of these are 
not of the nature that should be the basis for destroying friendships or dividing congregations and the brotherhood How- 
ever, there are some withln the brotherhood who give (he impression that they can-NI~ for the brotherhood on whether a 
statement of repentance IS not acceptable, wh~ch preacherscan be inv~ted to speak, and whlch conareaations are worthv - - 
of fellowship. 

With the availabilitv of fast communication it appears that we have forootten how to ao directlv to one another when 
there are differences. I; it a forgotten concept that'we first go to the indlvidial and if necessary thkn go to hm wirn a few 
other brethren and only as a last resort take the matter to the congregation? In our present world, if one oelieves he has 
been wronged he is more likely to make it known to the world by email or have his position printed in a publication instead 
of a private discussion with the perceived wrongdoer. How many have even suffered a wrong in silence? Have we failed 
to see that this ao~roach is not onlv scriDtural but it is also verv ~ractical? It oreserves relationshi~s. Drevents division and 
enables differences to be resolved.(if possible) involving the fewest people at the lowest level. surely many matters wuld 
be resolved bv those directlv involved without ever beino known bv others or outside of a conareaation. Shouldn't this aD- - - 
proach apply in spiritualmatiers as well as personal? 

- 

Our world has indeed been made much smaller through rapid communica!ion With the advent of the telephone and 
email, gossip has become rampant. It wuld be that preachers are among the very worse. How many have heara some- 
thing and quickly passed it on to others along with their personal observations' Something is heard about a congregatlon 
over 1000 miles away and some want to suddenly be involved In some respects 11 1s commendable when they make an 
inouirv directlv to the-conareaation in ouestion. However. it would seem that anv such contact between conareaatlons 
shbuld be betkeen the elGe& of the congregations and not preacher-to-preacner or preacher-to-elders. ~ h &  mght a so 
do well to ask themselves. 'What business is it of mine and what will I do w th any information lhat I receive?" 

Brethren should be able to discuss any topic (orally or in wliting) without it becoming a personal matter. We should 
be able to walk away from any discussion and still be friends as well as brethren. This is possible when we not only have 
a Christian attitude but also reflect it in our conduct. However, please examine many of the statements by some of our 
brethren. There is a serious doubt lf they are concerned with learnlng the true factsand they do not confine their com- 
ments (written or oral) to stating facts and their analysis of the facts horlce the sarcasm, name-calllnq, personal attacks. 
characier assassinations, ridicde, insinuations, e tc .~uch is not only lack ng in the character of a ~hrlstian, but it is 
destructive to maintaining any form of friendly relationship or healing any d v sfon Brethren, we treat those of the denoml- 
national world and the atheist better than we~treat one another. somethinu is dreadfullv wronq. The Schertz wnareqation. 
with its elders and preachers, have never claimed to be perfect. ~owevecwe belleve ihat thereal harm to the brother- 
hood is beino done bv others who claim to have aood intentions but have qreatlv erred We are also aware that those who 
are not ~ h n k a n s  habe read some of their mateial It 1s not d~ff~cult to seeine aamage that can eas I) 
be done that can make it almost lmposs~ble to reach these people Surely tlrre could Dest De went in spread*ng the gos- 
pel. 

We thank you for your consideration. 

EI~PT Schertz church of Christ 

96969696969696969696969696969696969+99+6 

Gary Rouse Page 1 

Below is what w i l l  be taught from the pulpit 
6 Feb. 06 

I-God created man and woman/male and female (Matt 192-12; Mark 10:6-10) (Sex 
changes are not scriptural (these are man made alterations; not God created)) 
2- Marriage instituted by God (Gen 2: 18-24) 
3-One woman for one man and vice versa (Gen 2:21-25) 
4-Man shall cleave to  his wife (Gen 2:24; Matt 1956 ;  Mark 10:8,9) 
5-God joins together (Matt 19:6; Mark 10:8,9) 
6-Two become one (Matt 19:5,6) 
7-Marriage is until death (Rom7: 1-4; 1 Cot 7:39) 
8-One cause for divorce - fornication (Matt 5:3 1,32; 19:9) 

8a-The choice o f  continuing or discontinuing a relationship is placed in the hands o f  the 
innocent party who may forgive and remain wi th theft spouse. If the guilty party seeks 
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repentance and can truly repent and the innocent party can truly forgive then the marriage 
can be held together. 

8b-The innocent party where fornication was the cause of the divorce may 
remany without sinning 
8c-A husband or a wife who divorces the other for the cause of fornication may then 
many a scriptural eligible person without committing adultery. (Matt 5:32, 19:9) 
Id-The guilty party does not have the privilege to remarry. 

9-Anyone who divorces and marries another (except where a mate divorces theft spouse for 
the cause of fornication) commits adultery. (Matt 5:3 1,32; 19:9) 

9a-Guilty party of a previous marriage is ineligible to remarry; marriage causes both 
to sin (Luke 16:lI: Matt5:31,32; 19:9) 
9b-Couples living in an unscriptural maniage/adulterous relationship must separate and 
terminate the adulterous relationship (Luke 16: 18: Matt 5:3 1,32; 19:9) 

10-God's laws are to be obeyed (Acts S:29) 
1 I-Man is required to live under civil authority as long as it does not conflict with God's laws. 
(Acts 5:29; Rom 13:3; 1 Tim 2:l-2) 

THE CHURCH OF CHRIST 
at NEW BRAUNFELS 

PO Box 3 10064 
New Braunfels, Texas 78131 

December 3,2006 

Dear brethren: 

We wish that we could be writing of our common 
salvation but instead we find the occasion necessitates us 
to contend for the faith (Jude 3). The church at Schertz, 
Texas, recently distributed a letter (dated November 12, 
2006) in which they stated not only inaccuracies, but also 
falsehoods. 

The elders at Schertz would have you believe that 
they have never been contacted about Stan Crowley's 
erroneous teaching on Marriage, Divorce, and Remar- 
riage. They wrote, 

In a similar manner: a copy of a letterfiom the New 
Braur&els congregation to the Schertz congregation is 
in the October 2006 issue of Contendingfor the Faith. 
However; neither before nor sincereceivinz the letter did 
anyone from New Braunfels contact the Schertz elders 
for the purpose of discussing any allegedfalse teaching. 
The Schertz statement is false. Lynn Parker, the 

preacher here, (amid other credible witnesses) relates 
the following: 

As a matter o f  fact. the elders at Schertz were invited 
to a meeting ;my farm over a year ago. Ken Ratcl# 
an elder then andstill currently wearing that title, at- 
tended that meeting, and said his fellow elder (Gary 
Rouse) was unable to attend. Additionalb, elders from 
two other congregations were present at that meeting. 
The solepurpose of the meeting was to address the Stan 
Crowley error: particularly as presented by Crowley 
publicly at both the Budo-Kyle, T a m  congregation, and 
at the Beeville, Texas Lectureship. Ken Ratcliffagreed 

with everyone there that Stan Crowley was in error He 
further related that Crowlev had been restricted bv the 
elders on what he could iublic[y teach andprivbtely 
counsel on the matter: At the time, at least two of us 
(David Brown and mysew were scheduled to be on the 
2005 Scherb Lectureship I informed Ken Ratclflthat 
I would go ahead and submit a manuscript, but that 
unless Stan Crowley repented, I would not speak at 
Schertz with Stan Crowley Ratcliffconcurredand went 
on to say that ifnothing hadchanged by the time ofthe 
2005 Schertz Lectures, he (Ratclrfl wouldresign as an 
elder: andperhaps have to leave the Schertz congrega- 
tion. Ratclrff was concerned that his fellow elder: Gary 
Rouse, was not supportive ofacrion to correct Crowley, 
and was having trouble understanding the issues. I 
told Ken Ratcliffthat he could always come to the New 
Braunfels congregution andRatclifJated that he might 
take us up on the offer: 
Now remember--other witnesses we= present at this 

meeting. The elders at Schertz know better than this! We 
wonderjust how many meetings the Schertzelders wanted 
with folks from New Braunfels (we know of another 
meeting that took place with the Schertz elders and the 
Spring, Texas elders concerning Stan Crowley's public 
error). Further, how many meetings did the Scliertz elders 
have with Max Lucado and company before withdrawing 
fellowship? Did they think that time would make error 
right? Was Crowley's public sin going to be forgotten? 
Or did the Schertz elders think we would never see their 
November, 2006 letter? 

The elders at Schertz would have you believe that 
they (the elders and preacher at Schertz) teach exactly 
the same thing we do in regards to Marriage, Divorce, 
and Remarriage. If they are now teaching God's truth on 
the matter, that certainly is a step in the right direction. 
However, that does not alter the fact that Stan Crowley 
has publicly taught error on MDR, and his error caused 
division. It is a feeble attempt at revisionist history to 
deny such. We have available, at request, tapes of Stan 
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Crowley's divisive efforts and teaching at the Buda-Kyle 
congregation. We have tapes available of Stan Crowley's 
sermon at Beeville, Texas, as well as a transcript. Stan 
Crowley's own words serve to indict him of error and 
division. But if everyone at Schertz has now come to the 
truth, we will eagerly await Stan Crowley's statement of 
repentance. 

It is interesting to note that Schertz has its own formal 
"policy"statement on marriage, divorce, and remarriage, 
dated February 6,2006. Does this indicate a lack of unity 
among the Schertz brethren on marriage, divorce, and 
remarriage prior to February 6,2006?At New Braunfels, 
we just use the New Testament of Jesus Christ to govern 
what is taught from the pulpit. 

Another matter is the obvious misuse of the principles 
taught in Matthew 18: 15-17. The Schertz elders argue 
for private discussions to follow Crowley's public error. 
Schertz writes: 

With the availabiliiy offast communication it appears 
that we have forgotten how to go directly to one another 
when there are d~flerences. Is it a forgotten concept 
that wejirst go to the individual and ifnecessary then 
go to him with a fav other brethren and only as a last 
resort take the matter to the congregation? In ourpres- 
en1 world, if one believes he has been wronged he is 
more likely to make it known to the world by email or 
have his position printed in a publication instead o fa  
private discussion with the perceived wrongdoer How 
many have even sufered a wong in silence? Have we 
failed to see that this approach is not only scriphrral 
but it is also very practical? It preserves relationships, 
prevents division and enables dtxerences to be resolved 
(ifpossible) involving the fewest people at the lowest 
level Surely many matters could be resolved by those 
directly involved without ever beinz known by others or 
outsidk ofa congregation. ~houldn 't this approach apply 
in spiritual matters as well as personal? 
Did Schertz personally and privately rebuke Max Luca- 

do or Rubel Shelly concerning their public errors? I recall 
Ken Ratcliff standing intheNew Braunfels pulpit a few years 
ago denouncing Max Lucado. Now brother Ratcliff, you did 
personally and privately meet with brother Lucado before 
doing that, didn't you?! The Schertz elders had their oppor- 
tunity to keep fellowship intact. If they wanted to prevent 
this matter kom spreading, they could have addressed the sin 
in a timely fashion as at least one of them said he would do. 
Too, this is not merely a discussion of "differences." Stan 
Crowley is a false teacher. Crowley is divisive. Crowley's 
teaching and actions have not been done in a comer! 

The Schertzelders lament the division that has erupt- 
ed in the brotherhood, and seek to lay blame elsewhere 
just like King Ahab. The truth is, we have not caused the 
division but Schertz has by protecting and supporting a 
false teacher (2 John 9ff). Schertz is like the boy who 
murdered his parents and then appealed to the court for 
mercy because he was an orphan! They (and other like 
fellow-travelers) made this spiritual mess. They just do 
not like the consequences. 

But if Schertz is really interested in truth and peace, 
we hereby propose a public meeting for the purpose of 

bringing about Bible unity. We would be willing to meet 
at the Schertz building and invite brethren everywhere 
to attend. We propose that Schertz designate a speaker or 
speakers to represent them, and we will do the same. Are 
the Schertz elders really interested in truth and peace, or 
is this an effort at damage control and saving face? We 
hope the former. We would rejoice to see unity restored as 
long as it is not at the expense of truth. Truth has nothing 
to fear from examination. 
For the cause of truth and peace and in brotherly love, 

For the congrega:::n 
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CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH'S RESPONSE TO THE 
NOVEMBER 12,2006 SCHERTZ ELDERS' STATEMENT 

David P. Brown 

We are greatly saddened when anyone, especially 
those in the position of elders over a congregation of 
the Lord's people, misreprent the facts in a case. But 
this is the case when it comes to the Schertz elders' 
Nov. 12, 2006 letter they distributed at their recent 
lectureship. They wrote what they did in their letter 
knowing that some of us were in a position to know 
that they were not correctly representing the facts in 
the case or cases that said letter addressed. Thus, their 
letter was not written for our benefit because they 
know some of us know that they are not correctly 
representing the facts. Also, their letter was not writ- 
ten to persuade their 2006 lectureship speakers that 
they (the Schertz elders) are correct in the matters ad- 
dressed therein. This is the case because said speakers 
are ofthe same mindset as the Schertz elders regarding 
the matters addressed in their letter. Indeed, some of 
the Schertz lectureship speakers seem to be more in- 
terested in scratching itching ears than pursuing Bibli- 
cal authority for what they believe and practiseand 
that includes how they go about determining who they 
will and will not fellowship. Their letter serves only to 
dupe the uninformed andgullible among the brethren 
brotherhood wide. 

The men who wrote said letter had just as well 
stood before the lecture crowd, had the deacons bring 
them a bowl of water, and to a man washed their hands 
to signify that they are innocent of any wrongdoing in 
the matters of which their letter is concerned. Such an 
action on the Schertz elders' part would have meant as 
much as when Pilate did it in his attempt to dodge out 
on letting Jesus go. Pilate knew Jesus was innocent 
(John 18:38). It was because of the people that Pilate 
did not have the courage of his beliefs to let Jesus go 
(Matt. 27:18, 23, 24). And, it is because of a lack of 
concern for the authority of God's Word regarding 
MDR that the Schertz elders are doing as they are. 

Why is it that Stan Crowley has "lock-jaw" when 
it comes to telling us that he has or has not changed 
his false doctrine on MDR? If he has changed why did 
the Schertz elders not declare it in their Nov. 12, 2006 
letter? Why did they not demand that Crowley issue 
a statement that would clearly, candidly, and frankly 
announce that he (Crowley) had repented of his er- 
ror and repudiated his false doctrine on MDR? Rather 
than do thaf the Schertz elders walk in the footsteps 
of Dave Xfiller. attempting to place the blame on those 
that Scripnually oppose their false teacher in resi- 
dence and rheir fellowship of him while he adamantly 

refuses to repent. 
In their letter it is highly notable, interesting, and 

telling that the Schertz elders never refer directly or 
indirectly to Stan Crowley, his error on MDR, or any- 
thing having to do with Crowley's need to repent of 
his error. All they say is that here is what is going to 
be taught from the Schertz pulpit on MDR. Obviously 
Stan Crowley's repentence is of little or no concern 
to the Schertz elders. Furthermore, the premise from 
which they are attempting to make their case implies 
that a person can believe fatal error (loosing where 
God has not loosed or binding where God has not 
bound), only so long as he never teaches it from the 
pulpit. Thus, according to the premise from which the 
Schertz elders are operating, a preacher may believe 
all manner of false doctrines, just so he does not preach 
it from the pulpit of the church that hired him-and a 
hireling such a preacher truly is. 

In a conversation I had with brother Ratcliff in 
the Spring of 2005, he plainly stated that the elders 
would not allow Crowley to counsel people on MDR, 
or teach his doctrine at Schertz. But, Crowley went to 
the Beeville, Texas lectures in January 2004 and there 
preached his false doctrine on MDR. Only recently 
did I learn from a Beeville church member that broth- 
er Ratcliff attended the 2004 Beeville lectures, but left 
before Crowley preached his sermon setting out his 
false doctrine on MDR. Nevertheless, Crowley's topic 
was printed in the 2004 Beeville Lecture brochure. Is 
brother Ratcliff going to tell us that he did not know 
that Crowley was going to speak on MDR? Did he 
think that when Crowley spoke on MDR that he 
would not preach his false doctrine? Furthermore, af- 
ter Crowley's Beeville lecture on MDR, while brother 
Ratcliff was complaining about Crowley's doctrine 
(he did this for many months to many of us), why did 
he act like he did not know what Crowley's lecture 
topic was in the 2004 Beeville Lectures? Of course, 
with all of the shenanigans that Ratcliff and company 
in and out of the Schertz church have pulled in the last 
year and a half, we have a much better understanding 
of his and his fellow travelers' mode of operation than 
we did prior to July 20,2005. 

The reason there is a problem at Schertz is be- 
cause Crowley believes and teaches a doctrine re- 
garding MDR that is false and fhe elders refuse to do 
what the Bible teaches about such matters. However, 
the problem did not begin at Schertz. Prior to entering 
SWSBS, Crowley had served as the preacher for the 
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BudaIKyle, Texas church. While in school a t  SWSBS that among the things for which CFTF is noted is that we 
he remained a member of said church. During his time will print what many would rather keep secret. Whatever 
at SWSBS he began his crusade at the BudaKyle church, the case, the following is the Schertz elders' unedited re- 
teaching his false doctrine on MDR and opposing those sponse to Denham's debate challenge and then Denham's 
who stood against him. He did all he could to mark the lo- unedited reply to them. 
cal preacher who was correctly opposing Crowley's efforts 
to press. his doctrine on the church. And, such "stalwarts of Schertz Church of Christ 
the faith" as the Southwest elders and the SWSBS faculty 501 Scherh Parkway 

did nothing to rebuke Crowley for his actions, but tell him Scherh, Texas 78154 
17 inr &<a-nlxa 

he would not graduate if he continued to press his doctrine 
at the BubaKyle conmepation. With tongue-in-cheek we 
write, now that is a ~ZriGural response t i  a false teacher, 
is it not? Kenneth Ratcliff 

,--", "1"-"-"1 

July 3,2006 
Ministers 

Stan Crowlev . . . . . . - . . 
To the Schertz elders we ask, why fault faithful breth- GaV Kenneth ~ a t c i i f f  

ren for exposing your preacher's false doctrine on MDR? Stan Stockton 

Why get angry at those brethren who love you enough to Daniel Denham 
expose your error of extending "the right hand" of fellow- 607 72nd Street 
ship to a false teacher? Why be upset at the some of breth- Newoort News. VA 23605 
ren that you approached to help you overcome Crowley's 
false doctrine on MDR? Remember, in May of 2005 the 
Schertz elders specifically requested our help in this matter. 
Surely the SchertA elders do not expect faithful brethren to 
accept their Nov. 12,2006 letter as proof that Stan Crowley 
has repented of his erroneous MDR doctrine? 

Has it slipped brother Ratcliff's mind how little infor- 
mation brother Rouse had of the last 30 yean of trouble in 
the church over various errors on MDR, such as James D. 
Bales' false teaching on MDR? Has brother Ratcliff forgot- 
ten his meeting at Lynn Parker's place in the late Spring of 
2005 with the Spring elders, me, Lynn Parker, and the then 
elders of the BudaiKyle congregation about the turmoil that 
Crowley created in 2002 at the BudaKyle, Texas congrega- 
tion over his false doctrine on MDR and his opposition to 
T i  Kidwell (the preacher at B u d a y l e )  because Kidwell 
would not accept Crowley's views on MDR? 

The fact that the Schertz elders had to issue a statement 
back on Feb. 6, 2006 regarding what they would allow to 
be preached from the Schertz pulpit, reveals that said elders 
KNEW they had a problem with the beliefs and teaching of 
Stan Crowley. Stopping h i  from preaching it from their 
pulpit obviously does not work too well because he went 
to Beeville and taught his devilish doctrine there. And, if 
and when he gets a big enough following, the elders will 
embrace his error (if they have not already done so) on 
MDR, or they will be somewhere else, or relegated to "back 
seat" status in the Schertz church. Repentence on the part of 
Crowley and the Schertz elders is what is needed, but their 
is no evidence at this time that such is forth cominn. 

In their Nov. 12,2006 letter the ~cher tz  elders refer to 
the letter that Daniel Denham sent to them in which he chal- 
lenges them to debate the false doctrine on MDR taught by 
Crowley; which challenge we printed in the Oct. 2006 issue 
of CFTF. In said letter, the Schertz elders pointed out that 
their response to Denham's letter was not printed in CFTF. 
Indeed it was not. But said elders failed to mention that 
Daniel's reply to the Schertz elders' response to him was 
not printed in CFTF either. It seemingly never dawned on 
these men that we would print their response to Denham's 
challenge along with his reply to their response in this issue 
of CFTR One would think that they would know by now 

Dear Brother Denham, 
This letter is in response to your correspondence 

of June 7,2006. Although your letter expressed a 
number of thoughts, it seemed best to address its 
basic topic. You are seeking to debate an issue on 
marriage and divorce in which you (or someone 
else) will affirm that: The Scriptures teach that 
when a man and woman, who are joined together 
by God in a Matthew 19:6 marriage, separate with- 
out mutual consent on trivial grounds (i.e. not for 
fornication), the marriage bond still exists. The el- 
ders of the Schertz congregation and Stan Crowley 
have and sontinue to affirm the same position. 

Under the circumstances. we recommend that 
you look elsewhere if your honest objective is to 
debate that issue. 

Yours in Christ, 

% A .  S& u 
For the Elders 

C i B + c % ~ 9 - c % s - L g r C g  

August 14,2006 
Daniel Denham 
607 72nd St. 
Newport News, VA 23605 

Elders 
Schertz church of Christ 
501 Schertz Parkway 
Schertz. TX 78154 

Dear brethren, 
I am happy to hear that brother Crowley has repented 

of his well-documented error on divorce and remarriage, for 
surely that must be the case given brother Stockton's state- 
ment in his letter of July 3rd written on behalf of the eldership 
at Schertz. After citing the proposition that I am willing to 
affirm in debate on this issue, brother Stockton states: "'The 
elders ofthe Schertzcongregation and Stan Crowley have and 
continue to affirm the same position." As brother Crowley is 
on public record in direct opposition to that proposition, it 
must therefore be the case that he has repented, but without 
a public announcement having been made to that effect. Also 
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it would mean that appropriate corrections have been made 
relative to his actions at BuddKyle, especially in his conduct 
toward T i  Kidwell, have taken place, but simply not an- 
nounced. Perhaps, brother Kidwell has been alerted bv vou of 
this change o f k &  by Stanand has been asked t (sicj6rgive 
Stan for the evil he petmetrated aeainst him and his dear farn- 
ily. For, surely, the'sc'hertz eld&hip would not howingly 
be involved in an effort to deceive brethren and commit 
such a sin as to be guilty of base and flagrant hypocrisy. 

A third possibility, however, does exist and that is that 
brother Stockton was not aware of Crowley's teaching in 
the past. I know that at least one of your elders, Kenneth 
Ratcliff: knew of Crowley's error and even expressed great 
concern over it to several brethren who are more than will- 
ing to verify the same. That Ken did not believe and teach 
the same thing that brother Crowley taught just a short 
while ago is clearly evidenced by brother Ratcliffs article 
published recently in Contending for the Faith. If you are 
in need of that documentation, this can be provided. So, 
perhaps, brother Ratcliff failed for some inexplicable rea- 
son to inform brother Stockton properly on the situation. 

Of course, such an explanation would not explain the 
variousmeetings that theeidershipat Schertz had with other 
concerned brethren to discuss the Crowley heresy. It is my 
understanding that brother Stockton along with brother Gary 
Rouse was also Dresent at these meetines with brother Rat- 
cliff, and was made quite aware ofthe prgblem withsufficient 
documentation beine provided on the matter. If so. then this 
third option will notlfiy. But just in case my infobation is 
wrong andno such meetings occurred (of come, God always 
knows the truth in these things, Heb. 4:13; Prov. 15:3; Man. 
11 :36-37), and just in case brother Ratcliff has lost his copies 
of the documentation for Crowley's "previous" teaching, 
you will find enclosed a complete transcript of his lecture 
at Beeville, as well as a number of materials that a brother 
Cmwley passed out or issued while at BudaKyle, which 
bear his own signature. If you are not inclined to accept into 
evidence what he said with his own mouth, perhaps, you will, 
at the verv least. consider what he N ~ e d  and s h e d  with his 
own hand. o r  el'se, maybe, you wiliiogically, r%ionally rcc- 
oncile your letter of July 3rd with the evidence. We shall see. 

~d assured that i i  it is the case that brother Crowley 
has not repented and the eldership is involved in decep- 
tion (which we pray would not be the case because of the 
eternal consequences involved in such sin), then the debate 
challenge a.i originally given still stands. Surely, truth has 
nothing to fear from error, and you may be assured that 1 
am. most certainlv. serious about opposing such error what- 
ever  supposition^ lay behind brdther ~tockton's closing 
comment: "llnder the circumstances, we recommc~ld tl~at 
you look elsewhere if our honest objective is to debate that 
issue." 

Finally, brother Stockton made mention in his letter 
your behalf of "a numberofthoughts" from my letter ofJune 
7th upon which you apparently intended to comnlent, but for 
whatever reason decided "it seemed best to address its basic 
lopic." What are these matters, and why did it seem best 
only t6 address what you consider to be the "basic topic"? 

Yours for the right and against the wrong, 

Q ~ C L C r L y I N c  
Daniel Denbam 
cc: David Brown 

We will now continue our critique of the Schertz elders' 
Nov. 12,2006 position letter. The Schertz elders had Den- 
ham's reply to. their response, but did not notify the recipi- 
ents of their position letter of the same, even though they 
had it well in advance of their November 12,2006 position 
letter. Daniel continues to wait for an answer to his last let- 
ter to the Schertz elders-but he is not holding his breath 
until they answer him. 

In Daniel's reply to the Schertz elders' response to 
him, he refuted their absurd attempt to present themselves, 
including Stan Crowley, as believing what we believe 
and what his own affirmative proposition stated. Again, 
at the very least their statement of Feb. 6 ,  2006 stands as 
evidence to the contrary on Crowley's part. The Schertz el- 
ders may truly believe what we teach regarding MDR, but 
their preacher most certainly does not and he has not so 
believed for several years as his past history clearly shows. 
For the Schertz elders to believe that they can coverup 
Crowley's shenanigans having to do with his false doctrine 
on MDR by such a disingenuous ploy strains credulity. 

Why the Schertz elders wrote that they have not been 
contacted is beyond me. What of the meetings at Spring, 
Texas during May of 2005? Have the Schertz brethren for- 
gotten that the Spring brethren met with them at their re- 
quest? How could the Schertz brethren forget the three hour 
discussion on Stan Crowley's teaching on MDR? Have they 
forgotten that they wanted the Spring brethren to help con- 
vince Gary Rouse of the error of Stan Crowley's doctrine? 
Has brother Ratcliff forgotten the concerns for brother 
Rouse re. MDR that he stated to me? Has brother Ratcliff 
forgotten about the meeting at Lynn Parker's farm? Has he 
forgotten the position he took against Crowley's doctrine? 
What of the letter to them kom the New Braunfels' bretb- 
ren that they admit they have received? What about the 
two letters from Daniel Denham to the Schertz elders; the 
second one ofwhich of  this writing remains unanswered? 

Are the Schertz elders ready and willing to deny that 
while Stan Crowley was amember oftheBudaKylecongre- 
gation that he contended that his doctrine on MDR is worth 
dlviding the church over? We know that he declared that he 
was willin~.tod~videthcchurch ovsrof hisdoctrineofMDR. ~ - ~-~~ 
Does this sound like our differences are only a "difference 
of opinion"? Has Crowley ever repented of his statemenQ 
he made while a member of fhe BudaNCyle congregation? 

May if be clearly understood fhal friend- 
ships and family relafions are great, but not at the 
cost of being the fiiend of the Lord (John 15:14). 

Sadly the eldership at Schertz has also obviously de- 
cided to go full bore down the liberal road relative to their 
abuse of Matthew 18: 15-17 to relegate the open teaching of 
false doctrine to the same level as a personal affront or prob- 
lem that may exist privately between two brethren. Keep in 
mind that these elders have known since at least the summer 
of 2002 (at least that is when 1 placed abundant evidence 
into Kenneth Ratcliff's hands) about the false doctrine of 
Stan Crowley. This "thing was not done in a comer." And 
they have been contacted, talked with, and pleaded with on 
the matter, which makes their diatribe about gossip, email, 
and so on all the more hypocritical. 

Given their interpretation ofMatthew 18:lS-17, if their 
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preacher Stan Crowley stands up and denounces--or for 
that matter, has ever stood up and denounced--any false 
doctrine or "perceived false doctrine elsewhere, including 
that of Max Lucado, without having first gone to that per- 
son or entity about it, then he and the elders at Schertz are 
hypocrites. And the same is true of any who would buy into 
that false doctrine itself. It is the epitome of "lame logic and 
fallacious reasoning" along with Biblical ignorance. 

By the Shertz elders wrote in their Nov. 12, 2006 letter, 
are we to understand from them that 1 Pet. 3:15; 1 Thess. 
5:21,22; and 1 John 4:l can only be practised through or by 
way of an eldership's approval (See Schertz letter, next to 
last paragraph)? 

Are the Schertz elders so misinformed that that do not 
h o w  that for 36 years CFTFhas had a special mailing fund? 
Did these elders not know that we have mailed CFTF to 
churches all over the world--unsolicited? Do they not know 
that we have been able to do these mailings by getting the 
addresses of churches primarily throub church directories. 
which directories are &eely given to US? Do these elders not 
know that from CFTFS inception we have from time to time 
ao~ealed to our readers formonies for our "S~ecial Mail- 
ings" fund for that very purpose? We have never'tried to hide 
the fact that we mail CFTF to churches all over the brother- 
hood and most of them did not ask for it. What makes the 
Schertz elders think that we have tried to hide our efforts in 
that area of our work? 

Brother Ratcliff must have forgotten the follow in^ facts 
about The "Old" Gospel J o u r n a r ~ a ~ b e  he forgottto in- 
form his fellow Schertz elders about the following facts to 
which he was in full agreement and a willing participant. 
The "old" Gospel Journal with the blessings of the Gos- 
pel Journal Board (Curtis Cates,Michael Hatcher, Tommy 
Hicks, Joseph Meador, Kenneth Ratcliff) sent that paper out 
to congregations by obtaining their church directories? IN 
FACT, CURTIS CATES AND TOMMY HICKS PERSON- 
ALLY PLACED IN THE MAIL THE SPECIAL ISSUE 
OF TGJ ON MAC DEAVER'S DOCTRINE (FEB. 04) TO 
CERTAIN CONGREGATIONS KG. .  PEARL ST.. SHEF- ~~~ - -~ ~ - 7 F I E L D ~ ;  ET ALI) THAT T&Y &W HAD DEAVER 
SYMPATHIZERS IN THEM. Did the Shertz elders forget 

~ ~ -~ 
the preceding fact, or were they ever informed? lust how far 
behind the times are they? Did not brother Ratcliff inform his 
fellow elders that in getting TGJ started that TGI Board and 
editors as well as their supporters publicly requested church 
directories from all over &e bro&erhood to get that "new" 
paper out to as many people as possible? Were Curtis Cates, 
Joseph, Kenneth Ratcliff, and Tommy Hicks "full of envy, 
malice, jealousy, strife, and possibly just pure hatred" when 
they did these things? 

The next quote from the Schertz elders is simply 1 
lie. It is tale bearing, slander, and gossip. The Schertz el- 
ders wrote, "We know that a number of the members have 
requested that they cease sending the publicofion but their 
requests have gone unheeded. " When anyone tells us that 
they do not desire to receive CFTF we remove them from 
our mailing list post haste. The only way that some may 
have continued to receive CFTF after they repuested that 
we remove them from our mailing list, is becauie the paper 
was alreadv in the US oostal svstem when their reauest for 
removal wk received by CFTE Maybe  atc cliff; fellow 
elders and the average church member does not h o w  it, but 
brother Ratcliff h o w s  first hand how long it takes a paper 
such as CFTF to get through the U. S. Mail to the address 
on the paper. 

From the time of its heginnimg five copies of The Gos- 

pel Journal were sent unsolicited to the Spring church 
building. After The "New" Gospel Journal made its debut 
thosefivc coples did not stop coming unlil July or Aug. of 
thb  part summer-- 2006. Those five copies were sent to 
us unsolicied and they were stopped "unsolicited" by the 
will of hro. Ratcliff or the T'W'GJ Board. Will the powers 
that be at The "New" Gospel Journal repent of sending out 
papers to folks who never solicited them? Further bro. Rat- 
cliff knows as well as he h o w s  his own name, that withim 
the last year brethren have notified him to cease and desist 
sending T1'N"GJ to them, but at least for a time, he did 
not do so. Shame on the Shertz elders in general and brother 
Kenneth Ratcliff in particular for writing such'silliness at 
best and out right lies at worst in their Nov. 12,2006 letter. 
Is there no fear of God before these so-called elders' 
eyes? 

One does not have to "guess" at CFTFS "intended ob- 
jective in sending the publication to the" Schertz members. 
We sent CFTF to the Shenz membershio for the same rea- 
son brother Ratcliff was all for sending 'The "Old" Gospel 
Journal unsolicited to the members of Pearl St. Church, 
Denton, TX and Sheffield, TX church-to expose a false 
teacher and his doctrine to the members who were not 
apt to get the Truth of God's Word on (in the case of the 
Shertz church) MDR and expose Stan Crowley for the false 
teacher he is. In view of the fact that CURTIS CATES 
AND TOMMY HICKS (TGJ Board President and Member 
at Large, respectively) PERSONALLY PLACED IN THE 
MAIL THE SPECIAL ISSUE OF TGJ ON MAC DEAV- 
ER'S DOCTRINE (FEB. 04) TO CERTAIN CONGRE- 
GATIONS (E.G., PEARL ST., SHEFFELD, TX, ET AL.) 
THAT THEY KNEW HAD DEAVER SYMPATHIZERS 
IN THEM, I wonder what they thought when they learned 
that the Schertz elders (one ofthem being a fellow T'N"GJ 
Board member, Ken Ratcliff) considered such an activity 
wrong. Were Cares, Hickr, ond Ratcl~fi attempting "to di- 
vide the Pearl Sf. and Shefield congregations when they 
agreed to and helped get TGJ unsolicited to the members 
of those churches' The Schertz elders asked, "Would they 
permit someone wirhm their congregations to do something 
of a similar nature?" Let them ask brethren Ratcliff, Hicks, 
and Cates that question? Has the Shertz church ever 
mailed anything to anyone unsolicited? Imagine, these 
men occupy the position of shepherds over a congregation 
of Godkflock 

May we remind these men that the sins of the church 
in Corinth, Peter's sins, the sins of the Galatians, et al. were 
written by God in the Bible for anyone in this world to 
read-whether denominationalisf agnostic, atheist, Hindu, 
Muslim, or whatever. Obviously, God did not get it right, 
because be allows letters full of the sins of the brethren 
into the hands of non-Christians-those letters are called 
the New Testament. Any time, anyone, anywhere, places 
a Bible into the hands of a non-member they are making it 
possible for the non-member to read about the sins of God's 
people. In view of the Schertz elders' erroneous postion 
maybe the Schertz brethren will "cut and paste" those parts 
of the Bible that do not reveal the sins of the brethren, and 
make available to the non-Christian only those parts of the 
Bible that mention the faithful acts of the early church. 

We are not only thousands of miles from Corinth, 
Greece, but almost 2000 years removed from t h q ~ , a n d ,  

(Continued on page 36) 
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Directory of Churches ... 
-Alabama- 

Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., PO. Box 131, Holly 
Pond, AL 35083, Sun. 10:00 a.m., 11:OO a.m., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 
7 0 0  p.m., (256) 796-6802, (205) 429-2026. 

Somewille-Union Church of Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile 
east of Hwy 67, Somerville, Alabama, Sun. 9:30 am., 10:30 a.m., 
6:00p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Tom Larkin, evangelist, (256) 778-8955, 
(256) 778-8961. 

-England- 
Cambridgeshire-Ramsey Church of Christ, meeting at the Rain- 
bow Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 a.m.; Wed. (Phone 
for venue and time); www.Ramsey-church-of-christ.org, Contact 
Keith Sisman, 001.44.1487.710552; fax1487.813264 or Keith 
Sisman.net. Research Website of 1,000 years of the British Church 
of Christ; www.Traces-of-the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and- 
Mystery.org. 

6:00PM, Wed. 7:00PM., Kent Bailey, Evangelist Tel: 865-986-3223 
or 865-986-5698). 

Murfreesboro-Church of Christ, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro, 
TN, Sun. Bible class 9:00 a.m., Worship 10:OO a.m., Fellowhip meal 
11 :00 a.m., Devotional 12:W p.m.; Wed. Bible Study 7:00 p.m. For 
directions and other information please visit our website at www. 
murfreesborochurchofchrist.org. evangelist, Steve Yeatis. 

~~ 

Denton area-Northpo~nt Church orChrist. We are currently mect- 
tng at thc home of Shau.n & I.aDawn Hale. 227 Aubrey, Demon. 
TX 76227.(:ontacts are Shawn Hale (940)365-5997. 

Houston area-Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. 
Box 39, Spring,TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30a.m., 10:30 
a.m.,6:00p.m., Wed. 7:30p.m.,DavidP. Brown,evangelist. Home 
of the Spring Contending for the Faith Lectures beginning the last 
Sundav in February. www.churchesofchrist.com 

-Florida-  
Pensaeola-Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Hubbard-105 NE St., Hubbard, 766483 Sun. 9:30 a.m., 
Pensacola, FZ32526, Sun. 9:00 a,,,., 10:00 a.m., 6 : 0 0 ~ . ~ . ,  wed. 10:30a.m., 6:00p.m., Wed. 7:00p.m.DelbenJ.Goines, evangelist; 

7:00 p.m. Michael Hatcher, evangelist. (850) 455-7595. djgoines@writeme.com. 

Huntsville-1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9, 
-Geo rg i a -  10 am., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202. 

Cartersville- Church of Christ. 1319 Joe FrankHmisPkw NW 
, GA; 770-382-6775, www.cartkrsvillechurchofchrist.org. s in .  10, Hurst-Northeast Church ofChrist, 1313 KarlaDr, P.O. Box 85, 
Ila.m., 6 3 0  p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m. Bobby D. Gayton, evangelist- Hurst, TX 76053. Sun. 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m. 
email: bdgayton@uno.com. (817) 282-3239, Toney Smith and Dan Flournoy, evangelists. 

New Braunfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west of 1-35. Sun: 9:30 
-Indiana-  a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 p.m. Lynn Parker, evangelist. 

Evansville-West Side Church of Christ, 3232 Edgewood DL, (830) 625-9367, www,nbchurchofchrist,com, 
Evansville, lN47712, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:W a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
6 3 0  p.m., iarry ~lhri t ton,  evangelist. Richwood-1600 Brazospon, Richwood,TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30am., 

6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256. 
-Massachusetts- 

Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ, 26 Annory Drive; 
Chicopee, MA 01020, in-home, (413) 592-4834, Ken Dion, evan- 
gelist. 

-Michigan-  
Garden City-Church ofChrist, 1657 Middlebelt Rd., Garden City, 
MI (Suburb of Detroit), Sun. 10:OO a.m., 11:OO a.m., 6:00 p.m., 
Wed. 7:00 p.m., Dan Goddard, evangelist. (734) 422-8660. www. 
garden-c~G-coc org 

-Nor th  Ca ro l i na -  
Rack) >lount-Schcficld Dri\.c Church ofChrist, 3309 Schcthcld 
Dr. Kdck) hlount. NC 27802 (252) 937-7997. 

Porum-Church of Christ, 8 miles South of 1-40 at Hwy 2, Warner 
exit. Sun. 10 a.m., I1 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, 

m .= 
evangelist, email: lawson@stametok.net. I FfE:$k".$z$T 

.- 
Lanoir City-l.cnoir City Church of Christ. 1280 Slmpson Road 

- 5 : .  1'0 Box 292 1.cnoir City, TN 3777 1 Sun. 930.  IO:30AM. 
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whether good or bad, we know what went on in said church 
and any non-member can know what we know about the mess 
in Corinth too. Would it have been a sin during the first centu- 
ry while the brethren in Corinth of whom Paul had reference 
were alive, to give the Corinthian letter or any other letter of 
the New Testament to a non-Christian? Would it be a sin to 
do so today? To hear the Schertz elders tell if since the New 
Testament is composed of letters to individual Christians and 
churches wherein various sins of the brethren are recorded, 
the New Testament should not be distributed to non-mem- 
bers. Indeed some non-Christians may have been friends to or 
part ofAnanias and Sapphira's family. They may have heard 
about the guilty couple's sin and how God dealt with them. 
As Luke wrote of that event in the Jerusalem church, saying, 
"And great fear came upon all the church, and upon as 
many as heard these things" (Acts 5:ll). Who is willing to 
afiirm that only members of the church heard about Ananias 
and Sapphira's sin and punishment? Obviously, the Schertz 
elders are willing to affirm that: "The Scripiures teach that 
under any and all situations and circumstances it is a sin for 
a non-member to learn about the sins of the brethren. " It is 

get involved. (3) Have the Schertz elders forgotten that the 
inspired letter to the church at Corinth was circulated among 
the churches of Christ all over the ancient world? When that 
letter was read to the assembled church, did they run all of 
the non-Christians out of the assembly before they read it? 
No doubt some elders of the first century of the caliber of the 
Schertz brethren would have sent out a letter to circulate all 
over the Roman world to oppose the Corinthian letter's vast 
circulation. They may have written: 

We are also aware that those who are nor Christians 
have read some of the material. It is nor difficult to 
see the damage that can easily be done that can make 
it almost impossible to reach these peaplc. Surely 
time could best be spent in spreading thc o r ? e l .  

lime is best spent living the Christian life, preaching the 
Gospel, and defending the faith-Paul did aU lhree I1 Cor. 
15:58; Mark 16:15; Rom 16:17, 18). W'h? will not the 
brethren at Schertz follow Paul's example? 

-25403 Lanceaood Dr. 
S n r i n ~ .  Texas -1373 ~.~ ~- ~~ -~ - - 

this kind of thinking (if it may be callid that) that makes a 
laughing stock our of many members of the Lord's church. 
Such a mess may be one reason why the apostle Paul made 
the following prayer request of the church in Thessalonica. 
"...pray for us, that ... we may be delivered from unmsson- 
able and wicked men: for all men have not faith* (2 Thess 
3:l,2). 

The Sheru elders wrote: "Something is heard about a 
m and the Spring 

congregation over 1000 miles away and some want to sud- 
denly get involved." With lhar statement in mind please con- 
sider the following poinu. (I)  When it has to do with one Green at 2711 Spring 
making a monetary contribution, or attending their lecture- 
hip, or buying their books, they do not mind those brethren umbia, T?E 38401,931- 
"over 1000 miles away" getting involved. (2) But when it jgr~enrocuidewninis- 
is error in their midst that they are defending, and refusing jgreeococl986@yahoo. 
Scriphlrally to deal with, that could pollute the church world 
wide, these brethren do not want those far away brethren to 
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