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There are some troubling mindsets developing in the 
brotherhood relating to the material which is abundantly 
available concerning the controversy surrounding brother 
Dave Miller. These attitudes have been adopted by breth-
ren who were once considered faithful, who once opposed 
the false teaching of elder reaffirmation/reconfirmation 
(elder r/r) [also known as elder re-evaluation/reaffirma-
tion—Editor] and marriage, divorce, and remarriage/intent 
(MDR/intent) as taught and practiced by brother Miller. One 
of these mindsets first came to our attention while dealing 
with the elders of the Highland Church, Dalton, GA, and 
the reasoning they used to justify their endorsement and 
defense of Dave Miller. We are now hearing other brethren 
using this same justification for their fellowship with Dave 
Miller and with Gospel Broadcasting Network (GBN), which 
program the Highland Church sponsors and the Highland 
elders oversee (GBN uses Dave Miller in its programs). 
Various well-known brethren have publicly announced that 
the information provided by brethren who were present 
when the matters involving Dave Miller occurred at Brown 
Trail, the vast documentation on the CD prepared by brother 
Michael Hatcher and the information printed in Contending 
for the Faith (CFTF) pertaining to these matters is NOT 
credible since a transcript, article, or recorded presentation 
alone can’t always answer every question one may have 
about the soundness of a brother’s teaching. They insist you 
must speak with brother Miller personally to determine his 
intent. A case in point: It has been brought to our attention 
that when brother Marvin Weir inquired of brother Curtis 
Cates (Lubbock Lectures, Oct. 05) if he agreed with brother 
Miller’s elder r/r doctrine, Cates stated that Miller had looked 
him in the eye and told him the Brown Trail procedure in 

1990 was the elder’s idea and he was just carrying out their 
instructions—and he (Cates) believed him. When brother Weir 
told brother Cates he was looking him (Cates) in the eye and 
telling him he knew better, brother Cates then indignantly 
told him he needed to talk with Miller, rather than asking 
him (Cates) about Miller’s doctrine. Cates then added, “I’m 
not Dave Miller’s press secretary.” There is one point that 
needs to be made about brother Miller’s admission to brother 
Cates that he (Miller) was only carrying out the instructions 
of his elders. He was under no Scriptural obligation to obey 
them in carrying out their wishes, but to the contrary, he was 
Scripturally bound to rebuke them. When one teaches error 
he becomes a false teacher. It matters little who or what made 
him do it. Since the evidence shows that brother Miller went 
ahead and taught the unscriptural elder r/r doctrine, he needs 
to repent (see Miller’s sermon transcription, item #1, below). 
Brethren who have adopted the intent mindset insist that 
one must speak to Miller directly about his supposed error 
in spite of the evidence. They contend that without context 
and intent one cannot know what Miller actually taught at 
Brown Trail. While we do not necessarily disagree with this 
statement as a general principle, we DO disagree with their 
application of it to the evidence relating to the doctrines 
and practices of Dave Miller. Let us consider this further. 
Those with this mindset are claiming that in order to know 
if brother Miller actually taught or practiced error one 
would have either (1) had to have been at Brown Trail when 
Miller preached his sermon and when the elder r/r program 
was carried out or (2) would have subsequently had to call 
him or talk with him in person to determine the context 
of his statements and his intent when he made them. Only then 
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EDITORIAL...
SET FOR THE DEFENSE

 OF THE GOSPEL
We at CFTF trust that 2007 will be spiritually 

prosperous for all of God’s faithful children. Espe-
cially are we grateful to our readers for their words of 
enouragement and their prayers offered to our Heav-
enly Father on our behalf. Our sentiments regarding 
our supporters are best expressed in the words of the 
apostle Paul to the Philippian brethren. He wrote, 

Even as it is meet for me to think this of you all, be-
cause I have you in my heart; inasmuch as both in my 
bonds, and in the defence and confirmation of the 
gospel, ye all are partakers of my grace (Phil. 1:7).

While we  never have sacrificed and suffered for the 
cause of Christ in the ways and to the extent that Paul did, 
we do know something of sacrifice and the persecution 
that Paul said was the common lot of all faithful children 
of God (Rom. 12:1, 2; 2 Tim. 3:12). Thus, we covet your 
prayers to the end that we will always be able  truthfully 
to say with  Paul that we “are set for the defence of the 
gospel” and will ever “Fight the good fight of faith” 
that we too may “lay hold on eternal life” (Phil. 1:17;  
1 Tim. 6:12). To that end we covet your Godly support.

In our last CFTF we introduced the study of what logi-
cians call “fallacies of distraction”. These fallacies  hinder 
or stop one from reaching a correct conclusion in one’s 
reasoning about a matter. We briefly studied two kinds 
of ad hominem fallacies. Before continuing our study 
we must remember that one has engaged in the ad homi-
nem ONLY when one contends that a statement is false 
because the one who made it is a certain kind of person.

Another such fallacy, somewhat related to the ad 
hominem, is called Tu quoque (Latin meaning, “You 
also”). This fallacy points out that one’s opponent does 
or believes the same thing as you do. Or, as children often 
retort when one accuses another of something—“You’re 
another one” or “You do it too”. However, if such accusa-
tions are true they are no defense of one’s position at all. 
While nothing is settled concerning the truth or falsity 
of a statement by the use of the Tu quoque argument, 
it does serve to  expose the fact that one’s opponent is 
evading the issue by  making an ad hominem argument.

I never cease to be amazed at how quickly some 
brethren (even and especially preachers) in their 
desperation to defend their or someone else’s false 
doctrine and/or conduct, will quickly resort to one or 
more fallacies of distraction and/or other fallacies in 
their attempts to keep the public from seeing and/or 
staying with the real issues in a controversy. When I 
think that some of these preachers are teaching men to 
be preachers, I pray that  their students will not follow 
their  disingenuous teachers’s examples in such matters.

—David P. Brown, Editor        
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2007 SPRING CFTF  LECTURES
“FELLOWSHIP—FROM GOD OR MAN”

FEBRUARY 25—28

SPRING CHURCH  OF CHRIST
1327 Spring–Cypress Road, P. O. Box 39 Spring, TX 77383

SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 25
 9:30    A.M.   Bible Authority—The Basis for Christian Fellowship                        David P. Brown
 10:30  A.M.  Should the church of Christ 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.  Should Error Regarding the Five Acts of Worship Disrupt Fellowship Between Christians?Bruce Stulting 
 10:00  A.M.  Fellowship Scriptures: 1 Cor. 5; Rom. 16:17 & Eph. 5:11                          Dennis Francis
    10:00 A.M** Fellowship in the Home (1)              Martha Bentley                                  
 11:00  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 to be Restored?              Wayne Blake 
 2:30    P.M. Fellowship in Restoration History and a Study of Unity Movements in the Church                   Paul Vaughn
 3:30    P.M.  OPEN FORUM: General Theme, Matters of Judgment           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 of Rom. 15:4, What May be Learned About Fellowship  From Deut. Seven?            Terry York
 10:00 A.M. Is the Ecumenical Movement the Way to Biblical Unity?                                                              Ben Justice
   10:00 A.M.** Fellowship in the Home (2)               Martha Bentley
 1:00   A.M. The Autonomy of the Church and Fellowship                                                                          Roger  Jackson
 1:30   P.M.   Book Review: I Just Want to Be a Christian by Rubel Shelly                                                      Brad Green
 2:30   P.M. Fellowship and Respect of Persons                                                                                          Taylor Hagood
 3:30   P.M.   OPEN FORUM: General Theme, Matters of Judgment            Moderators: Dub McClish & Dave Watson
 6:30   P.M. CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
 7:00   P.M.  When With Feigned Words They Will Make Merchandise of You                                          Terry 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 Sister Church?         Michael Hatcher
 10:00 A.M. Current Views of Fellowship in the Churches of Christ                                                               Lester Kamp 
 11:00 A.M. Book Review: Together Again by Rick Atchley and Bob Russell                                                   Geoff Litke
 1:30   P.M. Fellowship Scriptures: John 7:20-21; Eph. 4:1-6; Mark 9:38-41                                    Kenneth Chumbley
 2:30   P.M. Book Review: Who Is My Brother? by F. LeGard Smith                                                                 John West
 3:30   P.M.   OPEN FORUM: General Theme, Matters of Judgment            Moderators: Dub McClish & Dave Watson  
 6:30   P.M. CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
 7:00   P.M.   Should Organizational Error in the Church  Disrupt  Fellowship Between Christians?               Kent Bailey
 8:00   P.M.   Should Error Regarding MDR Disrupt Fellowship Between 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, 2711 Spring Meade Blvd., Columbia, TN 38401, jgreencoc1986@yahoo.com,

www.jgreencoc-video-ministry.com, Phone: (931) 486-1364 
RESERVE YOUR HARDBACK COPY OF THE BOOK BY MAIL, PHONE, OR EMAIL  
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(Continued from page 1)

would one be able to determine if he is a false teacher. If we 
are bound by the context/intent mindset, then words would 
have no meaning or usefulness. We may as well throw the 
Bible away, for it is hardly possible to ask Jesus, Paul, Peter, 
or any of the rest of those inspired men what the “intent” of 
their words was. This is little short of how the liberals have 
misapplied Matthew 18:15–17 for many years, demanding 
that, before one can expose a false teacher’s publicly-taught 
error, one must first go to him privately about it. Words do 
have meanings, and Dave Miller, a man with an earned PhD, 
who knows how to use words, knew what he was saying when 
he taught the error he taught on elder r/r and MDR. Speaking 
of intent, since he is giving different answers to different ones 
who ask him questions about his doctrine, it seems that his 
present intent is to deceive and dissemble. What brother Miller 
should do is simply repent of his errors. It doesn’t matter what 
one’s intent is when one teaches error. It is error nonetheless. 
In October 2005, the Highland elders applied the afore-
mentioned reasoning to some printed material published in 
the August 2005 issue of CFTF. This issue included a tran-
scription of Miller’s Brown Trail sermon of April 8, 1990, 
which we have reprinted in this statement (see item #1), in 
which he set forth and advocated the elder r/r program as it 
was to be implemented there. We had encouraged the High-
land elders to read this sermon, and with their permission, 
we sent them a copy of it. After reading it, they claimed 
context and intent could not be determined by reading the 
words of Miller’s sermon alone. They asserted that one 
must talk to Miller personally and let him put his sermon 
into context and explain his intent before one can know the 
true meaning of what he was saying. By their “rule,” one 
would have to talk to the preacher every time he teaches a 
class, preaches a sermon, or writes an article in order to be 
sure one understands the context and intent of his lesson. 
Those who are compromising (for whatever reason) with 
those who now support GBN, Miller/AP, MSOP and such 
like are now making this very argument that will not hold 
up in light of the evidence and of God’s Word on the matter. 
Pressured by these compromisers who have rejected primary, 
objective evidence of Miller’s errors, many have made phone 
calls to brother Miller, seeking to learn his context and in-
tent. In these phone conversations, brother Miller has given 
various explanations as to what he said and did and what 
occurred at Brown Trail and what he did when he came to 
Calhoun, GA, in 1999. Each time he seems to vary his story, 
depending on who is asking the questions. We have heard 
from brethren who once believed Miller was a false teacher, 
but now, after talking to Miller personally, have come away 
with a different opinion, in spite of the evidence. The breth-
ren we have talked to, who have accepted Millers explana-
tions, seem to come away scratching their heads and more 
confused but nonetheless compromised. They have accepted 
this context/intent doctrine, which basically is an attempt to 
“explain away” the evidence. These brethren tell us that if 
Miller would make a public statement regarding his intent for 
what he did at Brown Trail and Calhoun he could (in their 
opinion) clear up the accusations and controversy associated 
with him. But when asked if they counseled brother Miller 
to make such a public explanation, they all give the same 
answer: “Yes, we asked him to, but he refused.” WHY?? 

Now brethren, we must ask, where does the Bible say that we 
must know the intent of a false teacher before we can make 
righteous judgment about what he has taught or practiced? 
Remember Jesus said, “By their fruits ye shall know them,” 
(Matthew 7:15-20) not by their good intentions. What they are 
now asking us to do is to ignore the mountain of evidence and 
just call brother Miller personally to find out his intent. Sadly, 
this mindset seems to be abundant in our brotherhood today. 
It is interesting, however, that not all brethren conclude that 
brother Miller is innocent after talking with him privately. 
In fact, some come away more convinced than ever that he 
deserved to be identified as a false teacher and that we should 
have no fellowship with him until he repents. Brother Miller’s 
explanation of those who make such conclusions is that such 
brethren asked “misleading” questions or “misunderstood” or 
“misrepresented” him. This is precisely why we have sought 
and still seek more than a private, confidential audience with 
brother Miller. Private meetings with brother Miller have only 
created more confusion and division. For this reason we have 
insisted upon an open public forum so everyone could have 
access to what was said by both sides of this controversy. 
There is another mindset we would like to address. Brother 
Miller said as recently as June 20, 2006, in a phone conversa-
tion with Paul Middlebrooks, that Curtis Cates, Bobby Liddell 
and others had advised him to keep quiet. Assuming that these 
brethren advised Miller to do this, we ask again… WHY?? 
Does 1 Peter 3:15 mean anything to these brethren? Why 
does Miller choose to listen to the advice of brother Cates and 
Liddell, but not the advice of other brethren who are pleading 
with him to speak out? Why will Miller listen to those who 
say, “Be quiet,” and refuse to listen to those who say, “Please 
make a clear, precise public statement for your own sake and 
for that of brotherhood unity.” Why do they (i.e., Miller and 
Cates) remain silent while the church is being divided over 
this controversy? If brother Miller can set the record straight 
by explaining the special context of his teachings and his good 
intentions at Brown Trail and Calhoun, why does he refuse 
to do it? Brother Cates now insists that those who question 
brother Miller’s doctrine and practice call brother Miller and 
talk to him personally. On July 15, 2006, Curtis Cates, Keith 
Mosher, and others told an audience of about two hundred 
(Open Forum, Sunny Slope Lectures, Paducah, KY) that 
brother Miller had been “misrepresented.” They say he did 
not do what he is being accused of doing at Brown Trail. But 
we ask, “Where is the proof for their assertion?” Brethren, 
the evidence is clear and abundant that brother Miller taught 
error and violated God’s law on fellowship. Evidence cries out 
that Dave Miller has been Scripturally marked for teaching 
and practicing error on elder r/r and MDR/intent at Brown 
Trail. Evidence cries out that Miller violated God’s law on 
fellowship for bidding Godspeed to the apostate Calhoun, GA, 
Church in 1999. These same brethren (Cates, Mosher, et al.) 
encouraged everyone who questions brother Miller’s doctrinal 
soundness to call him and he would set the record straight. 
“Just call him,” they said, “He will talk to you!” These are the 
same men who once stood against and opposed false teach-
ers. Brethren, the evidence is crying out (I Samuel 15:14). 
Please consider the following quote from Curtis Cates: 

Those who transgress the doctrine of Christ have not God 
(2 John 9–11). We can have no fellowship with unbeliev-
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At the encouragement of others, we have 
launched a Website as a means of elec-
tronically publishing many hundreds 
of pages of material written by 
members of our family over 
the past few decades.

Visitors will find articles and 
MSS of various lengths (2–59 
pp.) on a wide variety of subjects 
(e.g., evidences, exegesis, daily 
living, ethics, liberalism, anti-ism, 
family, worship, denominational-
ism, et al.). All of these files are 
downloadable and printable. We 
encourage visitors to distribute any of 
them which they may find worthy. All of 
these materials are available free of charge. 

When you stop by, we hope you will sign our guestbook. Please 
pass our URL on to others if you find our Website useful.

—Dub and Lavonne McClish 

Take a look at…
www.scripturecache.com

ers and apostates (Mat. 18:15–17; Rom. 16:17; 2 Cor. 
6:14–18; Eph. 5:11; 2 The. 3:6; 2 Tim. 3:1–5; Tit. 3:10; 
2 Pet. 2:1; Rev. 18:1–5). False teachers are heretics; they 
must not be fellowshipped if they refuse to repudiate their 
false doctrine and return to the Truth (1994 Annual Den-
ton Lectures, Studies in Joshua, Judges, and Ruth, p. 516). 

Another mind-set that has become a stumbling block for 
some is what they perceive to be the inconsistency of some 
who now oppose brother Miller. They justify their fellow-
ship with brother Miller by claiming that certain brethren 
had no problem fellowshipping brother Miller prior to the 
controversy surrounding the Gospel Journal Board (July 
2005), so they are not going to be concerned either. Breth-
ren, our concerns with brother Miller began in 1999 when 
he came and bade Godspeed to the apostate Calhoun Church. 
We were not aware of the other issues surrounding Dave 
Miller and Brown Trail until 2001. We carefully followed 
the developments unfolding at Brown Trail and eventually 
determined that brother Miller was in error. We have warned 
brethren about brother Miller since 1999. It wasn’t until broth-
er Miller moved to Montgomery, AL, in 2002 that he became 
more of a concern in our area. One of our members talked to 
brother Frank Chesser about our concerns with brother Miller 
in 2003. Our preacher refused to appear on a lectureship with 
Dave Miller in 2003. We shared 37 pages of documenta-
tion setting forth brother Miller’s errors with brother Cliff 
Goodwin in May 2004. We presented the same information 
to Barry Gilreath, Jr. (one of the Highland elders, overseers 
of GBN) in September 2004 when we heard that GBN was 
meeting with Dave Miller about his involvement with them. 
We gave the same information to brother B. J. Clarke in May 
2005. Brethren who claim that no one had a problem with 
brother Miller prior to the Gospel Journal Board controversy 
are wrong. The “logic” these brethren are using is faulty, and 
it will lead one down the wrong path. If we should grant that 
some have been inconsistent in such matters, such does not 
justify one’s continued fellowship with a false teacher once 
he learns of his error. Two “wrongs” don’t make a “right.” 
One wrong does not justify another wrong. The evidence is 
abundant. When one learns the truth, he had better follow it. 
There is no excuse for brethren to continue fellowship with 
Dave Miller with the massive evidence available to them. 
We should think very seriously about this type of mindset. 
We believe it would be good at this point to offer some back-
ground on the doctrines that were taught and practiced by 
brother Dave Miller for those who may not be familiar with 
them. The elder r/r procedure is one in which a congregation 
is polled to determine if the members are pleased with its 
elders. In this process, the elders relinquish their congrega-
tional oversight to a committee of non-elders to administer 
the procedure and count the “votes.” If a currently-serving 
elder does not receive an arbitrarily selected percentage of 
approving ballots (e.g., 76%), he is not “reaffirmed/recon-
firmed,” and therefore may no longer serve, even though he 
may meet the Scriptural qualifications. The evidence shows 
that Dave Miller first taught and helped implement the elder 
r/r procedure at the Brown Trail Church of Christ, Bedford, 
TX, in 1990 and gave his consent to a repeat of the practice in 
2002. The evidence further shows, while serving as Director 
of the Brown Trail Preacher Training School, he defended 

HELP US GROW!
Sign-up at least five

new subscribers
to CFTF in 2007

Send subscriptions to:
P.O. 2357 

Spring, Texas 77383
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the marriage and divorce of Everett Chambers, one of his 
students (whom he later appointed as his Assistant Direc-
tor). Chambers, a Jamaican, conspired with his naturalized 
American cousin to marry each other so that he might gain 
U.S. residency status. Having attained his goal, he divorced 
his cousin. Miller maintained (and maintains) that Chambers 
and his cousin were never actually married because there was 
no intent on their part actually to be married (i.e., their intent 
was merely to circumvent U.S. immigration laws and defraud 
the U.S. government). Furthermore, brother Miller violated 
God’s law on fellowship (2 John 9-11) by bidding Godspeed 
to the marked apostate Calhoun, GA, Church in 1999 after 
being provided sufficient evidence beforehand of its apostasy. 
In light of the most recent phone conversations with Dave 
Miller, which have been made available to us and printed 
below for your consideration (see item #2 below), it is 
clear that he continues to believe the elder r/r procedure, as 
practiced at Brown Trail, is Scriptural, and he is quoted to 
have said he would repeat it if the situation came up again. 
Please consider one such conversation between Dave 
Miller and brother Paul Brantley, an elder of the Bellview 
Church, Pensacola, FL, on April 24, 2006. Miller has 
also made similar statements to others as recently as 
October, 2006, which will appear in Item #2 below. 

1. The elder r/r program he promoted and they practiced 
at Brown Trail was not wrong or unauthorized; 

2. He would promote and practice the procedure again if 
the need arose; 

3. If a Scripturally qualified elder received less than 75% 
of the congregational vote, he would need to resign ;

4. If an elder who is obviously not Scripturally quali-
fied received 75% or more of the congregational 
vote, he would be allowed to remain in the eldership. 

Brother Miller also believes that “intent,” as it relates 
to a civil marriage, determines whether or not the marriage 
is a Matthew 19:6, God-joined marriage. Please consider a 
quote from Dave Miller at Brown Trail on August 20, 2000:

If in fact marriage is defined in the Bible and in the diction-
ary as two people mutually agreeing to marry each other 
for the purpose of having a marriage—for the purpose 
of loving and adoring and all the things that are said in 
vows, but if they go through that ceremony in a counterfeit 
fashion where that’s not their purpose—they are not doing 
that to get married—they both know they are not doing 
that to get married—they’re doing that as a subversive 
ploy to cheat the government, to fool the government—
then I do not believe they would be considered married 
Biblically or even from the dictionary perspective…. 

Merely going through an external service or cer-
emony does not mean that marriage has occurred. 
Brethren, because of the aforementioned mindsets, state-
ments, and quotes, and after encouragement from good breth-
ren that we attempt another meeting with brother Miller to set 
the record straight, we decided, for a third time, to attempt 
such a meeting. We asked brother David B. Smith (Northside 
preacher) if he would attempt to setup such a meeting on our 
behalf. We set forth the following conditions, which were to 
be agreed upon by both parties before we would meet: (1) We 
meet face to face, (2) we ask precise T/F questions (brother 
Miller would be allowed to explain any answer that he felt 

needed an explanation), (3) we record the meeting, and (4) 
we distribute the audio recordings to the brotherhood. Brother 
Smith made several attempts, by phone, to contact brother 
Miller before finally reaching him on Tuesday, September 26, 
2006. Brother Smith made a sincere plea with him to meet 
with us and answer our True or False questions. Brother Smith 
told him that such a meeting would be in his best interest 
and in the best interest of the brotherhood. However, brother 
Miller refused to meet with us once again. His refusal should 
put to rest the argument some are making that brother Miller is 
willing to meet with those who seek to set the record straight. 
Now, if such a meeting had been arranged with brother Miller, 
as indicated above, we were prepared to ask him some precise 
true or false questions (see true or false questions item #3 be-
low). If he continued to hold to his beliefs regarding elder r/r, 
MDR/intent, and fellowshipping apostates, we were prepared 
to offer him some debate propositions dealing with those 
false doctrines (see proposed debate propositions in item #4 
below). If brother Miller had accepted (or should yet accept) 
our challenge for a debate, at our invitation, brother Harrell 
Davidson has agreed to represent Northside in said debate. 
While we were hopeful a meeting would take place it now 
seems obvious that such will not be the case. After having made 
several unsuccessful attempts to meet with brother Miller, we 
have decided to release this document, “The Final Word,” to 
demonstrate that we have done all within our power to help 
make wrongs right. We now put this in brother Miller’s hands, 
as well as the hands of all who read it, in the interest of truth. 
We have reprinted below the following material for your 
consideration: 

1. Transcription of Dave Miller’s sermon, presented 
at Brown Trail Church of Christ on April 8, 1990. 
2.  Phone conversations and correspondence with Dave 
Miller that have been made public over the last few months. 
3. T/F questions we planned to ask brother Miller. 
4. The debate propositions we planned to give brother 
Miller should he affirm that (A) he believes what he taught 
at Brown Trail Church of Christ regarding elder r/r in April 
1990 is Scriptural and that (B) the MDR/intent practice he 
endorsed and doctrine he taught at Brown Trail is Scriptural. 
5.  Our conclusions. 

Item # 1: Dave Miller’s Transcribed Sermon 
Preached April 8, 1990, from the pulpit of the Brown Trail 

Church of Christ, Bedford, Texas “Appointment of New Elders” 
A statement was made by our elders several months 

ago concerning their determination to give this congrega-
tion an opportunity to make adjustments in the leadership 
of this church in the future. Their discussions of this matter 
have persisted over the last few months. Plans were made 
several weeks ago more concretely and they asked me to 
present them with some information that would assist them 
in carrying out this objective. They then appointed a com-
mittee composed of the preacher of this congregation, that 
is Johnny Ramsey, Don Simpson, Gary Fallis and myself. 
Maxie Boren has an opportunity to have input on this com-
mittee, but is out of touch and out of town so much that his 
participation will probably be rather minimal. And so in 
formulating this committee, as well as a number of guide-
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lines that were discussed by the committee, we submitted 
to the eldership for their approval. A system has been set 
in place by which current elders might be evaluated and 
additional elders might be added to the body of elders. 

It is my task this morning to introduce you to this 
program as well as to address a particular Biblical mat-
ter that in my opinion needs to be addressed. Let’s begin 
by asking ourselves this question: Since we are people of 
the book, and we believe that whatever we do in religion 
and life must be authorized and guided by the Word of 
God—what does the Bible say about the selection of el-
ders. We are aware of the fact that in [sic.] 1 Timothy 3 
and Titus 1 and Acts chapter 20 and 1 Peter chapter 5 and 
other passages describe to us a function within the church, 
the body of Christ, known as “elders,” or “shepherds,” 
or “bishops,” or “pastors,” that this is to be a plurality, a 
group of men, never do we find in the New Testament one 
bishop, on[e] shepherd, one elder, ruling over a congrega-
tion, but there is [sic.] always two or more, a plurality, and 
that is very clearly taught in the scriptures. But how are 
these men to be appointed? We find the list of qualifications 
that they must meet in order to operate in this function, in 
this capacity. But by what means, by what process, by what 
procedure are they to be selected and placed into that func-
tion? The Bible is largely silent on this matter. However, 
the Bible has a great deal more to say about that matter than 
most perhaps [sic.] members of the church realize. And 
while the details, the specifics of such a procedure are not 
spelled out, some fundamental principles and guidelines are. 
And it is to those that I would like to direct you[r] attention. 

Let’s begin in first, rather in Titus chapter 1, the first 
chapter of Titus, where we find perhaps the most explicit 
allusion to the selection of elders. Contextually, Titus is 
a young evangelist, who among other things has been 
working among churches of Christ which were situated 
on the island of Crete. And as part of his responsibilities 
in preaching and teaching amid those churches was Paul’s 
statement in Titus chapter 1:5, did I say verse six, verse 5. 
Paul says to Titus, “my own son after the common faith, 
grace mercy and peace from God the Father and the Lord 
Jesus Christ our Savior, for this cause I left thee in Crete. 
That thou should set in order the things that are wanting and 
ordain elders in every city as I had appointed thee.” Now, 
if that is all that we had in the New Testament concerning 
the appointing and selection of elders, we might get the 
idea that an inspired apostle was authorizing an evangelist, 
a preacher, to go into local congregations to look over the 
situation and make personal judgments about who should 
serve as elders, and therefore we would have Titus going 
in and saying, “OK, Bro. Jones, Bro. McGilicutty and Bro. 
Smith, you’re going to the elders of this congregation.” 
There are members of the churches of Christ who have 
so interpreted this passage and thus have given rise to the 
doctrine of evangelistic authority. Most prominent among 
our black brethren [sic.], and they actually teach and prac-
tice the idea that the preacher is not under the elders— that 
he in fact, if anything, presides over the elders, and is to 
make judgments concerning their selection. I do not find 
this to be the teaching of this passage or any other passage. 
Turn with me now to Acts chapter 6, and we’ll look at 

evidence that indeed proves that point. The context of Acts 
chapter 6 is the selection of some of the leaders within a 
local church. Granted this is not a context in which elders 
are being selected, but again if we are people of the book, 
if we are gong to be guided by New Testament principles, 
we must go to those passages that give us any sort of insight 
on a selection process, by which functions and capacities 
within the church might be fulfilled. And this is really the 
only passage in all of the Bible that gives us that informa-
tion. Contextually, the church of Christ is located in the 
city of Jerusalem. Populating that congregation are Jews 
and Jews only. There have been no Gentile converts added 
to the church at this point in time. But within this group of 
Jewish Christians is a culturally diverse situation. That is, 
you have Jews, who are Aramaic, who are Hebrew Jews 
and their background is Hebrew—they speak Hebrew or 
Aramaic—a Semitic dialect. But there are some other Jews 
in this congregation who did not grow up under that sort of 
a Hebrew background, but rather grew up in the Roman em-
pire and in particular areas that were heavenly Greecianized. 
They are what’s known in history as Hellenistic Jews—they 
have been cultured, “inculturated” in a Greek setting. They 
don’t even speak Hebrew, in many cases. They speak Greek. 
But both groups have a strong Old Testament background. 

Now here are these two culturally different groups 
of people, even though we would see them the same, 
they’re Jews, and they are not getting along with each 
other. And they begin fussing toward on[e] another 
because some of the specific responsibilities that need 
to be taken care of in the church were being neglected 
—specifically the widows were being neglected in 
the daily distribution of food and other needs, for these 
older women, members of the church. The apostles—this 
is a young church that hasn’t had a chance to appoint elders 
yet—and so the apostles which established the church in 
Acts chapter 2 in this location are concerned about these 
disturbances that are arising. They need to give themselves 
continually and consistently and persistently to the preaching 
of the Word, to prayer, to advancing the church in terms of 
causing the church to grow in spreading the Gospel around 
the Empire and so it seems to me that what we have here is 
the very beginnings of what would ultimately be set com-
pletely in order with the writings of such letters as Timothy 
and Titus, although keep in mind that the contents of Timo-
thy and Titus, though they appear in written form, laid down 
in the first century that information which was available 
and operative to Christians wherever inspired men spoke. 
But it seems to me that what we have here is essentiality 
the designation of what we refer to as “deacons.” In fact 
the term, a form of the term, “deacon” occurs three times 
in these verses. But rather than argue whether that is who 
is being appointed, let’s simply note that here is an inspired 
selection process given by the inspired apostles. And what 
is that process? Verse 3, “Brethren (that is you members of 
the church at Jerusalem), you are to look out from among 
yourselves seven men of honest report, full of the Holy Spirit 
and wisdom.” Now isn’t that clear? It is the people who do 
the looking out from among themselves. But they are to not 
simply look among themselves and say, “Well, I like brother 
So and So, he’s a really good fellow. I think he’s a nice man.” 
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No, you are to look out from among yourselves men who fit 
certain qualifications. In this case, we are given three qualifi-
cations for this group of men, and as I said, 1 Timothy 3 and 
Titus 1 and other passages give us a host of other qualifica-
tions, but there are the two fundamental Biblical New Testa-
ment guidelines for making selection of capacities within 
the church of Christ. The people are to look out from among 
themselves and they are to make those selections based upon 
inspired instructions. Now if that be the case brethren, the 
implications are enormous. If indeed this is intended to be 
the prototype — if this is intended to be the New Testament 
authority which we have for making selection of officials 
within the church, then it would be wrong for the preacher 
to make those selections and it also follows that it would be 
inappropriate for officials to make those selections where 
the eldership becomes sort of a self perpetuating board and 
they add to their number men who they think ought to be 
added. This passage clearly teaches that it is the congrega-
tion, the members, who are to be involved in this process. 

Someone says then that you are saying then that elders 
and leaders are to be selected are to be selected by majority 
vote. Well, that is not exactly what I am saying, but I am 
saying that this passage very clearly teaches that the mem-
bership at large is to make that decision. I don’t think this 
means though that the church is a democracy, no, because 
God has already stated the guidelines, the qualifications 
upon which men can be selected. The fact that he expects 
members of the church to study the Word of God to know 
these qualifications, and then to also know the men whom 
they are selecting, and you have to do both, you’ve got to 
know what the Bible teaches is a qualified elder, and you’ve 
got to know men well enough to know whether they fit that. 
It seems to me that does not make it majority vote, so to 
speak. It is not a popularity contest, someone has said—and 
I agree with that completely, it is not. We should not select 
men based upon whom [sic.] we really like and [sic.] we 
think are popular with other people. We had better do it 
based on what the New Testament teaches is a qualified man. 

Now, by the way, do you see the term that is translated 
“appoint” in the King James Version in Acts 6:3? Here 
the apostles is [sic.] saying, “You look out from among 
yourselves men who meet these qualifications.” Once you 
have done that, we will appoint them. Now notice that. 
The apostles don’t do the selection, the membership does. 
But the apostles then formally appoint— or install them. 
Do you know that the word translated “appoint” in verse 3 
is the same word that is translated in Acts in Titus chapter 
1 verse 5, “ordain.” Now think about that. By the way the 
American Standard came along and translated Titus 1:5 
“appoint,” doing a couple of things—they recognized that 
it is the same word that occurs here in Acts 6:3. Number 
2, they were trying to soften the King James translators 
selection of the term “ordain,” which sure enough made 
it sound like the evangelist made the decision. But we see 
the same word used in Acts 6:3 where the apostles did 
not make the decision, they just formally installed them 
into office. But the members selected them and I suggest 
to you that is how Titus 1:5 ought to be interpreted, not 
vice versa. Paul was telling Titus to go among the Gre-
cian churches and formally install or appoint men whom 

the membership has looked out from among them. That 
is the only way to make those two passages harmonize. 
I would also point out to you that in Acts chapter 14, verse 
23, a different term for “appoint” is used. It is a very dif-
ferent Greek term, where we are told that a couple of the 
apostles went around and ordained elders in every city. But 
again there is no need for us to assume that they went in 
and made those selections, although, I for one would not 
question an inspired apostle’s ability to select qualified men. 
But you see that same term used in Acts chapter 14, verse 
23 is used over in 2 Corinthians 8, verse 19, to describe 
what the membership did—in selecting one individual to 
carry a contribution. So what I am suggesting to you breth-
ren, based upon these passages, is members of the church 
of the local congregation, are to look ye out—that they 
are to consult among themselves and reach an agreement 
concerning who is qualified to be an elder, and whom [sic.] 
they perceive to be a leader, and then those men are to be 
formally appointed or installed into that function. Titus 
merely inaugurated the selection process in each Cretan 
city, in each congregation, as the members looked out from 
among themselves on the bases of these qualifications that 
Paul had given to Titus, and then appointments were for-
mally confirmed by Titus. If we follow that process, we can 
be assured, as Paul told the Ephesian elders in Acts 20, the 
Holy Spirit has made those overseers--but only if we follow 
the instructions of the Holy Spirit as given in Scripture. 

We [sic.], that certainly seems to cover the question 
of how elders ought to be selected, but what about this 
idea of reevaluating current elders or reconfirming—and 
there are some brethren that are really up in arms it seems 
to me and say that is what the liberals are doing. Well, 
they may be, but I am unconcerned about that in terms of 
whether or not it is right or wrong—but I am concerned 
about what the Bible teaches. Notice number 1, that if the 
members select elders to begin with based on Acts 6:3, 
and 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. So you see 
the implication is, it is false to say, “once an elder, always 
an elder.” That is as false as to say, “once saved, always 
saved”—that doesn’t follow. Not only may a man no longer 
meet the qualifications, but conceivably a man could meet 
the qualifications, brethren, and yet not be perceived by that 
flock as a shepherd. Not be a man to whom they will submit 
themselves [sic.]. Shepherds cannot lead where sheep will 
not follow. So a man could be technically qualified to be an 
elder, and yet if the membership where he attends does not 
perceive him a leader in whom they respect and trust [sic.], 
he cannot shepherd effectively. How unwise for me as a 
preacher to say that I am qualified to be a preacher now 
you’ve got to keep me. When 20 or 30 percent of the con-
gregation thinks I am a dumpy preacher. I promise you 
I’d leave. I wouldn’t lock my feet into the dirt and say, 
“Well I’m qualified, so they’d better accept me.” What an 
attitude! That attitude alone disqualifies a man. What fol-
lows then that [sic.] one of the qualifications of a shepherd 
is that the membership perceives him to be such, and is 
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willing to submit, and to follow, to respect, and to trust. 
Now there is one other passage that I think we need to 

have our attention called to and that’s in 1 Timothy chapter 
5. In addition then to Acts chapter 6 verse 3 concerning the 
selection of elders, we have this statement in 1 Timothy 
chapter 5, and I don’t think I’ve ever seen it followed in any 
church with which I’ve ever been affiliated. Here we have 
a context beginning in verse 17 where elders are already 
in position in the local church, they are local bishops. He 
talks about how they are to be even paid, especially those 
who are not only shepherding the congregation spiritually, 
but also conducting themselves as evangelists, as preach-
ers. He says those individual are worthy of double honor, 
which is a euphemism in the New Testament for receiving 
remuneration. But he also says—and by the way verse 18 is 
an interesting passage, hardly a point that we ought to stop 
and make, but there are two allusions, verse 18, to previous 
scriptures. The allusion of the ox treading out the corn is 
from Deuteronomy 25, which was a principle even under 
the Old Law about how you ought to treat your animals. But 
notice the scripture—notice this—verse 18, for the scripture 
sayeth and he quoted two scriptures—one from Deuter-
onomy 25 and the next one “the laborer is worthy of his 
reward.” I’ve not been able to find that in the Old Testament. 
But it is Luke 10:17, a statement that Jesus made. Here we 
find a New Testament epistle referring back(sic.) to another 
New Testament epistle as scripture, well that’s an interest-
ing side point, that has implications for our understanding 
of scripture. Notice verses 19 and 20, “Against an elder 
receive not an accusation, but before two or three witnesses, 
them (meaning contextually here the elders) that sin rebuke 
before all that others also may fear.” The principle here is 
that even though a man is in a position of being an elder in 
the church, he can disqualify himself, or make mistakes that 
he shouldn’t make. It therefore follows, that a man can be 
removed from the office of an elder. In fact, there we have 
the process of doing so. There has to be also two or three 
witnesses, a principle well grounded in the Old Testament, 
in God’s approach to human relationships, but theoretically 
if charges could be sustained against an elder being disquali-
fied, he could be removed. That’s all we’re talking about. 
We may use the term “evaluation of elders,” we may use the 
term “reconfirmation.” If those terms concern you, then call 
it something else, but the principle is that if the membership 
finds fault with an elder, the membership who put the elder in 
the first place can remove them [sic.]. And certainly, all that 
ought to be based upon scriptural teaching, that is the man 
ought to be found to be faulty scripturally—and spiritually, 
but I would still maintain that a man could theoretically be 
qualified and yet have lost his standing with enough of the 
members that he ought to voluntarily remove himself. Now 
how do you determine that unless you ask the members how 
they perceive that man as an elder of the church? 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 mindset, in our attitude, 
an evaluation mentality, because my friends, the Lord is go-
ing to evaluate us one day—and it may be sooner than we 
think. And out attitude ought to be that we want to serve the 

Lord, and serve the flock, and continue to have the approval 
and respect of the flock, of one another. And if I, or anyone 
else in a leadership sort of capacity, no longer sustain the 
respect from a sizeable portion of the flock for whatever 
reason, the proper attitude would be to remove oneself from 
that position. A position that depends upon credibility depends 
upon it! [sic.] And by the way, Johnny [Ramsey] recently 
told me a Christian doesn’t have to be elder to go to heaven. 

You know, this is a very sticky situation, and in previous 
congregations where I’ve been, this thing has been done. It’s 
not easy. It can be very unpleasant, very difficult, because we 
are dealing in area of ego, emotions, feelings. And therefore 
it’s going to require every single one of us being gentle, and 
kind, and loving; firm, yes, truthful, yes, scripturally [sic.], 
absolutely. But all of us must be very careful that we are able 
to see things clearly through the eyeglasses of scripture, and 
not through personal feelings, concerns, emotions. There’s 
not a person in this auditorium, that I know personally, that 
I do not think the world of and appreciate as a member of 
the church, but that doesn’t mean that I think everyone in 
here should be an elder. If I do not think you should be an 
elder of church, does that mean I don’t love you and think 
the world of you as a Christian and as a human being? Of 
course not! I don’t think I should be an elder. I don’t think 
I’m scripturally qualified to be. And if I find out that you 
agree with that assessment, should I somehow think that 
you don’t like me like you should? Of course not! This is 
such serious business that we allow, we must not allow our 
personal egos and emotions to enter in. We must not! We 
dare not! There’s too much at stake here in light of eternity. 
Very quickly, here is the process outlined and this procedure 
has been written out in steps and you are certainly welcome 
to take a look at this. We can post it in the secretary’s of-
fice for anyone that has any questions. Beginning next 
Sunday morning, Johnny will be presenting two sermons, 
one next Sunday morning and one the following Sunday 
morning—so that’s April 15 and 22—on the qualifications 
and responsibilities of elders, and I know that he will do a 
good job. That’s a short time to cover a lot of ground that 
he’s a Master at capsuling and summarizing what the Bible 
says [sic.]. I urge you to be present for those lessons and 
to listen carefully. Then on April 22nd, the 2nd Sunday of 
these sermons, forms will be distributed to the membership. 
There will be two types of forms. One of these forms will 
give you an opportunity to simply state whether or not you 
think any of the five men who are now serving in the elder-
ship should or should not continue to serve. You won’t be 
asked to sign that form, in fact, our five current elders have 
made that point, that this is strictly your opportunity without 
any pressure from anywhere or anyone to state your feelings 
about the current eldership in light of what the Bible teaches. 

The second form will be a form that is designed to 
identify the scriptural responsibilities or specific qualifica-
tions of elders. You will be asked to fill out one form for 
each man whose name you wish to submit as a potential 
elder for the church here. You have one week to turn in all 
of those forms, and we’re encouraging every member to 
do that, not like one form per couple, but each individual 
member, of responsible age, who wishes to do so. No one 
is required to do this. It may well be that your affiliation 
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with the church and with these men is such that you feel 
that you do not really know about them and what’s going 
on. You do not need to feel compelled to comment. Once 
those forms are turned in, which will be by April 29, the 
committee of preachers, whom the elders have asked to 
monitor this process, will sit down and go through these. 
And I want to stress to you that in light of Acts 6:3 and ev-
erything else that we’ve said, these preachers are not going 
to be making these decision for you. But there are some 
fundamental guidelines that will be followed. Present elders 
would need to receive a sizeable percentage of support from 
this congregation. As I suggested to you that as a preacher, 
if we polled the congregation and found out that 25% of 
the church think I stink as a preacher and wishes that I 
would leave—I would probably leave. Because for me to 
work effectively with you, you have got to want me to be 
here. And so that only follows. 

And then, of course, the other forms there would need 
to be again a sizeable percentage of people who turn in say 
one man’s name, the submission of one’s man name, would 
surely show up several times among this membership [sic.] 
if that individual is indeed perceived to be eldership material. 
So that process in and of itself will weed some individuals 
out. And then of course, it would be the responsibility of 
the committee to interview and to speak with and talk with 
those individuals who are being considered to be elders in 
the future. And so our committee interviews will sit down 
with these men. There’s nothing secretive about this, or 
nothing ominous. We’ll sit down with the Bible and with 
that man and discuss his spiritual condition in light of those 
qualifications. Ultimately, out of that process then will come 
names who will be presented to the congregation on May 
13th is the way that’s set up at this time. And on that date 
then, when those names are presented to the congregation, 
a two-week period will be allowed for the submission of 
scriptural objections to the committee, which will be held in 
strictest confidence by that committee. We see no reason to 
render strife among members—problems that one member 
may have with another member. We want to try to handle 
this tastefully and in a Christian way and yet to face squarely 
the issues that are raised by any potential objections that 
may come in. 

Then, theoretically, once those can be sorted out, on 
May 27th, the last Sunday of the month of May, we will be 
able to formally appoint, ordain those men who will serve 
as elders of this congregation. Now that may or may not 
include the five present ones. That’s up to you. That may, or 
may not include, additional ones. That’s up to you. Let me 
stress however, brethren, that between now and then, you 
have some serious responsibilities and quite frankly, some 
heavy burdens. May you not take this lightly. This isn’t 
like running down and voting for Clayton Williams. This is 
serious! You know he or someone else may mess up Texas 
but God forbid that we mess up the church. This has eternal 
consequences. And I have always been convinced, ever 
since I began studying the subject of elders, that it would 
be terrible for a person to just sit down and in five minutes 
say, “Well, I think brother So and So is a good fellow,” and 
write his name down and turn it in. I think that is terrible! 
What we ought to do is take 1 Timothy 3 and Titus 1 and 

sit down and study for, I would be so bold as to say, hours, 
applying that teaching to the individual that I am thinking 
about, and making certain that I can honestly say, “Yes” But 
we tend to pull out one or two things and say that he really 
does that well, so that’s it! And he may fit 90% of these 
tremendously and yet be glaringly deficient in another or 
two. We’ve got to stand before God and face these spiritual 
decisions with all of their consequences. 

And I’ll tell you another thing we’d better do, rather 
than thinking this all depends on us—and that’s what we 
do, we think this all depends on us. We’d better do an awful 
lot of praying between now and then. I mean we’d better 
pray, pray, pray that God’s will will be done in this under-
taking. Not our will, not our desires, not our perceptions, 
but I think it ought to be that we’d better pray, deeply and 
fervently, that God’s will will be done. We need to be sober, 
serious, objective, and that’s hard to do, isn’t it, because 
we’re dealing with people that we love. But we’ve got 
to be objective, and honestly allow scripture to mold our 
perceptions of each individual that we might consider, not 
our past experiences necessarily, unless those specifically 
are germane to what the Bible says. Can we honestly and 
genuinely say scripture is what formulates our perceptions 
with an individual. That’s what we’ve got to do, and that 
means we need to listen closely to the two sermons that Johnny 
preaches, we need to do study on our own if we have not done 
that in recent months or years on what the Bible says, and we’ve 
got to be honest in facing up to the teaching of those passages. 
If you are in our audience this morning, especially if you’re 
a visitor, we in some sense want to apologize for not having 
a more evangelistic message that is designed to bring you 
into confrontation of your own spiritual condition. On the 
other hand, brethren our children—and we ourselves—need 
this kind of fundamental plain talk about how the church is 
functioning among us. We are not to shy away from that. 
We ought to rejoice that as a body of God’s people we are 
privileged to take the Word of God and to honestly face 
ourselves. As we said in the beginning, we will do that 
just as soon as the Lord returns. He wants us to do it now, 
and to make prayerful, careful decisions. But if you are in 
our audience this morning and you need to respond to the 
Gospel invitation to become a Christian, we would love 
to take a few moments and discuss that with you. If you’ll 
come forward and make your desire known, we’ll take that 
time to do that. If you are a member of the Lord’s church 
and you need at this time in this assembly to come forward 
and publicly acknowledge sin in your life. Here is a group 
of people, whom I have found in the two or so years that 
I’ve been here to be people who relish the opportunity to 
express love and concern and appreciation for one another, 
as together we try to alter the blunders that we’ve made and 
grow closer to God in His will. And so, what a place to re-
dedicate one’s life to the Lord, to make confession of wrong. 
There is no other place on the face of the earth that would 
be a better environment for doing that. Not the counselor’s 
couch, but before other Christians, the body that is striving 
to work together. Do you need to come. If you do, please 
do that as we stand and sing.

Item # 2: Reports on recent phone
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 conversations/correspondence with
 Dave Miller 

Those who support brother Dave Miller, as we have al-
ready mentioned, have said much about the need to call him 
and get his explanation of what happened at Brown Trail and 
Calhoun before we make judgment against him. While we are 
not opposed to anyone who wishes to speak to brother Miller 
privately, we do not believe this will solve the controversy 
surrounding him. The evidence is clear as to what brother 
Miller did that has brought about so much conflict and divi-
sion. The reports of phone conversations, printed below, bears 
this out. Brother Miller and his supporters need to sit down in 
a public forum and discuss the issues so all can see and hear 
the matter first-hand. Please note the material below, which 
has been made public for the sake of truth, and see whether 
or not he has (1) been willing to meet with everyone who 
desired such or (2) cleared up any charges made against him 
to those to whom he did give an audience. Miller’s silence at 
this point is in contempt of 1 Peter 3:15. Truth should never 
be silent when souls are stake. 

Northside elders’ first two attempts to meet with Miller: 
We decided, in September 2005 to meet with brother Mill-

er to question him about some of his doctrinal positions and to 
discuss the controversy and confusion they were causing. We 
asked brother Wesley Simons (a “neutral” party, since brethren 
Barry Gilreath, Sr., and Jim Dearman, representatives of GBN, 
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/intent and about his endorsement of the apostate 
Calhoun, GA, 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 both times.
Terry Hightower’s attempt to communicate with Miller: 

Some brethren have conversed with Miller over the 
past several months, either personally or over the phone, 
and various ones have come away with various 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 receiving, much less answered). 

Chad Dollahite’s first phone visit with Miller: 
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 ex-
ample (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. 
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 er-
ror. 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. 

Paul Brantley’s second phone visit with Miller: 
Brother Paul Brantley (as earlier indicated, an elder of 

the Bellview Church of Christ, Pensacola, FL) called and 
asked brother Miller some questions in August 2005. Brother 
Michael Hatcher, Bellview preacher, has told us that brother 
Brantley called brother Miller again on April 24, 2006, at 
which time brother Miller told him the following: 

1. The elder r/r program he promoted and they practiced 
at Brown Trail was not wrong or unauthorized; 

2. He would promote and practice the procedure again if 
the need arose; 

3. If a Scripturally qualified elder received less than 75% of 
the congregational vote, he would need to resign; 

4. If an elder who is obviously not Scripturally qualified 
received 75% or more of the congregational vote, he 
would be allowed to remain in the eldership; 

5. He (i.e., Miller) does not recall telling anyone that he said 
the elder r/r procedure at Brown Trail was a “mistake” 
(although brother Keith Mosher has widely reported 
Miller said as much to him, and various others have 
repeated same); 

6. He (i.e., Miller) is tired of receiving such calls and deal-
ing with such questions ;

7. He (i.e., Miller) has said all he is going to say on the 
subject, and he will issue no further statements. 

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. 

Chad Dollahite’s second phone visit with Miller: 
Below is an excerpt from a letter brother Dollahite wrote 

to us after his second phone conversation with Dave Miller: 
I would also like to address the answers to questions put 
to Dave Miller by Paul Brantley, as mentioned in your 
most recent statement. Your statement reads as follows: 
Brother Paul Brantley (an elder of the Bellview Church 
of Christ, Pensacola, FL) called and asked brother Miller 
some questions in August 2005. Brother Michael Hatcher, 
Bellview preacher, has told us that brother Brantley called 
brother Miller again on April 24, 2006, at which time 
brother Miller told him the following: 
1. The elder r/r program he promoted and they practiced 

at Brown Trail was not wrong or unauthorized; 
2. He would promote and practice the procedure again 

if the need arose; 
3. If a Scripturally qualified elder received less than 

75% of the congregational vote, he would need to 
resign ;

4. If an elder who is obviously not Scripturally qualified 
received 75% or more of the congregational vote, he 
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would be allowed to remain in the eldership; 
5. He (i.e., Miller) does not recall telling anyone that 

he said the elder r/r procedure at Brown Trail was a 
“mistake” (although brother Keith Mosher has widely 
reported Miller said as much to him, and various 
others have repeated same); 

6. He (i.e., Miller) is tired of receiving such calls and 
dealing with such questions; 

7. He (i.e., Miller) has said all he is going to say on the 
subject, and he will issue no further statements. 

I spoke to Dave Miller on June 1, 2006 (via telephone), 
and he told me that the answers to (1) and (2) are correct, 
though they were qualified answers. Brother Miller categori-
cally denied that he answered (3) and (4) as quoted. He stated 
that (5) is correct, though he was simply stating the fact that 
he cannot recall such. The answers to (6) and (7) are also cor-
rect, as brother Miller said he simply is weary from dealing 
with these questions and their taking time away from other 
duties in his work. He also added that the whole tone of that 
conversation, from start to finish, was rather confrontational, 
and each question was very leading. I do not believe you 
brethren would want to misquote anyone, and I am not going 
to get into an argument over which one of these men is twist-
ing the truth, but I am just letting you know that I contacted 
Dave Miller directly, and this is what he told me. 

Paul Middlebrooks’ phone visit with Miller: 
This morning (6/20/06) Paul Methvin called me and 

said that he had just gotten off the phone with Dave Miller. 
Methvin said Dave told him that he does not support MDR 
as said by certain brethren. Methvin stated that Dave told 
him as well he does not support Elder Reaffirmation. Meth-
vin told me I was more than welcome to call Dave that he 
was sitting there by the phone and gave me the number. 
When I called Dave (6/20/06) I told him who I was and why 
I was calling. I also told Dave that I was writing down what 
he was going to say to me and that it would be posted. On 
each one of these points I have listed below, I had Dave to 
repeat to me several times to make sure I would not mis-
represent what he was saying. He reconfirmed each one. 
So I called Dave Miller and this is how the conversation 
went: 

1. Dave said that he would have a problem with the Tahoe 
family encampment as we do. (I’m sure Methvin didn’t 
hear that). 

2. Dave said he believes the only reason someone could get 
divorced is save for fornication [sic.]. 

3. Dave said he does not believe that a congregation has any 
right to remove a qualified elder from an eldership. 

4. Dave said he quickly skimmed through the packet on 
the Calhoun Church and in his judgment did not find 
a reason not to go. Dave said when he got to Calhoun 
and talked to them about it (and from what he seen 
while he was at Calhoun), he did not see a liberal 
congregation. 

5. Dave said that Paul Brantley from Pensacola misrepre-
sented what he said. 

6. Dave said that Dub McClish, David Brown, and Michael 
Hatcher have never contacted him. 

7. Dave said at the Denton lectures Dub McClish had in-
vestigated him and fellowshipped him. 

8. Dave said at East Hill, in Pulaski, TN, David Brown and 
Michael Hatcher was [sic.] on that lectureship with him 
and nothing was said. 

9. I asked Dave if he would write up a new statement to 
clear everything up and to remove this horrible stum-
bling block in the brotherhood. Dave said that he has 
been advised by “Curtis Cates,” “Bobby Liddell,” and 
other wise brethren that he trusted not to do that. So 
he is not going to. 

10. I asked Dave if he would be willing to come to Northside 
and have a meeting to clear all of this up, and he said 
NO, that he probably would not have time. 

Brethren I pleaded with him and said “please” sev-
eral times in asking him to step forward and do some-
thing. He said he had gone as far with it as he was going 
to go. I thought you good Brethren should know how the 
phone conversation went and now you know what I know. 

Johnny Burkhart’s phone visit with Miller: 
I spoke with Dave Miller yesterday morning (8/01/06). I 
didn’t accomplish anything, but I guess I am like George 
McMichael on the old Real McCoy show, “I had my 
say.” I mentioned to him that in ‘97 the folks in Bellview 
had “marked” or withdrawn from him and he told me 
I was the first to tell him that. He doesn’t seem to view 
this matter (elder r/r) as a “big deal.” He mentioned his 
book, Piloting the Strait, and I pointed out that this mat-
ter was going to be a greater problem in the brotherhood 
than the “Change Movement.” Also I thought it was ironic 
he wrote that book because what Rubel Shelly is to 
the “Change Movement” he (Dave) is to this issue. 
He thinks this matter will go away because only a hand-
ful of “radicals” are concerned. Moreover he told me there 
are 1.3 million members of the church and only 10,000 
probably know about this. I told him that really didn’t 
matter because “Truth is not based upon who can line up 
the most folks.” Some folks make decisions based upon 
friendships, money, or politics. Others base their decisions 
and lives upon “Truth,” and there were those who are will-
ing to die for “Truth” and ultimately Truth would win the 
day. I emphasized that this matter is not going to go away 
(his opinions of and those of MSOP notwithstanding). 
I also asked if he had heard that Garland Elkins stated he 
would not be on a lectureship with him (I told him I had heard 
this but I was not for sure whether it was accurate). He said 
he had not heard that. I told him that if that was the case then 
that, from my perspective, was a step in the right direction. 
Basically he took the same approach as those at MSOP took 
(talked in circles and changed the subject when you tried to 
pin them down). In my opinion, a good dose of humility would 
go along way in solving this matter, but I seriously doubt if 
he, MSOP, or GBN have ever or will ever consider that. 

Wayne Blake’s phone visit with Miller: 
I talked to Dave Miller Monday October 16, 2006 at ap-
proximately 4:15 p.m. C.S.T. He was really not in a talkative 
mood, and I guess I am not high enough on the chain to be 
able to just call him. He told me that he would not need to 
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answer any questions because his letter he sent out [ 9/23/05] 
was all he needed to say. I asked him if this was a letter of 
declaration or repentance (as some have said). He said it 
was a letter of explanation and not repentance. He feels he 
has nothing of which to repent. To him, this whole matter is 
“making a mountain out of a mole hill.” He feels that a lot of 
people have been spreading fabrications (his word, he never 
said the word, “lies”). He feels that if he allowed everyone to 
keep calling him he would never get his work done. I asked 
him about the 75% and he basically pinned that on the elders. 
He was just the one who did the “leg work.” When asked if 
he had a conversation with Terry Hightower in the 90’s he 
stated he didn’t have a discussion about this [elder r/r], just 
remembered Terry mentioning it to him. He feels he has noth-
ing to repent of, brethren. A “group” is spreading fabrications 
and he doesn’t understand why they are doing such. The call 
only lasted about 8 minutes because he felt the letter spoke 
for itself. P.S. This info can be shared if you want. I have no 
problem with getting this information out. It’s sad, but its 
how he prefers to do things. 

Conclusion 
This compilation of contacts and attempted contacts with Dave 
Miller does not include the many letters written in 1999 and 
2006 by members of the Northside church of Christ relating 
to his appearance at and endorsement of the apostate Calhoun, 
GA, church, which he never answered. 

Now, in light of the foregoing facts, we are made to 
wonder what certain brethren who continue to insist you talk 
to brother Miller personally hope to accomplish. A private 
meeting at this point would serve no purpose for the cause 
of truth or unity. The phone conversations above reveals a 
Dave Miller who is in a “denial” mode, who keeps changing 
his story, and whose pride in these matters has become his 
stumbling block. 

Item# 3 
TRUE-FALSE QUESTIONS FOR DAVE MILLER 
QUESTIONS ON MDR AS THEY RELATE TO INTENT: 

1. True or False: If a man and woman enter into a mar-
riage by complying with the appropriate civil law, but 
one or both of them do not intend to be married, no 
Matthew 19:6 God-joined marriage took place. 

2. True or False: Everett Chambers admitted he never 
intended to enter into his marriage with his cousin 
so as to actually be married. 

3. True or False: Everett Chambers had a Matthew 19:6 
God-joined marriage to his cousin from July 2, 1993 
through February 17, 1997. 

4. True or False: If two eligible people marry for the sole 
purpose of obtaining citizenship for one of them, they 
would not be joined in a Matthew 19:6 marriage. 

5. True or False: God does not recognize a marriage to 
have occurred if at least one party does not intend 
to be married. 

6. True or False: If one party in a marriage makes vows 
with mental reservations, the result is a marriage God 
does not recognized. 

7. True or False: Someone can make marriage vows (i.e., 
comply with civil law) without intending to keep 

said vows and God will not hold him/her account-
able for it. 

8. True or False: If two eligible people marry for the 
sole purpose of cheating the government, but later 
fall in love and decide they want to stay together, 
they would need to do nothing further in order to be 
married to each other. 

9. True or False: If two eligible people marry for the sole 
purpose of cheating the government, but later fall 
in love and decide they want to stay together, they 
would need to divorce and remarry. 

10. True or False: God does not recognize a marriage to 
have occurred if at least one party does not intend to 
enter into a marriage. 

11. True or False: When two business men enter into a 
contract to do business with each other, no contract 
actually exists if one of them did not intend to enter 
into the contract. 

12. True or False: The “intent” doctrine regarding mar-
riage, as practiced by Everett Chambers and defended 
by me, David Miller, is parallel to the Roman Catholic 
doctrine of “mental reservation.”

QUESTIONS ON THE HOLY SPIRIT AS THEY RE-
LATE TO MAC DEAVER: 

 13. True or False: I, Dave Miller, am in fellowship with 
the Pearl Street Church of Christ in Denton, TX.

 14. True or False: I, Dave Miller, believe Mac Deaver’s 
teaching, as it relates to the direct operation of the 
Holy Spirit, is Scriptural.

15. True or False: I, Dave Miller, believe Mac Deaver’s 
teaching, as it relates to modern-day Holy Spirit 
baptism, is Scriptural. 

16. True or False: I, Dave Miller, am in fellowship with 
Mac Deaver. 

QUESTIONS ON FELLOWSHIP AS THEY RE-
LATE TO THE LIBERAL/APOSTATE CALHOUN 

CHURCH: 
17. True or False: Fellowship is a Biblical doctrine bound 

by the laws of God. 
18. True or False: Giving and Receiving of financial 

support, for an authorized work, constitutes Biblical 
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fellowship and is therefore governed by the law of 
God. 

19. True or False: Participation with a KNOWN apostate 
church is a violation of God’s law on fellowship. 

20. True or False: Endorsing a KNOWN apostate church, 
her elders and preacher, is a violation of God’s law 
on fellowship. 

21. True or False: Endorsing a KNOWN apostate church, 
her elders and preacher, is not a violation of God’s 
law on fellowship, if said endorsement was not in-
tended as an endorsement. (If true, please supply the 
passage(s) ______________). 

22. True or False: It is Scriptural to withdraw from an 
entire congregation if and when said congregation 
clearly (with documentation) apostatizes from the 
truth. 

23. True or False: It is Scriptural to withdraw fellow-
ship from the elders of a congregation ONLY, while 
continuing to be in fellowship with the members and 
preacher of said congregation. 

24. True or False: Brethren who go ahead and extend 
fellowship to an apostate congregation (by attending 
and endorsing it), in spite of being provided with 
documentation/evidence of said apostasy, violate 
God’s law on fellowship and thereby commit sin. 

25. True or False: In 1999 I, Dave Miller, received an 
”Open Letter” (twenty eight pages) from the brethren 
of the Northside Church documenting the error of the 
apostate Calhoun Church of Christ prior to my visit 
with the Calhoun Congregation. 

26. True or False: I, Dave Miller, read the “Open Letter” 
prior to visiting the apostate Calhoun church. 

27. True or False: I, Dave Miller, received audio tapes 
of Jerry Dyer’s (a false teacher) Conflict Resolution 
Seminar conducted at the apostate Calhoun church 
in February 1999. 

28. True or False: I, Dave Miller, listened to the audio 
tapes of Jerry Dyer before going to the apostate 
Calhoun church. 

29. True or False: Based on said documentation I, Dave 
Miller, was able to determine the unsoundness of the 
Calhoun church before attending said church. 

30. True or False: I, Dave Miller, violated God’s law 
on fellowship by bidding Godspeed to the marked 
apostate Calhoun Church of Christ.

QUESTIONS ON ELDER R/R RELATING TO 
BROWN TRAIL IN 1990: 

31. True or False: The Brown Trail Church of Christ elders 
charged an “Elder Selection Screening Committee” 
(hereafter, the committee) of Brown Trail members 
with implementing, regulating, and monitoring the 
elder reevaluation/reconfirmation (hereafter, elder 
r/r) procedure at Brown Trail Church of Christ, April 
8–May 27, 1990. 

32. True or False: Said committee, therefore, stood 
between the existing Brown Trail elders and the 
congregation during the elder r/r procedure. 

33. True or False: Said committee therefore rendered the 
existing Brown Trail elders as only “figure heads 

without authority” elders during the reevaluation 
process. 

34. True or False: The Brown Trail elders were therefore 
in submission to the findings of and were accountable 
to said committee, which placed the committee in 
authority over the existing Brown Trail elders during 
the elder r/r process. 

35. True or False: It is possible for an elder who is pres-
ently serving and who has never resigned to be “re-
appointed.” 

36. True or False: The elder r/r process, as enacted at 
Brown Trail, prevented existing elders (who are to 
oversee all of the members and all of the work [Acts 
20:28]) from having any voice in who would serve as 
the Brown Trail elders after the elder r/r procedure. 

37. True or False: The Scriptures authorize a man or a 
committee of men to exercise authority over duly 
appointed elders in a congregation. 

38. True of False: The Scriptures authorize duly appointed 
elders to relinquish their authority over a congrega-
tion to a man or a committee of men. 

39. True or False: A congregation is obligated to submit 
to its elders, even if said elders implement an act of 
worship, a work, or a plan involving congregational 
organization that is unauthorized by Scripture. 

40. True or False: When elders implement that which is 
unauthorized, members who participate in the error 
are absolved of any guilt by saying, “It was the elders’ 
idea, not mine.” 

41. True or False: I, Dave Miller, believe that the elder 
r/r program, as carried out at Brown Trail in 1990, 
is authorized by Scripture. 

42. True or False: I, Dave Miller, can produce the 
Scripture(s) which authorize the Brown Trail elder 
r/r program. 

43. True or False: I, Dave Miller, believe the Brown Trail 
elder r/r program was merely an expedient means of 
elder selection/appointment/dismissal. 

44. True or False: I, Dave Miller, believe that there can be 
no such thing as an “expedient” means of implement-
ing an unauthorized procedure or work. 

45. True or False: I, Dave Miller, served on the “Elder 
Selection Screening Committee,” which planned and 
implemented the Brown Trail Church of Christ elder 
r/r procedure, April–May 27, 1990. 

46. True or False: I, Dave Miller, helped draft and ap-
proved the wording of the “Biblical Rationale” 
statement issued in preparation for the Brown Trail 
Church of Christ elder r/r. 

47. True or False: Although the other committee mem-
bers and the Brown Trail elders approved it, I, Dave 
Miller, was the principal architect of the Brown Trail 
elder r/r plan of 1990. (“…And they [BT elders] asked 
me to present them with some information that would 
assist them in carrying out this objective” [Miller 
sermon, April 8, 1990]). 

48. True or False: If I, Dave Miller, were in another situa-
tion similar to the one at Brown Trail in 1990, I would 
not hesitate to repeat the elder r/r program. 

49. True or False: I, Dave Miller, would recommend that 
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other congregations employ the Brown Trail elder 
r/r program under circumstances similar to those at 
Brown Trail in 1990. 

50. True or False: I, Dave Miller, have recommended to 
other congregations that they employ the elder r/r 
program implemented by Brown Trail in 1990. 

51. True or False: I, Dave Miller, am aware that the elder 
r/r program among churches of  Christ originated in 
extremely liberal congregations and continues to be 
identified almost exclusively with them, except for 
Brown Trail. 

53. True or False: I, Dave Miller, gathered material on the 
elder r/r programs from liberal congregations in the 
process of formulating the program which I presented 
to the Brown Trail elders and to the remainder of the 
committee. 

54. True or False: I, Dave Miller, do not remember ever 
telling anyone (including Keith Mosher) that “I made 
a mistake” in advocating the elder r/r program at 
Brown Trail. 

55. True or False: I, Dave Miller, stated in my sermon at 
Brown Trail on April 8, 1990: “Conceivably a man 

could meet the qualifications, brethren, and yet not be 
perceived by that flock as a shepherd, not be a man 
to whom they will submit themselves.” 

56. True or False: To be perceived…as a shepherd is a 
Scriptural qualification of an elder (If “True,” please 
supply the passage(s)______________). 

57. True or False: I, Dave Miller, stated in my sermon 
at Brown Trail on April 8, 1990: “So a man could 
be technically qualified to be an elder, and yet if the 
membership where he attends does not perceive him 
a leader in [sic.] whom they respect and trust, he can-
not shepherd effectively.” 

58. True or False: The stipulation “does not perceive 
him as a leader,” is a negative Scriptural qualifica-
tion of an elder, as is “no striker,” and “not given to 
much wine.” (If true, please supply the passage(s) 
________________). 

59. True or False: I, Dave Miller, stated in my April 8, 
1990, Brown Trail sermon that “Shepherds cannot 
lead where sheep will not follow,” in the context 
of saying that a Scripturally qualified elder is dis-
qualified if the “sheep” do not “perceive” him as a 
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“shepherd.” 
60. True or False: The Chief Shepherd (our Lord) should 

be disqualified because the vast majority of men do 
not “perceive” Him to be a Shepherd and refuse to 
follow him. 

61. True or False: I, Dave Miller, believe that if 25 percent 
of a congregation “perceives” a man to be unqualified 
(though he is Scripturally qualified), he should not 
be appointed or he should not be “reaffirmed” if he 
is presently serving. 

Item# 4 
Debate Propositions 

Elder Re-evaluation/Reaffirmation 
 “The Scriptures teach that the re-evaluation and reaffirmation 
of elders as taught and practiced by the Brown Trail Church 
of Christ and Dave Miller usurps the authority of Scriptural 
elders.”

Harrell Davidson Affirms: _________________________
   
Dave Miller Denies: _____________________________

“The Scriptures teach that the practice of Eldership re-evalu-
ation and reaffirmation, as taught and practiced at the Brown 
Trail Church of Christ, is a Scriptural (authorized) practice 
in the functioning of the eldership.”

Dave Miller Affirms: _____________________________ 
 
Harrell Davidson Denies: _________________________ 

MDR ”Intent” 

“The Scriptures teach that when a person who is Scripturally 
authorized to marry, contracts a legal marriage for the purpose 
of gaining legal entrance into the United States, said person 
contracts a marriage (whether said person realizes it or not) 
that is a Matthew 19:6 God-joined marriage.”
Harrell Davidson Affirms:__________________________

Dave Miller Denies _______________________________

“All other things being Scripturally equal, when two persons 
intend marriage with one another for the purpose of gain-
ing entrance into the United States, God refuses to join said 
persons together in a Matt. 19:6 marriage.”     
 
Dave Miller Affirms: ______________________________

Harrell Davidson Denies: __________________________

Item# 5 
Conclusion 

With the foregoing material in mind, please consider our 
“Final Word” on this matter. The evidence of brother Miller’s 
unscriptural teachings and fellowship practices are abundant. 
If he now wishes to resolve the controversy which surrounds 

him then let him meet us or someone else in an Open Public 
Forum and answer the questions we have set forth. We see 
no other way to resolve this conflict than for brother Miller 
to meet in some public forum and state his position clearly as 
to what he believes on the issues surrounding him. Not only 
would his doing so be in his best interest but it would be in 
the best interest of all those who genuinely want to restore 
unity and THE good fellowship we once enjoyed. This matter 
is now in the hands of brother Miller and all those who sup-
port him despite the abundant evidence of his error. We want 
to encourage a more open dialog among all brethren to meet 
and deal with issues like this one before they get out of hand. 
If brother Miller changes his mind and wishes to meet 
with us in the future we will gladly do so but only if he 
agrees to the stipulations we set forth earlier: (1) We meet 
face to face, (2) we ask precise T/F questions (Miller 
would be allowed to explain any answer he felt that 
needed an explanation), (3) we record the meeting, and 
(4) we distribute audio recordings to the brotherhood. 
Brethren, this is our “final word” on this matter. We have no 
intentions of pursuing another audience with Dave Miller. If 
we err in our dealing in this matter we would count you a dear 
friend if you would point it out to us. We do not say that with 
any haughtiness; we only want to do that which in right in the 
sight of almighty God. May we “Prove all things; and hold 
fast to that which is good.” (1 Thess. 5:21).
 
Elders, Northside Church of Christ, Calhoun, GA 
Ron Hall 
Terry York 

FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is mak-

ing available a CD-ROM free of charge. 
Why is this CD important? ANSWER: 
It contains an abundance of evidentiary 
information pertaining to Dave Miller’s 
doctrine and practice concerning the re-
evaluation/reaffirmation of elders, MDR, 
and other relevant and important materials 
and documents directly or indirectly relat-
ing to the Brown Trail Church of Christ, 
Apologetics 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 dis-
tribution of this important CD you may 
make your financial contributions to the 
Spring Church of Christ, P. O. Box 39, 
Spring, TX 77383 
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INTRODUCTORY NOTE: Since 1998, the Southside 
Church of Christ in Lubbock, Texas, has conducted the An-
nual Lubbock Lectures the second week of October. From 
the start, it had stood firmly for the Truth by using for its 
writers/speakers only men of uncompromising convictions. 
(The Annual Lubbock Lectures were, in fact, patterned after 
the Annual Denton Lectures, which enjoyed a twenty-two 
year stretch of faithfulness.) When this year’s lectureship 
schedule became public, several who read it were both amazed 
and disturbed at some of the men who were to speak. (The 
“Expression of Concern” below fully explains the basis of our 
amazement and disturbance.) Several brethren discussed the 
fact that some sort of communication should be made to the 
Southside elders relating to this year’s roster. We doubted that 
these two men were aware of the implications of said invita-
tions that involved more than one-third of the men invited. 
We believed a personal contact would be the best initial ap-
proach. Consequently, brother Marvin Weir began in August 
trying to reach brother Dale Stone, one of the Southside elders 
(with whom brother Weir has had a long, close, and cordial 
relationship), to discuss these concerns. Over the course of 
seven weeks, he left numerous messages on brother Stone’s 
answering machine with no response. Finally, brother Stone 
returned one of his calls a few days before the lectureship 
began. Brother Stone indicated that brother Weir had told 
him some things he did not know about the current division 
among brethren and that after he and his fellow-elder, brother 

“EXPRESSION OF CONCERN”
 SENT TO ELDERS, SOUTHSIDE, LUBBOCK, TEXAS

Malcolm Young, discussed them, they might want to contact 
Marvin for further discussion. Brother Weir encouraged 
him to do so and there was a ray of hope that they would 
respond, seeking additional information and documentation. 

As a means of providing the Southside elders with at least 
some printed documentation and material to read, re-read, and 
carefully consider, the following “Expression of Concern,” 
with the names of twenty-six men affixed, was mailed to 
brethren Stone and Young on October 26 (several days after 
the lectureship). The great majority of these names are of men 
who have spoken on the Lubbock Lectures over the years, 
several of them having done so numerous times. Although 
approximately four months have elapsed since that phone con-
versation and more than three months have passed since they 
received the “Expression of Concern,” the Southside elders 
have made no response whatsoever. It was not the intent 
of this “Expression of Concern” or of brother Weir’s phone 
call to dictate anything to the Southside elders. These were 
genuine, heartfelt, appeals to these men to  rethink their direc-
tion and their alliances, as implied by this year’s lectureship. 
Southside has been a great and badly needed congregation 
on the high plains of west Texas, where faithful congrega-
tions are so very few. Even now, it is the prayer of many who 
have had a close relationship with this congregation, that 
brethren Stone and Young will prayerfully consider the new 
direction in which they have allowed themselves to be led. 

—Dub McClish

Beloved brethren Stone and Young:

We, the undersigned, know of your history of dedication to 
the Truth of God’s Word, to personal integrity, and to righteous 
behavior in yourselves and in others. Most of us have observed 
this first-hand from our visits with you at Southside during 
one or more of your annual lectureships and/or on other occa-
sions. While some of us have only been privileged to observe 
this dedication from afar, we are nonetheless convinced of it.

When the list of your speakers for the 2006 lectureship 
began circulation, we were shocked, amazed, perplexed, and 
disappointed. (To conclude that these reactions had anything 
to do with the fact that none of us was included is both unwar-
ranted and false.) The list of speakers includes men whom 
your preacher (and the director of your lectureship) would not 
have even thought about inviting to fill the Southside pulpit 
only a year ago, and for good reasons. He did not associate 
with them, he hardly knew them, and he was even suspicious 
and critical of some of them. Now he has inexplicably decided 
to embrace them. We fear that you men may not be familiar 
with some of these men and have allowed them [to] fill your 
pulpit without sufficient information concerning them. We 
realize that you had never heard of many of us, as well, until 
your preacher invited us to speak on your lectureship. There 

is an important distinction that must be stated relating to these 
matters, however: Your preacher since July 2005 is not the 
same preacher you had until July 2005, although he still goes 
by the same name and lives in the same house. He has changed 
his convictions, and consequently his circle of fellowship and 
friendship significantly since that time. Consequently, the 
“kind” of men he chose for your lectureship this year is very 
different (in emphasis, direction, those with whom they cor-
dially associate, etc.) from the “kind” of men who appeared on 
the Lubbock Lectures in all previous years. The inclusion of a 
large percentage of this year’s roster signaled, if nothing else 
had done so, a remarkable and dramatic change of emphasis 
and direction in your preacher—and of the Southside Congre-
gation, and it is not the right or a good direction and emphasis.

 Let us be more specific:

1. Eleven of your speakers signed the Apolo-
getics Press “Statement of Support,” issued in June 
2005, as part of the damage control resulting from the 
Bert Thompson scandal (see enclosure). In the wake 
of brother Thompson’s removal as AP’s Executive 
Director, brother Dave Miller was appointed “Interim 
Executive Director,” a position he has occupied for 
more than a year. Brother Miller is a false teacher, 
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concerning which teaching he has not repented. 
Brother Tommy Hicks is well aware of this fact, as 
indicated by his statement on July 26, 2005, in an 
e-mail message to brother Kent Bailey: “Specifi-
cally, regarding the false doctrines in which Dave 
Miller involved himself (i.e., elders “re-evaluation” 
doctrine and the marriage/divorce “intent” doctrine 
a la Everett Chambers), we stand with you and every 
other sound brother—in opposition to them.” All of 
those who signed the AP “Statement of Support” have 
implicitly endorsed Dave Miller and his errors (al-
though some of these opposed both him and his errors 
before the AP scandal). Moreover, some of those on 
your lectureship who opposed brother Miller’s errors 
before they signed the AP “Statement of Support,” 
have, since signing the statement, been explicitly 
endorsing and defending him, in spite of his errors. 
The eleven men on the Lubbock Lectures who signed 
the AP “Statement of Support” are: Curtis Cates, 
Jim Dearman, Barry Gilreath, Barry Grider, Sean 
Hochdorf, Tom Holland, Joseph Meador, Jason 
Roberts, Paul Sain, Robert Taylor, and William 
Woodson. If brother Hicks still stands opposed to 
Dave Miller and his errors, he has acted hypocriti-
cally in inviting eleven men who are on record as 
endorsing, upholding, and defending, to one degree 
or another, brother Miller and his errors. Do brother 
Miller’s errors not matter any more to your preacher? 
Are brother Miller’s errors no longer errors? If 
your preacher no longer opposes brother Miller or 
counts his errors worthy of opposing, it is incumbent 
upon him to make this know[n] to the brotherhood.

2. Besides the eleven men named above, you 
invited brother Brad Harrub to speak on your lec-
tureship. Brother Harrub is a prominent employee 
of Apologetics Press and is co-editor with brother 
Dave Miller of the periodical, Reason & Revela-
tion, published by Apologetics Press. The same 
things stated in the previous paragraph relating to 
your preacher’s opposition to Dave Miller and his 
errors applies in the case of Brad Harrub. Either 
your preacher no longer opposes brother Miller and 
his errors, or if he still claims to do so, he has acted 
inconsistently and hypocritically by inviting one of 
brother Miller’s closest associates at AP to speak on 
your lectureship. Again we ask, do brother Miller’s 
errors not matter any more? In addition, brother 
Harrub recently engaged in fellowship with several 
liberals, including brother Truitt Adair, Director of 
Sunset International Bible Institute (Lake Tahoe Fam-
ily Encampment [7/22–28] and a Spiritual Growth 
Workshop, Fresno, CA [9/27–10/1]). If brother 
Harrub were consistent, he would have no problem 
speaking on the Sunset campus itself, without reprov-
ing Sunset for its numerous doctrinal errors of the 
past and/or present, if invited to do so. By having him 
on the Southside Lectures, your preacher is within 
an inch of extending fellowship to Sunset itself, an 
institution he has for many years rightly exposed and 
opposed because of its errors. Are there no longer 

any restrictions on fellowship in this new “unity-in-
diversity” behavior? [Harrub has since left AP, but 
not because of Dave Miller’s errors and he has not re-
pented of fellowshipping with and speaking to liberal 
churches without rebuking their errors—EDITOR]

3. Brother Mark Hanstein is among your 
speakers. He is Academic Dean of Bear Valley Bible 
Institute of Denver, Colorado (formerly, Bear Valley 
School of Preaching). Those of us who have known 
your preacher much longer than you men have known 
him, know that he would not have entertained the 
idea of inviting a representative of that school into 
your pulpit this time a year ago, and with good rea-
son because of question marks that have surrounded 
it for several years. Furthermore, the Bear Valley 
Congregation (location of the school) engaged in its 
own elder reaffirmation/reconfirmation procedure 
about four years ago similar to the one brother Miller 
engineered at Brown Trail in 1990 and defended 
when Brown Trail repeated the procedure in 2002. 
We all wonder if your preacher still opposes this 
procedure as he stated he did as recently as July 2005. 

4. Brother Freddie Clayton was among your 
speakers. He is a defender of the para-church orga-
nization, “Church of Christ Disaster Relief Effort, 
Inc.,” headquartered in Nashville, Tennessee. In 
the 1999 Lubbock Lectures, your preacher gave to 
brother Marvin Weir the assignment of exposing the 
American Christian Missionary Society, founded in 
1849, which institution eventually played a major part 
in the disastrous division of 1906. Brother Weir also 
dealt with present-day institutions that are parallel 
to the missionary society in structure, particularly 
citing the “Church of Christ Disaster Relief Effort, 
Inc.,” as a case in point (Looking Unto Jesus, pp. 
336–338). Your preacher apparently agreed with 
brother Weir’s conclusions, because he printed and 
published this material in the lectureship book and 
commended the oral lecture that included this mate-
rial. Does your preacher now believe the “Church 
of Christ Disaster Relief Effort, Inc.,” which he 
once agreed was unauthorized, is now authorized? 
His invitation to brother Clayton implies as much.

The Apologetics Press scandal, resulting in the appoint-
ment of brother Dave Miller as its Executive Director in June 
2005, led to the questioning of how brethren Curtis Cates 
and Joseph Meador, both TGJ Board members, could sign 
the AP “Statement of Support,” thereby implicitly endorsing 
its Director, a false teacher. These questions were especially 
germane since THE GOSPEL JOURNAL had earlier pub-
lished brother Marvin Weir’s article (October 2002) exposing 
brother Miller’s participation in the elder reaffirmation/re-
confirmation program at Brown Trail, not only in 1990, but 
again in 2002—which article was applauded by various TGJ 
Board members and concerning which no Board member 
(including your preacher) expressed any reservations. The 
aforementioned questions led to the ouster of brethren Dub 
McClish and Dave Watson from the editorial staff of THE 
GOSPEL JOURNAL. Since those two events (June and July, 
2005, respectively), an astounding realignment of relation-
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ships has taken place that some have fairly characterized as 
a new “unity-in-diversity” movement on the part of some of 
those once considered sound and faithful men. The list of 
speakers on your lectureship this year is a prime example of 
this radical new approach to fellowship. Among your speak-
ers are men who have been critical of each other for years 
(harshly so in many cases), if not out of fellowship with each 
other, but who apparently have rather suddenly decided they 
can “go along” in order to “get along.” Some of the men on 
your lectureship have rarely, if ever, been invited through 
the years to speak on lectureships considered to be sound 
and faithful (e.g., Annual Denton Lectures, MSOP Lectures, 
Bellview Lectures, Spring Lectures, Power Lectures, and 
Lubbock Lectures) and for good reason—because of the 
question marks concerning them and those with whom they 
have been willing to associate in an approving way. Some 
of them must have been surprised (and perhaps even a bit 
confused) to receive an invitation to speak at Lubbock. These 
facts demonstrate enormous inconsistency and hypocrisy, 
and all because of one principal aim—to justify supporting 
a human institution, Apologetics Press, even if it means 
supporting an impenitent false teacher. Men who have for 
many years applied plainly and correctly such pivotal pas-
sages on fellowship as Romans 16:17–18, Ephesians 5:11, 
and 2 John 9–11, have inexplicably forgotten their meaning.

We love and appreciate you men because you have been 
stalwart and strong in the faith. This lectureship’s roster was 
incompatible with those great virtues. Please do not consider 
our expressions of concern as any attempt to interfere in the 
autonomy of the Southside Congregation. Our appeal to you 
is just that—an appeal—for you to reconsider carefully the 
direction in which your preacher is now leading the great 
Southside Congregation, as evidenced by the men on this 
year’s lectureship. It is decidedly not the strong, uncompro-
mising direction in which you have been going for many 
years. Your geographical area, like so many others, has few 
congregations that faithfully hold to the Old Paths. Those 
congregations are getting fewer each year. We know that 
you men at one time had full confidence (and we pray that 
you still do have) in those of us who have affixed our names 
below and that you will therefore soberly consider our plea 
that you look diligently into the issues we have raised. We 
earnestly pray that Southside will not—has not—become 
another casualty in the spiritual warfare in which we are 
engaged. We beg you to carefully consider our earnest ex-
pression of genuine concern. 

Kent Bailey Danny Douglas 
Lynn Parker Jerry Brewer 
Dennis (Skip) Francis Roelf Ruffner
Darrell Broking Gary Grizzell
Gary Summers David Brown 
Michael Hatcher Don Tarbet 
Frank Carriger  Terry Hightower 
David B. Watson Ken Chumbley 
Lester Kamp Marvin Weir
Darrell Conley Dub McClish 
Jess Whitlock  Harrell Davidson 
Lee Moses Paul Vaughn
Daniel Denham Johnny Oxendine

The Error of Balaam
Lester Kamp

Balaam of the Old Testament is known for his willing-
ness to “preach” whatever was requested for “wages.” Peter 
stated, “Which have forsaken the right way, and are gone 
astray, following the way of Balaam the son of Bosor, who 
loved the wages of unrighteousness” (II Peter 2:15). There 
are many modern day preachers who run “greedily after the 
error of Balaam for reward” (Jude 11); there are many 
even today who “hold the doctrine of Balaam” (Revelation 
2:14). Robert Taylor accurately observed, “Balaam’s soul 
was for sale to the highest bidder” (James and Jude, page 94).

When institutions depend for their survival on raising 
money from outside the institution, they become particu-
larly vulnerable to the temptation to allow “money to do 
the talking”; or as another described it: “monetary expe-
dience becomes lord.” The larger the school (including 
faculty and facility) the more dependent it is on substan-
tial financial support. Many congregations have lost their 
spiritual moorings because of the money that continues to 
be needed simply to operate and maintain its new, elaborate 
facilities. Some elders have refused, therefore, to take a 
strong (Biblical) stand on “controversial” issues because 
they realize that many of those who contribute large 
sums of money will not tolerate their doing so. Wealthy 
individuals because of the congregation’s dependence on 
their money determine the teaching of such congregations. 

Preachers have compromised the Truth of God’s Word 
just to keep the money (salary) coming in. Sometimes both 
of these factors contribute to the same situation. Preachers 
are afraid to preach “the whole counsel of God” because 
they realize that there are those “big contributors” within 
the congregation who will stop their contributions and/or 
go elsewhere if certain things are taught. Some Bible topics 
which many no longer tolerate are: Marriage-Divorce-Re-
marriage, Modest Apparel, Social Drinking, Materialism, 
and such like. Many do not want to hear what the Bible 
teaches on these matters and will do all they can to prevent 
the Bible’s being taught on these subjects. For some, it is 
not what is right according to the Bible; but who favors or 
opposes certain doctrines that determines “right” or “wrong.”

Cronyism (brotherhood “politics”) can also play a role in 
such compromises of Truth. In order for some preachers to 
take a stand on certain subjects they must first determine the 
pulse of the brotherhood—at least the beliefs of those fellow-
preachers with whom they are close (cronies). For them, it 
is not “What does the Bible say?” but “What do my friends 
say?” or “What is the position of my alma mater (whether 
college or preacher training school)? Over the years, I have 
known many preachers who have determined their “convic-
tions” based simply upon what they believe is the “majority” 
view. Brethren, such ought not so to be! Truth is not deter-
mined by money or by those who have it and give it to certain 
works. Truth is the absolute, unchanging standard of God’s 
Word! Right is right and must be upheld even when we stand 
alone. The threat of hard times brought on by the loss of funds 
should not determine what we preach! Refusing to preach on 
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certain subjects and/or refusing to uphold what is right always 
constitutes compromise. Failing to preach “the whole counsel 
of God” is as wrong as blatantly preaching false doctrine! 
Al lowing the  pressures  of  money or  the  doc-
trinal position of close friends to refrain from stand-
ing upon the Word of God is just as wrong (sinful)!

In 1988 Tom Bright wrote an article about “blind loyalty” 
to ACU when it became known that some of the professors 
there were teaching evolution. Many would not believe the 
facts because they could not accept the assertion that their 
alma mater was teaching error. He wrote, 

Blind loyalty to things of man is never a quality to be 
coveted. As we look through “tinted glasses,” our vision 
becomes blurred and we can see only the object of our af-
fection in the light of that which we want to see. We become 
blind to the truth, and will defend the object of our affection 
regardless of the consequences. Loyalty to anything which 
has had a direct impact upon our life, and in which we have 
been heavily involved is not uncommon. Likewise, neither 
is blindness to the truth, even to the extent of a “whitewash-
ing” and a cover-up. ...Again, we affirm that loyalty is to 
be commended. But when this loyalty becomes blind, even 
to the point of being idolatry, then the result can be nothing 
less than disastrous. (“When Loyalty Becomes Idolatry” by 
Tom L. Bright, Contending for the Faith, February 1988, 
pages 8-9.)
What brother Bright wrote many years ago remains true 

today! Sometimes institutions receive greater loyalty than 
does the Truth of God’s Word. These institutions may have 
been good works in times past and for an extended period of 
time. But over time, problems have been allowed to creep in, 
and error is now taught and/or endorsed. Colleges are not the 
only objects of blind loyalty. 

It should not surprise us (though it certainly grieves us) 
to learn of other institutions that we have grown to love and 
respect for their works’ sake (and their previous stand for the 
Truth) over the years compromising the absolute standard 
of God’s Word for the sake of money and maintaining one’s 
religious “political” ties.

We now have a director of a preacher training school in 
Austin, Texas, and a director of a preacher training school in 
Memphis, Tennessee, who have publicly endorsed an institu-
tion (Apologetics Press [AP]), in spite of the false teachings 
of a member of its staff, brother David Miller. These brethren 
knew at the time of their endorsement of AP that he had been 
publicly marked by numerous brethren because of his errors 
on marriage-divorce-remarriage and the novel concept of 
the periodic “reaffirmation/re-evaluation of elders.” Brother 
Miller has since been appointed Executive Director of AP, but 
the brethren who endorsed him have still made no retraction 
of their endorsement.

The director of the Memphis school is now defending 
the errors of brother Miller—errors which he was steadfastly 
opposing less than a year ago. The director of the school in 
Austin has even described those of us who continue to con-
tend for the faith and to expose the influence of money and 
brotherhood “politics” as “a few who are in a small, but no 
less toxic, loyalty circle, negative faction, who if they gain 
control, will only rupture fellowship in the church even more 
than they already have.” Note: Standing for the Truth is toxic 

only to sin and those who love it; contending for the faith is 
not based on loyalty to men, but to God’s Word. Ultimately, 
these two brethren, along with others, made decisions based 
upon the threat of the loss of funds and the influence of their 
cronies rather than upon the Truth and those standing for it. 
Many others, because of “cronyism” have “circled the wag-
ons” in a blind attempt to defend them. 

Listen to brother Bright again, 
It goes without saying that many congregations are literally 
dominated by the influence that a particular “college” wields 
upon it by the allegiance of its students. Nor can it be denied 
that some of the schools of preaching also carry such weight. 
...I do not believe that a person should be standing and wait-
ing with eager anticipation for the first negative thing to be 
said about a “Christian College,” and then pick it up and 
“run with it.” Nor do I believe that members of the body of 
Christ should have such allegiance to their alma mater that 
they become blind, even to the point of refusing to consider 
charges of the most serious nature, and then participate in a 
cover-up which is second to none (“When Loyalty Becomes 
Idolatry—II,” CFTF, April 1988, page 5). 

    The clear observations of brother Andrew Connally are 
appropriate here, 

“There are hirelings in the church today as there have always 
been. Like Balaam greed has turned their hearts from God 
to filthy lucre. ... Some of our men have let their jobs mean 
more to them than truth and they have allowed their jobs to 
become greater in their eyes than God!...Like Diotrephes 
they have sold out to the rich, the powerful, the majority and 
gone with the majority in many instances.”(“The Spirit of 
Compromise,” Ancient Errors and Modern Issues, ed. Bill 
Jackson [Austin, TX: Southwest Church of Christ, 1985], 
page 252). 

Brethren, we need to wake up!
 

—Lester Kamp
PO Box 1484

 Statesville, NC
  28687

lkamp@juno.com


[The previous unedited article is brother Kamp’s editorial 

in  Matters of the Faith, Vol. 10, #1, January–March, 2006, 
pp. 1-4. In the following unedited letter from Curtis Cates we 
will see how said editorial, at the instigation of brethren Curtis 
Cates, director of the Memphis School of Preaching and Mike 
Hisaw, the preacher for of the Carriage Oaks Church of Christ, 
Bossier City Louisanna, caused the elders of the same to cease 
publishing and mailing said journal.

Hisaw, a graduate of the MSOP, was offended by Kamp’s edito-
rial and informed Cates about it. At Cates’ request Hisaw sent 
him a copy of said article. The unedited letter to follow is Cates’ 
“defense” of himself (such as it is) to the Carriage Oaks elders. 
For reference purposes we have numbered each paragraph of 
said letter.

The elders of the Spring Church of Christ now oversee the pub-
lishing and mailing of Matters of the Faith.—Editor]   
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a preacher with that type spirit? I am glad he is not going to be 
my judge. My friends, I have always tried to lean toward the 
milk of human kindness, and I take it you brethren have also.

(7) Fourth, the article falsely charges that we endorse 
error marriage, divorce, and remarriage. Brethren, I teach 
what I have always taught on this subject. These are seri-
ous accusations, brethren. Where is the proof; the writer 
certainly does not give any. It is one thing to make a charge, 
it is quite another thing to prove it, as you know. Brother 
Miller also denies having ever defended error on marriage, 
divorce, and remarriage; you can check with him on that.

(8) Fifth, the virtually only thing which I have is my 
name, my character. My father preached the gospel sixty 
years, and I have preached the same gospel for forty-eight 
years. I have always taken very seriously the inspired words 
of Solomon, “A good name is rather to be chosen than great 
riches” (Prov. 22:1). I have repeatedly thanked the Lord for the 
good name I inherited from my dear father (Curtis C. Cates), 
now departed, and I have worked hard to keep it good and 
in my feeble way to add luster to it. Annette and I also have 
two sons, Andy and Dan, who are faithful gospel preachers.

(9) I will just have to tell you, brethren, this article is a 
defamation of and casts aspersions upon my character; they are 
false, injurious charges. It not only judges my motive, it claims to 
know the motivations of my heart—the evil report being that I am 
selling out the truth, and that for money! I know who started this 
vicious charge, and this article is a party to the propagation of it.

(10)  As I stated earlier, what I am writing is in confidence. 
My wife and I have always sacrificed to preach the gospel and 
to work educating preachers for nearly four decades. We worked 
hard to become trained so we could do what we are doing. She 
earned the Master of Library Service degree, and I earned the 
Doctor of Education degree at the University of Alabama. She 
headed up two libraries in Christian Colleges and then was Re-
search Librarian at Rhodes College in Memphis. Finally when 
she could cease working at Rhodes and keep her insurance [on 
which I greatly depend], I was able to “hire” her to head up the 
MSOP for $12,000 a year—whereas at Rhodes she would be 
making $45,000 plus benefits. In other words, we are sacrificing 
three-fourths of her pay for her to serve the MSOP. You think our 
critics would do this, brethren? [And, please be assured that we 
are not doing this for the glory of men, but rather to God’s glory. 
I am simply answering the vicious defamation of character].

(11) I took a cut in pay to come to the MSOP twenty-four 
years ago, after having been a college vice president and col-
lege dean. I am quite sure that compared to the cost of living, 
I have taken quite a cut in pay since I have been here. And, I 
want to ask you to think about something. What do you think  
the average college dean or president makes today, brethren? 
Is anyone so naïve as to think I am here because of money? 
But, that is the charge! Brethren, I will tell you; I am human 
enough that such a defamation of my character and attack on 
my previously good name hurts. I feel like you brethren can 
understand and sympathize; I really feel that you will not wish 
to be a party to the defamation. I thank God that some still 
have confidence in my character and my strivings for Him.

(12) But, the writer might say, “Well, I was speaking 
not only of Curtis Cates but also of the Forest Hill elders.”  
Brethren, you may not know that the full payment on this 
school/church location is made by the Forest Hill congrega-
tion; other congregations and individuals have helped to build 
the school building and library. The church at Forest Hill 

CURTIS CATES’ DEFENSE
February 22, 2006

The Elders
Carriage Oaks Church of Christ
5661 Shed Road
Bossier City, LA 7111

Dear brethren:

(1) I have long admired you brethren and your unswerving 
loyalty to the pure, unadulterated Word of Truth. I shall always 
remember that Carriage Oaks was the first gospel meeting 
in which I was able to preach after my prostate surgery. You 
brethren were very supportive of my preaching, and you treated 
me royally. That was April 21-24, 2002, and I appreciate it.

(2) You brethren have a tremendous preacher, brother 
Mike Hisaw. He is one of the most gifted men who ever came 
through the Memphis School of Preaching, a man of impec-
cable character, principle, uprightness, and faithfulness to the 
Old Paths. He and his family are deeply loved and appreci-
ated by brother Garland Elkins, brother Bobby Liddell, the 
other faculty, the Forest Hill eldership, and all others here. 
When I learned that you brethren had hired him, I rejoiced.

(3) Brother Hisaw, being the man of fairness and integrity 
that he is, called me and informed me of an article on “The Error 
of Balaam” that evidently is scheduled to appear in Matters of the 
Faith. I requested that he send me a copy of the article, which he 
did. Since I know you brethren and since I have always held you 
folks to be honorable men, I mentioned to him that I would like to 
write you brethren in confidence; please be assured that I am not 
in any way trying to put him in difficulty with you brethren. It was 
my idea, and knowing you brethren, I feel comfortable doing so. 
I feel that you are open to allowing me to give a defense from the 
charges, just as Paul stated, “My defence to them that examine 
me is this” (I Cor. 9:3). I believe you will prayerfully weigh my 
defense and receive it in the same spirit in which it is written.

(4) First, brother Joseph Meador (Southwest School 
of bible Studies [and the elders who oversee that work]) 
and I (Memphis School of Preaching [and the elders here 
at Forest Hill]) are described in the terms of Balaam. Dear 
friends, you will recall that that fellow endeavored to 
curse God’s own people and was motivated by covetous-
ness [which Paul says is idolatry]. He was an evil person.

(5) Second, the writer singled out brother Meador and me 
as having “publicly endorsed an institution (Apologetics Press 
[AP]),” whereas there have been many faithful brethren who 
signed the “Statement of Support,” including an outstanding 
gospel preacher whom the article specifically quoted, brother 
Robert R. Taylor, Jr. It seems to be evident the writer has a 
special bias and axe to grind against brother Meador and me.

(6) Third, we have been charged in the article with en-
dorsement of “reaffirmation/re-evaluation of elders.” Brethren, 
brother Bobby Liddell, our Associate, preached against this 
false doctrine in Missouri in October, 2005, and I endorsed 
everything he said. I preached against it in November, 2005, 
in Alabama. The charge is false! Brethren, we stand where we 
have always stood. Relative to brother Dave Miller, he denies 
that he ever held or holds to this error; he has even written that 
in a statement. I heard a preacher say on one occasion, “I would 
not believe it, even if it were to come out of his own mouth.” I 
wondered within myself, What hope does a person have with 
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also pays the teachers’ salaries and the utilities, putting well 
over a half million dollars in the MSOP each year. Where is 
the proof that we have compromised the truth [as Balaam] 
for money? That is an evil, baseless charge and false; I know 
these men. They will not compromise the truth for anything!

(13) When they asked me to consider the work, I asked the 
elders. “What would it take to get you to compromise the truth?” 
The elders said [specifically brother Kirby, and the other elders 
concurred], “We are not going to compromise the truth, if we 
do not have two students.” Where is the student who states that 
he has been taught false doctrine here, brethren? Ask your own 
preacher, an alumnus of the School, if he was taught false doctrine. 
He knows brethren Elkins, Liddell, Mosher, Dan Cates, Grider, 
Jones, Martin, Bland, and me. What error has ever been taught 
from this pulpit? What error have the faculty ever preached, 
brethren? It would seem that anyone who puts out such an article 
should be able to prove its various elements, charges, and injuries. 
Shedding innocent blood in destroying people’s characters and 
sowing discord among brethren is (sic) serious (Prov. 6:16-19).

(14) Sixth, on top of the above, the implication is 
made that the Southwest elders and director and the For-
est Hill elders and MSOP are participating in a “coverup.” 
Brethren, do you believe that? Then, the implication is that 
brother Meador and I are “hirelings,” motivated by “filthy 
lucre,” and “like Diotrephes [we] have sold out to the rich.” 
Brethren, do you really believe that? I do not think you be-
lieve that, and I am humbly requesting that you not print it.

(15) Can you imagine that brother Meador and I by im-
plication are charged with “compromising the truth of God’s 
Word just to keep the money (salary) coming in”? Brethren, 
our faculty has had some students who make far more money 
than we do. But, the writer of the article “continues to expose 
the influence of money, and brotherhood ‘politics’.” Amazing!

(16) Dear brethren, please think seriously before allowing 
these attacks to go forth from Carriage Oaks. Do you brethren 
not feel that enough harm to the precious, beautiful bride of 
Christ has already been done? Whom will it help, brethren? I do 
not think it would help anyone, not your congregation, not us, 
not Christ, not anyone. I shall pray for you. Please pray for us.

        Affectionately in Christ,
               [signed] 
         Curtis A. Cates
         Director
CAC:jfk 
 



CATES’ LETTER EXAMINED
David P. Brown

(Cates’ Paragraphs 1-4) Cates is verbose in expressing his 
admiration for the Carriage Oaks elders. Obviously in so doing he 
is promoting himself while seeking their sympathy. He lavishes 
high praise on their preacher, Mike Hisaw and declares the joy he 
experienced when they “hired them.” We recall being described 
by Cates in much the same manner, until we dared question him, 
then we became tainted with “radicalism,” “extremism,” and so 
on.  Having  related  to  the  elders how he obtained his copy of  
Matters of the Faith, Cates told Hisaw he “would like to write” 
said elders “in confidence” because he felt they were “open to” 
him defending himself “just as Paul stated” in I Cor. 9:3.

Kamp’s editorial was not a “confidential” docu-

ment. Everything with which his editorial deals is pub-
lic in nature, pertains to more brethren than Cates, and 
has  c i r cu la t ed  among  seve ra l  t housand  peop le .
Since it is the case that Cates faxed his letter to said elders, were 
they the only people who saw his letter? Unless said elders sat 
by the fax machine until Cates’ super-secret document arrived, 
at least one other person saw it before the elders did. In truth, 
Cates did not want anyone who could refute it to have access to it. 

Cates said he was following Paul’s example in defend-
ing himself, but he did no such thing. To follow Paul’s 
example Cates was/is obligated to defend himself in at 
least as public a forum as Kamp’s editorial was circulated.

Paul wrote the Galatian epistle for all the churches of Gala-
tia.  Among other things the receipients read, “But when Peter 
was come to Antioch, I withstood him to the face, ...” Then 
he wrote, “But when I saw that they walked not uprightly 
according to the truth of the gospel, I said before them all... 
(Gal. 2:11, 14). The passage Cates quoted to the Carriage Oaks 
elders (1 Cor. 9:3) was in a letter that was to be circulated among 
the churches—this letter contained Paul’s own public declaration 
of his defense. If Cates does not think Paul’s defense of himself 
was/is public in nature, how did he find out about what Paul said 
to the Corinthians almost half a world away and two thousand 
years removed? We cannot get Cates and company to meet with 
us when we have an orderly and fair open forum to discuss said 
matters relatively close to his home territory, but notice how large 
a letter he wrote “in confidence” to said elders—an easy thing 
to do when one thinks one’s opponents will not see it, much less 
have the opportunity to reply to it. It is too bad that Cates et al. 
did/will not follow Paul’s example in dealing with said matters.

Covert operations are the order of the day for Cates 
and his “buddyhood” concerning their dealings with the 
public errors of Dave Miller, Stan Crowley, and matters 
connected therewith. They know their pitiful efforts to de-
fend their fellowship and support of Miller, Crowley, and 
such like cannot stand being scrutinized in the light of 
God’s Word and the facts bearing on said cases (John 3:19). 

Cate’s  comments  in  his  paragraph # 4 clearly  reveals  that  
he certainly got Kamp’s point and application.  However, we will 
not hold our breath till he does the Scriptural thing about it.

(Cates’ Parargraph 5-7) Kamp has no “axe to grind” 
against Cates or Meador. Out of those men who “publicly en-
dorsed” AP only Cates and Meador are named because they were 
involved in the TGJ conspiracy to oust Dub McClish and Dave 
Watson as editor and associate editor respectively. Cates and 
Meador desired a change in the direction of TGJ. They made-
up the ruse that McClish’s reputation was so damaged that for 
him to continue as editor would destroy TGJ. The true driving 
force behind their actions was their desire to place TGJ under the 
editorial control of brethren who would not deal with brethren on 
the basis of facts and truth while forthrightly examining broth-
erhood issues—they wanted “balanced” brethren to be in  the 
editorial chair(s) of TGJ. But in the light of the facts concerning 
Meador’s very public use of Gestalt Therapy in his professional 
counseling practice that has involved him over a period of years 
in Humanistic, Existential, and Hindu disciplines, he may have 
more problems than he has thus far experienced.

In paragraph #6 when Cates wrote “we stand where we 
have always stood,” at best he wrote a gross absurdity. Cates 
knows that he had had no friendly dealings with Brown Trail 
for several years, primarily because of Miller’s false doctrine 
of elder r/r practiced by BT and Miller in 1990. Further, for 
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those of us who have known Cates, he knows that we know 
that fact. Cates applauded Dub McClish’s exposure of BT and 
Miller in the 1997 Bellview Lectures and in their book. Cates 
and the rest of the TGJ Board did not object when McClish 
printed Marvin Weir’s exposure of  BT and Miller in the Oct. 
2002 TGJ, following BT’s repeat of the process in 2002. Only 
after Miller began to court the favor of Cates from his roost at 
AP, and he was questioned about his and Meador’s names on the 
support list of AP, did Cate’s convert to (1) a dislike of Weir’s 
article, (2) that Miller was a fine fellow, (3) BT’s version (that 
contradicts the facts of their teaching and practise) of elder r/r 
was not error, and (4) Miller was more useful to him than was 
McClish and Watson. 

By their support and defense of Miller and his doctrines  
Cates and his fellow travelers have been driven into fellowship 
with brethren and institutions they previously and Scripturally 
would not fellowshp (for example William Woodson, East TN 
School of Preaching; BT, Bear Valley, etc.) and refuse fellow-
ship with brethren they had associated with in the Lord’s work 
throughout the world. Will the new Cates’ fellowship policies 
stretch far enough to let Meador, with his newly revealed doc-
trinal baggage, stay in TGJ’s embrace?

Why would Cates indicate that Miller never has “held or 
holds” the elder r/r error simply because he denies doing so? 
How far is Cates willing to go down the road of self-deception?  
For years Rubel Shelly denied he had apostatized. There were 
those who defended him in the face of incontrovertible evidence 
produced by his own words and deeds. Is not Cates doing the 
same with Miller and his errors? Is not the evidence in his words 
and deeds just as incontrovertible relative to the errors of elder 
r/r, MDR/intent, fellowship, and perhaps direct operation of the 
Holy Spirit? 

Cates “leaned toward the milk of human kindness” when he 
needed to preserve income for MSOP and no one dared question 
or contradict him. Does anyone fail to see Cates attempt to make 
the Carriage Oaks elders feel that if they did not accept his plea 
on behalf of himself and Miller, that they are harsh and unkind. 
Cates “milk” has a bite to it.

What Cates and his fellows actually teach on r/r of elders 
MDR/intent doctrine and the false doctrine on MDR taught by 
Stan Crowley of Shertz, Texas is one thing, but who they fel-
lowship and support says more about what he and his fellows 
believe on the previous issues than what they actually preach 
or write. Cates and his fellow travelers are collaborators with 
Miller and Crowley in the promulgation of their doctrines. They 
do not hesitate to bid these false teachers “God speed” and thus  
they partake of their evil deeds (2 John 11).

If the Scriptures do not authorize the faithful to oppose the 
false doctrines of Miller, Crowley and friends in their errors 
on MDR, etc., then where is the Bible authorty to oppose the 
late James D. Bales, Jim Woodroof, Olan Hicks, et al. in their 
errors on MDR—or any other false teacher/doctrine? Must we 
get Cates and company’s decision on what is and is not error as 
well as their permission before we can oppose it and the people 
who teach it?

(Cates’ Paragraphs 8–15) Is Cates the only person who 
values his name? Was it Cates and friend’s “milk-of-human-
kindness” and “balance” that  motivated them to label us as 
“toxic,” “radical,” “extremists,” etc.? Does Cates think that he 
has worked any harder to obtain, keep, and protect his good 
name than we have?

Nothing in Kamp’s editorial judged Cate’s motive. It did 

STATE and EMPHASIZE his own stated motive for his actions 
relative to continued support and defense of Miller/AP and his 
decisions/actions relative to the editorship/direction of TGJ. That 
motive was fear of loss of financial support for MSOP. 

Cates’ moaning, groaning, and whining regarding how much 
he and sister Cates have financially sacrificed is one of the most 
pitiful whimpering messes we have ever read.  It has NOTHING 
to do with the issue under consideration. Further, in all of this 
sordid conglomeration of error who has ever charged Cates with 
having as his motive PERSONAL financial gain/loss? Yet, he 
says, “That is the charge” —talk about manufacturing a straw 
man and attacking it. His own previously stated motivation is 
fear of financial loss for MSOP. 

Cates clearly reveals that he knows the charge against him is 
not one of personal greed when he introduces the Forest Hill el-
ders and asks for the proof  “that we have compromised the truth 
(as Balaam) for money?” Out of his own mouth, as previously 
indicated, Cates said that a very generous contributor threatened 
financial loss to the school if he did not get rid of Dub McClish as 
editor of TGJ? Why did McClish need to go? Because he dared 
to tell the truth about the AP scandal and oppose the error of a 
false teacher at the head of a sacred cow called AP.

When Cates asked which faculty member was guilty of 
teaching error, he missed the point. The point is that by continued 
support, defense, and endorsement of Miller/AP, MSOP, Forest 
Hill, etc. are forced into fellowship with AP’s false teacher direc-
tor. Not one of them (including the Forest Hill elders) has had the 
courage to break ranks. Their decision to hang with Miller/AP 
was pivotal in the editor/direction change of TGJ, which has 
thrown open the floodgates of the new “unity-in-diversity,” 
“balanced” agenda of these fellows. It will be interesting to see 
if Meador’s three fellow TGJ Board members will “hang” with 
him on the recent revelations about him, as noted earlier.

NO COVER-UP CATES SAYS. Did not TGJ Board 
(president and v. president, respectively) try to “cover-up” the 
fact that McClish and Watson were forced out of their editorial 
positions by saying, “We didn’t fire them, they just resigned,” 
along with  Tommy Hick’s comment that “There was no writ-
ing on the wall” about new editors for TGJ before McClish and 
Watson “resigned”? Have they not continued to try to “cover-
up” the fact that McClish and Watson were forced out because 
they dared write about some issues/institutions/persons that to 
Cates and company had become “untouchables”? Furthermore, 
the exposure of the influence of money and brotherhood “poli-
tics” is at the very core of the current problems, Cates’s denials 
notwithstanding. 

Cates and his fellow travelers’ idea of spiritual “balance” 
is belief and action on the basis of a consensus of certain breth-
ren—persons chosen by themselves to form a core group to 
determine what and who is right and what and who is wrong. 
But the only Scripturally “balanced” brethren are those who be-
lieve and act only as the rightly divided Word of God authorizes 
them so to do regardless of the consequences to be suffered for 
so doing  (Col. 3:17; 2 Tim. 2:15; Rom. 10:17; 2 Cor. 5:7; John 
12:48; Jude 3). Yes, more than “enough” harm has been done to 
the Lord’s church by all of this controversy and chaos, but who 
struck the match that lit the fuse, causing the explosion?

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

-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.

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.

-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.
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  Gospel Speaker        Joseph D. Meador
  
 Brother Meador is in his 14th year as director of Southwest School of Bible Studies. He 
has now been in ministry for 25 years having preached and lectured in 26 states. He has 
taught in schools of preaching for 21 years and has worked for congregations and schools 
in TN, KY, IN, NV, and TX. He is the regular speaker on The Word of Life Radio Bible 
Class aired on KLBJ AM, and has served as a staff writer for a number of religious pe-
riodicals. He currently serves as Vice-President of the board of directors of The Gospel 
Journal.
Joseph began studying Oriental and Indian philosophy in 1968, and pursued academic studies in traditional 
Mahayana (Vajrayana) teachings in the lineage of Thubten Zopa Rinpoche, and he was a student of Indian 
philosophy under Sri Amrit Desai. He received his education from The University of Texas (B. A.); the gradu-
ate school of The State University of New York (SUNY) at Albany; Harding Graduate School of Religion; 
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versity College (Cert.); Aish HaTorah Yeshivah (Rabbinic Traditions); Hebrew Union College (Jewish Social 
History); Southwest University (M.S. and Ph. D. in Philosophy of Education); and he holds professional aca-
demic membership in the American Philosophical Association.
In addition, he completed residential and clinical certification in counseling at The Gestalt Institute of New 
Orleans and he now serves on the teaching and training faculties of the Gestalt Institute of New Orleans and 
the Gestalt Institute of Austin.
He and his wife Karen are the parents of eight children (seven daughters and one son): Rachel (who is married 
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[The article above is from the Jan. 28, 2007, Borger, TX Church of Christ bulletin, PathWay, Vol. 440, p. 2. Our only 
changes in it are the fonts and the omission of the dates of the meeting. May we correctly conclude that Meador approved of 
the information in the article? Also, is there any indication in the article that Meador does not accept the totality of Gestalt 
Therapy? On p. 4 you will find an article compiled by Kevin Townsend. In it he thoroughly examines, and exposes Gestalt 
Therapy and other matters concerning Meador. We urge you to read Townsend’s article carefully.—Editor] 
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Editorial...
A MEDLEY OF MATTERS

Joseph Meador met recently for about three hours  
with at least two young preachers. In that meeting he 
sought to justify his practice of Gestalt Therapy and 
possibly some of his other beliefs and activities  as the  
advertisement on the  front page of this CFTF reveals. 
He informed those in the meeting that he did not be-
lieve or practice those parts of Gestalt Therapy that 
are contrary to the Bible. He also gave them a printed  
statement to explain said matters, but he told those who 
received his statement that they could not give said 
statement to anyone else.

Is it not strange that Meador wrote a statement de-
signed to put him in a good light and silence his crit-
ics, but it is not for everyone. Regarding the intent and 
purpose of said statement, does it remind anyone of an-
other statement produced in September of 2005—Dave 
Miller’s statement? It too was written to set straight the 
record about Miller. However, about the only thing said 
document turned out to be was an example of how to 
equivocate.

Comes Meador now limiting the circulation of his 
statement of explanation to those whom he thinks he has 
already personally persuaded to agree with him. What 
is there about Miller, Meador, and certain others of like 
attitude that motivate them to act contrary to Paul’s 
statement regarding his teaching? Paul wrote,“Seeing 
then that we have such hope, we use great plainness 
of speech” (2 Cor. 3:12). But we must not forget that 
to be understood is to be found out. Paul did not mind 
being “found out” regarding what he preached (Acts 
15:2; 20:18–27; Gal. 2:14a).  Paul wrote, “How that by 
revelation he made known unto me the mystery; (as 
I wrote afore in few words, Whereby, when ye read, 
ye may understand my knowledge in the mystery 
of Christ)” (Gal. 3:3–4). If Meador is speaking and 
writing “sound speech, that cannot be condemned” 
(Titus 2:8), why  does he desire his explanation and 
position statement to have a selective distribution? As 
the advertisement on the front page proves, Meador 
is not bashful when it comes to publicly declaring his 
accomplishments in the areas for which he has been 
criticized. But for some reason his explanation of clari-
fication pertaining to his publicized accomplishments 
needs to be distributed only to those who have met with 
him and left agreeing with and supporting him. 

When Meador described some of us to be
a few who are in a small, but no less toxic, loyalty 
circle...a small negative faction, who if they gain 
control, will only rupture fellowship in the church 
even more than they already have...

was he employing Gestalt therapy on us, or what he 
learned from “Mahayana (Vajrayana) teachings in the 
lineage of Thubten Zopa Rinpoche,” or did it come 
from his study of “Indian philosophy under Sri Am-
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rit Desai,” or was it from his study of “Aish HaTorah 
Yeshivah (Rabbinic Traditions).” One thing we know, 
it certainly did not come from the teaching of the New 
Testament of Jesus Christ.

         THE SPIRIT OF COMPROMISE
In the Vol. 30, Jan. 21, 2007 Northeast Church of 

Christ bulletin, pp. 2–3, Malcolm Hill, the preacher for 
said congregation and President of TBC, reviewed an 
article by Barry Grider from the Forest Hill Church of 
Christ’s bulletin, Forest Hill News. Grider is the preach-
er for the Forest Hill congregation, the home of MSOP, 
where  he also serves as an instructor.

Hill believes in the Holy Spirit’s direct personal 
indwelling and influence on the inward man or spirit 
of the Christian, which influence is extra to the influ-
ence of the Word. This is the doctrine that Mac Deaver 
teaches. Hill and Deaver are in full fellowship. 

Grider’s article pertained to what happens when a 
Christian prays. In said article he declares that when 
the Christian prays God does things to us and on our 
behalf which things are for our spiritual and physical 
well-being and are beyond the influence of the instruc-
tonal powers of the Word of God. 

Hill did not hesitate to take advantage of Grider’s 
points to advocate the direct personal work of the Holy 
Spirit in bringing about that for which Grider say Chris-
tians should pray.  As Hill concluded,

To write as Barry Grider did, one must believe the 
Holy Spirit does something today when we pray, 
and it does not have to be a miracle. Why, then, all 
the problems about the Holy Spirit indwelling the 
child of God in His very Persons (sic). 
Of course, the MSOP faculty have opposed Mac 

Deaver and, to say the least, Hill and TBC have  been es-
tranged from MSOP for a long time—even before TBC 
espoused the “Deaver doctrine” on the Holy Spirit. 

Why bring Hill’s critical review of Grider’s ar-
ticle to the attention of our readers?  Here is the rea-
son: among others the 2007 TBC Lectures has as one 
of their speakers Tom Holland. Appearing also on their 
program is Mac Deaver. Among others, appearing on 
the 2007 MSOP Lectures is Tom Holland and of course 
Barry Grider and Curtis Cates. Cates has no involve-
ment with Mac Deaver, but he and Grider are in full fel-
lowship with Tom Holland. However Holland extended 
his fellowship to Hill and Deaver—two men who have 
been diametrically opposed to MSOP and vice versa. 
But there are more instances of compromise to come. 
Read on.

In general Faulkner University’s 2007 lectureship is 
a farce. It is a mixture of those whose names are known 
for sound teaching along with those who have compro-
mised the Truth by fellowshiping whom they do, and/or 
those that teach false doctrine. Ronnie Hayes (MSOP 
graduate/supporter, and dear friend of incoming MSOP 
Director Bobby Liddell), Jim Dearman (one of the 

main “ram rods” at GBN, who spoke for GBN during 
the 2006 MSOP Lectures—one of C. Cates’ “favorite 
brethren” he said with tongue in cheek), Phil Sanders, 
GBN speaker, regular writer for The Spiritual Sword, 
and speaker on the Spiritual Sword Lectures, which 
lectureship also has the MSOP faculty to speak each 
year (all but Garland Elkins, Getwell’s former preach-
er), and Kyle Butt of Apologetics Press, whose director 
is none other than Dave Miller. All are speaking on the 
same program with the rank false teacher Jack Evans, 
who believes, teaches and debates (advocating and 
defending it) the late James D. Bales’ error on MDR, 
Cecil May, Jr., Ralph Gilmore from F-HU and on and 
on it goes. 

Then there are the lectures at Milestone (formerly 
Endsley) Church of Christ, Pensacola, FL. The Mile-
stone and Bellview congregations have had no fellow-
ship for years due to the late Max Miller and friends’ 
rebellion in 1988 in their efforts to take over Bellview. 
The rebels were withdrawn from and the school ceased 
operation. It was then that the Endsley (now Milestone) 
Church started the Northwest Florida School of Bible 
Studies and their lectureship.   

In the aftermath of this mess Bobbly Liddell  moved 
to and remained with Bellview as their preacher for fpr 
a number of years, before moving up to MSOP. Bobby 
was in full accord with Bellview regarding Endsley, et 
al. Now one of Bobby’s sons, Tony Liddell, is speak-
ing on the 2007 Milestone lectures with people that 
sought the undoing of Bellview all of the time Bobby 
was their preacher. No repentance has been forthcom-
ing from those at Milestone who were a part of the sin-
ful rebellion at Bellview almost 20 years ago.  To put it 
mildly the whole Milestone lectureship is manifesting 
the spirit of compromise on several issues.

Further evidence of the change of certain brethren 
is seen with the move of Bobby’s other son Nathan 
to Denver, CO. Curtis and MSOP had no use for the 
Bear Valley School of Preaching. They looked upon 
said school with suspicion and disrespect.  But Nathan 
began associating with Bear Valley. The small church 
where he was preaching united with the church from 
which it had departed, which departure had been  due 
to liberalism in said church. It was none other than 
Barry Grider who made the trip to Denver to perform 
the “wedding cermony” for the two churches. Further, 
another MSOP graduate, Neal Pollard, became the 
preacher for the Bear Valley congregation and Nathan’s 
father-in-law, Jerry Martin, part–time instructor with 
MSOP and close friend of Bobby, became part of the 
Master’s Program faculty at Bear Valley. How Rubel 
Shelly must be laughing with glee as he and his rank 
apostates observe the aforementioned brethren prac-
tice the “unity in diversity” in obligatory matters they 
have so long advocated, and MSOP and friends have 
written and spoken against.

—David P. Brown, Editor
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There is a basic principle in Scripture that holds 
true in daily life: “.., For unto whomsoever much is 
given, of him shall be much required...”(Luke 12:48b)

God never expects more of anyone than they are capable 
of giving or doing: “For if there be first a willing mind, it is 
accepted according to that a man hath, and not according 
to that he hath not” (2 Cor. 8: 12)

Jesus never condoned sin. As he dealt with sin, he was 
tender and gentle with those of low estate and those with soft 
hearts. On the other hand, when Jesus dealt with the Pharisees 
(the educated elite) who claimed to know the law, he was 
anything but soft and tender:

And Jesus said, For judgment I am come into this world, 
that they which see not might see; and that they which see 
might be made blind.  And some of the Pharisees which 
were with him heard these words, and said unto him, Are 
we blind also?  Jesus said unto them, If ye were blind, 
ye should have no sin: but now ye say, We see; therefore 
your sin remaineth (John 9:39-41).
By virtue of their education, their position of leadership 

in the nation and their function as teachers of the people, 
Christ held them more accountable. (Brother Meador also is 
an educated man.1 He holds a position of leadership at the 
Southwest School of Bible Studies, where he and his staff 
teach impressionable young minds. In matters of the faith, 
ignorance will not be a valid defense with him any more than 
it was with the Pharisees of old.) Jesus rebuked them with 
some of the most scathing words ever used by our Savior 
against mankind:

Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for 
ye are like unto whited sepulchres, which indeed ap-
pear beautiful outward, but are within full of dead 
men’s bones, and of all uncleanness.) Even so ye also 
outwardly appear righteous unto men, but within ye 
are full of hypocrisy and iniquity (Matthew 23:27-28)
Although these principles apply to all mankind, this 

document will focus on the actions of one very visible public 
figure within the Lord's church, Joseph Meador. When Meador 
has dealings within the churches of Christ, by all reports, he 
outwardly appears righteous unto men. On the other hand, 
there have been indications that  Meador maintains a different 
standard when dealing with those of the world, as the attached 
documentation will show. It is the purpose of this document 
to look into that issue—this dual nature that allegedly ex-
isted or exists. To do this, we will do what the Bible says:
“Prove all things; hold fast that which is good” (1 Thess. 
5:21).

This Acrobat file contains PDF images which serve 
as evidence linking Meador to a variety of organizations, 
philosophies, teachings, behaviors and activities. Many of 

the pages are in his own words or words created and posted 
on the World Wide Web at his direction for all of mankind 
to see. The document from this point forward consists of 
three sections: 1) an overview of the images in the PDF 
file; 2) a narrative explaining the images and showing how
they relate to Meador and scriptural principles, and 3) a con-
clusion providing a summary of the entire document. [DOCU-
MENTATION AVAILABLE UPON REQUEST—Editor]

OVERVIEW OF IMAGES CONTAINED IN THE
 ACROBAT FILE

1. The December 13, 2006 Wayback Machine web page. 
This is the result of the Wayback Machine search for the 
web site www.hier.org (search run on December 13, 2006 
and again on December 23, 2006). It shows archived web 
pages for The Hutchins Institute for Education and Research 
(HIER). The Wayback Machine is a web site that takes snap-
shots of billions of web pages and archives them for future 
use. These archives can be used to see the content of web sites 
that are no longer “active” as well as a chronology of how a 
web site changes, i.e. when and how web sites were changed.
(The archiving process is not always perfect, e.g. during 
the archiving process sometimes image files and other ele-
ments on web pages may not be fully captured.) The three 
highlighted entries on this page show significant web content 
included in this Acrobat file.

2. The June 05, 2000 Hutchins Institute “Main” web 
page. The attached Wikipedia article on Carl Jung brings 
into focus brother Meador’s emphasis on “Jungian Studies” 
and “Comparative Religion (including research in Eastern, 
Western and Native American religions as well as Mythology 
and Mythic Symbolism).”

a. The Wikipedia article on Carl Jung has four addi-
tional bookmarks that directly relate to items on the June 05, 
2000 Hutchins Institute “Main” web page.

3. The June 05, 2000 Hutchins Institute “Purpose” web 
page shows the philosophy of Perennialism (that  Meador has 
chosen for his institute) is an earthly one, rooted and grounded 
in the mind of a non-Christian, Robert Hutchins.

a. The Wikipedia article on Educational Perennialism 
(with two bookmarks) shows the clearly humanistic nature of 
Perennialism and how this type of philosophy is inconsistent 
with scriptural values.

4 .  The  June  05 ,  2000  “Hutch ins  Ins t i tu t e  
Contact” web page.

5. The June 05, 2000 Hutchins Institute “Founder” web 
page shows that Joseph Meador was the founding director of the 
Hutchins Institute. It further highlights  Meador's secular edu-
cation, specifying that “... his graduate and doctoral research...”

Humanism and Christianity Do Not Mix
An Overview of Some of the Unscriptural Activities of 

Doctor (Brother)  Joseph Meador, M.S., Ph. D. 
Compiled by Kevin Townsend
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focused on the philosophy of' two men, “Robert Hutchins 
and Mortimer Adler.” It lists his membership in two religious 
or quasi-religious organizations, “the American Academy of 
Religion and the Religious Education Association.”

a. The December 14, 2006 ReligionSource.org page 
for the American Academy of Religion. Here the American 
Academy of Religion describes itself as a group that “neither 
endorses nor rejects any religious belief or practice.”

b. The Religious Education Association page (REA) 
shows that “The REA is a member of North American Inter-
faith Network (NAIN)”

i. The North American Interfaith Network (NAIN) 
page shows that NAIN is a conglomeration of a variety of 

physically bring the business of the Hutchins Institute (e.g. 
humanistic psychotherapy, such as Gestalt therapy) into the 
Southwest School of Bible Studies. Brother Meador would 
schedule and physically conduct appointments with clients at 
the School of Bible Studies at 8900 Manchaca Road.

c. The October 5, 2003 Hutchins Institute “Global 
Links” web page shows various educational and academic 
research links, including “HIER Related Links.”

i. The October 5, 2003 Hutchins Institute “HIER 
Related Links” web page shows professional prac-
titioners of Gestalt related therapies, all apparently 
recommended2 or approved by  Meador. The fact that 
Meador lists (endorses) a denominational minister 
(Paul Durbin, Ph.D.) is of particular concern.

1. A portion of the Human Trinity Hypnotherapy 
web page of denominational Chaplain Paul 
Durbin's, Ph.D.

8. The May 18, 2004 Hutchins Institute “Main” web page.
a. The Wikipedia article on psychotherapy (with four 
additional bookmarks) shows that psychotherapy is a 
broad term that that can include medical and human-
istic methodologies and schools of thought. The par-
ticular brand of psychotherapy practiced by Meador 
is, by definition, “person centered” psychotherapy.

Size: The old HIER web site  consisted  of multiple 
pages. 
------------------------------------------------------------------
Focus: Brother Meador previously focused on providing 
“Educational Consulting Services for the personal 
development of individual clients of all ages” and 
“academic research in Education and Transpersonal 
Studies.”
------------------------------------------------------------------
Fee Basis?: The old HIER web site implied that  Meador 
charged for his services after the “free... initial academic 
consultation.”
------------------------------------------------------------------
 Activity: Brother Meador’s activities, as stated on the old 
HIER web site, were more heavily involved with educa-
tional studies and consulting (though not exclusively).

Size: The new HIER web site seems to only consist of 
a singIe main page.
-----------------------------------------------------------------
Focus: Meador changed his focus to “Individual, 
Couples, and Spiritual Counseling” as well as “Gestalt 
Theory, and Transgenerational Family Patterns.”
-----------------------------------------------------------------
Fee Basis?: The new HIER web site clearly shows “Pro 
Bono - All counseling services are provided without 
charge.”
-----------------------------------------------------------------
Activity: Brother Meador's activities, as stated on the 
new HIER web site, had apparently shifted to broad 
spectrum counseling, including “Spiritual Counseling” 
using “Gestalt Theory” and other humanistic psycho-
therapies.

HIER Site Prior to May 18, 2004 HIER Site After May 18, 2004

religious groups (“association of interfaith organizations”), 
all associated together with the understanding that each group 
will not oppose or hinder the objectives of the other (“Without 
infringing on the effort of existing organizations... ”).

ii. The History of the Religious Education Associa-
tion page shows the REA is composed of a wide variety of 
religious groups, all apparently working side-by-side. One 
of the men that had a great influence on the REA's birth and 
ideals is “John Dewey” (who is mentioned on the page), one 
of the signers of the Humanist Manifesto I.

iii. The Wikipedia article on the Humanist Manifesto 
I describes humanism as a new religion designed to “replace 
previous, deity-based religions.” It shows John Dewey as 
one of the 34 signers.

iv. The Yale Library Guide to the Archives of the Re-
ligious Education Association page shows that from the very 
beginning it has been REA’s written stated goal and “purpose, 
‘to promote religious and moral education.’” Religious and 
moral education should be delivered within the sphere of the 
home or the church, both God-ordained institutions (not some 
man-made entity like the REA).

v. The REA Board of Directors page shows the cur-
rent make–up of the REA is still composed of a wide variety 
of religious groups, all apparently working side-by-side.

6. The June 05, 2000 Hutchins Institute “Global Links” 
web page.

7. The October 5, 2003 Hutchins Institute “Main” web 
page. The page emphasizes (by highlighting words focus-
ing on the individual and the present) the practical result of 
a humanistic worldview, a worldview apparently held by  
Meador.

a. The October 5, 2003 Hutchins Institute “Purpose” 
web page describes the humanistic philosophies, theories, 
and perspectives used at the Hutchins Institute, to include 
Gestalt and Perennialism.

b. The October 5, 2003 Hutchins Institute “Contact” 
web page shows that Meador attempted to bring and/or did 
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It is clearly and properly labeled as humanistic in nature. 
Gestalt Therapy is given as an example of a “humanistic 
psychotherapy.”

b. The Wikipedia article on Gestalt Therapy reinforces 
the fact that Gestalt Therapy is a “humanistic psychotherapy” 
as well as showing this therapy is rooted in other ungodly 
philosophies (psychoanalysis, existentialism). The article 
also shows that some west coast adherents to this belief 
viewed Gestalt Therapy as a “as a way of life” rather than 
as a “therapeutic approach.” These “way-of-life” adherents 
even developed a “Gestalt prayer.”

c. Pages 1 and 6 of the Association for Advancement of 
Gestalt Therapy 2006 Spring Newsletter found at http://aagt.
org/html/pdf/2006 Spring Newsletter.pdf.

The article “Some Lingering Lavender-Hued Reflec-
tions of Amsterdam and AAGT ... And Gayly Anticipating 
Vancouver” leaves little doubt that this association, of which  
Meador was (is?) a member, tolerates homosexuality and the 
homosexual lifestyle.

9. The December 16, 2006 ZoomInfo Web Summary for 
Joseph Meador, Member of Bible Faculty, Southwest School 
of Bible Studies. ZoomInfo is a summarization search engine 
that gathers publicly available information and arranges it in 
an easy to read format.

Information gathered by ZoomInfo is consistent with 
other evidence gathered, thereby adding additional credibility 
to other information gathered.

a. A February 6, 2004 ZoomInfo cached web page show-
ing Brother Meador was trained in Gestalt therapy at the 
Gestalt Institute of New Orleans.

b. A graduation list from the Gestalt Institute of New 
Orleans showing brother Meador was a graduate of their 
Gestalt therapy course.

10. A portion of the December 16, 2006 Austin, TX Body 
Mind Spirit Directory “Main” page (htto://www.bodymind-
spiritdirectory.org/7X-Austin.htm#Austin.TX). To advertise 
in this directory the publishers require the submission to be 
“Holistic Health, Natural Healing.”

Spiritual, Environmental or Metaphysical in nature. The 
ad for The Gestalt Institute of Austin was submitted to run 
under the “Spiritual Counseling” section, apparently because 
the submitter believes that Gestalt is spiritual in nature. The 
ad appeared next to other religious ads from organizations 
like the Church of Scientology and a group called the Sacred 
Language of Light.

a. The December 30, 2006 Gestalt Institute of Austin 
“Main” web page. There is evidence that the Gestalt Institute 
of Austin is (owned?) operated by brother Meador. (The street 
address of the Anandamaya Yoga Institute and the Gestalt 
Institute of Austin are identical. Based on public information, 
the Anandamaya Yoga Institute is known to be operated by 
brother Meador.) Although it is not possible to tell if Meador 
placed the ad in Austin, TX Body Mind Spirit Directory, it 
is possible to see that, to this day, he still participates in the 
humanistic Gestalt activities advocated and practiced by the 
organization named in the ad.

NARRATIVE

To remain faithful, Christians must act in accordance with 
scriptural values and principles. When Christians act properly, 
they can expect to receive condemnation from a world that 
hates truth (1 Peter 4:4) and hates those that follow the truth 
(John 17:14, 16-17, 20). By living faithful lives in accordance 
with God's word, they also carry out the Lord's command:
Let your light so shine before men, that they may see your 
good works, and glorify your Father which is in heaven” 
(Matthew 5: 16).

The Bible also describes what happens when a Christian 
takes on worldly values, philosophies, and behaviors and does 
not live consistent with scriptural values:

Ye are the salt of the earth: but if the salt have lost his sa-
vour, wherewith shall it be salted? it is thenceforth good 
for nothing, but to be cast out, and to be trodden under foot 
of men.  Ye are the light of the world. A city that is set on 
an hill cannot be hid.  Neither do men light a candle, and 
put it under a bushel, but on a candlestick; and it giveth 
light unto all that are in the house. (Matthew 5:13-15). 
The Bible also says that a faithful Christian cannot “straddle 

the fence” and try to serve both God and the world: “No man 
can serve two masters: for either he will hate the one, and 
love the other; or else he will hold to the one, and despise the 
other. Ye cannot serve God and mammon” (Matthew 6:24).

The evidence shows Meador started his own institute, 
The Hutchins Institute for Education and Research (HIER), 
as a private, consulting, educational and research foundation.
(This institute appears to the first of three institutes Meador 
has owned, operated or worked with in the greater Austin, 
TX area while still working with the Southwest School of 
Bible Studies.) One facet of this institute was Transpersonal 
Studies, a philosophy that tells the adherent to seek wisdom 
and the answers of life within themselves. This is humanism, 
pure and simple!

“O LORD, I know that the way of man is not in him-
self: it is not in man that walketh to direct his steps”  

(Jeremiah 10:23).
The Transpersonal Studies methodology is an un-

godly and sinful practice that is in direct contradiction 
to Scripture. For  Meador to practice this (and advertise 
to the world that he does so) is shameful, not only for 
him but also for the Lord’s body which he represents.
Meador has also embraced a study of the work and phi-
losophies of Carl Jung. Jung’s philosophy (the basis of 
Meador's “Jungian Studies”) is humanistic to the core 
and, as such, stands opposed to the doctrine of Christ.

Another area the institute conducted research in was 
Comparative Religion. Comparative Religion analyzes differ-
ences between world religions and compares their “rituals.” 
Although it is not inherently sinful to do this research, it is 
puzzling how and why a man who heads a school of bibli-
cal studies and who is supposedly training faithful Gospel 
preachers would have the time and desire to set up a secular 
organization designed, in part, to study the false religions of 
the world. In any case, the Bible says a mature, godly man 
who wants to grow in faith and ultimately see God will focus 
his time on God’s word rather than the false teachings of men:

Blessed is the man that walketh not in the coun-
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sel of the ungodly, nor standeth in the way of sin-
ners, nor sitteth in the seat of the scornful. But his 
delight is in the law of the LORD; and in his law 
doth he meditate day and night (Psalms 1: 1-2).
When I remember thee upon my bed, and meditate on 
thee in the night watches” (Psa. 63:6).
Finally, brethren, whatsoever things are true, whatsoever 
things are honest, whatsoever things are just, whatsoever 
things are pure, whatsoever things are lovely, whatsoever 
things are of good report; if there be any virtue, and if 
there be any praise, think on these things (Phil. 4:8).
One of the purposes of the Hutchins Institute is “aca-

demic research in ... Transpersonal Studies.” This research is 
based on the underlying philosophy of “Perennialism.” The 
“Perennialism” educational philosophy used by the Hutchins 
Institute was developed by the late Robert M. Hutchins. Peren-
nialism is a humanistic philosophy and, therefore, stands in 
opposition to the form of godliness taught in Scripture.

“Joseph D. Meador, M.S., Ph.D. (Education), is the 
founding director of The Hutchins Institute.”  Meador’s 
graduate education was “focused on” the philosophies of two 
men, specifically “Robert Hutchins and Mortimer Adler.” 
“Beware lest any man spoil you through philosophy and 
vain deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments 
of the world, and not after Christ”( Col. 2:8).

It is interesting to note how, in Meador's world, the 
rational mind, rather than the soul, takes preeminence. For 
example, he does NOT describe his duties on the ”Bible 
Faculty at Southwest“ as training gospel preachers, equip-
ping men to seek the lost, or anything related to reaching 
and saving the souls of men. Instead, educational terminol-
ogy is used, such as “teaches college level courses in Bible” 
and “related religious studies.” It seems more important for 
him to mention to the reader the particular LEVEL that he 
teaches (“COLLEGE level”) rather than the content of what 
he teaches (preparing gospel preachers to preach the truth of 
God's word). What he says and what he does not say betray 
much about him (Matt. 26:73).

The “Founder” page says he has “professional level 
membership in several academic societies.” What profession 
would that be? Would that be, Meador, a Christian, training 
men to preach the Gospel; or Doctor Meador, a man enamored 
with humanistic philosophies, titles, and degrees, who spends 
his time studying and embracing the worldly and humanistic 
teachings of men?

Although we must live in this world, we must not be like 
the world: “And be not conformed to this world: but be ye 
transformed by the renewing of your mind, that ye may 
prove what is that good, and acceptable, and perfect, will 
of God” (Rom. 12:2).

Two of the “academic societies” that Meador joined are 
the American Academy of Religion (AAR) and the Religious 
Education Association (REA). The AAR has members from 
many of the major religious groups of the world. They say 
of themselves, “The AAR neither endorses nor rejects any 
religious belief or practice.” The REA is similar to the AAR 
in that it too has members from many of the major religious 
groups of the world. They say of themselves, the “REA  is rich 

with diversity; its membership includes those from the Baha'i, 
Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, Jewish, Muslim, Protestant and 
other traditions involved in all aspects of religious educa-
tion,” “The REA is a member of North American Interfaith 
Network (NAIN).” Those in fellowship with NAIN (like the 
REA, which includes Meador) are part of an “association 
of interfaith organizations” and “diverse religious groups 
throughout North America” that operates “without infringing 
on the effort of existing organizations.”

All these groups are composed of religious people and 
each group has a common component—they expect their 
members not to disagree with or oppose the doctrines of 
other members or religious groups within their ranks. Did 
Jesus “agree to disagree” with hypocrisy, false teaching or 
sin in his day?

Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! because 
ye build the tombs of the prophets, and garnish the sep-
ulchres of the righteous,  And say, If we had been in the 
days of our fathers, we would not have been partakers 
with them in the blood of the prophets.  Wherefore ye 
be witnesses unto yourselves, that ye are the children 
of them which killed the prophets.  Fill ye up then the 
measure of your fathers. Ye serpents, ye generation 
of vipers, how can ye escape the damnation of hell? 
(Matt.23:29-33).
Then came his disciples, and said unto him, Know-
est thou that the Pharisees were offended, after 
they heard this saying? But he answered and said, 
Every plant, which my heavenly Father hath not 
planted, shall be rooted up. Let them alone: they be 
blind leaders of the blind. And if the blind lead the 
blind, both shall fall into the ditch (Matt. 15:12-14).
What Bible principles apply to Christians associating 

with members of false religions for the purpose of studying 
them or educating themselves? Can Christians remain Scrip-
turally faithful to God while having cooperative fellowship 
with false religions and yet “neither endorse nor reject any 
religious belief or practice” that they have? What about the 
Bible’s commands on acceptable fellowship and proper as-
sociations (e.g. 2 John 1:9-11); are they rendered moot just 
because we join “professional level .., academic societies?” 
Scripture gives us guidance that covers these questions:

Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbeliev-
ers: for what fellowship hath righteousness with un-
righteousness? and what communion hath light with 
darkness? And what concord hath Christ with Belial? 
or what part hath he that believeth with an infidel? 
And what agreement hath the temple of living God; 
as God hath said, I will dwell in them, and walk in 
them; and I will be their God, and they shall be my 
people. Wherefore come out from among them, and 
be ye separate, saith the Lord, and touch not the un-
clean thing; and I will receive you...(2 Cor. 6:14-17)

I know thy works, that thou art neither cold nor hot: I 
would thou wert cold or hot.  So then because thou art 
lukewarm, and neither cold nor hot, I will spue thee out 
of my mouth (Rev. 3: 15-16).
The October 5, 2003 Hutchins Institute web site is dif-

ferent than the version of June 5, 2000. The language of the 
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“Main” web page provides some additional insight for those 
who have doubts that Meador has embraced a humanistic 
philosophy that focuses man inward to solve his own problems 
(rather than towards his Maker).

The “Purpose” page restates some old material from the 
June 5, 2000 site (e.g. “Perennialism”) and introduces, for the 
first time, a new humanistic “orientation in use at the Hutchins 
Institute” — Gestalt Therapy. This page also describes the full 
range of techniques and philosophies used by the Hutchins 
Institute, as well as the persons who have help create these 
techniques and philosophies.

The most shocking of all things to appear on the October 
5, 2003 site is on the “HIER Contact” page. There we find 
that Meador has advertised that appointments for clients 
of The Hutchins Institute for Education and Research are 
“Scheduled and Conducted” at his office at the “Southwest 
School of Bible Studies.” In simple terms, someone could, at 
that time, go to 8900 Manchaca Road in Austin, TX and walk 
in to Brother/Doctor Meador’s office on the grounds of the 
Southwest church of Christ. Depending on the individual’s 
desires, he could see Meador to enroll in the Southwest School 
of Bible Studies to study the scriptures or have an appointment 
with Doctor Meador to receive some sort of Gestalt Therapy 
or other humanistic psychotherapy. (Some questions left 
unanswered are, “Were the Southwest elders aware this was 
happening and, if they were, what did they do about it?”)

Following a series of links (the “HIER Global Links” 
page to the “HIER Related Links” page) we come to Brother 
Meador’s endorsement of the “professional practitioners” 
listed thereon: “The following sites represent professional 
practitioners of Gestalt related “Dreamwork’, “Parts Thera-
py’, and “Transforming Therapy’.” One of the professionals 
on the HIER Related Links page who is endorsed by Brother 
Meador is Paul Durbin, Ph.D., or should I say Chaplain (Pas-
tor) Durbin, a United Methodist Minister. Again, the words 
of 2 Corinthians 6:14-17 come to mind. We may have to live 
in this world but we should never give anyone the slightest 
hint that we tolerate, much less endorse, sin (including those 
who sin by practicing a false religion). Any unsuspecting 
reader of this web page, by relying on Meador’s endorse-
ment of Chaplain Durbin, could be induced to seek him out 
to receive humanistic and/or denominational counseling, both 
in violation of Scripture: “Abstain from all appearance of 
evil” (1 Thess. 5:22). “ And have no fellowship with the 
unfruitful works of darkness, but rather reprove them” 
(Eph. 5: 11).

The May 18, 2004 Hutchins Institute “Main” web page 
completes the major shift in Brother Meador’s thinking and 
practice at the Hutchins Institute (the beginning of the change 
was first seen on the October 5, 2003 site). The size of the 
web site has been reduced and seems to consist of only a 
single main page. By this point,  Meador has fully changed 
his focus at the Hutchins Institute to “Individual, Couples, 
and Spiritual Counseling” as well as “Gestalt Theory, and 
Transgenerational Family Patterns.” Now, all services pro-
vide by the Hutchins Institute are pro-bono versus an appar-
ent fee for service structure prior to this time. Previously, 

educational studies and consulting were major activities at 
the Hutchins Institute; now Brother Meador seems to have 
taken on a much greater role as a psychotherapist. The site 
shows he has shifted to broad spectrum counseling, includ-
ing “Spiritual Counseling” using “Gestalt Theory” and 
other humanistic psychotherapies. The obvious question is, 
“Where in scripture will brother Meador go to justify the 
use of humanistic “Gestalt therapy’ and other psychothera-
pies performed under the guise of “Spiritual Counseling’?”

This page also highlights some of the professional 
memberships that Meador held, and may still hold. The 
attached documentation expands on Gestalt therapy, a key 
issue for those who are members of the International Ge-
stalt Therapy Association, and psychotherapy, a key issue 
for those who are members of the American Psychotherapy 
Association. Besides being a member of these two orga-
nizations, Meador is also member of the Association for 
the Advancement of Gestalt Therapy (AAGT). There is an 
attached article from the AAGT’s_2006_Spring Newslet-
ter (http://aagt.org/htm/pdf/2006 Spring Newsletter.pdf 
–Pages 1, 6) which shows how this organization tolerates, 
and seems to even embrace, the sin of homosexuality.
These are the organizations that BROTHER Joseph Meador 
belongs to. This is the man who runs a school of biblical stud-
ies at the Southwest Church of Christ, belongs to and actively 
advertises to the world that he belongs to it.

The December 16, 2006 ZoomInfo web page for Joseph 
Meador is a summary of information on him that is currently 
available on the world wide web. How is Joseph Meador 
BEST known in the public domain? Is he BEST known as 
brother Meador, a humble Christ-like man, training other men 
to preach the old Jerusalem Gospel; or Doctor Meador, a man 
who is not shy about showing others his advanced education, 
scholarly titles, close association with important Gestaltists, 
and impressive educational degrees? What does the evidence, 
which he has publicly posted for the world to see, show?

A portion of the December 16, 2006 Austin, TX Body 
Mind Spirit Directory “Main” page (http://www.bodymind-
spiritdirectory.orgTX-Austin.htm#Austin,TX), which shows 
advertising for services that are “Holistic Health, Natural 
Healing, Spiritual, Environmental or Metaphysical in na-
ture,” is included (these are the advertising guidelines set 
by the page owner to place an ad). The ad on that page for 
The Gestalt Institute of Austin was submitted to run under 
the “Spiritual Counseling” section, apparently because the 
submitter believes that Gestalt is spiritual in nature. The ad 
appeared next to other religious ads from “spiritual” organiza-
tions like the Church of Scientology and a group called the 
Sacred Language of Light. Rational readers of this ad and 
the December 30, 2006 Gestalt Institute of Austin “Main” 
web page are forced to conclude that Brother Meador, as a 
member of the Gestalt Institute of Austin, holds to the belief 
and ideology that Gestalt is or has a spiritual or religious 
component. (There is some evidence that Meador holds a 
position of influence at the Gestalt Institute of Austin and may 
have been involved in the placement of the advertisement.) 
Since  Meador is a man who teaches other men to preach the 
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gospel, maybe he should have engaged in spiritual counseling 
as described in scripture rather than advertising his name and 
humanistic Gestalt “Spiritual Counseling” side-by-side with 
false religions (and publicly disgracing the body of Christ). 
God’s counsel is His Word:

Thus my heart was grieved, and I was pricked in my 
reins.  So foolish was I, and ignorant: I was as a beast 
before thee. Nevertheless I am continually with thee: 
thou hast holden me by my right hand. Thou shalt guide 
me with thy counsel, and afterward receive me to glory.  
Whom have I in heaven but thee? and there is none 
upon earth that I desire beside thee.  My flesh and my 
heart faileth: but God is the strength of my heart, and 
my portion for ever (Psa. 73:21-26).

“ Wherein God, willing more abundantly to shew unto the 
heirs of promise the immutability of his counsel, confirmed 
it by an oath:” (Heb. 6:17).

 “Thy word is a lamp unto my feet, and a light unto my 
path” (Psalms 119: 105).

According to the Wayback Machine, the last time The 
Hutchins Institute for Education and Research had a work-
ing web page was on or about April 1, 2005. After that, the 
Wayback Machine shows the site was archived but the site 
was blank. There are rumors that the elders at the Southwest 
church of Christ were displeased with Meador for creating and 
operating the Hutchins Institute for Education and Research. 
Supposedly, as the rumor goes, they “encouraged” him to take 
the web site down. (Considering the sinful nature of what was 
going on at the Hutchins Institute and the fact that the direc-
tor of the Southwest School of Bible Studies was running the 
Hutchins Institute, I can imagine how that might embarrass 
and bother the Southwest elders quite a bit.) Try as I might, 
I have been unable to confirm or deny these rumors with any 
credible evidence so they remain just that, rumors. Removing 
the site is a good first step towards repentance (if that was  
Meador’s actual intent in removing the site) but it is NOT 
equivalent to actual biblical repentance. I have also looked in 
the public domain to find anything that shows brother Meador 
has repented for the sins he had committed in being involved 
with the worldly and humanistic philosophies described previ-
ously in this document. I also have been unable to find any 
credible evidence that shows he had done so or that he has 
even acknowledged that his actions were sinful.

The story of the worldly activities of brother Meador 
does not stop with the end of the Hutchins Institute. A 
search which returned “a listing of yoga teachers in Austin, 
Texas” shows a fairly new web site for yet another institute 
listed under Meador’s name. The Anandamaya Yoga Institute 
(http://www.anandamaya.org/) is his new institute. It happens 
to be located at the same address as The Gestalt Institute of 
Austin (which is one of the major reasons I believe Meador 
also owns/operates The Gestalt Institute of Austin). With The 
Hutchins Institute,  Meador has followed the European Gestalt 
heritage that has connection with such men and women as 
Robert M. Hutchins, Mortimer Adler, Carl Jung, Kurt Koffka, 
Max Wertheimer, Wolfgang Koehler, Anne Teachworth El-
liot Shapiro, and Paul Watzlawick. Now, Brother Meador 

has shifted to a more middle-eastern3 philosophy with the 
Anandamaya Yoga Institute, but he has still not abandoned 
his humanistic methodology.  Although Meador  has decided 
to include a religious disclaimer4 on the Anandamaya Institute 
site, this disclaimer does not excuse or mitigate the evidence 
of humanism that appears there. On the Anandamaya web 
page we find phrases like:

“Meditation – the peaceful path to the inner Self”
“within the true Self’
“Interior meditation”
“inner Self’
“inner – contemplation”

Each one of these phrases demonstrates how the philoso-
phy behind Anandamaya meditation/yoga turns the person 
inward5 to seek answers for the questions of life rather than 
towards his God (Jer. 10:23); this is an ungodly and sinful 
philosophy.  Meador previously has stated he uses the follow-
ing philosophies/teachings as the basis for his work at The 
Hutchins Institute for Education and Research:

—The June 05, 2000 Hutchins Institute “Purpose” 
web page - “The educational philosophy of the 
Hutchins Institute is grounded in “Perennialism” 
as developed by the late Robert M. Hutchins.”

—The June 05, 2000 Hutchins Institute “Founder” web 
page – (Referring to Brother Meador) “He received his 
undergraduate education in the social sciences from The 
University of Texas (B.A.), and has conducted gradu-
ate work at the State University of New York, Bethany 
Theological Seminary (M.Th. in Systematic Theol-
ogy), in Israel at Jerusalem University College (Cert.), 
and Southwest University (M.S., Ph.D. in Education) 
where his graduate and doctoral research in Education 
focused on the philosophy of Robert Hutchins and 
Mortimer Adler.”

Currently, Meador uses the following philosophies/teach-
ings as the basis for his work at the Anandamaya Institute:

—The Anandamaya Yoga Institute web page – “Anan-
damaya meditation is a form of inner–contemplation 
which takes its teachings from an ancient Indian phi-
losophy known as ‘Samkhya’.”

Although the type of philosophy has changed, one thing 
remains the same, brother Meador continues to appeal to 
men to look within themselves to fix their own problems and 
reduce stress, rather than following God’s word on the matter:

“Humble yourselves therefore under the mighty hand of 
God, that he may exalt you in due time: Casting all your 
care upon him; for he careth for you” (1 Peter 5:6-7). 

“Bear ye one another’s burdens, and so fulfil the law of 
Christ” (Gal. 6:2).

No man can serve two masters: for either he will hate 
the one, and love the other; or else he will hold to the 
one, and despise the other. Ye cannot serve God and 
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mammon”  Therefore I say unto you, Take no thought 
for your life, what ye shall eat, or what ye shall drink; 
nor yet for your body, what ye shall put on. Is not the life 
more than meat, and the body than raiment? Behold the 
fowls of the air: for they sow not, neither do they reap, 
nor gather into barns; yet your heavenly Father feedeth 
them. Are ye not much better than they?  Which of you 
by taking thought can add one cubit unto his stature?  
And why take ye thought for raiment? Consider the lilies 
of the field, how they grow; they toil not, neither do they 
spin: And yet I say unto you, That even Solomon in all 
his glory was not arrayed like one of these.  Wherefore, 
if God so clothe the grass of the field, which to day is, 
and to morrow is cast into the oven, shall he not much 
more clothe you, O ye of little faith?  Therefore take no 
thought, saying, What shall we eat? or, What shall we 
drink? or, Wherewithal shall we be clothed?(For after 
all these things do the Gentiles seek:) for your heavenly 
Father knoweth that ye have need of all these things. 
But seek ye first the kingdom of God, and his righteous-
ness; and all these things shall be added unto you.  Take 
therefore no thought for the morrow: for the morrow 
shall take thought for the things of itself. Sufficient unto 
the day is the evil thereof (Matt. 6:24-34).

CONCLUSION
What does the evidence show?

1.  The evidence is overwhelming in showing that  
Meador has, for years, been involved in humanistic 
practices and/or other ungodly philosophies. Whether  
Meador was involved with these practices under the 
umbrella of Transpersonal Studies, Jungian Studies, Pe-
rennialism, Gestalt Therapy, Transgenerational Family 
Patterns, and currently, the more middle-eastern Yoga 
and Samkhya does not matter. Regardless of the source, 
the evidence shows that these philosophies direct the 
adherent to get their life “guidance within”6 or “to at-
tain the deeper peace, healing and joy that is within the 
true Self.”7 Brother Meador is no novice in the faith. He 
knows or should have known by virtue of his years of 
experience and training in the Gospel that humanism and 
these humanistic practices are hellish and ungodly.

2.  The evidence shows that  Meador joined several 
academic societies, including the American Academy 
of Religion (AAR) and the Religious Education As-
sociation (REA). Membership in some secular orga-
nizations may or may not be sinful depending on the 
circumstance of the situation. These are organizations 
with religious or quasireligious purposes, as evidenced 
by the “Religious” or “Interfaith” title of the organiza-
tions. The evidence of this particular situation show 
that these organizations have ... members from many 
of the major religious groups of the world” and are 
“rich with diversity; its membership includes those 
from the Baha’i, Catholic, Eastern Orthodox, Jewish, 
Muslim, Protestant and other traditions involved in all 
aspects of religious education.” These groups were fur-
ther allied with other groups, like the North American 

Interfaith Network, which had a similar membership 
structure. Further, these groups operated with a “unity 
in diversity” and “agree to disagree” mindset where
members were not to oppose the beliefs of other mem-
bers. Joining these groups, accepting their values and 
the restrictions they place on their members (e.g., not 
opposing the false doctrines of other members) is in-
consistent with what Christians are expected to do when 
confronted by false teachers and false religions. Based on 
the evidence, in this case, brother Meador was unequally 
yoked together with unbelievers and involved in sin (2 
Corinthians 6:14-17).

3.  The evidence shows that Meador was not content 
to keep his sinful conduct away from the Southwest 
School of Bible Studies, but rather, he brought that 
sin or attempted to bring that sin within the walls of 
the schoolhouse. Based on Meador’s advertisement on 
the World Wide Web, appointments for clients of The 
Hutchins Institute for Education and Research would be 
“Scheduled and Conducted” at his office at the “South-
west School of Bible Studies” at 8900 Manchaca Road 
in Austin, TX on the grounds of the Southwest church 
of Christ.

4.   The evidence shows that  Meador still is involved in 
some of these sinful practices (e.g., humanism). Brother 
Meador is no novice in the faith. He knows or should 
have know, by virtue of his years of experience and 
training in the Gospel, that a Christian cannot partici-
pate in “a form of inner-contemplation which takes its 
teachings from an ancient Indian philosophy known as 
“Samkhya’.” Faithful Christians, “Hold fast the form 
of sound words...” (2 Timothy 1:13a) not some “ancient 
Indian philosophy.” Although he has been creative in 
placing a disclaimer on the Anandamaya Yoga Institute 
web page, a disclaimer does not turn sinful conduct into 
righteous conduct.

It is my earnest desire that brother Meador, as well as 
anyone else caught up in this situation, will turn away from 
their sinful conduct and WHOLLY and COMPLETELY re-
turn to serving God in the manner He requires. Meador can 
be a force for much good in the Master’s service, but not in 
his current state. An holy God requires holy people who will 
humble themselves and put away their sin:

“Humble yourselves therefore under the mighty hand of 
God, that he may exalt you in due time:” (1 Peter 5:5). 

This then is the message which we have heard of him, 
and declare unto you, that God is light, and in him is no 
darkness AT ALL. If we say that we have fellowship with 
him, and walk in darkness, we lie, and do not the truth:  
But if we walk in the light, as he is in the light, we have 
fellowship one with another, and the blood of Jesus 
Christ his Son c1eanseth us from all sin. If we say that 
we have no sin, we deceive ourselves, and the truth is 
not in us. If we confess our sins, he is faithful and just to 
forgive us our sins, and to cleanse us from all unrighteous-
ness (1 John 1 :5-9).
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Come back before it is too late – humanism and Christianity 
do not mix.

END NOTES

1 The University of  Texas (B.A. in social sciences), State 
University of New York, Bethany Theological Seminary (M.Th. 
in Systematic Theology), in Israel at Jerusalem University Col-
lege (Cert.), and Southwest University (M.S., Ph.D. in Education)

2 Brother Meador would not have listed them if he did not 
think them worthy of his recommendation or approval.

3 The potential connection between Gestalt therapy and 
similar middle-eastern philosophies and practices (e.g. yoga) 
has not gone unnoticed by others. At the Association for the 
Advancement of Gestalt Therapy 2006 International Confer-
ence, on Friday, August 11,2006 the following lecture was 
given (htto://aagt.org/html/pdf/2006 Spring Newsletter.pdf 
– page 20): 8:30-10:20 Kailish Tuli “Yoga is Indian, Gestalt 
German— Will They Marry or Live Together?”

This presentation, both in theory and demonstration, is intended 
to address the basic issue of a mirror reflection between Yogic 
and Gestalt psychotherapy. It appears to be an unfortunate co-
incidence that Fritz and Laura Perls did not notice Yoga when 
Eastern thoughts like Zen entered the Gestalt bibliography. The 
presentation shows how Yoga might positively influence the 
practice of Gestalt (continued next page) therapy. Further, since 
psychotherapy has potential to influence beyond the clinic to 
one’s style of life, Yoga offers more than mere physical regi-
men; it is an influence on style of life and philosophy.

4 “The Anandamaya Yoga Institute is a non-profit, edu-
cational organization, that provides instruction in classical 
meditation, and is not affiliated with any religious organiza-
tion, nor does it promote any organized religious teaching.”

5 Transpersonal Studies uses similar language and con-
cepts to yoga’s “inner self.”

6 What Is Transpersonal Studies – Atlantic University 
Online web page.

7  Anandamaya Yoga Institute main web page. 

—Kevin Townsend
6331 Shady Green

San Antonio, TX 78250
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THE ROLE OF WOMEN IN EVANGELISM
Gary Summers

Even among brethren who are in agreement with the 
basic principle that God has designated men to lead in public 
worship, there are differences as to what women may do out-
side the assembly. It is sad to have to disagree with brethren 
who are otherwise sound, but truth is truth, and it needs to 
be set forth and upheld.  Doctrinal error must be refuted and 
denounced.

Some have chosen to argue that women may teach non-
Christian men the gospel—not incidentally—but intention-
ally.  What is the difference?  In the course of a conversation, 
a non–Christian man asks a question of a Christian woman.  
Most brethren would agree that she could answer one or 
more questions.  One example of such a situation involved a 
preacher, a secretary, and a salesman.  The conversation was 
interrupted when a member stopped by unexpectedly with 
a personal problem. The preacher excused himself for what 
turned out to be 30 minutes or more.  In his absence the sales-
man had seen some bulletin articles on the table and began to 
ask the secretary a few questions, which she answered. She 
had not set herself up as an authority or made an appointment 
to study with this man. The conversation was unplanned, 
unforeseen, and incidental. When the preacher returned, he 
continued the discussion, offering to study with the man.  Situ-
ations like these arise on certain occasions, and no one (so far 
as this writer knows) offers any Scriptural objections.

However, it is a different matter when women intentional-
ly teach Bible studies that have been set up with non–Christian 
men. Women may teach other women, along with children, 
with the approval of God, but why would they want to teach 
men?  What kind of precedent does this set?  Are there no 
qualified men in a congregation who can teach the gospel to 
someone?  When she finishes teaching, will she also baptize 
him?  Will she ground him in the faith as well and be his 
“mother” in the gospel (1 Cor. 4:15; Phile. 10)?  Why not 
instead accompany her husband as he teaches?  

The Defense Offered
Some have formulated a line of reasoning to attempt to 

justify the practice of women teaching men the gospel.  An 
eldership put forth the following document which is set up 
similar to a syllogism.

1.  New Testament teaching on women’s 
role in the church is based squarely on two 
things: 

a. The order of creation (1 Cor. 11:3; 1 
Tim. 2:13). 

b. The part woman played in the trans-
gression in Eden (1 Tim. 3:14 [sic]; Gen. 
3:16).

2.   Because the roles of men and women 

in the church are determined by creation 
and the fall, they have been the same in 
all dispensations: Patriarchal, Mosaic, and 
Christian (1 Cor. 14:34-35; 1 Tim. 2:13,14 
[sic]).

3.   Therefore, Old Testament teaching 
on women’s role illustrates New Testament 
teaching (Rom. 15:4; 1 Cor. 10:1-12).  

In case you have not figured it out, this is not a sample 
of good logic—formal or otherwise.  The first statement is 
true, as is its supporting evidence (except for the typo on 1 
Tim. 3:14, which should be 1 Tim. 2:14).  The New Testament 
teaching on the role of women is indeed based on the order 
of creation and the fall, in which woman was deceived and 
then led man into transgression.   

 The other two statements are, however, false.  Whoever 
formulated the second point assumes that the roles of men and 
women have been the same in all dispensations, which is not 
necessarily true and certainly is not demonstrated.  The two 
Scriptures cited do not prove this statement; they only show 
the teaching of God under the New Testament era.  Below is 
a parallel (and also faulty) line of reasoning.

1.  New Testament teaching on the 
permanence of marriage is based squarely 
two things: 

a. God creating in the beginning a 
male and a female (Matt. 19:4).

b. The male shall leave his father and 
mother and be joined to the female, and 
the two shall be one flesh (Matt. 19:5).  
What God has joined together man should 
not put asunder (Matt. 19:5-6).  

2. Because the permanence of marriage 
is determined by God’s action in Creation 
and in the Garden of Eden, His law on the 
permanence of marriage has been the same 
in all dispensations: Patriarchal, Mosaic, and 
Christian (Matt. 19:4-6).

3. Therefore, Old Testament teaching 
on the permanence of marriage illustrates 
New Testament teaching (Rom. 15:4; 1 Cor. 
10:1-12).  

The only problem here is that, while God’s ideal will 
was one woman for one man for life, He allowed divorce 
(Matt. 19:8; Deut. 25:1-4), and He allowed and regulated 
polygamy (Deut 21:15-17).  Yet, according to the logic on the 
role of women, God also must have had the same standard 
regarding marriage in the Old Testament (since Jesus appeals 
to Genesis), which creates a hopeless contradiction.  The 
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“logic,” however, that put us in such an unenviable position 
is invalid.

God allowed certain things to occur in the Old Testa-
ment that did not match His ideal will.  One cannot take New 
Testament doctrine and try to impose it upon Old Testament 
situations.  Such an attempt is vain and would result in serious 
problems relating to authority.  

The “conclusion” stated in the previous argument is al-
ready erroneous because the second “premise” is not true; it 
is also horrendous in its own right— Old Testament examples 
illustrate New Testament doctrine?  To be sure, we are to learn 
from events that occurred then.  Paul, in 1 Corinthians 10:1-
12, shows how that the Israelites were disobedient—to their 
own laws.  They lusted after evil things and became idolaters.  
They murmured and tempted God, also.  We do not want to 
follow in their footsteps as to how they treated God.

Learning from these principles is one thing; saying that 
these things are illustrations of New Testament teaching is 
quite another.  Why would God put illustrations of New Tes-
tament teaching in the Old Testament?  Would it not make 
more sense to illustrate New Testament doctrine in the New 
Testament?  The “logic” presented in this doctrinal statement 
is not only twisted; it is as false as it can be.  What is such a 
strange argument leading up to?

The Application
The document goes on to say that the Bible teaches that 

women cannot serve as elders, deacons, or evangelists (public 
preachers of the Gospel), lead in the worship of the church, 
or preach the Gospel or teach the Bible in public assemblies 
of men and women—all of which is true.  You will note the 
emphasis on the word public.  Such would seem to imply that 
they can teach men in “private assemblies.”  No one need 
wonder if such an implication is correct.

The authors of the statement under review make this 
point clear when they argue: “We believe women can teach 
men in private settings (Acts 18:24-26; 2 Kings 22:12-20)” 
(emph. gws).

Do these Scriptures establish the claim?  The first pas-
sage introduces the eloquent Apollos, who knew only of the 
baptism of John.  Verse 26 informs us:

So he began to speak boldly in the synagogue. When 
Aquila and Priscilla heard him, they took him aside and 
explained to him the way of God more accurately.

 In what sense does this verse authorize women to teach 
men in private? It authorizes a woman to accompany her 
husband to teach someone in private; more cannot be made 
of this situation.  The document under review advocates that 
brethren “speak where the Scriptures speak, and remain silent 
where the Scriptures are silent” (1 Pet. 4:11).  Agreed!  The 
Scriptures are silent about how much Aquila said or how 
much Priscilla said in their conversation with Apollos.  Then 
what kind of leap is it that 1) assumes that Priscilla played 
a major role in this discussion (contrary to observing the 
silence of the Scriptures); and that 2) applies what a woman 
did in tandem with her husband to women (who are not ac-

companying their husbands) teaching men privately?  This 
passage does not even remotely prove the argument.

As poor a choice as that example was, however, the 
second reference is even more disastrous.  It concerns King 
Josiah’s reaction upon hearing the words of the Book of the 
Law, which had been found in the temple.  He commissioned 
Hilkiah the high priest, Shaphan the scribe, and three others 
to do the following:

Go, inquire of the LORD for me, for the people and for 
all Judah, concerning the words of this book that has 
been found; for great is the wrath of the LORD that is 
aroused against us, because our fathers have not obeyed 
the words of this book, to do according to all that is 
written concerning us.

The men then went to see Huldah the prophetess, the 
wife of Shallum, who dwelt in Jerusalem.  She responded to 
their inquiry in the following way. 

Then she said to them, “Thus says the LORD God of 
Israel, “Tell the man who sent you to Me. “Thus says 
the LORD: “Behold, I will bring calamity on this place 
and on its inhabitants; all the words of the book which 
the king of Judah has read; because they have forsaken 
Me and burned incense to other gods, that they might 
provoke Me to anger with all the works of their hands. 
Therefore My wrath shall be aroused against this place 
and shall not be quenched’ (vv. 15-17). 

But as for the king of Judah, who sent you to inquire of 
the LORD, in this manner you shall speak to him, “Thus 
says the LORD God of Israel: “Concerning the words 
which you have heard; because your heart was tender, 
and you humbled yourself before the LORD when you 
heard what I spoke against this place and against its 
inhabitants, that they would become a desolation and a 
curse, and you tore your clothes and wept before Me, I 
also have heard you,” says the LORD.  “Surely, there-
fore, I will gather you to your fathers, and you shall be 
gathered to your grave in peace; and your eyes shall not 
see all the calamity which I will bring on this place.” “  
So they brought back word to the king’ (vv. 18-20).

This text is somehow supposed to prove that women to-
day can teach men the Gospel in private, but such could only 
occur through the most convoluted reasoning imaginable.  

First of all, the passage is in the Old Testament, which 
cannot constitute authority for what Christians practice (Col. 
3:17). We must have authority from Christ—not Moses or one 
of the prophets.  What was taught in the Law or what example 
we may find in a different dispensation has no relevance to 
the Christian system unless specifically cited by Jesus or 
the apostles.  Paul made this point clear with respect to the 
Judaizing teachers. Circumcision was commanded under 
the Law, but to bind it under the Christian system was to fall 
from grace (Gal. 5:1-4).

Second, this situation involves an inspired person, a 
genuine prophetess, giving information to those who had 
no such gift.  How can it therefore be parallel today to an 
uninspired woman teaching uninspired men?

Third, the inquiry had to do with the immediate future 
of the nation of Judah—something that Christians could not 



14                         Contending for the Faith—February/2007

ask of anyone—male or female—today, since spiritual gifts 
have ceased.  We have all the revelation we need to last until 
the return of Christ.

These three facts are enough to disqualify this passage 
from being used in an attempt to justify women teaching men 
privately the Gospel.  Since these are the only two texts cited, 
and they cannot accomplish the task, the assertion that women 
may teach men in private has no substantiation.   

1 Timothy 2:8-15
 One thing that brethren lose sight of is the way in which 

1 Timothy 2:8-15 begins: “Therefore, I desire that men 
pray everywhere….”  The text which explains the role of 
women never specifies the assembly of brethren.  It would 
certainly include it, since where the saints meet certainly 
must be contained in everywhere.  Everywhere also includes 
at camp, in the home, at a picnic, or any private setting.  For 
women to intentionally plan to teach Bible studies with one, 
five, or ten men present is a violation of 1 Timothy 2.  If not, 
why not?

You may wonder if the document under review is held 
by an isolated individual.  Sadly, it is not.  The position taken 
in that document has led to a loss of support for brethren in 
Kiev, from which comes our brother Igor.  It is the congre-
gation with which Kerry Sword, whom we support, works.  
Kerry and other brethren have tried to resolve this problem 
with various parties involved, but their letters and phone calls 
have gone unanswered—except for one, in which it was made 
clear that the elders who signed off on the document under 
review had no desire to meet.

I also made an attempt to see if there was any interest in 
discussing this subject and was informed:  “I have already 
mentioned to you my position on the question…. I do not 
plan to have any further discussions on this topic.” 

Therefore, since this is a false position, and it has been 
set forth in a public document, brethren probably ought to 
know that this teaching is apparently the official position of 
Truth for the World.  The document is a statement from the 
elders of the Duluth Church of Christ, which oversees Truth 
for the World.  At least two of those involved support this 
document.

It  may be that other brethren will also be shocked by their 
mishandling of the Scriptures and their refusal to discuss the 
topic.  Certainly, they need to be encouraged to change this 
teaching before it spreads.

One of the key dangers (besides the fact that the doctrine 
is false) is that if women teachers are accepted in private, it 
will make it easier for people to accept them in public roles.  
No, we do not believe that the goal of Truth for the World is 
to facilitate such a thing, because they plainly state they do not 
believe women preaching and teaching in public is right.

But their position will encourage movement in that 
direction.  Some brethren sing spiritual songs, for example, 
in private to the accompaniment of instrumental music.  
Maybe they buy and listen to “gospel” CDs, also.  Perhaps 
this looseness is also the reason that some congregations 

have introduced (unopposed) instrumental music into their 
worship. The Scriptures do not limit “singing” (without 
accompaniment) to the assembly (Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16).  
What is wrongly accepted in private today is often accepted 
publicly tomorrow.

ADDENDUM
There is an additional document written by Skip Andrews, 

one of the elders who oversees Truth for the World, which is 
titled, “A Study of the Levels of Authority in Teaching the 
Bible (Revised).”  In the “Introduction,” Andrews writes:

Although this study will address a number of principles 
and questions, the main reason for the effort that has 
gone into it is due to one question. The question is, “Is it 
scriptural for a woman to teach a man in a Bible study?” 
The major idea that is under consideration is with refer-
ence to a study that is intended to lead the man to Christ. 

 He makes it clear that the answer to the question
is, “Yes.” 

This material is not an attempt to justify merely incidental 
conversations. He writes that “it can be an organized study 
as when one would use filmstrips, “Fishers of Men’ material, 
other aids, or the Bible alone.”  He uses two approaches to try 
to prove his argument.  One of these is by affirming: “There 
is a sameness of the pattern in both testaments,” which has 
been previously discussed.

The other mechanism to achieve his conclusion is what he 
terms “the position of equality.”  Among other things, he af-
firms that “the Bible does not teach that every teaching/learn-
ing situation must have a designated leader,” and he refers 
the situation in Acts 18, in which Priscilla and Aquila taught 
Apollos.  “There is nothing in this text that says or implies that 
anyone was in a leadership role.”  Those who regularly engage 
in personal work know that one of the two brethren leads the 
discussion, although the other person (male or female) may 
make helpful comments.  The concept of leaderless discus-
sions when teaching the gospel is ludicrous.

King Josiah’s sending five men to the “learn the will of 
the Lord” from Huldah the prophetess is cited to prove “that 
it does not even matter how many [men, gws] are involved, as 
long as she is not in a position of authority over them.”  This 
situation is cited, in other words, as another example of leader-
less equality—a tremendous stretch of the imagination.

In an “Inferences” section, Andrews carries the incidental 
situation to the breaking point.   

(If one man has one question, can she answer? What 
if one man has ten questions? What if they are in the 
exact same order as the questions on a “Search for 
Truth” lesson? What if it is two men with one question 
each? What if... ?).

At the conclusion of the document, Andrews asks: “Does 
it make any difference how many sinners are present in the 
above situation (as far as the Bible teaching—not expedience) 
is concerned?”  With an apparently straight face, he adds: 
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But it is easy to “imagine” a situation where there would 
be no other way. No Bible principle is violated whether 
it be one, two, or ten—for we know that there were at 
least five who came to Huldah; the woman at the well 
told “men” the truth about Jesus, etc. And do not forget 
that her example and others in Matthew through John, 
although before Pentecost, are a part of the New Testa-
ment. As such, they are for our learning under the new 
covenant. It is up to us to use the rules of interpretation 
properly to learn which parts of examples apply to us 
and which parts do not. These are clear illustrations of 
the truth that women can teach in situations where there 
is an equality of position—no one is in charge—and she 
is not even thinking about being in charge. All she is 
doing is that which she has a right to do! Let us not get 
in the way so they are stopped or detoured from their 
rightful service! 

A woman can teach ten men the gospel—and she is not 
even thinking about being in charge!  It would be laughable 
were it not so serious.  Here is a prime example of where 
faulty premises and an illogical argument leads. 

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, Fl 32792

garysummeres@spiritualperspectives.org

EDITORIAL NOTE
[Some brethren do not desire to hear about the errors 

being taught and/or practised by the brethren. It seems 
that some have an attitude that says, “Yes, I know error 
is around, but I had rather go about my business as if it 
did not exist.” But the Bible condemns being willingly 
ignorant. Thus, we must be circumspect in our Chris-
tian living lest Satan get an advantage over us. This is 
especially true in this “information age.”

As is true regarding the spread of the Gospel, false 
doctrines are also spread by the agency of man. Thus, 
is needed the ever timely and relevant admonition to, 
“Beware of False Teachers!”

In the preceding article brother Summers has done 
a commendable job in informing us about and refuting 
certain error. We thank him for his efforts.

While reading Summers’ article I thought of the fol-
lowing proposition that pertains to the conduct of women 
towards men as they labor and worship together in the 
church. It reads: “The Scriptures teach that whether 
intentionally or  incidentally a woman is forbidden to 
exercise dominion over a man.” The position treated by 
Summers reveals that some brethren have, for what ever 
reason, lost sight of doing all they do by the authority of 
Christ, leaving undone what is not authorized and what is 
forbidden. But if Heaven is to be our home, we must do 
all by the authority of Jesus Christ (Col. 3:17). To con-
done women teaching (exercising dominion) over men 
is sin. Any doctrine that allows for women to exercise 
dominion over a man is a false doctrine, all politically 
correct brethren notwithstanding.—David P. Brown]  

DEALING WITH THOSE IN ERROR
There are many people who teach error (that which is 

false) without falling into the category of those described by 
Paul in 1 Tim. 4:1-3. For example, Simon the sorcerer of Acts 
8 would not be in the same category as those described in 1 
Tim. 4:1-3. Simon was in error for desiring that for which 
he was not authorized to have “part nor lot” (Acts 8:19-
23). But he was not like those described by Paul in 1 Tim. 
4:1-3. How do I know that? Because of Simon’s response to 
Peter’s rebuke, correction, and remedy (Acts 8:24). How-
ever, in both cases error in life and or doctrine committed 
by either kind of sinner is to be exposed, rebuked, and cor-
rected. Obviously, though Simon was a novice Christian, 
the apostle Peter did not hesitate to bluntly rebuke him and 
correct him. What if Simon had not repented, could Philip, 
Peter and John have remained in fellowship with him indefi-
nitely? Indeed not. While not a novice Christian, but an el-
der and an apostle of Christ, Peter was corrected in a straight 
forward manner by Paul (Gal. 2:14). What if Peter had not 
repented, would Paul and Barnabas have remained in fel-
lowship indefinitely with Peter? Thus, error in all cases is 
to be exposed, the person(s) committing it rebuked, and the 
remedy provided. If the one in error, novice or mature Chris-
tian, repents of the error, then fellowship continues, but if 
repentance is not brought about, fellowship ends.

 For example, if a person believed that “Accountable 
to God persons who die without having the opportunity to 
hear the Gospel are persons who will go to Heaven” is true, 
a correction of said person would need to be made. As to 
how such a person received the correction of his/her error 
would determine what would be done next. Concerning the 
treatment of heretics (the same kind of characters as Paul 
describes in 1 Tim. 4:1-3) Paul said, “A man that is an her-
etic after the first and second admonition, reject” (Titus 
3:10). Even those who are weak in the faith, because they 
have not had the opportunity to grow, are not to be allowed 
to cause trouble in the church because of such ignorance and 
thereby their weakness of faith (Rom. 14:1). 

 We must not be persuaded that because, for example, 
some brethren believe that “Accountable to God persons 
who die without having the opportunity to hear the Gos-
pel are persons who will go to Heaven.” is true, that we do 
not have an obligation to them to do what the Bible teaches 
in order to bring such people to repentance. Further, when 
brethren who are not novices in the Faith start advocating the 
previous proposition to be true (or any other false proposi-
tion to be true), teaching it all over the brotherhood, it seems 
clear that Titus 3:10 would be applicable to them—“after 
the first and second admonition, reject” the heretic. If 
not, why not? 

Why would any knowledgeable member of the church 
argue a position, which position is nothing more or less than 
an effort to justify remaining indefinitely in fellowship with 
anyone, novice or otherwise, who believes, teaches and/or 
espouses error? That is exactly what such a doctrine teaches 
by implication. But that which implies a false doctrine is 
itself false, because truth does not imply error. 

—Editor
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“What Manner of Spirit”
Lester Kamp

Review Of A New Tract – “Guilt By Association”
 Daniel Denham

New Testament texts dealing with specific warnings against 
such association with false teachers. He closes the body of his 
study with a section dealing with the withdrawal of fellow-
ship and the key texts that describe the nature, procedure, and 
significance of respective cases. The tract is therefore also a 
handy tool in teaching on church discipline. In his conclusion 
he poignantly states:

After studying the Scriptures, it should be obvious that 
“guilt by association’ is something that God recognizes as 
true and repeatedly warns us against it. Those who refuse to 
recognize this truth and who continue to associate and fel-
lowship those who have departed from the Truth will surely 
reap the consequences. God will hold them accountable for 
their souls and the souls of those that they have influenced 
away from God’s Word (p.19). 
Without hesitation I highly recommend the tract and 

commend Lester Kamp for a job well done. He has always 
shown an unflinching fidelity to the Truth of God’s Word and 
a fierce loyalty to the Lord’s church in opposing anything 
that would threaten its purity and safety. This tract is further 
evidence of that commitment. In a time of compromise by 
so many, this tract is not only timely but a panacea for this 
spiritual disease of compromise eating at the vital organs of 
the church. It is a call to arms and a plea for the doctrinal 
purity of God’s people. We wish for it a wide circulation 
among the churches. Copies of the tract may be ordered from 
Lester Kamp by writing him at 122 Nathaniel Gracie Drive 
in Statesville, NC 23625. 

 —607 72nd St.
Newport News, VA 23605

 

A new tract written titled Guilt By Association has been 
released by its author, brother Lester Kamp, longtime editor 
of the quarterly—Matters Of THE Faith. It is more of a 
pamphlet than a tract as concerns sizing, but it is not bulky 
or unwieldy for easy use and distribution. It consists of 
some 19 thin single-column pages with additional spacing 
for notations. 

The tract deals with the crucial subject of fellowship, 
which is a pressing issue of our time. It especially focuses 
upon decisions that preachers must make relative to activities 
in the Lord’s church and the bearing of Bible teaching on their 
participation in the same with those who are in error. He points 
out that those who are continually involved in participating 
with those who are teaching or practicing fatal error are guilty 
of sin in such association with them.  He states the primary 
force of the tract in the following manner:

Though these people do not teach error, they are guilty 
because of their association with people who do. Though 
these people do not practice error themselves, they become 
guilty of sin by their association with those who practice 
error (p. 2).

He then proceeds to set forth the case from the Scriptures, 
which are the final authority in the matter as with every-
thing.

What I am most impressed with about the tract is its 
depth and scope within a relatively small body of text.  Kamp 
examines not only every pertinent New Testament text that 
deals with the scope, extent, limitation, and regulation of fel-
lowship, but he also elicits a number of examples from both 
the Old and New Testaments that reinforce these principles. 
In fact, he actually begins with the latter in establishing the 
case, which he crowns with concise and cogent exegesis of the 

 

heaven, and consume them, even as Elijah did?” (Luke 
9:54). Renfroe declares, “Obviously, these brothers were 
familiar with the incident concerning Elijah and the prophets 
of Baal, and considered it a historical reality (1 Kings 18:19-
40).” There are a couple of parts of this statement that trouble 
me. First, I have searched the text cited and can only find 
fire coming down from heaven to consume the sacrifice that 
Elijah offered.  The prophets of Baal were slain by the people 
under the directive of Elijah, but not by fire, and certainly 
not by fire from heaven (see 1 Kings 18:40). There is no fire 
in this text that consumes people as the “sons of thunder” 
request. The incident probably being referred to by James 

The October 2006 issue of The Gospel Journal (a journal 
which has a new basis and purpose) had the theme of “The 
Danger of Extremism.” Brandon Renfroe had an article in 
that issue with the above title. I do not know brother Renfroe 
personally and certainly have no ill will toward him (I do not 
desire his harm either bodily or spiritually), but several things 
in his article warrant a response.

Renfroe bases his article on the occasion upon which 
James and John, “filled with righteous indignation and 
called for swift and decisive retribution” on the Samaritans 
who refused Jesus and His companions. They said, “Lord, 
wilt thou that we command fire to come down from 
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and John is recorded in 2 Kings 1:10-12. Secondly, I wonder 
about Renfroe’s reference to James and John considering this 
“a historical fact.” Why would they consider it otherwise? 
Why introduce the idea of doubt regarding the historicity of 
the Old Testament or of this particular event into this article 
about “What Manner of Spirit”?

The response of Jesus to these two disciples was, “Ye 
know not what manner of spirit ye are of. For the Son of 
man is not come to destroy men’s lives, but to save them” 
(Luke 9:55-56, emphasis mine, LK). Renfroe avers,

 Should the Savior have heeded their misguided pleas, how 
would these unwitting Samaritans ever have been saved? 
The very idea advanced by James and John was counterin-
tuitive to Christ’s avowed mission to “seek and save that 
which was lost’ (Luke 19:10).
 The request of James and John was “counterintuitive” 

(i.e., against what common sense would indicate the mission 
of Christ to be). It is obvious from what Jesus said that at least 
at this moment James and John did not know what manner 
of spirit they were of or the real mission of the “Son of man.” 
It was not counterintuitive to them; they needed reminding 
or they needed to be told (Luke 19:10 is some time after the 
text under consideration in the article). 

Then Renfroe begins to make application of the situation 
he described from Luke 9. He writes of “perilous times’ (2 
Tim. 3:1), both in the world and in the church.” According to 
Renfroe, many today are like the “Samaritans in Luke’s narra-
tive.” He states that similar to the Samaritans many today are 
“without natural affection’ (Rom. 1:31; 2 Tim. 3:3).” One 
wonders how he can conclude that the Samaritans had such a 
trait from the text of Luke 9. The Samaritans were prejudiced 
against Jews and the text explained their reasoning in this 
particular matter, “And they did not receive him, because 
his face was as though he would go to Jerusalem” (Luke 
9:53). Indeed this was fact, for earlier in verse 51 we read, 
“he (i.e. Jesus) stedfastly set his face to go to Jerusalem.” 
The Samaritans were not hospitable toward them not because 
they lacked natural affection, but because He was bypassing 
Mt. Gerizim and going to Jerusalem. 

Renfroe continues, “When we are privy to such ungodly 
displays, we also may be tempted to unleash a string of 
anathemas, as did the ancient disciples of Christ...Many, like 
impetuous James and John, have a “shoot first, ask ques-
tions later’ mentality...they are quick to “skewer and flay’ 
any whose actions seem to them the least bit suspicious.” 
I honestly do not know anyone in the brotherhood who has 
expressed a desire to bring bodily harm on someone as did 
James and John. (This is only a “straw man” that Renfroe 
creates so that he can easily defeat him.) I know some, how-
ever, who are vehemently opposed to false teachers and false 
doctrines and are unwilling to sit idly by while the bride of 
Christ is ravaged by wolves in sheep’s clothing. These men 
are not hirelings who care more for their pay than for “the 
faith once delivered to the saints.” (Jude 3)—they are will-
ing to contend for the faith!

The “Sword of the Spirit” according to Renfroe sounds 
more like a butter knife. To Renfroe and others like him the 
greatest harm to the brotherhood is being done by those who 

strongly oppose error and expose it by clearly declaring the 
Truth—they suggest that such behavior portrays extremism. 
They would have us to overlook the errors (especially those 
of their friends or alumni), which will certainly cause people 
to be lost, and just get along with each for the sake of peace, 
friendship and good will. They are so loving they would not 
write up anyone except maybe those who stand unwaveringly 
upon God’s Word and refuse to compromise (note: this is what 
Renfroe does in this very article under review even though 
his article suggests that writing anyone up displays the wrong 
“spirit.”)  Like Ahab in 1 Kings 18:17, they accuse faithful 
soldiers of Christ of troubling spiritual Israel today. The real 
troublers of the church today are those who teach “contrary 
to the doctrine” (Rom. 16:17) and those who refuse to see 
the evidence false teachers and false teachings (though the 
evidence is abundant and readily available) while promoting 
a “peace” that comes from compromise and intentional blind-
ness. The result of this is “unity in diversity.”

All of us desire peace, but some of us will not sacrifice 
Truth for the sake of peace nor for the sake of friendship. 
It should be carefully noted that “the wisdom that is from 
above is first pure, then peaceable, gentle, and easy to be 
intreated, full of mercy and good fruits, without partiality, 
and without hypocrisy” (Jam. 3:17). Peace, gentleness, and 
mercy are all predicated on the pure Truth of God’s Word. 
Notice also that all of this is contingent on it being done “with-
out partiality, and without hypocrisy.” The compromisers 
of today are applying the Word of God with partiality and 
hypocrisy. No one enjoys conflict or controversy, but some 
love the Truth enough not to remain silent when error must be 
reproved and rebuked (2 Tim. 4:2-3; Eph. 5:11)—faithfulness 
to God demands it.

Renfroe acknowledges that “there are times when severe 
censure is appropriate.” He mentions Alexander, Hymenaeus, 
and Philetus. He tells us that these men “were not misguided 
novices; rather, they were hardened souls who made “ship-
wreck’ of the faith, and so doing were instrumental in the 
“overthrow’ of some.” I wonder how Renfroe knew that these 
men were “hardened souls” and “not misguided novices”? 
The text does not reveal such information! Is it not possible 
for “misguided novices” to become false teachers and thereby 
overthrow the faith of some? He suggests that “surely con-
scientious individuals would prefer to see matters handled 
with discretion, with brethren being given the benefit of the 
doubt whenever possible. (emphasis mine, LK)” He referred 
earlier in his article to Titus 1:11. There Paul, under the guid-
ance of the Holy Spirit, instructed elders to stop the mouths 
of those who are “teaching things which they ought not.” 
Renfroe tells us they were only “guilty of things which they 
“ought not’ to have done.” Brother Renfroe, these were false 
teachers “whose mouths must be stopped” (Titus 1:11)! The 
text does not suggest that this matter needed to be “handled 
with discretion” or that these individuals were to be given the 
“benefit of the doubt”! Why? Because they were subverting 
whole houses (i.e. causing people to be lost). Perhaps Renfroe 
thinks that Paul (and the elders thus instructed) was not as 
“conscientious” as he should have been!? Renfroe gives the 
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examples of “severe censure” in which Jesus Himself was 
involved in John 8 and Matthew 23. Surely brother Renfroe 
does not believe that Jesus was not as “conscientious” as He 
ought to have been on these occasions of severe censure; 
should He have given them the “benefit of the doubt” and 
“handled” these matters “with discretion”? What manner of 
spirit did Jesus have on these occasions, brother Renfroe?

With Renfroe I wonder when such conditions would 
exist that would prompt him to not handle matters “with 
discretion” and give the “benefit of the doubt.” What man-
ner of spirit would he then manifest by doing so? Renfroe 
is critical of “constant hurling of invectives.” I wonder what 
Renfroe would consider constant and what his thinking would 
be on invectives in general. What manner of spirit would be 
manifested by one who said, “Ye serpents, ye generation 
of vipers”; or speaking about people who are evil workers 
who said, “Beware of dogs”; or said regarding some who 
refused to listen to the Truth, “Give not that which is holy 
unto the dogs”? What manner of spirit, brother Renfroe? 
(See Matthew 23:33; Phillippians 3:2; Matthew 7:6 before 
you answer.)

I have little patience with my brethren who are so sweet, 
loving and peaceable that they will not take up the “sword of 
the spirit” and fight the “good fight” of faith for the sake of 
the salvation of souls. They do not realize that we are soldiers 
in a war with a real enemy. Too many of my brethren want 
to be so kind as not to offend especially the false teachers 
among us who are causing countless souls to be lost. They 
care not that they offend the Lord Himself in so doing. In the 
name of some newly defined “balance” they are willing for 
the sake of their buddies to compromise God’s Word. Because 

they are dependent upon the continued flow of large sums of 
money, they would rather offend heaven than to disturb the 
rich. What manner of spirit, brethren? It is the spirit of com-
promise! Spiritual harm is the result of such, and it must be 
strongly opposed by every faithful servant of God. The Lord 
being my helper, I shall continue to wage the battle until my 
Lord declares the final victory!

—122 Nathaniel Gracie Drive
Statesville, NC 28625
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 Number of children in new divorces each year  
     as of 1997: 1 million.

 Number of single parents: 10.72 million (total   
     of both male and female).

 Percentages of divorces due to irreconcilable   
     differences in 1997: 80%
[From www.divorcemag.com; sources include: U.S. 
Census Bureau, National Center for Health Statistics, 
Americans for Divorce Reform, Centers for Disease Con-
trol and Prevention, Institute for Equality in Marriage, 
American Association for Single People, Ameristat, Public 
Agenda]

The stats listed above preach a message on their 
own. They show that divorce is the primary way
married couples handle their serious problems. They 
show that much of the problem is due to a lack of
grounding in the knowledge of God’s word on the 
subject. They show that most divorces occur for an
unscriptural reason. And they show that divorce is 
hard on everyone involved, especially the children.
Obviously much more needs to be said in an effort 
to educate people on the problem of divorce and
offer Biblical solutions. This is the aim of this small series 
of articles.

ERRONEOUS VIEWS ON DIVORCE
1. In the confrontation between Jesus and the Jew-
i sh - r e l ig ious - l eade r s  on  th i s  sub jec t ,  he  was
challenged to answer the question of “divorce for 
any cause.” “The Pharisees also came unto him,
tempting him, and saying unto him, Is it lawful for 
a man to put away his wife for every cause” (Matt.
19:3)? The exact motive for the question is un-
known. They may have been trying to pit Jesus against
Herod Antipas. They may have been trying to turn 
the people against Jesus, since Judea was infamous
for its widespread belief in divorce for any cause. 
Some believe those Jews were testing the belief of
Jesus, as to whether he aligned Himself to the near-
by Qumran community. This all seems unlikely, as
the basic portion of their question aims at trapping 
Jesus into one of the main rabbinical schools of
thought (in that day).

In the Jewish school of Shammai, divorce was 
only allowable for moral transgressions. While they
spoke of divorce for fornication, they were by no 
means consistent as allowances were made for other
reasons. The school of Hillel was the more liberal 
of the two. He taught that Jewish men possessed the
right to divorce their wives at pleasure. Regardless 
how trivial the cause might be, Hillel taught that the

The marriage of two eligible people is a beautiful thing, 
something in which God and man both take great delight. In 
fact, most people in the world smile at the beautiful picture in 
their mind of two people driving down the road with a sign on 
their car that says “just married.” It marks a special occasion in 
the lives of those two people. They have both pledged them-
selves to each other for life. The two have become one flesh. If 
all goes according to God’s plan, the two will continue to fulfill 
their individual duties toward each other and enjoy a happy life. 

Unfortunately, too many marriages do not end happily 
ever after. Perhaps the husband becomes too preoccupied 
with work, or the two simply do not communicate effectively 
as they once did. For whatever reason, the two convince 
themselves that things just are not working out anymore. 
Because their thinking has been influenced by the world, 
they feel the answer to their problem is a divorce; it is es-
pecially tempting to them since divorce is now cheap and 
easy and socially acceptable. Their divorce is one among a 
myriad of divorces in this world, demonstrating to all that 
there is a serious problem worthy of man’s deepest attention.
The statistics are rather shocking. It is a dark plague sweeping 
the masses of married and potentially married people (that 
is, the seed is planted in their mind before marriage). The 
following statistics, taken from the online version of Divorce 
Magazine should suffice to show the enormity of the dilemma:

 The median duration of first marriages that end  
     in divorce: 7.8 years.

  Likelihood of new marriages ending in divorce: 43%.
 Percentage of weddings which are remarriages  

    for at least one partner: 43%.
 Percentage of remarriages that end in divorce
     in 1997: 60%.
 Number of unmarried couples living together:   

                5.5 million.
  Number of people divorcing each year as of 1997: 2.5
     million.
 Fatherless homes account for 63% of youth   

    suicides, 90% of homeless/runaway children,   
    85% of children with behavior problems,

 71% of high school dropouts, 85% of youths in
    prison, well over 50% of teen mothers.
 Percentage of couples not affiliated with any  

     religious group who eventually get divorced as of
    1995: 46%.
Number of single parents: 10.72 million (total   

 of both male and female).

“The Matter Of Divorce And Remarriage”
(Sad Statistics and Erroneous Views on MDR Examined)

David B. Smith
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By responding with the Lord’s own words, would they 
not be teaching the amenability of all men to these laws – and 
that as a part of the “kingdom of God?” If someone should 
raise objection to this line of reasoning, the Bible actually 
offers an example of this by implication. Listen carefully 
and objectively to the inspired words of Paul to the church 
in Corinth: 

Know ye not that the unrighteous shall not inherit the 
kingdom of God? Be not deceived: neither fornica-
tors, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor effeminate, nor 
abusers of themselves with mankind, Nor thieves, nor 
covetous, nor drunkards, nor revilers, nor extortioners, 
shall inherit the kingdom of God. And such were some 
of you: but ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye 
are justified in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the 
Spirit of our God (1 Cor. 6:9-11).
 Here are some immediate observations:
 By saying “such were some of you,” Paul af-
firms  that some among the membership in the church 
at Corinth had engaged in the sins listed prior to their 
conversion. Such sins included fornication, idolatry, 
adultery, homosexuality, stealing, drunkenness, and 
others.
 Adultery is a sexual sin that includes at least one 
married party. The fact that one can commit adultery 
prior to becoming a Christian proves that one is ame-
nable to God’s marriage laws prior  to becoming a 
Christian.
 The Lord said “whosoever shall put away his 
wife,  except it be for fornication, and shall marry 
another, committeth adultery” (Matt. 19:9). Paul’s 
inspired list of sins, committed by those in Corinth 
prior to their conversion, included “adultery” which can 
occur through an unauthorized divorce and remarriage. 
Again, Jesus’ marriage laws apply to everyone.
 Hence, “whosoever” in Matthew 19:9 includes 
both the saint and the non-saint. The case of Onesimus 
shows that people can and do violate the Lord’s teach-
ing as aliens to the Christ.

“If he hath wronged thee, or oweth thee ought, put 
that on mine account; I Paul have written it with 
mine own hand, I will repay it: albeit I do not say 
to thee how thou owest unto me even thine own self 
besides” (Philemon 18-19).

Prior to his conversion he had violated the New Testa-
ment’s teaching: “let him that stole steal no more” (Eph. 
5:28). Onesimus, just as all men, was subject to the laws of 
the Christ prior to conversion. Observe also that his conver-
sion did not rectify the wrongdoing. Whatever he had stolen 
[implied by Paul’s talk of repaying something] was to be 
returned, for so is the nature of repentance—which requires 
restitution to the degree possible (cf. Luke 19:8). Had he 
stolen money, it was to be returned. Had he stolen clothing, 
it was to be returned. Whatever belongs to another man is to 
be returned, including another’s spouse.

However, some have argued in response that the non-

nuptial bond could be broken at any time: for blem-
ishes on the woman’s face, going into a public
setting without her veil, untidy attire, overcook-
ing the dinner, or generally distasteful manners.
When Jesus later said “except for fornication” 
(Matt. 19:9), He exposed both schools of thought as
erroneous. He exposed the prevailing view of di-
vorce for any cause. Even today, this is a popular view.
Individual states in America grant divorce for drug 
use ,  commit t ing  a  fe lony cr ime,  drunkenness ,
idiocy, fraud, violent temper, refusal by a wife to 
move to a new residence, mental incapacity, et cetera.
Any one with common sense can perceive this 
– divorce for every cause – is a corrupt doctrine of
man.

Even more, history demonstrates the tragedy 
of nations who adopted this same view of divorce.
The  grea t  Roman Empire  s tands  as  an  exce l-
lent example. Immorality in general, including the
destruction of the home, brought down an extreme-
ly powerful nation. Truly, righteousness exalts a
nation (Prov. 14:34).

It does not matter that two people “fall out of 
love” [though this will not happen if they follow the
perfect marriage manual, the Bible]. It does not mat-
ter if people have irreconcilable differences. It does
not matter that a man may end up being a dead–beat 
husband. It does not matter if a wife will not listen
to her husband. None of these justify a divorce. 
There is only one cause for divorce, and that is
fornication (Matt. 19:9).
2. Some have gotten the idea that the Bible’s teaching on 
divorce and remarriage applies only to Christians – that non-
Christians are not amenable to the Lord’s teachings on this 
subject. They say, for example, that “whosoever” in Matthew 
19:9 speaks of members of the Lord’s church only. Clearly this 
notion is riddled with inconsistencies and errors. For one, it is 
a doctrine of no-consequence. It says in essence that a person 
may marry, divorce and remarry as many times as desired and 
for any reason, but once that person becomes a Christian the 
teaching of the Lord applies (but only then and not before). 
Not only this, but, it requires that men disregard completely 
the universality of “whosoever”—the same “whosoever” as 
in John 3:16.

The New Testament is unambiguous in showing that the 
subject of divorce and remarriage is part of the “kingdom of 
God.” Luke wrote:

 “The law and the prophets were until John: since that 
time the kingdom of God is preached, and every man 
presseth into it. And it is easier for heaven and earth to 
pass, than one tittle of the law to fail. Whosoever putteth 
away his wife, and marrieth another, committeth adultery: 
and whosoever marrieth her that is put away from her 
husband committeth adultery” (Luke 16:16-18).
 From a practical standpoint, what would evangelists of 

the first century teach non–Christians who asked about the 
Lord’s requirements for marriage, divorce and remarriage? 
By responding with the Lord’s own words, would they not 
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ified. All men are obligated to be baptized for the
remission of sins (Mark 16:16), but they are only 
qualified to be baptized after they first believe (John
8:24), repent (Acts 2:38) and confess (Acts 8:37).
Some have argued that non-Christians are only ame-
nable to the Gospel but not to doctrine. By this, they
will argue that the subject of divorce and remarriage 
is a doctrine and thus not applicable to the non-saint.
However, “gospel” and “doctrine” are interchangeable 
terms. In Acts 13, the writer uses no small number of
synonyms to describe the teaching of Paul and Barnabas: 
the word of God (v. 5), the faith (v. 8), the right ways of the 
Lord (v. 10), the doctrine of the Lord (v. 12), the word of this 
salvation (v. 26), glad tidings, meaning the Gospel (v. 32), 
the forgiveness of sins (v. 38), and the grace of God (v. 43). 
Are non-Christians amenable to the grace of God? Are they 
amenable to the glad tidings? If so, and they are, they are also 
amenable to the “doctrine of the Lord” because is it the same. 
Non-Christians are amenable to everything taught by the 
Lord, even His laws of marriage, divorce and remarriage.

—700 Jolly Road N. W.
Calhoun,  GA 30701-8655

[David B. Smith is the evangelist for the Northside 
Church of Christ, Calhoun, GA. With said church’s 
faithful elders, Ron Hall and Terry York, the Northside 
church is standing strong for Gospel Truth and against 
all error. 

Smith has written exstensively on MDR. In future issues 
of CFTF we intend to print the rest of his articles on this 
important and timely topic—Editor]

Christian is only amenable to civil–law. But what civil-law 
prohibits fornication? Is the non-Christian (as in the case of 
1 Corinthians 6:9-11) guilty of fornication because the Bible 
condemns the practice or because of some civil-law? Did Paul 
charge them on the basis of an existing law in Corinth that 
censured the act of fornication? Of course not. Surely people 
understand that morality is determined by God and not the 
state. Consistency would demand that if non-saints are only 
amenable to civil laws then they could not be guilty of an 
immoral act if that act was sanctioned by the state, in spite of 
what the Bible may say to the contrary. Concerning civil law, 
all men (both Christian and non-Christian) are amenable to 
civil authorities: “Let every soul be subject unto the higher 
powers. For there is no power but of God: the powers that 
be are ordained of God” (Rom. 13:1). These authorities are 
ordained of God, and God is therefore over them. In an ideal 
state, Jesus’ teaching on marriage, divorce and remarriage 
would be followed in the civil realm. That is, marriage would 
only be between an eligible man and an eligible woman. 
Divorce would only be granted to an innocent party because 
of his/her spouse’s fornication. If civil authorities are from 
God, and He is over them, and His laws are to be respected 
ideally in the civil realm, and everyone is subject to civil 
authorities, then it stands that everyone (both Christian and 
non-Christian) is subject to God’s marriage laws.

Now this raises a thought about the distinction be-
tween “obligation” and “qualification.” Why is such a
distinction necessary? Because some will argue that 
if the non–Christian is amenable to the laws of God
then he must worship God and seek and save the 
lost. Here is the difference: all men are obligated to
worship and work for God, but one must be first qua–
ified. All men are obligated to be baptized for the
remission of sins (Mark 16:16), but they are only 
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THE SILENCE OF THE SCRIPTURES
Bill Jackson

Surely one of the most effective and most Scriptural argu-
ments the saints have made down through the years is that of 
the authority of the silence of the Scriptures. In hundreds of 
debates with proponents of every kind of error, audiences were 
shown that when God legislates in a certain area, making clear 
his requirements, then man has no authority to go beyond that, 
adding similar or like things to what God has specified. We 
have correctly used the gopher wood, the pitch, the dimensions 
of the ark in the case of Noah (Gen. 6), and we have used the 
fruit of the vine and the bread on the Lord’s table (Mat. 26:26-
28). on the same point.

Of late, men are stating that there can be no argument 
based on “the silence of he Scriptures.”  As one recently put it, 
“Man is free to do any and every thing that God has not specifi-
cally forbidden.” And one other Man, in the kingdom, said that 
“any matter falling within she silence of the Scriptures should 
be treated as options, based on the rule of Romans 14.” In cor-
respondence with one in another state, and when the matter of 
dancing in worship was brought up, and our having no specific 

condemnation in the New Testament of such, his answer was 
that if the congregation’s elders gave approval, and if they then 
could see some benefit to be gained, it would be proper! Thus, 
the end to which one will be taken if he feels there can be no 
legitimate argument based on the SILENCE OF THE SCRIP-
TURES!

We know the argument we now are supporting is a legiti-
mate one, for we find it used in the Word! In Hebrews 7, as the 
writer speaks of the priesthood of Christ under the New Testa-
ment, he states that there has been a change of the law, thus 
necessitating a change in the priesthood (v. 12). He speaks of 
our Lord coming from the tribe of Judah (v. 14), and in making 
then the point that the Lord could not be a priest if the law of 
Moses were still in effect, the writer states, “...of which tribe 
Moses spake nothing concerning priesthood.”

Thus, the argument is made that Jesus could not be a priest 
under the Old Testament law, because the Scriptures said noth-
ing about one of Judah being a priest! Let us, as we continue 
to stress Biblical authority, and the right handling of the Word 
(2 Tim. 2:15), also continually stress the SILENCE OF THE 
SCRIPTURES.              

 —Deceased
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WORDS FROM THE PAST
F. B. Srygley

Fighting for the Truth is almost a lost art. Men who 
are enjoying the benefits of the Gospel, unmixed with 
human error, are enjoying those benefits because our fa-
thers fought for the Truth. Every inch of ground from 
that mysterious way of being saved, which was bet-
ter felt than told, to the plain conditions of pardon, as 
taught in the New Testament, was fought out for us by 
our fathers. If someone before us had not fought for the 
Truth, most of us might yet be in the fog of denomi-
national teaching. This is not the time to temporize or 
make friends with error.

—Gospel Advocate, 1928
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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.

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.

-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–hurch 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. (Green-
belt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, Green-
belt 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; DJGoines@Valornet.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.  

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m. Wed. 7:30 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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     “Nation’s Largest Congregation Adding Instrumental Ser-
vice,” boasts the headline on page 3 of the January Christian 
Chronicle.  The Richland Hills Church of Christ near Fort 
Worth, Texas, reportedly has a membership of 6,414, although 
their attendance is listed as 4,000 in the 2006 directory.  
That they might add instrumental music to a Saturday night, 
Wednesday night, or Sunday service would scarcely shock 
anyone familiar with them.
     Back in 1991, Goebel Music wrote 30 pages about Rick 
Atchley and the Richland Hills Church in Behold the Pattern.  
(At that time neither Mac Deaver nor Goebel had publicly 
adopted the “direct influence of the Holy Spirit upon Chris-
tians” heresy.)  On October 14, 1990, Atchley delivered a 
sermon, which he titled, “Don’t Bother Your Brother.”  He 
misapplies Mark 9:38-41 to refer to those in denominations, 
and he further says: “Second, let’s not limit the kingdom of 
God to the size of our brotherhood” (143).  
     At that time, Atchley had only been with Richland Hills a 
year, but the congregation was evidently so far gone that the 
elders and members did not notice that he placed the Lord’s 
church, a Divine institution built and paid for by Jesus Himself 
(Matt. 16:18; Acts 20:28), on a par with religious denomina-
tions which were established 1500 years later by mere men.  
How can any discerning soul—especially those who grew up 
hearing the Truth—not see the difference between the two?
     His “sermon” is filled with quotations and faulty human 
reasoning.  Besides the text, the only other Scripture refer-
ences are “some verses, spoke of earlier in Mark 9, chapter 
three and ‘over in the nineteenth chapter of Acts’” (149).  He 

RICHLAND HILLS, RICK “ABIHU” ATCHLEY,
 AND MECHANICAL INSTRUMENTAL MUSIC 

Gary W. Summers
did find time to mention or quote 14 individuals, including his 
grandparents, Lynn “Big Sick Denomination” Anderson, and 
Max Lucado (151-52).  To make matters worse, he quoted N. 
B. Hardeman out of context (152-53).    
     Music also exposed the dishonesty of false teachers like 
Atchley, who had previously stated publicly: 

I will be open to any opportunity to teach and be taught more 
fully the way of Jesus. I’ll be open to any chance, any place, 
any where with any body to teach and be taught more fully…. 
I will seek any chance…or to be taught because a disciple is, 
by definition, folks, a learner (160).

     Brother Music took him at his word. On July 25, 1989, he 
sent him a letter, consisting of four paragraphs, which asked 
but two questions. No reply was forthcoming. On August 
18, Music sent a follow-up letter in case Atchley had not 
received the previous one or had been too busy to answer 
it. He sent it Restricted Delivery. Three days later it was re-
turned.  Atchley, the “learner,” who vowed to “be open to any 
chance, any place, any where with any body” had the letter 
stamped with RETURN TO SENDER. He had refused the 
second letter, after never replying to the first (161). Brethren 
today ought to be alerted that something is wrong whenever 
an individual, Christian college, parachurch organization, or 
school of preaching refuses to answer questions.  People with 
nothing to hide are not squeamish about dialogue.  

RESTORATION FORUM, 2002
     In October, 2002, Rick “Abihu” Atchley (as I have desig-
nated him due to his comments) spoke at Restoration Forum 
XX in Lubbock, Texas, an outgrowth of the original Joplin 
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EPH.. 5:11
Dennis (Skip) Francis................................................................16
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Editorial...

Weighed in the Balances
One of the marks of love is that it believes all things 

(1 Cor. 13:7). But in the previous verse Paul did not 
mean that we are to go contrary to evidence in order 
to believe anything. We are to believe the best about 
someone until we are compelled by the evidence to 
believe otherwise. This harmonizes with Paul’s ad-
monition to “Prove all thing, hold fast that which is 
good” (1 Thess. 5:21). To this teaching the apostle of 
love, John, added, “Beloved, believe not every spirit, 
but try the spirits whether they are of God; because 
many false prophets are gone out into the world” (1 
John 4:1). Our Lord commended the Ephesian brethren 
because they could “not bear them which are evil.” 
Thus, they tried some that claimed they were apostles 
and determined them to be liars (Rev. 2:2).

It is not unkind, unloving, harsh, and evil to test the 
claims of anyone, brethren in particular. It is not sinful 
to demand evidence that a thing is true to God’s Word 
or not. Thus, Paul warned Timothy to “Lay hands 
suddenly on no man...” (1 Tim. 5:22). Enough time 
must pass in one’s life for one to bear fruit (provide the 
adequate evidence) and thereby prove to others one’s  
worthiness or the lack of it. It is by one’s fruit that we 
are to know the genuineness or lack of it regarding a 
person, not solely by one’s claims (See Matt. 7:20).

As to how much time must pass before we can de-
termine the character of a person depends on the situ-
ation, circumstances, and the person. But whatever the 
case, we have no authority to accept people’s claims  
without adequate evidence. Sometimes when all of the 
evidence is in, studied, and the conclusion made, we 
are greatly disappointed by the caliber of the fruit pro-
duced in such a person. 

At times all of us have wondered about the genuine-
ness of certain people, but without adequate evidence 
and/or credible witnesses we could not obey the pre-
ceding verses coupled with our Lord’s admonition to 
“Judge not according to the appearance, but judge 
righteous judgment” (John 7:24). Thus, good breth-
ren have given certain persons the benefit of the doubt, 
while at the same time not getting into any entangling 
alliances with them. If the evidence does become ade-
quate in such cases, it may point out that a person is not 
what he or she ought to be or even what they claimed to 
be. We then must accept the loss—”For Demas hath 
forsaken me, having loved this present world” (2 
Tim. 4:10)— “regroup,” and move on in our service to 
God (Phil. 4:13). There are casualties of war in every 
conflict, and in the fight of faith it is no different.

          —David P. Brown, Editor    
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    There are two basic ways of completing the statement “Man 
and woman came into being as a result of. . . “Those two ways 
are:  (1) “. . . the miraculous creative act of God” (the Biblical 
view) and  (2) “ . . . evolution” (the Humanist view). Point (1) 
means that God created man and woman full grown and, there-
fore, that man had no non-human ancestors.  Point (2) (affirmed 
by atheistic Humanists) means that man came into being by 
some sort of changes from some lower (non-human) form of 
life and, ultimately, of non-living matter.
    These are the two basic answers. It cannot be the case that 
both the Humanist view and the Biblical view are true, and it 
cannot be that neither one of them is true. It must be that one of 
them is true and the other is false.
    Can we really know which one is true? We confidently affirm 
that we can. Since the Bible is the Word of God (this can be 
proved), then the Bible is infallible (God does not lie, Hebrews 
6:18; Titus 1:2). Therefore, if the Bible gives the account of the 
origin of man, then by studying and properly interpreting the 
Bible, man can come to know the Truth about his own origin. 
It is of great significance to note that while the theory of evolu-
tion cannot be verified but can be falsified, the Biblical account 
of the origin of man can be verified and cannot be falsified.  
God Himself is eternal (having neither beginning nor end). The 
eternalness of God is noted in this stirring passage from the 
Bible.  “Lord, thou hast been our dwelling place in all gen-
erations. Before the mountains were brought forth, or thou 
hadst formed the earth and the world, even from everlast-
ing to everlasting, thou art God” (Psa. 90:1, 2). In contrast, 
the Bible begins with the precise statement which makes clear 
how everything, other than God, came into being (God himself 
did not come into being—He is self-existent). “In the begin-
ning God created the heavens and earth” (Gen. 1:1). Further, 
the Bible says, “for in six days the Lord made heaven and 
earth, the sea, and all that in them is, and rested the seventh 
day. Wherefore the Lord blessed the Sabbath day and hal-
lowed it” (Ex. 20:11).

And God said, Let us make man in our image, after our 
likeness; and let them have dominion over the fish of the 
seas, and over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle (live-
stock), and over all the earth, and over every creeping 
thing that creeps upon the earth. So God created man in 
His own image, in the image of God He created him; male 
and female He created them (Gen. 1:26-27).
Thus the heavens and the earth were finished, and all the 
host of them. And on the seventh day God ended His work 
which He had made; and He rested on the seventh day 
from all His work which He had made (Gen. 2:1).

    In accounting for the origin of man, the Bible says: “And 
the Lord God formed man of the dust of the ground, and 
breathed into his nostrils the breath of life; and man be-
came a living soul” (Gen. 2:7). 

In accounting for the origin of woman the same writer 
said:

And Adam gave names to all cattle (livestock), and to the 
fowl of the air, and to every beast of the field; but for Adam 
there was not found a help meet (suitable–Editor) for him. 
And the Lord God caused a deep sleep to fall upon Adam, 
and he slept; and He took one of his ribs and closed up   the 
flesh instead thereof. And the rib which the Lord God had 
taken from man made he a woman and brought her to the 

man. And Adam said, This is now bone of my bones, and 
flesh of my flesh; she shall be called Woman because she 
was taken out of Man (Gen. 2:20-23).

    In the New Testament, the apostle John said: “In the be-
ginning was the Word, and the Word was with God, and 
the Word was God. The same was in the beginning with 
God.  All things were made by Him; and without Him 
was not anything  made that was made” (John 1:1-3). Of 
this same matter, the apostle Paul said:

For by Him all things were created, that are in heaven 
and that are in earth, visible and invisible, whether they 
be thrones or dominions or principalities or powers: all 
things were created by Him and for Him. And He is before 
all things, and by Him all things consist (Col. 1:16-17).

The same writer declared, “For Adam was first formed, then 
Eve” (1 Tim. 2:13).
    From the above statements we learn that the Bible claims 
that: (1) God is eternal; (2) God is the creator of the universe; 
(3) the world was created  through/by Jesus Christ; (4) God 
created the first man and the first woman (and, therefore, rules 
out the theory that man evolved by any process of evolution 
from some lower–non-human–form of life); and (5) Adam and 
Eve were the first human pair. Humanists (incorrectly) deny 
all of this.
    The entire Bible is the Word of God.  It is therefore just as 
accurate in giving the account of the origin of man as it is in 
giving an account of the saving work of Jesus Christ.  In fact, 
Jesus Himself endorsed the historicity of the Genesis record 
of the origin of man (Matt. 19:3-12). In fact, all writers of the 
Bible, when they touch upon the subject, regard the Genesis 
record of the origin of man as true.
    We plead with every reader to recognize the great impor-
tance of this topic. Without any doubt it is the case that not 
only the welfare of our nation but of the eternal salvation of 
ourselves and of our children is at stake in this matter.
    We seek to lead men to see: (1) that Jesus Christ is the Son 
of God, (2) that to be saved men must both believe in and obey 
Him, (3) that the Bible is the inspired, authoritative Word of 
God and (4) that to be pleasing to God, we must accept what 
the Bible teaches about the origin of man.
    There is no philosophic or scientific truth which anyone 
must deny in order to hold to this position. On the other hand, 
the theory of evolution is just that: a theory, and a false theory 
at that. We confidently affirm (1) that the theory of the evolu-
tion of human beings has not been proved to be true and (2) 
that no one knows that the theory of evolution of human beings 
is true. We further confidently affirm (1) that the creation of the 
first human being by God can be a matter of knowledge (and is 
for many people) and (2) that we know that the first human be-
ing on earth did not evolve but was created by Almighty God.  
We hold that relevant evidence points not to the view that the 
theory of evolution is true, but to the view that the Biblical 
one is the true account of the origin of man. We are commit-
ted to the Biblical account of that origin because we are sure 
that the evidence warrants such commitment. We are just as 
firmly convinced—because we know that God created the first 
human pair—that the Humanist view of the origin of human 
beings is false (Golden Gems).                                 
            —Deceased

THE  FIRST  MAN  AND  WOMAN  DID NOT  EVOLVE—GOD  CREATED  THEM
Thomas B. Warren
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Unity Summit of 1984.  Among other things, he said:
What are you going to wind up with if you follow Jesus? You 
are going to wind up with a cross on your back, aren’t you? 
Let me just imagine—I don’t think anybody with a cross on 
their back, about to die, fussed about a piano (much laugh-
ter). Did they? That’s not what you talk about when you are 
on your way to be crucified. When you and I die to self, we 
can be of the same mind, even when we are not of the same 
opinion. I think it is a crucial matter we need to get across. 
Be of the same mind with one another.

     My observations concerning such gibberish were written 
in May of 2003 but not published in Spiritual Perspectives 
until November 2nd of that year: 

The fact is that Jesus spoke about the Father seeking true 
worship (John 4:23-24).  True worship does not fall into the 
category of opinion.  After thinking about such derogatory 
comments, can the reader not imagine Rick Abihu Atchley 
telling Jehovah that offering a different fire than what He had 
specified is not an important consideration (Lev. 10:1-2)?  
When King Uzziah decided that, instead of the priests, he 
could burn incense, God struck him with leprosy immedi-
ately, and he was a leper until the day of his death (2 Chron. 
26:16-21).  Atchley says correct worship is not important, 
but God says it is. Whom should we believe?
Anyone with a cross on his back should be reminded con-
stantly that it is not what he thinks that is important—but 
rather what God commands.  We should be so concerned 
about pleasing Him that we would never want to do anything 
that is questionable or that lacks Biblical authority (Col. 3:17).  
Where is the New Testament passage that authorizes instru-
ments of music in our worship?  No one can cite a command-
ment for its being added to our singing.  No one can provide 
a single example of Jesus, the apostles, or the church using it 
in the entire New Testament.  No verse implies that it ought 
to be used.  Where does the authority come from to include 
it?  It is nothing but “will worship” (KJV) (“self-imposed re-
ligion,” NKJV), which simply means: “We will use it because 
we like to use it.”  Atchley’s vision is misapplied: we have no 
pianos upon our backs while we carry the cross; those who 
have brought them into their worship without God’s authority 
or approval are the ones bearing that burden. 

     But Atchley was far from finished in that Forum.  He also 
vowed: “I figure I’ve got about twenty, twenty-five years of   
preaching left. I’m not going to spend them pushing brothers 
and sisters away. And in my lifetime, brothers and sisters, the 
walls between our heritage can come down.”
     He acts as though those who disagree with his approach are 
pushing people away.  The fact is that those who introduced 
instrumental music into the worship are the ones who pushed 
us away.  If they would give up what they cannot justify, we 
would be delighted.
     An Open Forum followed this session, and Atchley defi-
antly challenged:

So what it’s going to take from our side is some churches 
and some leaders and some preachers to stand up and say, 
“Folks, we’re not trying to make you worship and violate 
your conscience. We’re not trying to bring in pianos. We’re 
sayin’, FLAT OUT, it ain’t wrong. You shouldn’t believe 
its(sic) wrong—because, if you do, you haven’t preached 
the gospel well here.”

     What could be plainer?  So far as Atchley is concerned, 
instrumental music “ain’t wrong.”  Many of us are, therefore, 
scarcely surprised that Richland Hills, under Atchley’s razor-
sharp ability to comprehend and explicate the Scriptures, 
would bring in the instrument (despite the affirmation: “We’re 
not trying to bring in pianos”).

THE PLAN ANNOUNCED ON DECEMBER 3, 2006
     The Christian Chronicle article reports that Richland 
Hills “has decided to add an instrumental worship assembly 
with communion on Saturday nights” (3).  One of the elders 
described the response as overall “extremely positive.”  What 
a surprise!  After seventeen years (1989-2006) of Atchley’s 
“preaching,” they could probably introduce Hindu chants on 
Friday night and have 1,000 people show up.
     Atchley assured the church that this decision was not a 
hasty one: “This has been part of about a three-year journey 
that the leadership has been on” (3).  In other words, they 
started moving this direction shortly after Atchley spoke at 
Lubbock.  Of course, whether it was three years or three days 
is irrelevant; apostasy is apostasy no matter how much time 
was involved.
     The following information is not hearsay.  The three 
videos of what was taught at Richland Hills are available at 
www.rhchurch.org, and anyone can watch them.  Because it 
is a video and not a tape recording, some of the quotes may 
not be precise; those with quotation marks around them, 
however, are.
     The December 3rd class was introduced by an elder, who 
said he knew all the elders that Richland Hills ever had in 
its fifty year history and that they were all honorable men of 
God.  He asserted that Rick Atchley was a man of sincerity 
and wisdom (even though he could not answer two questions 
posed to him by Goebel Music).  He said that Rick cares 
about the Bible and what it says.  “He never steps outside the 
authority of the Scriptures.”  We have already seen enough 
of Atchley’s comments to know better than that.
     When Rick began to speak, he emphasized how that he and 
the elders had studied, prayed, and fasted over this decision, 
which apparently means that it must be correct.  In his first 
lesson on their decision, he chose to deal with the either/or 
versus the both/and principle and then discuss underlying 
fears.

JOHN WOODEN,  AUTHORITY
     He began by quoting John Wooden’s devotional thoughts 
which he wrote at the age of 92.  The former UCLA coach 
gave examples of the idea that there is no progress without 
change, which constitutes enough authority for Rick and 
Richland Hills to make the adjustments they had proposed. 
      Next he explained the difference between either/or issues 
versus both/and ones.  “Was Jesus human or Divine?” presents 
a false dichotomy since He was both while on the earth.  “Is 
God sovereign, or does man have free will?” is another one 
in which both alternatives are true.  He did recognize that 
some either/or alternatives are legitimate, such as “Will you 
serve God or mammon?”
     Atchley placed a cappella singing and singing with instru-
ments in the both/and category, but never once explained why 

(Continued from page 1)
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they fail to be diametrically opposed.  He next gave a brief 
summary of his own history, explaining that he had been 
reared in an anti-instrumental music church.  (He now claims 
to be pro a cappella.)  When he was in the student senate at 
Abilene Christian University, he voted against “Christian” 
artists coming there to perform.  But now he thinks that 
brethren must accept that it is valid for others to use musical 
instruments even if we prefer to sing a cappella.  In other 
words, he has made the issue one of preference—not one of 
Biblical authority.  
     He made it clear that the leadership at Richland Hills has 
no intention of forcing instrumental music upon anyone; all 
will be free to sing a cappella just as they have for years.  
But Richland Hills must become a both/and church, where 
people have choices. How absolutely generous and tolerant 
to a fault!
     He finally arrived at a passage of Scripture—Acts 15.  He 
does a credible job of explaining the context of the problem 
and an incredible job of applying the passage.  The Jews had 
for centuries observed circumcision; some were requiring 
Gentiles to be circumcised and keep other parts of the Law 
of Moses. Many Jewish Christians insisted that circumcision 
was an either/or proposition: either a convert had to be cir-
cumcised or he could not be fellowshipped. The apostles and 
elders made it a both/and situation.  The Jews could continue 
to practice circumcision, as they always had, and the Gentiles 
would be free not to do so.  In Atchley’s mind (and the elders 
who gave him full endorsement), this situation is parallel to 
using instrumental music or not doing so.
     What Rick failed to do is to show why the two are parallel.  
In fact, they are not.  The Jewish Christians were born under 
one covenant and obeyed the gospel under another one.  The 
Christian system has been in effect for nearly 2,000 years, and 
instrumental music has never been accepted by the church or 
authorized by God.  The two situations are not parallel at all!  
In the Old Testament, the stranger and the servant could not 
partake of the Passover unless they were first circumcised 
(Ex. 12:44, 48).  Strangers who chose to live in the land had 
to abide by the same law as Israel (Ex. 12:49).  “You shall 
have the same law for the stranger and for one from your 
own country; for I am the Lord your God” (Lev. 24:22).  
God never allowed a both/and view of His Law, while it was 
in force.  It is only after that law had been nailed to the cross 
and an entirely new covenant put into effect that circumcision 
became a matter of option.

Atchley concludes by saying: “The simple and wrong 
solution is to make a law and say everyone must live accord-
ing to this law.”  The Jewish Christians were doing that very 
thing.  But those of us opposed to instrumental music have not 
made a law; we have simply observed that nothing in the New 
Testament authorizes its use.  Again, no parallel exists.

FOUR PRINCIPLES
     Atchley tried to apply to the situation at Richland Hills 
four principles from this study of Acts 15.

1.“There was clear and respectful communication” in 
resolving the Acts 15 problem. No name calling was in evi-
dence; such indicates a weak position.  Has he forgotten that 

Jesus called the Pharisees “serpents” and a “brood of vipers” 
(Matt. 23:23)?  (We refer to Atchley by the name of Abihu 
because he does not respect the authority of the Scriptures, 
just as Nadab and Abihu did not.) He adds that giving leaders 
respect in the New Testament was non-negotiable. They were 
inspired men, unlike the Richland Hills elders, but even so 
Paul was so respected in Corinth that he had to defend his 
apostleship to the very ones he converted (2 Cor. 10-13). 
Diotrephes railed against the apostle John!

2.“The believers listened with an open mind.” They did 
on this occasion. Atchley praises more than once the Richland 
Hills church members for their maturity and open-minded-
ness. What that means is that they do not oppose unscriptural 
innovations because they have heard his skewed preaching 
for 17 years.

3.“They turned to the Word of God for confirmation,” 
which refers to James’ citing of Amos 9:11-12.  Rick com-
mends them for looking at an old text in a new way (what 
does that portend?).

4.“They were more committed to their mission than to 
their heritage.” The Jews, of course had a 2,000 year heritage. 
So do Christians, and it begins with the teachings of Jesus and 
His apostles. Unlike the Jews, however, our covenant will not 
be changed while the earth stands. Atchley, however, thinks 
we are tied to the 19th century restoration movement, which 
is false. Our only tie to them is with their plea to go back to 
the New Testament for our authority in worship, service, and 
in our teaching concerning salvation.  Who dares to find fault 
with that idea? 
      At the end of Rick Atchley’s speech on December 3rd of last 
year, available on the Richland Hills website, he gave seven 
reasons why members of the congregation might fear adding 
a worship assembly on Saturday that served communion and 
involved the use of instrumental music. Let us observe what 
is mentioned and what is not mentioned.
     Prefacing the remarks was the assertion that most of “our” 
churches don’t see the practice of using instrumental music 
as a salvation issue.  Of course, such a statement immediately 
tells us who he fellowships—“preachers” and churches that 
are as liberal and apostate as he and Richland Hills are.  Flavil 
Yeakley of Harding University declared at the 2004 Spiritual 
Growth Workshop in Orlando that in his opinion instrumental 
music was not a salvation issue.  Brethren might be surprised 
to find out just how many professors at “our” universities and 
how many local preachers actually agree with Atchley.
     He went on to assert that only a small minority loves our 
heritage more than our mission, meaning that they are tied 
more to the thinking of the 19th century than to the mission 
Jesus gave us in the Bible.  Now there is an example of a false 
either/or statement. He further contends that most brethren 
have no theological problem with instrumental music.  We 
just avoid using it because we are content for the church to 
stagnate and decline. Oh, sure, that makes sense.  Everyone 
knows that preachers become ecstatic at the prospect of 
stagnation. Yes, sirree!  Our goals for the new year are to see 
if we can achieve a 7% decline. Our ultimate goal must be 
to become extinct!
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     Rick, the sensitive conscience of the brotherhood, is one 
of the few that sees the future clearly. The only way to save 
the church is by adding instrumental music. Is he unaware 
that those who added the instrument 100 years ago have 
declined?  It is not a savior.

THE SEVEN FEARS
     According to Atchley, seven fears prevent us from using 
instrumental music in connection with worship.

1.  “Loss of the beauty of the a cappella tradition.”  He 
added that four-part harmony is already on the way out with 
young people.  The fact is, however, that members of the 
church do not fear losing any tradition unless it is one es-
tablished by Jesus and the apostles.  “Therefore, brethren, 
stand fast and hold the traditions which you were taught, 
whether by word or our epistle” (2 Thess. 2:15).  We are the 
ones who oppose the traditions of men, as Jesus did (Matt. 
15:1-9), or has Atchley forgotten that fact in his haste to unite 
with others?  We did not obtain either our doctrine or our 
worship from our spiritual forefathers in the 19th century.  Our 
teachings come from the New Testament.  Since instruments 
of music are not to be found there, by the way, does not that 
make its use a tradition begun by men?

2. “Instrumental music will discourage congregational 
singing.”  Atchley affirmed that people do sing with the instru-
ment.  Well, sure they do, but those of us who have come out 
of denominations know that the instruments frequently drown 
out the singing.  Anyway, he has made this complaint a mat-
ter of personal preference rather than a Scriptural objection.

3. “Use of instrumental music will encourage the per-
formance aspect of worship.”  Atchley’s response is that an 
abuse of a principle does not invalidate the principle.  If the 
principle were a valid one to start with, he would be right, 
but it is not.

4. “Family conflict.”  In other words, some families might 
be divided if instruments are introduced.  He agreed that such 
might occur and gave himself as a personal example.  When 
he had been at Richland Hills only a short time, his parents 
came for a visit (from Chicago).  The fifth and sixth graders 
sang about the birth of Jesus in the assembly (which shows 
how sound the congregation was 17 years ago).  His dad 
disapproved and told him so.  They did not speak for about 
five months.  Atchley was scheduled to speak in the Chicago 
area and called his mother to see if they wanted him to stop 
by.  They did.  His dad apologized to him.  “I have read the 
entire Bible, and there is nothing that says one group cannot 
sing to another group.  There is nothing that says instrumental 
music is wrong, either.”  Apparently, Rick’s father overlooked 
Colossians 3:17, just as Rick has, although he must have 
heard it a hundred times from those anti-instrumental music 
preachers when he was growing up.

5. “Loss of Richland Hills’ members to other churches.”  
He countered by saying that not using instruments has already 
cost them members.  He added: “We have already lost way 
too many over a question way too unimportant.”  Imagine 
that!  Correct worship is way too unimportant a question!  
Jesus must have been mistaken when He said: “God is Spirit, 
and those who worship Him must worship in spirit and 

truth” (John 4:24).  Brethren 100 years ago thought it was so 
important that they split over the question.  If only Rick had 
been there to tell them it was unimportant!  Maybe we should 
all quit reading the Bible and just let Atchley tell us what is 
important and what is not, since he apparently knows.  It is 
so time-consuming to study the Bible anyway; we could all 
watch more movies or play more video games and just trust 
Rick to keep us informed—not.

6. “Loss of influence among other churches of Christ.”  
Members of Richland Hills need not really concern them-
selves with this one.  Faithful brethren began counting them 
as apostate years ago.

7. “Some fear the loss of brotherhood identity.”  Again, 
faithful congregations do not identify with Richland Hills 
anyway.  Atchley added: “If our identity is in the wrong place, 
it needs to be lost.”  He is actually right on this principle, al-
though wrong on the application.  Brethren have for centuries 
said that, if we are wrong on our handling of the Scriptures, 
we must be willing to change. 
     What is missing with the seven fears Atchley addressed?  
He obviously did not expect anyone to worry that they would 
be engaging in false worship.  The first and main fear that 
brethren should have is that we are allowing something that is 
not Biblical to be introduced into worship.  Why was that fear 
not considered?  Will no one at Richland Hills ask, “Where 
does the New Testament authorize us to add instruments of 
music to the worship?” (Col. 3:17)  The congregation did 
not ask that question when they instituted children’s choirs, 
praise teams, special servants (translate “deaconesses”).  
Why should they ask for authority now?  The leadership may 
give lip service to the Bible, but they do not follow its most 
important principle.

ATCHLEY’S DEFENSE OF
 MECHANICAL

 INSTRUMENTAL MUSIC
     On December 10th an elder introduced Atchley and said of 
him: “I have never found his equal in his respect for the Word 
of God….”  One wonders if he ever heard Guy N. Woods, 
Gus Nichols, Foy Wallace, Jr., G. K. Wallace, Thomas War-
ren,  or hundreds of other preachers who actually do respect 
the Word of God. He affirmed that Rick did his homework, 
and he is partly right.  Rick did an excellent job of presenting 
every argument that the Christian Church has used over the 
centuries.  What he failed to do was to represent fairly those 
who oppose the instrument for Biblical reasons.  At least twice 
he used weak arguments to make it look as though our position 
rests upon flimsy grounds.  When he did get around to mak-
ing our case for us, he gave no proof for his first rebuttal and 
seriously misrepresented the second point.  He did not even 
reference the most compelling arguments that we have made 
in debates, although he assured everyone that he had read 
everything there was to read.  Since he is so knowledgeable 
and so sincere in his position, he will surely want to debate 
this issue publicly in the Richland Hills church building where 
someone could fairly represent an opposing view.
    Another preliminary statement included that he was get-
ting overwhelmingly positive feedback from brethren all over 
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the country.  We do not doubt that, since so many churches 
have grown liberal over the years.  Of course, the approval 
of men means little.
     He actually claimed that he had known he was going to 
preach this sermon some day for at least ten years.  The Holy 
Spirit told him during one of his sermons that it was wrong to 
let people think that the use of instrumental music was wrong 
when it was not wrong.  “I knew then the day would come 
when I’d have to preach this lesson.”  Luckily, the Holy Spirit 
must not have been in a hurry to get this message out and has 
been patiently waiting more than a decade. 
     Atchley asserted that “almost no one reading the Bible for 
the first time would ever conclude that instrumental praise was 
unacceptable to God.”  Even if this allegation was true, what 
would it prove?  Many Baptists have been reading Acts for 
40 years, and they still have not figured out that the purpose 
of baptism is to obtain the forgiveness of sins.  Why might 
he be correct, however?  We live in a culture that accepts 
its use in worship.  Most “churches” use it; one can listen 
to “Christian” radio stations; gospel “music” has become a 
big business.  Tapes, CDs, and concerts are constantly being 
promoted.  Most have grown up in this culture associating 
singing with instrumental music and would probably associate 
the two in worship as well.
     But what about someone reading the Scriptures in the first 
1200 to 1500 years after the church was established?  It is 
equally likely that they would not have associated instruments 
of music with singing in worship. The question is, however, 
not what are we familiar with in our culture, but what does 
the Bible teach?

THE OLD TESTAMENT
     Atchley cites several Old Testament reasons that convince 
him that instruments of music are acceptable to God.  The first 
is: “God did not just allow instrumental music; he commanded 
it.” 2 Chronicles 29:25 does so state that their use was com-
manded by the Lord.  He also referred to 2 Chronicles 5:13, 
which informs us that, “When the trumpeters and singers 
were as one, to make one sound to be heard in praising 
and thanking the Lord…that the house, the house of 
the Lord was filled with a cloud.”  Yes, such a description 
demonstrates that God was pleased by what was done (see 
also 2 Chron. 7:6).  Atchley went on to claim that the Old 
Testament lists twenty different instruments that can be used 
in praising the Lord.
     He further stated that instruments were used as part of the 
worship (Ps. 33:1-3; 92:1-3; 150:1-6).  This point is likewise 
true; God was praised with these instruments.  But Atchley 
made a terrific blunder when he said, “These were not just 
an aid,” as though the “aid” notion comes from us.  Actually, 
that is part of the argument that “instrumental” brethren have 
made over the years—that musical instruments are not an 
addition but rather just an aid to singing.
     So where is Atchley going with these two observations?  
His first point is:  Christians are commanded to sing psalms 
in the New Testament that we are forbidden to practice (such 
as “praise the Lord with the harp”).  Perhaps the Lord gives 
us too much credit; He might simply assume that we would 

have the good sense not to sing things that were not pertinent 
to our covenant.  For example, David talks about wounding 
his enemies so that they were not able to rise and beating 
them as fine as dust before the wind (Ps. 18:37-42).  Would 
we want to sing about that?  Would it be appropriate to sing: 
“O, that the salvation of Israel would come out of Zion!” 
(Ps. 53:6)?  Would the following passages be appropriate for 
us to sing?

You make us a reproach to our neighbors, a scorn and 
derision to those around us. You make us a byword 
among the nations, a shaking of the head among the 
peoples (Ps. 44:13-14).
Lord, why do You cast off my soul?  Why do You hide 
Your face from me? (Ps. 88:14).
Your fierce wrath has gone over me; your terrors cut 
me off. They come around me all day long like water; 
they engulfed me altogether. Loved one and friend 
You have put far from me, and my acquaintances into 
darkness (Ps. 88:16-18).

     Many fine songs come from the psalms, and we do sing 
them.  This writer borrowed the words of Psalm 92:1-2 for 
a song but did not use verse 3 which speaks of using musi-
cal instruments.  The reason is that their inclusion would 
not be appropriate for our age.  God gave us the ability to 
discern what would be pertinent or improper to use from the 
psalms.  
     An appeal was made to Psalm 81:1-5 for God accepting 
instrumental music before the Law of Moses; he must have 
really searched hard to find that one; one could simply point 
to Miriam in Exodus 15:20.  The context of Psalm 81 is the 
exodus out of Egypt.  God also taught them about the Sabbath 
day before it was given at Sinai (Ex. 16:23). What do these 
verses prove?  Polygamy was practiced prior to the law and 
under the law. Animal sacrifices were practiced prior to the 
law and under the law.  The only question is, “What does God 
require in the Christian age?”
     Atchley waxes passionate. God was pleased with incense 
under the law.  Is there any hint that God is anything but 
pleased by incense in the entire Bible?  Will they be adding 
that to Richland Hills worship assemblies next?  These types 
of statements are nicely framed to slant matters in the way 
Rick can get the most mileage out of them.
     The final argument from the Old Testament is that mes-
sianic prophecies indicated that instrumental music would 
continue in the New Testament.  To establish this claim, 
he quoted Psalm 45:6-7 and pointed out that the passage is 
quoted in Hebrews 1:8-9.  Then he dropped the bombshell: 
Psalm 45:8 says: “All your robes are fragrant with myrrh 
and aloes and cassia; from palaces adorned with ivory the 
music of the strings makes you glad” (NIV).  One will not 
find his rendering in the KJV or the NKJV, but it does occur 
in the NIV (which Rick loves to use) and other translations. 
The idea is that, since verses 6 and 7 are quoted, verse 8 
should be applied to Christian worship also, even though it 
was not quoted.  Well, verse 9 says: “Daughters and kings 
are among your honored women; at your right hand is 
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the royal bride in gold Ophir” (NIV).  Oops!  Maybe the 
Hebrews writer did not quote verses 8-9 for a good reason; that 
part of the prophecy does not apply.  So much for Atchley’s 
“respect for the Word of God”!
     After this piece of razzle-dazzle, Rick finds another pas-
sage, Romans 15:8-9, which quote is from Psalm 18:49, 
although he preferred to think it was Psalm 57:7-9.  Even the 
NIV, which he uses, has a reference to 2 Samuel 22:50 and 
Psalm 18:49.  Why the preference for Psalm 57:7-9?  Verse 8 
mentions the lute and the harp.  The word translated “praise” 
is from zamar, and it refers to playing an instrument.  But that 
word is not quoted.  The word translated “sing” is quoted.  It 
is obvious that Rick has worked hard to get instruments of 
music into the New Testament from the Old, but he has failed 
because he has no clear argument.
     Never once did he mention that Christians are not under 
the Old Covenant or passages such as Hebrews 8:6-7 or Co-
lossians 2:12-14. Presumably, he knows the difference; he 
might, however, have said so.  
    The New Testament is the only document that can au-
thorize what Christians ought to practice in worship (Col. 
3:17; cf. John 12:48).  Anyone who has ever seriously read 
the New Testament knows that no musical instruments 
are ever said to accompany Jesus or the apostles in their 
singing.  No church ever incorporated their use.  The Holy 
Spirit certainly gave no command to play them; neither 
will the earnest Bible student find any Scriptures that imply 
that they should or might be part of the sincere worship of 
Christians.  But Rick Atchley of the Richland Hills church 
finds proof in numerous texts—or so he thinks.  Someone 
(in fact, everyone) needs to carefully scrutinize his “argu-
ments,” which bear no resemblance to anything logical.

FIVE REASONS FOR ACCEPTING
MECHANICAL INSTRUMENTAL PRAISE

1.   “Jesus never deals with the issue. The anti-instru-
mental advocates must speak where Jesus never did.  You 
would think He would if this was worth splitting His church 
over.”  If Christians oppose abortion, rape, or homosexuality, 
are they speaking where the Lord never did?  Jesus used the 
Greek word porneia, which includes homosexuality, but He 
did not use the specific Greek word for that sin.  Should we 
argue, therefore, that these things must be unimportant?  Did 
the Lord say, “Don’t sprinkle people in place of baptism”?  
For that reason we operate by what we have authority to do; 
we do not look for a specific denunciation of a practice.

Anything not authorized by direct statement, example, 
or implied by a valid principle is worth splitting the church 
over.  Perhaps if some brethren in the early church would 
have opposed choosing one bishop as head of a congrega-
tion, the manmade structure of the Roman Catholic Church 
might not have emerged.  No one knows what might result 
from an unopposed error (such as voting on whether or not 
to reaffirm elders).

Besides, our friend “Abihu” has things backward.  Per-
haps he ought to answer this question.  When congregations 
are not using instruments, and brethren (lacking Biblical 
authority) have determined to introduce them, who causes 

the split?
Atchley argues that music (symphanos) was being played 

in honor of the return of the prodigal son and that, therefore, 
anti-instrumental people would have a hard time arguing 
against instrumental praise.  Is there some reason Rick does 
not cite the passage (Luke 15:25)?  The older son heard music 
and dancing.  No one called an impromptu worship assembly; 
the household was celebrating.  Why is it that the elders at 
Richland Hills do not see this kind of error as loose handling 
of the Scriptures? 

Jesus taught regularly in the temple in the presence of 
instrumental praise, Atchley observes, yet He only cast out 
the moneychangers—not the musicians. Catchy, huh?  If 
musicians were playing music while Jesus was present, it is 
not mentioned.  Furthermore, their doing so would not have 
violated the Law of Moses. Making money off of religion, 
however, was despicable; Jesus expressed His displeasure.  
Although Atchley later castigates brethren for arguing from 
silence, he does it himself—and incorrectly at that.  Nothing 
he said here relates to the issue; he gave no valid argument.

2.   “Instrumental music is a non-issue in the book of 
Acts.”  Right—brethren never used it.  Rick makes another 
argument from silence, however, claiming that the disciples 
met daily in the temple courts; so they must have been able 
to worship in spirit and in truth in the presence of instrumen-
tal music.  One wonders if those temple musicians ever got 
a break from blowing their trumpets and strumming their 
harps.  Was the place ever quiet?  Atchley assumes what he 
cannot prove.

He adds that nowhere in the New Testament is congrega-
tional singing specifically authorized.  So, he laments having 
a lack of Bible authority when it suits his purpose!  Later 
he will take issue with the need for authority.  The fact is, 
however, that congregational singing is one way of following 
what Ephesians 5:19 and Colossians 3:16 teach.

3.   “New Testament commands to sing neither prescribe 
nor prohibit instrumental music.”  He cites the two Scriptures 
mentioned above, along with James 5:13.  Atchley affirmed 
repeatedly, as if attempting to convince himself, that these 
verses  speak to the individual and that the corporate setting 
is not in the context of any of the verses.  They are all dealing 
with daily living.  Really?  Exactly how is it that one brother 
is to sing to another if he is alone?  He has a point on James 
5:13, but the other two involve others [The context of James 
5:13 proves, with all other things being Scripturally equal, 
that wherever a Christian is he/she has the auhority (Col. 
3:17) from God to sing. The context of this verse has nothing 
to do with Christians singing in an assembly convened for 
worship.—Editor]

“The only verse dealing with singing in the assembly is 1 
Corinthians 14:15, and that brother sang a solo,” which anti-
instrumental brethren forbid, Atchley avers. This verse does 
not authorize solos; in the first-century church brethren had 
various miraculous gifts as it pertained to the revelation of 
the Word.  Some spoke in another language (not commonly 
known by those present); some prayed in a different language, 
and some sang the message.  No one is exercising such gifts 



Contending for the Faith—March/2007                      9

today; they were designed to become obsolete when the 
complete Word of God was delivered (1 Cor. 13).  A cappella 
singing means “in the style of the church.”  Ephesians 5:19 
and Colossians 3:16 do authorize congregational singing, 
which is what the church did, according to history.

Atchley asserted that there is no command to sing only—
that the command is to sing.  To say sing means “sing only,” 
he continues, is a human inference that comes dangerously 
close to speaking where God has not spoken (as Atchley did 
in his two previous points).  He added that we do not use the 
Word that way today and wondered if we could honestly say 
that Christians would have done so in the first century.  The 
answer is, “Yes.  In light of the fact that Jesus, the apostles, 
and the church never used mechanical instrumental accom-
paniment to their singing, it is correct to think that when 
they read or heard the word sing, they understood it to mean 
“sing only.”
4.   “The New Testament refers to instrumental music in 
heaven.”  Shades of Joplin!  One of the speakers there argued: 
“Instrumental music was used in praise of God under the Law, 
and it’s going to be in heaven.  You might as well become 
accustomed to using it in the Christian age.”  Rick rounded 
up Revelation 5:8 and 15:2-3 to prove his position.  Know-
ing what some might say, Rick tried to head off objections 
by warning everyone that whether these passages are literal 
or figurative is irrelevant.  Who made that decision?  What 
verse teaches that hermeneutical principle?

Revelation 5:8 also talks about golden vials filled with 
odors.  Are those literal, or does it matter?  The other passage 
speaks of a sea of glass mingled with fire.  Will Atchley actu-
ally argue that all of the images in the book of Revelation are 
literal—or that it doesn’t matter? 

Atchley claims that the worship of God described in the 
two passages is going on right now in heaven and then asks, 
“Am I honestly to believe that God accepts in heaven what 
He despises on earth?”  The point would be more persuasive 
if everyone was not aware of the fact that Revelation is a 
book of symbols, which the alert reader senses as early as 
chapter one.

5.    “The New Testament idea of giftedness supports 
the practice of instrumental praise.”  If musicians in the Old 
Testament could praise God by playing instruments, why may 
we not do so now? Rick wonders.  He cites Psalm 150:3 and 
2 Chronicles 30: 21.  Could it be that we are under the New 
Testament and not the Old? 

Many churches allow acting and painting, he continued.  
Why not instrumental music?  Hmm!  What passage was 
that which authorizes acting?  When did the apostles operate 
a playhouse instead of proclaiming the gospel?  When did 
brethren paint for one another as worship?  Rick stated (incor-
rectly) earlier that Christians have no authority for singing 
in the assembly.  Apparently, then, a lack of authority does 
not bother him, since brethren sing anyway—and act—and 
paint—and dance.

To bolster the notion that, if you have a talent, you should 
use it in worship to God, Atchley read an e-mail from one 
of Richland Hills’ young ladies.  She had written it a few 

months earlier to encourage the leadership there to adopt the 
alternative service.  She reasoned that some people connect 
with God best when instrumental music is used and that she 
has found a passion of depth in such praise.  The question, 
however, is: “Who knows best how to define spiritual wor-
ship?”—men or God?  No one doubts that painters, dancers, 
and musicians derive satisfaction from their efforts, but God 
did not incorporate such physical manifestations into New 
Testament worship.

Atchley bemoaned, “Why do we want to make it difficult 
for unbelievers to worship with us?  Why do we want to make 
it difficult for our own children?  You can’t open your Bible 
and show me where God forbids it.  The New Testament was 
not even remotely concerned about it.  The cross was central in 
worship.”  Again, the New Testament does not forbid dancing 
in worship, either; what we need is a passage that authorizes 
dancing, using incense, painting, playing instruments of mu-
sic, or smoking marijauna in an effort to draw closer to God.  
The cross is central to our preaching, along with respecting 
the authority of Christ (Matt. 28:18).

SNIPER FIRE
     The material just presented (and refuted) is the best Atchley 
can do after reading everything that had ever been written 
(allegedly) on both sides of the issue.  It seems doubtful that 
he is even aware of  The Highers-Blakely Debate, which 
occurred only twenty years ago and reviewed the arguments 
made in favor of instrumental music over the years.
     One of those is based on the Greek word psallo.  Our breth-
ren have rightly taught that this word once included the idea 
of musical accompaniment but that by the time of the New 
Testament it just meant to sing.  We have taught this fact—not 
because we made it up in order to sound impressive—but 
because lexicons say that it happened that way (Thayer, for 
example). Rick says that the bulk of scholarship disagrees 
with us, and he mentions the names of Josephus, Suetonius, 
Chrysostom, and Gregory of  Nyssa. Unfortunately, he pro-
vided no passage that any of these men wrote so that we might 
read what they said and understand the context in which they 
said it.  Perhaps you have seen the size of the volume of the 
writings of Josephus (published in small print).  No one wants 
to read through 1,000 pages in an effort to figure out to what 
Atchley is alluding.
     He says that the Bible of the first Christians used psalmos 
and that they clearly understood that the word meant use an 
instrument.  This argument was advocated in 1920 and shortly 
thereafter defeated when it was pointed out that, if Christians 
are to psalmos to one another (Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16), then 
each one must sing and play an instrument.  It is obvious by 
just reading the two verses that singing only is meant, but, 
if not, then no one could keep the command unless he sang 
AND played a musical instrument.
     He poses the question: “Is it any wonder that this explana-
tion seems contrived to anyone except those in an anti-musi-
cal instrument tradition?”  I attended the Methodist Church 
while growing up.  When it was later explained by members 
of the Lord’s church that there is no authority for instrumental 
music in worship, it was one of the easiest principles for me 
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to understand.  Most use it because they like it—not because 
a compelling argument exists in favor of it.
     Next Atchley bemoaned the Law of Exclusion—the teach-
ing that anything not specifically authorized is forbidden.  
Well, he got that wrong, also.  Brethren have never argued in 
that way.  What we have said is that we must have authority 
for what we teach and what we practice, which Paul himself 
taught (Col. 3:17).  No one has ever required “specific” au-
thority.  Implication involves the correct application of Bibli-
cal principles.  Meeting in a church building, for example, is 
a legitimate means of keeping the commandment to assemble 
together (Heb. 10:25).  No one has ever said, “I demand to 
see a Scripture that mentions a church building.”  Atchley is 
wrong in his depiction of us requiring specific authority.  He 
knows better.  
     Next he lists things brethren have divided over and then 
says: “Silence is not intentional; it is incidental.  Silence is not 
prohibitive or prescriptive.”  The great scholar who allegedly 
respects the authority of the Scriptures must not have read 
Hebrews 7:14 lately, in which the Holy Spirit argues that only 
Levites could be priests because of the other tribes Moses 
spoke nothing.  In other words, God was silent.
     “Abihu” actually accused the Lord of violating the law 
of silence.  “Where does God authorize a synagogue?  Jesus 
taught in one. Where did God authorize a feast of lights?  
Such was begun by the Maccabees.  Where does the Passover 
authorize using cups of wine?”  Such questions are irrelevant.  
People were to teach God’s Word; synagogues were simply 
a means to do so.  The feast of lights was a tradition that had 
begun; so is the Fourth of July.  Neither of these is required 
to worship God properly.  We do not know what, if anything, 
the Israelites drank with their initial Passover.  If it was wrong 
to use the fruit of the vine in connection with the meal, Jesus 
would not have done so.  Evidently, it was a matter of indif-
ference.  Atchley does not have a logical argument with any 
kind of proof to offer.  He is like a sniper on an overpass, firing 
bullets with the desire that, if he shoots enough of them, he 
will hit something.  He has not hit any target yet.

THE TWO PROBLEMS
     As he concludes his December 10th speech, Atchley reaf-
firms that he has no problem with a cappella music and that 
there is nothing wrong with it (unless as he interpreted earlier, 
we must play an instrument).  Then he concludes with two 
final points.

1.  “No one, not already indoctrinated would arrive at 
such a conclusion” (that instrumental music should not be 
used in worship).  He is obviously ignorant of the fact that 
thousands of us have given it up.  He further claimed that most 
of our schools do not even try to teach the anti-instrumental 
position any more (which may be true).  Most of our pulpits 
no longer teach it, either (also quite likely).  He said a visitor 
asked him why we have communion; he opened the Bible 
and showed them.  He wanted to know why we baptize; he 
opened the Bible and showed him.  He asked why we don’t 
use music; “I did not open my Bible.”  Many of us would—to 
Colossians 3:17, which is not hard to understand.

2.  “God does not vacillate, liking instrumental music 

under one covenant but not another.  Why would He hand 
someone a harp in heaven after condemning to hell someone 
who used it on earth?”  God accepted the sound of instruments 
under the old covenant, but this one has progressed to a higher 
level of worship—one in which the voice is sufficient and 
the noise of instruments has been stilled.  Crowns we knew 
would be available. Is someone laboring to receive a harp?  
Atchley assures people that God will not consign people to 
hell for something He did not say.

“ABIHU” ATCHLEY’S RATIONALE
 PROVIDED

  “What does he do with the historical fact that the church 
did not use instruments of music for several hundred years?”  
He provided his rationale on Sunday, December 17th, along 
with an attempt to justify Saturday evening worship with the 
Lord’s Supper.
     Apparently, the Richland Hills elders thought that Rick’s 
teaching might be better received if they began each session 
with an endorsement.   The one for this concluding week of 
the series came from the son of a former elder, who affirmed 
that his family enjoyed all kinds of music—including gospel 
music, in which instruments were played.  He talked about 
how his father had an open and intelligent mind that didn’t 
crystallize his beliefs at the age of 30 and then spend the rest 
of his life defending it (unlike the rest of you bozos, who 
don’t ever think, the implication is).  
     An observation is in order here.  Those who listen to songs 
of praise to God with instrumental accompaniment outside 
the assembly not only do what is unauthorized by Ephesians 
5:19 and Colossians 3:16 (which do not specify, but certainly, 
include the worship assembly); they are also more amenable 
to their eventual introduction into the worship assembly.  
After all, if we can ourselves sing around the piano at home, 
why can we not do the same thing in Sunday worship?  If we 
can listen to popular “gospel” groups who incorporate it into 
their songs of praise, why can we not do the same?  The fact 
is that we should not participate in false worship whether in 
the assembly, in the home, or in the car.
     A further thought to consider is, “Did Jesus crystallize 
His teaching and spend the rest of His life defending it (His 
Deity, for example)?”  Or was He open-minded, constantly 
changing His views on things?
     Two other statements the elder’s son made were that his 
father did not invest much energy in peripheral matters and 
that the mission of the church trumps tradition.  Both of these 
should be true for all Christians, but he includes the use of 
instruments of music in worship as a “peripheral issue.”  Obvi-
ously, he also thinks that the non-use of instrumental music is 
simply a tradition.  Both of these conclusions are false.  Jesus 
had a high regard for true worship (John 4:23-24), and He 
cautioned against vain worship (Matt. 15:1-9).  One cannot 
assume that instrumental music is a peripheral issue when 
that is the very thing to be proved.  As for its non-use being 
a tradition, we plead guilty, but it is not a tradition of men, 
which could be discarded; it is a tradition begun by the Lord 
and His apostles—one of those to which Christians must hold 
fast (2 Thess. 2:15).
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Four Reasons for Its Absence
     After rambling about “cultural concessions” for a few 
minutes, Rick presented four reasons that might explain 
why Christians did not use instrumental music, a fact he 
conceded.

1. “It may be that they had to gather in secret to avoid 
persecution, and the use of mechanical instruments would call 
attention to themselves.”  Really?  Jesus was so popular during 
His public ministry that He could at times not find a moment 
to be alone (Mark 6:32-34).  Why did he not use instruments 
to accompany singing during these times when there was no 
persecution?  Furthermore, the Holy Spirit reveals that early 
on the church was “praising God and having favor with all 
the people” (Acts 2:47).  During this time period they were 
also “continuing with one accord in the temple” (Acts 2:46), 
and according to Atchley, musicians were busy there day and 
night.  It would have been easy for the church to sing and 
play instruments from the very start of Christianity.  Later 
persecutions were periodic, not continuous.  

2. “The use of instrumental music was associated with 
pagan worship and associated with debauchery.  The guilds 
were known for their drunken orgies, and bands played 
music during these.  The early Christians may have wanted 
to distance and distinguish themselves from these events.”  
This proposal is as lame as the first one.  The Jews, accord-
ing to Atchley, filled the temple with the sound of trumpets 
and other instruments.  It would be the most natural thing in 
the world for Christians to continue what was already being 
practiced. 

Besides, what are bands associated with today?  Even 
three decades ago, this writer knew a high school student 
that refused to attend a rock concert because of the smell of 
the marijuana smoke in the civic arena.  Much of rap music 
contains extremely vulgar language; rock n roll (almost from 
its very beginning) has been associated with and promoted 
promiscuous sex, drinking, and drug use.  If Christians re-
fused to use instrumental music in the first century because 
of some of its associations, why would not the same thing 
hold true today? 

3. “Christian worship was modeled after the synagogue, 
and instrumental music was not used in the synagogue—
perhaps because playing the instruments might have been 
regarded as work.”  Surely, the flaw here is apparent to all.  
Christian worship was not patterned after anything; what 
Christians do in worship was revealed by the Holy Spirit.  
If anything, God may have foreshadowed what Christians 
would do later through the use of the synagogue, but God 
had the church in mind from eternity.  The apostles did not 
just copy something else because they had no imagination.  
Jesus said that all authority was given to Him (Matt. 28:18).  
What Christians did or did not practice was by His authority.  
He did not authorize instruments of music in worship.

4. “In Psalm 137 the Israelites were saddened in their 
Babylonian captivity and could not sing the songs of Zion.  In 
A. D. 70 Jerusalem was destroyed.  The Jewish leaders actu-
ally forbade praise because there was no more temple.”  Okay, 
what does any of this have to do with the church which was 
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begun forty years earlier?  Would churches of predominantly 
Gentile composition in various parts of the world cease using 
mechanical instrumental music in praise to God because the 
Jews lost their temple?
     One wonders about how open and intelligent the members 
of Richland Hills are to swallow this tripe and applaud Rick 
when he finishes these jewels of wisdom.  Not one of these 
four explanations makes any sense whatsoever, nor could any 
one of them be defended in a serious discussion.  Where did 
he even get such information?  Having raised these four pos-
sibilities, he then concludes that in the first century—because 
of their culture—it was expedient NOT to use instruments 
of music in worship.  No basis for such a conclusion ex-
ists—except that he needs this culture theory to justify using 
instruments of music in worship.   

THE FIFTH REASON
     “Abihu” only gave four reasons in his vain attempt to ex-
plain the reason that the church did not use instrumental music 
for hundreds of years.  The most obvious reason either did not 
occur to him, or he simply does not wish to even acknowledge 
it.  God did not design New Testament worship to include 
the use of instruments of music!  Wow!  That idea would 
explain why no mention is made of them and why the church 
never used them.  Can it be that simple?  Yes, and it is the only 
explanation that fits all of the facts.  And since brethren have 
been making this claim for centuries, it is surprising that it 
never crossed Rick’s mind.  All he can say is that “scholars” 
are not sure as to the reason.
     Perhaps those whom Rick classifies as “scholars” should 
read the New Testament. Those who obeyed the gospel 
immediately “continued steadfastly in the apostles’ doc-
trine…” (Acts 2:42).  The Christians in Jerusalem learned 
what was authorized in worship and what was not. As Paul 
taught in Colossians 3:17, whatever we do in word or deed 
must be authorized by Jesus.  It should be obvious to anyone 
who reads the New Testament that, if Christians only sang 
and never used instruments of music, the reason is that Jesus 
never authorized them to do so, nor did His apostles. 

CULTURE
     Atchley argues that many of our customs are based on 
culture.  Keeping worship to about an hour is one such conces-
sion, as is less formal dress than we once wore.  He pointed 
out that we use more contemporary media and technology than 
we once did, as well as more modern translations.  Even if all 
of these things are true, it does not establish his case because 
these are all matters of option.  At one time, worship lasted 
longer than it currently does, but the Bible does not specify 
a length of time.  The dress of members has changed over 
the decades, and while the matter is somewhat subjective, it 
is still the case that God deserves our best and that we ought 
to dress modestly. 
     Employing PowerPoint or the Internet is no different than 
flying somewhere by jet instead of traveling by mule.  Modern 
translations can be helpful—especially for some who are not 
very proficient in Elizabethan English—but they need to be 
accurate; the NIV that Atchley uses is poorly and inaccurately 
done in many passages.  He could provide a list of 2,000 items 

that relate to our culture, however, and it would not in any 
way put our singing into that category. 
     Atchley quotes some church expert, who says that music 
is the first and last impression that visitors have of us.  Is that 
what people are looking for when they visit?  Some want to 
know if anyone is going to be healed.  Some are interested 
mainly in the message presented.  Some have questions about 
the Lord’s Supper.  All that a few people are interested in is: 
“Do you have a kitchen in your building?”  Do people really 
visit, wondering what kind of music program there is?

MUSICAL WORLDVIEWS
     One of the strangest statements anyone has ever made fol-
lows.  Atchley admitted that our parents viewed instrumental 
music as entertainment.  Then he added that the younger 
generation turns to music to obtain their worldview.  That’s 
not good, if true.  In the world of rap, a woman (any woman) 
is regarded as nothing more than a “ho.”  Is that the kind of 
philosophy Christians are willing to let the world dictate to 
them?  Is that what the younger generation relates to?  What 
kind of an argument is this?  People have always been influ-
enced by music, but are they so shallow as to get their deepest 
thoughts from Beyonce, Snoop Dogg, or 50 Cent?  
     Atchley assured his audience that in this postmodern world 
people do not arrive at truth propositionally, but through 
experience. He may be right as such efforts pertain to the 
vain attempts of a great segment of the population to arrive 
at truth, because many are misguided by their feelings rather 
than by evidence. However, the nature and laws of truth will 
not allow these persons to be successful in their quest. Such   
people are not coming to the truth through their feelings; 
they are obtaining error that way.  “He who trusts in his 
own heart is a fool…” (Pr. 28:26).  “The heart is deceitful 
above all things, and desperately wicked; who can know 
it?” (Jer. 17:9).  
     When people decide to sin, do they follow their feelings 
or think logically?  Dierks Bentley had a popular song that 
contained the words, “Well, I know what I was feeling, but 
what was I thinking?”  Even in the song his actions were 
governed by his emotions (despite the question).  People have 
been advised by both music and Hollywood to “follow their 
heart.”  Look at the misery in society that has resulted from 
doing just that!  Despite all of Rick’s claims, music is not the 
only way to appeal to people; perhaps it is not even the best 
way.  But to hear him tell it, the church is doomed if we don’t 
give society the music they want in worship.
     Say, Rick, guess what?  You might be the next casualty.  
In Sunday’s (1-28-07) Orlando News-Sentinel is an article 
about a new church meeting in a gymnasium.  According to 
the scoreboard clock, the “preacher” has 15 minutes to com-
plete his sermon (F-3).  This day was predictable.  Brethren 
once protested 45 minute sermons by saying: “If you can’t 
strike oil in 30 minutes, quit boring.”  Now there is a new 
breed on the horizon.  The “Rev.” Lou Mercer has opined: “If 
you can’t tell it in 15 minutes, you might as well go home.”  
How long will it be until the number shrinks to 10 or even 
2 minutes?   
     Although we have the liberty to make certain adjustments 
to worship based on culture, we do not have the right to delete 
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prayer or add instrumental music or restrict the effectiveness 
of a message.  Whom do we seek to honor: God or self?  It 
is obvious, from the fact that people arrive late, dress overly 
casual, and desire to inculcate their musical preferences, that 
people think more of themselves and their own comfort and 
likes than they do of God’s.

A Cappella Singing Hinders Evangelism
     More than two decades ago I  had a discussion about divorce 
and remarriage with some Crossroads advocates (before they 
became the Boston Movement).  When questioned about their 
position on divorce and remarriage, they said that they could 
not take the truths taught in Matthew 19 and apply them to 
unbelievers: “It gets in the way of evangelism.”  Sin frequently 
does.  If a person has a problem with gambling, showing its 
sinfulness will probably get in the way of evangelizing those 
folks.  The same thing could be said about those using drugs, 
cigarettes, or alcohol.  
     Rick adopted this approach, also, when he affirmed: 
“Our exclusive a cappella music hinders our evangelistic ef-
forts.”  He added: “This fellowship is not doing well; it’s in 
decline. We’re getting smaller and older.”  So what happens 
when jazzy musical programs and state-of-the-art theatrical 
productions lose their luster?  Someone will introduce yet 
another innovation to capture the crowds that basically have 
no interest in things spiritual?
     Rick asks the question in places where he speaks: “How 
many of you have children that no longer attend churches of 
Christ?”  He said that invariably a number of hands are raised.  
He further observed: “God is not honored by dying, irrelevant 
churches.”  God is not honored by false worship, either!

     One would think that the absence of instrumental music 
in worship is the key reason that young people decide to 
leave the church.  Has he done a survey?  He knows better.  
Most of the denominations have experienced a loss of young 
people, also—and they have it!  Many different reasons could 
be assigned to young people leaving the church, but the chief 
reason is sin—the willingness to exalt emotion over prin-
ciple.  Many young people who have been taught better are 
now divorced and remarried.  Some have become engulfed 
by worldliness, despite persistent warnings.  Many of them 
have had excellent parents, who loved them and set the proper 
example for them—especially in their worship attendance 
and in their good works.  
     The comment about irrelevant churches is a throwback 
to Rubel Shelly, who once said that his children would not 
grow up in an irrelevant church.  The Lord’s church is not 
irrelevant, and to insinuate so is to cast reproach upon Christ, 
who gave His blood for it (Acts 20:28).  Society may deem 
it to be irrelevant, but it is accomplishing what Christ wants 
it to do, if it is faithful to Him.  
     Shame on Atchley for so lightly regarding the church 
and saying, “I know the kingdom of God is larger than the 
churches of Christ.”  Not only is such a statement illogical 
(equivalent to saying, I know that the church is larger than 
the church); it is indefensible.  But in case Atchley thinks 
he can defend such a statement, he is invited to debate this 
propositional truth.  Many are willing to defend the identity 
of the New Testament church.  [What does it take to make a 
lawless person such as Rick Atchley? In the article to follow 
Summers answers the preceding question.—Editor]  

THE CHARACTERISTICS OF ABIHU
     What makes a person lawless?  What is the motivation?  
True, a person derives a short-term benefit if he beats the risk, 
but long-term misery can result.  When a person runs a red 
light, for example, he may save two or three minutes, but if 
that practice becomes a habit, he will either have his picture 
taken and be sent a ticket, or a loud siren will greet his ears; he 
may also harm someone.  The person who violates God’s law 
by unscripturally divorcing his wife and marrying a younger 
playmate will before long experience disappointment.  
     Those who violate God’s law eventually suffer for their 
choices—whether here or in eternity.  Why do men become 
false teachers?  It may be for the adoration they gain—the 
applause of men (Acts 20:30).  It may be for the money; Paul 
gave up his right to be supported of the gospel so that no one 
could even possibly think such a thing (1 Cor. 9).  Some expect 
fleshly advantages from a position of prominence (1 Thess. 
2).  Others may simply be perverse.  They have no stake in 
the way things are or should be; they just like to throw in a 
monkey wrench to disrupt the status quo.
     A few of those teaching false doctrine may actually be 
sincerely mistaken, but probably the vast majority know what 
they are doing.  Some in Corinth claimed to be apostles and 
challenged Paul’s authority (2 Cor. 10-13).  Diotrephes had 
the temerity to berate the apostle John, who was beloved by 

the Lord (3 John).  These men knew what they were doing.
     How can we know today who qualifies as a bona fide false 
teacher?  We will define what it takes to make an Abihu (a 
lawless one), and Rick “Abihu” Atchley will serve as the 
prime example.  Having already examined his lame defense 
of instrumental music, we will draw primarily upon his de-
fense of a worship assembly on Saturday evening, in which 
the Lord’s Supper is served, which he attempted to justify in 
his December 17, 2006 speech (see the website of Richland 
Hills).

1. A false teacher contradicts himself and does not 
deal with the implications of his doctrine.  Atchley said 
that few Greek scholars agree with us that psallo had changed 
its definition by the time of the New Testament to mean 
“sing only”; he says psallo still retained the definition of “to 
pluck” or to play an instrument.  If true, then the command 
in Ephesians 5:19 for each Christian to psallo demands that 
each one play an instrument.  Furthermore, Rick said that a 
cappella singing is beautiful, and there is nothing wrong with 
it.  So, which is it?  Are those who sing a cappella violating 
the command to psallo?  Atchley never deals with any of 
these contradictions.  False teachers lack consistency.

When he attempts to justify weekly worship on Saturday 
evening, he argues that the Jews reckoned a day from 6:00 
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p.m. in the evening to the same time the next day.  There-
fore, a Saturday evening worship would be permitted, since 
Jews would regard it as the first day of the week.  Romans 
calculated time as we do—from midnight to midnight.  This 
might be a great argument for Jewish Christians to meet on 
Saturday evening after 6:00.  Unfortunately, the service is 
designed for Gentile Christians and visitors—not Jews.  Oh, 
and the service will begin at 5:00 because The New York Times 
reports that this hour on Saturday is the most unstructured 
hour of the week.

What kind of argument is this?  Does no one at Richland 
Hills catch that the justification of the Saturday evening 
service has no relation to what they decided to do?  At best, 
Atchley had made a case for Jewish Christians to meet after 
6:00 p.m. on Saturday, yet they are meeting at 5:00 p.m., 
and as far as anyone knows, not a single Jew will be present!  
Hello!  The man violated the principles of his own argument 
almost in the same breath.

2. False teachers do not handle the Scriptures cor-
rectly, and it is usually not too difficult to tell it.  Rick said 
that it was all right for the church to meet on Saturday because 
in the first century they met everyday (Acts 2:46).  Surely, he 
must be aware that a great deal of excitement existed over the 
establishment of the church (the kingdom of prophecy).  Many 
Jews had gathered together for the Pentecost observance, 
and they stayed because of the extraordinary circumstances.  
Where else in the entire New Testament is there a mention 
of Christians meeting daily?  His handling of the holy Word 
is sloppy here, but he gets worse.

Atchley told the thousands present on this day that the 
Scriptures did not teach that communion was to be observed 
on Sunday only. Citing again Acts 2: 46, he explained that 
Christians were remembering the Lord’s death daily.  The 
phrase, break bread, he asserted, is used in the New Testament 
for the Lord’s Supper, which is true, but is also used to de-
scribe a common meal.  Consider the following examples.

When Jesus fed the 5,000, the text says: “…And He 
took the five loaves and the two fish, and looking up to 
heaven, he blessed and broke and gave the loaves to the 
disciples…” (Matt. 14:19).  What did Jesus do?  He broke the 
bread for all to eat as a common meal.  In Luke 24:30, Jesus 
had been talking about the kingdom to the two disciples on 
the road to Emmaus, who wanted to share a common meal 
with Him.  “…He took bread, blessed it and broke it, and 
gave it to them.”  They later said that “He was known to 
them in the breaking of the bread” (Luke 24:35). 

It is also true that the phrase is used of the Lord’s Sup-
per (Matt. 26:26; 1 Cor. 10:16; 11:23-24).  One cannot as-
sume, therefore, that when brethren are breaking bread they 
are taking the Lord’s Supper; the context must determine 
whether disciples are eating a common meal or partaking of 
the Lord’s Supper.

One must consider Acts 2:42 and Acts 2:46 in their proper 
context. Even though the two verses are used in close prox-
imity, we cannot assume that both verses refer to a common 
meal or that both refer to the Lord’s Supper.  The first of these 
follows the statement that 3,000 gladly heard Peter’s preach-

ing and exhortation and were baptized.  “And they continued 
steadfastly in the apostle’ doctrine and fellowship, in the 
breaking of bread, and in prayer.”  Doctrine (the apostles’ 
teaching) and prayer definitely involve worship.  Some think 
that fellowship implies giving.  It would be natural here to 
assume that breaking of bread refers to the Lord’s Supper.

However, the context of Acts 2:46 is entirely different.  
The apostles were doing signs and wonders (v. 43); believers 
were together and had all things common (v. 44); they sold 
possessions and gave to those who had a need (v. 45).  Then 
we read: “So continuing daily with one accord in the temple 
and breaking bread from house to house, they ate their 
food with gladness and simplicity of heart.”  This verse is 
clearly talking about regular meals; it even designates what 
they were doing as eating food.  Whereas the Lord’s Supper is 
called breaking bread, it is never frivolously termed as eating 
food.  How closely did Rick study this matter?  Did anyone 
at Richland Hills look up the verse, or do they just trust Rick 
to get it right because the Holy Spirit speaks to him and tells 
him what to preach?

The other passage Atchley abuses is Acts 20:7-11.  He 
teaches that the disciples here were primarily Gentiles, using 
Roman time; therefore they met on Sunday evening, which 
they regarded as the first day of the week.  Many Christians 
had to work during the day in their culture, which explains 
the reason for the evening assembly.  Paul preached until 
midnight, when Eutychus fell out of the window and was 
taken up dead, but Paul restored his life to him.  He then ate, 
and Rick interprets these words to mean that he had the Lord’s 
Supper (it now being Monday morning).  Then Paul talked 
until daybreak and departed.

Just as Acts 2:42 and 46 designate two different actions 
by the same phraseology, so does this passage.  They met to-
gether to break bread, which we assume they did before Paul 
began speaking.  It would be strange indeed to come together 
to observe the Lord’s death and then put it off for several 
hours, not getting around to it until the next day.  Paul spoke 
for some time.  After the break in his teaching, due to Eutychus 
falling out of the third story window and Paul resurrecting 
him, the apostle came back up (presumably to the third story), 
broke bread, and ate.  Why would anyone assume that verse 
11 is speaking of the Lord’s Supper?  In the first place, the 
text only says that Paul ate—not the entire church.  Second, 
if the whole church did eat, the reason may have been that 
they were accustomed to having a common meal when they 
met for worship, but they were waiting until Paul finished 
speaking.  Rick admitted in this very speech that brethren 
shared a common meal when they met for worship.

A false teacher ignores the text in order to make his 
point.  He may cite a verse but ignore the parts that do not 
fit his theory.  In that way it sounds as though his teaching is 
Biblical, but if the hearer will read the passage referenced, he 
will find that it does not clearly teach what has been claimed 
for it.  Even Satan can make a Scriptural argument.  He told 
Jesus to throw Himself off the pinnacle of the temple because, 
according to Psalm 91:11-12, God would not allow Him to be 
hurt.  Satan knew the verses, but he misapplied them.  Jesus 
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answered that doing so would tempt the Lord God, which 
was forbidden (Matt. 4:5-7).  

3.  A third stratagem of the false teacher is to misuse 
historical references or make an argument based on some 
technical aspect of the Greek language.  Several times, in 
the course of these three lectures, Atchley has quoted from 
church “fathers” to show what the early church did.  On the 
notion of Saturday evening communion, for example, he 
cites Cyprian, Ambrose, Chrysostom and Basil in an attempt 
to prove that Christians in various places may have had the 
Lord’s Supper up to four times a week.  Of course, since he 
does not give his listeners a specific work that can be verified, 
we do not know if he is reporting these sources accurately.  
But say that he is right.  What happened from 50 to 300 years 
after the apostles died does not constitute Biblical authority.  
Paul arrived in Troas on Monday, and he waited seven days 
for the disciples to come together on the first day of the week 
to break bread (Acts 20:6-7).  Atchley never mentioned verse 
6, which provides a time frame and shows that the custom of 
the church was not to come together some other day for the 
Lord’s Supper—but only on the first day of the week.

Furthermore, with all of the historical quotes he uses, 
he apparently saw no significance in the knowledge that his-
torians point out that singing was always a cappella, which 
is pertinent in light of the fact that it is consistent with the 
teaching and practice of Christians in the first century.  Rick 
even admitted in this very speech that history is a guide and 
not authoritative, but he quotes sources to prove that they 
observed the Lord’s Supper on other days.  Did anyone notice 
this disparity? 

Atchley quotes Greek scholar A. T. Robertson concern-
ing the Greek word hosakis, which is found in 1 Corinthians 
11:25-26 and translated “as often as.”  According to Robert-
son, hosakis is only used with the notion of indefinite repeti-
tion.  The only other time it is used in the New Testament is 
Revelation 11:6, where it obviously means “whenever,” rather 
than a specified interval of time.  Atchley’s point is that the 
disciples did not just share communion on the first day of the 
week but at any time they so desired.

Most commentators and Greek reference works do not 
even comment on hosakis.  One wonders how long Rick had 
to search for this information to try to establish his case.  The 
word itself may not specify a certain interval, but Paul does in 
1 Corinthians 16:2.  Paul instructed brethren to lay something 
aside on the first day of the week.  The reason for doing so is 
that, just as the brethren in Troas did, the church in Corinth 
also met on that day.  In other words, even if the word hosakis 
means “whenever” and does not refer to a specific interval 
of time, the New Testament defines this interval.  There is 
no conflict here.  Atchley is trying to create one where none 
exists.  False teachers typically use and manipulate evidence 
to try to support their positions, rather than follow where the 
evidence leads.  

Another feeble argument Rick used to authorize com-
munion on other days of the week was to claim that Jesus 
instituted the Lord’s Supper on a Thursday evening.  Jesus did 
not “institute” the Lord’s Supper at that time; He showed His 

disciples the way He wanted to be remembered.  They would 
in turn teach the church (Acts 2:42).  When Jesus showed 
them what to do is not the important thing; when they taught 
the church to observe His death (under the Christian system) 
is the crucial fact, and we know that day was the first day of 
the week.

4.  Most false teachers do not defend their doctrine in 
either oral or written discussion.  As long as Rick can speak 
before sympathetic crowds and draw applause, why would 
he debate his views?  He knows no one will challenge him 
at Richland Hills.  Jesus and the apostles met verbal chal-
lenges frequently.  Max Lucado, Rick Atchley, and others of 
that stripe NEVER have.  If Rick would like to change this 
pattern of behavior and put his beliefs on the line, he will be 
accommodated.

OTHER COMMENTS
     Atchley alleged: “Some of our fellowship emphasize the 
plan over the Man.”  He had to reach back 40 years for that one 
(which echoed throughout the ‘60s).  What he fails to grasp 
is that this is not an either/or situation; one would think that 
a “both/and” church would know better.  The Man gave us a 
plan.  Do we really need to be reminded that God gave Israel 
precise details and told Moses to follow the pattern given on 
the mount (Heb. 8:5)?  Did God give us no details concerning 
salvation and correct worship?  Of course He did! 
     Rick also said: “Salvation strategy produces anxiety and 
division and tremendous inconsistency.”  A number of fac-
tors can lead to division, but the Word of God should not be 
blamed.  When taught correctly and received by honest hearts, 
unity results (Acts 2:42-47). 
     Atchley complained about people who insist that their in-
ferences and silences must be right.  While it is true that some 
might infer something not implied and misapply a silence, 
those errors do not negate legitimate inferences and correct 
applications of silence, such as the one the Holy Spirit made 
in Hebrews 7:14.
     The Richland Hills “preacher” also complained about the 
insistence of correct teaching: “If you don’t get it right, you’ll 
burn in hell.”  What is the opposite of this “argument”: God 
revealed His Word to us, but we can get it wrong and still go 
to heaven?  Folks might wonder, “So why do we have it?”  
Two men were burned for not getting it right—Nadab and 
Abihu.  They offered profane fire before the Lord, and “fire 
went out from the Lord, and devoured them. And they died 
before the Lord” (Lev. 10:1-2).  The translation Rick uses (the 
NIV) says it in a way even he should be able to understand: 
“…they offered unauthorized fire, contrary to his command.”  
A failure to respect the silence of the Lord (they did what 
was not authorized—Colossians 3:17) cost them their lives.  
It also costs people their souls.

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792–1097
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The difficulty of improper fellowship cannot be ig-
nored, especially in the current crisis the church finds itself 
embroiled. Over a generation of dealing with the inroads of 
change agency has brought the church into a circumstance not 
unlike the division that occurred in the past century. Though 
the issue that was most noticeable during that period was that 
of instrumental music, the heart of the problems the church 
experienced was really over Bible authority and from where it 
is derived. The old notion that somehow Bible silence entails 
authority was the problem back then and is the same problem 
we deal with today.

Many have looked at the current issues dividing us as 
simply allowable matters of opinion. Some have gone so far 
as to say that issues like the re-evaluation/reaffirmation of 
elders, “everything we do in life is worship, except for sin”, 
Children’s church/worship, small groups ministries, and the 
numerous para-church efforts, are simply not worth dividing 
over as they are, in the eyes of some, “matters of opinion.” 
The reality, however, is quite different.  

That which falls into the realm of “matters of opinion” in 
the Scriptures are those areas of application of the Holy Writ, 
and not just anything we would like to believe and practice.  
The imprimatur of Colossians 3:17 cannot be ignored:  “And 
whatever you do in word or deed, do all in the name of 
the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the Father through 
Him.” (Colossians 3:17 NKJV)  To do that which is in the 
“name” of the Lord is to do that which the Lord authorizes, 
thus any “matter of opinion” needs to be authorized in the 
Scriptures before one can begin its practice. There simply 
is NO authorization for the aforementioned doctrines in the 
scriptures. They are the “doctrines of men” and thus will 
make our worship of God “in vain” (Mat. 15:9)

No study of the issue of fellowship is complete without 
a good definition of the term itself.  Many today have differ-
ing views on that which constitutes “fellowship.” Some have 
even suggested that they can be involved in various venues 
where false teachers are as long as they are not with them 
at the same time. Others believe that there are measures, or 
levels, of fellowship.  Still others believe in a sort of “unity 
in diversity” wherein Christians may differ considerably on 
a number of vital issues and still be in fellowship as long as 
certain “core principles” or “bullseye” areas remain the same.  
None of these views is consistent with the Bible meaning of 
the word “fellowship.”

The most common word translated “fellowship” in the 
scriptures comes from the Greek word “koinonia”, which, 
according to Strong’s Expository Dictionary of New Testa-
ment Words, means “partnership, participation, intercourse, 
or benefaction.”  The idea being expressed is that any joint 

FELLOWSHIP SCRIPTURES:
 1 COR. 5; ROM. 16:17; EPH. 5:11

Dennis (Skip) Francis

participation wherein spiritual or financial support is provided 
is “fellowship.” Most other words that translate the word 
“fellowship” are derivations of “koinonia”, such as “sug-
koinoneo”, which is translated “co-participation, to share in 
company with.” Any “co-participation” is fellowship. 

We will examine these practices and others in the light of 
the Scriptures, and then examine some of the arguments being 
made as to why some are not obeying these Scriptures.

1 CORINTHIANS 5:1-13
It is actually reported that there is sexual immorality 
among you, and such sexual immorality as is not even 
named among the Gentiles-that a man has his father’s 
wife! And you are puffed up, and have not rather mourn-
ed, that he who has done this deed might be taken away 
from among you. For I indeed, as absent in body but 
present in spirit, have already judged (as though I were 
present) him who has so done this deed. In the name of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, when you are gathered together, 
along with my spirit, with the power of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, deliver such a one to Satan for the destruction 
of the flesh, that his spirit may be saved in the day of the 
Lord Jesus. Your glorying is not good. Do you not know 
that a little leaven leavens the whole lump? Therefore 
purge out the old leaven, that you may be a new lump, 
since you truly are unleavened. For indeed Christ, our 
Passover, was sacrificed for us. Therefore let us keep the 
feast, not with old leaven, nor with the leaven of malice 
and wickedness, but with the unleavened bread of sin-
cerity and truth. I wrote to you in my epistle not to keep 
company with sexually immoral people. Yet I certainly 
did not mean with the sexually immoral people of this 
world, or with the covetous, or extortioners, or idolaters, 
since then you would need to go out of the world. But 
now I have written to you not to keep company with 
anyone named a brother, who is sexually immoral, or 
covetous, or an idolater, or a reviler, or a drunkard, or 
an extortioner—not even to eat with such a person. For 
what have I to do with judging those also who are out-
side? Do you not judge those who are inside? But those 
who are outside God judges. Therefore “put away from 
yourselves the evil person (1 Cor. 5:1-13, NKJV).
This passage, that begins by introducing a specific prob-

lem  found in the Corinthian church, goes on, in this chapter 
and the next, to address an entire list of sins that are to be 
purged, like leaven, from the church. These sins include: 
fornication, idolatry, adultery, homosexuality, sodomy, 
thievery, covetousness, drunkenness, reviling, and extortion 
(1 Cor. 6:9-10, NKJV). Both chapters are dealing with sin in 
the church, as opposed to sin in the world. It demonstrates 
the need to maintain the purity of the very bride of Christ in 
an evil and adulterous generation. The very act of purging 
demonstrates the dangers of allowing such behavior to go on 
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without discipline.  Purging is an entire elimination of the of-
fense so that not one scrap remains. Such would be necessary 
regarding leaven since, as shown in verse 6, “a little leaven 
leavens the whole lump.” It is necessary to eliminate even 
the tiniest amount or it will grow to fill the entire lump.  

What is also evident from this passage is that, when there 
is “sin in the camp”, invariably false doctrine will result. 
This is shown in that they “gloried” at having such a sinful 
person in their midst. I recall brother Randy Mabe preach-
ing a sermon entitled “Be Quiet, Do Good Works, and Go to 
Hell by Yourself.” The context of this sermon was dealing 
primarily with those who did not meet the Scriptural criteria 
for marriage and were not willing to repent. As is so often the 
case, instead of just keeping their sins to themselves, people 
will politic their personal views in the church, and try to get 
others on their side. Most often, this manifests itself in vari-
ous false doctrines.

Such is often the case today. The problems in today’s 
church regarding sexual immorality, and particularly as it 
relates to unscriptural marriage, are not unlike the very cir-
cumstances of Paul’s writings to the Corinthians. In this day of 
the disposable marriage, the problems relevant to divorce and 
remarriage have so plagued the church that there are literally 
dozens of different beliefs and doctrines being preached from 
our pulpits, even to the dividing of the body of Christ.  

One such incident of fairly recent history was the doctrine 
espoused by brother Stan Crowley when he was working 
with the Buda/Kyle, TX congregation, and nearly split that 
congregation over his false doctrine. Currently,  Crowley 
remains as the preacher for the Shertz, Texas church, though 
one of his elders, Ken Ratcliff, publicly stated that he would 
not remain an elder if  Crowley remained there as preacher. 
Neither has left thus far.

After I left the Sarnia, Ontario, Canada church, they hired 
a Sunset graduate by the name of David Dunn. Shortly after 
his arrival there, it became evident that he did not stand with 
the Scriptures on the subject of marriage/divorce/remarriage 
(MDR). He said, concerning Matthew 19:9, that the “correct” 
translation of the passage is that the man “has adulterated 
himself”, and NOT that he “commits adultery.” He also taught 
that verse 6 does NOT teach that man “cannot” separate what 
God joined, but only that he “should not” do so. In fact, he 
says that the idea that “since God joins a couple in marriage, 
man cannot unjoin is incorrect” (Dunn). The result of this 
man’s false doctrine is chronicled in a resolution signed by 
10 of the men of that congregation stating that:

Finding no evidence from Scripture to support the position 
that divorced persons are prohibited from remarrying, the 
Sarnia Church of Christ resolves to accept such persons 
into fellowship in their current marital state based solely 
on repentance from past sins and a pledge of submission to 
Jesus Christ as their Lord and Saviour (sic) (Proposal on 
Church Resolution).
Further result of this “resolution” was their continued ac-

ceptance, in full fellowship, of a man who committed adultery, 
divorced his wife, and was living with the woman with whom 

he had committed adultery. Several families and individuals 
left the Sarnia church after this doctrine was accepted by the 
membership there.

ROMANS 16:17
“Now I urge you, brethren, note those who cause divisions 
and offenses, contrary to the doctrine which you learned, 
and avoid them” (NKJV).

The proper way to deal with a heretic is expressed in this 
passage, yet such is not being properly practiced by so many 
today. The term “note” or “mark” refers to the need to identify, 
point out, recognize those who cause divisions contrary to 
sound doctrine. In a similar manner, we are told to identify 
those who walk correctly in the doctrine of Christ. “Brethren, 
join in following my example, and note those who so walk, 
as you have us for a pattern” (Phil. 3:17, NKJV).  If it is 
acceptable to identify those who walk correctly, it is just as 
acceptable and desirable to identify a false teacher.

“Forewarned is forearmed” is the old adage. Never does 
this hold more truth than in the case of a false teacher. Those 
who would divide the flock of God merit our warning, and 
those who would remain in the good graces of our God should 
not be offended by that warning. No one was the target of 
more negativity in the church than the apostle Paul, yet the 
answer that Paul gave was one that any gospel preacher today 
may, at some time or another, need to give: “Have I therefore 
become your enemy because I tell you the truth?” (Gal. 
4:16, NKJV). As was expressed some years ago by another 
preacher of my acquaintance; if a rattlesnake slithered into 
the church building just prior to services, would you want 
the preacher to mention it, or just to go on about his busi-
ness? How about all those spiritual snakes in the grass that 
masquerade as preachers of the gospel? Are not these more 
everlastingly dangerous than the viper previously mentioned? 
Those who will not warn others about false teachers are in 
clear violation of the Scriptures. Those who will not avoid a 
marked false teacher are one and the same as the false teacher 
himself.

Whoever transgresses and does not abide in the doc-
trine of Christ does not have God. He who abides in the 
doctrine of Christ has both the Father and the Son. If 
anyone comes to you and does not bring this doctrine, 
do not receive him into your house nor greet him; for 
he who greets him shares in his evil deeds (2 John 1:9-
11, NKJV).
One that “shares” in another’s evil deeds becomes an 

accomplice in the evil being done, thus they are not worthy 
of Christian fellowship either.  It might be expressed in this 
way: if A = B, then bidding godspeed to B is equal to bidding 
godspeed to A. Also, it is not only important what you teach 
and do, but also what you approve of.  Romans 1:32 clearly 
addresses this approval.

EPHESIANS 5:11
“And have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of 
darkness, but rather expose them” (NKJV).  

The way many of our brethren act, this passage should 
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be written, “And have some fellowship with what I THINK 
are good works, and say nothing about them at all.” Some 
of our brethren have even tried to redefine the meaning of 
“fellowship.”  Rubel Shelly speaks of two kinds of fellowship 
that he calls “big F” and “little f” fellowship. F. LaGard Smith 
has 5 different levels of fellowship. The Bible has only two: 
you are either IN fellowship or NOT in fellowship.

Some brethren have tried to play around with the word 
meanings of this passage in order to ignore the force of it. 
They suggest that the word “darkness” only refers to those 
things that are patently of the devil. In this vein, one could 
have fellowship with any number of denominationalists be-
cause, after all, “look at the good they do!” Unfortunately, 
this ignores the idea that the only truly “good” things are 
those that come down from the Father of Lights, and that 
result in the saving of the soul. This cannot be said of those 
who teach error, as they will only lead someone to believe 
they are saved when, in reality, they are lost.

To sum up the strength of the three Scriptures, 1 Corin-
thians 5:1-3, Romans 16:17, and Ephesians 5:11, we are to 
“purge out,” to “mark and avoid,” to “have no fellowship” 
with those who live sinful lives, who divide the church with 
false doctrine, and who are involved in unfruitful works.  The 
Scriptures are too plain to simply be ignored; however, they 
are being ignored by many of our brethren. 

Let us examine some of the “arguments” that brethren 
are giving today when confronted by their own inconsistency 
in applying these scriptures.

“IT IS A GOOD WORK 
AND WE SHOULD SUPPORT IT!”

In July of  2005, a public scandal was aired in the apostate 
publication known as the Christian Chronicle. It came on the 
heels of the firing of the Director of Apologetics Press (AP) 
over his previous scandalous behavior, as indicated in a let-
ter sent to “Contributors and Friends of Apologetics Press”, 
dated May 31, 2005, from the Palm Beach Lakes church of 
Christ of West Palm Beach, Florida. He had been involved in 
“personal sin” for a number of years, and this resulted in the 
loss of his former position. Formerly, AP had indeed been “a 
good work.” The folks involved in it had soundly dealt with 
such important issues as Creation vs. Evolution, and other 
matters of Christian Apologetics. Unfortunately, it was the 
only institution of its type in the brotherhood.  

Some questions had begun to arise over the fellowship 
practices of those involved with AP, but few would deny they 
taught soundly. The one major concern began to be aired 
when the former Director had hired a marked false teacher, 
brother Dave Miller, to be on the writing staff. Miller had 
been “marked” for teaching and practicing the reaffirma-
tion/reevaluation of elders, and for error on the subject of 
marriage/divorce/remarriage (MDR) with regard to the idea 
that marriage was not “really” marriage unless there was an 
“intent” to enter the marriage bond (i.e. a “green card” mar-
riage was not “really” marriage in the eyes of God).

When it became known throughout the brotherhood that 
AP was in trouble, 60 men put their signatures on a “Statement 
of Support” to show their belief that “Apologetics Press is 
on a firm footing that will insure its continued work of excel-
lence” and to encourage others to contribute both financial 
and moral support to that effort. This “list” included directors 
of preaching schools and lectureships, several authors of well 
known books, editors of “sound” publications, and notables 
from all over the brotherhood, most of whom were, and are,  
well known to the brethren-at-large. Within days, the Board 
of Directors at AP had placed a new “interim” Director over 
the work of Apologetics Press: Dave Miller. At this point, 
what should have been done was not done by all the note 
worthies on that list: They should have been up in arms in 
protest. Instead, in an effort to keep what was perceived as a 
“good work”, they were all willing to compromise the Lord’s 
commands regarding fellowship with error, and not only did 
not withdraw their support but made every effort to try to 
justify what Miller had both preached and done.

The “arguments” used are somewhat diverse, though not 
one of them are consistent with the evidence or justify what 
has taken place. Some of them are as follows:
1. Dave Miller repented (In fact, Miller himself denies this 
statement).
2. Dave Miller did not do it  (The evidence, all in writing, 
contradicts this notion).
3. Dave Miller was misunderstood  (Words do mean things, 
and  Miller has had literally years to clarify himself).
4. It happened 16 years ago (It happened twice, most recently 
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in 2002, and Dave was involved in some sense both times. 
There is no statute of limitations on error).
5. Few people know about it (Error is error no matter how 
many know).
6. It was a local matter  (Local error is still error).

The fact is that a “good work” can only remain such if it 
adheres to certain principles. It must be: 1. consistent with the 
will of God, 2. based on sound doctrine, and 3. in fellowship 
with sound people. Though the first two may continue to be 
true, the third principle cannot be ignored. Brother David P. 
Brown says it this way, “ A work is “good” only when (1) it is 
authorized by the New Testament and (2) when those involved 
in it are thinking and acting as the Bible authorizes them to 
think and act.” Just as Pepperdine, ACU, OCU, Harding, 
DLU, and other “Christian colleges” began as good works, 
none of these would be considered sound today.  Just as the 
“Herald of Truth” program was begun as a “good work”, it 
cannot be so considered today. Just as publications like the 
Gospel Advocate, Firm Foundation, and Spiritual Sword 
were once considered “good works”, the proclivities of their 
editors, and/or writing staff, have brought them into highly 
questionable status. Many a “good work” has fallen into error 
in the past, and will continue to do so in the future.

“MEN OF GOOD REPUTATION ARE
INVOLVED”

One of the frequent problems that we run into over the 
years is in recognizing that men who were once sound do go 
off into error.  At one time, one of the most notable young 
men in the brotherhood was a man named Rubel Shelly. 
Rubel wrote for the Spiritual Sword when Thomas Warren 
was its editor, and his articles and writings were as sound as 
they come. When the first signs of “strange and uncertain” 
sounds began to come from Shelly, few would believe it. 
The evidence stands today as testimony that we should never 
ignore such signs in our brethren but rather should be on our 
guard for signs of such strangeness.  

Homer Hailey was once touted as a good, sound, gospel 
preacher. In fact, many of us have his books in our own li-
braries. While it was fifty or so years ago that he embraced 
“anti–ism,’ it was relatively late in life that Homer Hailey 
wrote his new position on MDR, and thus demonstrated that 
the sound do not always remain so.

Buster Dobbs, current editor of the Firm Foundation 
magazine, has, in times past, been a stalwart defender of the 
faith. He has dealt with error in ways only rivaled by Ira Rice 
and David Brown. He was the most vociferous contender 
against the likes of Rubel Shelly, Jeff Walling, and Max 
Lucado, rank liberals all.  In times past, for me, he was almost 
the face of one “set for the defense of the gospel.” This was 
until 1998 when his “everything we do in life is worship, 
except for sin” doctrine became known.

The entire Deaver family has been touted for their stand 
for the Truth over the years, until Mac Deaver began to pub-
licly proclaim his take on the work of the Holy Spirit, and 
then drew various other family members into the fray on his 

side. His father, Roy, was considered one of the scholars of 
the faith in the Koine Greek, yet this “new” take has brought 
the entire group into question.

Would the apostle Peter have been considered “sound” 
by the majority of brethren in the first century? Undoubtedly!  
The facts are, however, that at one point in his ministry, Peter 
“stood condemned” (Gal. 2:11, ASV). Why? Because even 
Peter was not always perfect in his actions, especially in his 
obvious prejudices toward the Gentiles. Paul was forced to 
confront Peter “to the face” and do so “before them all.” 
Fortunately for the first century church, Peter repented. We 
could only hope that men of our day would do so. If Rubel 
Shelly, or Dave Miller, Buster Dobbs, the Deavers, or such 
“notables” would simply repent today, the church would be 
in far better condition than it is, and the angels would rejoice 
in heaven.

In addition to these arguments about others, some of 
our brethren use certain arguments about themselves when 
confronted with spiritual inconsistencies with regard to fel-
lowship practices.

“NO ONE EVER ACCUSED 
ME OF BEING UNSOUND!”

This is a favorite little “bon-bon” of those who begin to 
be loose in their fellowship practices. The implication is that, 
because they are fellowshipping error they are being accused 
of preaching error. This is the “straw man” that many erect 
in order to have something to, like Don Quixote, spiritually 
“tilt” at. When one is “tilting at windmills,” the danger is 
only one that is perceived rather than real and any harm one 
may receive is largely the result of their own folly. It is often 
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easier to joust with the perceived danger than to confront the 
real problem. The real problem, in such cases, is NOT what 
one teaches, but rather who one fellowships. As previously 
addressed, when one bids “godspeed” to those who practice 
error, they become a “partaker of his evil deeds” (2 John 
11).

Such is the case with those who will jointly participate 
with men like Dave Miller in lectureships and support of his 
work. Though few would accuse Curtis Cates, Jim Dear-
man, or Robert Taylor of “teaching” error, these men have 
no problem being on the infamous support list for the work 
directed by bro. Miller, and they have no problem being on 
programs where Dave preaches, or having him for meetings 
where they work and worship.

In a similar way, Glenn Colley, third generation gospel 
preacher and author of the book Loose Change, jointly par-
ticipated this year at the Tahoe Family Encampment, along 
with men like Truitt Adair of Sunset School of Preaching 
(which has taught error on MDR for years), and Tex Williams, 
a regular participant at the Tulsa International Soul Winning 
Workshop. When questioned as to why he was involved in this 
venue, Colley answered, in effect, “No one ever accused ME 
of being unsound!” Though that may be true, none the less, 
he was in fellowship with error, and thus a “partaker of” their 
evil deeds. It was also Colley who followed this statement 
with, “why, I wrote a book about change agents.”

“I WROTE A BOOK ABOUT….”
This is also a favorite saw that is used to justify current 

action with past reputation. Brethren seem to forget that it 
matters not who you were but who you are! That someone 
wrote a book is commendable, but it only tells us where they 
were spiritually when the book was written. It says nothing 
about who they are NOW!

Dave Miller “wrote a book” called Piloting the Strait. 
The book is well written and well researched. It says volumes 
about the problems of change agency today. The problem is 
that Dave Miller is better about dealing with the problems 
of others than he is about identifying similar problems in 
himself.

James Meadows wrote a series of workbooks, one of 
which was called A Study of Church Discipline. In this book, 
he effectively lays out the Bible standards on the subject and 
the methods we should use in dealing with aspects involving 
personal sin, false teachers, walking disorderly, etc. In his 
Lesson 7, “Upon Whom is It to Be Administered? Part 1,” 
under “Those That Teach Things Contrary To Sound Doc-
trine”, he uses some of the same scriptures in this manuscript, 
and shows that withdrawal is required when the false teacher 
does not repent. James has been a friend for many years, and 
I would like to know why he has added his name to the AP 
Support Statement and has not rescinded said support with 
Dave Miller at the helm.

William Woodson wrote a book entitled Change Agents 
and Churches of Christ. It also deals with many of the er-
rors being espoused today and how to deal with the errorists 

involved.  His final paragraph is telling:
The time to be alert to danger is now; the encouragement 
of our great and good brotherhood is that with love, with 
full regard for the nature of the problem, but with loyalty to 
Christ and His body, it will insist that these change agents, 
and their allies and converts, will be obliged to repent of 
their hurtful efforts and desist; if not, “It is time for them 
to go.”
Unfortunately, in this case, Woodson put his allegiance 

to a body led by a false teacher over his loyalty to Christ. 
Brother Woodson should read his own book and rescind his 
support for AP under the guidance of Miller. 

Curtis Cates wrote a book entitled A Comprehensive 
Study of Unity. In that book, Cates’ fellow-worker at MSOP, 
Garland Elkins, wrote in the forward, “God condemns unity 
in error” and goes on to identify a variety of such errors 
(Cates, 17). He commends Cates book in identifying these 
very things, yet Cates seems to be practicing something dif-
ferent today than he wrote in 1998.  In Chapter 14, on page 
110, Curtis writes:

False teachers and false doctrines constantly endanger the 
peace of God’s people. The maintenance of peace requires 
constant vigilance, courage, exposure of error, and the 
promulgation of the pure Gospel. God’s people are to think, 
love, teach, seek, and pray for peace.  Yet, in all of this, we 
must never stoop to the pursuit of “peace at any price”. We 
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must remember the words of the Lord: “I came not to send 
peace, but a sword” (Mat. 10:34).
He seems to have no problem today having unity in error 

with Dave Miller and the AP crowd. Is Cates “maintaining 
peace” in so doing?  In fact, more division has occurred in 
the last 18 months, especially over Cates’ involvement in this 
current mess than at any time in the brotherhood in recent 
history. Is “peace at any price” worth it?

Glenn Colley, as previously mentioned, “wrote a book.”  
In his booklet, Loose Change, he outlines the church’s re-
sponse to change agency, and recognizes that we are to “mark 
and avoid” false teachers. It is a shame that he is not following 
his own advice and having “no fellowship” with the unfruit-
ful work of the Tahoe Family Encampment, and all the false 
teachers involved in that endeavor. He is also a “regular” at 
the “Polishing the Pulpit” program, which not only had Dave 
Miller as a speaker last year but had Phil Sanders this year. 
Although Phil was allowed to continue to be on the program 
though I, personally, notified two of the directors over six 
months in advance that, according to the Christian Chronicle 
article entitled, “News - 1906 - 2006: 100 years later, can we 
converse across the keyboard?” (Feb. 2006, 4), Phil accepts 
members of the Christian Church as “his brethren,” and the 
congregation where he preaches practices several unscriptural 
practices, such as Children’s worship, and supports several 
unscriptural parachurch groups; like the Churches of Christ 
Disaster Relief Effort, Inc.,  Apologetics Press, “In Search 
of the Lord’s Way”, “Lads to Leaders/Leaderettes,” and even 
Heartlight Magazine.

What would improve this entire situation is if more of 
these brethren spent more time reading THE Book instead 
of bragging about how they wrote A book!

“WE NEED BALANCE”
More and more of our brethren are touting the “bal-

ance” mantra as though this excuses unscriptural fellowship 
practices. Recently, Alan Highers, the Editor of the Spiritual 
Sword, said that “balance” was “one of the MOST important 
themes we have ever featured” (emp. mine) (Highers, 2). 
Similar quotes have been made by those involved with The 
Gospel Journal under its new editorship, and in many other 
publications and lectureships. It is interesting to me that this 
topic has only become this popular a discussion theme since 
the current controversy over the Directorship of Apologetics 
Press has caused so much division in the brotherhood. Those 
that would continue in fellowship with those involved with 
AP are said to be “balanced”, while those who are trying to 
practice scriptural fellowship where false teachers are con-
cerned are said to be “toxic.”  

Balance is, indeed, an important thing, but cannot be used 
as an excuse to allow fellowship with error. One wonders 
why Highers feels this issue is so important, what with all 
the error being espoused within the body of Christ today. His 
recent appearance at the David Lipscomb University summer 
lecture series, entitled  “Summer Celebration 2006: A Fes-
tival of Faith & Fellowship—Life in the Spirit; A Study of 
Ephesians,” along with noted false teachers, Jeff Walling, Joe 
Beam, and Lynn Anderson, has left many brethren wondering 
what Higher’s definition of “balance” really is.

Brethren, balance is important in that we must not overly 
focus on any one aspect of the gospel of Jesus Christ. Too 
much emphasis on church problems, on worldly issues, on 
persecution, or any negative thing, will only cause many to 
become discouraged. Thus it is important to preach on the 
plan of salvation, the heavenly home, the hope of eternal life, 
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CENTRAL OHIO LECTURES
Friday, April 27 — Sunday, April 29, 2007
“BE YE STEDFAST ... ALWAYS ABOUNDING IN...” 

FRIDAY:
7:00 PM..............................BE YE STEDFAST, UNMOVABLE                                                                                           
                                                                     DAVID P. BROWN
8:00 PM .....ALWAYS ABOUNDING IN THE WORK OF THE 
LORD                                                                 KENT BAILEY
SATURDAY:
9:00 AM....ALWAYS ABOUNDING—FAITH TOWARD GOD 
(Heb. 6:1) (2 Cor. 2:13)                             DENNIS SARGENT
10:00 AM.............. ALWAYS ABOUNDING—BELIEF OF THE 
TRUTH (2 THESSALONIANS 2:13)                    JAY JEAGER 
11:00 AM..........A LWAYS ABOUNDING IN HOLY LIVING —
(2 CORINTHIANS 7:1)                                       KENT BAILEY

NOON MEAL PROVIDED

1:00 PM.........................................QUESTIONS & ANWERS                                              
BAILEY, BROWN, YEAGER

2:00 PM...ALWAYS ABOUNDING IN—DEFENSE OF THE 
GOSPEL (PHILIPPIANS 1:7, 16)           DANNY DOUGLAS
3:00 PM...ALWAYS ABOUNDING IN—PUTTING BRETH-
REN IN MIND (1 TIMOTHY 4:1-6)        DENNIS SARGENT
SUNDAY:
9:30 AM.....ALWAYS ABOUNDING IN—TRUE, SPIRITUAL 
WORSHIP (JOHN 4:24)                                 ROBIN HALEY
10:30AM...............ALWAYS ABOUNDING IN—GRACE & 
KNOWLEDGE (2 PETER 3:18)           MICHAEL HATCHER

FELLOWSHIP MEAL— AT THE BUILDING
1:00 PM...ALWAYS ABOUNDING IN—ABSTAINING FROM 
EVIL (1 THESSALONIANS 5:22)
                                                              MICHAEL HATCHER
2:00 PM...ALWAYS ABOUNDING IN—SEEKING THINGS 
ABOVE (COLOSSIANS 3:1, 2;  HEBREWS 11:13-16)             
                                                                 DANNY DOUGLAS

RAGER ROAD CHURCH OF CHRIST
5775 RAGER ROAD, CANAL WINCHESTER, OH 43110

ALL LECTURES TO BE AUDIO TAPED  FOR HOUSING INFORMATION CALL:
(614) 837–5075 OR (614) 409–0941 • Lectureship Director, Robin W. Haley (614) 751-1082

the love of the brethren, and other similar uplifting topics.  
That said, we simply cannot ignore the importance of the 
scriptures on Biblical fellowship in favor of only that which 
is spiritually or emotionally palatable.

On the topic of “balance,” my greater concern is with 
those 60 signers of the now infamous AP support document.  
So many of them have had such sound reputations in the 
past, I cannot help but wonder if some of them have become 
“un-balanced,” at least spiritually so. It is my hope that many 
of them will wake up and tip the scales back to true Biblical 
“balance” before it is everlastingly too late.

WORKS CITED
David Dunn, “Thoughts on Divorce and Remarriage”, Sarnia, 
Ontario, 23 May 2003.
Various Members of the Sarnia Ontario church of Christ, Pro-
posal on Church Resolution for Those Divorced and Remarried,  
Sarnia Ontario, 9 June 2003.
Curtis A. Cates, A Comprehensive Study of Unity, Cates Publica-
tions, 1998. p. 17.
Christian Chronicle, Erik Tryggestad and Bobby Ross Jr., Febru-
ary 1, 2006.
Alan E. Highers, The Spiritual Sword, Vol. 37, No. 2., p.  2.

—105 Robin Lane
Suffolk, VA 23434

NEW CD AND DVD AVAIABLE
TOPIC: STAN CROWLEY’S ERROR ON MARRIAGE, DIVORCE, AND REMARRIAGE

CD:  CROWLEY‛S 2004 BEEVILLE, TX LECTURE CONTAINING HIS ERROR ON MDR
DVD: STAN CROWLEY/TIM KIDWELL 2002 BUDA/KYLE, TX DISCUSSION ON MDR

 COST: ONE CD: $2.50—ONE DVD: $2.50
ORDER FROM: CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH • P O BOX 2357 • SPRING, TX 77383–2357 
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I Want To Be Member of the Church That Jesus Built 
Roelf L. Ruffner 

I consider myself an observer of religion in America. 
Its endless myriad of churches and religious ferment is fas-
cinating to me. But I am not impartial in that regard. I love 
my country but I love the Truth of God’s word more. I cher-
ish America’s freedom of religion yet I see Satan’s hand at 
work in the wholesale departure from the Bible by most of 
American religious life. Sin is like that. It can corrupt and 
transform the purest of humanity’s impulses – the pursuit of 
God and His Truth. “And they said, Go to, let us build us a 
city and a tower, whose top may reach unto heaven; and 
let us make us a name, lest we be scattered abroad upon 
the face of the whole earth” (Babel – Gen. 11:4).

I saw that demonstrated the other day when I received, 
unsolicited, a magazine put out by the Crossroads Church of 
Corona, California. This church is part of the “mega-church” 
movement with over six thousand in attendance each Sun-
day. What they were promoting was not the church of the 
New Testament but a church/shopping mall complete with 
a Food Court and Multi-media presentations. It was obvi-
ous that their goal was to give people what they want and 
“pack-um-in.” Their “pastor” (they also have elders) and 
center of attention wants the worship experience to be “fun” 
and “non-judgmental.” I found one of his observations most 
revealing: “I try to find the secret of what makes a thing a 
success. I had a business background. A successful business 
does not have to be corrupt. It is the same as a church. A 
successful business means a person has understood the mar-
ket, and that is a big part in ministry: understanding where 
people are. So, I look a lot to the secular world.” Did you 
catch that? It is all about marketing and promotion. It is all 
about “success”. He does not look to the New Testament as 
his pattern but the world. He feeds at the trough of religious 
liberalism and worships at the altar of worldly success.

On one page of the magazine in small print were these 
Quick Facts concerning Crossroads Church: “Founded: 
1892 by a small group who wanted a non-denominational 
church. Original Name: Church of Christ.” It struck me that 
this church was probably a child of apostasy. Long ago they 
had left the spiritual safety of  New Testament authority 
(Col. 3:17) for the unknown waters of rebellion and whim. 
I do not care how much fancy technology they have or how 
“caring” their staff is or how lofty their goals are. They are 
in a tragic spiritual state. “I know thy works, that thou 
hast a name that thou livest, and art dead” (Jesus Christ 
to the angel of the church at Sardis – Rev. 3:1).

The church that Jesus built does not reside in starched 
white clergy collars, theatrics, multi-media presentations 
and entertainment but in the submissive hearts of those who 
have been bought by the blood of the Lamb (Acts 20:28). 
She does not proclaim a watered-down gospel woven from 
a community poll. Rather her gospel is acknowledgment of 
the bloody cross and  submission to the watery grave of bap-

tism. She does not flinch at warning of the eternal horrors 
of Hell, “where the worm dieth not, and the fire is not 
quenched” (Mark 9:48). She gladly preaches of the won-
ders of Heaven, “an house not made with hands, eternal 
in the heavens” (II Cor. 5:1) and the “difficult” way to it 
(NKJV – Matt. 7:14).

The church that Jesus built strives to “go back to the 
Bible” for its authority (Col. 3:17), not their religious neigh-
bors across town or the latest fad. Using the two thousand 
year old pattern of the New Testament the church of Christ 
worships God “in spirit and in truth” (John 4:24). By the 
world’s standards the lights are not dim enough, musical ac-
companiment is only by the human voice and Sunday wor-
ship centers around two simple emblems – an unleavened 
loaf and fruit of the vine. This is because the church of the 
New Testament does not worship to please a human audi-
ence but an august presence of one – Jehovah.

The church that Jesus built does not appeal to every-
one. It is rare to find attendance over a few hundred in any 
one of her scattered congregations. But her aim is to draw 
men to Christ with the Truth that can make them free (John 
8:31-32). When Jesus was on this earth, He ended his min-
istry with only a handful of followers huddled around His 
pierced, beaten body. By the world’s estimation, He was an 
utter failure and a crackpot. But the Father was well pleased 
with the Son and raised Him up to sit on David’s throne 
(Acts 2:32-36). He rules over a kingdom of priests “which 
shall never be destroyed” (Dan. 2:44). All that I want to be 
is a member of the church that Jesus built not a man made 
organization lifted up to the heavens with pride and rebel-
lion. Her Quick Facts are simple: “Founded – A.D. 30 in 
Jerusalem by Jesus Christ”.

—1520 East 52nd
 Odessa, TX. 79762

DISCUSSION GROUP
ContendingFTF, hosted at Yahoo.com. is a 
discussion group for members of the church 
of Christ only.  Biblical doctrine, & church 
issues are discussed; truth is defended & 
error refuted.

To Subscribe to ContendingFTF
send email to:

ContendingFTF-subscribe@yahoogroups.com

“FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND 
HATE ERROR.”
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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.

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.

-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. evangelists: Gary Grizzell and Steve Yeatts.

-Texas-
Denton area–Northpoint Church of Christ, 5101 E. University Dr. (Green-
belt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, Green-
belt 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; DJGoines@Valornet.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.  

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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WHAT THE CHURCH MUST DO TO BE SAVED 

Foy E. Wallace, Jr.

The Following Sermon was Preached in War Memorial Auditorium, Nashville, Tennessee in 1939 (68 years 
ago). The Meeting was Under the Auspices of Chapel Avenue Church of Christ . We Edited the Sermon for our 
Purposes in CFTF. In so Many Ways it is as up to Date as Today’s News. The Complete Sermon May be Found 
in Wallace’s Book, “The Gospel for Today,” 1967, Foy E. Wallace, Jr. Publications, pp. 291–305.—EDITOR   

 TEXT
For the hurt of the daughter of my people am 1 
hurt: I mourn; dismay hath taken hold on me. Is 
there no balm in Gilead? Is there no physician 
there? Why then is not the health of the daughter 
of my people recovered (Jer. 8:21-22, ASV)?

The prophet Jeremiah in these words pictures the con-
dition of Israel in a lurid light. Doubtless he was regarded 
a pessimist; soured on society; a disgruntled prophet. 
But the fact remains that the trouble was in Israel, not 
in the prophet. His burning words describe the people 
of God today. The church is sick. And the sad part is, 
as with Israel, without reason; because the Physician of 
Gilead and the healing remedy are available. “Why then 
is not the health of my people recovered?” Because 
they will not come to the physician and they will not 
take his remedy. 

I.  ELEMENTS OF STRENGTH AND 
WEAKNESS 

The health and strength of the church are to be 
found in the Truth and the defense of it; its infirmity and 
weakness are manifest in compromise. Of the mighty 
host of Old Testament valiants a New Testament writer 

remarked, “Out of weakness they were made strong.” 
Through the fewest and weakest of all nations on earth, 
God made Israel the strongest, and through them he 
championed the cause  of universal righteousness against 
empires of iniquity and defeated the most powerful 
nations of antiquity. Standing for the Truth, the church 
has nothing to fear. But when we compromise with error, 
we become of all people the most vulnerable. 

The history of Israel repeats itself in the church 
today. Observe what the strength of the church was a few 
generations ago and compare it with the present. Their 
plea was the Bible itself. Today we hear much of “what 
the church believes and teaches.” The church was brought 
to us in an undenominational, non-denominational, anti-
denominational spirit. The spirit of the early Gospel 
crusaders was antagonistic to denominationalism. The 
attitude toward error was consistent—all error looked 
exactly alike. Bishop Purcell’s Roman Catholicism 
looked to Alexander Campbell about like Robert Dale 
Owen’s socialistic atheism—he debated and defeated 
them both. But Nathan Rice’s denominationalism did 
not look any better; he debated and defeated it. Nor 
did error within the church receive more toleration, 
he squelched the menacing speculative movement of 
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Editorial...
“THE WAY OF THE WICKED IS AS 
DARKNESS: THEY KNOW NOT AT 

WHAT THEY STUMBLE”
 (Prov. 4:19).

Among other matters, in our editorial for February 
2007 we noted that Tom Holland was slated to speak on this 
year’s Tennessee Bible College Lectures and  also scheduled 
to speak at the 2007 Memphis School of Preaching Lectures. 
We  pointed out that by implication the action of Holland ap-
pearing on said lectureships placed each church, school, and 
the lectureship speakers in fellowship with each other. Since 
then Holland has removed himself from said lectures (Phil 
Sanders and Ancil Jenkins also removed themselves from 
the TBC Lecs. Roger Jackson refused the invitation to speak 
on said Lecs. Thus, we wonder if the regular writer for the 
Spiritual Sword and speaker on said Lecs., Hugh Fulford, 
will go ahead and speak on TBC’s Lecs.). As best we can 
determine brother Holland removed himself because one 
East TN preacher talked to a middle TN preacher, indicat-
ing that their cause regarding the support and fellowship of 
Dave Miller et al. would be hurt tremendously if Holland 
appeared on the TBC Lectures. Thus, it seems that some-
body needed to explain the facts of life to brother Holland. 
Did brother Holland remove himself because he was per-
suaded that the Scriptures do not authorize his appearence 
on the TBC Lectures, or because it is best for MSOP, GBN, 
AP, et al. in their support and fellowship of Dave Miller for 
Holland not to speak on said lectures? 

No doubt the powers that be at MSOP, GBN, et al. 
breathed a collective sigh of relief when Holland, along with 
the other previously mentioned men, removed himself from 
the TBC lectures. Thereby they headed off being forced into 
spinning another convoluted and even more fantastic far 
fetched explanation than they have heretofore been forced 
to weave in their efforts to justify their own particular brand 
of “unity in diversity.” However, in view of what has come 
from these brethren in their lame efforts to justify their pre-
vious errors, it would have been interesting to say the least, 
to have heard what they and their supporters would have 
concocted in an effort to provide a “Scriptural explanation” 
for Holland, TBC, Deaver, MSOP, et al., to appear “arm in 
arm” with each other. 

Do they not realize that their urging brother Holland to 
remove himself from the TBC Lectures proves they do un-
derstand implication and they can identfy what is implied—
at least what is implied if Holland spoke with Mac Deaver, 
Malcolm Hill, et al. on TBC’s lectures, with him also speak-
ing on MSOP’s lectures? But when it comes to their support 
of Dave Miller, these same men ignore the implications of 
their actions—their own violation of 2 John 8-11. However, 
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if Holland’s speaking on TBC and MSOP’s lectures implied 
his fellowship with Deaver, TBC, and MSOP (and it would 
and certain ones realized it), then it is also true that when 
MSOP, et al. appear on a lectureship (Spiritual Sword Lec-
tures and others) with Dave Miller, they are implying their 
support of Miller. They are either (1) in agreement with 
Miller or (2) they do not consider his erroneous doctrines a 
problem, or (3) his appearance at liberal churches to present 
his apologetics sermons without exposing and refuting the 
errors of said churches, are of no consequence to them at 
all.  MSOP, GBN, et al. see what they desire to see and are 
blind to that which does not agree with their spiritual diges-
tive system. Thus, once again these spiritually lame brethren 
prove they are “double minded” and “unstable”  (James 
1:8). 

COLOSSIANS 3:9 AND JAMES 3:14
On Tuesday, July 26, 2005, in response to an email to 

him from Kent Bailey on the same day, brother Tommy Hicks 
responded in kind to Bailey. The entire email exchange be-
tween Bailey and Hicks is found in the Oct. 2005 issue of 
CFTF.  

 In part Hicks wrote:
Thank you for your e-mail message and for your con-
cerns relative to The Gospel Journal. Please allow me to 
refer you to brother Curtis Cates, President of the Gospel 
Journal Board. If you will contact him, I am sure he will 
openly discuss with you the matters you have raised.
Neither Dub nor David was “fired.” Furthermore, neither 
was asked to resign.” By their own volition, both did re-
sign. I cannot speak as to how Dub and David perceived 
their situation relative to TGJ Board, but if anyone says, 
“They saw the handwriting on the wall and resigned,” I 
can assure you that TGJ Board had done no “writing on 
the wall.” No vote was ever taken, therefore, no decision 
was ever made, by TGJ Board to “fire” them or to ask 
them for their resignations. 
Kent, no TGJ Board member, let alone TGJ Board as a 
whole, has “jumped on board a band wagon in support 
of a work that has a false teacher as its director.” Anyone 
who says we have is either misinformed or dishonest. If 
someone says, “Well, it looks like ...,” I would remind 
them of John 7:24. Specifically, regarding the false doc-
trines in which Dave Miller involved himself (i.e., elders 
“re-evaluation” doctrine and the marriage/divorce “in-
tent” doctrine a la Everett Chambers), we stand with you 
and every other sound brother—in opposition to them. 
Right now, we, like a whole lot of other brethren (and, I 
would think you included), are taking a “wait and see” 
stance regarding Apologetics Press.

Dub and I have been friends since 1971. Having 
known him for 34 years I do not exaggerate when I tell 
you that I would trust him with my life. In matters of 
judgment, Dub and I do not always share the same opin-
ions. But, in matters of faith we speak the same things 
and are of the same mind, and the same judgment. Dub 

has never taught or done anything of which I am aware 
that would cause me or any other TGJ Board member 
to question for a moment being in fellowship with him. 
In fact, each TGJ Board member has individually con-
veyed this to Dub and to David. Kent, there are abso-
lutely no fellowship issues involved. 
Be assured, TGJ has nothing to hide and is seeking to be 
only what it was established to be.

Hicks comments were ridiculously inaccurate at the 
time he wrote them, but with TGJ Board and their friends’ 
unChristian conduct regarding Dave Miller’s and Stan 
Crowley’s errors, et al., over the intervening 21 months, 
said comments, along with he who articulated them, have 
been proven to be absurd, ludicrous to the nth degree, and 
palpably false. It is no wonder that brother Curtis Cates said 
to the rest of the TGJ Board regarding the need for solidarity 
among and between said board members over the matter of 
McClish’s and Watson’s forced resignations from TGJ: “We 
must all hang together or we’ll hang separately.” How sad 
it is said board’s part that there is no evidence of a contrite 
heart, a pricked conscience, or shame for the sins that they 
have committed.

CORRECTION
In our February 2007 editorial we stated that brother 

Neal Pollard, the preacher for the Bear Valley Church of 
Christ, Denver, Colorado, was a graduate of MSOP. We 
were wrong. He is a graduate of Faulkner University.

—David P. Brown, EDITOR



HOW MUCH DO YOU LOVE GOD, HIS TRUTH, AND 
MY SOUL?

  If you are my friend, if you are concerned about my soul, 
give me the Truth. Do not flatter me. Do not praise my vir-
tues while remaining silent about my vices. Do not fear the 
Truth will offend me. Do not treasure our friendship, our 
friendly relations, above my salvation.

Do not think by ignoring my sins, you can help me. Do 
not think that being blind to my sins will prove you chari-
table. However I may react to it, whatever may be my at-
titude toward you after you have done it, GIVE ME THE 
TRUTH. For the Truth, and only the Truth, can make me 
free from the shackles of sin, strengthen me in the pathway 
of righteousness, and lead me to heaven’s joy.

If I am wavering, weak, lukewarm, indifferent, neglect-
ful, rebellious, hypocritical; if I have been overtaken in a 
trespass; if I have been drawn into the pleasure of the world; 
if I have left my first love; if I have been led astray by error; 
or if I have done none of these, but simply need to grow in 
knowledge and be edified, GIVE ME THE TRUTH!

—Author Unknown

“If you tell the truth you don’t have to remem-
ber any thing.” ̶Mark Twain
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Jesse B. Ferguson—in the church.1 The strength of the 
church has ever been in the maintenance of distinctive, 
New Testament principles. It loses its strength and is 
reduced to utter weakness when it loses sight of these 
things, raises the white flag to the foe and and signs a 
truce with error.  

II. THE PRINCIPLE OF 
PECULIARITY 

Israel was a peculiar people—a separate people. They 
had a separate origin. God called Abraham out of Ur of 
the Chaldees that he might raise up a separate family. Get 
thee out, God said. Later when the posterity of Abraham 
settled in the land of Egypt God demanded that Pharoah 
should let the people go “that they may worship me.” 
He required of Israel a separate nation. Today God 
demands a separate church— “be ye separate, saith the 
Lord.” A separate family in Abraham; a separate nation 
in Israel; a separate church in Christ. 

(1) The Church Must Be Kept Separate.
We must keep the church separate in speech. 

The nomenclature of the denominations can have no 
place among Christians—such as “our church,” “our 
pastor,” “Doctor Blank, LL.D.,” “our institutions,” “our 
organizations,” “our Young People,” and “Lord, may 
Brother Eloquent ‘bring us a message’,” ad infinitum’s 
string of borrowed sectarian Ashdodic language, which 
is fast becoming the common vernacular of professed 
Christians.

We must keep the church separate in doctrine. It is not 
a matter of what “the church believes and teaches”—it is 
wholly and solely a question of what the Bible teaches, 
the all and only divine creed. There is a crying need for 
Bible preaching today, instead of “canned sermons” 
filched from sectarian sources. 

We must keep the church separate in worship. 
Unscriptural innovations are sinful and invalidate the 
worship. If it is wrong to use instrumental music in 
worship, it is wrong to worship where it is used. In 
fact, in so doing, the effort would be in vain—“in vain 
do they worship me, teaching as their doctrine the 
commandments of men.” 

Between Christians and innovators there is no 
basis of fellowship, nor even negotiation. Nehemiah 
refused Sanballat’s unity-meeting proposal which he 
wanted to hold on the plains of Ono. He wanted to 
stop Nehemiah’s work. Digressives today are modern 
Samaritan Sanballats—that is all. They would love to 
lure us to let the sound of the hammer cease and come 
to the plains of Ono ... and talk unity. ... The affiliation 
itself is wrong, the negotiations are wrong; it can only 
weaken the church and serve to dim the lines which 
should be the tauter drawn. All the advantages in such 
meetings, even if some loyal preacher “tears the rag 
off the bush,” are gained by the digressives—and they 
know it. We have neither time nor place for pseudo-
unity conferences.

(2) The Church Must be Kept Evangelistic. 
There has been over-emphasis on missions and 

missionaries and an under-emphasis on New Testament 
evangelistic work. Let a gospel preacher announce this 
week that he sails to Japan, China or Timbuctoo, and 
he is no longer a preacher—all at once he has become 
a missionary! The apostles did not establish missions 
they preached the gospel; people obeyed it, and in doing 
so became Christians, and that is the church. “Once a 
mission always a mission.” 

Scripturally speaking, the “missionary” abroad 
is an evangelist of the Gospel so why not call them 
foreign evangelists, and send the word “missionary” 
back to the Catholics, from whence it was borrowed. 
It is significant that the word missionary is not in the, 
Bible, nor is there  a corresponding word in the Greek 
text. But one preacher said that the word missionary is 
derived from the same original textual word as the term 
apostle, and is therefore Scriptural. When he was asked 
if he would be willing to call the missionaries by the 
name apostle, he had not thought of that! The preachers 
of the Gospel in any country, clime or language are 
evangelists; so why not call them that—it is a Bible 
word, which may be the reason some would want to 
call them something else!
 (3) The Church Must Be Kept Militant. 

The spirit of pacificism (pa-cif-i-cism) is taking 
the fight out of the church. But the conflict between 
Truth and error is unending. Victory does not come 
by truce. God’s terms are unconditional surrender. A 
questionnaire and survey, to determine what kind of 
writing and preaching a “brotherhood” wants, bear on 
the face of them a total lack of knowledge of the spirit 
and genius of the Gospel, or else a gross disregard for it 
on the part of the promoters. To receive such a thing is 
an insult to a Gospel preacher; and its circulation in the 
name of Gospel preaching and writing is a travesty on 
the spirit of Christ, Peter and John, Stephen and Paul. 

The church grew when the fight was waged and the 
battles raged. When the let-up came in the fight, the let-
down came in the church. It is said that the denominations 
do not fight any more. That is because the church has 
quit fighting and they have nothing to fight. If Gospel 
preachers will fight now as Gospel preachers fought 
then, the denominations will fight now as they fought 
then, and Truth will triumph now as it triumphed then. 
Shall we yield to line of least resistance, or shall we 
challenge error in its strongholds and citadels? 

III. SOME IMMEDIATE DANGERS 
In summing up the immediate dangers around 

the church, we should name the following things: 
(1) The Marked Tendency Toward 
Institutionalism.

Today any man or group of men can start any 
institution they please to start, put it in a benevolent 
basket, label it “Your Baby,” and place it on the 

(Continued from page 1)
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doorstep of the church with the appeal “Please, take 
care of it”! That is taxation without representation. 
Again, I say, the delegate system of the digressive 
is better than that, for in that case there would be a 
voice in what is started. 

The church is about to become the unwitting 
and unwilling victim of institutionalism, and 
institutionalism is about to become a racket. Am I 
against taking care of orphans? I am not. And I am 
not opposed to orphanages nor homes for the aged. 
But I am against an institutional racket. It is the duty 
of the church to care for their dependents—and they 
should provide the means of doing so under their 
own supervision. In so doing the church may use 
the facilities of such institutions, but it is not within 
the function of the church to operate an institution 
of any kind. Institutions should be privately owned, 
endowed and operated. The churches may use 
them in the care of the sick and infirm, orphan and 
aged, according to circumstances of judgment and 
expediency. 

If individuals wish to operate hospitals, inns, 
homes or schools, it is their right to do so, but the 
church cannot operate institutions. If the church can 
do its benevolent work through a board of directors, 
why not its missionary work through a board of 
directors? If one is a society, why not the other? There 
is therefore no such thing as “our institutions” if by 
“our” you mean the church. * 

* (Note: The foregoing statement was made 
in this special address in NashviIle, Tennessee, 
in 1939, and has been used in recent years in an 
attempt to connect me with the current defection 
from the church known as the anti-orphan home 
faction. But no one in Nashville or anywhere else 
thought of my statements in any such connection 
at the time they were made. Being made in 
connection with the comparison to the Missionary 
Society the application clearly is to a Board Of 
Benevolence such as operated by the Christian 
Church along with its Board Of Missions, or the 
Missionary Society. The congregations of the 
Christian Church contribute charity funds to its 
Board Of Benevolence which receives and controls 
all such funds merged into their organization, and 
according to their own policy, determination and 
decision they apportion the funds to the various 
eleemosynary institutions whether charitable 
and benevolent or educationaL This Board Of 
Benevolence is, of course, parallel in its operation 
with the Missionary Society into which the 
churches contribute their funds to be apportioned 
by the Society to the various mission fields at 
their own determination and decision. There is 
no such general practice, nor any thing akin to 
it among the churches of Christ. An orphanage 
is not parallel with the Missionary Society, proof 
of which can be cited from the anti-orphan home 
factionists themselves, who aver that an individual 
may contribute to an orphan home but they will 

not admit that the individual may contribute to 
a Missionary Society—so they are not therefore 
parallel by their own admission, which cancels 
their own parallelism. Any honest man among 
these factionists knows that these statements of 
this lecture of twenty-five years ago were not 
intended to condemn orphan homes, and no one 
so understood it at that time. The present faction 
did not exist at that time, but their predecessors 
known as the “Sommerites” were rampant, and 
in the same period of time these lectures were 
being delivered I was also joining my efforts with 
others of that time in opposing and exposing the 
anti-orphan home and anti-college movement 
of the Sommers and I disclaim and disavow any 
connection whatsoever with their successors, the 
current anti-orphan home agitation movement.—
F.E.W. Jr.) 

Institutionalism was the tap-root of digression 
through colleges and missionary societies and is 
always a potential danger. It has always been the 
fatal blow to congregational independence. We 
come to love the institutions more than the church. 
Schools, for instance—and this is the test: Criticize 
the church, and it brings no rise from these devotees 
of certain institutions; but criticize their school and it 
stirs resentment. The college is not the church nor can 
the church own and operate it. It is private and secular 
and belongs to the man or group of men who organized 
and chartered it. It is an adjunct of the home, not of the 
church; auxiliary to the family, not to the congregation; 
parents and interested people, not churches, should 
sponsor and support them. 

Recently in a popular American magazine, the pub-
lisher, said: “Because of my frank and sympathetic criti-
cism of labor, publications devoted to union interests 
have declared I am an enemy of unions. This statement 
is false, absolutely! But I believe in Americanism to 
the nth degree. That means, if a worker wants to join 
a union he should have that right; but if he desires to 
depend on his own efforts and does not want to join a 
union, he should have that privilege.” 

With equal force the words of this publisher can 
be applied to the present criticisms. Because we have 
criticized the course and conduct in the teaching and the 
practices of certain schools, we are branded as an enemy 
of the schools. With the same vehemence of Liberty’s 
publisher we say: “This statement is false, absolutely”! 
We merely insist that the schools stay in their place, 
keep their hands off the church, cease trying to control 
preachers and form dominating influences in churches. 
The church must be kept independent and free.
...
(3) Still Another Danger in the Church Now is the 
Pseudo-Unity Movement. 

On the very threshold of unconditional surrender, 
after hard-fought battles over the innovations, we now 
face the effort on the part of some to sell the church down 
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the river by a truce with digression. The digressives have 
lost in the battle. They now seek victory in strategy and 
negotiation. But the victory Truth has won in debate 
should now be sealed in the unconditional, surrender of 
their innovations and errors and a complete right-about-
face which will bring them back to the New Testament 
in all things. That would be unity in accomplishment. It 
would be automatic. New Testament unity comes not by 
resolutions, conferences, mutual admiration meetings, 
handshakings and backslapping. It exists in the church 
now which is loyal to Christ, and those who left unity 
can return and find it here—where they left it. There 
is no basis for compromise. “They went out from us 
because they were not of us; for if they had been of 
us they would have continued with us: but they went 
out, that they night be made manifest that they all 
are not of us” (1 John 2:19).

 (4) The Steady Inflow of Worldliness 
Constitutes Another Ever-Present Danger 
to the Church. 

  We are living in an intensely secular age. There 
is an all-absorbing pursuit after ‘the’ things of the world. 
The pulpit and the press are all but subsidized by the 
secular spirit. Newspapers reek with crime; churches 
seethe with worldliness. The masses in the church and 
out of it are going to hell on, the pleasure route. There 
are no danger signals anywhere to check the, crazed 
victims of fun and frolic in their frenzied rush to the 
resorts of sin. Neon signs flicker “welcome” at places 
where red lanterns should swing “danger here—keep 
out.” The public mixed swimming resort is the nursery 
of promiscuous conduct. The salacious movie is 
the doorway through which the slime and slush of 
Hollywood gains entrance to our parlors. The dance is 
the preparatory school of prostitution. Liquor drinking 
and cigarette-smoking are first steps in the course which 
blunts the moral and spiritual sense of boys and girls. 
The woman or girl with a cigarette in one hand and 
a liquor glass in the other loses dignity in the eyes of 
people of sobriety. The church where all these things are 
prevalent among prominent members,  ceases to be a 
spiritual power in any community. Preachers who refrain 
from the mention of these evils have either yielded to the 
line of last resistance or have been influenced by public 
sentiment or else popular practice has blunted their own 
spiritual perceptions. Thus merrily we roll along.

IV. THE REMEDY 
Then what is the remedy for these immediate 

dangers? We believe the presence of these ills in the 
church are alarming and a scriptural correction of, them 
the only thing that will save the church, or at least salvage 
a remnant from a new tidal wave of digression.
(1) The Rejection of False Teachers Is Necessary.

Paul said: “The factious man after the first and 
second admonition reject.” (Titus 3 :10). ... Paul said, 

Reject them. John said, Let them go out.
 ...
(3) The Repudiation of Soft-Pedal Journalism is
 Another Necessity.

Naming the men who teach error and practice deception 
in religion, even in the church, “can be done in a courteous 
and Christian manner”—but it should be done. 

To talk and write of courageous, dignified, courteous 
methods of religious journalism is to deal only in broad gen-
eralities. For some of our old landmarks as Gospel papers to 
recede from former drastic policies and retreat behind the 
verbiage of carefully worded resolutions of editorial com-
mittees to restrain the power of pens, is a keen disappoint-
ment to many of us who have looked to these papers to take 
the lead in a major fight, without generalities, getting per-
sonal when necessary, in relentless offensives against false 
movements and the men who promote them. 

Whether some “temptation or scheme of intimidation” 
has “seduced” and “provoked” the editors and publishers to 
modify policies we cannot say, but it is obvious that some-
thing has caused them to seek retrenchment. Our only point 
here is that it is no time to be saying pretty platitudes and 
dealing in generalities. We are in a fight for the Truth and 
the cannon-fire cannot cease until the enemies of the church 
stack arms. 

Calling names of false teachers and their aides and sym-
pathizers is neither undignified nor discourteous, because 
Paul did it—and he was courteous, dignified, and educated. 
He said: “Demas forsook me having loved this present 
world.” It was hard on Demas for Paul to say that publicly. 
He should have taken that up with Demas privately! Again, 
he said that Hymenaeus and Phyletus had shipwrecked their 
faith and were overthrowing the faith of others by their the-
ory of the resurrection and he wrote it down in the New 
Testament (a rather dignified book) that he had turned those 
brethren of his over to Satan. He clashed with Barnabas upon 
one occasion and withstood Peter to his face and rebuked 
him publicly. Neither incident ruined the church, nor marred 
the dignity of the New Testament. He further said that Alex-
ander the coppersmith did him much evil and declared that 
the Lord would reward him for what he did. Paul did not 
seem to covet the kind of a reward he intimated Alexander 
would get. He told a perverter of the Truth one time that he 
was full of guile and villainy, called him a son the devil, and 
asked him if he ever intended to quit perverting the way of 
the Lord. When a paper develops better manners than the 
New Testament and a preacher becomes more dignified than 
the apostles, neither is worth anything to the defense of the 
Truth nor to the cause of Christ.
(4) The Renouncement of Compromise in Preaching 
and Practice. 

A mere innovation in teaching and practice is seldom the 
real trouble. Rather it is the symptom of the trouble. Back 
of the instrumental music innovation was the change in at-
titude toward the authority of the New Testament in matters 
of worship, the majority rule and political views of church 
government, guided by a dominant spirit of worldliness in 
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the church. 
There has been a softening of the brain, and also of 

the spine, of  preachers, elders, and teachers in the church. 
There has been a let-up in that type of study sermons of the 
positive, and negative character of earlier days. Today our 
“ministers” are joining the “Ministerial Alliance,” and have 
been the President and Secretary-Treasurer of these pastor 
organizations in various towns and cities. These organiza-
tions not infrequently give banquets in honor of one of our 
resigning and departing ministers. It simply stands to reason 
that when a Gospel preacher does his duty in a community 
the ministers of sectarianism will not give a banquet in his 
honor. They would, on the contrary, hold a jubilee over his 
departure. That is one of the pronounced evidences of the 
doctrinal weakness developing among churches and preach-
ers. 

Then there is the growing practice of giving recogni-
tion to sectarian preachers and calling on them for prayer 
in our meetings. It shows definitely that a general doctrinal 
weakness is back of certain issues which are seized upon, 
like instrumental music, premillennialism, and other hobby 
horses they always ride out on. 

I have yet to find the first premillennialist or premillen-
nial sympathizer who is not weak on doctrine, the funda-
mentals of the gospel, the first principles. They have the sec-
tarian sympathy and complex. Therein is the trouble. When 
they get into the schools, it is bad. But when they take lead-
ership in the churches, it will be too bad.
(5) The Rejuvenation of the Spiritual Life of the 
Church Must Be Had. 

To be saved, the church must retrieve its spiritual life. 
New Testament discipline must be enforced. We must wage 
war on worldiness as well as on error. In short, the complete 
return to the New Testament standard in our attitude toward 
error, in maintaining the peculiar features of the church of 
Christ, and in the rejuvenation of its spiritual life, is the only 
hope of salvation for the church in our secular and sectarian 
society. We must wage war on everything inimical to the es-
sence of the gospel of Christ. 

V. THE BENEDICTION 
Psalms 133 is a song of unity. “Behold, how good 

and how pleasant it is for brethren to dwell together in 
unity!” There is nothing more stifling and stultifying to the 
emotions of the soul than strife and division. There is noth-
ing more soothing and benefactious to the spirit than peace 
and unity. 

Unity among brethren is like “the precious ointment 
upon the head,” in the psalmist’s refrain. The Easterns 
perfumed with fragrant oil. Unity perfumes the church and 
sweetens the atmosphere like the precious oil “that ran 
down upon the beard, even Aaron’s beard: that went 
down to the skirts of his garments.” 

Unity among brethren is like “the dew of Hermon, and 
as the dew that descended upon the mountains of Zion.” 
Lofty Hermon was far to the north, yet its fragrant dews de-
scended upon the lesser hills of Zion, spreading over hillside 

and vale. So unity, as an emblem of grace and benediction, 
will make the church a center of fragrance and a fount of 
blessing. 

The book of Psalms has been appropriately called “the 
hymn book of the Bible.” There are more than twenty-five 
hundred verses in its one hundred and fifty chapters, and 
doubtless that many songs have been composed from them 
through the centuries and millenniums since their sentiments 
swelled the bosom of Israel’s sweet singer. 

Many of these verses were chanted in the worship of 
early Christians, and they will be sung in every generation 
wherever people are found worshipping God until we learn 
the “new song” in heaven, “when all the redeemed singers 
get home.” 

To rob our modern productions of the sentiments and 
psalms of David would be, indeed, to impoverish our wor-
ship of praise. 

Exhorting the brethren to “keep the unity of the Spirit 
in the bond of peace,” Paul outlines, in Ephesians 4:4-6, 
the basis of unity. “There is one body, and one Spirit, even 
as ye are called in one hope of your calling: one Lord, 
one faith, one baptism, one God and Father of all, who 
is above all, and through all, and in you all.” The “unity 
of the Spirit” is the unity the Spirit teaches, or that results 
when the Spirit’s Word is obeyed. 

There is one God—unity in worship. A divided worship 
cannot be rendered “in spirit and in truth.” Wherever and 
whenever rendered, true worship must have the two ele-
ments—the right spirit and the right act; for God is one and 
“seeketh such to be his worshippers.” 

There is one Lord—unity in authority. Human authority 
in religion is wrong. Christ is Lord, and his Word only is 
authority. 

There is one faith—unity in message. The Spirit, which 
guides “into all truth,” does not impart conflicting messag-
es. The Gospel promotes unity; and where there is division, 
something else has been preached. 

There is one baptism—unity in practice. Modes of bap-
tism! As well talk about shades of white. There is no such 
thing. 

There is one body—unity in organization. The church 
is one body. It is impossible to have “spiritual unity” and 
“organic” division. Unity is both spiritual and organic. 

There is one spirit and one hope—oneness in mind, uni-
ty in life, in desire and expectation. 

Thus Paul outlines the only basis of unity. Let the world 
cease their efforts toward amalgamations, federations, alli-
ances, and unions, and adopt the divine standard and basis 
of unity—oneness in Christ. 

 —Deceased
THIS ENDNOTE BY THE EDITOR.

1 Like a meteor which flashes across the horizon, mak-
ing a trail of glorious light behind it, and then suddenly 
disappearing and leaving nothing but darkness in its wake, 
so Jesse B. Ferguson came above the horizon and shone as 
a great pulpit orator in the church of Christ at Nashville, 
Tenn., and then as suddenly disappeared and dropped into 
obscurity. Perhaps no preacher of the gospel ever stood so 
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high in the estimation of the people and received the plau-
dits of the populace and then dropped so low as did this 
man. ...

In 1842 the church at Nashville, Tenn., which num-
bered about five hundred members, was growing rapidly. 
Alexander Campbell had frequently visited the church and 
had greatly strengthened it. Dr. Wharton was serving as 
elder and also preacher of the church at that time. Philip 
S. Fall had labored with the church until he had built up a 
very strong congregation. In May, 1842, Jesse B. Ferguson 
was invited to hold a series of meetings. He had become 
quite prominent in Kentucky at that time. He came and 
preached for two weeks. He captivated his audiences, and 
his fame soon spread throughout the city and surround-
ing country. His audiences increased in number until the 
church house was filled to overflowing. He had many addi-
tions to the church during this meeting. At the close of the 
meeting he was invited to come and work with the church 
in Nashville. He was greatly flattered by the invitation, but 
did not accept it. Again, in 1844, by invitation, he visited 
the church and held another meeting, which was even a 
greater success than his former meeting. From the time 
that he closed the meeting in 1844 until February 24, 1846, 
he was constantly implored by letters to come and take up 
work with the church in Nashville.

He left his family in Southern Kentucky and came to 
Nashville in February, 1846, and remained with the church 
one year. At the close of the year he was waited upon by 
a committee of the church with a unanimous request that 
he accept the work for another year. He took a month’s 
vacation and brought his family, in March, 1847, to live 
in Nashville and work with the church. For five years he 
preached for the church and enjoyed almost unexampled 
success. The church continued to increase in number and 
popularity in the city until it was necessary to erect a larger 
house. The church of Christ in Nashville, with Jesse B. 
Ferguson as its preacher, enjoyed a greater prominence and 
popularity than any of the denominational churches. During 
this time Brother Ferguson was looked upon as the greatest 
pulpit orator that ever visited Nashville, and he enjoyed 
the fame of being the greatest and most eloquent pulpit 
orator in the South. He was popular with all the churches 
of Christ in Tennessee and the South. He is described as a 
man of fine personal appearance, a very fluent writer, and 
a very fascinating and eloquent speaker. ...

During the era of his popularity he was made a mem-
ber of the Board of Trustees of Franklin College. His name 
appears on the list of the members of the board of Franklin 
College for 1848. No man had more honors thrust upon 
him by the brotherhood in Nashville and in Tennessee than 
did Brother Ferguson. He was the preacher for the larg-
est congregation in the State; the most popular preacher in 
Nashville; a member of the board of trustees for Franklin 
College, which was presided over by Tolbert Fanning, who 
was a prince among educators in the brotherhood at that 
time; and the editor in chief of the Christian Magazine. 
Brother Ferguson had the qualities of a successful politi-
cian. He flattered all and was flattered by all. For several 
months he enjoyed the honor and distinction of being the 
youngest preacher in the city and the most famous one. 

In April, 1852, in giving an exposition of 1 Pet. 
3:19, he expressed the sentiment that all “whose place 
of birth and external circumstances prevented the 
hearing of the gospel in life would not be condemned 
without hearing it.” This was published in the Chris-
tian Magazine, in the April issue. Alexander Campbell 
took issue with this exposition. Brother Ferguson be-
came irritated and highly incensed that any one should 
contradict anything that he should write or preach. He 
began at once to defend his position vigorously, and fi-
nally took the position that 1 Pet. 3:19 taught that peo-
ple would have a second chance after death to obey the 
gospel. Alexander Campbell exposed his theory, and 
finally Brother Ferguson went into Universalism and 
spiritualism. He was so popular that he carried a very 
large percentage of the church in Nashville with him. 
Many other churches in Tennessee were affected by 
his teaching. Alexander Campbell continued to expose 
him, and he continued to flounder and drift until he 
left the tenets of the faith and blasphemed the church 
of our Lord. One says of him that he “rose to such a 
height in the estimation of his hearers, and especially 
his own, that his head became giddy, and, being no 
longer able to preserve his religious equilibrium, he 
was precipitated doctrinally into the region of departed 
spirits, where he immediately attempted to immortal-
ize himself by new discoveries.” The church in Nash-
ville was completely destroyed by his influence.

There were a few brethren in the church who con-
tinued to hold to the faith of the gospel. They were 
driven from the church house and were not permitted 
to worship in the house. Suit was instituted by these 
brethren to claim the house. The matter went into court 
and was finally decided in favor of the few brethren 
who had remained loyal to the New Testament teach-
ing. A day or two after the suit was decided, April 8, 
1857, the church house was burned. The fire was dis-
covered about six o’clock that morning. Many thought 
that it was set on fire by some of Jesse B. Ferguson’s 
admirers. Mr. Ferguson continued for a while in Nash-
ville, but began to lose his influence. He published a 
book on “Spirit Communion,” in which he gives a re-
cord of some supposed communication which he had 
had with the “spirit spheres.” Later he went to Missis-
sippi, and thence to New Orleans, preaching the doc-
trine of spiritualism and then Universalism. He contin-
ued to lose his influence and finally quit preaching. He 
dropped out of public notice and died in obscurity. ...

Brother D. Lipscomb wrote of him in the Gospel 
Advocate, September 22, 1870:

 It may be a matter of sad interest to our readers to 
know the fate of this once honored but erratic man. He 
was the most popular preacher in the Southern coun-
try at one time. He was almost worshiped by his ad-
mirers in this city, where he ministered as preacher of 
the church of Christ. He had not that humility of soul 
and strength of character to stand flattery and adulation 
heaped upon him. He apostatized from the faith and 
adopted latitudinarian views in his faith and with refer-
ence to morality. He attempted to build up a congrega-
tion of adherents on his loose views. He failed, turned 
politician, veered to different points of the compass as 
the popular winds seemed to blow. He lost respect of 
all parties here. Once no citizen of Nashville but felt it 
an honor to be recognized by him. In later years he was 
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scarcely recognized by his former acquaintances even 
of the world when met on the streets. The contrast was 
too painful to be borne by one so ambitious of popular 
applause as he. So, although his family resided in the 
vicinity, of late years he was seldom upon the streets of 
Nashville. He died on Saturday, September 3, 1870. On 
Lord’s day he was buried at Mount Olivet Cemetery. 
The funeral services were performed by Dr. Baird, of 
the Cumberland Presbyterian Church.

His death attracted scarcely a passing notice from 
the daily press and hardly a remark on the streets of 
Nashville of one who at one time was the most honored 
and esteemed pulpit orator. His life and death should 
teach a sad lesson to popular preachers and those who 
depart from the word of God to gain the plaudits of the 
world (Biographical Sketches Of Gospel Preachers, H. 
Leo Boles, c. 1939, pp. 186-191)

EDITORIAL NOTE
[We have taken occasion by Wallace’s mentioning of 

Ferguson’s error in the church, the error’s exposure, refu-
tation, and his being marked, to remind the brethren of at 
least three things: (1) because a man was once sound and 
exceedingly popular for his soundness in the faith does 
not guarantee he always will be, (2) the importance of re-
membering and applying Paul’s admonition found in the 
following Scriptures to our own lives— “Wherefore let 
him that thinketh he standeth take heed lest he fall” 
and “Examine yourselves, whether ye be in the faith; 
prove your own selves. ...” (1 Cor. 10:12; 2 Cor. 13:5a), 
and (3) the need of exposing and rebuking men who are in 
error, no matter how Godly they have been in the past 
or whose friends they may be. —EDITOR]



GOSPEL ADVOCATE, JANUARY 17, 1929
Excerpt from an article by James A. Allen

The thing that lies like a dead weight upon the church-
es of Christ and that keeps them from making any mate-
rial progress is organized religion and institutionalism. We 
think of the New Testament church in the terms of a human 
denomination and want to model the work of the church 
after the institutions of denominationalism. They have no 
proper concept of the primitive church. They are zealous to 
“do” something, but what they want to do is to “organize” 
something in which the local congregation and the indi-
vidual are lost in the institution.

Jesus Christ, who was so poor that He had “no where 
to lay His head,” could not have had any weight on any of 
the Boards of the various Institutions that are depending 

upon the churches of Christ for support today. A man with 
no more money than the great apostle Peter, who said, “Sil-
ver and gold have I none,” would but be a laughing stock 
on any of the Boards of anything that has to have a Board.

—Deceased 

GOSPEL ADVOCATE, 1937
 H. Leo Boles, PAGE 170

No one has a right to organize any human institution, 
it matters not what may be the purpose or mission of that 
institution, and fasten it upon the church of Christ. No one 
has a right as a Christian to form a corporation, education-
al institution, orphan home, or any other human agency, 
and impose these upon the church for support.

 

Before reading brother Kent Bailey’s article to follow 
these remarks, please notice the previous two quotes from 
the Gospel Advocate by the late brethren James A. Allen and 
H. Leo Boles. They pertain to one of the points made in the 
previous article by the late brother Foy E. Wallace, Jr.  Spe-
cifically note Wallace’s definition of  institutionalism—what 
he meant and did not mean by said term. Especially notice 
what all three men wrote regarding institutionalism.

James A. Allen, H. Leo Boles, and Foy E. Wallace, Jr. 
were men who were noted for their Biblical knowledge, 
ability as preachers, writers, debators, and educators. As far 
back as the 1920’s these brethren had recognized a problem 
with “institutionalism” in the church, which problem had not 
one thing to do in any form or fashion with the errors that 
came to be and continue to be known as “antism.”  Brethren 
Allen and Boles were dead before the anti-orphan home and 
anti-cooperation brethren turned matters of an optional nature 
(expedients) into matters of obligation and thereby divided 
the Lord’s church in the 1950’s, which division continues to 

this day.    
As Wallace explained, when he used the word institution-

alism in his 1939 sermon, he was referring to the societies 
and such like that developed in the Lord’s church in the 19th 
century among those who in their departures from the divine 
pattern formed  the apostate Christian Church. This is that 
with which Allen and Boles were concerned when they made 
their previously quoted comments.   

The concern these brethren of yesteryear had about said 
topic continues to be a real concern today. In Bailey’s brief 
article to follow he focuses on that which Allen, Boles, and 
Wallace dealt in their sermons and comments of many years 
ago — intstitutionalism. However, as Bailey shows in the 
following article, today we are in far greater peril from in-
stitutionalism as defined previously than was faced by said 
three late brethren in their time.
Today there is far less respect for Bible authority and much 
more Biblical ignorance in the church than existed three 
quarters of a century ago. With the growth of secularism, 

WHILE MEN SLEPT AN ENEMY SOWED TARES 
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materialism, and their attendent evils, members of the church, 
yes, even and especially elders and preachers, are unwilling 
to be questioned about why they believe what they do. If a 
question is raised about a certain work, it is more than likely 
met with disdain, no answer, and a concerted effort to vil-
lify and silence the one(s) posing such pointed questions. 
With many, if one seeks to evaluate a cooperative work on 
the basis of God’s Word, that person is considered a crank, 
a malcontent, a sorehead, a factionist, and one who opposes 

The entire issue regarding the defense of Dave Miller is 
contingent on two factors: power and control. The real issue 
is not that of cooperation and working together. After more 
than fifty years of debates regarding the concept of church 
cooperation, many still do not understand the issues that are 
involved in the current controversy. 
1.  We do not oppose brethren either collectively or individu-
ally encouraging one another in a Scriptural work. 
2.  We do not seek to either discourage or destroy any work 
that is authorized by the New Testament. 
3.  We do not deny that one local church may financially as-
sist from its treasury another local church in accomplishing 
the work that God intended for it to do.

The problem that has brought about controversy among 
brethren who at one time stood together goes back to the de-
fense of a false teacher, namely Dave Miller; fueled by a desire 
by certain brethren to exert a control over local churches.  We 
see this demonstrated in the following points: 
1.  A determination to control whatever particular effort is 
worthy of financial support by local churches. 
2.  The centralization of such efforts. 
3.  The control of preachers going out to seek congregations 
with which to work. 
4.  Opposition to any preacher or any local church that will 
not fall into line and submit to the powers that be.

This centralized control of preachers and local churches 
will not be satisfied to ignore the opposition in working 
around them. The ultimate goal of this centralized effort is 
the total destruction of their opponents. The entire basis of 
this movement is a pseudo-fellowship view that brought us 
the Unity in Diversity Movement.

A CASE IN POINT
MSOP continuously demonstrates that the purpose for 

their very existence is that of power and control.  While the 
concept of a local church training men to preach the Gospel 
is certainly within the purview of the Scriptures, and while 
it is indeed according to the New Testament pattern for other 
local New Testament churches to give financial assistance to 
such an effort, it seems to me that a great many brethren have 
gone beyond the concept of local church cooperation and have 
accepted the unscriptural concept of church centralization.

good works. Yes, today certain brethren are following men 
and their institutions. Church members are judging what is 
right and wrong on the basis of personal friendships and how 
the world determines the worth of anything. Thus, with the 
preceding remarks, we invite you to thoughtfully read the 
following material.      

 —EDITOR

A PROBLEM OF LONG–STANDING IN THE CHURCH
Kent Bailey

 Take a close look at what is referred to as BIG coopera-
tive projects. Again, the issue is not that of cooperation. The 
issue is that of centralization. There are many today who are 
not satisfied with the concept of the locally organized au-
tonomous, independent New Testament church. While these 
individuals profess to advocate such, it is not uncommon to 
find an individual or group of individuals starting a particular 
work, dress it up, and put it in a basket, label it “your baby,” 
place it on the door step of the local church and then argue, 
“You have the obligation to financially support it. If you do 
not support it you are not as faithful as you ought to be.” As 
the late brother Foy E. Wallace, Jr. used to state, “That is 
taxation without representation.”

 When specific works grow so large and powerful that 
they seek to control a group of preachers and local churches, 
they have outlived their usefulness. All of this humbugging 
by Curtis Cates, B. J. Clarke, and Keith Mosher at the 2006 
Sunny Slope, Kentucky Lecture’s Forum is just exactly that—
humbugging! And any individuals or group of individuals 
that will be motivated to line up with that group demonstrates 
that either they are too dishonest to look at the facts, or are 
so cowardly that they are afraid of what they will discover 
by a close examination.

 All of this Memphis, et al., humbuggery is designed to do 
nothing more than to intimidate and scare. It is amazing how 
certain persons will demonstrate their blatant dishonesty by 
purposely misapplying words. If Keith Mosher is as brave as 
he desires to appear (re. his conduct at Sunny Slope Lectures’ 
Open Forum), then let him stand up and respond to precisely 
worded questions in addition to demonstrating where Dave 
Miller has been misrepresented by me or others who stand 
with me. When brethren have their political clout threatened 
it is amazing how riled up they become. Those brethren at 
MSOP (GBN included) and elsewhere need to be very careful. 
When one considers the direction in which they are moving 
regarding unity-in-diversity, they may end up having a big 
book-burning down in Memphis, and then host a dinner 
honoring Mac Deaver at some future letureship.

—124 Executive Meadows
Lenoir City, TN 37771
KBailey385@aol.com
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MCCLISH TO GBN
On February 26, 2005, I regretfully wrote the following 

e-mail message to the office of GOSPEL BROADCASTING 
NETWORK concerning the ad they had ordered for the March 
issue of THE GOSPEL JOURNAL:
Dear brethren:

I regret that we will not be able to repeat the Gospel 
Broadcast Network ad in the March issue of THE GOSPEL 
JOURNAL. From the first issue of our paper (January 2000), 
our advertising policy has included the following statement: 
“The editors and publishers of THE GOSPEL JOURNAL are 
eager to advertise and publicize every endeavor that we deem 
to be in harmony with Truth and righteousness.” I have very 
recently received word that you are planning to use some 
brethren to provide content for the Network’s broadcasts 
whom THE GOSPEL JOURNAL cannot endorse through its 
pages, particularly brother Mack Lyon and one or more from 
the staff of Apologetics Press. If my information is incorrect 
concerning their participation in GBN, I will gladly stand 
corrected.

My purpose in writing is not to attempt to control or 
dictate your programming. Nor is that the purpose of my 
electing not to repeat the GBN ad. You brethren must decide 
whom/what you will use in your programming. I do fear that 
your use of the brethren I have mentioned above will prevent 
a number of brethren (me among them) from supporting your 
plans. Let me be clear: I do not know of any false doctrine 
taught by the brethren to whom I alluded above (except 
brother Dave Miller on the staff of Apologetics Press, who is 
the source of my problem with that organization). However, 
we teach by our behavior as well as by our tongues, and the 
aforementioned brethren are teaching the wrong message by 
associating with certain false teachers in such a way as to 
endorse them.
Yours for the one faith,
Dub McClish, Editor
THE GOSPEL JOURNAL

CATES–MCCLISH E-MAIL EXCHANGE 
RELATIVE TO GBN AD REFUSAL

Upon writing my e-mail message to the GBN office on 
February 26, 2005, informing them that I could not run their 
ad in THE GOSPEL JOURNAL, I sent a copy of the message 
to Curtis the same day. I also called him that day (2/26) and 
told him I had turned down their ad. He was in full agreement 
in our phone conversation, which agreement he indicated in 
his e-mail message on March 2 (see below). On the phone he 
told me of additional concerns he had with GBN, especially 

the Bank of Scotland life insurance program through which 
GBN hoped to reap considerable financial support. Curtis 
also told me he was not happy that Forest Hill was getting so 
deeply involved in GBN, and that he only hesitantly agreed 
to allow an evening presentation of the GBN plans during the 
upcoming MSOP Lectures, on the condition that Jim Dearman 
did not make an appeal for money.
From: THE GOSPEL JOURNAL <tgj@charter.net>
Date: Wed, 02 Mar 2005 10:37:04 -0500
To: <CCates3310@aol.com>
Subject: Re: GBN ad for TGJ
Curtis:
Thanks for the note and for the enjoyable phone visit Satur-
day. I have not heard one word of response from anyone at 
GBN. Nor has Mack Lyon responded.

Godspeed,
Dub

PS I called Sherry and talked with her about our TGJ din-
ner. She had already assumed we would have it and has 
told the caterers so. I like her!

on 3/2/05 10:30 AM, CCates3310@aol.com at 
CCates3310@aol.com wrote:

Dear brother Dub:
I think your letter is a good one.
Our prayers are with sister Lavonne.
I appreciate you!

Curtis

MCCLISH TO TGJ BOARD AND
 DAVE WATSON

On March 20, 2005 (after writing  Barry Gilreath, Sr., my 
lengthy letter on 3/17/05, explaining in detail my reasons for 
refusing the GBN ad), I sent an email message to all of the 
TGJ Board members and to Dave Watson, with the foregoing 
exchange between Gilreath and me pasted in the message 
and with my 3/17/05 letter to Gilreath attached. I did this 
so that all of them (not just Curtis, to whom I had already 
sent them) might see the basis of my turning down the GBN 
ad and that they might have all of the exchanges that took 
place on the subject. No Board member ever criticized me 
for refusing the GBN ad or for writing the March 17 letter 
to brother Gilreath.

GILREATH TO MCCLISH
Brother Barry Gilreath, Sr., addressed the following 

response to me by standard mail (I have keyed it in below, 
including His misspelling of my name). You will note that 

COMPLETE EXCHANGE  BETWEEN
 DUB MCCLISH  AND  BARRY GILREATH, SR.,

 EXECUTIVE DIRECTOR OF GBN
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he wrote on March 7, but mailed it to the TGJ  Business Of-
fice in Cibolo, TX. I did not receive the forward from there 
until March 16. I must say that the 13-page questionnaire he 
enclosed, containing 93 questions (many of them with 2 or 
more parts, thus, actually making well over 100 questions) is 
impressive, but nonetheless, incomplete. Brother Gilreath’s 
letter:

Dub McLish
C/o The Gospel Journal
P.O. Box 219
Cibolo, TX 78108-0219

March 7, 2005

Dear brother McLish:

Thank you for your input on potential speakers of GBN. I 
would appreciate your sending information on the specific 
problems you have with the two men you mentioned. We 
agree that the men used on the television network should be 
sound in the faith. The eldership at Highland wants to insure, 
to the best of our ability, that speakers for the network are 
faithful men. The enclosed questionnaire is required. We 
would like you to review these questions and give us any 
additional questions you would recommend. Let me thank 
you for the work you do in the kingdom and, especially, for 
The Gospel Journal.
Yours in Christ,
Barry Gilreath, Sr.
Elder and Executive Director, GBN
BGS.jrd

MCCLISH TO GILREATH, TO WHICH 
GILREATH NEVER RESPONDED
THE GOSPEL JOURNAL

Dub McClish, Editor
Editorial/Advertising Office

908 Imperial Drive • Denton, Texas 76209
Phone/Fax: 940.323.9797
E-mail: tgj@charter.net

Website: thegospeljournal.org
March 17, 2005

Mr. Barry Gilreath, Sr.
Gospel Broadcast Network
P.O. Box 23604
Chattanooga, TN 37422

Dear brother Gilreath:
Thank you for your recent letter. Since it was sent origi-

nally to our Business Office (300 miles from me) instead of to 
my Editorial/Advertising Office, I received it only yesterday. 
Let me say first that I appreciate the spirit in which you wrote. 
I was sincere in my expression of regret (in my e-mail message 
of 2/26) at not being able to repeat the GBN ad in the pages 
of the March GOSPEL JOURNAL. (By the way, thank you 
for your kind comments on this journalistic effort.) In fact, 

I very much regretted having even to write that message. I 
want you to understand that I do not consider myself to be in 
an adversarial position toward GBN, only in an inquiring and 
reticent one, at present. Because of the factors I have already 
mentioned (and some additional ones, as I will note later), I 
simply do not feel that I can at this stage “put all of my weight 
down” in favor of these plans. (I do not intend to imply that 
I have much “weight” to put down; the success or failure of 
your plans surely will not rest on my support or lack of it.) 
It grieves me sorely even to entertain these reservations, but 
my conscience at present requires me to do so. I assure you 
that I have not mounted any sort of campaign against GBN. 
I admire the vision of the eldership at Dalton and of other 
brethren working with you who are launching this project. 
Although I do not recall having met you or your fellow-elders, 
I have no reason whatsoever to doubt the nobility and purity 
of your motives or your soundness in the one faith. All of the 
principals connected with GBN whom I know, I consider to 
be faithful brethren.

As I stated in my earlier message, “I do not know of any 
false doctrine taught by…” either brother Mack Lyon or any 
of the staff of Apologetics Press (except brother Dave Miller, 
as I will later specify). Please note carefully that I am not 
making any accusation that the aforementioned brethren (with 
the exception noted) have taught, now teach, or will teach any 
false doctrine—on their respective programs or elsewhere. 
Moreover, from what I know of them (I do not know all of the 
brethren at Apologetics Press personally), I am confident that 
they will not do so (again, with the exception noted). I also 
stated in my earlier message wherein my real problem lies 
with these (and perhaps others) you might contemplate using 
on the air: “However, we teach by our behavior as well as by 
our tongues, and the aforementioned brethren are teaching 
the wrong message by associating with certain false teachers 
in such a way as to endorse them.” Thus, the primary issue I 
raise is not concerning the faithfulness of the men themselves 
you contemplate using, but with the alliances some of them 
maintain and the implications of said alliances.

Now let me get to some specifics. At the risk of boring 
you, I reemphasize that I know of no doctrinal errors brother 
Lyon has ever taught or teaches on the “Search” program. 
However, I cannot see how his apparent amicable association 
with some men and institutions that are unsound does not 
amount to implied endorsement of false doctrine, apostasy, 
and Change-Agent hermeneutics. The very congregation 
that hosts the “Search” program (i.e., Edmond, OK, Church 
of Christ) is the campus church for Oklahoma Christian 
University. As you may know, OCU owns The Christian 
Chronicle, the major mouthpiece of liberalism in the church. 
The leadership of the congregation (including its“senior min-
ister,” its “staff” of six additional ministers [one female], and 
at least some elders) is closely allied with OCU and with the 
Chronicle. A case in point is Glover Shipp, one of the pres-
ent Edmond elders, who, until his recent retirement, was the 
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Senior Editor of the Chronicle.
 OCU’s actions have given faithful brethren increasing 

concerns in recent years, especially in its immediate (and 
major) area of influence—Oklahoma and surrounding states. 
The hiring of Mike O’Neal, Vice Chancellor of Pepperdine 
University, to be OCU’s fifth president in 2002, did not ex-
actly instill confidence in the fidelity of the Board to the Old 
Paths. (One does not get to be the vice chancellor of a major 
university by opposing its core credo—theological ecumen-
ism motivated by gross liberalism. “If brother O’Neal could 
accommodate the apostasy represented by PU on the West 
Coast, is it not also likely that he would bring to OCU those 
same blinders toward Change Agentry?” some of us mused. 
Apparently, our musings were not unfounded.) 

The 2004 OCU lectureship was so loaded with liberals 
(including one from Max Lucado’s church) that widespread 
protests from concerned brethren (by the hundreds) occurred. 
In fact, the vast majority of the slate of speakers was so awful 
that Mack Lyon himself boycotted the lectureship (for which 
I have expressed my appreciation, by the way). However, 
although the school still had several notorious liberals on the 
lectureship again this year (e.g., Randy Harris, Mark Hen-
derson, Don McLaughlin, Jim McGuiggan, Ronnie Norman), 
Mack (strangely to several) lifted his boycott and resumed 
his annual “Search” dinner there. When I inquired about this 
seemingly contradictory behavior, he told me that some OCU 
administrators assured him of their plans to do better and 
that the school was going to issue a public statement to this 
effect. OCU chose a strange way to implement this policy 
change in this year’s lectureship, as indicated above. No 
public statement has yet been forthcoming from the school, 
concerning which Mack has expressed disappointment in our 
correspondence. But, it gets worse: One of OCU’s graduate 
religion professors (Glen Pemberton) was exposed last year 
as a modernist, at least on the subject of Biblical inspiration. 
The administration (as ACU did almost 20 years ago with its 
evolutionist biology professor) chose to deny that he taught 
what he taught (although a student in his class provided a 
recording of Pemberton’s teaching in his own voice) and has 
defended him.

The connections between the theological direction of 
the Chronicle and OCU are indisputable. Lynn McMillon 
is both Dean of the OCU College of Biblical Studies and 
President/CEO of the Chronicle. As dean, OCU’s Lectureship 
falls under his oversight. I hardly see how he can attempt to 
put a conservative face on OCU’s lectureship and/or religion 
department and not do something about the liberal complexion 
of the Chronicle (since he is in charge of both). On the other 
hand, if he keeps the Chronicle on its liberal loving track, he 
can hardly make any credible claim for moving OCU back to 
its founders’ roots. Brother McMillon’s wife, Joy, an Assoc. 
Ed. of the Chronicle, has also been closely connected with 
OCU at various times (as a teacher in the past and now in other 
roles). She has demonstrated a strong and open affinity for 

liberalism. For example, Rubel Shelly has published numer-
ous articles written by her in Wineskins. Further, Pepperdine 
awarded her its Distinguished Christian Service Award at 
its 2003 Spring Lectureship, citing her for “contributions to 
Christian education, Christian journalism, and mentoring of 
Christian young people.” (And these ivory-tower academics 
almost go into “denial shock” when we accuse them of be-
ing “liberals.” They must take us “ordinary” folk for abject 
fools!)

The foregoing information demonstrates the close ties 
the Edmond Church has with extremely liberal institutions 
nearby (i.e., OCU, the Chronicle). These factors make the con-
gregation itself extremely suspect doctrinally. Furthermore, 
right along with the links on its Website (www.edcofc.org) 
to the “Search” program are links to OCU and the Chronicle, 
with no disclaimers I could find. Once more, in no way am 
I accusing—implicitly or explicitly—Mac Lyon of being a 
liberal. However, as a member of the Edmond Church (spon-
sor of “Search”), he is (I know not how else to say it) part 
of a congregation whose leadership endorses, tolerates, and 
encourages liberal and apostate causes and brethren. Brother 
Lyon circulates freely among them, and he cannot avoid being 
in a fellowship relationship with them. He apparently sees 
no incongruity in having “Search” listed on the same level 
as OCU and the Chronicle on the church’s Website. Let me 
now summarize my problems with brother Lyon: (1) The 
congregation of which he is a member is closely allied with 
the liberalism-promoting Christian Chronicle. (2) The con-
gregation of which he is a member is closely allied with OCU, 
whose President and Dean of the College of Biblical Studies 
apparently either see no problem in providing apostates an 
audience or are unable to recognize an apostate when they 
see one. (3) Brother Lyon is therefore a member of a liberal 
congregation and draws his livelihood from it. (4) Likewise, 
the “Search” program is sponsored by a congregation that is 
extremely tolerant of liberalism. Given these facts, although 
brother Lyon preaches the Truth on the “Search” program, his 
close relationship with so many negative elements tarnishes 
his otherwise good influence and reputation and those of the 
“Search” program. How can anyone work so closely with 
liberals (especially as brother Lyon does in the Edmond 
Church) without either being a hypocrite on the one hand or 
bidding them Godspeed on the other, or perhaps both? Perhaps 
the more pertinent question you brethren should consider 
is whether or not any baggage he may bring with him will 
become baggage for GBN. Others have already expressed 
to me similar and additional concerns regarding the use of 
“Search” on GBN.

As indicated above, my objections to the use of men at 
Apologetics Press are most certainly not aimed at all of those 
men. I have known Bert Thompson on a first-name and very 
amicable basis for more than twenty years and have never 
questioned the soundness of his doctrine. I know of others 
on the AP staff only by name, but certainly have no reason 
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to question their loyalty to God’s Word. The problematic 
matter with AP relates to its hiring and unqualified endorse-
ment of brother Dave Miller, who joined AP August 1, 2002. 
Before this time, he worked for several years in various 
capacities with the Brown Trail Church of Christ, the Brown 
Trail School of Preaching, and the Brown Trail-sponsored 
“Truth in Love” TV program in the area where I have lived 
for more than thirty years (near Fort Worth, TX). In 1990, as 
the preacher at Brown Trail, he helped plan and inaugurate 
the unscriptural “elder reaffirmation” practice there, which 
procedure the church employed that year (for documenta-
tion see my chapter in the Bellview Lectures book, Leader-
ship, [Pensacola, FL: Bellview Church of Christ, 1997], pp. 
83–103). He has never repented of that, and in fact, did not 
raise his voice against it when it was employed a second time 
in 2002, while he still worked there as director of the school. 
The “reaffirmation” procedures were executed in an effort to 
quiet serious internal church problems that revolved around 
brother Miller and brother Everett Chambers (see below), 
but they only intensified the problems, resulting in the loss 
of many members in both cases.

Additionally, Miller (along with the Brown Trail elders 
and preacher at the time, Maxie Boren) justified an unscrip-
tural and deceptive “marriage” scheme in which one of his 
students participated. The student, Everett Chambers, a Jamai-
can, “married” (i.e., went through the ceremony and signed 
the marriage certificate) with a female relative who lived in 
the U.S. as a ploy for obtaining his “green card,” allowing him 
to remain in this country. After achieving his goal by virtue 
of this “marriage,” he promptly had the “marriage” annulled, 
having never intended to be the woman’s actual husband. In 
spite of this situation, according to some of  Miller’s former 
associates at Brown Trail (including a former elder and a long-
time fulltime instructor in the school), he not only accepted 
Chambers as a student, but later employed him as dean of 
students. Brother Miller’s defense of this practice was that 
brother Chambers lacked prior “intent” concerning actual 
marriage, so it did not “count.” What a “can of worms” such 
“reasoning” opens, hardly distinguishable from the Roman 
Catholic doctrine of “mental reservation.” These, along with 
accusations (from faculty, students, and some of his elders) 
that Miller was extremely dictatorial and intimidating in his 
role of director eventually so effected the school that it lost 
all of its fulltime faculty and most of its students. These and 
related matters also so divided the Brown Trail eldership 
that three (those who could not agree with brother Miller’s 
behavior) of the seven elders resigned. These matters also led 
to a division in the congregation, with approximately forty 
percent of the congregation leaving. 

When brother Thompson announced he had employed 
Miller, some (including congregations and individuals) who 
had knowledge of these matters and who had  long supported 
AP financially, brought these matters to Thompson’s attention. 
He refused to consider seriously the evidence of the charges 

against  Miller, whereupon these accusing brethren reluctantly 
ceased their support of AP. Here we see a great irony: Brother 
Thompson has assumed the very same “deny and defend” 
posture toward  Miller and his accusers which  Thompson 
found so odious when ACU administrators assumed the same 
stance in 1986 concerning their evolutionist biology professor 
and his chief accuser (i.e., brother Thompson). Unless he has 
done so secretly, brother Miller has not repented of his error 
on the phony “marriage” he defended or of his active part in 
the elder “reaffirmation” procedure. The last time I checked, 
moving 700 miles and/or the passage of time do not assuage 
the guilt of one’s sins or correct one’s errors.

I know that men can be maligned and falsely charged. 
Anyone who has preached the Truth without compromise very 
long will be on the receiving end of such things somewhere 
along the way. However, the charges against brother Miller 
are rather widely and well known, especially in these parts, 
and are not mere hearsay or fabrications from one or more 
who have a vendetta. It is regrettable that AP has seemed 
determined to defend this brother at whatever cost. AP’s 
embracing and defending him with no repentance on his part 
has tarnished its formerly sterling reputation for some and 
has given Miller credibility that he does not deserve. I admit 
that I am a bit puzzled as to why brother Miller has not been 
tapped for airtime on GBN. Surely, among the AP employees 
he is measurably the most qualified, with likely hundreds of 
hours of camera time to his credit. Could it be that AP did 
not offer his services for fear of the immediate protests such 
would provoke? Your Website indicates that brother Kyle 
Butt will be the AP staffer with a segment on GBN. I have 
never met this young man, but his writings indicate that he 
is very intelligent and strong in the faith. If you are going to 
use someone from AP anyway, however, I suggest you go 
ahead and take advantage of brother Miller’s obvious talents 
and broadcast experience. I fail to see the difference in using 
brother Miller and in using brother Butt or another man from 
AP as long as all of the AP fellows treat brother Miller as if 
he has no doctrinal problems. Therefore, I question the use of 
someone from AP for about the same reason that I question 
the use of brother Lyon: In both cases, these brethren work 
hand in glove with and defend those who have doctrinal 
clouds over them.

I noticed in one of your newsletters on-line that  brother 
Eddie Parrish and the “Truth in Love” program will also be 
on the schedule. As with brother Lyon and the AP fellows 
(except for  Miller), I know of no doctrinal error that brother 
Parrish has ever taught or now teaches. Nor do I know of 
any doctrinal error that has ever been taught on the “Truth in 
Love” program. He did something a few years ago, however, 
that made many of us who know him (including some of his 
close associates) seriously question his judgment, maturity, 
and knowledge of the Scriptures. He voluntarily wrote brother 
Mac Deaver a letter, telling him that, while he did not agree 
with his speculations about the direct operation of the Holy 
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Spirit, he did not believe this issue was one over which fel-
lowship should be severed. Predictably, Deaver pounced upon 
the opportunity to publish said letter in his Biblical Notes 
Quarterly in an effort to bolster his following. This action by 
brother Parrish shocked many who had formerly esteemed 
him highly. I do not know if he has changed his views on 
this subject. I do know that the present Brown Trail eldership 
has been very tolerant of brother Deaver and of some of his 
supporters. Brown Trail has thereby been supportive of the 
dangerous Holy Spirit doctrine Deaver has seemed deter-
mined to force upon the church the past eight or nine years. 
As I am sure you know, brother Parrish not only hosts the 
“Truth in Love” program, but is also the preacher at Brown 
Trail, as of last summer. This congregation once had an excel-
lent reputation for standing for the Truth and for producing 
capable and strong preachers. With changes in leadership 
and personnel over the past fifteen or so years, however, the 
complexion (and direction) of the congregation has changed 
considerably. In connection with Miller, I mentioned that 
the church has twice used the elder “reaffirmation” process 
(invented by and widely used by liberal congregations). These 
were employed basically to get rid of certain elders, not by 
proving their lack of Scriptural qualifications, but by tallying 
a certain percentage of votes cast by the members who chose 
to participate in the arrangement. While brother Parrish was 
not employed by Brown Trail when either of these programs 
was executed, he moved there soon after the last one and was 
doubtless well familiar with the first one, being a graduate 
of the school. If he has any problem with what the Brown 
Trail Church did in either of these “reaffirmations,” he has 
not let anyone around here know it. A few months ago the 
Brown Trail elders issued an extremely weak, self-justifying 
“explanation” of their latest employment of this unscriptural 
scheme, but it was difficult to see any clear-cut repentance 
or acknowledgement of Scriptural violation in it. This con-
gregation has been such an enigma, to say the least, over the 
past several years that many faithful brethren, both near and 
far, have not felt comfortable endorsing it or the school. It is 
further said that some who would have supported the “Truth 
in Love” did not feel that they could and some who once 
supported it have discontinued doing so because of these fac-
tors. While I certainly have nothing personal against brother 
Parrish (or any of the Brown Trail elders) in any way, their 
involvement in GBN will undoubtedly turn some brethren 
off on GBN itself.

I realize that some might argue that to make an issue 
of those with whom a man associates, when he himself is 
sound in the faith, is going too far. I believe it is a vital and 
valid issue, however. We indicate the strength of our convic-
tions by our behavior as well as by our words. Our behavior 
is likely the stronger and more accurate indicator, in fact. 
When we extend our fellowship and tacit approval to men 
or institutions that have gone astray, we become partakers of 
their sins (2 John 10–11). We must decide at which degree of 

compromise we must stop. The situation regarding brother 
Lyon illustrates these various degrees: If I know Mack Lyon, 
he would not think of endorsing such men as Randy Harris 
or Mark Henderson. Yet OCU and the Chronicle editors and 
reporters have no problem with these men. As I mentioned 
earlier, the Edmond Church is closely allied with OCU and 
the Chronicle. Mack Lyon is a member of the Edmond Church 
(sponsor of “Search” and of brother Lyon). Thus, while Lyon 
professes to utterly oppose liberalism, in practice he is endors-
ing it through the aforementioned links that take him to some 
of the most blatant apostates among us. It appears to me that 
if GBN uses him, it will be in the position of encouraging 
in deed that which it opposes in word— just one more link 
removed. I believe the same fellowship/endorsement principle 
applies in the circumstances involving the use of men from 
AP and brother Parrish.

I appreciate your enclosing the copy of the questionnaire 
that all proposed speakers on the program must complete, and 
complete satisfactorily. I read all of it, and the questions are 
well-worded and to the point. I applaud the Highland elders 
for taking this necessary measure. Since you asked for any 
suggestions of additional questions I might have, I offer the 
following for your consideration:
1. Check each school below that you would NOT recom-
mend to Christian parents for their children’s undergraduate 
college education:
___Pepperdine University
___Abilene Christian University
___Lipscomb University
___Harding University
___Oklahoma Christian University
___Freed-Hardeman University
___Faulkner University
___Rochester College (formerly Michigan Christian Col-
lege)
___Heritage Christian University (Florence, AL)
___Harding Graduate School of Religion
___Southern Christian University

Explain why you answered as you did
2. Would it be sinful to have spiritual fellowship with those 
who openly support liberals and apostates in the church, even 
though one did not agree with said liberalism or apostasy?
Yes___ No___ Not sure___
3. Would it be sinful for a congregation to implement the elder 
“reaffirmation/reconfirmation” procedure?
Yes___ No___ Not sure___

4. Would it be sinful to have spiritual fellowship with one who 
has taught and still holds that the “reaffirmation-reconfirma-
tion” of elders is Scripturally authorized, although the one in 
error is otherwise doctrinally sound?
Yes___ No___ Not sure___
5. Would it be sinful to dissolve a marriage on grounds of a 
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prior “lack of intent” to actually
be married?
Yes___ No___ Not sure___
6. Would it be sinful to have spiritual fellowship with one who 
has taught and still holds that one may Scripturally dissolve 
a marriage on grounds of a prior “lack of intent,” although 
the one in error is otherwise doctrinally sound?
Yes___ No___ Not sure___
7. Do you consider yourself to be in fellowship with such 
Change Agents in the church asRubel Shelly, Carroll Osburn, 
Royce Money, Alton Howard, Lynn Anderson, Steve Flatt,
Mike Cope, Douglas Foster, Marvin Phillips, Joe Beam, Rick 
Atchley, Randy Harris, and F. LaGard Smith?
Yes___ No___ Not sure___
8. Is the annual “Tulsa Soul-Winning Workshop” in Tulsa, 
OK, a good work that builds up the kingdom?
Yes___ No___ Not sure___
9. Does the Holy Spirit directly or immediately—in addition 
to His Word—provide strength and wisdom for Christians?
Yes___ No___ Not sure___
10. Does the Holy Spirit directly or immediately—in addition 
to His Word—enable Christians to bear spiritual fruit?
Yes___ No___ Not sure___

I have one other question relating to GBN involving 
somewhat of a practical problem: When people respond to 
the broadcasts, will they be referred to the nearest group 
that has “Church of Christ” on its building, regardless of the 
congregation’s soundness or lack thereof? Will there be some 
mechanism in place to direct them to a faithful congregation 
and/or will faithful congregations be put in touch with such 
inquiring individuals? I realize that it will be humanly impos-
sible to do such follow-up work perfectly, and that in many 
cases people will respond (I trust) where no congregation 
even exists. Will GBN follow up on such contacts through 
the mail or by other means? Will GBN solicit and/or accept 
funds from liberal congregations? If such contributions are 
accepted, will GBN feel an obligation to send respondents to 
contributing liberal congregations?

I apologize for writing at such length. I would not have 
been so verbose, but I wanted you to know not only that my 
concerns are real about some of your planned programming, 
but also the reasons and rationale for those concerns. The task 
you brethren have undertaken is a daunting one. I can only 
imagine all of the details you are having to work through in 
the start-up process. I know that you are seeking program-
ming sufficient to fill all of those hours and days that will 
constitute 24/7 airtime. I pray that you will not lower the 
standards one iota in order to do so. It would be far better to 
have some “down time” than to fill the time with question-
able programming. Thank you for considering my questions, 
concerns, and suggestions.
Yours in the one faith,

s/Dub McClish

FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making available 
a CD-ROM free of charge. Why is this CD im-
portant? ANSWER: It contains an abundance 
of evidentiary information pertaining to Dave 
Miller’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, Apologetics 
Press, Gospel Broadcasting Network, MSOP, 
and more.

To receive your free CD contact us at Contend-
ing 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 
contributions to the Spring Church of Christ, 
P. O. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383. 

HELP US GROW
Sign-up at least five new subscribers

to CFTF in 2007
Send subscriptions to:

P. O. BOX 2357
Spring, Texas 77383–2357

1 Kings 18:16b-17  
“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 command-
ments of the Lord, and thou hast fol-
lowed Baalim” 

Dub McClish, Editor
THE GOSPEL JOURNAL
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E-MAIL EXCHANGES BETWEEN

 DUB MCCLISH AND CURTIS CATES
 WITH SOME OBSERVATIONS

Compiled by

Dub McClish

altogether. (Incidentally, Chambers drives up from Fort Worth 
and preaches for a little splinter group about five miles north 
of Denton.) Before he moved on and became Bert’s great 
prize catch for AP, Dave ended up having secret meetings with 
only a few of the elders and engineered the ouster of those 
who dared question him. These form the “legacy” of Dave’s 
work in our area that hang as a heavy cloud over what good 
he did in the twelve or thirteen years he was at Brown Trail. 
I know that Joseph was well aware of Dave’s behavior near 
the close of his tenure at Brown Trail, because some of the 
Brown Trail folk (including at least one BTSOP instructor) 
talked to him about it, and Joseph discussed these matters 
freely with me at the time they were occurring. If memory 
serves me, Joseph accepted some of the BT students who left 
BTSOP in disgust over these matters.

All who dared question Bert about Dave Miller’s hir-
ing were shot down as dodos who did not know what they 
were talking about, or worse, personal enemies just trying to 
make trouble for him and Dave. Ironically, Bert treated all 
such querists in the same way ACU treated him and Wayne 
Jackson in 1986 when they blew the whistle on the evolution 
being taught in the biology department: Deny, defend, and try 
to discredit the accusers and/or witnesses. Bert’s egomania 
really came out in his responses (one would have to be an 
egomaniac to believe that he could engage in homosexual 
behavior for 20 years under the delusion that he was above 
being caught or exposed). In the AP explanation packet, 
Dave Miller’s letter admitted that AP is in a financial bind 
and has been doing “deficit spending”...“for months.” I know 
at least one reason that they are in a financial crunch. I can 

Dub McClish’s e-mail to Curtis Cates,
 June 10, 2005:

Dear brother:

I hope you had a good meeting at Mablevale. I know you are 
aware of all of the stir about the AP/Bert Thompson scandal. I 
have sent you and the other TGJ Board Members a summary 
of the information that has come to me, along with some of 
my reactions to that information. I did not put this together 
for distribution, but to make notes on these sad events while 
they were fresh. I have sent my summary to only a very few, 
with the request that they not distribute it. I am not on any 
sort of crusade to hurt AP. In fact, I believe it to be a good and 
necessary work. However, there is no way that I can support 
AP under the present circumstances, for with Dave Miller at 
its head, “there is death in the pot” as far as I am concerned. 
I note in the “explanation packet” that AP has mailed to sup-
porters (past and present) that your name and the name of 
Joseph Meador appear on the “Statement of Support” list…. I 
know you will correct me if I am wrong, but I have difficulty 
believing that either you or Joseph (I know you can’t speak for 
him) would have signed on to this statement had you known 
Dave Miller would be the new head of AP.

I am confident that you are aware that Miller was one of 
the principals (he was Brown Trail’s preacher at the time) 
who pushed Brown Trail’s first elder reaffirmation debacle 
in 1990, which I documented fully in my chapter in the 1997 
Bellview book. He was still there when Brown Trail did its 
second elder reaffirmation in 2002, and although he was not 
the Brown Trail preacher by this time (he was Director of the 
SOP), Dave defended its recurrence. (Marvin Weir documents 
Dave’s involvement in his article in TGJ, October 2002, pp. 
25–26.) If Dave has changed his tune concerning these pro-
cedures, he has kept it very quiet. He has now had several 
years in which to do so.

Yet he did not keep his support of them quiet at all. 
Further, Dave defended the mock marriage of a Jamaican 
student to a cousin, the purpose of which was to gain entry to 
and residency privileges in the U.S., fully intending to legally 
dissolve the marriage upon gaining entry and resident status, 
which he did (D. Brown wrote a lengthy article in CFTF, 
April 2004, pp. 7–10, describing and exposing that which 
Everett Chambers did and which Dave defended, even in 
BTSOP classes, among other places). Miller even promoted 
Chambers to be his assistant director of the school, which act 
produced all kinds of turmoil and almost destroyed the school 

DISCUSSION GROUP
ContendingFTF, hosted at Yahoo.com, is a 
discussion group for members of the church 
of Christ only.  Biblical doctrine, & church 
issues are discussed; truth is defended & 
error refuted.

To Subscribe to ContendingFTF
send email to:

ContendingFTF-subscribe@yahoogroups.com

“FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND 
HATE ERROR.”
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The Brown Trail elders also hounded me, with more than one 
phone call from one of them, both to me and to Joe Chism [one 
of the Pearl St. elders], demanding a meeting of the elderships 
or at least with me, in attempt to force a retraction. Again, I 
withstood them all because I knew what Marvin wrote was the 
truth. While the material exposing Dave Miller’s weird (and 
convenient) MDR position relative to Everett Chambers did 
not appear in TGJ, nonetheless, it is a part of the public record 
in CFTF. I have not kept it a secret that I believe Dave Miller 
is a false teacher. So, on one hand, we have the editor of TGJ 
involved in opposing Miller and unable to support AP under 
his direction, but on the other hand we have the President and 
Vice-President of TGJ’s Board appearing to endorse Miller 
by signing the “Statement of Support.” This circumstance 
is one of apparent contradiction, as you can see, and it will 
doubtless become apparent to others, if it has not already. In 
fact, if one thinks about it very much, the appearance of yours 
and Joseph’s names on the “support” statement implies that 
brethren should ignore what TGJ’s editor has printed about 
Dave Miller’s conduct and doctrine. I have not discussed this 
seeming contradiction with other Board members, except 
Ken. When the news of the AP scandal first broke, several 
days before Miller’s appointment was known, Ken talked 
with me about it and indicated that he does not favor even 
handling any more AP books when the present stock is sold. 
AP sent the Schertz elders a packet because the church was 
supporting AP on a monthly basis.
Upon learning of the appointment of Dave Miller and its 
oblique descriptions of what had occurred involving Bert, the 
Schertz treasurer was instructed to cease any further support 
immediately. I therefore know that he cannot support AP or 
urge others to with Miller at its head. In the packet, Ken saw 
yours and Joseph’s names on the support statement, of course. 
Ken is aware that I am writing you about these matters. What 
shall we do about this apparent difference of opinion in our 
ranks?

Your friend and brother,

Dub

Curtis Cates e-mail to Dub McClish, June 11, 2005:

Dear brother Dub:

Thank you for yesterday’s email. I am answering quickly 
before heading to Chattanooga to start a gospel meeting in 
the morning at Ooltewah. I thought the meeting at Mabelvale 
went well. Thanks! I trust that sister Lavonne is doing well; 
she is constantly in our prayers.

The actions of Bert Thompson, evidently for some time, 
are tragic beyond description for him and his family, for those 
directly affected, and for the Cause of Christ. When one has a 
high profile and influence, the tragedy is greatly exacerbated. 
The way of the transgressor is indeed hard. I fear its effects 
will be felt for many years. I am deeply saddened about it.

When I was contacted about trying to save Apologet-

add up approximately $1,000.00 per month in support that 
AP lost almost immediately upon the hiring of Dave Miller, 
some from congregations and some from individuals. I have 
already been told of one congregation and of two individu-
als who stuck with AP in spite of Dave’s hiring, but who 
cannot abide his being “ED” of AP, so they have summarily 
ceased their support. I fully expect there are already and will 
be several more. Dave’s appointment is the third big blow 
to AP in as many years. The first was Miller’s hiring. The 
second is Bert’s “personal sins” and removal. The third is 
Dave’s elevation to “ED.” Actually, there is a fourth blow: 
The “explanation packets” will hurt instead of helping AP. 
In the first place, the news of Miller’s appointment will hurt 
them. In the second place, the Palm Beach Lake elders and 
AP chose to stone-wall and tip-toe, and I believe their letters 
will raise more questions than they satisfy. It may not be 
significant, but I think it is very interesting, to say the least, 
that the names of those on the AP Board ARE NOT listed on 
the new AP letterhead the packet contained. However, they 
do appear on the AP Website. Of the three men on the Board, 
Dave Miller is one of them.

Now I am in a bit of a quandary. TGJ has carried an ex-
pose of some of Dave Miller’s serious doctrinal problems.  
As editor, I stand behind this expose because I know it to 
be factual. All kinds of pressure was put on me by some of 
my then fellow elders [at Pearl St.] to write a statement of 
disclaimer concerning the article, which I steadfastly refused. 
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2007 SPRING CFTF
 LECTURES

CD’S, DVD’S, MP3, AND
VIDEO

 RECORDINGS 
If you wish to order any of the 
recordings, available in vari-
ous 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 

I appreciate you.

Fraternally, Curtis

Dub McClish e-mail to Curtis Cates, June 11, 2005:
Dear Curtis:

Thanks for your prompt reply…. Please be assured that 
these matters have not affected my esteem and appreciation 
for you, and, as far as I am concerned, I trust that they will not 
effect my relationship with other Board Members. I hope that 
I said nothing in my message to you to leave the impression 
that they had/will. My great concerns were/are two:

1. Dave Miller’s directorship of AP.
2. More particularly, the questions some will ask about TGJ’s 
President and Vice-president’s implied endorsement of Dave 
Miller, whom TGJ has identified as propagating error.

I am glad to hear that Dave has sought your advice and 
counsel. I hate to appear overly suspicious, but what better 
way to deflect what was said in the pages of TGJ about him 
than to seek counsel from the President of TGJ’s Board? Keith 
told me at Bristol that he had visited with Dave at Pulaski, 
and that Dave had said he “made a mistake” regarding the 
reaffirmation business. I was glad to hear that admission, but, 
as we both know, that which has been shouted from the house-
tops cannot be corrected in a corner. If possible, Dave’s MDR 
position relative to Everett Chambers is more damning than 
his propagation and defense of the elder reevaluation error.

I know Eric, but not as well as you do. I know him mainly 

ics Press, I had already heard about the nature of the sins 
of brother Thompson; however, I knew nothing of what the 
future organization might be. I was simply told that they were 
going to try to save AP, that the eldership of Palm Beach 
Lakes were on top of things, and that they hoped that I might 
be willing to sign my name to the statement you have seen. 
Since I did—and do—hope AP can continue as a viable work, 
I gave them permission to use my name.

I guess my experience in learning of the events leading up 
to the dismissal of Bert, etc., was different from yours. I did 
not get the idea that they were trying to cover up anything, al-
though those from whom I heard used the expected discretion 
in discussing it. I also was told that Bert had made a confes-
sion at Panama Street, but that they deemed it expedient that 
discretion be used in anything going into print, especially on 
the internet, so that the enemies of truth [who might greatly 
rejoice in and get mileage from these events] might not use 
these things to blast those truths which have been propagated 
and defended by AP. [That may explain, in part, the reticence 
of some to go into details, as I understand it.].

Brother Dub, several of our former students are connected 
with AP, Eric Lyons and Michael Cortez, men in whom I 
have great confidence. Relative to Dave, I cannot defend 
anything in which he has been involved which is wrong; I 
cannot do that in myself. I had been told by brother Keith 
Mosher that he asked brother Dave at Pulaski this year at the 
lectures about the re-affirmation of elders, and that Dave told 
him that was a “mistake.” So, I take it that he would not now 
sanction such. [Perhaps it would be very helpful for him to 
make that known.]. Incidentally, several times, brother Dave 
has written or talked to me since he got into Montgomery, 
asking me what my thoughts were on...or how I would answer 
regarding...or what my position is on...some issue—which I 
felt was very positive. But, I had no idea what his position 
would be at AP. I take it (according to their web site) that he 
is now serving as interim director. I do think that his time in 
Montgomery has been a growing experience for him; that is 
my personal impression.

I, like you, see the great need for AP, and I have great 
confidence in brethren Lyons and Cortez; Brad Harrub has 
impressed me favorably, as well as have some others con-
nected with AP. I learned that he had been re-hired. I also 
have confidence in the Palm Beach Lakes elders, who over-
see AP, and I have confidence in brother Frank Chesser, a 
trusted friend, and Panama Street, whom I have known for 
five decades. These things impacted my desire to help save 
AP, and I thought that the very fact that Dave called me and 
asked me to sign was positive.

Dear friend, I pray that this matter will not serve to affect 
adversely the loving, close relationship of those of us who 
serve on the Board and on the Editorial Staff of THE GOSPEL 
JOURNAL. “We be brethren.” “This too shall pass,” and we 
shall fight greater battles….
Godspeed, brother Dub. Sincere regards to sister Lavonne. 
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SOME OBSERVATIONS
Note the dates on these e-mail messages: June 10–11, 

2005. As soon as I saw the names of Curtis Cates and Joseph 
Meador on the AP “Statement of Support” list, I expressed my 
concern to Curtis. Curtis asked me to keep his note of June 
11 confidential, and I initially agreed to do so (I edited these 
and a few other extraneous comments from the messages, as 
indicated by ellipsis dots). However, I later concluded that the 
right of brethren to know that he had already begun defending 
Dave Miller as early as June 11, 2005, superseded maintaining 
secrecy and shielding him from the searchlight of truth in this 
case. I reached this conclusion on the following bases:

1. My understanding of Jesus’ teaching in Matthew 
18:15–17 concerning approaching an offending brother 
is that, if when he is told of his fault, he repents, the mat-
ter need go no further—it should remain undisclosed. 
However, if he will not repent, the Lord said that the 
brother’s offense was eventually to be told to the church. I 
approached Curtis in my e-mail messages concerning his 
name on the AP “Statement of Support,” a matter in which 
he was culpable, letting him know that I was perplexed, 
confused, yea offended, by it (I believe the Lord and all 
right-thinking brethren were also offended by it). Had he 
been willing to repent of his offense, I would never have 
disclosed our messages. However, instead of repenting, 
he defended his sinful behavior. I then decided, as the 
Lord decreed, I should make his compromise known 
to “the church,” hoping he might be moved thereby to 
repentance. Although a host of brethren have urged his
repentance he has continued to deny his sinful compro-
mise. I would have been complicit with his sin had I 
sought to conceal his defense of a false teacher. 
2. Curtis indicated in his June 11, 2005, e-mail message 
to me that he did not know Dave Miller was going to 
be appointed the new Executive Director of AP at the 
time Miller solicited his name for the AP “Statement of 
Support.” This statement implied that, had he known it, 
he might not have signed it. (If this was not his intended 

as the son of Cliff and Marty, both of whom I love dearly, of 
course. I have been well impressed with him also, my only 
slight disappointment’s being that he somehow felt compelled 
to deny Dowell Flatt’s advocacy of the Q theory when it was 
exposed a couple of years ago. I don’t know Michael Cortez 
or Brad Harrub, although I have been well impressed with the 
things Brad has written. It seems passing strange that Brad, 
who has the PhD in a field of science and who (I believe) 
had seniority on the AP staff, would be passed over even as 
“Interim Executive Director” in favor of one who has a PhD 
in a field of religion….

I also have confidence in and appreciate Frank Chesser, 
who I know, but not as well or as long as you. What is so 
strange to me is that there seems to be almost a conspiracy, 
for whatever reason, among AP principals (including Frank) 
to reject out of hand even a consideration that accusations 
against Dave might have some credibility. Bert reacted 
extremely harshly to such, and even termed TGJ “a yel-
low rag” in correspondence with Marvin Weir concerning 
Dave’s doctrinal aberrations. Frank has apparently decided 
to “observe the passover” concerning any such information, 
as well. I know he has been given such and I know that when 
I mentioned Dave’s “baggage” two weeks ago in our phone 
conversation he made no response whatsoever. When Wayne 
Jackson and I were discussing these matters about 10 days 
ago, I mentioned Dave’s problems without elaborating, and 
he simply responded that he knew nothing about any of that. 
In one e-mail exchange with Eric over the Flatt stuff, Eric 
admitted that AP had received some criticism of the hiring 
of Dave, but he indicated it was “very little,” or words to 
that effect. Obviously, the AP staff dismissed all such with 
“a wave of the hand.” I don’t know any of the Palm Beach 
Lakes elders. However, if they allowed Bert to “talk his way 
out of” the homosexual charges, as Wayne Jackson put it to 
me—the very reason Wayne said Eastern Meadows withdrew 
its oversight of AP—then it seems not very likely they would 
listen to any accusations of “mere” doctrinal problems in 
their new “Executive Director.” Several of us out here are 
nonplused concerning why brethren seem bent on defending 
Dave Miller. The tragedy of all of this is that, if Dave’s  er-
rors are ever fully exposed and brethren lose confidence in 
him, it could easily prove to be the dagger to the heart of AP. 
Again, I just don’t understand why these brethren in charge 
of AP (both the board and the elders [and some of us are a bit 
puzzled about which of these groups really is in charge and 
to whom AP’s operations are accountable]) seem determined 
to give Dave Miller a free pass.

I didn’t mean to write this much. I pray for you a safe 
journey to and a great meeting in Chattanooga.

Your friend and brother in the greatest cause,

Dub

PS Perhaps we will know more about all of this by the time 
of our meeting in July.

Guilt By Association
A new 19 page tract by 

Lester Kamp
Matters Of The Faith

 EDITOR

25 CENTS EACH OR $20 PER 100
PLUS POSTAGE
 Order from:
 Lester Kamp

 122 Nathaniel Gracie Drive
StatesvILLE, NC 28625
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4. Note Curtis’s admission of his close and trusted friend-
ship with Frank Chesser and Panama St. in Montgom-
ery, where the Millers, Thompsons, and other AP staff 
were/are members. Ironically, at the time I stated (in 
my 6/11/05 message to Curtis) that I had confidence in 
Frank Chesser, I was unaware that he was even capable 
of writing such a vituperative and malicious letter to 
anyone, as was the one he wrote to me (and circulated 
to “hundreds”). He dated his letter June 17, 2005, so he 
was conceivably already working on it at the very time 
I was expressing my genuine (albeit terribly misplaced) 
confidence in him to Curtis. As it turned out, Curtis ap-
parently thought his vicious attack was wholly justified. 
Doubtless, Chesser’s letter and his long-term friendship 
with him had considerable bearing on Curtis’s turning 
on me with such passion. I pointed out in the meeting of 
the TGJ Board at which Dave Watson and I “resigned,” 
that, by his action, Curtis and the Board was handing my 
head to Frank Chesser on a silver platter.
5. Curtis’s statement that he “cannot defend anything in 
which he [Miller] has been involved which is wrong” 
is utterly disingenuous. He knows (and he knows that 
others know) that this implication is transparently false. 
At the time Curtis made this statement, he knew of at 
least two fatal errors Miller had advocated. (He made 
this same statement in the presence of all of TGJ Board 
and Dave Watson in the meeting in which Dave Watson 
and I were ousted [7/20/05].) At the very time he made 
the statement, he had already chosen to ignore Miller’s 

implication in saying that he did not know what the 
“future organization” of AP would be when he gave his 
name to its support, I can’t imagine what he meant by it.) 
If Dave Miller’s errors and if Miller’s being appointed 
AP’s Executive Director had made any difference at all 
to Curtis, he (as any of the 60 men who signed the AP 
statement) could easily write and publish a disclaimer to 
the effect that as long as Dave Miller is at AP, he could 
have no fellowship with that institution and would not 
support it. Instead, the behavior/attitude of Curtis (and 
his 59 cohorts) toward Miller and AP reminds me of the 
Corinthians’ behavior/attitude toward the incestuous 
brother among them, until Paul got hold of them: “And 
ye are puffed up, and did not rather mourn, that he 
that had done this deed might be taken away from 
among you” (1 Cor. 5:2). Would that fornicating brother 
have ever repented had they not rebuked and withdrawn 
from him? No wonder Miller has not repented. A great 
number of brethren have chosen to defend, endorse, and 
continue to use him in spite of his error. Would to God 
Paul could “get hold of” those who are so “puffed up” 
with their own pride that they are determined to give this 
erring brother a free pass.
3. Curtis revealed his initial fellowship compromise 
relating to Dave Miller in the fact that he was willing to 
converse freely and congenially with him and apparently 
discuss various Biblical issues and brotherhood situations 
with him from the time he became an employee of AP 
(2002). Curtis well knew all of that time (actually from 
many years earlier) that Miller had taught and practiced 
error and had been a primary factor in two major divisions 
in the Brown Trail congregation. However, Curtis gave 
no indication that he even once hinted to Dave in any of 
these conversations that he needed to repent. It should 
not have mattered whether or not Miller was Executive 
Director of AP. Miller’s being on the staff as a writer or
speaker brought Bert Thompson (who angrily opposed 
Miller’s critics when Thompson hired Miller) and all 
of the other AP staff members into fellowship with him 
and his errors. Many brethren ceased their financial 
support and other avenues of fellowship with AP when 
Miller went there. Curtis apparently took his first step 
of compromise on fellowship regarding Miller in 2002 
because of the two MSOP alumni who were on the staff 
(as mentioned in his 6/11/05 message above). He should 
have tried to use his influence on them to alert them to 
their fellowship compromises when Miller joined AP. 
Instead, their compromise with Miller at AP apparently 
influenced Curtis to compromise toward Miller and praise 
the two alumni. A relevant question: “Do these examples 
(concerning fellowship with Dave Miller) of Curtis and 
of the MSOP alumni who work at AP represent what 
MSOP students are being taught on the NT doctrine of 
fellowship?”

At the encouragement of others, we have 
launched a Website as a means of elec-
tronically publishing many hundreds 
of pages of material written by 
members of our family over 
the past few decades.

Visitors will find articles and 
MSS of various lengths (2–59 
pp.) on a wide variety of subjects 
(e.g., evidences, exegesis, daily 
living, ethics, liberalism, anti-ism, 
family, worship, denominational-
ism, et al.). All of these files are 
downloadable and printable. We 
encourage visitors to distribute any of 
them which they may find worthy. All of 
these materials are available free of charge. 

When you stop by, we hope you will sign our guestbook. Please 
pass our URL on to others if you find our Website useful.

—Dub and Lavonne McClish 

Take a look at…
www.scripturecache.com
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NEW CD AND DVD AVAILABLE
TOPIC:  STAN  CROWLEY’S  ERROR  ON  MARRIAGE,  DIVORCE,  AND  REMARRIAGE

CD:  CROWLEY‛S 2004 BEEVILLE, TX LECTURE CONTAINING HIS ERROR ON MDR
DVD: STAN CROWLEY/TIM KIDWELL 2002 BUDA/KYLE, TX DISCUSSION ON MDR

 COST: ONE CD: $2.50—ONE DVD: $2.50
ORDER FROM: CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH • P O BOX 2357 • SPRING, TX 77383–2357 

errors. Moreover, as early as September 2005, Curtis 
(along with the new Director of MSOP, Bobby Liddell) 
began defending Miller and claiming that the elder r/r 
program at Brown Trail was justified and authorized as 
a mere expedient. Note the information below in which 
I personally exposed brother Miller’s errors numerous 
times, with which exposures Curtis was well familiar 
over a period of many years.
6. Although I did not know it at the time, Keith Mosher’s 
claim that Miller had said his part in the elder r/r proce-
dure was “a mistake” (which Moser not only told Curtis, 
but me and others as well) turned out to be baseless hear-
say. Miller subsequently told some who called him that 
he does not recall making any such statement and that he 
would repeat the elder r/r procedure again, if necessary.

These e-mail messages were exchanged a full five weeks 
before I was forced to resign as Editor of THE GOSPEL 
JOURNAL on July 20, 2005. Curtis was present at Bellview 
when I delivered my lecture on the elder reaffirmation proce-
dure in 1997, in which I implicated Dave Miller and Brown 
Trail (in fact we both spoke on the same day). He praised me 
for the lecture. Further, when we ran Marvin Weir’s article in 
the October 2002 issue of TGJ, which implicated Miller and 
Brown Trail in a second elder reaffirmation program in April 
2002, if Curtis had any criticism of that article, I never heard 
a word about it. One Board member (I do not recall which 
one) read the entire issue in advance of publication (as one 
did every issue) and had not the slightest objection to any of 
its content. The “meeting in July” referred to in my 6/11/05 
PS above was scheduled in March of 2005 and was originally 
intended to be a relaxed and enjoyable planning meeting for 
all of TGJ Board and Editors. Instead, removal of TGJ Editors 
was its focus and outcome. There is no doubt in the minds of 
those privy to the these matters (including Michael Hatcher, 
TGJ Board Secretary, who resigned from the Board over my 
departure as Editor) that my questioning Curtis Cates about 
his implicit support of Dave Miller in the AP “Statement of 
Support” played a large part in moving Curtis to convince the 
Board that I must be replaced. Note his attempts to excuse 
and defend Dave Miller in his message of June 11 above. 

My questions to him concerning Dave Miller forced him 
to choose between Miller (and Curtis’s host of friends in 
Montgomery, AL) and his Editor. He made it very clear in 
the TGJ Board meetings of July 19–20, 2005, that he valued 
Dave Miller and AP more than he did me. He has steadfastly 
defended Dave Miller ever since. Curtis (with others) is ap-
parently employing (as a “talking point”) the assertion that I 
had not opposed, exposed, marked, or withdrawn from Dave 
Miller as a false teacher until after I was ousted from TGJ. 
Brother B.J. Clark has used the date, “August 2005,” as the 
time at which I became so concerned with Dave Miller’s er-
rors. He doubtless based this date on my conversation with 
him at Power Lectures in early August 2005, begging him to 
cancel his appearance on the “Polishing the Pulpit” program, 
which occurred the following month. His father, brother Ted 
Clark, told me later that he had done the same, and neither of 
us knew the other had done so until after the fact. As many 
know, B.J. rejected the pleas of both of us. While it may be 
true that B.J. was ignorant of my objections to Dave Miller 
before I thus approached him, it is not true that my appeal 
to him was my first expression of concern relating to Miller 
or that I had not previously marked him. Whether brother 
Clark made his statement in ignorance or not, his assertion is 
patently false, as the list below amply indicates. It is beyond 
doubt that Curtis (and at least some others who are making 
this silly assertion) knows it is false:

1. I, along with five or six others, first expressed my 
concerns in response to a letter from Goebel Music on 
May 23, 1990, a full sixteen years before I was ousted 
by TGJ Board. Goebel had witnessed the reaffirmation/ 
reconfirmation procedure at Brown Trail, was concerned 
about it, and wrote to several of us for our reaction to it. 
(These letters and lengthy quotes from them are docu-
mented in my chapter in the 1997 Bellview Lectureship 
book, Leadership.)
2. I then exposed the elder r/r program as practiced by 
Brown Trail (and marked Dave Miller for his principal 
part in promoting it) in my lecture at the Bellview Lec-
tures in June 1997, a full eight years before July 2005.
3. As Editor of TGJ, I approved the article by Marvin 
Weir in the October 2002 issue of TGJ, in which he 
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named Dave Miller as one who approved Brown Trail’s 
2002 elder reaffirmation procedure. This public marking 
occurred a full three years before TGJ Board replaced 
me.
4. I rejected an order for a full-page ad in TGJ from the 
Gospel Broadcasting Network in an e-mail message 
on February 26, 2005. In response, Barry Gilreath, Sr., 
Executive Director of GBN, inquired concerning my 
specific reasons for the rejection (03/07/05). I wrote 
a detailed response to brother Gilreath on March 17, 
2005, explaining the rejections, one of which was Dave 
Miller and his errors. Not only did Curtis not criticize 
my rejection of the ad, he applauded by email (3/2/05). I 
sent all of the correspondence in this exchange to each of 
TGJ Board members. Not one of them had any word of 
criticism of either the rejection or of my basis of reject-
ing the ad, including the long, detailed letter in which I 
pointedly referred to Dave Miller’s errors. Note that this 
exchange took place almost five months before I was 
replaced as Editor of TGJ—and Curtis knows this well. 
(Incidentally, Barry Gilreath, Sr., has still not responded 
to my March
17, 2005 letter.)
5. As my e-mail exchange with Curtis (reproduced above) 
demonstrates, a full five weeks before I had any inkling I 
would be ousted as TGJ’s Editor, I contacted Curtis with 
my concerns about his implicit support of Dave Miller, 
only to see Curtis defend Miller in his reply.

6. Consistent with my marking and exposure of Dave 
Miller before I left TGJ, I have continued to oppose and 
expose Dave Miller’s errors since departing TGJ.
Curtis is the one who has changed in his attitude toward 

Dave Miller. Here are the facts of the matter: Until the AP 
scandal broke (upon which Dave Miller was elevated to Ex-
ecutive Director as Bert Thompson’s replacement), Curtis 
apparently realized that Dave Miller had involved himself in 
erroneous doctrine and practice, of which he had not repented. 
Curtis therefore rightly agreed with every exposure of Dave 
Miller’s errors of which I am aware. The “tipping point” for 
Curtis regarding Dave Miller came when Curtis’s loyalty to 
AP (and some of his ex-students who are AP employees and 
friends, such as Frank Chesser) clouded his concept of Truth, 
error, and fellowship. In order to support AP he was forced 
to accept an impenitent false teacher as its director. For more 
than a year now, Curtis has not only accepted Dave Miller, 
but he has defended him. Had I decided to sweep Miller’s 
errors under the rug and hop on the AP bandwagon, doubtless 
I would still be Editor of TGJ. I repeat: Curtis is the one who 
has changed his attitude toward Dave Miller and his errors; 
I have not.

—908 Imperial Dr.
Denton, TX 76209

tgj@charter.net
March 27, 2007

 In 1994 Garland Elkins wrote:
...Many false teachers seek to remain in the fellowship of 

the church by demanding that they not only be permitted to 
teach their error, but also that they be granted immunity from 
exposure. They “wrest” (2 Pet. 3:16) the passages in Matt. 
18:15-17. Thus, “by their smooth and fair speech they be-
guile the hearts of the innocent” (Rom. 16:18, ASV)

The truth is that Matt. 18:15-17 applies to a matter between 
brethren having to do with a personal matter, and is not deal-
ing with the public teaching of a false teacher. If Matt. 18:15-
17 forbade the exposure of the public teaching of false doc-
trine, then, if a true gospel preacher heard such teaching and 
was offered the opportunity to arise and refute it, he could 
not do so! Any view of Matthew 18:15-17 that would permit 
a heretic to teach error publicly, but forbid a public answer 
immediately, is absurd! Such a view would grant immunity 
to false teachers!

Paul knew what Matt. 18-15-17 taught, and yet he wrote, 
“Them that sin reprove in the sight of all, that the rest 
also may be in fear” (1 Tim. 5:20, ASV). He made public, 
for all time, the sins of Hymenaeus and Alexander (1 Tim. 
1:20). He even publicly exposed Peter’s error at Antioch (Gal. 
2)... [Changes in the Church of Christ, “Changing Attitudes 
Toward Fellowship,” (Bobby Liddell, Ed., 1994 Bellview 
Church of Christ Lecs., Pennsacola, FL), p. 161.]
In view of the truth bro. Elkins taught in 1994, how in 

all good conscience can he extend fellowship to those 
who are in fellowship with the false teachers Dave 
Miller and Stan Crowley in 2007?  What good is ac-
complished by complying with 1 Tim. 5:20, but then 
disobeying 2 John 8-11?

   —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.

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.

-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. evangelists: Gary Grizzell and Steve Yeatts.

-Texas-
Denton area–Northpoint Church of Christ, 5101 E. University Dr. (Green-
belt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, Green-
belt 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; DJGoines@Valornet.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.  

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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“I teach logic,” Keith Mosher told about 200 people 
at the Sunny Slope lectures in Paducah, Kentucky, on 
July 15, 2006.  Such became abundantly clear when 
logical fallacies were used expertly to address an hon-
est question.  This article will address the comments 
given by three men in response to the following question: 

In view of all that has been written over the last year in widely dis-
tributed brotherhood publications, would brothers Cates or Mosh-
er please clarify whether the leadership of Memphis School of 
Preaching supports Dave Miller as director of Apologetics Press?
This is a question that could be answered, “Yes, we sup-

port him,” or, “No, we don’t,” but most of us would probably 
elaborate on our answers.  What is interesting is the way that 
the elaboration occurred. The answers were defensive and 
full of fallacies. The purpose of this article is not to denigrate 
the men involved (brethren Curtis Cates, Keith Mosher, and 
B. J. Clarke). Most of us have heard these men preach the 
Word time and again and have marveled at their knowledge, 
their conviction, and their presentation of the Truth.  It 
is sad, however, to see the tactics used by them when we 
ought to be trying to find ways of promoting reconciliation.

Keeping the question in mind, Curtis Cates began with 
the following remarks.

All right. First of all, let me say that we have never taught, 
as it is practiced among the liberals, and so forth, elder 
reevaluation/reconfirmation. We are opposed to it. Last 
November brother Liddell spoke specifically against it in 
Missouri. I amened it. I was there. I spoke against it in 
Alabama back in October—elder reevaluation/reconfirma-
tion. We have never taught that. We have taught against it. 
We teach against it. We shall teach against it as long as I 
have anything to do with the MSOP and the present faculty.

It is interesting that, in answering a question about 
supporting Dave Miller, the first thing out of his mouth 
was to speak about the elder reevaluation/reconfirmation 
practice done at Brown Trail in Fort Worth—twice (1990, 
2002).  He next said: “Now relative to brother Dave Miller, 
brother Dave Miller denies that they practiced what they’re 
being accused of as having practiced, as far as what the 
liberals do, and so forth.” Say, that is comforting. Brown 
Trail did not practice it like liberals do. What does this 

“I TEACH LOGIC”
Gary W. Summers

mean—that they got rid of elders the way conservatives do?
Is there one system that liberals use when they want 

to expunge men from the eldership and another system 
for conservatives? Hmmm. Does that mean it is wrong for 
liberal elders to jettison conservative elders, but right for 
conservatives to defrock liberal ones? Elders from Brown 
Trail ended up resigning in both instances. Are we now 
being told that these changes were not the desired result? 
Perhaps Miller and Cates could explain more fully how we 
conservatives practice elder reevaluation/reconfirmation 
(with God’s authority) better and differently than the liberals. 

THE RED HERRING FALLACY
The red herring fallacy involves changing the subject to 

try to divert attention away from the question.  For example, 
a presidential candidate is asked if he had ever used drugs.  
He might answer, “No one has been more opposed to the use 
of drugs than I have, and I have a four-point program ready to 
put into practice that will reduce drug use.”  These are facts 
of value to the voter; they are true, but none of what was 
said answers the question. Brothers Cates and Mosher both 
gave red herring responses. Cates’ words were mentioned 
above as he affirmed that he and others do not teach it—even 
though that was not the question. He went on to say further:

And let me just assure you brethren. I stand where I’ve always 
stood. I’ve written a lot of books against liberalism. When I 
spoke here in 1980, I was opposed to liberalism. Some of you 
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Editorial...   

“A DOUBLE MINDED MAN...”—JAMES 1:8
John Gill’s Exposition of the Bible has the following 

comment regarding the meaning of James 1:8 
A double minded man?
A man of two souls, or of a double heart, that speaks and 
asks with an heart, and an heart, as in (Psalms 12:2) who 
halts between two opinions, and is at an uncertainty what 
to do or say, and is undetermined what to ask for; or who 
is not sincere and upright in his requests, who asks for one 
thing, and means another, and asks amiss, and with an ill 
design; does not call upon God in truth, and in the sincerity 
of his soul; draws nigh to him with his mouth, and honours 
him with his lips, but his heart is far from him. Such an 
one is 
unstable in all his ways;
he is confused in his mind; restless in his thoughts, un-
settled in his designs and intentions; inconstant in his peti-
tions; uncertain in his notions and opinion of things; and 
very variable in his actions, and especially in matters of 
religion; he is always changing, and never at a point, but 
at a continual uncertainty, both in a way of thinking and 
doing: he never continues long either in an opinion, or in a 
practice, but is ever shifting and moving.

David B. Smith is  exceptional in his ability as a preach-
er. We had fully intended to run a complete series of brother 
Smith’s articles on the timely and important subject of mar-
riage, divorce, and remarriage until events caused David to 
unfurl his true colors. We will not knowingly use anyone to 
write for CFTF who is as unstable as Smith has turned out 
to be—although several such “double minded” and “un-
stable” characters have come to light in the last two years 
because of the errors of Dave Miller, et al. 

Smith’s spiritual color is determined by the color of his 
surroundings. To the Northside church and her elders he ap-
peared as one of them—while he was with and among them. 
Smith was willing for the Northside elders and church to 
take care of him and his wife and draw his salary from them 
while all the time  remaining in fellowship with those who 
unscripturally withdrew fellowship from his elders. To put it 
bluntly, but truthfully, he “consorted with the enemy.” The 
Northside elders took (and are taking) all sorts of fire for the 
courage of their convictions, while Smith refused to stand 
beside and behind them in the heat of battle. He refused to 
let his “yea be yea” and his “nay, nay.” At the same time he 
was letting the Millerites—in particular GBN—know that 
he saw no problems with Miller, et al.

Read the material in this issue of CFTF regarding broth-
er David B. Smith and you will read the account of a true 
“fence straddler” who was finally forced off of the fence on 
to the side where his heart always has been.

In closing we express our deep appreciation to Barry 
Gilreath Sr. and Jr. for raising the questions and pressing the 
points during the 2007 Spring CFTF Lectures’ Open Forum 
that helped smoke out a fifth columnist from our ranks. 

—David P. Brown, Editor
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heard me. I have written 7 or 8 books against liberalism. I have 
written numberless articles on liberalism. 
Somebody from Kentucky wrote me a while back and said, 
“Brother Cates, where do you stand on the marriage question?” 
Brethren, I stand where I’ve always stood on the marriage 
question.  I sent him a chapter in the book in 1980 at this very 
lectureship. And I said, “This is where I stand.” I sent him also a 
copy of a brochure by brother Elkins on the marriage question.  
Brethren, that’s where I stand.  
This is all truthful information, but none of it relates to 

the question. Brother Mosher answered in the same vein.
I went to school with Dave Miller. I sat in the classes at the 
graduate school as he and I fought those liberal professors 
together. He’s the only one who stood with me. He’s the man 
who wrote Piloting the Strait; have you read it?  
All of these statements are true, but what is the relevance 

to the question that was asked?  Incidentally, what relevance 
is there in asking if brethren have read Piloting the Strait?  
Many faithful brethren have read the book and recommended 
it (see www.spiritualperspectives.org; under topic, select book 
reviews, and look at the fourth entry). These facts do not 
prove that Miller is right on the issue of elder reaffirmation 
/ reconfirmation.

THE AD HOMINEM FALLACY
Familiar to many is also the ad hominem fallacy. Rather 

than deal with an issue, an attack is made “against the man,” 
who represents the opposition. Consider the opening words of 
brother Keith Mosher as he comments on the question.

This statement is typed (showing it to the audience), which 
means the brother or sister had it made up before they got here. 
I call those set-up questions.  And I’m speaking for myself—not 
the Memphis School of Preaching. I teach logic, and this is 
the kind of question that says, “Have you stopped beating 
your wife?” It doesn’t matter what we say; somebody’s going 
to write about us. I’ve been preaching for 42 years, brethren, 
and I stand right where I stood 42 years ago. And my friends 
will believe that, and my enemies won’t, but these people are 
as vile a group, and I do mean vile as I have ever read after in 
my life. I have never seen the kind of attitude they have. They 
want to destroy about nine good works in the brotherhood just 
to prove a point.  

First of all, brother Mosher made an incorrect assumption 
about the question. It was not a set-up question; it proved to 
be an honest inquiry. A teacher of logic should not jump to 
the conclusion that, if a question is typed, it implies a sinister 
motive. It may be that the individual has poor handwriting 
or that he took the time to carefully phrase the question in an 
unbiased way.  If the reader will look at the question again (at 
the beginning of this article), he will observe that the question 
was impartial.

Following this opening (undeserved) condemnation is 
another sampling of the red herring, followed by the ad ho-
minem attack.  It may be that I am included in “these people” 
who are “vile” and destructive (of nine good works) since he 
has stood with those who call upon Dave Miller to repent.  
Since when is urging someone (who has taught and practiced 
error) to repent vile and destructive?  Is it the spirit of Christ 
to overlook sin? Our Lord rebuked His own disciples when 

they were wrong; love demands it. The question is, “Why 
are so many giving Dave Miller (and others) a pass on this 
issue?” If they would have said, “Dave, we need to clear 
this matter up in a public way, so that no one can continue 
to criticize you and the good work of Apologetics Press,” 
the brotherhood would have been in much better shape than 
it currently is.

Mosher also said: “And I want to tell all of you in pub-
lic: This isn’t about Dave Miller.  (An “amen” is audible in 
the background.) This is not about Dave Miller.” Really?  
If someone really wanted to prove that statement, the best 
course of action would be to resolve the Miller controversy 
and then see if the criticism continues. Mosher closed with 
one final ad hominem attack: “If you’re going to believe 
some of these publications, you’re going to have a problem, 
because those brethren are lying to you.”  So, those op-
posed to Dave Miller being used to speak while he remains 
impenitent are vile, destructive, and now liars to boot. What 
is next—an affirmation that we kick our dogs and snarl at 
children?  Brother Mosher should supply the evidence he has 
concerning this charge.

B. J. Clarke also made an ad hominem attack.  After dis-
cussing passages from Deuteronomy 13 and 17, which charge 
Israel with investigating the facts before putting someone to 
death, he concluded with these words:

We have a lot of people throwing stones who’ve never taken a 
moment to investigate the certainty of what they’ve heard. And 
that’s the problem. It’s a sad, sad problem indeed that people 
will just hear one person say something and then they’ll run 
with that, and then someone else will say it, and then some-
one else will say it. And before you know it, it gets distorted.  
Brethren, I’m thankful to God that He’ s going to be our judge 
and not some individuals who want to believe lies that have 
been told without even one shred of foundation of fact.

How does brother Clarke know how many people are 
throwing stones without any evidence?  Does he have evi-
dence of that allegation?  If such were the case, it would be 
deplorable, but his criticism does not allow for the possibility 
that many are pleading for Dave Miller to repent because of 
the facts.  The argument he makes is basically this: “Those 
who are criticizing Dave Miller and the institutions that sup-
port him (MSOP, GBN, et al.) do not know what they are 
talking about.  They stand guilty of believing lies.”  What 
an effective way to silence the opposition! Generally, people 
resort to ad hominem attacks when they lack legitimate ar-
guments.

Brother Cates closed his remarks with an ad hominem 
statement:

I remember one fellow told me on one occasion, “I wouldn’t 
believe what Dave Miller says if it were to come out of his 
own mouth.” Now I want to ask you, “What possibility does 
a person have when he’s dealing with that kind of attitude?” 

Surely brother Cates knows that this sentiment does not 
characterize all those who have taken issue with Dave Miller.  
The example is calculated to make people think that all critics 
fall into this category, and such is simply not the case.

(Continued from page 1)
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“JUST CALL DAVE”
Brother Cates encouraged people to call and talk to 

Dave—a sentiment he also repeated the second time he ad-
dressed the audience on this issue.  Brother Mosher likewise 
exhorted those present to call Dave and talk to him.  Have not 
some done just that?  One reported that Dave said a qualified 
elder should resign if he did not have the right percentage 
of support from the members and that an unqualified man 
could be an elder if he met with the congregation’s approval.  
Several have reported that Dave told them he had nothing to 
repent of.  The problem, however, with such telephone con-
versations is that what was said cannot be verified.     

A few years ago, an elder told people to call him if they 
wanted to know what he believed. He then told some of 
those people one thing and others just the opposite. Many 
were confused. But nothing was in writing where it could 
be examined. For that reason the advice to “call Dave” lacks 
merit.  What would be far more productive would be a meeting 
where several sound brethren are present, and the meeting is 
taped. That would eliminate all the confusion and possible 
misrepresentations.

I mailed Dave a letter toward that end on March 7, 2006.  
A portion of that letter follows:

Wesley Simons said that he thought that you felt that it 
would not matter what you said—you think some people 
are out to get you. I cannot say that there might not be a 
few who might feel that way, but I do not believe the vast 
majority of us just really “have it in” for you. Speaking 
for myself, I want to see every faithful gospel preacher 
succeed; I want Apologetics Press to succeed. But what 
can I do under the circumstances?  
So many things have occurred within a year’s time: 
brethren who have been friends and worked together 
for decades are at odds with one another; the brethren in 
Dalton have withdrawn from those in Calhoun, and this 
will cause brethren to “take sides” even more than they 
already have.  Unfortunately, you and your teachings lie 
at the heart of a great deal of this division. This is not to 
say that you purposely created any of these problems, but 
you certainly are in a position to help resolve them.  
What I am proposing is this: Would it be possible for some 
of us to work on effecting a solution? Could a few of us 
meet in a non-hostile atmosphere, where we could be free 
to be honest? A meeting full of accusations would achieve 
nothing. If we could treat one another kindly, as brethren, 
do you think it might accomplish something? Could we 
examine the Scriptures in a non-defensive manner and 
perhaps achieve agreement?
Of course, there is no way to know the answers to all of 
these questions. Dave, does this appeal to you? I do not 
believe you are a liberal at heart. But, despite warnings, 
you met with and apparently endorsed the liberal church 
in Calhoun, and you have not been as clear in defense of 
yourself as you could be. The very fact that you authored 
Piloting the Strait says that you want to stand with the 
truth, but your teaching on two doctrinal issues have breth-
ren unsettled, as well as your fellowship practices.
The decision is up to you. Wesley, I, and others would 
like nothing better than to see this current polarization 
dissipate. Please let me know by mail or phone call what 
your thoughts are on this matter.

As of May 1, 2007, no reply has been received. Wesley 
Simons contacted Dave Miller about the time this letter was 
written, encouraging him to meet in just such a fashion. He 
said that he was too busy.  Yet, the brethren at the Sunny 
Slope forum kept encouraging people to call Dave. Now, 
which would take less time—a meeting of several brethren 
for a few hours, or constantly answering phone calls from 
individuals seeking information?  

THE SCRIPTURAL SOLUTION

Another brother, Charles Leonard, spoke at this forum, 
also. Although he was thinking of a different situation, he 
wisely said: 

And I have known of brethren that you could not do anything to 
correct anything with. And I maintain this, that when you have 
difficulty among brethren and brethren have something—say 
two brothers here—and one has a problem against the other 
and said, “Now we need to meet and work this out.” Well, now, 
if there is no meeting, there won’t be any working out. And I 
have known of brethren across the years that would say, “I’m 
not about to meet.” How can you solve problems when brethren 
are unwilling to sit down and to meet? Now it’s somewhat like 
trying to deal with husband/wife relationship. They’re about 
to break up their marriage. And so the husband encourages the 
wife, and they come talk to the preacher. Preacher listens to her. 
And when she gets through, he seems to think, “You know that 
fellow ought to be shot.” But then the husband comes in and 
talks to the preacher. And when he got through, he said, “Boy, 
I don’t know how he lived with her.” Now the only way to 
solve problems is to get brethren together. And when brethren 
won’t get together, and they won’t meet, you can’t solve any 
problems. We’ve got some brethren in the brotherhood that 
won’t meet, and they’re not about to solve any problems.

Amen! This brother has stated a Scriptural principle.  If 
someone has something against a brother, he is to go and 
tell him about it (Matt. 18:15-17). If someone knows that 
a brother has something against him, he is to go and talk to 
him about it (Matt. 5:23-24).  Why has this problem concern-
ing Dave Miller been allowed to persist this long?  Where 
is the desire to meet and resolve issues that are dividing us?  
It will not do for some to stand up and condemn those who 
have actually made efforts to achieve reconciliation.  If some 
are not working to resolve this problem, brethren should be 
asking, “Why?”

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park , FL 3279-21097

garysummers@spiritualperspectives.org

[“This current polarization” will not  dissipate as long as breth-
ren ignore evidence as they attempt to sweep the sins of Dave 
Miller, et al. under the proverbial rug. Seemingly men such as 
Keith Mosher and his fellow MSOP faculty members, along 
with other brethren of their mind set (Wesley Simons, are you 
listening?) are more interested in working on advanced degrees 
in politics than they are settling things according to the Bible. 
Why these brethren have chosen the “wide gate and broad way” 
in this matter is beyond me, but they have started  on a trip that 
will take them down a road that has never ended in anything 
else but spiritual ruin.—Editor]   
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The David B. Smith Controversy
The Following Material Was Compiled by the Northside Church of Christ, Calhoun, 

Georgia Elders, Ron Hall and Terry York 
THREE POINTS COVERED BY THE 
NORTHSIDE ELDERS STATEMENT

(1) Events which lead up to David B. Smith’s 
Resignation March 7, 2007
(2) David B. Smith Issues Statement March 22, 
2007 – Northside response March 25

(3) David B. Smith attempts to clear-up inconsis-
tencies and Response from others

David B Smith’s Resignation and The 
Northside Elders’ Statement 

You are likely aware of the confusion created by Barry 
Gilreath, Sr. during the 2007 Spring Contending for the 
Faith Lectureship Open Forums on Tuesday and Wednesday, 
February 27 & 28.  If you are not familiar with what took 
place you can go to www.churchesofchrist.com and view the 
Open Forums for yourself. The purpose of this statement is to 
clear up any false and misleading rumors, hearsay, and gos-
sip which are being spread by certain individuals associated 
with the Gospel Broadcasting Network (GBN) and others as 
they relate to the Open Forums noted above.  We will address 
only the events that occurred between February 27 & 28 (the 
dates of the Open Forums) and March 7 (the date David B. 
Smith resigned his work with the Northside church of Christ).  
This information should set the record straight and stop the 
misleading statements which have been put forth for some 
time now.

We met with David B. Smith Saturday night (3/03) to 
discuss the assertions put forth by Gilreath, Sr. about him and 
any part he might have played in this matter. We had what 
we thought was a very productive meeting. David is a fine 
young man who it appears has now fallen victim to wicked 
men whom he once thought were his friends. They have now 
betrayed his trust for their own selfish interests and are using 
that trust (confidential e-mails, phone calls, etc.) in an attempt 
to destroy the Northside church of Christ and ultimately David 
B. Smith himself. Brother Smith admitted to us, in our March 
3 meeting that he had resumed his “confidential” correspon-
dence with Barry Gilreath, Jr. (and others) sometime after we 
had asked him to discontinue these exchanges in April 2006. 
We had instructed David to advise these men to contact us 
and let us address whatever concerns they might have. He 
agreed to do as we had instructed. David admitted that he had 
done wrong in this matter and apologized to us for what he 
had done. Barry Gilreath, Sr.’s, e-mail accusations submitted 
to the Spring Lectures Open Forum also made David realize 
that the Highland elders were now using some of the state-
ments he had made in confidence to hurt him and his elders, 

which realization he acknowledged to us. David agreed to 
make a public statement to the Northside congregation the 
next day (Sunday, 3/04), apologizing to them (and to us) for 
the shame and reproach his actions have brought upon the 
Northside church. Accordingly, David made the following 
statement which was transcribed verbatim: 

My dearest brethren, 
 The last few days have been some of the most spiritually 
taxing in all of my life. It seems as though the frustration 
that has been building between certain men over a number 
of months was let go in such a way as to call in question 
my character, Terry’s, and others. Without going into detail, 
these events have left many in great despair, not to mention 
confused. I’ve had to consider and reflect, or had time to 
consider and reflect, on these events and realized that despite 
my outright anger that my, or despite my disappointment, and 
even in spite of every good intention on my end, that I have 
contributed in part to the worry of a good number of people.    
I consider myself a true optimist in that I really do look for 
the good in everything. I believe the Bible teaches us to be 
this way, a hope-against-hope for the good in everything and 
every situation. I believe we are supposed to extend the benefit 
of doubt until it cannot possibly be extended any more. And 
I have tried, in spite of bad circumstances, to be something 
of a peacemaker, but I am also a man in deep desperation.    
My spirit has been crushed for the longest time over the division 
of the men I love very dearly. My immense love for brethren, 
coupled with my desire to be trusting and patient, have caused 
me to say things that can be and have been easily misconstrued. 
There have been times in great frustration when, instead of be-
ing slow to speak, I have said things in confidence to others that 
never should have been said. There are times when I have not 
been firm enough in my speech because I thought it would actu-
ally help a situation, but ultimately harmed the situation further. 
There are times when things should have been said that I did 
not say. While it does not excuse my actions, I am a man. I face 
temptations like everyone else. And there are times when I look 
back and reflect and see where I have been a part of the problem.    
I want you to understand this very clearly: I would never 
intentionally do anything to harm this congregation—never. 
I believe you know that. I have always, always, acted in ac-
cordance to [sic] what I know is right. I’ve always done what 
I thought to be right, and sometimes I make mistakes in doing 
that. I’ve tried to be as consistent as I possibly can be, and at 
times I’ve been inconsistent in my speech and in my actions. 
I consider myself to be a very sensitive man, and I’m not too 
proud to ask forgiveness when I believe I have done wrong. 
In a short time I hope to clarify some things on my end. I hope 
to be more distinct about my position on some things for the 
benefit of others.  
I hope this will help everyone. I ask for your patience as I 
work those things out. Until then, you can know that I love 
this congregation. I love and appreciate everyone in this 
congregation. I love the elders. I love the members. I love 
you, and you know that I do. I ask you to pray for everyone, 
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including me, that we will all act right and that we will do 
right and be honest enough to correct mistakes when they are 
pointed out. There is no reason why we cannot all be one if 
our goal is to be just as true as possible to our convictions.   
I’d like to ask Terry, if he would, to come lead prayer. 

[NOTE: Brother Barry Gilreath, Sr., accused brother 
Terry York of misrepresenting David B. Smith during the 
Spring Lectures Open Forum. Also, brother Barry Gilreath, 
Jr., in an e-mail message (3/02, reproduced below), accused 
Terry of “misrepresentation” and of making “misleading” 
and “erroneous” statements in the Spring Forum concerning 
David’s convictions. However, as seen in David’s statement 
above, he called on Terry, one of his elders, to lead a prayer to 
God on his behalf. David obviously would not have done so 
had he believed Terry misrepresented him. This alone is ample 
evidence to unbiased brethren that David knew that Terry 
spoke the truth about him at the Open Forum. The Gilreaths’ 
assertions about Terry are patently false and therefore sinful. 
You will also notice in David’s statement that he understood  
he was to make a public statement, giving up his silence and 
stating distinctly where he stands on these issues when he 
said: “In a short time I hope to clarify some things on my end. 
I hope to be more distinct about my position on some things 
for the benefit of others.” At this point, we were hopeful he 
would do as he had promised. But apparently his respect of 
persons overruled his convictions and courage.] 

In our Saturday March 3, 2007 meeting, David agreed to 
prepare a signed statement setting forth in clear, unambigu-
ous terms where he stands, which statement would be made 
available to the brotherhood. He promised to prepare this 
statement ASAP. Because of this promise and the significance 
of this statement, we therefore expected him to prepare it 
Monday, but Monday came and went without his doing so. 
We asked him about it Monday night, and he said he would 
have it Tuesday. Tuesday came and went, but he still had not 
produced the promised statement. We met with him Tuesday 
night (3/06) and reassured him that, since he had repented 
for his part in this current conflict, we would fight with him 
to clear his name in this matter. We impressed upon him how 
important it was for him to make a precisely-worded statement 
and have it ready the next day. We stressed to him that he 
needed to clear not only his own name, but the name of Terry 
York, whose character had also been called into question by 
Barry Gilreath, Sr.’s statements in the Spring Open Forum. 

[NOTE: At this point we want to emphasize that the state-
ments made by brother Gilreath, Sr. did not in any way slander 
the good name of Terry York, nor any of the members of the 
Northside church among those who know us for the stand we 
have taken over the years. We have had hundreds of brethren 
who have sent their love and support for us since the Spring 
Open Forums. But we do realize there are those who will 
use what was said by brother Gilreath, Sr. to further deceive 
good brethren in order to promote their own selfish agendas.  
They will not present both sides of this story, but will hope 
that those who do not know us will take their word (which is 
offered without one shred of evidence), and believe the worst 
about us.  Their goal is clear, which goal is to cast doubt on 

our credibility, but we believe brother Gilreath, Sr., did 
us, and all the faithful, a tremendous favor by introducing his 
statements to the Spring Open Forums as he did.   He gave us 
another opportunity to set the record straight and get the truth 
of these matters before a large number of brethren.  To further 
set the record straight we decided to issue this statement for 
those who are genuinely seeking the truth.]

Now back to David B. Smith’s statement.  David told us 
he would have a statement prepared Wednesday. The next 
day, when it appeared to us that he was continuing to stall, 
we decided to make some suggestions about what he should 
include in his statement. We e-mailed our suggestions to Da-
vid at 9:21 A.M. for his consideration. David acknowledged 
receipt of our suggestions, as noted below:

From: conftfaith@aol.com [mailto:conftfaith@aol.com]  
Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2007 11:13 AM 
To: TYYORK@aol.com 
Subject: Re: Correction
Terry, 
I appreciate these suggestions. I will consider them today as 
I work on my statement. 
David

David had agreed to e-mail a copy of his statement 
to us before he sent it to any others. This way, since it so 
vitally concerned the Northside church, we could approve 
(or disapprove) it before it went out to the brotherhood. 
Wednesday afternoon came, but there still was no statement. 
Later Wednesday afternoon we decided to prepare our own 
statement, in case David failed again on his promise to have 
a statement prepared. Our statement simply affirmed where 
he stood on current brotherhood fellowship issues and on the 
recent confusion created by Barry Gilreath, Sr., according 
to David’s statements to us on March 3. (see our statement 
below). We met with David after services Wednesday night 
(3/07), expecting him to hand us his long-awaited statement 
for our consideration. However, instead of his statement, he 
presented his letter of resignation as the preacher at North-
side. 

Realizing that David’s resignation indicated he had 
decided not to produce the statement he had agreed to do, 
before we accepted his resignation, we handed him our 
statement and asked him to read it (we had already e-mailed 
him a rough draft as noted above). He immediately put the 
statement in his notebook and said he would read it later. We 
then asked him if he would read the statement immediately, 
in our presence, and let us know if he agreed or disagreed 
with any part of it. He read the statement, said he agreed with 
it completely, and that it represented his true position on the 
matters it embraced. We then asked him to sign the statement 
so we could clear brother Terry York’s name in reference to 
the false charge Barry Gilreath, Sr., introduced at the Spring 
Open Forum, but he refused. He said he could not sign the 
statement. Terry York then begged David to sign the statement 
which would refute Barry Gilreath, Sr.’s reckless charge and 
thus clear his (Terry’s) name. David again refused, saying 
he would not sign it. Brother York asked David if he would 
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ever consider signing the statement, he said he might if 
he had some time to think about it. Brother York asked 
him how much time he thought he needed—two weeks? 
David said, “Ten days.” At this point, we decided to give 
David ten days before we made this matter public. The 
ten days David requested to reconsider signing the state-
ment have now come and gone, and there is no signed 
statement from him. He has left us with no choice but 
to make this public announcement concerning these 
grievous matters. 

It is still a mystery to us why David refuses to sign his 
name to a statement with which he orally professes full 
agreement. His refusal demonstrates the nature and behavior 
of compromisers. When someone wants to hide something, 
Satan is always ready to take advantage of the situation. We 
expressed to David our strong concern for and disappointment 
in him for his refusal to sign the statement, a statement with 
which he explicitly stated his agreement in full. We told him 
he was compromising for not signing the statement. David 
disagreed. He then told us he would reaffirm his agreement 
with our statement to anyone who called him and talked with 
him personally. We told David in response that this was not 
the way we were going to handle this problem. We pointed out 
that his way of addressing this was like that of Dave Miller 
and his defenders. Nothing short of a signed, clear, precise 
statement would do. While David will not admit it, he has 
compromised and in doing so he has rendered his “beloved” 
brethren at Northside and the cause of Truth (and all those 
who refuse to compromise) a severe blow. However, we 
will not let this matter diminish our resolve to stand for the 
Truth and with faithful brethren everywhere. At this point 
in our meeting on March 7, we had no choice but to accept 
David’s resignation. Ironically, instead of bringing to us 
his promised public statement (which would have cleared 
up the confusion Barry Gilreath, Sr., sought to create at the 
Spring Open Forum), David brought us his letter of resigna-
tion, which has created even more confusion. To our great 
disappointment and dismay, we have since learned that 
the Highland elders, Wesley Simons, and others knew of 
David’s resignation before he made it known to us. We 
had asked David a few weeks earlier that if he ever decided 
to leave Northside to let us be the first to know. He told us he 
would. David’s telling others of his resignation before he told 
us was particularly disappointing, for it represented another 
broken promise on his part.

Brother Terry York has been treated very wrong in all of 
this. The only thing of which he is “guilty” is being honest 
and faithful to uphold the Truth. The Highland elders and 
GBN have tried to cast a long, dark shadow over his good 
name and the name of the eldership and the members of the 
Northside church of Christ in order to promote their own self-
ish agenda.  Spreading half-truths, hearsay, slanders, and now 
lies is not the way for anyone to act, much less Christians.  
Please closely read their withdrawal letter and their e-mails.  
Then observe very closely their unchristian conduct in this 
whole matter, and realize what they are doing to the precious 
body of Christ. Please carefully examine the evidence we have 

made available on these matters www.northsidecalhoun.net, 
and see for yourself who is to blamed for this current division. 
Please wake up, brethren. 

Barry Gilreath, Jr., sent the following e-mail to brother 
York soon after he returned from the 2007 lectureship at 
Spring, Texas: 

From: James Barry Gilreath Jr. [mailto:jamesbg2@alltel.
net] 
Sent: Friday, March 02, 2007 11:42 AM
To: TYYORK@aol.com
Subject: Spring Lectures
Brother York, 

I was so shocked to hear the misrepresentation of your 
first statement at Spring concerning David.  I was even more 
astounded that you got up the next day and reaffirmed your 
misleading and erroneous statement again. You did a great 
disservice to David in publicly aligning him with this radical 
element that he does not support and does not want to be a 
part of. David had even cancelled his appearance to distance 
himself from the very lectureship you attended. You know that 
he does not believe that Dave Miller is a false teacher. So do 
many other brethren [who] know his position.  Furthermore, 
we have evidence that proves you misrepresented David, and 
I don’t say that if I couldn’t back it up. Additionally, David has 
said to you and others that if everything that Dave Miller told 
him on the phone was true, then he would not consider him to 
be a false teacher. And you also know that he affirmed during 
the lunch hour at the CFTF lectures at Lenoir City (Oct 2005) 
that he (David) said that he accepted the statement that Miller 
made. David made that statement in front of Freddie Clayton, 
his parents, Bobbie Hall, and others.  It is no secret what David 
believes to those who truly know him.  Many brethren are now 
aware of your misrepresentation of David at Spring, and as 
one brother said concerning this matter, “Someone is lying”.  
Brother, you may have repented for your attitude during the 
Gospel meeting with James Rogers, but you need to repent for 
some other matters as well, including now the misrepresenta-
tion of David at Spring.  

Additionally, despite your misleading statement, David 
has no problems being on a lectureship program with me.  
Again, I have the means to prove that and do not make that 
claim lightly either. The problem is actually the Northside elder-
ship. He doesn’t want to do anything that would cause problems 
for you at Northside. He does not have a fellowship problem 
with me. Yet you portrayed David as though he would not 
fellowship me. That is false. You gave a misleading response 
which is nothing more than deceit. That was so damaging to 
David and others.

I believe that you have sadly sealed David’s fate as far as 
Northside. Time will tell. Yet, your participation at the Spring 
fiasco was so unnecessary. To my knowledge, most every con-
gregation or preacher that has been caught up in this radical 
movement that was spear-headed by Dub McClish and David 
Brown after 2005 has suffered greatly as a result. I knew that 
when Ron Hall affirmed in your men’s business meeting be-
fore all of this got started, that this stuff wasn’t going to affect 
Northside, he would be sadly mistaken. One can not continually 
expose a congregation to negativity and bickering, and it not 
affect the church. People get sick of it. Now I notice that you 
have a second and new Northside Website dedicated to this 
bickering and negativity.  I wonder how many of your members 
are aware of this effort that seemingly appears to be the work 
of Ron Hall alone, based upon the posts author.  Did you know 
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about the website?  Do your members know about it? 

Brother, I am still praying and hopeful that one day you will 
see the error of your way and make things right. 

Barry Jr.  

When you read the four-point statement at the end of this 
document, which David has orally affirmed (in the presence 
of several witnesses now) represents his convictions, com-
pare that with the nine assertions and allegations in Barry 
Gilreath, Jr.’s letter. Indeed, “Someone is lying.” We refuse 
to respond to e-mails like this which are filled with caustic 
language, false allegations, and slanders with the intent to 
divide and conquer those who refuse to go along with their 
agendas. Is this the kind of brethren with whom you want to 
be associated? We hope not. We concur with the words of 
brother David B. Smith, as set forth in his public confession 
before the members of the Northside congregation on March 
4, when he said, “pray for everyone, including me, that we will 
all act right and that we will do right and be honest enough to 
correct mistakes when they are pointed out. There is no reason 
why we cannot all be one if our goal is to be just as true as 
possible to our convictions.” Brethren why can’t we be one? 
We can if we will all get back to the Bible and use it for our 
authority for what we do in word or in deed (Col 3:17).

Terry York has been accused falsely (he is not a liar) and 
his brethren at Northside are standing firmly behind him and 
with him in this controversy.  In this entire matter brother York 
has conducted himself as a Christian gentleman in every way.  
Below is an e-mail brother York sent David B. Smith shortly 
after his departure from the Northside church of Christ, which 
shows the kind of Christian man brother York is:

From: Terry York  
Sent: Tuesday, March 13, 2007 1:03 AM 
To: David B Smith ConFTFaith@aol.com 
Subject: Thanks for Books 
My Dearest Brother David

Thank you so very much for the books you left for me at 
the building. The books mean so much, especially knowing 
how much you cherish your books. I will always treasure them 
greatly. The note you left was also very much appreciated and 
it will be kept and cherished always. From what you said in the 
note, it is apparent that you still have a love for your co-worker, 
which love is mutual, even though you made your decision to 
leave. The time we spent together doing the Radio programs 
and visiting will also be remembered. Maybe the best memory 
you and I have of visiting is the time when we studied with Art 
and Belva and you baptized them.

David, about three years ago you said something that 
made a lasting impression when you were teaching from Mat-
thew chapter eleven.  You said that a true friend will always 
complement one to others and criticize one to their face. With 
that said please consider a few things. 

David, I have always told you that I would trust you with 
my life. I also had confidence in your truthfulness. I have no 
doubt that you told me the truth on Tuesday and Wednesday 
when I called you from Texas. I had no thought that you would 
ever leave a question hanging over my truthfulness in what I 
said in those open forums. I am going to look for your signature 
on that statement every day, until you tell me differently, even 
though there is a little something that tells me that since you 

left that meeting Wednesday night 3-7-07 there is little chance 
you will, especially if it depends on other men’s advice. You 
have betrayed my trust by not clearing the suspicion that will 
now hang over the both of us. But David, if for what ever 
reason you don’t, I will take the bullet, especially since I have 
no choice. 

David, I am also disappointed that before you met with 
us Wednesday night, there were phone calls already being 
made that you were going to resign. I asked you in the hall of 
the building a good while back should you make the choice 
to leave (as Wesley advised) to let Ron and I [sic] know first. 
You also told us no one had advised you in your decision.  It is 
also reported that Highland is now going to destroy or isolate 
Northside. If that is true, your friends helped you get out before 
they (Highland) dropped the bomb. It appears that there is more 
rejoicing in Highland (eldership) over one congregation that 
would perish than over ninety and nine that supports GBN. A lot 
of things are coming to light by the hour that is very disturbing. 
Be careful David, there is no honor among deceitful men. Of 
all the efforts made by Highland to harm the work here, your 
contribution seems to be the greatest obstacle to overcome. 

David, it hurts tremendously to think that Christianity 
has come to this. I think of how Emilie loved you and Wesley, 
how she was so excited to be able to ride with him from the 
building. How she loved for him and other preachers to come 
over. Wesley’s part in all of this undermining and behind the 
scene work is merciless, and Wesley says we are radical. Emilie 
doesn’t connect the dots yet, but she is pretty smart and the time 
will come when she will realize that she too was betrayed by 
the ones she trusted and idolized as heroes. Too, David, if you 
could have only looked into the eyes of the Northside members 
Sunday. Almost ALL of the congregation has viewed the open 
forums. They are so hurt because you would think twice about 
signing the statement.

David, several things give me peace. I always called or 
wrote Wesley if I had a problem with him, and didn’t try to 
undermine the congregation where he serves. I criticized him 
to his face if I had a problem with him. I am hurt because you 
would allow Highland to use the open forum to try and make 
me a liar before the world. You may be going to allow them 
to do that (they may still use your “private correspondence” 
against us). What gives me peace though, is that as painful as 
that may be, it is far, far more bearable than it would be if I 
had to live with the fact that I had done that to someone who 
trusted me.

…People are being convinced that you are now in support 
of GBN.  You can help put a stop to this madness. Are you 
going to “sit idly by as your brethren go to battle?” Will you 
help silence the lambs? 

I have thought much about this as you would expect. I still 
believe you have a love for me as I do you. David, when I think 
of all of what is happening and those who are scheming against 
Northside in the name of Jesus (and Christian love), I think, 
“sweet revenge,” but no, there is something much sweeter and 
much more peaceful and that is a forgiving spirit. 
“The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with your spirit”
Your Brother,
Terry York 

We love David B. Smith. During his work with us, we 
loved and supported him and considered him as one of our 
own family. From the beginning of his work here we con-
sidered him to be one of the finest Gospel preachers in our 
brotherhood. During his 6-1/2 years at Northside, his teaching 
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and preaching helped all of us to grow spiritually. We have 
said publicly many times that David fit the description of an 
evangelist as described by Paul when he instructed Timothy 
in 2 Timothy 4:2-5.  We would have done anything for David, 
except compromise with him or for him. David’s continued 
silence while Northside and her elders have been relentlessly 
attacked over the past several months has been troubling to us 
and to many others who are not members at Northside. His 
refusal to sign a statement which would let everyone know, 
once and for all, that he stands with us in our defense of the 
Truth is without excuse. His refusal to clear Terry York’s good 
name is especially troubling and hurtful. David has displayed 
all the marks of a compromiser, notwithstanding his denial 
of such. False teachers are notorious for denying they are 
false teachers, but their denial does not convert their error 
into Truth. Denying that one is a compromiser when one is 
in the very act of compromising does not alter the fact of the 
compromise. We have been extremely patient with David 
for almost a year, waiting for him to indicate by some means 
that he supported his elders and the Northside church in its 
struggles against error. His long-continued silence and now 
his refusal to either produce his own statement or to sign a 
statement with which he professes agreement are simply 
unacceptable. From our March 3 meeting, David understood 
we could no longer tolerate his wavering stance, and that his 
future with Northside was in his hands. When his courage 
failed him concerning the statement he promised, he knew 
his only alternative was to resign. David has deserted his 
brethren at Northside in the heat of the battle and has left us 
to the wolves. He professed to love Northside and her elders 
in his March 4 oral statement, but he seems to have forgot-
ten that the true measure of love is not in mere words, but in 
deeds (1 John 3:18). Not only has he deserted us, but he has 
deserted all faithful brethren who stand against wicked men 
“who serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own bellies” 
(Rom. 16:18). 

At this point, we believe what David B. Smith told us 
about him not having any fellowship with the Highland el-
ders, GBN, or Dave Miller until this controversy is resolved 
(see point 4 in the statement below). But, at the same time, 
we can not recommend David until he signs the precisely 
worded statement which we proposed to him on March 7, 
2007. David’s behavior thus far tells us where he really stands 
at this time.  We pray he can find the courage to do what duty 
(and we hope his conscience) demands. His signature on the 
statement would certainly have been a good start in the right 
direction. We hope and pray that if concerned brethren contact 
him he will reaffirm the four points in the statement as he did 
to us and as he has done to other brethren since March 7. Just 
this week we received an e-mail from brother Lester Kamp, 
who personally asked David about our statement in the pres-
ence of one of his elders, Dennis Strickland, and their wives. 
Below is an excerpt from brother Kamp’s e-mail (copied with 
his permission) which proves that David has reaffirmed, as 
he promised, his agreement to our statement:

From: Lester E. Kamp [mailto:lkamp@juno.com]  
Sent: Thursday, March 15, 2007 10:06 AM 
To: ronhalloffice@bellsouth.net; tyyork@aol.com 
Subject: David B. Smith

Brethren,
Last night before services my wife and I went out to eat 

with David and Ashley. Dennis Strickland and his wife Linda 
hosted the meal at a local restaurant... I asked David about 
the statement the elders at Northside had asked him to sign. I 
asked if it was accurate. He said yes. I asked if there was any 
part that he disagreed with or objected to. He said no. I asked 
if he would sign it. He said that IF he signed anything it would 
be something that he wrote himself for his own words would 
best express his thoughts… I asked if he did not feel betrayed 
by Gilreath Jr. in all of this. He said that he did feel betrayed 
and he was angry about it...
Lester

David’s statement relative to Barry Gilreath, Jr.’s “be-
trayal” is very significant and will doubtless not please brother 
Gilreath. He obviously cannot continue to affirm his agree-
ment with the four propositions of the statement we asked 
him to sign and remain in favor with the Highland elders and 
GBN supporters. We know that David’s continued refusal 
to stand for the Truth will destroy the confidence faithful 
brethren have had in him as they learn of it. We fear that his 
attempt at appeasing certain of his friends (refusing to sign 
the statement, while professing agreement with it orally) will 
not please many of those men. We hope someone is able to 
convince David to sign the statement affirming his position. 
A private confession is not acceptable when dealing with a 
public matter such as this.  Until David signs this statement, 
and allows it to be made public, a cloud of sin will hang over 
his head. We make this statement without any animosity 
toward David. We are not seeking to harm him, whom we 
have loved as a son, and still love. He needs to understand 
he has already done great harm to himself by refusing to go 
on record for Truth and righteousness. We love his soul too 
much to overlook his compromise with those who are in error, 
and we pray that he will repent.

The Northside elders will continue to stand against those, 
who for their own selfish agendas, are determined to destroy 
the body of Christ. We have the full and complete support of 
every member at Northside who are now praying for David’s 
repentance. We are praying that all good brethren will join 
with us and stand against this wickedness.  “God sought 
for a man to stand in the gap so the people might not be 
destroyed but there was none” (Ezek. 22:30). “Watch ye, 
stand fast in the faith, quit you like men, be strong.  Let 
all your things be done with charity” (1 Cor. 16:13-14). 

Fight the good fight of faith, lay hold on eternal life, 
whereunto thou art also called, and hast professed a good 
profession before many witnesses. I give thee charge in 
the sight of God, who quickeneth all things, and before 
Christ Jesus, who before Pontius Pilate witnessed a good 
confession; That thou keep this commandment without 
spot, unrebukable, until the appearing of our Lord Jesus 
Christ:” (1 Tim 6:12-14).

Ron Hall
Terry York
Elder, Northside church of Christ
March 19, 2007
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Posted below are the original e-mails Barry Gil-
reath, Sr. sent to the Spring Open Forums. To hear the 
answers to these emails go to www.churchesofchrist.com 
and click on video archives:
----- Original Message ----- 
From: info  (Barry Gilreath, Sr.)
To: SCOC@swbell.net 
Sent: Tuesday, February 27, 2007 11:33 AM
Subject: Brethren at the Spring Lectureship

I would like for the brethren at the Spring lectureship to 
deal with the following points:
 1.  David B. Smith, preacher for the Northside church of 
Christ in Calhoun, GA, has agreed to speak on the Greer, SC 
lectures which includes Barry Gilreath, Jr., elder and preacher 
for the Highland church of Christ in Dalton, GA.  Others to 
speak are Cliff Goodwin, who teaches on GBN, as well as other 
supporters of GBN.
 2.  Most fair minded brethren who have considered brother 
Dave Miller, including David B. Smith, preacher for the 
Northside church of Christ in Calhoun, GA, have concluded 
that Dave Miller is not a false teacher.
 3.  Radical brethren who have made personal attacks in publi-
cations, lectureships, and public internet websites are in sin and 
have brought shame and reproach on the name of Christ.
 4.  The elders of the Highland church of Christ in Dalton, GA 
as well as the staff of GBN are praying for your repentence 
(sic) and restoration.
Barry Gilreath, Sr., elder and director of GBN

From: Barry Gilreath 
To: SCOC@swbell.net 
Sent: Wednesday, February 28, 2007 2:36 PM
Subject: Statement for Wednesday Open Forum
Brethren:
I request that someone other than those named in this document 
read it word for word to those present at the open forum today 
(Wednesday) before any comments are made. 
It has been the observation of some brethren that there seems 
to be a lot of hypocrisy taking place in the positioning of some.  
In order to clarify these matters, would you please address the 
following points?
1)    Would you please provide the time (the year is sufficient) 
in which Dave Miller became a false teacher who was no 
longer in fellowship with God and faithful brethren.  Was it 
1991, 1992, 1993, 1994, 1995, 1996, 1997, 1998, 1999, 2000, 
20001, 2002, 2003, 2004, 2005, or only after the fall out of the 
Gospel Journal in mid 2005?
2)    Did any brother, who has gathered at the Spring Lectures 
this year, sin in their appearance with Dave Miller on any pro-
gram after the year you specify he became a false teacher who 
was no longer in fellowship with God and faithful brethren? 
 3)  Brother McClish misrepresented BJ Clarke in the open 
forum in stating that BJ said that McClish and some others were 
not concerned about Miller before 2005. What BJ Clarke actu-
ally wrote which brother McClish referenced is that McClish 
and others did not make Dave Miller a matter of fellowship 
until after the fall out of the Gospel Journal.  That is a much 
different statement than brother McClish publicly affirmed in 
the open forum.  Does he want to recant that false assertion 
that he made multiple times?  Will brother McClish deal with 
the valid point BJ made regarding 2005 becoming the year 
in which some gathered at Spring made matters surrounding 

Miller an issue of fellowship, but not before.  Why then and 
not in the 15 years prior?
4)    We are seeking clarification as to when it was that brother 
McClish and others withdrew their fellowship from Dave Mill-
er, Maxie Boren and others at Brown Trail.  In 2003 Kent Bailey 
appeared on the Truth in Love lectureship with brother Miller.  
Obviously brother Bailey had not drawn a line of fellowship 
before that time.  It is also true that Michael Hatcher and David 
Brown appeared on a lectureship with Maxie Boren and Dave 
Miller in 1996.  Was the incident at Brown Trail not a matter 
of fellowship to these brethren at that time?  Daniel Douglas 
appeared on the Truth in Love Lectures with Dave Miller in 
1997 and 2004.  Was Miller a false teacher at that time?  
5)   If Miller is a man who is not in fellowship with God, 
would brother McClish and Brown explain why they had been 
purchasing, promoting and circulating Miller’s book, “Pilot-
ing the Strait”, well after the events surrounding Brown Trail.  
Consider these facts that can be verified by Paul Sain of Sain 
Publications.
        Biblical Resource (owned by David Brown)  
                        Purchased:  
                                5 copies in 1997  
                                6 copies in 1998  
                                4 copies in 1999  
WAS MILLER AN APOSTATE DURING THOSE YEARS?  
        Valid Publications (owned by Dub McClish)  
                                6 copies in 1999  
                                10 copies in 2000  
                                6 copies in 2001  
                                8 copies in 2002  
IF MILLER WAS APOSTATE DURING THOSE YEARS, 
WHY DID BROTHER McClish PURCHASE SO MANY 
COPIES OF MILLER’S BOOKS AND SELL THEM 
THROUGH HIS BOOKSTORE AT MEETINGS AND OR 
LECTURESHIPS?  
        Gospel Journal (copies ordered by Dub McClish, for-
mer editor)  
                                4 copies in 2004  
                                8 copies in 2005 

Again, the facts reveal that brother McClish was continu-
ing to buy and circulate brother Miller’s book, even as editor 
of the Gospel Journal and as late as 2005. Of course this all 
ceased after the fall out with the Gospel Journal Board.

Since there is nothing to expose in the fine book, “Piloting 
the Strait”, and since we can safely assume that these brethren 
were not buying multiple copies to read for themselves, do 
these revelations not reaffirm what some brethren have 
been saying all along, and that THESE BRETHREN are 
the ones who have changed.  They are now drawing lines 
of fellowship that they did not draw prior to the fall out 
of the Gospel Journal?  Prior to that time, they appeared on 
lectureships with Miller, they had no problem appearing with 
brethren who also appeared with Miller.  They were purchasing 
and promoting his materials through their bookstores. David 
Brown even had tracts from Apologetics Press in his tract rack 
at Spring up until about 8 months ago.  Is it the intent of brother 
McClish or Brown to continue to purchase Miller’s book for 
promotion and circulation, and if not, why not?  Was it permis-
sible for brother McClish to promote Miller’s book into 2005, 
and not permissible to promote Miller’s book in 2007?  And 
what about the tracts?  Why take AP’S tracts off the shelf if 
there is nothing wrong with marketing Miller’s book as brother 
McClish did up until 2005?   

Brother Brown chastised me yesterday and wanted to 
debate somebody.  Perhaps, it would be a good idea to start 
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the debate between some of the ones who are at Spring since 
it is clear that all of you do not agree with yourselves about 
some of the matters being addressed.  There was even one 
brother who took the position this week that it would be sin 
for the church to accept money from a will if the man was not 
a Christian. Unbelievably, you are now discussing whether 
we can have fellowship with a dead person! Do you all agree 
with that position?  Has any congregation there ever taken 
money under such circumstances?  If so, will you continue to 
fellowship brother Hailey [sic] for claiming that such would 
be sin?  Will he continue to fellowship you over the “dead 
man’s will issue”?

I stand behind the facts that I asserted regarding David 
Smith.  This matter is much like the one that came to light last 
year during the lectureship.  When my son, Barry Gilreath, Jr., 
emailed you during the open forum and challenged brother 
Bailey’s assertions regarding the views of the Northside elders 
concerning marriage and civil law.  Brother Bailey acted as 
though my son did not know what he was talking about, even 
though both he and my son were present at the White Oak 
congregation in which this matter was publicly discussed by the 
Northside elders.  The White Oak forum is on tape.  Then after 
the Spring forum in which brother Bailey denied the position 
that the Northside elders affirmed in Chattanooga, Terry York 
finally admitted to Freddie Clayton that he indeed held a false 
view, but changed AFTER the Spring Lectures.  Notes were 
taken in this meeting by David Smith, the Northside preacher, 
and he was permitted by his elders to circulate the notes for 
a few days.  Then they decided they no longer wanted others 
to read his notes and he was no longer permitted to send them 
out.

Concerning David Smith, I stand behind what I have 
said…….Let the facts be known and we will see if I misrep-
resented David and owe him an apology, or if Terry York 
owes David an apology for his characterization of David, 
and if David Brown owes me an apology for publicly chastis-
ing me for simply stating the facts that I have proof of.  Since 
David Brown had the courage to publicly rebuke me, we will 
see if he has the courage to publicly apologize when the facts 
come to light in this matter as they did concerning the matter 
involving Northside last year.

Barry Gilreath, Sr. 

The statement to follow is that to which David B. Smith 
orally stated his full agreement in our meeting of March 7, 
2007.  Note: the Northside elders prepared this statement 
since David failed to prepare one as he promised he would.

SMITH’S STATEMENT TO THE
 BROTHERHOOOD 

March 7, 2007
Concerned Brethren,

I am making the following statement in hopes of clear-
ing-up [sic] any confusion created by certain statements made 
by brother Barry Gilreath, Sr. (Exec. Director of GBN) on 
February 27 and 28 at the 2007 Annual Spring Lectureship 
Open Forum in Spring, TX. During the Tuesday and Wednesday 
Open Forums, brother Gilreath, Sr., made certain statements 
(via e-mail) which brought into question my character and that 
of one of my elders, Terry York. I realize that I have in some 
way contributed to this situation because of my silence over 
the last several months. I would not intentionally hurt anyone. 
I hope I can be more distinct in my position in the future. I 
apologize for any confusion or hurt which my silence has 

caused.  The following statement confirms my position in this 
matter and should clear-up any confusion created during the 
Spring Open Forums.
I, David B. Smith, affirm the following:
 1. Terry York, Elder for the Northside Church of Christ in Cal-
houn, Georgia, did not misrepresent me in the answers he gave 
in the 2007 Spring Open Forum on Tuesday February 27th. 
2. I believe Dave Miller taught false doctrine in his elder R/R 
sermon delivered at Brown Trail in 1990, and there is no evi-
dence that he has made public repentance of his sin. 
3. I believe the withdrawal, enacted by the Highland elders 
against the Northside elders, is unscriptural and therefore sin-
ful. 
4. Because the Highland elders refuse to repent of their un-
scriptural withdrawal from my elders, Ron Hall and Terry 
York, and continue to fellowship Dave Miller, a marked false 
teacher, I am not in fellowship with Barry Gilreath Jr. nor any 
of the other Highland elders which include Barry Gilreath, Sr., 
Skip McNutt, Bob Moneau, and Jimmy Woods. 

________________________
David B. Smith

 [NOTE: David B. Smith not only orally agreed with ev-
erything on this statement. He also told us that anyone 
who has any questions for him regarding his agreement 
with this statement may call him and he will reaffirm 
what he told us, the Northside elders, on 3/07/07. His 
cell phone number is 423-667-1987. His e-mail address is 
ConFTFaith@aol.com.]

THE AFTERMATH OF 
SMITH’S STATEMENT 

 SMITH ISSUES A
 SECOND STATEMENT 

From: David B. Smith  
Sent: Thursday, March 22, 2007 1:45 PM 
To: Terry York; Barry Gilreath, Jr.; Wesley Simons; James 
Rogers; Freddie Clayton; Chad Dollahite; B.J. Clarke;  
Cc: Roger Campbell; Cliff Goodwin; Clifford Newell, Jr.; 
cocsmith@bellsouth.net; Caleb Campbell ; Dennis Morris 
Subject: David B. Smith statement
Brethren, 
Since my resignation from the Northside church of Christ, my 
character has been under attack by some. Because of the recent 
controversy surrounding me, I am releasing this statement to 
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help clarify my convictions (on the matters for which I am being 
asked to give an answer). I send it with no ill will toward any 
one and pray that it will be used in a manner harmonious with 
proper Christian conduct. These are the only email addresses 
I could think [sic] off the top of my head. You may know of 
others who wish to have a copy. 

Your servant, 
David B. Smith

A RESPONSE TO SMITH’S MARCH 22, 
2007 STATEMENT

[NOTE:  When David B. Smith issued his public statement 
on March 22, 2007, ironically, that date represented the eigth 
anniversary (March 22, 1999) of the meeting we had with the 
elders of the Calhoun Church of Christ.  This meeting deter-
mined the future of the Calhoun Church. Ninety-five percent 
of the men in that meeting are now part of the Northside 
church of Christ. During that meeting it became obvious the 
Calhoun elders had compromised with the liberals and that 
they were going to defend a false teacher by the name of Jerry 
Dyer.  While we believe it is coincidental that David B. Smith 
chose this date to make his (first and only) public statement 
regarding the controversy surrounding Highland elders/GBN, 
and Dave Miller, the results are very similar. David’s state-
ment made it clear he was compromising with the liberals 
and that he is now defending a marked false teacher by the 
name of Dave Miller. March 22nd (1999 & 2007) will truly 
go down in history as a sad date in the history of the Lord’s 
church in Calhoun, GA.]  

    RON HALL’S RESPONSE TO
 SMITH’S STATEMENT

 March 22, 2007
Brethren,

SMITH WROTE: Regarding the Spring Open Forum 
which occurred on February 27, 2007, the few parts of our 
phone conversation that Terry did relay were correct. I can 
only speak for my comments to him, not the comments he 
added in addition to mine. My concern, which I expressed to 
him and a few others, was that our entire phone discussion 
was not relayed. Many more things were said between us that 
were not entered into the Open Forum as a part of my answer 
to those questions. Without the bulk of our conversation, I 
believe those brief answers lacked context. In this way I feel 
as though it misrepresented my answers to him on the phone. 
I am not accusing Terry of lying, only that much more was 
said in our phone conversation that did not make its way into 
the actual answers. 

[HALL’S RESPONSE: While David admits that Terry 
did not misrepresent him at the Spring Open Forums when 
he wrote, “the few parts of our phone conversation that 
Terry did relay were correct.” He then adds doubt and 
confusion to his statement when he said, “I believe those 
brief answers lacked context. In this way I feel as though 
it misrepresented my answers to him on the phone.”  David 
contradicts his own statements in these two short sentences.   
He cannot have it both ways— either Terry MISREPRE-
SENTED him (lied) or he did not.  David never supplied any 

of the context he said was missing which would prove that 
Terry had misrepresented him.  This is nothing more than a 
compromising statement trying to appease both sides of this 
controversy.  Please note David’s further inconsistency in this 
matter when he affirmed the following statement on March 
7, “Terry York, Elder for the Northside Church of Christ in 
Calhoun, Georgia, did not misrepresent me in the answers he 
gave in the 2007 Spring Open Forum on Tuesday February 
27.” And now he is saying something else in his first and 
only public statement???  Until David definitely/explicitly 
clears Terry’s name in this matter a cloud of sin will hang 
over his head. The statement we issued on 3/19/07 has not 
been answered by this statement from David and shall remain 
our final word on this matter.] 

SMITH WROTE: As for what Dave Miller taught at 
Brown Trail in 1990 [I am referring to the sermon on the reaf-
firmation of elders], I do believe it was false. I know very few 
brethren who agree with what he said in that sermon. I have 
talked to brother Miller on the phone; and after talking to him, 
I believe I understand his reasoning for saying things the way 
he did in view of the totality of the procedure as he understood 
it. Based on what he told me, and in order to give him the most 
benefit of doubt, I did not think I ought to brand him as a false 
teacher as I was being pressured to do.  

[HALL’S REPONSE: We issued The Final Word on De-
cember 30, 2006 which adequately answers David false con-
clusions as to brother Miller’s current Spiritual condition. You 
can go to www.northsidecalhoun.net and read our statement.  
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Furthermore, David’s statement, “I did not think I ought to 
brand him as a false teacher as I was being pressured to 
do” is incorrect. Who has been pressuring David to assert such 
a thing?  I do not know to whom he is referring, but we never 
forced David to admit anything that he did not believe on his 
own accord.  To make a statement like this is to imply we force 
people to believe as we do, but David knows us better than 
that. Matter of fact we allowed David plenty of time to sort 
through this matter. On March 3 and March 7, 2007 he will-
ingly and without restraint admitted to us that he agreed with 
us and our statement regarding Dave Miller being a marked 
false teacher who has not made any public repentance.  On 
March 7 David said he would reaffirm this with anyone who 
called him.  Apparently he has once again changed his mind!  

Now consider the fact that David told Terry York and me 
on March 7 that he agreed (completely) with our statement “I 
believe Dave Miller taught false doctrine in his elder R/R 
sermon delivered at Brown Trail in 1990, and there is no 
evidence that he has made public repentance of his sin” and 
would reaffirm such to those who asked him.  He told Lester 
Kamp and Dennis Strickland on March 14 that he agreed with 
every part of that statement. Did David lie to us on March 7 
and to brother Kamp and Strickland on March 14? Please read 
our statement dated March 19 regarding this issue. Until Da-
vid corrects this matter a cloud of sin will hang over his head.]  

SMITH WROTE: As for the withdrawal of fellowship 
from the Northside elders by the Highland eldership, I have 
never understood or honored that. I have tried to be honest 
enough to consider the rationale for that withdrawal when it 
was explained to me, but I cannot see how it was consistent 
with Bible principles. However, to my understanding, while I 
was a member at Northside, the elders had not officially marked 
the Highland congregation (which included the Highland 
eldership). Thus, while participation was restricted because 
of the existing controversy, I have not marked and withdrawn 
from the Highland congregation (which includes the Highland 
eldership). 
[HALL’S RESPONSE: I cannot imagine David mak-

ing this statement in light of his elders being unscripturally 
marked and withdrawn from by the Highland elders, which 
he readily admits above. He never made this admission to 
us. Matter of fact he said to us on March 7 that what they 
did was “stupid” and he would tell anyone who asked him 
that as well. He continued to be in subjection/fellowship 
with his elders during this time. As to being in fellowship 
with the Highland congregation and her elders, they (the 
Highland elders) decided the fellowship issue when they 
unscripturally withdrew from the Northside elders on October 
30, 2005. Please read our statement—Chad Dollahite and 
the Highland Unity Letters—dated May 30, 2006 and the 
article Fellowship and GBN by Gary Summers, located at 
www.northsidecalhoun.net, which scripturally and sufficiently 
puts this issue to rest. Until David corrects this matter a cloud 
of sin will hang over his head.] 

     SMITH WROTE: Brethren, I am trying to do what is 
right so I can go to heaven. I do not teach any false doctrine. 
I try hard every day to live above sin, though I am sometimes 
weak and do the wrong thing; and I correct myself when I know 
I need to make corrections. I am trying hard to be as consistent 

with every Bible principle as I can be. I have no desire to be 
to the left hand or to the right. 
     For every statement I have made that is contradictory, seem-
ingly contradictory, confusing, or unclear, I repent of that. There 
have been many times when I have been caught off guard by 
brethren, or have been asked to respond about a situation, and 
have regretted afterward that I was not more direct and clear in 
my answer. I am sorry for that and will be better in the future, 
starting with this statement.  

[HALL’S RESPONSE: I do not see how David can make 
these statements of repentance until he corrects the glaring 
discrepancies as noted above.  Until he clears this matter up a 
cloud of sin will remain over his head. For the Biblical solu-
tion to this conflict, which David has found/placed himself 
in the middle, please read the article Solutions by Michael 
Hatcher at www.northsidecalhoun.net.]

With great love for all,
David B. Smith

[This statement may only be released or reprinted in its 
entirety.]

This concludes Ron Hall’s response.
LESTER KAMP’S RESPONSE TO DAVID’S 

STATEMENT:
(We had many others we will not list here.)

From: Lester E. Kamp  
Sent: Friday, March 23, 2007 2:54 PM 
To: Ron Hall; Terry York 
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Subject: Commendation

Brethren:
David B. Smith’s statement falls far short of clearing 

up things. He continues to compromise and contradict 
himself and the facts. His recorded words indicated to 
Darrell Broking and all who have heard it that he acknowl-
edged that Terry had not lied nor misrepresented him. 
His spoken statements in front of Dennis Strickland and 
our wives indicated the same. Now in his “own words” 
statement, he has tried to straddle the fence to his own 
harm and the harm of Truth! It is not really surprising 
at this point, but it is amazing! 

In Christ,
Lester Kamp

David Smith now attempts to clear up his incon-
sistent statements he made prior to his public 
statement with yet more inconsistent state-
ments:

From: Lester E. Kamp  
Sent: Tuesday, March 27, 2007 11:59 AM 
To: Ron Hall; Terry York 
Subject: David B. Smith’s letter to the elders here
Brethren:

One of the elders arrived at the building a few minutes ago, 
opened the mail and brought me a copy of the letter from David 
B. Smith. I thought I would type it out and send you a copy.  
I am not sure, but I think David needs to clarify his apology. 
I don’t understand: “my intentions were good but my actions 
were wrong.” Is he saying he lied, tried to deceive, or what? 
For a person even with his experience to claim that he was 
“taken off guard” I am amazed— especially when he told his 
elders at Northside that he would affirm what they had written 
in that statement to anyone though he would not sign it. Was 
his embarrassment caused by his “actions” or by the fact that 
these questions were even raised? For a person who can use 
words effectively in a sermon, he is not very good with words 
recently. I have found when a person tries to deceive others 
he finds himself contradicting himself quite often. Why can’t 
his yea, be yea and his nay, nay! I don’t believe he now would 
affirm anything in that statement from Northside. I am not 
sure he would affirm anything that is right and stand behind 
it. David is very disappointing!!!

Dear Tommy, Bill, Dennis and Lester, 
I wanted to send a personal apology to Dennis and Lester for 
my statements to them when last we talked. You made inquiry 
into my recent resignation from Northside and my convic-
tions on a few other matters, but I was somewhat taken off 
guard when these issues were brought up in a conversation 
in a restaurant in front of our wives. It was somewhat embar-
rassing and I tried to say things to help calm the storm and 
instill some sense of peace between brethren. But many of 
those things were contradictory. My intentions were good 
but my actions were wrong and I apologize to you (emphasis 
NS Elders). I have also made this clear to other brethren in 
a recent statement I released (which I have enclosed in this 
letter). Since my words affected the preacher and an elder, 
I felt as though my apology needed to be clarified to the 
entire eldership. 
Ashley and I enjoyed our time with the congregation there during 
the meeting, and wish you all the best in your work for the Lord.  

Your servants in the Christ, 
s/ David and Ashley Smith

After receiving the above information we wrote 
the following NOTE TO DAVID.  Ron Hall ex-
plains:

From: Ron Hall
Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 1:03 PM
Subject: DAVID B. SMITH 
After receiving the e-mail (above) from brother Lester Kamp, 
Terry and I prepared the little note below and had it hand de-
livered to David last night (Tuesday night 3/27/07).  David and 
Terry were scheduled to teach their final class at the Greens 
Lake Road School in Chattanooga TN and since Terry was to 
follow his class we thought our note would encourage David 
to meet with us, and just maybe, he would talk to Terry about 
our concerns.  At the end of David’s class Terry told me that 
David left out a side door (as he has done since he left Northside 
– avoiding Terry) without making any acknowledgment to him 
(or to the rest of the class for that matter) about our concerns.  
It is obvious that David’s heart has become, beyond doubt, 
hardened with the compromise in his heart.  At this point we 
shall treat David the same way we treat the Highland elders, 
Freddie Clayton and Chad Dollahite and those of such like.  We 
shall reject them and move on with our work. We appreciate you 
good brethren for your support and encouragement and we will 
stand with you as we go forward contending for the faith.
Ron  

03/27/07 Special message to  David B. Smith, 
Our beloved brother, from the Northside 
elders:

David,
We are hurt that you have abandoned your faithful brethren and 
sold us out to your compromising “friends.”  We have not made 
“merchandise” of you as your so-called friends have.  We are 
still your friends and simply want to help you correct this wrong 
and to go to heaven one day.  We would like to meet with you 
(at your convenience) to discuss your continued side-stepping 
of the controversy you have created.  You continue to bring 
shame and reproach upon the Northside church, and faithful 
brethren, because of your continued compromising statements.  
You say you are a man of principle but David you have vio-
lated every principle you have taught while at Northside.  If 
you can’t see what you are doing, not only to yourself, but to 
the body of Christ, then you have become blinded to truth and 
your conscience has become harden with your compromise.  
We thought you had truly repented on March 3 but your actions 
(3/22/07 statement and the letter below) prove that you failed to 
produce fruits of said repentance.  Can’t you see what you are 
doing?  We still love you and are concerned about your soul.  
You need to get hold of yourself and truly repent and put this 
sad situation to rest.  Brother, please let us help you!

Your Faithful Friends (Gal 4:16),

Ron Hall
Terry York

Elders Northside church of Christ

David we received a copy of the letter (below) 
you sent to the Broad Street elders:

Dear Tommy, Bill, Dennis and Lester,
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I wanted to send a personal apology to Dennis and Lester for 
my statements to them when last we talked. You made inquiry 
into my recent resignation from Northside and my convictions 
on a few other matters, but I was somewhat taken off guard 
when these issues were brought up in a conversation in a res-
taurant in front of our wives. It was somewhat embarrassing 
and I tried to say things to help calm the storm and instill some 
sense of peace between brethren. But many of those things were 
contradictory. My intentions were good but my actions were 
wrong and I apologize to you. I have also made this clear to 
other brethren in a recent statement I released (which I have 
enclosed in this letter). Since my words affected the preacher 
and an elder, I felt as though my apology needed to be clarified 
to the entire eldership.

Ashley and I enjoyed our time with the congregation there 
during the meeting, and wish you all the best in your work for 
the Lord. 
 Your servants in the Christ, 
s/ David and Ashley Smith

End of Note which was hand delivered to David 
Tuesday March 27th.
On March 28, 2007 the Mountain City,  Tennes-
see Elders received the following information 
from David B. Smith in an attempt on his part 
to clear up his inconsistent statements. A copy 
of the email was sent to the Northside Church 
of Christ, Calhoun, Georgia elders:

Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 5:43 PM 
To: Ron Hall; Terry York
Subject: David B. Smith Letter
Here is what David sent the elders here:
Dear brethren,
I am assuming that all of you by now are aware of Darrell’s 
phone call to me. While I consider such a call unethical (record-
ing me without my knowledge or consent), I do want to repent 
for the things I said because my words did not fully represent 
my true convictions. I have made my convictions clear, as well 
as my repentance, in a statement I recently released.
Sincerely,
David B. Smith
Darrell Broking, preacher-elder 

[NOTE: In order to put this letter into context we must 
look at the background surrounding the recorded phone call 
David referred to as unethical in his letter. On March 14th Chad 
Dollahite posted on the internet that Terry York had misrep-
resented David B. Smith at the Spring Open Forums and that 
was the reason he (David) had to leave Northside. Brother 
Broking called brother Chad Dollahite on March 16th and 
asked him if what he had posted on the internet was true and 
he said it was. He specifically asked if David B. Smith had 
actually told him (Chad) that Terry York had misrepresented 
him. Chad affirmed absolutely! He said that David had told 
him such and that he had a private/confidential e-mail where 
he (David) had made such a statement. Brother Broking re-
corded his phone conservation with Chad Dollahite.  Brother 
Broking had already called David B. Smith the day before 

(March 15th) and asked if Terry York had misrepresented him 
during the Spring Open Forums. David told brother Broking 
that Terry DID NOT misrepresent him.  This phone conver-
sation had been recorded as well. Now we clearly had two 
conflicting statements. One from David B. Smith, and, another 
from Chad Dollahite. On March 16th brother Broking shared 
his recordings with both David and Chad and asked them to 
clear this matter up since brother Terry York had been called a 
liar by Chad Dollahite (Employee of GBN) and the Gilreaths 
(overseers of GBN). Since these false charges against brother 
York had been made in public he asked them to clear this 
matter up publicly.  After giving David B. Smith and Chad 
Dollahite ample time (three days) to correct their conflicting 
statements, neither chose to do so. So on March 19 brother 
Broking made the recordings public. After David and Chad’s 
phone conversations were made public David finally issued 
HIS statement on March 22, 2007. David’s statement clearly 
conflicted with his earlier statements which he had made to: 
(1) the Northside elders on March 7, 2007 (2) Lester Kamp 
and one of his elders and their wives on March 14, 2007 (3) 
one of the Northside members in a phone call on March 15, 
2007 and (4) Darrell Broking on March 15, 2007 in a phone 
call which had been recorded.  David’s conflicting statements 
represent nothing more than a compromise. Now David 
continues to make conflicting and compromising statements 
with the letter below to the Mountain City elders. He is trying 
to explain away his answer to brother Broking.  He is now 
(just as he did in his letter to Lester Kamp and the Broad 
Street elders) trying to repent for saying to brother Broking 
(and the world since it was recorded and made public) that 
Terry York DID NOT misrepresent him at the Spring Open 
Forums. According to David B. Smith Terry York DID NOT 
misrepresent him BUT now he is saying that HE DID!???.  
Only a compromiser would conduct himself in a way such as 
this.  Faithful brethren do not talk and act like this!]  

On 3/28/07 brother Lester Kamp sent David B. 
Smith the following letter in response to David’s 
letters to him (Lester) and the Broad Street el-
ders:

From: Lester E. Kamp   
Sent: Wednesday, March 28, 2007 1:46 PM 
To: David B. Smith  
Cc: Ron Hall; Terry York; Dennis Strickland  
Subject: Your letter
March 28, 2007
Dear David,

Since receiving a copy of your recent letter (not dated), I 
am more confused than before regarding a number of things 
which relate to you and what you have said. You apologize 
“for my statements...when last we talked.” For which of those 
statements are you apologizing? Are you apologizing for what 
you said about your “recent resignation from Northside” and/or 
your “convictions on a few other matters.” If you are apologiz-
ing for your “convictions on a few other matters,” then what 
specifically are those “other matters.” What did you say about 
those matters for which you are now apologizing? You say 
that you were “somewhat taken off guard when these issues 
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were brought up in conversation in a restaurant in front of our 
wives.” That remark greatly distresses me for several reasons: 
1) Aren’t we always to be ready to answer such questions (I 
Peter 3:15)? Why would you be taken off guard by discussing 
spiritual matters? Since you made it clear to the Northside el-
ders that you would be willing to acknowledge your agreement 
with the points contained in the statement they asked you to 
sign, but you refused to sign it. I was simply finding out if that 
was the case. 2) If you told me the truth about these matters 
(i.e., “recent resignation from Northside” and “convictions on 
a few other matter”) “in conversation in a restaurant in front 
of our wives,” then what are you apologizing for? If you did 
not tell me the truth about these matters “in conversation in a 
restaurant in front of our wives,” then why did you lie? If you 
lied, was it because it was “in conversation in a restaurant in 
front of our wives”? Would you have told the truth had the 
circumstance been different (i.e. not in a restaurant)? Would 
you have told the truth had our wives not been present? Would 
you have told the truth had an elder in the church where you 
were preaching in a Gospel Meeting not been there?

Further, you said “It was somewhat embarrassing.” I don’t 
understand this at all! What was “somewhat embarrassing” 
regarding that conversation? Are you embarrassed to discuss 
your convictions? Your perception of spiritual matters? Your 
resignation? Your stand on matters of Truth? Your answers to 
the reliability of the elders under whose oversight that you have 
worked for the past 6+ years? What was it exactly that was 
“somewhat embarrassing”? Were you embarrassed to discuss 
matters about which all who were at the table were all aware 
and concerned about those very matters? 

You said, “I tried to say things to help calm the storm and 
instill some sense of peace between brethren.” I am concerned 
about “peace between brethren,” but real, God authorized peace 
is based on truth (James 3:17). I would not “stretch the truth” 
(lie) to accomplish “some sense of peace.” Surely you are not 
suggesting that you did not speak the truth in order “to help 
calm the storm and instill some sense of peace”! You would 
not do that, would you? I did not think you would compromise 
for the sake of “some sense of peace between brethren,” but 
perhaps I was wrong.

You said, “But many of those things were contradictory.” 
Until now I saw no contradiction in what you said that night in 
conversation in the restaurant in front of our wives. What did 
your remarks that night contradict? Have you received “heat” 
because of your statements that night because your remarks that 
night contradict what you are telling others now? I am amazed 
and appalled by your recent statements! For someone with your 
obvious ability to express yourself in an understandable way, 
you are spending a lot of time lately trying explain the “context” 
of your remarks and apologizing for contradictory statements. 
Your “recent statement” enclosed with your letter is as vague 
and ambiguous as Dave Miller’s “repentance” statement of 
2005. After reading it several times along with the letter you 
sent, I remained confused regarding where you stand. This is 
the document that you wrote after many days of thought. You 
claim to have made “clear” in that statement, but let me tell 
you that you have not! 

You wrote of being embarrassed. If you thought that writ-
ing to the entire eldership here would embarrass me, you are 
dead wrong. If that was your intent, you failed. I speak the 
same thing before whomever and whenever without shame. I 
certainly did nothing wrong in asking you a few questions that 
night in the restaurant in front of our wives. I conducted myself 
as a Christian in every way. You said, “Since my words affected 
the preacher and an elder, I felt as though my apology needed 

to be clarified to the entire eldership.” I doubt that two of the 
elders have any idea what you wrote about in your letter. Not 
only that, but what you did in sending the letter to all of the 
elders was unscriptural, sinful. Why go to others before trying 
to resolve the wrongs with those who have been wronged (Mat-
thew 18:15-17)? What did you hope to accomplish by such? 
Were you trying to “calm the storm and instill some sense of 
peace between brethren”? I don’t think so!!

David, you need to wake up and get things right and stand 
firm on God’s Word. Don’t yield to pressure from others. Do 
what is right!  Your letter was signed by you and Ashley though 
I think the letter was written by only David. I don’t understand 
that either.
Yours in Christ and for the Faith,
Lester Kamp

After the Northside members read David’s state-
ment of 3/22/07 everyone (about 60% of the 
membership) who spoke to us about it said they 
thought we should discontinue David’s salary 
effective immediately. After prayer and careful 
consideration of the matter we sent David the 
following e-mail on 4/05/07.  

  From: Northside Elders 
To: David B. Smith 
Subject: Financial Support 

Dear Brother David

We are saddened and disappointed that you have chosen not to 
honor your word as you agreed in the meeting with us on 3-7-07. 
You told us that our (since you refused to provide one yourself) 
statement expressed the truth and that you did not disagree with 
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any part of it. You assured us that you would unreservedly affirm 
the points in the statement to clear up the confusion and suspicion 
on your and Terry’s name caused by Barry Gilreath, Sr.  Not only 
do you now refuse to affirm the truth of our statement you have 
now changed your answers based on your personal statements you 
made public on March 22.  We believe you have been deliberately 
deceitful in your handling of this matter and therefore further solidi-
fied the already existing division caused by the unscriptural actions 
of the Highland elders (GBN).  For these reasons we can no longer 
support you until you correct this situation. 

Also, we wanted to let you know of our decision to no longer 
continue your salary. While we honored our financial support to 
you from March 7 – April 30 we cannot, in good conscience, con-
tinue to support you in your present deception.  Therefore, we have 
decided to discontinue any further financial support.  We feel that 
we are giving you sufficient notice so you will have time to secure 
employment to provide for your household.

David you know in your heart the Northside congregation is a 
forgiving people. We all love you and Ashley and are heartbroken 
over what you are doing to the Lord’s church at Northside. We 
stand with hearts wide open awaiting your genuine repentance as 
you stated you were doing on 3-4-07. 

Northside Elders

Ron Hall
Terry York

Brother Ben Justice, a fellow student with 
David B. Smith while at the East Tennessee 
School of Preaching, wrote the following let-
ter:

04/07/2007
To David: My Dear Friend and Brother in Christ,

I know that you have been very busy, especially in light of 
all that has happened to you over the past several weeks.  I am 
sure that you have been bombarded with phone calls, letters, 
and e-mails.  I guess that you probably could care less about 
reading my letter to you.  I hope that is not the case, though.  I 
say that because of our friendship.  Even though we have lost 
contact over the past few years, I have, nonetheless, considered 
you a dear friend in whom I have admired and respected.  I 
have respected your great ability in proclaiming the Word of 
God – both orally and in writing.  I regularly listen to your 
sermons and read your writings.  I have encouraged others 
to do the same.  We go back several years, beginning at East 
Tennessee School of Preaching.  As you know, we spent much 
time together, studying and “hanging out.”  We fought battles 
while there.  When you tried out for the position at Northside, 
Brother Ron Hall called my house while I was preaching in 
Cherokee, AL.  He talked with Pam, and she gave the highest 
recommendation.  Of course, had he talked to me, I would 
have done the same.  When someone has said something about 
Northside, I always stated that my good friend David Smith 
preaches there.  In light of our friendship, I hope, therefore, that 
you will carefully consider the things I write to you.  They are 
truly written out of sincere love and admiration for you – not 
only as a dear friend but as a brother in Christ.

The things that have transpired over the past several weeks 
that have directly involved you have weighed heavy upon my 
mind.  A day hasn’t passed in which I haven’t thought about 
it.  I am sure it will weigh heavy on [my] mind for many more 

days to come.  I write truly not understanding the position you 
have taken.  I have read your statement and everything that has 
been said in response from Terry York and Ron Hall.  When 
everything was considered, I was truly shocked and dismayed.  
When Pam read of these things, she, too, could not believe 
what she was reading.

Brother David, your statement to the brotherhood (dated 
March 22, 2007) left me bewildered.  I, like others, have many 
questions.  I know that you are probably sick and tired of an-
swering the same questions.  But, this is the consequence of 
your actions.  You should expect to have to deal with them.

In your statement, you said in regard to the answers Terry 
York gave at the Spring Open Forum, “Without the bulk 
of the conversation, I believe those brief answers lacked 
context.  In this way I feel as though it misrepresented my 
answers to him on the phone.  I am not accusing Terry of 
lying, only that much more was said in our phone conver-
sation that did not make its way into the actual answers.”  
Brother David, this is a contradictory statement.  When some-
one “misrepresents” someone else, then they have essentially 
lied.  When Abraham misrepresented Pharaoh and Abimelech 
concerning Sarah, he lied (Gen. 12:10-20; 20:1-18).  When 
someone misrepresents another it is deception, which, again, is 
lying.  When someone misrepresents another, they are given a 
false impression; they are causing others to believe something 
that is not true.  According to Terry York and Ron Hall, they 
said you agreed orally with the statement that said, “Terry 
York, Elder for the Northside Church of Christ in Calhoun, 
Georgia, did not misrepresent me in the answers he gave in 
the 2007 Spring Open Forum on Tuesday February 27th.”  
This squarely contradicts what you said in your statement to 
the brotherhood.  Either Terry misrepresented you or he didn’t.  
By the way, when I learned that you would not sign that state-
ment, I simply could not believe it.  I would have signed it in 
a heartbeat — not only to clear my name, but the name of my 
elder, friend, and brother, Terry York, and to let the brotherhood 
(friends and enemies) know exactly where I stand.  I would 
really like to know your reasoning for not doing so.

With regard to Dave Miller, you ought to know that the 
Elder Reevaluation/Reaffirmation doctrine is not all there is 
hanging around his neck.  His false doctrine concerning MDR 
stands out.  His fellowshipping and bidding God-speed to the 
Calhoun church stands out.  Even if the Elder R/R practice was 
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repented of and completely gone from the scene, he still has a 
lot of other sinful things that need to be repented of.  To claim he 
is not a false teacher is false.  The evidence is so overwhelming 
in this regard that I don’t see how anyone could miss it.  But, 
you made another contradictory statement in your statement 
to the brotherhood.  You said, “As far [as] what Dave Miller 
taught at Brown Trail in 1990 [I am referring to the sermon 
on the reaffirmation of elders], I do believe it was false.”  
Alright, if it were false (as you admit), then has he repented 
of it?  (By the way, that wasn’t the only time he taught the 
Elder R/R practice, which has been clearly documented.).  If 
he has repented of it, then where is the evidence?  No one will 
continue to label him a false teacher if he has repented.  I know 
some brethren will direct you to the statement he put out.  If 
you (or anyone else) believe that was a statement of Biblical 
repentance, then you (or anyone else) don’t understand the 
Bible’s teaching on Biblical repentance.  If what Miller taught 
was false doctrine, and if he has not repented of it, then what 
does that make him?  Well, it makes him a false teacher – both 
when he first taught it and also now.  You contradict yourself 
by saying, “. . . I did not think I ought to brand him as a 
false teacher . . .”  The only way that you can’t brand one a 
“false teacher” is if there has never been false doctrine taught 
to begin with, or if so, there has been repentance.  Again, where 
is the repentance from Miller?  If he taught false doctrine (as 
you admit and of which there has been no repentance), then 
he was a false teacher when he taught it and continues to be 
false teacher now.  Jesus said very plainly, “. . . If thy brother 
trespass against thee, rebuke him; and if he repent, forgive 
him” (Luke 17:3).  As long as a brother refuses to repent, he 
should be treated as the sinner or false teacher that he is.  Time 
doesn’t take care of sin and false doctrine.  You stated that you 
wanted to give Miller “the most benefit of the doubt.”  This 
doesn’t take care of Miller’s false doctrines either.  It doesn’t 
matter whether you understand why he did what he did or not.  
I understand why Baptists reason the way they do with regard 
to teaching that baptism is not essential to salvation.  But, their 
reasoning is wrong.  Whatever reasoning Miller (or anyone 
else) wants to give doesn’t change his false doctrine into true 
doctrine.  Sure, we should give our brethren “the most benefit 
of the doubt.”  However, when it comes to false doctrine, 
giving “the most benefit of the doubt” will not change false 
doctrine into true doctrine.  Brother David, I have to be honest 
with you.  What you stated does not characterize the intelligent 
man that I used to know.  I believe you are desperately trying 
to ride both sides of the fence.  You may have heard the saying 
about the one who straddles the fence: “All he gets is a sore 
backside.”  This statement did not reveal any true conviction 
on your part.

You stated with regard to the Highland church, “. . . I have 
not marked and withdrawn from the Highland congrega-
tion (which includes the Highland eldership).”  Brother 
David, I simply ask, “Why not?”  The problem is not due to a 
lack of evidence that reveals their blatant errors and compro-
mises.  By the way, their problem is not just Dave Miller; they 
have many other speakers who are compromisers and should 
be refused to be used.

You said, “Brethren, I am trying to do what is right so I 
can go to heaven.  I do not teach any false doctrine.”  Brother 
David, if you say that Dave Miller is not a false teacher, then 
you are teaching false doctrine, because the Bible says he is!  
If you say that the Highland congregation is not in error, then 
you are upholding false doctrine.  As far as doing what is right, 
I simply don’t see it.

What happened to the David Smith I once knew?  Brother, 

I know I have said some strong and forceful things to you 
in this letter.  But, I want you know that my heart aches and 
grieves over these things.  Brother, I beg of you to do what is 
truly right and to expose these compromisers for who they are 
(Rom. 16:17; Eph. 5:11).  Stand up and be counted during these 
perilous times.  I have written these things out of sincere love 
and concern for your soul.  I had wanted to invite you to hold 
a gospel meeting here in Sullivan and to renew our friendship, 
but it doesn’t look like that is going to happen.  What you had 
at Northside was, as Brother McClish said in his letter to you, 
“a preacher’s ‘paradise’.”  Now, you have thrown it all away 
just to be popular with men.  What else am I to conclude?!  
There are many brethren who were friends of mine who have 
now gone the way of compromise.  I am sure that you can say 
the same thing.  The preacher who married me and Pam has 
gone down this same path.  It hurts deeply.  But, I love the Lord 
and His word more (cf. Luke 14:26; Gal. 1:10).  Again, I truly 
hope and trust that you will seriously regard the things I have 
written to you, and not only I, but many others also.  David, 
your soul weighs in the balance.  Don’t come up short on the 
Day of Judgment.  I hope to hear back from you soon.  But, 
most of all, I hope to hear of your repentance.

From your dear friend and brother in Christ and one who 
loves you in Christ,
Ben Justice
P.S. … A copy of this has been sent to Terry York, Ron Hall, 
Dub McClish, David Brown, Kent Bailey, Dennis Sargent, 
David Justice, and some members of the Sullivan church.  They 
can distribute it to whomever they desire.

THE FOLLOWING ARTICLES SHOULD 
HELP SHED LIGHT ON THE UNSCRIPTURAL 

ACTIONS OF THE HIGHLAND ELDERS:
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FELLOWSHIP AND GBN
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 Journal 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 
perspectives 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. 

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 
withdrawal 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-
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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 married 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 McClish 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 faithful 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 evidence 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 
one, preacher, or other trusted individual all the time without 
checking the facts for themselves.” I originally published 
it in the December 25

th 
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 aboveboard?”; “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. 
Incredibly, 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 endorsement 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.  [By Gary Summers - reproduced from 
2006 CFTF]

Solutions
Anyone who keeps up with the brotherhood knows that 

within the past year and a half there has developed a split 
between faithful brethren and those who were once considered 
faithful brethren. Even though the division has only been 
within the past months, the seeds for that split were planted 
well over a decade ago. However, it is not the intention of 
this article to deal with the problems which have caused this 
schism to occur, but instead to offer a scriptural solution to 
the situation. I will explain that these are my suggestions to 
begin to solve these problems, and while I realize that not 
everyone will agree with these suggestions, I do know that 
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these suggested solutions will be according to what is right 
by the standard of God’s Word.

The seeds of this division go back to what was practiced 
at Brown Trail Church of Christ in 1990 when Dave Miller 
preached the sermon and they performed the reevaluation/re-
affirmation of elders. Brother Miller needs to repent of this 
sinful sermon and practice. A simple statement of repentance 
such as: “I am sorry for preaching the sermon advocating the 
reaffirmation of elders and repent of what was said in that 
sermon. The practice of reaffirmation of elders is wrong and 
I repent of all my actions involving such.” 

The next problem with brother Miller is his statements 
concerning intent of marriage. Again, this can be solved in 
a simple way. Words to the effect of: “In answering some 
questions, I simply mis-spoke concerning this matter. While 
I believe that one must intend to get married for there to be a 
marriage, one might intend to get married and their purpose 
be wrong. Yet, in that situation they are married both legally 
and by God. I am sorry I misspoke concerning that issue and 
ask my brethren to forgive me.” 

The third area of concern is appearing in congregations 
which are no longer standing for the old paths. This is a real 
problem because it should be obvious that a person cannot 
know every congregation in the brotherhood which might ask 
him to come speak. I realize that I do not know all the solutions 
to this problem. However, if brother Miller (and those associ-
ated with Apologetics Press) agrees to seriously consider any 
signed and documented charges against a congregation and 
then will meet with the elders (or men) of that congregation 
specifically about those charges and then if found to be true 
will not return there until corrections are made, this would be 
a good starting place. Surely this can at least be a good starting 
point to discuss this issue among faithful brethren and work 
out a satisfactory arrangement for all faithful brethren.

That which brought much of the problems to the forefront 
was the release of Dub McClish and Dave Watson as editor 
and associate editor of The Gospel Journal. Everyone realizes 
that the board of directors had the right to accept the resigna-
tions of these brethren or even release (fire) them outright. 
Everyone also realizes that it is not possible to return these 
men to that position.  However, there are at least three prob-
lems which have arisen from their release. The first problem 
is the way brethren McClish and Watson were treated by the 
board (of which I was on at the time). The members of the 
board did not treat these men with the same consideration as 
they would have desired to be treated (remember the golden 
rule?). A simply apology from the board would suffice to 
resolve this problem. 

The other two problems are connected (and go back to 
brother Dave Miller).  The first of these is the reason behind 
the release (resigning) of brethren McClish and Watson, and 
the second is the fellowship being extended to a marked false 
teacher (brother Dave Miller). Prior to McClish and Watson’s 
removal, The Gospel Journal refused to accept advertising 
from Apologetics Press (also from Gospel Broadcasting 
Network) because brother Miller, a marked false teacher, had 
been hired by brother Bert Thompson. Upon the release of 
brother Thompson, this marked false teacher was then made 
director. (The Gospel Journal would not accept advertising 
from Gospel Broadcasting Network because of their support 
of brother Miller.) Immediately after McClish and Watson’s 
removal, The Gospel Journal began running advertisements 
for both organizations (Gospel Broadcasting Network in the 
first issue and Apologetics Press in the third issue after the 
change in editors). This is very simply a violation of God’s 
Word: “And have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of 
darkness, but rather reprove them” (Eph. 5:11). The apostle 
John puts it:
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“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).
When one violates God’s Word, they need to repent. 

Therefore, the board of The Gospel Journal needs to repent 
of their support for a marked false teacher (Dave Miller) and 
for their support for those who have supported him. A state-
ment along the following lines would help: “Brethren, please 
forgive us. We sinned in supporting brother Dave Miller and 
Apologetics Press (the organization which he directs). We 
will no longer support those brethren and organizations which 
are lending support to this false teacher until such time as he 
repents. (1) He must repent of his false doctrine concerning 
elder reaffirmation and for engaging in that unauthorized prac-
tice. (2) He must repent of his teaching concerning intent of 
marriage. (3) He must end his practice of appearing at liberal 
congregations and lending his support to them.”

Those associated with Memphis School of Preaching 
have given support and defended a marked false teacher in 
Dave Miller. Because of their support of and their defense 
of the marked false teacher Dave Miller, they have sinned. 
They violated the passages just mentioned (Eph. 5:11; 2 John 
9-11). They should have stood against the false teaching and 
teacher, but instead they compromised the truth of God’s 
Word. As such they need to repent of their sin. A statement 
as the previous one relating to The Gospel Journal would 
again be appropriate. “Brethren, please forgive us. We have 
sinned in defending and supporting the marked false teacher 
brother Dave Miller and the organization which he directs, 
Apologetics Press. We will no longer defend or support either 
him or the organization which he directs until he repents of 
his false teaching regarding elder reaffirmation and engaging 
in such practice, his marriage intent teaching, and his appear-
ing in liberal congregations. We also will no longer defend or 
support those who have given their encouragement to brother 
Miller until they repent of their sins.”

Then there are also those associated with Gospel Broad-
casting Network. These brethren, like Memphis School of 
Preaching, have supported and defended the marked false 
teacher Dave Miller violating the same passages of Scriptures 
as the others. A statement like that from Memphis School of 
Preaching or The Gospel Journal is necessary from these 
brethren. However, there is another problem with those 
associated with Gospel Broadcasting Network. The elders 
overseeing this work (Highland Church of Christ in Dalton, 
GA) unscripturally withdrew fellowship from the elders of the 
Northside Church of Christ in Calhoun, GA. The Northside 
elders were taking a scriptural stand in opposing the use of 
the marked false teacher Dave Miller and his associates on 
Gospel Broadcasting Network by the elders at Highland. At 
the end of their correspondence the Northside elders released 
the correspondence to allow others to see the position taken by 
the elders who oversee Gospel Broadcasting Network. Upon 
the release of that correspondence, the elders at Highland in 

Dalton, GA, unscripturally withdrew fellowship from the 
elders at Northside in Calhoun, GA (they specifically stated 
it was not from the preacher or the congregation, but how can 
you withdraw from the elders without also withdrawing from 
the rest of the congregation?). This unscriptural withdrawal 
must also be taken care of by the Highland elders repentance. 
Again a statement such as the following would do. “We 
retract the unscriptural withdrawal of fellowship which we 
initiated against the Northside elders.  This action was wrong 
and was selective of the Northside elders without those who 
are in fellowship with them (the Northside congregation, 
preacher, along with other congregations and individuals who 
continue to fellowship them) and, as such, was a violation of 
Biblical teachings.” Since Highland sent their unscriptural 
withdrawal to numerous congregations, they should likewise 
send a letter like the above statement to those same congregations 
to make it right.

If these events would take place (and I pray that they 
will) then brethren can start the process of ending this schism 
which has taken place among generally faithful brethren. This 
would at least be a start to that process because there would be 
many other individual problems that would have to be settled, 
but this would at least be the starting point to where these 
things could take place. Do I really believe that these things 
will take place? While I pray that it will, I do not expect it to 
happen. For some there is too much pride involved. Solomon 
wrote, “When pride cometh, then cometh shame: but with 
the lowly is wisdom.... Only by pride cometh contention: 
but with the well advised is wisdom.... Pride goeth before 
destruction, and an haughty spirit before a fall” (Pro. 11:2 
13:10; 16:18). Others are simply sticking their finger in the 
air to see which way the wind is blowing. Some are simply 
playing politics and following whoever they think can help 
them the most. There are some who are simply following 
the money. They need to remember what Paul wrote, “But 
they that will be rich fall into temptation and a snare, and 
into many foolish and hurtful lusts, which drown men in 
destruction and perdition. For the love of money is the root 
of all evil: which while some coveted after, they have erred 
from the faith, and pierced themselves through with many 
sorrows” (1 Tim. 6:9-10). 

Additionally, there has been a concerted effort not to put 
anything in writing. In a conversation Dave Miller had with 
Paul Middlebrooks, brother Miller told brother Middlebrooks 
that Curtis Cates and Bobby Liddell, along with other brethren 
Miller trusted, had advised him not to put anything about this 
in writing. Why, brethren? Brethren, let us get these issues 
resolved in a way which pleases God. If any individual or 
organization wishes to make things right in a God approved 
way by making repentance of their sins, we will gladly open 
up the pages of Defender to them to allow the brotherhood 
to know of their repentance and begin a healing process. We 
pray to that end. [Reproduced from the Defender - September 
2006 — written by Michael Hatcher]
[NOTE: A copy of this article was sent directly to each 
party represented in the above mentioned controversies 
by the editor of the Defender, Michael Hatcher.]  
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A spectacular beginning does not assure eventual suc-
cess in any endeavor. Multitudes there are who start well 
only to end up badly, while others go on from an unimpres-
sive beginning to a thrilling finish. One cannot truly say that 
life is a success or failure until the final chapter has been 
penned and the book closed.

This is particulary true in the realm of Christian disci-
pleship. Often those who begin with a grand flourish falter 
and fall by the wayside; others, who begin awkwardly and 
hesitantly gradually gain momentum and go to be numbered 
with the immortals. Of the former type was Demas, and ear-
ly disciple. For a time he was an enthusiastic and effective 
co-laborer of Paul: “Marcus, Aristarchus, Demas, Lucas, 
my fellow laborers” (Phil. 24). But later, the apostle was to 
pen with sadness this melancholy note: “Demas hath for-
saken me, having loved this present world” (2 Tim. 4:10). 
Couched in these brief statements is the tragic history of a 
man who began well but because he was lacking in endur-
ance and stability of character failed to make the grade. He 
simply would not resist the world’s blandishments and so 
succumbed to its allurements. His imitators are legion.

Peter is an example of those who flounder badly but who 
recover to experience a brilliant finish. Impulsive, impetu-
ous and vacillating, the fisherman disciple was sometimes 
more of a problem to our Lord than a help. But, when his 
soul was finally purged of its dross by the searing flame of 
penitence he went on to becme one of the world’s greatest 
and most valuable men.

Here, indeed, appears to be the dividing line between 
success and failure in the Christian life. The ability—and 
willingness—to see in the changing affairs of life “a divinity 
that shapes our ends” enables us to profit from such experi-
ences and to go on to eventual triumph.

This is  very clearly taught by the Hebrews writer: “Now 
no chastening for the present seemeth to be joyous but 
grievous: nevertheless afterward it yieldeth the peaceful 
fruit of righteousness unto them that ar exercised there-
by” (Heb. 12:11).

Experiences which at the time may to us appear to be 
wholly negative and devoid of any good whatsoever—may, 
indeed, be filled with pain and anguish—often later reveal 
themselves as beneficent chastening influences yielding for 
us the peaceful fruits of righteousness. Such is discipline, ex-
ercise in the area of the spirit, enabling us to build moral and 
spiritual stamina, absolutely essential training for the larger 
life of useful service. We ought to regard such as spiritual 
surgery which, though unpleasant at the time, “nevertheless 
afterward” restores to the spirit the bloom of divine health.

“From my frustration make me sure
That thou, my God, are He 

Who buildest something to endure
From what seems loss to me.”

Joseph, the beloved son of the aged Jacob was despised 
by his brethren, cast into a pit, and eventually sold into slav-
ery. This experience was far from pleasant to either Joseph 
or Jacob; however, it was but the first act in a long and thrill-
ing drama whose effects continue to this day. Such tragic and 
unfair incidents must be contemplated in the entire sweep of 
history. Bitter though this was it ultimately brought  bounti-
ful blessings to multitudes. Joseph wisely saw in it the over-
ruling hand of divine providence; when reconciliation with 
his brothers came he commented: “Ye meant evil against 
me; but God meant it for good, as it is this day, to save 
much people alive” (Gen. 50:20).

John Bunyan, imprisoned in Bedford jail, wrote of his 
trials as a “pulling of the flesh from the bone.” His experi-
ences seemed to him to signal the end of a useful life. Out 
of those lonely years came Pilgrim’s Progress. Victor Hugo, 
at the zenith of his metal and intellectual power, came into 
disfavor with Napoleon III, and suffered exile for nineteen 
years. This was by him and his friends regarded as unmixed 
tragedy. They were wrong. Hugo’s biographer informs us 
that during these years “books that were far stronger than 
anything that had gone before came from his hand,” and that 
during his exile, “he became twice the size of man he had 
been.” Even Hugo commented, “Why was I not exiled be-
fore?”

Many who read this article will be able from their own 
experiences in life to verify the truth of the principle herein 
set forth. Occurrences which at the time seem to us to be un-
relieved tragedy transform into bountiful blessing. All of us, 
as we look back on some grievous experience can now see 
that that as a result we are wiser, better, more humble, more 
tolerant of the weaknesses and frailties of others. The chas-
tening hand of divine providence has led us beyond shallow 
and trivial things to deeper, and more abiding realities.

The divine discipline will produce these beneficial re-
sults only if we allow ourselves to be “exercised” (trained) 
by it. Those who face such experiences in life with blind 
antagonism and bitter resentment will not only lose the les-
sons intended, they will compound their sorrow and suffer-
ing, and contribute further to the misery and wretchedness 
of their lives. The fruit of discipline will ripen only in the 
warm light of submission and unquestioning faith. We are 
not suggesting that the proper philosophy of life is supine 
resignation to its trials; we must face up to them and conquer 
them, when possible; but, when baffling problems confront 
us and difficult situations appear we ought to react to them 
in such a fashion as to be able to say with the Psalmist, “It is 
good for me that I have been afflicted” (Psa. 119:71).

“Grant, Lord, that I may ever see
In life’s perplexing maze

The light divine to guide me on
And follow all my days.”

          —DECEASED

THE BLESSINGS OF ADVERSITY
Guy N. Woods
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Murfreesboro–hurch of Christ, 837 Esther Lane, Murfreesboro, TN, Sun. 
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INTRODUCTION

In the March 2007 issue of Banner of Truth, Alan Adams, 
the associate editor, wrote an article titled “Fighting for Their 
Rats,” along with a section titled “Reluctant Addendum” 
(14-16). In the article brother Adams identified himself as a 
teacher in the Northwest Florida School of Biblical Studies 
and an elder and member of the Milestone Church of Christ. 
This article, and in particular his “Reluctant Addendum,” was 
very critical of the Bellview Church of Christ and its elders. 
Thus, we feel obligated to respond to his erroneous remarks. 
At the close of this response, pages 7-23, will be supplemental 
documents including a copy of brother Adam’s article, “A 
Review of Fellowship Actions Between the Bellview and 
Ensley Congregations,” and pertinent letters.

THE WAR BETWEEN THE STATES

Much of brother Adam’s article “Fighting for Their Rats” 
is unworthy of comment because it relates to his uncompli-
mentary remarks about the Confederate soldiers, their unso-
phisticated language, and their poor economic state. However, 
brother Adams states:

Speaking only of those I know about, there have been so 
many battles waged between brethren during my thirty plus 
years of preaching. Such conflicts are apparently inevitable 
(cf Matt 18:7), and I concur that sometimes it is the right 
thing to ‘fight’ and ‘war’ (cf. 1Tim 6:12; 2Co 10:4).  Let 
us be sure, though, that we are not marching into battle on 
someone else’s pretext, or for that matter, pretense.
In his “Reluctant Addendum” brother Adams speaks as if 

he were on the front line when he speaks of “the late Max Miller 
and friends’ rebellion in 1988.” In reality, he was on the oppo-
site side of the world in Taiwan when he began “marching into 

Fellowship Between Bellview and Milestone
THE BELLVIEW CHURCH OF CHRIST ELDERS, PENSACOLA, FLORIDA

battle on someone else’s pretext, or for that matter, pretense.”
FELLOWSHIP

In brother Adam’s “Reluctant Addendum,” he is review-
ing an article written by David P. Brown in the February 
2007 issue of Contending For The Faith (a publication to 
which we would recommend every concerned Christian  
subscribe). He quotes brother Brown saying, “Milestone and 
Bellview congregations have had no fellowship for years.” 
This statement by brother Brown is an accurate statement 
which reflects the situation here in Pensacola between the two 
congregations: Bellview and Milestone (formerly Ensley).

ERRONEOUS EXAMPLES OF FELLOWSHIP

Brother Adams cites some examples which he appears 
to believe show that fellowship has been restored. However, 
scriptural restoration of fellowship requires repentance on the 
part of the Ensley (Milestone) elders who initially broke it.

Brother Adams appeals to the fact that “several Bellview 
members have several times attended our lectures and meet-
ings” and “several Milestone members have likewise attended 
Bellview functions.” We cannot say about the Bellview mem-
bers attending their “lectures and meetings” as we have not 
attended. They have attended some of our functions. Brother 
Adams needs to realize that attendance at meetings such as he 
describes does not restore fellowship nor indicate fellowship. 
Brethren, if an atheist or a member of a denominational group 
attends one of your Gospel meetings or one of your regular 
services, does that place you in fellowship with that atheist 
or denominational group? When the apostles went into the 
synagogues during the early church, did their presence mean 
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Editorial...

HERE WE GO AGAIN
In the March 2007 Banner of  Truth brother Alan  Ad-

ams  responded to some of our remarks in our February 
2007 editorial. (Please see front page article by the Bellview 
elders for more about Adams). Also, in a letter dated April 
26, 2007, a fellow elder with Adams, as well as Milestone’s 
preacher, Kenneth Burleson, decided to critique a portion of 
our February 2007 editorial. These brethren developed their 
critiques along the same lines. To respond to one of them is 
to respond to the other. 

For those who receive Defender you will get a double dip 
of information concerning the criticisms of brethren Adams 
and Burleson. None other than the faithful Bellview elders, 
Paul Brantley and Fred Stancliff, are the respondents. 

Before going further, I want to encourage those who are 
not receiving Defender to sign up for it. It is capably edited 
by Bellview’s longtime faithful preacher, Michael Hatcher.  
Defender is a paper that teaches the Truth and exposes error 
in no uncertain terms. We highly recommend it to our readers. 
You may contact the editor to let him know you want to sign 
up for the paper by emailing him at: mhatcher@gmail.com, 
or contacting the Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley 
Field Road, Pensacola, FL 32526, Phone #: (850) 455-7595.  
Being a work of the Bellview congregation the paper is of-
fered free of charge to its subscribers.

Beginning on page 7 CFTF has also printed Adams’ com-
plete critique of some of our editorial remarks. We urge our 
readers to read  Adams’ article first, then the  Bellveiw elders’ 
material before reading the remainder of our editorial.

Since Adams and Burleson think we were in error  regard-
ing Bellview and Milestone’s  relationship or the lack thereof, 
we are pleased to have  men who know firsthand the history 
of Bellview and Milestone’s problems with each other to set 
a table full of meat for Adams and Burleson to chew. Whether 
they can swallow what Adams ordered in his March article is 
entirely another matter. 

In his March critique under “Reluctant Addendum,” 
Adams declares “for a fact” “I know” that fellowship exists 
between Milestone and Bellview. Having read the material 
from the Bellview elders, who were “certainly closer to the 
events and facts” than Adams was, ask yourself what the facts 
reveal regarding Adams’ claim that fellowship exists between 
the two churches.

We have never claimed empirical knowledge of the 
Bellview/Milestone problems and certainly we were not “pre-
scient” to them. (Prescience means “to know beforehand,... 
foreknowledge of events: a: divine omniscience b: human 
anticipation of the course of events: FORESIGHT”–Webster’s 
Ninth New Collegiate Dictionary, 1988, p. 930.) But Adams 
was not “prescient” to said problems and he does not have 
empirical knowledge of the debacle either. Frankly, we are 
at a loss to understand what knowing about said problems 
beforehand has to do with obtaining correct knowledge of 
them in the first place.  I was not “prescient” or present at the 
crucifixion of Christ, but I know it happened. But according 
to Adams, credible witnesses and adequate evidence are not 



Contending for the Faith—June/2007                      3

sufficient to come to certainty about some person, thing and/or 
event of history.  

I was living in Austin, Texas at the time said problems 
happened. But, Adams was in Taiwan—half a world away from 
Pensacola, Florida. Seeing that Adams is not “prescient” nor 
was he empirically involved, how did he come to know “the 
facts” in said matter? Strange he forgot to mention his own 
state of affairs when he was so careful to point out that we 
were not “prescient,” which we have never claimed to be. 

Please notice that Adams does not hesitate to state that 
the late editor of CFTF, Ira Y. Rice, Jr., was withdrawn from 
by a church in California. Since he is not “prescient” nor 
does he have empirical knowledge of the matter, how does he 
know “for a fact” that such happened? Could it be that Adams 
“knows what he has been told and he has decided to believe 
that? He surely knows that it is not as easy as asserting that ‘So 
’n So has withdrawn from Thus ‘n So.’” In the pages to follow 
please note what the Bellview elders, who were “certainly 
closer to the events and facts” than was Adams, reveal about 
this matter, which information contradicts Adams’ statement 
about Rice being disfellowshipped, as well as a number of 
other matters.

Brother Adams would have us believe he is greatly 
concerned about and abhors needless trouble in the church, 
along with those who cause it. He presents himself as one 
who, in times past, associated himself with certain brethren. 
But, “in a moment of clarity” he  saw them for what they 
were/are—self-seeking, self-promoting, unprincipled and 
dishonest hypocrites. From that point to the present he has 
kept himself pure and above the fray. However, in the middle 
of his conversion account, as he attempts to expose what he 
perceived as error in my editorial, he proves that he is not as 
converted to the irenic spirit as he would have us believe. Out 
of the clear blue, Adams injects a subject into his critique that 
is nowhere to be found in my editorial—the Woman Translator 
(WT) issue. Around ten or so years have past since the topic 
was publicly discussed. Until about 3 months ago, little to 
nothing had been said publicly about  that issue. Thus, why 
did our peace loving brother who abhors needless division 
inject it into his critique? Surely, he was not attempting to stir 
up needless controversy by doing so, was he?

Could it be when Adams inserted the WT topic into his 
article there was a bit of desire to give just a small, but “rau-
cous bellow.” I wonder if his eyes may have bulged a tiny bit. 
Did his face turn at least a light shade of pink? And, if some 
one had been standing close by, would that person have pos-
sibly noticed the smallest quiver of his “jowls”? Just at that 
moment did he say to himself,  “I am fighting for my rats,”... 
err, ahhh, I mean my rights, not my rats, but my mice—no, no, 
nooo—MY RIGHTS!— “spiritually speaking,” that is. 

We cannot help but wonder why it is that the Milestone 
church is so upset over a subject that has rarely been mentioned 
for over ten years, but they fellowship a man who has no 
problem with Dave Miller’s false doctrines and those who fel-
lowship and defend him. Does Milestone  have a problem with 
Miller’s re-evaluation and reaffirmation of elders, his so-called  
“intent doctrine” on MDR and the AP men speaking on  apolo-
getics in, of all places, liberal churches—without exposing  
their errors? Yes, why did Adams bring up the WT issue?

He actually wrote that we “spearheaded” the “defense” of 

the WTI. Maybe Adams would like to tell us if any “spear-
heading” was being done by anyone holding the opposite 
view of the WTI— “spearheading” that was going on for 
some time before we dared to comment contrary to Adams 
and his own “coterie” of brethren. In those days we wrote 
on that topic because brethren such as Adams were saying 
everything they could against the WT, while  reasoning and 
information pertinent to a thorough study of the WT was be-
ing left unsaid. Obviously, when it comes to the WT,  Adams 
would rather brethren only listen to what he has to say. What 
was that he wrote about fighting “for the cause of Truth” 
on the sole basis of “your own study and conviction and 
not because someone told you to join up?” Did he not also 
write, “You be sure that you really are, spiritually speaking, 
‘fighting for rights,’ and not for ‘rats’”? Yes, “we should all 
be mighty careful about joining ourselves to, or attaching 
ourselves to others’ causes.” 

In view of the recent compromising of Bobby Liddell 
and his MSOP  “coterie” regarding Miller et al., it does not 
surprise us to learn that Bobby was sitting and communing 
at the table with those who at the very best did not wish Bell-
view well. Clearly, the whole MSOP  “coterie” was visiting 
and eating with a number of us while in other situations and 
circumstances they were snuggling up to Miller and his own 
“coterie” of friends. I suggest that all of our readers read 
what the Bellview elders had to say about what constitutes 
fellowship and what does not. Also, does Adams not realize 
that sister Vada Rice and Bobby Liddell are members of the 
same church. Thus, they are in fellowship with one another? 
I wonder how Bobby and sister Rice feel about Adams com-
ments about the late brother Rice? If Adams is in fellowship 
with Bobby and Bobby is in fellowship with sister  Rice (and 
they are in fellowship), where does that put  Adams regarding 
fellowshipping sister Rice? 

In view of brother Adams injecting the WT into his cri-
tique, and since he has referred to me as a false teacher, are 
we to conclude that he wants to debate the WT topic publicly? 
We have never sought such a debate and we do not believe 
the brethren should divide over the WT. But since Adams in 
his most peaceful mood wrote what he has, will he not tell us 
plainly if he is challenging us to a public oral debate?

Since it is the case that we are to have Bible authority 
for all we believe and practice (Col. 3:17); and, since it is 
the case that the Milestone elders must think they have Bible 
authority for using men who are in fellowship with brethren 
who themselves are in fellowship with false teachers; then, it 
must be the case that Adams and Burleson believe they have 
Bible authority to fellowship Tony Liddell, or they would not 
have had him as a speaker on their annual lectures. Since it 
is the case that Adams and Burleson have made it clear that 
they consider Bobby Liddell to be in fellowship with Mile-
stone; and, since it is the case that Liddell is in fellowship 
with Dave Miller; then, it is  the case that Milestone believes 
they have Bible authority to fellowship brethren who are in 
fellowship with a false teacher. 

Why not have a four night oral debate on whether there 
is or there is not Bible authority for brethren to fellowship 
persons who themselves are in fellowship with false teachers? 
Also, will Adams to tell us plainly if he is challenging us to 
debate the WT topic?             —David P. Brown, Editor
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they were in fellowship (in a spiritual aspect) with Judaism? 
Certainly not! What if wayward members of the church from 
whom fellowship had been withdrawn began attending ser-
vices once again. They would not be in fellowship with the 
congregation until repentance on their part takes place.

We encourage members of the community who are not 
Christians to attend our functions, but that does not mean 
that we are in fellowship with them if they accept our invita-
tion. Simply because brethren Adams, Burleson, and others 
from Milestone have attended a few of Bellview’s meetings 
or lectureships, or some of Bellview members attend their 
functions does not mean that Bellview is in fellowship with 
Milestone.

Brother Adams then twists a situation that took place 
during a funeral several years ago. He states: “Milestone’s 
preacher, Kenneth Burleson, was asked by a now deceased 
Bellview elder to speak at his wife’s funeral. At that service, 
Milestone members were asked to stay and ‘eat’ with Bell-
view members.” The funeral under consideration was that of 
Hairston Brantley’s wife, Inez Brantley. First, at the time of 
the funeral, brother Hairston Brantley was no longer an elder 
of the Bellview congregation as is implied by brother Adams. 
He had resigned August 30, 1995, and his wife passed away 
on October 5, 1998. Although he had been a longtime elder 
of this congregation, when his wife died and Ken Burleson 
“was asked...to speak,” he was not an elder. Second, brother 
and sister Hairston Brantley had three sons: Elward, Paul, 
and Ervin. Paul Brantley is one of the elders at the Bellview 
congregation and was at the time of Inez Brantley’s death and 
Elward Brantley was/is one of the deacons. However, Ervin 
Brantley, at the time of his mother’s death, was one of the 
elders of the Ensley (now Milestone) congregation. Paul and 
Elward Brantley did not know that Ken Burleson was to have 
any part of the funeral till the day it took place. Brother Paul 
Brantley stated that if he had known beforehand that brother 
Burleson was to speak, he would have tried to prevent him 
from having any part in the funeral. Since no one from Bell-
view knew of his participation till the funeral, the family asked 
brother Michael Hatcher to inform brother Burleson to only 
read the obituary and nothing else. Brother Hatcher informed 
brother Burleson what the family requested—to only read the 
obituary—a request brother Burleson ignored.

Third, brother Adams tries to imply fellowship between 
the two congregations because some Milestone members 
were asked to stay and eat. He writes, “At that service, Mile-
stone members were asked to stay and ‘eat’ with Bellview 
members.” Brother Adams statement is misleading at this 
point. The Bellview congregation prepared a meal for those 
attending the funeral. A general statement was made which 
invited all of those who attended the funeral to stay and eat. 
This invitation was not restricted to just Bellview and Mile-
stone members, but also included nonmembers. Additionally, 
because Ervin Brantley, a member and elder at Ensley/Mile-
stone, was a member of the family, he along with some of 
his friends from Ensley/Milestone came to eat at the family 
meal to which everyone had been invited. This meal cannot 
be considered a determination of fellowship, and if anyone 

did, they should not have stayed to eat.
After this meal, brother Ken Burleson and brother 

Michael Hatcher stood out on the parking lot of the Bell-
view building for over an hour and a half and discussed the 
problems between the two congregations. Brother Hatcher 
reiterated at that time the same thing which the Bellview 
elders had been telling the Ensley elders for several years as 
to what was necessary to restore fellowship between the two 
congregations. Brother Hatcher also asked brother Burleson 
what Ensley considered necessary on Bellview’s part to have 
fellowship restored. Brother Burleson replied that he did 
not know, but would find out and send brother Hatcher the 
information. The only information brother Hatcher received 
from brother Burleson concerned Ira Rice and events in 
California. Why have such discussion if, as brother Adams 
implies, the two congregations have always been in fellow-
ship with each other?

WITHDRAWAL OF FELLOWSHIP

Next brother Adams’ states:
On top of all that, in recent times we received a communication 
from the Bellview church which among other things, explicitly 
says Bellview has never withdrawn fellowship from Ensley 
[Milestone]. Being an elder at Milestone, I know for a fact that 
Milestone has never withdrawn from Bellview.

 The “communication” which brother Adams probably 
refers to is titled “A Review of Fellowship Actions Between 
The Bellview and Ensley Congregations.” This “communica-
tion” was included in a letter sent to the Milestone elders on 
January 18, 2006, at the request of brother Tony Edwards “to 
make one more attempt to restore fellowship with you, the 
Milestone elders.” If there was fellowship between the two 
congregations, then why would there be any need to make 
another “attempt to restore fellowship”?

Please carefully consider the review of fellowship which 
will be reproduced immediately after brother Adams’ article. 
The purpose of the review was to keep a chronological record 
of the “actions which have been taken by the Bellview and 
Ensley elderships to restore the fellowship which has been 
broken between the congregations since 1987.” Why did 
brother Adams not mention that part of the “communica-
tion”? The first entry is from April 1987, which is where 
brother Adams takes his statement. A split had taken place 
in the Bellview congregation with some members leaving 
Bellview and going to Ensley. The Bellview elders “received 
four letters, signed by several of those members who had left, 
in which it was stated by these individuals that they were no 
longer in fellowship with the Bellview elders.” If you with-
draw fellowship from the elders of a congregation, you also 
withdraw from the congregation of which they oversee. These 
former members of Bellview “were accepted as members of 
the Ensley congregation by the Ensley elders, this resulted 
in breaking the fellowship which previously existed between 
the two congregations.” When questions were asked by the 
Bellview members about fellowship with the Ensley congre-
gation, the Bellview elders made a public announcement to 
the congregation that “Bellview did not withdraw fellowship 
from the Ensley congregation, but Ensley did withdraw from 

(Continued from page One)
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Bellview, as is evidenced by four letters from members at 
Ensley stating that they were withdrawing from the Bellview 
elders.” This is brother Adam’s proof that Bellview has never 
withdrawn fellowship from Ensley/Milestone. However, that 
statement was made in April 1987. There is more to the story 
than simply what was stated to the congregation at that time, 
and brother Adams knows it.

Brother Adams raises the question as to whether or not 
fellowship has been withdrawn. He states that as one of the 
Milestone elders he knows for a fact that Ensley/Milestone 
has never withdrawn from Bellview along with his statement 
about Bellview having never withdrawn from them. There is 
the recurring problem for brother Adams which comes from 
Ensley’s own letters. In numerous letters sent from Ensley 
to Bellview, the elders at Ensley recognize that Ensley and 
Bellview are not in fellowship. The same is true in the letters 
Bellview elders sent to the Ensley elders. As early as August 
4, 1991, the Ensley elders knew there was no fellowship 
between the two congregations when they wrote that they 
were “willing to meet with your Elders to attempt to work 
out the things that have caused the two congregations to have 
no fellowship with each other.” Staying with just what the 
Ensley elders have written to the Bellview elders through the 
years, we skip to their letter of October 19, 1994, in which 
they write:

We have been informed that it is Ensley which does not want 
the broken fellowship which exists between the two congrega-
tions restored. Although there may not have been any formal 
breaking of fellowship, in actuality, there is no fellowship... 
Brethren, we, the Ensley Elders, sincerely would like to have 
all matters which now divide us cleared up and forgotten so 
we could again have the fellowship between us which God 
demands.

 Then in their letter of March 8, 1995, they write, “fellow-
ship does not now exist between the two congregations.” To 
try to imply as brother Adams has in his “Reluctant Adden-
dum” that the two congregations are in fellowship with each 
other and always have been appears to be insincere at best.

Now consider what Bellview has written to Ensley. These 
statements also show that even as Ensley realized there was no 
fellowship between the two congregations, so did Bellview. 
In the letter dated August 6, 1991, in response to a request to 
meet, the Bellview elders write,

In an attempt to work out the things which you mentioned ‘have 
caused the two congregations to have no fellowship with each 
other.’ we [sic] request you send us a list of those things which 
you believe need to be discussed. 

There is the recognition and acceptance of the fact that 
the two congregations have no fellowship with each other. 
Then on August 14, 1991, Bellview responded to the letter 
from Ensley stating, “we restate our desire to see an end 
of those things which you mentioned ‘have caused the two 
congregations to have no fellowship with each other.’” Again 
there is confirmation that Bellview recognized there was no 
fellowship between the two congregations. Also, in this let-
ter the Bellview elders state: “We are happy to meet and, as 
you said, ‘discuss a basis by which all these differences may 

be resolved.’”
AUGUST 23, 1991 MEETING

Once again, brother Adams has spoken as one who was 
on the front line of “the late Max Miller and friends’ rebellion 
in 1988” when the Ensley (Milestone) and Bellview elders 
met on August 23, 1991.  However, he was only recently ap-
pointed as an elder of the Milestone congregation. He was not 
present at the August 23, 1991, meeting between the Bellview 
and Ensley/Milestone elders.

This meeting was for the expressed purpose of seeing 
what it would take to restore fellowship between the two 
congregations. If the two congregations are and have been 
in fellowship all this time (as brother Adams implies), there 
would have been no reason for the two elderships to meet to 
discuss the restoration of fellowship. There are two important 
aspects of the fellowship situation which took place at that 
meeting.

In that meeting there was a discussion of certain letters 
written in 1987 and signed by some of the members who 
had left the Bellview congregation and placed membership 
at Ensley withdrawing fellowship from the Bellview elders. 
During this meeting, brother Paul Brantley asked the Ensley 
elders if they agreed with and supported the letters with-
drawing fellowship from the Bellview elders. Each one of 
the Ensley elders affirmed that they were in support of those 
letters. By such affirmation, the Ensley elders did withdraw 
fellowship from the Bellview elders/congregation. Brother 
Paul Brantley stated that if the Ensley elders supported those 
letters, then the Bellview elders and congregation can have 
no fellowship with Ensley.

Now notice the Bellview letter to Ensley dated October 
26, 1994, in which it was stated: “The Bellview elders have 
never withdrawn fellowship from the Ensley congregation. 
Ensley has withdrawn fellowship from Bellview as is evi-
denced by Bellview’s receipt of four letters from members 
of the Ensley congregation in 1987 in which they stated 
their determination to withdraw from the Bellview elders. 
One of those letters was even received from and signed by 
one of your present elders. At a meeting with you elders in 
the fall of 1991, all five of you confirmed your agreement 
to that withdrawal letter. Therefore, the Ensley elders have 
withdrawn fellowship from the Bellview elders.” In their 
response to this statement, Ensley wrote in their letter to 
Bellview dated March 8, 1995: “You also say you have never 
disfellowshipped [sic] Ensley. If you mean you have never 
sent a formal letter of withdrawal of fellowship then you are 
correct, but fellowship does not now exist between the two 
congregations.” Thus, there is the recognition that there has 
not been a “formal letter of withdrawal” sent from Bellview 
to Ensley withdrawing fellowship, there is a recognition that 
Bellview did not and does not have fellowship with Ensley. 
One of the two reasons there is no fellowship is that the En-
sley/Milestone elders’ agreed to and supported those letters 
of withdrawal from the Bellview elders/congregation.

The other important aspect of that meeting concerned 
those from whom Bellview had withdrawn fellowship. In 
1988, the Bellview elders scripturally marked and withdrew 
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fellowship from Max Miller (who has since gone on to his 
reward), Mike Kiser, and Ernest Underwood. Between the 
withdrawal from these men and the meeting in 1991, Ensley 
gave support and continued to fellowship in particular breth-
ren Miller and Kiser. (This fellowship continued after that 
1991 meeting as well.) When one fellowships individuals 
who have been withdrawn from, they cannot stay in fellow-
ship with those who withdrew from the individuals to begin 
with. Thus, Bellview and Ensley cannot be in fellowship 
because Ensley fellowshipped those from whom Bellview 
withdrew. Therefore, in the 1991 meeting with Ensley, the 
Bellview elders told the Ensley elders that if they continued 
to fellowship those men from whom we withdrew, we (the 
Bellview congregation) cannot fellowship them (Ensley elders 
and congregation). The Ensley elders stated their intention to 
continue to fellowship and use these men. Again, the Bellview 
elders let it be known to the Ensley elders that as long as 
they continued to do so, Bellview could not have fellowship 
with them. Again, while there has not been a “formal letter 
of withdrawal” sent from Bellview to Ensley withdrawing 
fellowship, they were told in the meeting which took place 
between the two elderships in 1991 that Bellview could not 
fellowship Ensley.

LETTERS FOLLOWING THE MEETING
Following the meeting in 1991, there were no letters 

written between the two congregations for a few years. Upon 
receiving a letter from Ensley dated October 19, 1994, the 
Bellview elders responded on October 26, 1994. The Bellview 
elders wrote, “If you elders truly want to improve fellowship 
between Bellview and Ensley congregations, we suggest the 
following: 1. As an eldership, repudiate and see that the above 
mentioned letters of withdrawal are retracted. 2. Stop using 
the three preachers, brothers Miller, Kiser, and Underwood, 
in your meetings and lectureships.... We encourage the Ensley 
congregation to recognize this action [Bellview’s scriptural 
withdrawal from these men] so the souls of these three men 
may possibly be saved.” These are the same two points made 
during the meeting with the Ensley elders in 1991. These two 
points have remained consistent through the years both in 
letters Bellview has written to Ensley/Milestone along with 
letters written to others about the fellowship situation between 
the two congregations. In fact, these two points were made 
as late as January 18, 2006 in a letter to the Milestone elders 
at the request of Tony Edwards to “make one more attempt 
to restore fellowship.”

ADDITIONAL LETTER
Recently some have used a letter written by brother 

Ervin Brantley to prove that all the problems between the 
two elderships have been corrected. He wrote a letter to the 
Bellview elders dated July 25, 2004, in which he as an in-
dividual repented of having written a letter of disfellowship 
from the Bellview elders (Hairston Brantley, Bill Gallaher, 
and Fred Stancliff). His individual action had nothing to do 
with the Ensley/Milestone eldership. He was not writing on 
behalf of the eldership but on his own behalf. In the meet-
ing in 1991 the Ensley/Milestone eldership confirmed their 
agreement with the letters (more than just brother Brantley’s) 

withdrawing fellowship from the Bellview elders. Even 
though brother Brantley repented of “having written the 
letter of withdrawal,” the Ensley/Milestone eldership has 
never repudiated their support of those letters. In Bellview’s 
response to Ervin Brantley’s letter dated August 1, 2004, we 
pleaded with brother Brantley to use his “influence to encour-
age your fellow elders at Milestone to do as we suggested 
in our letter to the elders of the Ensley Church of Christ on 
October 26, 1994.” We then quoted what had been stated in 
that previous letter to Ensley, showing that these two matters 
have remained constant through the years. We then added, 
“Since brother Miller has died since the date of the above 
letter, we believe that it would now be appropriate for the 
Milestone eldership to acknowledge its error in extending 
fellowship to these three men in the past, and to express its 
determination not to extend fellowship to brother Kiser or 
brother Underwood in the future unless they repent of their 
actions toward the Bellview congregation.” Thus, fellowship 
has not been restored.

BROTHER IRA Y. RICE, JR.
Brother Adams turns his pen to attack Ira Y. Rice who 

has passed on to his reward and is no longer able to defend 
himself. He states that brother Rice “was by a church in 
California charged with  specific sins and withdrawn from, 
and ‘[no] repentance [was] forthcoming...’” Please read on 
page 23 the actual letter and charges to which brother Adams 
refers. As you can see the Downtown San Francisco Church 
of Christ withdrew fellowship from Kaan Y. Chin (who later 
repented). The withdrawal letter only mentions brother Rice 
(along with a few others) as aiding the formation of a new 
congregation. The letter actually states: “We will have no 
further fellowship with brother Chin,” but does not say that 
about brother Rice. Additionally, brother Rice flatly denied the 
charges that he had been withdrawn from. In 1989, the elders 
of the Pearl Street congregation in Denton, Texas, offered 
to pay the travel expenses of those who were making these 
charges against brother Rice to come to Texas and discuss 
the situation. Those in California refused the offer. Since 
others were making these erroneous charges (like brother 
Adams has made), brother Rice made a trip to California at 
his own expense to try and meet with them and work out all 
the problems. Upon his return, brother Rice stated that the 
ones making the charges refused to meet with him.

 BROTHER BOBBY LIDDELL
Brother Adams turns his attention to our former preacher 

when he writes, “Brother Bobby Liddell preached at Bellview 
for a number of years, and according to Milestone’s preacher 
of many years, Kenneth Burleson, he and brother Bobby 
had a cordial relationship including mutual participation in 
preachers’ gatherings initiated by brother Burleson; this again 
belying brother Brown’s ‘no fellowship’ assertion.”

Brother Liddell served well as the Bellview preacher for 
over six years. During that time we know that he sometimes 
met with brother Burleson in an effort to restore fellowship 
between the congregations. Notice also that brother Adams’ 
statement says that these gatherings were initiated by Burle-
son. All this shows is that brother Liddell was maintaining a 
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“cordial relationship.” It does not show that fellowship had 
been restored. Brother Liddell was maintaining this “cordial 
relationship” in an effort to encourage the restoration of 
fellowship. This is exactly what 2 Thessalonians 3:15 teaches 
us to do: “Yet count him not as an enemy, but admonish him 
as a brother.” However, until repentance on the part of the 
Milestone elders takes place, fellowship cannot and will not 
be restored.

LECTURESHIP SPEAKERS AT MILESTONE
Brother Adams then states: “Brother Brown charges 

that the son [Bobby Liddell’s son, Tony] was speaking with 
people ‘...that sought the undoing of Bellview all of the time 
Bobby was their preacher.’ As said, I am an elder at Milestone; 
and, if brother Brown can point out anybody here, or on our 
lectureship, who has sought the demise of a sister church, I 
will do my duty.”

The Ensley/Milestone elders supported those letters 
which unscripturally withdrew fellowship from a sister con-
gregation. Those who spoke on the lectureships at Ensley/
Milestone, knowing that they had unscripturally withdrawn 
fellowship from their sister congregation, are a partaker with 
them in that unscriptural withdrawal (2 John 9-11). Thus, as 
brother Brown stated they did seek the undoing of the Bell-
view congregation.

Does brother Adams not believe that he is contributing 
to the possible demise of any congregation when he writes 
his article about them such as his article “Fighting for Their 
Rats” with his “Reluctant Addendum”? If brother Adams 
truly means what he wrote: “I will do my duty,” then we 
suggest:

1. He should start by repenting of having written what 
he did in his article “Fighting for Their Rats” and with his 
“Reluctant Addendum.”

2. He should encourage his fellow elders to take the 
following actions which have been consistent through the 
years and again noted in our letter to the Milestone elders 
dated January 18, 2006:

 a.  The Milestone elders have not yet repudiated the 
four letters which were signed by nine members of the Ensley 
congregation in April 1987 in which they stated their deter-
mination to withdraw from the Bellview elders. The Ensley 
elders (now Milestone) verbally confirmed their agreement 
with those withdrawal letters in their meeting with the Bell-
view elders in the fall of 1991.

 b.  The Milestone elders have neither acknowledged 
their error in extending fellowship to brothers Miller, Kizer, 
and Underwood in the past, nor have they expressed determi-
nation not to extend fellowship to brother Kizer and brother 
Underwood in the future unless these two men repent of their 
actions toward the Bellview congregation.

CONCLUSION
It is our fervent prayer that the Milestone elders will take 

care of these two matters so fellowship can be restored. As of 
the date this is written, neither one of the two things necessary 
for fellowship to be restored has occurred. Till such time as 
they are scripturally taken care of, there remains no fellow-
ship between Bellview and Milestone.

SIGNED BY THE ELDERS

Paul Brantley                             Fred Stancliff

FIGHTING FOR THEIR RATS
Alan Adams

Lawrence how do you explain that? What else is the war about? .. 
If it weren’t for the slaves, there’d never have been no war, now 
would there? (Ibid.). 

Even granting that other factors contributed to this awful war, 
it would be hard to contest this man’s conclusion. What a horrible 
irony that most of the Southern blood that was shed in that war 
was by people who could not have afforded to buy and take care 
of slaves had they wanted to. No, that horrible commodity was 
purely the prerogative of the powerful few. Reckon, then, who 
convinced average Southern men to die by the tens of thousands, 
and to do so thinking they were in fact “fighting for their rats”? 
As a Southerner, I think about that and wonder what I would have 
done? There is little value in subjunctively declaring: I would 
have done thus and so. 

It so often is the same old thing: Big man’s war, little man’s 
fight. 

Jesus implied that the “sons of light” can learn some things 
via the “sons of this world” (Luke 16:8). Let us do so. 

Speaking only of those I know about, there have been so 
many battles waged between brethren during my thirty plus years 
of preaching. Such conflicts are apparently inevitable (cf. Matt 
18:7), and I concur that sometimes it is the right thing to “fight” 
and “war” (cf. l Tim. 6:12; 2 Cor 10:4). Let us be sure, though, 

The Killer Angels is a historical novel about the horrible 
carnage at Gettsyburg, that decisive battle of the Civil War. Our 
title is actually a sadly humorous quotation from that book. 

At one point during the battle, a subordinate tells Union 
Colonel, Lawrence Chamberlain about an exchange he had had 
with a Confederate prisoner: 

... you want to hear a funny thing? We were talking to these three 
Reb prisoners, trying to be sociable, you know? But mainly trying 
to figure ‘em out. They were farmer type fellers. We asked them 
why they were fighting this war, thinkin’ on slavery and all. and one 
fella said they was fightin’ for their ‘rats’ ... They kept on insistin’ 
they wasn’t fightin’ for no slaves, they were fighting for their ‘rats.’  
(Shaara, 170-171). 
Further conversation, the subordinate said, had clarified 

that the Rebs were fighting for their “rights”—which to the 
unsophisticated non-southern ear may sound like “rats”—but, 
that they could not identify the specific rights which they believed 
were being violated. 

When the battle was over and the field was strewn with 
corpses, yet another subordinate said to the same colonel: “How 
can they fight so hard. them Johnnies, and all for slavery?” 
(Shaara, 343). Then the first subordinate said, 

When you ask them prisoners, they never talk about slavery. But, 
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that we are not marching into battle on someone else’s pretext, or 
for that matter, pretense. 

The latest battle royal has been dubbed by one of the 
power brokers as “the current raging fire.” Not only has this 
pronouncement been made, but the pronouncers have decided that 
truly faithful people must fight with them. Before, however, you 
cut cord wood for some burning issue stop, think, ask: How long 
has it been burning? When did the fire start? What started it? Who 
are the folks putting wood on the fire? Why? Good preaching 
friend: Do not so readily be a joiner, lest you find yourself being 
cannon fodder for someone else. Be mightily careful with whom 
you “strike hands” (cf. Prov 22:26). Things are not always as 
simple as “fighting for our rights,” or even, “truth.” 

When observing warring sides and their battles, there is 
nothing wrong with looking at who the principals are. Can 
it be, in this present slugfest, other than odd to see folks who 
were former confederates in sticking it to others, now sticking 
it to each other? As a having-been-by-both-sides-stuck one, this 
whole thing gives me a surreal sense of watching the Gingham 
Dog and Calico Cat eat each other up. It is not at all unlike the 
Pharisees and Sadducees, who, where Jesus and his disciples were 
concerned, could go from common cause to enmity and back 
again. Some comic relief in all this has been to recently hear one 
side say of their former confederate: “He really pulled the wool 
over our eyes”; and, then days later to hear from the ostensible 
wool-puller that he has had “his eyes really opened.” Whom 
should one follow into the fray? The wool-puller, or the eye-
opener? It is folly to “strike hands” with people like this. 

There can surely be a no more pathetic sight than that 
of preachers flitting around looking for relevance and so 
attaching themselves to a “somewhat” (Gal 2:6), or that 
somewhat’s cause or fight. Let your sense of relevance and 
worth come from thinking for yourself and working hard 
to build up the congregation where you preach. The Lord, 
through Jeremiah, invited Judah to go and check out “Shiloh” 
and see what had become of her (Jer. 7: 12). It would be 
enlightening—actually depressing—to go and check out the 
state of some of the churches where these relevance seekers 
and their power brokers work. I am thinking of a church that 
played a big role in my life. She was once thriving and vital 
with over two hundred in attendance; she is now barely a 
shell of her former self. To hear those responsible for her 
demise tell it: It has all been for a noble cause: we’ve been 
fighting for “rats.” 

I humbly speak as one who does not have an unblemished 
record in these matters of relevance and attachment. My 
moment of clarity came roughly twenty-three [years] ago in 
the city of Manila. I attached myself to an entourage whose 
leaders I admired. We went forth to challenge some folks 
who indeed needed challenging. I challenged them. Right 
in the middle of a tense, yet civil, meeting of brethren, any 
sense of civil discourse was destroyed. It came several rows 
behind where I was sitting. A raucous bellow turned eyes, 
including mine, back to the source. There was a man—and 
by extension, his cause—to whom 

I had attached myself; eyes bulging, face red, and jowls 
quavering, he was literally yelling at the brother who had the 
floor. Like I said, it was a moment of clarity. I determined to 
never be such a groupie again. 

Fight for the cause of Truth? Yes. But, you let it be your 

own study and conviction and not because someone told 
you to join up. You be sure that you really are, spiritually 
speaking, “fighting for rights,” and not for “rats.” —AA 

(Shaara, Michael (1993), The Killer Angels (New York: 
Ballantine).
 

Reluctant Addendum 
In connection with the preceding article (Page 14), if I have 

the cast straight—a roster, I might add, would be helpful—the 
“eye-opener,” as opposed the “wool-puller,” has taken a less 
than charitable view of the recent Labourers Together With 
God lectures, which were held at the Milestone church of Christ. 
Brother David Brown says, “... the whole Milestone lectureship 
is manifesting the spirit of compromise on several issues” 
(Contending for the Faith, Feb. ‘07, p. 3; and so, all following 
quotations). The lectures are an adjunct of the Northwest Florida 
School of Biblical Studies, and both are works of the church at 
Milestone. Since I am teacher in the school, and a member and 
elder of the church, the comments concern me. 

Brother Brown says, “...Milestone and Bellview congre-
gations have had no fellowship for years...”  I have been here 
nearly six years, during which time several Bellview members 
have several times attended our lectures and meetings. Several 
Milestone members have likewise attended Bellview functions. 
Milestone’s preacher, Kenneth Burleson, was asked by a now 
deceased Bellview elder to speak at his wife’s funeral. At that 
service, Milestone members were asked to stay and “eat” 
with BeJlview members. What part of this does not bespeak 
fellowship? 

On top  of  all that, in recent times we received a communi-
cation from the Bellview church which, among other things, 
explicitly says Bellview   has   never withdrawn fellowship from 
Ensley {Milestone}. Being an elder at Milestone, I know for a 
fact that Milestone has never withdrawn from Bellview. Brother 
Brown, Where’s the beef? 

Brother Brown links his erroneous claim of “no fellow- 
ship” to “the late Max Miller and friends’ rebellion in 1988 ...” 
and their having been “withdrawn from.” He calls it “this mess”; I 
concur. To many brethren, equally as astute and well-intentioned 
as the gentleman—and certainly closer to the events and facts— 
the best one could conclude about “the mess” is that many things 
were done by many people that ought not to have been done. 

Brother Brown is not prescient; he knows no more or less 
about “the mess” than anyone else. He knows what he has been 
told and he has decided to believe that. He surely knows that it is 
not as easy as asserting that “So ‘n So has with drawn from Thus 
‘n So.” If it were, what then of brother Brown’s predecessor, the 
late Ira Y. Rice? He was by a church in California charged with 
specific sins and withdrawn from, and “(no) repentance (was) 
forthcoming ... “ Perhaps overtaken by “the spirit of compromise,” 
brother Brown did not himself “withdraw” from brother Rice? 

Brother Brown also spearheaded efforts several years ago 
in defense of the practice of women, as translators taking the 
floor to address assemblies of the saints.  One of brother Brown’s 
protagonists just recently said that a false teacher becomes a false 
teacher when he teaches false doctrine. That means that these 
brethren have been false teachers since—I believe—back in 1994. 
To this day “no repentance has been forthcoming” on brother 
Brown’s part. 
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What of those in brother Brown’s present coterie of con-
tenders? Do you uphold brother Brown in this? Have you read 
brother Brown’s highly illogical attempt to formulate a composite, 
or constitute element argument?—“The Constituent Element 
Argument and the Female Translator”— (CFTF, Feb. ‘96)? First, 
he includes things that are not constituent, and omits the main one. 
Most glaringly, were his argument sound, it would warrant the 
conclusion that a woman could preach in assemblies of the saints. 
One of brother Brown’s writers (p. 14) implies that a woman may 
“wait on the table,” as long as she does not speak; that it, does not 
speak other than to translate. This is why we should all be mighty 
careful about joining ourselves to, or attaching ourselves yes to 
others’ causes. “To put it mildly [this whole thing] is manifesting 
the spirit of compromise on several issues.” 

Brother Brown fixates on “Bobby Liddell,” more particularly 
his son, who spoke on our lectureship. Brother Bobby Liddell 

preached at Bellview for a number of years, and according to 
Milestone’s preacher of many years, Kenneth Burleson, he 
and brother Bobby had a cordial relationship including mutual 
participation in preachers’ gatherings initiated by brother Burleson; 
this again belying brother Brown’s “no fellowship” assertion. 
Brother Brown charges that the son was speaking with people... 
that sought the undoing of Bellview all of the time Bobby was 
their preacher.” As said, I am an elder at Milestone; and, if brother 
Brown can point out anybody here, or on our lectureship, who has 
sought the demise of a sister church, I will do my duty. 

Milestone is a sound and active church. Our pulpit and 
classrooms are second to none when it comes to “reproving, 
rebuking, exhorting with all long suffering and doctrine.” We send 
forth more soundly and clearly the “whole counsel of God” than 
many who just talk about it. —AA 

 2007 CFTF SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST LECTURESHIP BOOK

“FELLOWSHIP—FROM GOD OR MAN”
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A Review of Fellowship Actions Between
the Bellview and Ensley Congregations

INTRODUCTION
This review is to chronologically consider the actions 

which have been taken by the Bellview and Ensley elderships 
to restore the fellowship which has been broken between the 
congregations since 1987. This will include consideration of 
withdrawal actions, articles in publications, letters between 
the congregations, and meetings between the elderships of 
both congregations.

APRIL 1987
In April 1987, some members of the Bellview congrega-

tion became unhappy with some of the decisions made by 
the Bellview elders and held an unauthorized meeting at the 
Bellview building to discuss their plans. Shortly thereafter 
some of those individuals left Bellview and began worshiping 
with the Ensley congregation.

The Bellview elders then received four letters, signed 
by several of those members who had left, in which it was 
stated by these individuals that they were no longer in fel-
lowship with the Bellview elders. Since there is no Scriptural 
authority to withdraw fellowship from an eldership without 
withdrawing from the whole congregation, these individuals 
had withdrawn fellowship from the Bellview congregation. 

Also, since these individuals, who were not then in fellowship 
with the Bellview congregation, were accepted as members 
of the Ensley congregation by the Ensley elders, this resulted 
in breaking the fellowship which previously existed between 
the two congregations.

In response to questions that came before the Bellview 
elders in regard to fellowship with the Ensley congregation, a 
public announcement was made by the Bellview elders to the 
Bellview congregation at a scheduled meeting. The congrega-
tion was informed that Bellview did not withdraw fellowship 
from the Ensley congregation, but Ensley did withdraw from 
Bellview, as is evidenced by four letters from members at 
Ensley stating that they were withdrawing from the Bellview 
elders. The congregation was further informed that you can-
not withdraw fellowship from the Bellview elders without 
withdrawing fellowship from the Bellview congregation.

SEPTEMBER 1987
In September 1987, the Bellview elders, in their Defender 

publication, published an article entitled “Let The Facts 
Speak.” As stated in the introductory comments of the article, 
the elders had considered the misinformation which had been 
disseminated among the brotherhood to be of such nature as  
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not to deserve any comment; however, since so much which 
is not true about the Bellview Church of Christ, its elders, 
and some of its members had been spread to so many, they 
were left with no alternative but to set the record straight and 
let the facts speak.

FEBRUARY 1988
In February 1988, the Bellview elders, in their Defender 

publication, published an article entitled “The Final Word.” 
As stated in the article, because of the actions of three indi-
viduals to sow discord among brethren against the Bellview 
congregation, the Bellview Church of Christ no longer ex-
tends its fellowship to: Max Miller, Mike Kiser, and Ernest 
Underwood.

AUGUST 4, 1991
On August 4, 1991, a letter (See page 12) was sent from 

the Ensley elders to the Bellview elders. This letter reported 
a mutual effort by both elderships to attempt to work out the 
things that have caused the two congregations to have no 
fellowship with each other.

AUGUST 6, 1991
On August 6, 1991, a letter (See page 13) was sent from 

the Bellview elders to the Ensley elders. This letter reported 
that August 23, 1991, would be an acceptable date for a meet-
ing between the two elderships. It also stated the following 
“moot” issues which were not to be discussed:

We consider the following items to be moot; therefore, we 
do not wish to enter into discussion concerning them.

 A. Brothers Miller and Kiser disagreed with us as 
to some individuals whose names were being 
considered for elders.

 B. Brother Kiser called the elders “liars” and would 
not retract his statement. Brother Miller upheld 
Kiser in this.

Both the above issues are moot items because:
 A. The elders withdrew all consideration of names 

for elders. This should have settled that matter; 
however brothers Miller and Kiser refused to 
drop the matter. We do not wish to discuss that 
matter further.

 B. We fired brother Kiser because he would not re-
tract his statement that we were liars. We certainly 
do not plan to rehire him even if he did retract 
his statement now, so this issue is moot also.

Our basis for the withdrawal of fellowship from broth-
ers Miller, Kiser, and Underwood is clearly set out in the 
February, 1988 issue of the Defender. It did not relate to the 
issues above.

AUGUST 11, 1991
On August 11, 1991, a letter was sent from the Ensley el-

ders to the Bellview elders. It stated that the time and place of 
meeting by the two elderships was acceptable, but the Ensley 
elders questioned what would or would not be discussed.

AUGUST 14, 1991
On August 14, 1991, a letter (See page 14) was sent from 

the Bellview elders to the Ensley elders. It clarified how the 
initial contact had been made for a meeting between the two 

elderships. It restated the agreement of the Bellview elders 
to the proposed time and meeting place, and again noted the 
issues that would not be acceptable for discussion.

AUGUST 23, 1991
On August 23, 1991, a meeting between the two elder-

ships was held at the Pensacola Blvd building to discuss the 
issues which have caused the two congregations to have no 
fellowship. During that meeting the Bellview elders outlined 
two things which must take place for there to be fellowship 
between the two congregations: (1) They must repudiate and 
see that the letters of those attending Ensley who wrote to 
the Bellview elders withdrawing fellowship from them were 
retracted; and (2) They had to stop using (extending fellow-
ship to) the three men from which Bellview had withdrawn 
fellowship (Max Miller, Mike Kiser, and Ernest Underwood.) 
During that meeting the Ensley elders refused to agree to 
those two requirements.

The Ensley elders insisted that for fellowship to be re-
stored, the Bellview elders would have to agree to meet with 
them and have a group of unbiased individuals hear and decide 
the differences between the two elderships. The Bellview 
elders would not agree to this because to do so would be 
unscriptural. It would create a decision making body which 
would have authority over the eldership.

OCTOBER 19, 1994
On October 19, 1994, a letter (See page 15) was sent from 

the Ensley elders to the Bellview elders. The letter contained 
an offer that the two elderships meet and try to solve their 
problems. If this was not possible, they further suggested, 
“We need to have impartial people to hear and decide as in 
the matter of a private sin of one against another when the 
one will not listen.” The letter further proposed how the three 
suggested individuals would be appointed.

It should be noted that this offer is basically what the 
Ensley elders had insisted upon in the August 23, 1991, 
meeting. To have impartial people “hear and decide” what 
the Bellview elders must do would be unscriptural. It would 
create a decision making body which would have authority 
over the eldership.

OCTOBER 26, 1994

On October 26, 1994, a letter (See page 17) was sent from 
the Bellview elders to the Ensley elders. The letter stated:

The Bellview elders have never withdrawn fellowship from the 
Ensley congregation. Ensley has withdrawn fellowship from 
Bellview as is evidenced by Bellview’s receipt of four letters from 
members of the Ensley congregation in 1987 in which they stated 
their determination to withdraw from the Bellview elders. One of 
those letters was even received from and signed by one of your 
present elders. At a meeting with you elders in the fall of 1991, 
all five of you confirmed your agreement to that withdrawal letter. 
Therefore, the Ensley elders have withdrawn fellowship from the 
Bellview elders.

In regard to your present proposal, it should be noted that we, the 
Bellview elders, already have met with you, the Ensley elders, in 
the fall of 1991 in an effort to resolve any differences between us. 
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The meeting was not fruitful. If you elders truly want to improve 
fellowship between the Bellview and the Ensley congregations, 
we suggest the following:

1.  As an eldership, repudiate and see that the above mentioned   
letters of withdrawal are retracted.
2.  Stop using three preachers, brothers Miller, Kiser, and 
Underwood, in your meetings and lectureships. The Bell-
view Church of Christ took appropriate action in applying 
scriptural discipline to these men in February 1988. The 
Bellview congregation has not extended fellowship to these 
men since that time. We encourage the Ensley congregation 
to recognize this action so the souls of these three men may 
possibly be saved.

In our meeting with you in the fall of 1991, you refused to 
agree to the above. If you have changed your mind since that 
time, please advise us. Otherwise, another meeting with you 
would not be productive.

MARCH 8, 1995
On March 8, 1995, a letter (See page 18) was sent by the 

Ensley elders to the Bellview elders. Basically, this letter is a 
repetition that the Ensley elders insisted upon in the meeting 
on August 23, 1991, and their subsequent letter October 19, 
1994, except that this time they have stated that they have 
contacted the members at Ensley who withdrew fellowship 
from the Bellview elders in 1987 and the three individuals 
from which Bellview withdrew fellowship in 1987. They 
further state, “...all of these have said they would abide by 
the decision of the three men if Bellview would do the same, 
even to the repenting of any wrong done by them.”

Please note that this time the Ensley elders are proposing 
to bring in three faithful men and they expect the Bellview 
elders to “abide by the decision” of these men. We have stated 
previously that this is unscriptural and we will not agree to 
do so.

A statement is made in the last paragraph of the letter in 
which they threaten to publish our letters to them unless we 
request that they not be made public.

MARCH 15, 1995
On March 15, 1995, a letter was sent by the Bellview 

elders to the Ensley elders. We stated that if the Ensley elders 
truly wanted to improve fellowship between the two congre-
gations, they needed to do as we suggested in our letter dated 
October 26, 1994. Also, we said:

 You need to stop trying to circumvent the scriptural discipline 
that we have taken against brethren Miller, Kiser, and Un-
derwood, as was published in ‘The Final Word’, Defender, 
February 1988 (copy attached). Instead, use your influence to 
encourage these three brethren to repent of their sins so that 
their souls may be saved.

MAY 1995
In May 1995, a publication entitled Labourers Together 

with God was mailed by the Ensley elders to those on their 
mailing list. This publication included an article written 
by one of the Ensley elders which was very critical of the 
Bellview elders. Without getting approval to do so from 
the Bellview elders, this publication included copies of the 
Bellview letters to Ensley. Not only were Bellview’s letters 
published without approval from the Bellview elders, but one 
of the letters was not published in its entirety.

MAY 12, 2004
The unresolved fellowship issues which existed in May 

1995, still have not been resolved as of the current date. 
Therefore, there continues to be no fellowship between the 
Bellview congregation and the Ensley (presently called Mile-
stone) congregations.

JULY 2004
 In July 2004, the Bellview elders received letters 

(See page 20 for one of the letters) from two of the members 
now attending the Milestone congregation. These individuals 
were two of the nine individuals who had signed four letters 
in April 1987, in which it was stated by these individuals that 
they were no longer in fellowship with the Bellview elders. 
(See the previous paragraph dated April 1987, in this docu-
ment for more details.) The two individuals stated in their 
letters dated July 2004, that they were repenting of writing 
the letters of disfellowship from the Bellview elders and also 
stated that they should have left quietly.

AUGUST 2004
In August 2004, the Bellview elders responded to the let-

ters (See page 21) received from the two Milestone members 
in July 2004, and said that they were glad to have received 
their letters. They also stated that they understood their state-
ment of repenting for having written the letters to mean that 
they were repudiating what they wrote. Also, they understood 
their statement about leaving quietly to mean that they were 
repenting of all their actions which were detrimental to the 
Bellview elders.

It should be noted that the above letter written by these 
two individuals have little bearing on the fellowship between 
the Bellview and Milestone congregations because of the 
following:

1. The Milestone elders have not yet repudiated the four 
letters which were signed by nine members of the Ensley 
congregation in April 1987, in which they stated their 
determination to withdraw from the Bellview elders. The 
Ensley elders (now Milestone) confirmed their agreement 
with those withdrawal letters in their meeting with the 
Bellview elders in the fall of 1991.
2.  The Milestone elders have neither acknowledged their 
error in extending fellowship to brothers Miller, Kizer, and 
Underwood in the past, nor have they expressed determina-
tion not to extend fellowship to brother Kizer and brother 
Underwood in the future unless these two men repent of 



12                                Contending for the Faith—June/2007

their actions toward the Bellview congregation.
AUGUST 25, 2004

A  letter was sent to John Priola with a copy of “A Review 
of Fellowship Actions Between the Bellview and Ensley 
Congregations.”

JANUARY 18, 2006
A letter sent to Tony Edwards, preacher at Monroeville, 

Alabama, with a copy of “A Review of Fellowship Actions 
Between the Bellview and Ensley Congregations.” (See page 
22)

—THE  ELDERS

Bellview Church of Christ, 
Pensacola, Florida
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DISCUSSION GROUP
ContendingFTF, hosted at Yahoo.com., is a discussion group for mem-

bers of the church of Christ only.  Biblical doctrine, & church issues are 
discussed; truth is defended & error refuted.

To Subscribe to ContendingFTF send email to:

ContendingFTFsubscribe@yahoogroups.com
“FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND HATE ERROR.”
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Guilt By Association
A new 19 page tract by 

Lester kamp
Matters Of The Faith

 EDITOR

25 CENTS EACH OR $20 PER 100
PLUS POSTAGE
 Order from:
 Lester Kamp

 122 Nathaniel Gracie Drive
StatesvILLE, NC 28625

HELP US GROW!
Sign-up at least five

new subscribers
to CFTF in 2007

Send subscriptions 
to:

P.O. 2357 
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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. 
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As of July 1, 2007, the Pearl Street Church of Christ  
no longer exists. With no fanfare—and no reference to its 
storied history—the remnant of this once mighty force for 
Truth and righteousness will suddenly become Sherman 
Drive Church of Christ. With the demise of Pearl Street, a 
vast amount of significant and interesting history relating to 
the plea for restoration of the ancient order came to an end. 
Some of the truly outstanding preachers of the first half of 
the twentieth century have filled its pulpit, either regularly 
or in Gospel meetings. I was privileged to have an intimate 
association with this church that spanned more than twenty-
two years (1980–2003). The first thirteen of those years I 
served as her local preacher. The remaining years of that 
period my family and I maintained our membership at Pearl 
Street as I preached in various states and nations under the 
oversight of her elders. The last year and one-half of that 
time, I served as one of her elders. From 1982-2002, my 
responsibilities also included planning and directing the 
Annual Denton Lectures, and my wife and I published the 
books of those lectures. This lengthy relationship provides 
me with a knowledge of (and love for) her that is perhaps 
unique. This lengthy tenure also makes the story of her 
history and demise all the more painful to observe and tell. 

Pearl Street Church of Christ dates back almost to the 
time when Denton itself was founded. Until its recent end, 
it met at the same location without interruption for 113 
years. Its meager beginning was just before the beginning 
of the Civil War (1861), five years before the death of 
Alexander Campbell, although no known record exists of 
who introduced the Truth to this town. At that early date a 
handful of Denton residents had been baptized into Christ 
and were pleading for a return to the teaching of the New 

ON THE DEMISE OF A CONGREGATION RICH IN HISTORY
 Dub McClish

Testament in all matters of faith and practice. Until after 
the War, however, this number remained static and very 
small and its meeting erratic.  When it met, its meetings 
were conducted in the Masonic Lodge Hall. A Kentucky 
businessman-evangelist, B.F. Hall, first visited Texas in 
1849 (only 4 years after it attained statehood). Shortly after 
returning to his home he came back to Texas where he spent 
the remainder of his life. This prominent Texas evangelist 
made a brief preaching trip to Denton in 1867 and baptized 
eight souls into Christ, which greatly encouraged the small 
group. Although the church had obviously been meeting 
before (likely with little consistency or organization), May 
27, 1868 is the generally accepted date for its “organized” 
beginning, with the assistance of Terrell Jasper, a Gospel 
preacher.

By 1875 the church had appointed Phillip Minor (a 
carriage-maker) and Providence Mounts to be elders, who 
arranged with C. M. Wilmeth of McKinney to preach for the 
little congregation once a month. Members of the church at 
that time included lawyers, doctors, a chief county justice, 
and the sheriff. Due to growth resulting from Wilmeth’s work, 
the church was able to build its own building in 1876. The 
first meeting in the new wood frame facility was on August 
28. One church historian describes this building as “a fine 
meeting house,” although the congregation itself was small. 
By this time, Phillip Minor was not only one of the elders, 
but was the “regular” preacher as well. Tragedy struck the 
church as fire destroyed its building in 1880, but the people 
completed a new building in 1883. The church met at this 
location until 1892 when the lot was sold, at which time the 
building was moved a few blocks away.

An even greater tragedy than fire struck the church in 
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Editorial...

TBI AND A DVD
TRUTH BIBLE INSTITUTE

We are most pleased to announce the beginning of a 
new Bible school. On page 3 you can read more about 
Truth Bible Institute. On the TBI Web site at www.
truthbibleinstitute.org one can learn even more con-
cerning TBI. We urge you check the site out.

Several years ago we began thinking about such an 
Internet school, but it never really went beyond the idea 
and thinking stage. Then about two years ago we be-
gan to discuss the idea of an Internet school with other 
brethren. Well over a year ago we began to work in 
earnest to get the necessary technological work done 
that a Internet school requires.

We want to give special thanks to brother Jack Ste-
phens, an elder of the Spring, Texas congregation, for 
the signal work he has done, and continues to do with  
building and maintaining TBI’s Web site. Brother Ste-
phens has studied much in order to accomplish what 
he has regarding starting an online school. TBI never 
would have gotten “off the ground” without brother 
Stephen’s singular work.

We also want to thank a number of other members 
of the Spring congregation for their invaluable exper-
tise and help in getting everything up and running re-
garding TBI. Steven Johnson heads up our I. T. people.
We do not have the proper words to express our per-
sonal appreciation for brother Johnson’s guidance in 
getting our internet work going. He has directed and 
coordinated all of those who have been so helpful with 
their time and effort. We thank them so much for their 
work in the kingdom of God. Please make your plans 
to study with us at Truth Bible Institute. 

CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH DVD
On page nine of this paper we have an advertise-

ment for a DVD containing the first 35 years of CFTF. 
Through September 15, 2007 the DVD is selling for the 
special price of $40.00 plus S&H. The regular price is 
$50.00 plus S&H. The DVD is searchable.

No one paper has chronicled the spread of liberal-
ism over the last thirty years of the 20th century as has 
CFTF.  A thorough study of the last 35 years of CFTF 
will go far in providing the background information 
necessary for understanding much of what is happen-
ing today in the Lord’s church.

We will, the Lord willing, release the next CD or 
DVD in 2010. It will contain the years of 2006-2010.  
Why not order your DVD of the first 35 years of CFTF 
today?

—David P. Brown, Editor
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TRUTH BIBLE INSTITUTE...
is an educational institution without walls helping others to learn to teach God’s 
Word (2 Timothy 2:2). All courses are taught over the internet through MP3 re-
cordings. Study the Bible and Bible related subjects at your own pace under a 
qualified and experienced faculty in the privacy of your own home.

If you are prepared to work, is it not time that you studied with us?

2007 FALL SEMESTER BEGINS  AUGUST 27

TBI’s instructors are consistent and steadfast in affirming and proving that the Bible is God’s sole and all-sufficient 
means of instructing people regarding the salvation of souls. Also, much emphasis is placed on the fact that the Bible is the 
absolute, complete, infallible, objective and final standard by which God expects all men to learn of Him and their duty to 
Him in this present world (Titus 2:11,12; Romans 1:16; Galatians 1:6-9; James 1:25; 2 Peter 1:3, 4). Further, all aspects of 
TBI uphold the Bible to be the standard whereby God will judge the world at the end of time (2 Timothy 3:16, 17; 2:15; 
John 8: 31, 32, 17:17; Luke 8:11; Ephesians 6:17; Hebrews 4:12; John 12:48; Acts 17:31; Romans 14:10b, 11, 12; Revela-
tion 20:11, 15).

Ken Chumbley
Kenneth D. Cohn
Daniel Denham

Dub McClish
Lynn Parker
Gary W. Summers

Kent Bailey
Darrel Broking
David P. Brown

Danny Douglas
Dennis “Skip” Francis
Michael Hatcher

Terry M. Hightower
Lester Kamp
Andy McClish

Paul Vaughn   John West

TBI’S FAITHFUL, QUALIFIED AND DEDICATED FACULTY

Prepared by education and experience as faithful teachers of the Word of God, our faculty members lean neither to the 
right nor left of Bible authority in general and New Testament authority in particular (Colossians 3:17). To the contrary, they 
seek to remain on the “mountain top of Truth.” The faculty is determined to avoid all things not authorized by God’s Word, 
as well as what the Bible condemns. Being faithful Christians, our teachers are duty bound to expose all error and uphold 
all truth regarding moral and spiritual values as they teach the text of the Bible (Deuteronomy 4:2; 5:32; 12:32; Galatians 
1:8-9). Liberalism (loosing what God in His Word has bound upon us) and anti-ism (binding on man certain rules where 
God has loosed us from them) are earnestly opposed (Proverbs 17:15; Jude 3). In TBI God is exalted, Christ magnified and 
the Word that has been revealed and confirmed by the Holy Spirit is diligently studied.

THE WORK OF TBI IS NOT TO CREATE AND CULTIVATE A BLIND LOYALTY TO THE SCHOOL OR 
ANY OTHER EXPEDIENT THAT SERVES AS AN AID TO PROPOGATE AND DEFEND THE GOSPEL. NEITHER 
DOES TBI ENCOURAGE ANYONE TO ACCEPT MEN’S PERSON’S ABOVE THE TRUTH ON ANY SUBJECT. 
TO THE CONTRARY, TBI’S GOAL IS DIRECTED TOWARD TEACHING OUR STUDENTS AT ALL TIMES, 
SITUATIONS AND CIRCUMSTANCES TO BE FAITHFUL AND LOYAL ONLY TO THE TRUTH OF GOD’S 
WORD. THUS, THE DESIRED RESULTS OF OUR LABOR IN TBI IS TO PRODUCE GRADUATES WHO AT 
ALL COSTS WILL SEEK FOR AND ABIDE IN THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST. WE KNOW OF NO OTHER REA-
SON FOR SUCH A SCHOOL TO EXIST.

TBI ADMINISTRATION
DARRELL BROKING

ACADEMIC DEAN

JACK STEPHENS

DIRECTOR OF ADMISSIONS

DAVID P. BROWN

DIRECTOR

FOR MORE INFORMATION PLEASE GO TO OUR WEB SITE OR WRITE US:
 www.truthbibleinstitute.org

TRUTH BIBLE INSTITUTEP. O. BOX 39SPRING, TEXAS 77383PHONE: 281.350.5516 
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company with.” Any “co-participation” is fellowship. 
We will examine these practices and others in the light 

of the Scriptures, and then examine some of the arguments 
being made as to why some are not obeying these Scrip-
tures.

1 CORINTHIANS 5:1-13
It is actually reported that there is sexual immoral-
ity among you, and such sexual immorality as is not 
even named among the Gentiles—that a man has his 
father’s wife! And you are puffed up, and have not 
rather mourned, that he who has done this deed might 
be taken away from among you. For I indeed, as absent 
in body but present in spirit, have already judged (as 
though I were present) him who has so done this deed. 
In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, when you are 
gathered together, along with my spirit, with the power 
of our Lord Jesus Christ, deliver such a one to Satan 
for the destruction of the flesh, that his spirit may be 
saved in the day of the Lord Jesus. Your glorying is not 
good. Do you not know that a little leaven leavens the 
whole lump? Therefore purge out the old leaven, that 
you may be a new lump, since you truly are unleav-
ened. For indeed Christ, our Passover, was sacrificed 
for us. Therefore let us keep the feast, not with old 
leaven, nor with the leaven of malice and wickedness, 
but with the unleavened bread of sincerity and truth. 
I wrote to you in my epistle not to keep company with 
sexually immoral people. Yet I certainly did not mean 
with the sexually immoral people of this world, or with 
the covetous, or extortioners, or idolaters, since then 
you would need to go out of the world. But now I have 
written to you not to keep company with anyone named 
a brother, who is sexually immoral, or covetous, or an 
idolater, or a reviler, or a drunkard, or an extortioner-
not even to eat with such a person. For what have I to 
do with judging those also who are outside? Do you not 
judge those who are inside? But those who are outside 
God judges. Therefore “put away from yourselves the 
evil person” (1 Cor. 5:1-13, NKJV).
This passage begins by introducing a specific problem 

that was found in the Corinthian church. It continues on 
in this chapter and the next to address an entire list of sins 
that are to be purged, like leaven, from the church. These 
sins include: fornication, idolatry, adultery, homosexuality, 
sodomy, thievery, covetousness, drunkenness, reviling, and 
extortion (1 Cor. 6:9-10, NKJV). Both chapters are deal-
ing with sin in the church, as opposed to sin in the world. 
It demonstrates the need to maintain the purity of the very 
bride of Christ in an evil and adulterous generation. The very 
act of purging demonstrates the dangers of allowing such 
behavior to go on without discipline.  Purging is an entire 
elimination of the offense so that not one scrap remains. 
Such would be necessary regarding leaven since, as shown 
in verse 6, “a little leaven leavens the whole lump.” It is 
necessary to eliminate even the tiniest amount or it will 

The difficulty of improper fellowship cannot be ig-
nored, especially in the current crisis the church finds itself 
embroiled. Over a generation of dealing with the inroads of 
change agency has brought the church into a circumstance not 
unlike the division that occurred in the past century. Though 
the issue that was most noticeable during that period was that 
of mechanical instrumental music, the heart of the problems 
the church experienced was really over Bible authority and 
from where it is derived. The old notion that somehow Bible 
silence entails authority was the problem back then and is the 
same problem we deal with today.

Many have looked at the current issues dividing us as 
simply allowable matters of opinion. Some have gone so far 
as to say that issues like the re-evaluation/reaffirmation of 
elders, “everything we do in life is worship, except for sin”, 
Children’s church/worship, small groups ministries, and the 
numerous para-church efforts, are simply not worth dividing 
over as they are, in the eyes of some, “matters of opinion.” 
The reality, however, is quite different.  

That which falls into the realm of “matters of opinion” in 
the Scriptures are those areas of application of the Holy Writ, 
and not just anything we would like to believe and practice.  
The imprimatur of Colossians 3:17 cannot be ignored:  “And 
whatever you do in word or deed, do all in the name of 
the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to God the Father through 
Him.” (Colossians 3:17 NKJV)  To do that which is in the 
“name” of the Lord is to do that which the Lord authorizes, 
thus any “matter of opinion” needs to be authorized in the 
Scriptures before one can begin its practice. There simply 
is NO authorization for the aforementioned doctrines in the 
Scriptures. They are the “doctrines of men” and thus will 
make our worship of God “in vain” (Mat. 15:9)

No study of the issue of fellowship is complete without 
a good definition of the term itself.  Many today have differ-
ing views on that which constitutes “fellowship.” Some have 
even suggested that they can be involved in various venues 
where false teachers are as long as they are not with them 
at the same time. Others believe that there are measures, or 
levels, of fellowship. Still others believe in a sort of “unity 
in diversity” wherein Christians may differ considerably on 
a number of vital issues and still be in fellowship as long as 
certain “core principles” or “bullseye” areas remain the same.  
None of these views is consistent with the Bible meaning of 
the word “fellowship.”

The most common word translated “fellowship” in the 
Scriptures comes from the Greek word “koinonia”, which, 
according to Strong’s Expository Dictionary of New Testa-
ment Words, means “partnership, participation, intercourse, 
or benefaction.”  The idea being expressed is that any joint 
participation wherein spiritual or financial support is provided 
is “fellowship.” Most other words that translate the word 
“fellowship” are derivations of “koinonia,” such as “sug-
koinoneo,” which is translated “co-participation, to share in 

FELLOWSHIP SCRIPTURES: 1 COR. 5; ROM. 16:17; EPH. 5:11
Dennis (Skip) Francis
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learned, and avoid them” (Rom. 16:17, NKJV). The proper 
way to deal with a heretic is expressed in this passage, yet 
such is not being properly practiced by so many today. The 
term “note” or “mark” refers to the need to identify, point 
out, recognize those who cause divisions contrary to sound 
doctrine. In a similar manner, we are told to identify those 
who walk correctly in the doctrine of Christ. “Brethren, join 
in following my example, and note those who so walk, 
as you have us for a pattern” (Phil. 3:17, NKJV).  If it is 
acceptable to identify those who walk correctly, it is just as 
acceptable and desirable to identify a false teacher.

“Forewarned is forearmed” is the old adage. Never does 
this hold more truth than in the case of a false teacher. Those 
who would divide the flock of God merit our warning, and 
those who would remain in the good graces of our God should 
not be offended by that warning. No one was the target of more 
negativity in the church than the apostle Paul, yet the answer 
that Paul gave was one that any Gospel preacher today may, 
at some time or another, need to give: “Have I therefore be-
come your enemy because I tell you the truth?” (Gal. 4:16, 
NKJV). As was expressed some years ago by another preacher 
of my acquaintance, if a rattlesnake slithered into the church 
building just prior to services, would you want the preacher 
to mention it, or just to go on about his business? How about 
all those spiritual snakes in the grass that masquerade as 
preachers of the Gospel? Are not these more everlastingly 
dangerous than the viper previously mentioned?

Those who will not warn others about false teachers are 
in clear violation of the Scriptures. Those who will not avoid 
a marked false teacher are one and the same as the false 
teacher himself.

Whoever transgresses and does not abide in the doc-
trine of Christ does not have God. He who abides in 
the doctrine of Christ has both the Father and the 
Son. If anyone comes to you and does not bring this 
doctrine, do not receive him into your house nor 
greet him; for he who greets him shares in his evil 
deeds (2 John 1:9-11, NKJV).
One that “shares” in another’s evil deeds becomes an 

accomplice in the evil being done, thus they are not worthy 
of Christian fellowship either.  It might be expressed in this 
way: if A = B, then bidding godspeed to B is equal to bidding 
godspeed to A. Also, it is not only important what you teach 
and do, but also that which you approve. Romans 1:32 clearly 
addresses this approval.

EPHESIANS 5:11
“And have no fellowship with the unfruitful works 

of darkness, but rather expose them” (Eph. 5:11, NKJV). 
The way many of our brethren act, this passage should be 
written, “And have some fellowship with what I THINK are 
good works, and say nothing about them at all.” Some of our 
brethren have even tried to redefine the meaning of “fellow-
ship.”  Rubel Shelly speaks of two kinds of fellowship that 
he calls “big F” and “little f” fellowship. F. LaGard Smith has 
five different levels of fellowship. The Bible has only two: 
you are either IN fellowship or NOT in fellowship.

Some brethren have tried to play around with the word 

grow to fill the entire lump.  
What is also evident from this passage is that, when there 

is “sin in the camp,” invariably false doctrine will result. 
This is shown in that they “gloried” at having such a sinful 
person in their midst. I recall bro. Randy Mabe preaching a 
sermon entitled “Be Quiet, Do Good Works, and Go to Hell by 
Yourself.” The context of this sermon was dealing primarily 
with those who did not meet the Scriptural criteria for mar-
riage and were not willing to repent. As is so often the case, 
instead of just keeping their sins to themselves, people will 
politic their personal views in the church, and try to get oth-
ers on their side. Most often, this manifests itself in various 
false doctrines.

Such is often the case today. The problems in today’s 
church regarding sexual immorality, and particularly as it 
relates to unscriptural marriage, are not unlike the very cir-
cumstances of Paul’s writings to the Corinthians. In this day of 
the disposable marriage, the problems relevant to divorce and 
remarriage have so plagued the church that there are literally 
dozens of different beliefs and doctrines being preached from 
our pulpits, even to the dividing of the body of Christ.  

One such incident of fairly recent history was the doctrine 
first espoused by Stan Crowley when he was working with 
the Buda/Kyle congregation, and nearly split that congrega-
tion over his false doctrine. Currently, Crowley remains as 
the preacher for the Shertz, Texas church, though one of his 
elders, Ken Ratcliff, publicly stated that he would not remain 
an elder if  Crowley remained there as preacher. Neither has 
left thus far.

After I left the Sarnia, Ontario, Canada church, they hired 
a Sunset graduate by the name of David Dunn. Shortly after 
his arrival there, it became evident that he did not stand with 
the Scriptures on the subject of marriage/divorce/remarriage 
(MDR). He said, concerning Matthew 19:9, that the “correct” 
translation of the passage is that the man “has adulterated 
himself”, and NOT that he “commits adultery.” He also taught 
that verse 6 does NOT teach that man “cannot” separate what 
God joined, but only that he “should not” do so. In fact, he 
says that the idea that “since God joins a couple in marriage, 
man cannot un-join is incorrect”(Dunn). The result of this 
man’s false doctrine is chronicled in a resolution signed by 
10 of the men of that congregation stating that:

Finding no evidence from scripture to support the position 
that divorced persons are prohibited from remarrying, the 
Sarnia Church of Christ resolves to accept such persons 
into fellowship in their current marital state based solely 
on repentance from past sins and a pledge of submission to 
Jesus Christ as their Lord and Saviour (sic) (Proposal on 
Church Resolution).
Further result of this “resolution” was their continued ac-

ceptance, in full fellowship, of a man who committed adultery, 
divorced his wife, and was living with the woman with whom 
he had committed adultery. Several families and individuals 
left the Sarnia church after this doctrine was accepted by the 
membership there.

ROMANS 16:17
“Now I urge you, brethren, note those who cause di-

visions and offenses, contrary to the doctrine which you 
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the work of Apologetics Press: Dave Miller. At this point, what 
should have been done was not done by all the note worthies 
on that list: They should have been up in arms in protest. 
Instead, in an effort to keep what was perceived as a “good 
work”, they were all willing to compromise the Lord’s com-
mands regarding fellowship with error, and not only did not 
withdraw their support but made every effort to try to justify 
what bro. Miller had both preached and done.

The arguments used are somewhat diverse, though not 
one of them are consistent with the evidence or justify what 
has taken place. Some of them are as follows:

1. Dave Miller repented (In fact, Miller himself denies 
this statement).
2. Dave Miller didn’t do it  (The evidence, all in writing, 
contradicts this notion).
3. Dave Miller was misunderstood  (Words do mean 
things, and Miller has had literally years to clarify 
himself).
4. It happened 16 years ago (It happened twice, most 
recently in 2002,  and Dave was involved in some sense 
both times. There is no statute of limitations on error).
5. Few people know about it (Error is error no matter 
how many know).
6. It was a local matter  (Local error is still error).
The fact is that a “good work” can only remain such if it 

adheres to certain principles. It must be:1) consistent with the 
will of God, 2) based on sound doctrine, and 3) in fellowship 
with sound people. Though the first two may continue to be 
true, the third principle cannot be ignored. Brother David P. 
Brown says it this way, “ A work is “good” only when (1) it is 
authorized by the New Testament and (2) when those involved 
in it are thinking and acting as the Bible authorizes them to 
think and act.” Just as Pepperdine, ACU, OCU, Harding, 
DLU, and other “Christian colleges” began as good works, 
none of these would be considered sound today.  Just as the 
“Herald of Truth” program was begun as a “good work”, it 
cannot be so considered today. Just as publications like the 
Gospel Advocate, Firm Foundation, and Spiritual Sword 
were once considered “good works”, the proclivities of their 
editors, and/or writing staff, have brought them into highly 
questionable status. Many a “good work” has fallen into error 
in the past, and will continue to do so in the future.

“MEN OF GOOD REPUTATION ARE INVOLVED”
One of the frequent problems that we run into over the 

years is in recognizing that men who were once sound do go 
off into error.  At one time, one of the most notable young 
men in the brotherhood was a man named Rubel Shelly. 
Rubel wrote for the Spiritual Sword  when Thomas Warren 
was its editor [Shelly was Associate Editor when he was the 
preacher for the Getwell congregation—EDITOR], and his 
articles and writings were as sound as they come. When the 
first signs of “strange and uncertain” sounds began to come 
from Shelly, few would believe it. The evidence stands today 
as testimony that we should never ignore such signs in our 
brethren, but rather should be on our guard for signs of such 
strangeness.  

The late Homer Hailey was once touted as a good, sound, 

meanings of this passage in order to ignore the force of it. 
They suggest that the word “darkness” only refers to those 
things that are patently of the devil. In this vein, one could 
have fellowship with any number of denominationalists be-
cause, after all, “look at the good they do!” Unfortunately, this 
ignores the idea that the only truly “good” things are those 
that come down from the Father of Lights, and that result in 
the saving of the soul. This cannot be said of those who teach 
error, as they will only lead someone to believe they are saved 
when, in reality, they are lost.

To sum up the strength of the three Scriptures, 1 Corin-
thians 5:1-3, Romans 16:17, and Ephesians 5:11, we are to 
“purge out”, to “mark and avoid”, to “have no fellowship” 
with those who live sinful lives, who divide the church with 
false doctrine, and who are involved in unfruitful works.  The 
Scriptures are too plain to simply be ignored; however, they 
are being ignored by many of our brethren. 

Let us examine some of the arguments that brethren are 
giving today when confronted by their own inconsistency in 
applying these Scriptures.

“IT IS A GOOD WORK 
AND WE SHOULD SUPPORT IT!”

In July of 2005, a public scandal was aired in the apostate 
publication known as the Christian Chronicle. It came on the 
heels of the firing of the Director of Apologetics Press (AP) 
over his previous scandalous behavior, as indicated in a let-
ter sent to “Contributors and Friends of Apologetics Press”, 
dated May 31, 2005, from the Palm Beach Lakes church of 
Christ of West Palm Beach, Florida. He had been involved in 
“personal sin” for a number of years, and this resulted in the 
loss of his former position. Formerly, AP had indeed been “a 
good work.” The folks involved in it had soundly dealt with 
such important issues as Creation vs. Evolution, and other 
matters of Christian Apologetics. Unfortunately, it was the 
only institution of its type in the brotherhood.  

Some questions had begun to arise over the fellowship 
practices of those involved with AP, but few would deny 
they taught soundly. The one major concern began to be 
aired when the former Director had hired a marked false 
teacher, Dave Miller, to be on the writing staff. Bro. Miller 
had been “marked” for teaching and practicing the reaffirma-
tion/reevaluation of elders, and for error on the subject of 
marriage/divorce/remarriage (MDR) with regard to the idea 
that marriage was not “really” marriage unless there was an 
“intent” to enter the marriage bond (i.e. a “green card” mar-
riage wasn’t “really” marriage in the eyes of God).

When it became known throughout the brotherhood that 
AP was in trouble, 60 men put their signatures on a “Statement 
of Support” to show their belief that “Apologetics Press is 
on a firm footing that will insure its continued work of excel-
lence” and to encourage others to contribute both financial 
and moral support to that effort. This “list” included directors 
of preaching schools and lectureships, several authors of well 
known books, editors of “sound” publications, and notables 
from all over the brotherhood, most of whom were, and are,  
well known to the brethren-at-large. Within days, the Board 
of Directors at A.P. had placed a new “interim” Director over 
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Such is the case with those who will jointly participate 
with men like Dave Miller in lectureships and support of his 
work. Though few would accuse Curtis Cates, Jim Dear-
man, or Robert Taylor of “teaching” error, these men have 
no problem being on the infamous support list for the work 
directed by bro. Miller, and they have no problem being on 
programs where Dave preaches, or having him for meetings 
where they work and worship.

In a similar way, Glenn Colley, third generation gospel 
preacher and author of the book Loose Change, jointly par-
ticipated this year at the Tahoe Family Encampment, along 
with men like Truitt Adair of Sunset School of Preaching 
(which has taught error on MDR for years), and Tex Williams, 
a regular participant at the Tulsa International Soul Winning 
Workshop. When questioned as to why he was involved in this 
venue, Colley answered, in effect, “No one ever accused ME 
of being unsound!” Though that may be true, none the less, 
he was in fellowship with error, and thus a “partaker of” their 
evil deeds. It was also Colley who followed this statement 
with, “why, I wrote a book about change agents.”

“I WROTE A BOOK ABOUT….”
This is also a favorite saw that is used to justify current 

action with past reputation. Brethren seem to forget that it 
matters not who you were but who you are! That someone 
wrote a book is commendable, but [at best—EDITOR] it 
only tells us where they were spiritually when the book was 
written. It says nothing about who they are NOW!

Dave Miller “wrote a book” called Piloting the Strait. 
The book is well written and well researched. It says volumes 
about the problems of change agency today. The problem is 
that Dave Miller is better about dealing with the problems 
of others than he is about identifying similar problems in 

Gospel preacher. In fact, many of us have his books in our own 
libraries. While it was fifty or so years ago that he embraced 
“anti-ism,” it was relatively late in life that Homer Hailey 
wrote his new position on MDR, and thus demonstrated that 
the sound do not always remain so.

Buster Dobbs, current editor of the Firm Foundation 
magazine, has, in times past, been a stalwart defender of the 
faith. He has dealt with error in ways only rivaled by Ira Rice 
and David Brown. He was the most vociferous contender 
against the likes of Rubel Shelly, Jeff Walling, and Max 
Lucado, rank liberals all. In times past, for me, he was almost 
the face of one “set for the defense of the gospel.” This was 
until 1998 when his “everything we do in life is worship, 
except for sin” doctrine became known.

The entire Deaver family has been touted for their 
stand for the truth over the years, until Mac Deaver began 
to publicly proclaim his take on the work of the Holy Spirit 
[the direct work of the Holy Spirit on the inward man of the 
Christian and that when one is baptized in water one is also 
undergoes Holy Spirit Baptism—EDITOR], and then drew 
various other family members into the fray on his side. His 
father, Roy, was considered one of the scholars of the faith in 
the Koine Greek, yet this “new” take has brought the entire 
group into question.

Would the apostle Peter have been considered “sound” 
by the majority of brethren in the first century? Undoubtedly!  
The facts are, however, that at one point in his ministry, Peter 
“stood condemned” (Gal. 2:11, ASV). Why? Because even 
Peter was not always perfect in his actions, especially in his 
obvious prejudices toward the Gentiles. Paul was forced to 
confront Peter “to the face” and do so “before them all.” 
Fortunately for the first century church, Peter repented. We 
could only hope that men of our day would do so. If Rubel 
Shelly, Dave Miller, Buster Dobbs, the Deavers, or such 
“notables” would simply repent today, the church would be 
in far better condition than it is, and the angels would rejoice 
in heaven.

In addition to these arguments about others, some of 
our brethren use certain arguments about themselves when 
confronted with spiritual inconsistencies with regard to fel-
lowship practices.

“NO ONE EVER ACCUSED 
ME OF BEING UNSOUND!”

This is a favorite little “bon-bon” of those who begin to 
be loose in their fellowship practices. The implication is that, 
because they are fellowshipping error, they are being accused 
of preaching error. This is the “straw man” that many erect 
in order to have something, like Don Quixote, at which they 
can spiritually “tilt”. When one is “tilting at windmills”, the 
danger is only one that is perceived rather than real and any 
harm one may receive is largely the result of their own folly. 
It is often easier to joust with the perceived danger than to 
confront the real problem. The real problem, in such cases, 
is NOT what one teaches, but rather the person one fellow-
ships. As previously addressed, when one bids “godspeed” 
to those who practice error, they become a “partaker of his 
evil deeds” (2 John 11).
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Garland Elkins, wrote in the forward, “God condemns unity 
in error” and goes on to identify a variety of such errors 
(Cates, 17). He commends Cates book in identifying these 
very things, yet Cates seems to be practicing something dif-
ferent today than he wrote in 1998.  In Chapter 14, on page 
110, Curtis writes:

False teachers and false doctrines constantly endanger the 
peace of God’s people. The maintenance of peace requires 
constant vigilance, courage, exposure of error, and the 
promulgation of the pure Gospel. God’s people are to think, 
love, teach, seek, and pray for peace.  Yet, in all of this, we 
must never stoop to the pursuit of “peace at any price”.  We 
must remember the words of the Lord: “I came not to send 
peace, but a sword” (Mat. 10:34).
He seems to have no problem today having unity in error 

with Dave Miller and the AP crowd. Is Cates “maintaining 
peace” in so doing?  In fact, more division has occurred in 
the last almost two years, especially over Cates’ involvement 
in this current mess, than at any time in the brotherhood in 
recent history. Is “peace at any price” worth it?

Glenn Colley, as previously mentioned, “wrote a book”.  
In his booklet, Loose Change, he outlines the church’s re-
sponse to change agency, and recognizes that we are to “mark 
and avoid” false teachers. It is a shame that he is not following 
his own advice and having “no fellowship” with the unfruit-
ful work of the Tahoe Family Encampment, and all the false 
teachers involved in that endeavor. He is also a “regular” at 
the “Polishing the Pulpit” program, which not only had Dave 
Miller as a speaker last year but had Phil Sanders this year. 
Phil was allowed to continue to be on the program though I 
personally notified two of the directors over six months in 
advance that, according to the Christian Chronicle article 
entitled, “News - 1906 - 2006: 100 years later, can we 
converse across the keyboard?” (Feb. 2006),4  Phil accepts 
members of the Christian Church as “his brethren,” and the 
congregation where he preaches practices several unscriptural 
practices, such as Children’s worship, and supports several 
unscriptural para-church groups; like the Churches of Christ 
Disaster Relief Effort, Inc.,  Apologetics Press, “In Search 
of the Lord’s Way”, “Lads to Leaders/Leaderettes”, and even 
Heartlight Magazine.

What would improve this entire situation is if more of 
these brethren spent more time reading THE Book instead 
of bragging about how they wrote A book!

himself.
James Meadows wrote a series of workbooks, one of 

which was called A Study of Church Discipline. In this book, 
he effectively lays out the Bible standards on the subject and 
the methods we should use in dealing with aspects involving 
personal sin, false teachers, walking disorderly, etc. In his Les-
son 7, “Upon Whom is It to Be Administered? Part 1”, under 
“Those That Teach Things Contrary To Sound Doctrine”, 
he uses some of the same Scriptures in this manuscript, and 
shows that withdrawal is required when the false teacher 
does not repent. James has been a friend for many years, and 
I would like to know why he has added his name to the AP 
Support Statement and has not rescinded said support with 
Dave Miller at the helm.

William Woodson wrote a book entitled Change Agents 
and Churches of Christ. It also deals with many of the er-
rors being espoused today and how to deal with the errorists 
involved.  His final paragraph is telling:

The time to be alert to danger is now; the encouragement 
of our great and good brotherhood is that with love, with 
full regard for the nature of the problem, but with loyalty to 
Christ and His body, it will insist that these change agents, 
and their allies and converts, will be obliged to repent of their 
hurtful efforts and desist; if not, “It is time for them to go.
Unfortunately, in this case, Woodson put his allegiance 

to a body led by a false teacher over his loyalty to Christ. 
Brother Woodson should read his own book and rescind his 
support for AP under the guidance of Miller. 

Curtis Cates wrote a book entitled A Comprehensive 
Study of Unity. In that book, Cates’ fellow-worker at MSOP, 
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“WE NEED BALANCE”
More and more of our brethren are touting the “balance” 

mantra as though this excuses unscriptural fellowship prac-
tices. Not many months ago, Alan Highers, the Editor of the 
Spiritual Sword, said that “balance” was “one of the MOST 
important themes we have ever featured” (emp. mine) (High-
ers, 2). Similar quotes have been made by those involved 
with The Gospel Journal under its new editorship, and in 
many other publications and lectureships. It is interesting to 
me that this topic has only become this popular a discussion 
theme since the current controversy over the Directorship 
of Apologetics Press has caused so much division in the 
brotherhood. Those that would continue in fellowship with 
those involved with AP are said to be “balanced,” while those 
who are trying to practice Scriptural fellowship where false 
teachers are concerned are said to be “toxic.”  

Balance is, indeed, an important thing, but cannot be 
used as an excuse to allow fellowship with error. One won-
ders why  Highers feels this issue is so important, what with 
all the error being espoused within the body of Christ today. 
His  appearance last year at the David Lipscomb University 
summer lecture series, entitled “Summer Celebration 2006: A 
Festival of Faith & Fellowship–Life in the Spirit; A Study of 
Ephesians,” along with noted false teachers, Jeff Walling, Joe 
Beam, and Lynn Anderson, has left many brethren wondering 
what Highers definition of “balance” really is.

Balance is important in that we must not overly focus 
on any one aspect of the Gospel of Jesus Christ. Too much 
emphasis on church problems, on worldly issues, on persecu-
tion, or any negative thing, will only cause many to become 
discouraged. Thus it is important to preach on the plan of 
salvation, the heavenly home, the hope of eternal life, the love 
of the brethren, and other similar uplifting topics.  That said, 
we simply cannot ignore the importance of the Scriptures on 
Biblical fellowship in favor of only that which is spiritually 
or emotionally palatable.

On the topic of “balance,” my greater concern is with 
those 60 signers of the now infamous AP support document.  
So many of them have had such sound reputations in the 
past, I cannot help but wonder if some of them have become 
“un-balanced”, at least spiritually so. It is my hope that many 
of them will wake up and tip the scales back to true Biblical 
“balance” before it is everlastingly too late.
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1893, the consequences of which are yet seen in the religious 
landscape of Denton. Several years before, a liberal attitude 
began to be manifested in a few brethren. Some were 
insisting that the church should be fashioned in certain 
particulars after the major denominations. Most of this 
attitude concentrated on the attempts to employ instrumental 
music in the worship and a missionary society in the work 
of the church. They met adamant resistance from those who 
were determined to adhere to the pattern for the church set 
forth in the New Testament. These controversies found their 
way to the frontier area of Texas, and by the 1890s, the battle 
was fiercely raging over them.

Division over these innovations, especially the use of 
the organ in worship, befell the church in Denton as 1893 
drew to a close. A brother by the name of P.B. Hall was 
present on the Sunday the division took place and wrote to 
T.R. Burnett, a friend in Dallas, describing the sad occasion. 
Hall’s letter appeared in the January 25, 1894, issue of The 
Gospel Advocate, the principal journal among churches of 
Christ at the time. The letter candidly reveals the heated 
emotions sparked in the Denton religious community by 
these issues near the turn of the nineteenth century. Hall 
wrote, in part:

I witnessed one of the saddest affairs last Lord’s day that I 
ever witnessed in my life. The church at Denton has been 
in trouble for some time over the organ and other things, 
until a few weeks ago, when those in favor of the organ 
had called a meeting, with brother W.L. Thurman for 
chairman, and withdrew from all the brethren who opposed 
them. Those who were excluded were the most faithful and 
devoted brethren in the church at Denton.  

The letter mentions A. Alsup as the local preacher at the 
time. He obviously did not favor the organ, for, according 
to Hall, the organ advocates forbade him to preach in the 

church building ever again. Some of them even said, “A man 
who would not use the organ in worship was not fit to preach 
in any church in Texas.” The letter continues:

When the brethren were refused the use of the house, they 
bore it patiently…. They turned then and asked them if they 
would take the house they had built with their own hands, 
turn them out of doors, and for all their labors give them not 
a cent. They made them no reply. As the old gray-headed 
brethren arose and walked out of their own house, you 
know not how bad I felt…. I just know it is wrong to take a 
person’s property without paying him for it….

When innovations which are not authorized by the New 
Testament were forced into the congregations and upon 
the consciences of devout saints, division and severance of 
fellowship were inevitable. In this way a once united and 
harmonious congregation (and entire brotherhood) was 
torn apart, never to be reunited. The division in Denton was 
only one of many hundreds of such episodes that occurred 
all over the nation with the same sad results over a period 
of several years. Division over these matters was so nearly 
universal by 1906 that the federal census recognized two 
distinct religious bodies where there had formerly been 
one: The Christian Church (composed of those who forced 
the innovations into the church) and the church of Christ 
(composed of those who were determined to practice only 
what the New Testament authorizes). While the innovators 
blamed (and still blame) those who objected to the innovations 
for the division, just the opposite is true. The congregation in 
Denton is a demonstration of this fact. It was at peace until 
these elements were first suggested to, then forced upon, its 
members. Those who forced into the church the elements 
foreign to the New Testament must shoulder the blame for 
the devastation that resulted. 

 Those who were forced for sake of conscience to leave 

(Continued from page One)
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this apostate body in Denton acquired the property at the 
corner of Pearl and Bolivar Streets in 1894 and erected a 
modest frame building (complete with belfry), which sat 
at a forty-five degree angle to the corner. The congregation 
met at this location without interruption as the Pearl Street 
Church of Christ until its recent cessation. By 1900 the city 
population was five thousand and the church numbered fewer 
than one hundred. However, by 1904 its membership had 
swelled to more than four hundred, due largely to the tireless 
efforts of Foy E. Wallace, Sr., the Pearl Street evangelist 
from 1902–04. Its growth required a major enlargement of 
the building by 1910, at which time its entrance was made 
to face Bolivar Street. 

By 1938, the congregation numbered 641 members, 300 
of whom were students from the two local state colleges, 
and its facilities were overflowing. In 1938, 1941, and 1962, 
respectively, Pearl Street took the lead in establishing three 
additional congregations in Denton. The 1910  building 
served the church until September 1951, at which time the 
present brick auditorium facing Pearl Street was completed. 
The first segment of the education building was finished 
in 1954, and an additional education complex, including a 
chapel, was completed in 1972. In 1983 an electrical fire 
caused over $300,000.00 in damage to the educational 
buildings. In the process of restoring this damage, a new 
suite of offices (including conference room, library, 
recording/audiovisual studio, and workroom) was built in 
former surplus classroom space.

The church became doctrinally lax in the 1960s. Her 
elders allowed a string of two or three preachers to occupy 
its pulpit, two of whom were very weak and the third was 
an outright liberal. A strong liberal element developed, 
principally among the numerous members who were 
professors in the two state universities and encouraged by 
the weak pulpit. The liberals sought to do a repeat of what 
they had done in 1894, but some of the elders found enough 
backbone to prevent it. Approximately two hundred liberals 
eventually left in 1980, leaving a much smaller number with 
the task of rebuilding the congregation.

A little-known, but interesting, bit of history involving 
the Pearl Street Church relates to John B. Denton College. 
A group of Denton businessmen formed a stock company 
and established this school in 1901, but it soon failed. The 
school campus (consisting of a new two-story brick building 
on a seven-acre campus valued at $15,000.00 and located 
only two blocks west of the Pearl Street Church property), 
was offered as a gift to members of the Pearl Street Church 
if they would reopen it and operate it. The offer was speedily 
accepted and the school, renamed “Southwestern Christian 
College,” opened its doors on October 4, 1904. By its second 
year, Southwestern Christian College had an enrollment of 
almost three hundred students. Another little-known fact 
is that A.G. Freed, who later became co-founder of Freed-
Hardeman College/University, Henderson, Tennessee, 
served as its president, 1905–1906. Due to lack of funding, 
instability in the administration, and other factors, it was 
forced to close in 1909, and the property was sold to the 
city.

Some of the most prominent and influential preachers 
among us in the first half of the past century have preached in 
the Pearl Street pulpit, including F.L. Young, Foy E. Wallace, 
Sr., Foy E. Wallace, Jr., Cled Wallace, R.L. Whiteside, C.R. 
Nichol, Batsell Baxter, and J.S. Dunn.

In 1982 the Pearl Street Congregation began the 
ANNUAL DENTON LECTURES (“ADL”). This major 
program of Bible lectures beginning the second Sunday in 
November each year featured approximately forty hours of 
preaching on one or more books of the Bible by thirty-five 
preachers from all over the nation. From their beginning, 
the lectures were intended to provide not only fresh textual 
studies, but also to provide direct confrontation with error, 
involving both issues among brethren and among those who 
were not Christians. By means of the books and recordings 
of these lectures which have literally gone all over the 
world, the Pearl Street Congregation became known and 
appreciated by faithful brethren for its uncompromising 
posture in doctrine and practice.

In 1996, it became evident beyond dispute that brother 
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Mac Deaver (who, along with his late father, Roy C. Deaver, 
had spoken on many of the Annual Denton Lectureships) was 
teaching that the Holy Spirit operates directly on the hearts 
of Christians (i.e., additionally to what He does through His 
written Word). This unfortunate occurrence blossomed into 
considerable controversy and Pearl Street hosted a debate 
between brother Deaver and brother Jerry Moffit during the 
2000 ADL. In arranging the debate, the Pearl Street elders 
were (as was I) decidedly opposed to the Deaver doctrine 
and wanted to help expose it. Because of the death of one of 
her two elders a few weeks before that lectureship/debate, 
the congregation was without an eldership at the time of the 
debate. 

The church appointed four new elders early in 2001, one 
of whom (Harry Ledbetter) had served as an elder from the 
time of my coming to Pearl Street and who was a very dear 
and trusted friend and brother. In August of that year, one 
of the other elders boldly announced in an elders’ meeting 
that he was in agreement with the Deaver doctrine and that 
he favored stopping the lectureship immediately. He made 
it clear that he had long held those views, which means that 
he dishonestly withheld this information from his brethren 
before being appointed an elder and then waited until he 
thought it was a propitious time to reveal his erroneous 
convictions. Brother Gary Summers was the Pearl Street 
preacher at the time. He and I had numerous confrontations 
with this brother in various subsequent meetings over a 
period of a year and a half, while the other two elders, for 
the most part, just sat as mute observers.  Gary and I lost the 
battle in the spring of 2003, resulting in his being fired and 
my resignation, when it was clear that the other two elders 
were going to support the Deaver disciple in the eldership 
(for extensive documentation of this entire saga, visit www.
aboutpearlstreet.net).

The remaining “elders” lied to the congregation about 
the circumstances of Gary’s and my departure, forcing us to 
respond, which we did in writing, to the congregation. Several 
members left the congregation in the immediate aftermath, 
including one deacon and his family. In our response to the 
elders’ false statements, we identified brother Joe Chism and 
his false doctrine as the apostate elder whose convictions 
and behavior were the root of the problems. The “elders” 
then went into full attack mode against me, denying that they 
agreed with Deaver, and determined to destroy me through a 
series of letters mailed far and wide for thus exposing them. 
Their denials rang rather hollow when they allowed Mac 
Deaver to mail his Spring 2004 Biblical Notes Quarterly on 
the Pearl Street mailing permit from the Denton Post Office. 
Thereafter, they never made any pretense of denial of their 
full support of his errors. As if that were not enough proof 
of their allegiance to these errors, they employed Deaver as 
the Pearl Street preacher in August 2005, which position he 
still occupies.

These fatal errors and the confusion and division of their 
aftermath decimated this once mighty bulwark of the Truth. 

The attendance on Sunday mornings was in the 60s the last 
time I saw any printed figures of them. Long before that, 
they ceased publishing contribution figures. They have not 
met for regular worship assemblies in the auditorium for 
perhaps two years (picture a group of 60-70 people in a 600-
seat auditorium), but have used the chapel in the education 
building instead, the capacity of which is more than ample 
for their numbers. Sad, sad, sad. 

A few months ago, they purchased a small building 
from a Nazarene Church, approximately three miles from 
the old Pearl Street property, which is now for sale. They 
have since been doing some remodeling in preparation for 
the move, which they have now consummated. They placed 
a temporary sign on the new property several weeks ago, 
reading “Future Home of Sherman Drive Church of Christ,” 
followed by meeting times and a Scripture quotation. There 
is no reference whatsoever to any Pearl Street connection 
or origin. They had an ad in an insert in the Denton Record-
Chronicle on June 24 concerning “Sherman Drive Church 
of Christ,” again with no hint of any connection with Pearl 
Street. I see purpose in such omissions. They do not want 
anyone to connect them with Pearl Street. They are quite 
content to let all of that history perish in order to finally 
escape the Pearl Street moniker. This name has apparently 
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been an albatross about the necks of her “elders” from the 
time that they began soiling, tainting, and destroying it— a 
name that so much stood for Truth and spiritual strength to 
so many over the preceding twenty-two years.  

When I told Gary Summers a few months ago about 
this move and that this would be the end of Pearl Street, 
he replied, “Pearl Street has been dead a long time. It died 
in 2003.” I could not gainsay his observation. In fact, she 
became fatally infected earlier than that—actually before 
Gary, the other two elders, or I knew it. The fatal germ 
entered this spiritual body when an apostate who hid his 
error got himself appointed to the eldership. However, more 
than just one man worked destruction on Pearl Street. He 
could not have done it by himself. Eldership politics, as 
well as fatal error, played a major role in this congregational 
decease. Had either of the other two elders taken a stand 

against this errant brother, the church could very likely have 
survived his onslaught. One of the great mysteries about 
which brethren still question me concerns the long-time, 
well-known, and once-respected elder, “What happened to 
Harry Ledbetter?” I am still as perplexed as anyone about his 
overnight 180 degree turn to support a man whose behavior 
and doctrine he at one time opposed (at least in conversation 
with me). What a pitiful sight to remember what was, to 
contemplate what might have been, and to compare these 
with what is. Satan has had his way with the once great Pearl 
Street Church of Christ.

  —908 Imperial Drive
Denton, TX 76201

  tgjoriginal@verizon.net
Visit www.scripturecache.com 

Those of us who grew up during the Cold War often heard 
the terms “Fellow Travelers” and “Useful Idiots” applied to 
persons who, though not members of the Communist Party, 
were sympathetic to Communist ideals and aims. “Fellow 
Traveler” was a term most often used in the United States and 
Europe to describe individuals who sympathized with Com-
munism and lent their influence, and sometimes money, to aid 
Communist causes, attending Comintern meetings and even 
speaking at Communist gatherings. Those same persons were 
useful to, and used by, Soviet Communists who pejoratively 
referred to them as “Useful Idiots.” But while Communist 
Party membership was outlawed in this country at the time, 
“fellow travelers” had nothing to fear from authorities since 
their Communist sympathies were not illegal.

Solomon wrote, “The thing that hath been, it is that which 
shall be; and that which is done is that which shall be done: 
and there is no new thing under the sun,” (Eccl. 1:9). The 
introduction of mechanical instruments of music at Richland 
Hills in Fort Worth and Quail Springs in Oklahoma City, in 
reckless disregard for New Testament authority, is no new 
thing. Apostates like Rick Atchley at the former and Mark 
Henderson at the latter have come and gone through the 
centuries and like their predecessors—in religion and Com-
munism—have their coterie of “fellow travelers.”

But there is a notable, Scriptural, difference between 
what “fellow travelers” do politically and what they do as 
Christians. To lend aid and comfort to false teachers in reli-
gion—as a “fellow traveler”—is expressly forbidden in the 
New Testament (2 John 9-11). It isn’t enough to merely say, 
“I don’t agree with adding instruments into the worship of the 

“Fellow Travelers” And “Useful Idiots”
Jerry C. Brewer 

church.” Inspiration says, “receive him not into your house, 
neither bid him God speed” (v. 10) The “fellow traveler” who 
bids “God speed” to error is “partaker of his evil deeds” (v. 
11) and is, therefore, as guilty as the one he aids.

“FELLOW TRAVELERS” OF TODAY’S FALSE TEACHERS

The history of the church in North America is replete 
with “fellow travelers” in apostasy, and prominent among 
those is the college crowd. In 1999, Doug Varnado was fired 
by David Lipscomb University President Steve Flatt because 
the church where Varnado preached used instrumental music. 
Flatt’s action was reported in the Nashville Tennessean, and 
by Lindy Adams in the Christian Chronicle. Flatt told the 
Tennessean, “If Community Church is going to be an instru-
mental congregation, that’s not in accord with our policy...
Our identity for the last 108 years has included a cappella.” 
Flatt told the Chronicle that, “Our policy on a cappella music 
reflects our primary constituents.”

Flatt’s last statement demonstrates theological subjectiv-
ism, not devotion to the objective authority of God’s word. 
The implication is that instrumental music would be approved 
at Lipscomb if it reflected “our primary constituents.” So, 
according to this “fellow traveler,” instrumental music isn’t 
necessarily a rebellion against God’s authority, but simply a 
“108 year old tradition.”

The Christian Chronicle—the primary voice of today’s 
“fellow travelers” in apostasy, and a “fellow traveler” it-
self—reported “A Conversation With Royce Money” in 
its April, 2006 issue. In that article, Money said, “I would 
fight vigorously if instrumental music were attempted to be 
introduced into my home congregation. I am firmly within 
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the a cappella tradition. But I have a tolerance for those who 
make other choices, and I don’t see that it needs to constitute 
a complete severing of fellowship” (p. 20).

During the 2006-07 school year, Rick Atchley and Mark 
Henderson spoke in chapel at Oklahoma Christian University 
(“OC”). During this period, both of these men were in the 
process of leading efforts at Richland Hills and Quail Springs 
to introduce mechanical instruments of music in their respec-
tive congregations. Atchley preached a series of sermons at 
Richland Hills in December, 2006 in support of instrumental 
music and Henderson did the same at Quail Springs on Janu-
ary 28, 2007. At this writing, all of these sermons are posted 
on their respective websites (www.rhchurch.org and www.
quailchurch.com).

Upon learning that Atchley and Henderson had been 
chapel speakers at OC, I sent the following email messages 
on April 20, 2007 to OC President Mike O’Neal and also OC 
Bible College Dean, Lynn McMillon: 

‘The Family of God At Quail Springs’ (which also calls itself 
a church of Christ) in Oklahoma City is apparently following 
the lead of Rick Atchley and the Richland Hills church near 
Ft. Worth. On their website http://www.quailchurch.com they 
have posted statements from Mark Henderson and their elders 
concerning their exploration of changes to be made at Quail 
Springs. Among those is adding an instrumental worship. 
Since you have utilized Mark Henderson as a chapel speaker 
at OC, you may be interested in this information which is on 
the world wide web. 

Note the following from one of their ‘elders’: 

“We are in the process of examining ourselves and the family 
of God here at Quail as we consider what is next. We want 
to make it clear that we believe the concept of tearing down 
walls and removing barriers is one that is Spirit-led and comes 
from both elders and staff after much study, prayer, fasting 
and discussion. 

“There are rumors that we are planning significant changes to 
our Sunday morning worship. Indeed we have been meeting 

for some months to discuss a proposal to ADD an instrumental 
worship service at Quail. BUT—let me be very clear—we have 
no plans to do away with our a cappella worship on Sunday 
mornings. In our deliberations, if we determine that God is 
leading us to do something different, it would be done as an 
ADDITIONAL service, not a replacement of our existing 
Sunday morning service.

“We sincerely believe that God is UP TO SOMETHING in 
this church. We know when that is on the horizon, the enemy 
heightens his efforts among us, using rumors, gossip, accu-
sations and falsehoods to bring about a sense of fear and to 
create confusion and discord within our ranks. We ask you 
to be patient with each other. Those of you who hunger for 
a particular change, please be patient with your brothers and 
sisters who have a different view. Those of you who question 
the wisdom of this or that change, please be patient with your 
brothers and sisters who long for just such a change. We stand 
before you feeling an awesome weight on our shoulders to align 
this congregation with God’s plans. We plead for your patience 
and prayers, both for us and for each other.

“Please pray for us as your shepherds as we continue our 
deliberations. While we do not want to hurt or offend anyone, 
please realize that our ultimate accountability is to God. We 
call on each one of you to join us in this journey. We continue 
to welcome your letters, emails, visits, and so on. As we follow 
God’s lead and make changes, we hope you will be pleased 
to be a part of an exciting congregation bent on doing nothing 
but what will bring God’s pleasure.”

You may read Rick Atchley’s Christian Church arguments 
for instrumental music at Richland Hills, as well as his argu-
ments for Saturday night worship with communion, at www.
rhchurch.org. It now appears that Atchley has been joined by 
Mark Henderson in Oklahoma City in his pursuit of ‘change.’ 
Will Oklahoma Christian continue to turn a blind eye to these 
things?

Jerry C. Brewer

On April 20, 2007, I received the following reply from 
O’Neal:

Jerry, thanks for your interest in OC and these important mat-
ters. The University has not yet addressed any official response 
to the matters you describe, but it is our plans to study the 
issues and formulate an appropriate response in the months 
ahead. I believe both of these men were invited to speak before 
the announcements were made. I personally do not support 
the changes they have announced but this is a matter that our 
administration and our trustees will need to address together 
after prayerful consideration of all viewpoints.

I don’t know if you have yet seen the May issue of the Christian 
Chronicle, but there is an excellent editorial in that issue that 
reflects much of my thinking though I had nothing to do with 
its composition.

On April 23, 2007, I received the following reply from 
McMillon:

Dear Jerry,
Oklahoma Christian is not involved in any way in the affairs 
of the two congregations you mentioned. As a University, we 
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make a point to focus on our work and mission and not be-
come involved in the local issues of congregations. Please do 
not read anything into my statement other than we respect the 
autonomy of each church. As to speakers, we select those who 
can point the students to Jesus and to inspire them to greater 
service but do not ask them to speak on matters that might be 
controversial in some other setting.
Prayers and Best Wishes,
Lynn McMillon

While Atchley and Henderson go merrily along their 
way offering “strange fire” unto the Lord (Lev. 10:1-4) their 
“fellow travelers” dutifully march in lockstep and bid them 
God speed. To Flatt, instruments are not used because “a 
cappella” is a “108 year old tradition” and “reflects our pri-
mary constituents.” Money is “firmly in the a cappella tradi-
tion,” though he has a “tolerance for those who make other 
choices.” O’Neal needs to “study the issues and formulate 
an appropriate response in the months ahead...after prayerful 
consideration of all viewpoints.” He then cites the Chronicle 
editorial of May, 2007 as reflecting “much of my thinking.” 
That editorial says in part, “Churches of Christ have a long 
and deeply rooted commitment to a cappella worship...Let 
us be known for musical worship that is part of a fabric of 
love and not a culture of divisiveness.” So O’Neal obviously 
believes we sing without instruments because of “a long and 
deeply rooted commitment,” and does not believe we should 
create a “culture of divisiveness” by opposing mechanical 
instruments.

It would also appear that O’Neal is now trying to head 
off any criticism of himself and/or Oklahoma Christian by 
taking to the road and assuring others of his “soundness.” The 
following announcement was made in the April 8, 2007 issue 
of the weekly bulletin of the Second and Adams Church of 
Christ in Elk City, Oklahoma:

On April 15th, Dr. Mike O’Neal, the fifth president of Oklahoma 
Christian University, will be our Sunday evening speaker. He 
requested an opportunity to preach at Second & Adams to let 
our congregation know of his commitment, and his soundness 
in the faith. Please make plans to attend.

Following his speech that evening, a member from a 

nearby congregation who was in attendance asked O’Neal 
about Quail Springs and their plans. Of Quail Springs, he 
replied that, “they had their place in the church,” which seems 
to echo Royce Money who has a “tolerance for those who 
make other choices.”

Then, to McMillon, the posting of error on the world-
wide web by Richland Hills and Quail Springs is just one of 
the “local issues of congregations,” and believes those who 
preach error can “point the students to Jesus and inspire them 
to greater service.” This, of course, is the same man who was 
asked three times at a meeting in Lawton, Oklahoma whether 
Bible silence is “permissive or prohibitive,” and who, three 
times, refused to answer.

A “fellow traveler” with apostates is bidding “God speed” 
to damnable error and is a “partaker of his evil deeds.” In none 
of the above so-called “objections” to instrumental music was 
a single passage of God’s word cited. When matters of the 
faith “once delivered” (Jude 3) are regarded as “opinion” or 
“tradition” or “other choices” or “local issues of congrega-
tions,” those who so regard them are no longer just “fellow 
travelers.” They are themselves apostate.

—308 South Oklahoma
Elk City, OK 73644
txbrew@itlnet.net

“And now also the axe is laid 
unto the root of the tre: there-
fore every tree ich bringh 
not forth good fruit is hewn 
down, and cast into the fire” 

(Matthew 3:10)
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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.

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.

-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–hurch 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. (Green-
belt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, Green-
belt 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; tgjoriginal@verizon.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; DJGoines@Valornet.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.  

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m. Wed. 7:30 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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FROM THE CFTF ARCHIVES  
In our Feb. 2007 CFTF we 

set out the facts regarding the 
former Director of Southwest 
School of Bible Studies, Joseph 
Meador’s, deep and long time 
involvement in Gestalt Therapy 

With the previous matters in 
mind we are reprinting an arti-
cle from the April, 1975, CFTF, 
pp. 10 and 11, written by the late 
founding editor of this paper, Ira 
Y. Rice, Jr. —EDITOR

and Oriental and Indian philosophy.
Meador resigned his position as Di-

rector of SWSBS on July 20. Stress 
was a reason given for his resignation.
Rick Brumback, the preacher for S. 
W., is the new Director of SWSBS. 

In previous issues of Contending for the Faith we have 
brought out many of the things in conflict with plain, simple 
New Testament Christianity both taught, practiced and 
fostered at Pepperdine. There is a growing question in my 
own mind as to whether Pepperdine, as a whole, has any 
clear concept of what Christianity really is. One clipping 
that was brought to my attention, from The Pepperdine 

News, for July, 1971, was presenting even “Yoga” evidently 
in the light of approbation. Don’t they even know that 
Yoga is a Hindu theistic philosophy? All these years that 
my family and I were overseas trying to win Hindus away 
from such ignorance—only to come back home and find 
Pepperdine advocating it! 

8-PEPPERDINE NEWS, JULY 1971

STUDENT PRACTICES ANCIENT ART OF YOGA
BY MARY JOHNSON

Maj Harilela wraps his feet into the essence of the past, 
folds his hands to encircle the present and leaves his body to 
liberate the future.

And, he does it all though the powers of meditation.
Such meditation is an art form known as Yoga, and 

Harilela, in his first trimester at Pepperdine, is one of its 
masters.

What yoga has done for Harilela is to bring him mental, 
physical and spiritual well-being (underlined by bro. Rice). 
He explains the purpose of Yoga is to help the individual 
find himself.

The process begins with twelve basic limbering-up ex-
ercises designed to relax the muscles of the body in anticipa-
tion of the meditation.

Then, the legs are drawn in close and crossed with a foot 
resting on each thigh. The hands are folded into the lap and 
with the spine and head held straight the individual has as-

sumed the Lotus position or posture.
It is in this position that the mind is readied for medita-

tion.
“You start with a single thought and drive it out of your 

consciousness. This is an attempt to make the mind a com-
plete blank by discarding each thought in turn until a per-
fect state of peace is reached—one free of all interrupting 
thoughts.”

Harilela describes this perfect state of mind as seem-
ingly contradictory.

“You are aware of yourself and yet there is nothing in 
your mind.”

He also says the individual who has achieved this state 
is actually “above” his sense perceptions, his physical be-
ing.
“It is a void of which surrounds you, a nothingness in  which 

  (Continued on page Eleven)
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Editorial...

MALCOLM HILL AND
HOLY SPIRIT BAPTISM

In part of our Feb. 2007 editorial we commented on 
some of brother Malcolm Hill’s (President of Tennes-
see Bible College) remarks concerning his beliefs that 
the Holy Spirit works directly on the inward Man (spirit, 
heart) of the Christian. Hill’s remarks were directed at an 
article about prayer by Barry Grider, the preacher for  the 
Forest Hill Church of Christ, Memphis, TN. Hill was at-
tempting to point out that Grider’s beliefs about God an-
swering prayer demanded that the Spirit work directly on 
the inward man of the Christian in order for what Grider 
taught  happens when God answers the Christian’s prayer.

The reason we referred to what Hill wrote in the Vol. 
30, Jan. 21, 2007 Northeast Church of Christ bulletin, pp. 
2, 3, was to note the speakers, who at that time were sched-
uled to appear on TBC’s 2007 lectures, some of whom 
were slated to appear on MSOP’s 2007 lectures. One of the 
TBC speakers was Mac Deaver, the champion of the view 
that the Spirit works directly on the heart of the Christian. 
We also noted the same inconsistency among speakers 
who appeared on the lectureships of Faulkner University, 
The Spiritual Sword, and the Northwest Florida School of 
Bible Studies.   

The focus of that part of our Feb. editorial was not 
to discuss Deaver and Hill’s view on said direct work of 
the Spirit, but to note the inconsistency of certain speakers 
appearing on TBC’s lectures, who also were at that time 
scheduled to be on the 2007 MSOP lectures. In times past 
MSOP has orally and in print strongly opposed Deaver’s 
views concerning Deaver’s direct work of the Spirit as 
false doctrine, Mac Deaver as a false teacher and TBC.

As far as we know only brother Hugh Fulford remained 
on the 2007 TBC Lectures. Fulford has been a regular 
writer for the Spiritual Sword and speaker in times past on 
their lectures. Fulford has preached or is slated to preach 
a meeting at the Ripley, TN congregation where Robert R. 
Taylor, Jr. is the long–time preacher.

Brother Hill responded to our remaks in a private let-
ter with a number of questions, the design of which was to 
bolster his position regarding the alleged direct work of the 
Spirit on the Christian. He also stated that we were afraid 
to debate the issue.

One thing Hill failed to mention in his letter was his 
belief that Holy Spirit Baptism is for all persons today. 
Brother Hill believes such to be a necessary connection to 
the Spirit’s direct work on the inward man of the Christian 
in God’s providential care for His children.

With the previous matters noted we direct the reader to 
page six of this issue of CFTF to an article by Daniel Den-
ham, entitled Providence, Prayer and a College President 
wherein the Hill et al., doctrine of modern day Holy Spirit 
Baptism is discussed and refuted. 

—David P. Brown, Editor 



Contending for the Faith—August/2007                      3

TRUTH BIBLE INSTITUTE...
is an educational institution without walls helping others to learn to teach God’s 
Word (2 Timothy 2:2). All courses are taught over the internet through MP3 re-
cordings. Study the Bible and Bible related subjects at your own pace under a 
qualified and experienced faculty in the privacy of your own home. If you are 
prepared to work, is it not time that you studied with us?

REGISTRATION FOR THE 2007 FALL SEMESTER IS CLOSED. NOW IS THE TIME TO APPLY FOR 
THE 2008 SPRING SEMESTER. APPLICATION FORMS ARE LOCATED ON THE TBI WEB SITE.

TBI’s instructors are consistent and steadfast in affirming and proving that the Bible is God’s sole and all-sufficient 
means of instructing people regarding the salvation of souls. Also, much emphasis is placed on the fact that the Bible is the 
absolute, complete, infallible, objective and final standard by which God expects all men to learn of Him and their duty to 
Him in this present world (Titus 2:11,12; Romans 1:16; Galatians 1:6-9; James 1:25; 2 Peter 1:3, 4). Further, all aspects of 
TBI uphold the Bible to be the standard whereby God will judge the world at the end of time (2 Timothy 3:16, 17; 2:15; 
John 8: 31, 32, 17:17; Luke 8:11; Ephesians 6:17; Hebrews 4:12; John 12:48; Acts 17:31; Romans 14:10b, 11, 12; Revela-
tion 20:11, 15).

Ken Chumbley
Kenneth D. Cohn
Daniel Denham

Dub McClish
Lynn Parker
Gary W. Summers

Kent Bailey
Darrel Broking
David P. Brown

Danny Douglas
Dennis “Skip” Francis
Michael Hatcher

Terry M. Hightower
Lester Kamp
Andy McClish

Paul Vaughn   John West

TBI’S FAITHFUL, QUALIFIED AND DEDICATED FACULTY

Prepared by education and experience as faithful teachers of the Word of God, our faculty members lean neither to the 
right nor left of Bible authority in general and New Testament authority in particular (Colossians 3:17). To the contrary, they 
seek to remain on the “mountain top of Truth.” The faculty is determined to avoid all things not authorized by God’s Word, 
as well as what the Bible condemns. Being faithful Christians, our teachers are duty bound to expose all error and uphold 
all truth regarding moral and spiritual values as they teach the text of the Bible (Deuteronomy 4:2; 5:32; 12:32; Galatians 
1:8-9). Liberalism (loosing what God in His Word has bound upon us) and anti-ism (binding on man certain rules where 
God has loosed us from them) are earnestly opposed (Proverbs 17:15; Jude 3). In TBI God is exalted, Christ magnified and 
the Word that has been revealed and confirmed by the Holy Spirit is diligently studied.

THE WORK OF TBI IS NOT TO CREATE AND CULTIVATE A BLIND LOYALTY TO THE SCHOOL OR ANY 
OTHER EXPEDIENT THAT SERVES AS AN AID TO PROPOGATE AND DEFEND THE GOSPEL. NEITHER DOES 
TBI ENCOURAGE ANYONE TO ACCEPT MEN’S PERSONS ABOVE THE TRUTH ON ANY SUBJECT. TO THE 
CONTRARY, TBI’S GOAL IS DIRECTED TOWARD TEACHING OUR STUDENTS AT ALL TIMES, SITUATIONS 
AND CIRCUMSTANCES TO BE FAITHFUL AND LOYAL ONLY TO THE TRUTH OF GOD’S WORD. THUS, 
THE DESIRED RESULTS OF OUR LABOR IN TBI IS TO PRODUCE GRADUATES WHO AT ALL COSTS WILL 
SEEK FOR AND ABIDE IN THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST. WE KNOW OF NO OTHER REASON FOR SUCH A 
SCHOOL TO EXIST.

TBI ADMINISTRATION
DARRELL BROKING

ACADEMIC DEAN

JACK STEPHENS

DIRECTOR OF ADMISSIONS

DAVID P. BROWN

DIRECTOR

FOR MORE INFORMATION PLEASE GO TO OUR WEB SITE OR WRITE US:
 www.truthbibleinstitute.org

TRUTH BIBLE INSTITUTEP. O. BOX 39SPRING, TEXAS 77383PHONE: 281.350.5516 
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A Liberal Conservative?
 Dennis (Skip) Francis

affairs, was in favor of abortion and homosexual rights, and 
had protested against his own country on foreign soil during 
time of war, he would have told me I was out of my mind!  
We elected such a man TWICE!

A few years ago, at a lectureship, I met an elder from a 
congregation in South Texas.  He informed me that he was a 
“yellow dog Democrat”, a term with which I was unfamiliar.  
He stated that this meant that he would rather vote for a “yel-
low dog” than for a Republican.  When I asked him why, he 
began to talk about Herbert Hoover and FDR!  This was in 
the 1980’s, so I was amazed that he did not recognize how 
much BOTH political parties had changed since the bleak 
days of the Great Depression.  One way that the Democratic 
Party has changed in modern times is in their embrace of 
social moral issues like abortion, homosexuality, and fetal 
stem cell research.

Can a person be right with God and be liberal on abor-
tion?  Can a person be a Christian and pro-choice, or support 
a candidate or party that is pro-choice?  What does the Bible 
say? 

 These six things the LORD hates, Yes, seven are an abomi-
nation to Him: A proud look, A lying tongue, Hands that 
shed innocent blood, A heart that devises wicked plans, Feet 
that are swift in running to evil, A false witness who speaks 
lies, And one who sows discord among brethren (Proverbs 
6:16-19 NKJV).
 Is not the shedding of the blood of our most innocent an 

abomination to the Lord?  Who is more innocent and helpless 
than the babe in the womb?  Since God recognizes that the 
babe in the womb is a “babe,” and not just a mass of tissue 
known as a “fetus,” then one that sheds such blood is in the 
same category as Herod who killed the babes in Bethlehem 
from 2 years old and younger.  If we disagree on matters of 
abortion, it WILL affect our eternal salvation.

Can a person be right with God and be liberal on ho-
mosexuality?  “If a man lies with a male as he lies with a 
woman, both of them have committed an abomination. 
They shall surely be put to death. Their blood shall be 
upon them” (Leviticus 20:13 NKJV).  In the Old Testament, 
homosexuals were to be put to death.  Though no such penalty 
exists in the New Testament, the sin itself is definitely brought 
to bear.  Paul wrote:

Do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the 
kingdom of God? Do not be deceived. Neither fornica-
tors, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor homosexuals, nor 
sodomites, nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor 
revilers, nor extortioners will inherit the kingdom of God”  
(1 Corinthians 6:9-10, NKJV). 
 Once, while we were studying the first Corinthian epistle, 

a sister in Christ came to me and complained that we had 
discussed homosexuality two weeks in a row, and gave the 
argument that “some of our members have homosexuality in 

Can  persons be conservative in their faith and liberal in 
their politics?  I guess this would depend on one’s definition 
of the word “liberal.”  There are people who are “liberal” in 
their support for social issues, such as housing the homeless, 
feeding the hungry, and health care for the needy.  All these are 
laudable endeavors and perfectly in keeping with the teach-
ings of Christ.  One of my own father’s favorite passages of 
Scripture was Matthew 25:34-40:

 Then the King will say to those on His right hand, “Come, 
you blessed of My Father, inherit the kingdom prepared 
for you from the foundation of the world: for I was hun-
gry and you gave Me food; I was thirsty and you gave Me 
drink; I was a stranger and you took Me in; I was naked 
and you clothed Me; I was sick and you visited Me; I was in 
prison and you came to Me. Then the righteous will answer 
Him, saying, “Lord, when did we see You hungry and feed 
You, or thirsty and give You drink? When did we see You 
a stranger and take You in, or naked and clothe You? Or 
when did we see You sick, or in prison, and come to You? 
And the King will answer and say to them,  “Assuredly, I 
say to you, inasmuch as you did it to one of the least of these 
My brethren, you did it to Me.”  (NKJV)  
We can disagree, however, on how to best accomplish 

these goals politically and not have it effect our salvation.
There are also those that are “liberal” when it comes to mat-
ters of foreign policy.  As I write this article, our nation is 
once again embroiled in a war that has become unpopular in 
some circles.  There will always be those that will be opposed 
to war for any reason, even though warfare is not proscribed 
by the word of God.  In fact, the Scriptures suggest that the 
very function of civil government is the punishment of evil 
doers with the sword.  The apostle Paul writes, concerning 
civil government, “For he is God’s minister to you for good. 
But if you do evil, be afraid; for he does not bear the sword 
in vain; for he is God’s minister, an avenger to execute 
wrath on him who practices evil.” (Romans 13:4 NKJV).  
Can brethren disagree on particular issues of warfare and still 
be in keeping with the will of God?  Brother Ira Rice was a 
longtime conscientious objector during a time when such was 
very unpopular (World War II).  On the other hand, I spent 21 
years in the United States Air Force, and though I never killed 
anyone, I did repair the B-52 Bombers that were being used 
in Viet Nam, and thus participated in said acts.  One of my 
fellow elders is a retired Navy veteran.  We can disagree on 
matters of warfare and not have it affect our salvation.

There are also “liberal” social matters of a different stripe.  
One of the ways in which our country has changed politi-
cally in modern times is in its embrace of social change in 
matters of morality.  I once told a family member that, were 
I able to go back in time and tell my Grandfather, a lifelong 
Democrat, that we would, in my lifetime, elect a President that 
admitted to smoking marijuana, had numerous extra-marital 
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their own families.”  Though such may be true, does this in 
any way keep us from the need to study it and preach against 
it?  This sin has affected members of my family also, but I 
will not cease to inform them that they are in sin and I pray 
for their souls.  This sin is also dealt with in the first chapter 
of the Roman letter:

For this reason God gave them up to vile passions. For even 
their women exchanged the natural use for what is against 
nature. Likewise also the men, leaving the natural use of 
the woman, burned in their lust for one another, men with 
men committing what is shameful, and receiving in them-
selves the penalty of their error which was due”  (Romans 
1:26-27 NKJV). 
It should be noticed that, even though one does not 

practice the sin himself, tacit approval of such sins makes 
one as though he did practice it.  Later in the same chapter 
of Romans, Paul writes, “who, knowing the righteous 
judgment of God, that those who practice such things 
are deserving of death, not only do the same but also ap-
prove of those who practice them” (Romans 1:32 NKJV).  
If we disagree on matters of homosexuality, it WILL affect 
our eternal salvation. 

Another and related matter, that presses sharply on the 
vein of abortion, is that of fetal stem cell research.  In order 
to attain such cells, the female ovum must first be fertilized, 
then killed, or, an abortion must occur.  This places us, once 
again, on the horns of the abortion dilemma.  To kill a fertil-
ized egg is one and the same as to abort one with the purpose 
of causing its death. The question before us is; is it right in the 
sight of God to profit from sin? Is the saving of one life worth 
the destruction of another? The advocates of fetal stem cell 
research tell us that we might be able to make the lame walk, 
repair spinal cord injury, cure Alzheimer’s, cure Parkinson’s 
disease, and a host of other seemingly “miraculous” things 
will result from such research.  The facts are that there is ab-
solutely NO evidence for what they have said.  The science 
is simply not there.  Good results have been obtained from 
bone marrow, especially from a person’s own stem cells. Some 
results have been had from cord blood, but nothing has been 
proven to result from fetal stem cells.  In fact, a negative side 
effect of fetal stem cells comes from the fact that they are 
NOT from the same DNA as the recipient, thus forcing that 
person to a lifetime regimen of anti-rejection drugs.  Even 
were there some positive results from fetal stem cells, it is 
still to be proven that such profit should result from such a 
vile practice as abortion.  One is reminded of the admonition 
of the apostle Paul, who, in addressing the grace we receive 
from God when we sin, asks the rhetorical question, “What 
shall we say then? Shall we continue in sin that grace may 
abound? Certainly not! How shall we who died to sin live 
any longer in it?” (Romans 6:1-2 NKJV).  If we disagree on 
stem cell research, it WILL affect our eternal salvation.

I will admit that I am a member of the Republican Party, 
and will remain such as long as they continue to stand on 
the right side of homosexuality, abortion, stem cell research, 
and other such moral matters.  This is not to say that I agree 
with everything the party, or party leaders, stand for.  Will I 
necessarily VOTE for a candidate simply because of his party 
affiliation?  Not at all.  There are always those in political par-

ties that differ with the party platform, sometimes in important 
ways.  I, for one, am very concerned for our country as we 
approach a new election season.  The so-called “front runners” 
thus far from BOTH parties leave much to be desired. 

When you stop to consider what political party you want 
to be a part of, you should put the salvation matters at the 
forefront of your support. We can be wrong on foreign policy, 
wrong on the economy, wrong on taxes, wrong on how to 
spend money on social welfare, the homeless, health care, and 
many other subjects and still maintain our eternal salvation.  
We CANNOT be wrong on moral matters such as homosexu-
ality, abortion, and stem cell research and expect God to save 
us while we support what God calls ABOMINATION.  We 
can only hope that what we support will help our country to 
be “One Nation under God”, and NOT an “abomi–Nation”! 
You cannot be a liberal conservative. 

—105 Robin Lane
Suffolk, VA 23434

suffolkcofc@verizon.net

“ALL THAT IS NECESSARY FOR THE FORCES OF EVIL TO 
WIN IN THE WORLD IS FOR ENOUGH GOOD MEN TO DO 

NOTHING.”
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In the February 2004 issue of The “Original” Gospel 
Journal the faithful founding editor, Dub McClish printed an 
article I wrote that was in opposition to the doctrine that there 
is a present baptism of the Holy Spirit, a doctrine believed 
and taught by such brethren as the late Bob Berard, Glenn 
Jobe, Mac Deaver and, evidently, Malcolm Hill, President 
of Tennessee Bible College. Then, on the front page of the 
March 2004 issue of Living Oracles out of Cookeville, TN, 
an article was printed in which the editor/author, Malcolm 
Hill, affirmed  that I do not believe in “the real Biblical view 
of providence and prayer.” As to how brother Malcolm could 
“divine” that conclusion I have no idea. His article in which 
the accusation was made ostensibly was dealing with my 
article of the February 2004 issue of The “Original” Gospel 
Journal. Clearly the material that I wrote for that issue was 
in opposition to the doctrine that there is a present baptism 
of the Holy Spirit.

 Are we to assume from Malcolm’s tirade that to oppose 
present day Spirit baptism is tantamount to rejecting “the real 
Biblical view of providence and prayer”? Is Spirit baptism 
essential to God’s working in the realm of non-miraculous 
providence? If so, then did such providence only come into 
existence as of Pentecost in Acts 2? If Malcolm asserts that 
he reached his conclusion relative to my view of these matters 
on other grounds, then I challenge him to set them forth. I 
suggest that our brother is either guilty of assuming his case 
or else of claiming implicitly omniscience in the matter.

MALCOLM’S ABUSE OF AUTHORITIES
Brother Malcolm has stated in earlier issues of his paper 

that Guy N. Woods, Gus Nichols, Franklin Camp, Thomas B. 
Warren, and other such noteworthy men would endorse his 
current defense of Mac Deaver’s speculations on the Spirit 
or, at the very least, not oppose them. It would be interest-
ing to have these men actually able to speak for themselves, 
especially since they have written so much in opposition to 
present day Spirit baptism, which Mac to the contrary is now 
defending with vehemence. 

I suppose that we must now conclude that these good 
brethren really never believed in “the real Biblical view of 
providence and prayer” either. What can Malcolm say to the 
contrary, given his own writings? These men would not set 
foot on the campus at TBC as long as such nonsense is being 
promoted by her current president and faculty. I personally 
knew G.K. Wallace, Franklin Camp, and Guy N. Woods. I am 
certain where their sentiments would lie in this matter, and 
there are numerous others who can attest to the same relative 
to these men in particular. Any affirmation of a present day 
baptism by the Holy Spirit by a member of the church would 
be taken as a sure sign of complete apostasy on the teaching 
he is doing relative to the work of the Spirit. The writings 
of all of these men, including Thomas B. Warren and Gus 
Nichols, show that they would be opposed to this heresy be-

ing promoted by Mac Deaver and now implicitly endorsed 
by Malcolm Hill. 

MALCOLM ON PROVIDENCE AND PRAYER
As to Malcolm’s meanderings on providence and prayer, 

several observations are in order. First, it is clear that Malcolm 
is not clear in his own mind as to what he believes relative to 
providence and prayer. He asserts that he is not contending 
for anything miraculous but then so defines the parameters 
of God’s providential work in such a way as to include any 
“direct” action by God. Such a broad definition for non-mi-
raculous providence renders the term “miracle” meaningless 
and incoherent. 

Brother Hill needs to define what he means by the word 
“miraculous,” when his use of the term is so limited that 
virtually any action of Deity falls outside its parameters. It 
is almost as though his view of miracles involves operations 
outside the realm of divine activity. Everything God does or 
has ever done is thus defined as being limited to the natural 
realm. With this kind of approach the Resurrection of Christ  
ceases even to be a miracle. All of this is really useless tripe 
on Malcolm’s part designed to justify the unjustifiable posi-
tion of present day Spirit baptism and some how smuggle it 
in under the cloak of providence. 

“DIRECT OR NOT DIRECT?”
 THAT IS THE QUESTION

 Second, rising from the foregoing is his problem with the 
word “direct” itself, as he employs it relative to divine actions. 
If Malcolm is correct in his use, then there exists no real dis-
tinction between any two actions involving divine causality. 
Every action is as equally miraculous as any other action, or 
non-miraculous for that matter, because the definition of a 
“miracle” itself has been rendered meaningless. Malcolm, 
like Mac Deaver, then needs to define the term “direct” more 
clearly in his employment of it. It seems that Malcolm is using 
it in the sense of distinct from means at times but then of em-
ploying means at other times, which indicates equivocation. 
For example, at the close of his article he observes: 

Another statement about the word ‘direct.’ When we talk about 
God working in a direct way we are not talking about seeing 
the work done. When we say God works in a direct way we are 
not saying that we can see the work He is doing. The cutting 
part of an axe may cut down a tree but the man at the end of 
the axe handle has a direct effect on the cutting down of the 
tree” (italics his, HDD).
Given this latter definition, everything then that God 

does is “direct,” which therefore effectively renders the word 
meaningless, because its antonym “indirect” is meaningless.  
Malcolm’s position then is incoherent. Whether one uses the 
axe or does not use the axe, it is still “direct,” according to 
Hill’s warped definition. The man utilizing the axe in order 
to effect the cutting of the tree, however, is acting indirectly 
relative to the point of contact at which the actual work is 

Providence, Prayer, and a College President
 Daniel Denham
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done. This implies that the action is indirect, not direct. The 
use of means (e.g. the axe) implies indirect action. For the 
man to effect the cutting of the tree directly would require 
him to use his own body directly at the point of contact with 
the tree. I would give real money to see brother Malcolm try 
to clear acreage with this approach! 

Malcolm further illustrates his view of the term “direct” 
by writing:

A bullet shot through the heart of a man may kill him, so, in a 
sense we may say that the man died of a bullet wound. But the 
man that had the gun in his hand and his finger on the trigger 
will go to prison. Why? Because he is directly connected with 
the murder. Even so, God is directly connected with many 
events which take place in this life. The days of miracles have 
ceased but God has not ceased to work in His own given way  
and in whatever He chooses.
But the man who pulls the trigger uses means to accom-

plish the act of killing. He acted directly relative to pulling the 
trigger, but which action itself involved an indirect operation 
on the action of the bullet. The man thus acted indirectly as 
concerns the effect of the bullet striking the heart. At the point 
of actual contact with the victim, the action is indirect as 
concerns the agent. That is why “means” is a key element in 
establishing culpability for a crime. Means connects the per-
petrator of the action, who is the ultimate or primary cause, 
to the crime. He may personally, directly have held the gun 
and pulled the trigger, but at the point of impact, where the 
effect aspect of causality is concerned, it is the bullet that is 
the focal point of the work. The man did not directly, viz., with 
his naked hand, put the bullet in the heart. He did it indirectly 
through the instrumentality of the gun. This does not absolve 
him of the crime. It serves to establish means. 

Malcolm’s last sentence, “The days of miracles have 
ceased but God has not ceased to work in His own given 
way and in whatever He chooses,” is totally incoherent as 
well. If God acts as He has always done or “chooses” to 
act in whatever way He has always acted, then the days of 
miracles have not ceased. It is absurd even to suggest such 
given Malcolm’s view. But if miracles have ceased, and they 
indeed have (1 Cor. 13:8-13), then Malcolm’s definition of 
“direct” is terribly flawed and his entire concept of divine 
activity needs serious rethinking. 
DOES THE USE OF MEANS RULE OUT AGENCY?

 Third, Malcolm and Mac, interestingly, also misuse the 
term “personal,” but in the opposite direction. It is asserted by 
these brethren that if one holds that the Holy Spirit executes 
a particular work through means then He is not in any real or 
meaningful sense doing the prescribed action. This is espe-
cially the case in their discussion of the Spirit’s indwelling, as 
well as in other areas of activity. Somewhere along the way, 
it is averred, the actions of the Spirit must be “direct,” in the 
sense of “without means,” or the Spirit is not really doing 
anything in any real or meaningful way. But the logic of the 
position is patently absurd. When a plumber uses the wrench 
to dismantle a pipe in order to effect repairs on plumbing, does 
it mean that the plumber did not in any real or meaningful way 
operate in the prescribed action? Perhaps, for some a position 
like this might appear a reasonable way to beat the plumber 

out of his fee for labor costs, but I do not believe the plumber 
will view it in quite the same way. Neither will his union nor 
the judge who adjudicates the inevitable lawsuit! When a man 
with malice of forethought shoots and murders another man 
in cold blood through the means of a rifle, does it follow that 
the man did not do anything in any real or meaningful sense 
relative to the prescribed action? Ask the dead man’s family 
for a perceptive answer. Was the shooter personally involved 
in the action? Or does the use of means rule out genuine 
agency and hence culpability? Malcolm implicitly shows by 
his own illustration that it does not. Now watch the next point 
carefully! If means establishes culpability or responsibility, 
the agent is indeed doing the prescribed act. The use of the 
term “personal” by these brethren, like their use of the word 
“direct,” becomes therefore meaningless and once again their 
position is logically incoherent.

 It is ludicrous to contend explicitly or implicitly that 
means rules out agency, but that is where the Deaver doc-
trine finds itself. Malcolm must decide whether or not the 
proposition of the Spirit doing anything in actuality in any 
real or meaningful sense is at odds with the proposition that 
the Spirit does certain things, such as answering prayer in 
providence, through means. At present he appears to be re-
jecting the latter proposition as inconsistent and incongruent 
with the former. 

MALCOLM’S DILEMMA
Fourth, in his speculations brother Malcolm needs to 

somewhere along the way demonstrate beyond dispute a clear 
case where the Spirit “directly,” in the proper sense of “with-
out means,” actuates a particular event or action in response 
to scriptural prayer. But he cannot do even this much. As he 
himself observes much of what we are dealing with in the 
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realm of providence as it pertains to divine activity involves 
matters “behind the scenes.” Is Malcolm going to compel 
God always to operate in a direct–without means–fashion? 
Mac seems to be headed in that direction, especially when 
he takes the position that “the sword of the Spirit, which 
is the word of God” (Eph. 6:17) concerns only that which 
the Spirit gave the saint to use, but is not used by the Spirit! 
Read Mac’s discussion of Ephesians 6:17 in his article on 
Spirit baptism in the Spring 2004 issue of Biblical Notes 
Quarterly, pages 15-16!

Fifth, any number of secondary causes may actually 
stand between the agency of Deity and the recipient of the 
providential answer that any one of which implicitly rules out 
the idea of a direct operation on the heart of that party. When 
Malcolm asks such patently vacuous questions as, “Should 
we ask God to give us a safe journey when we travel? Does 
God in some way do this in a direct way along the line? Yes 
No,” it is evident that he does not grasp the most basic cusp 
of the entire issue. Mac Deaver’s view of providence was 
designed to justify his notions of a direct–without means–op-
eration of the Spirit in the heart and life of the saints of God. 
Any indirect operation anywhere along the line of the chain 
of events (secondary causes), which may in fact be myriad, 
that may be employed (and thus necessary) in accomplishing 
the ultimate prescribed action rules out BY DEFINITION a 
direct–without means–operation on the heart and in the life 
of the saint! Perhaps, this is why Malcolm has come up with 
his warped definition of “direct”! 

Even prayers for help relative to the aiding of our memory, 
for example, actually involve a number of considerations 

—and many, without doubt that are unseen or unknown in 
turn involving matters of a secondary causal nature that are 
indirect as far as the divine activity is concerned. Perhaps, 
there are distractions that must be in some way dispatched or 
neutralized involving natural means, or some physical malady 
in the saint himself that requires a special medical treatment 
or such like, or other natural factors (like diet, exercise, etc.) 
to be dealt with in order for the prayer to be realized and the 
effect to be produced. It may require, and probably does, a 
lot more time than we realize to bring about the desired effect 
when such prayers are even made. In fact, if the one praying 
such a prayer is expecting a direct, immediate intervention 
that is contrary to some or even all the physical laws gov-
erning the case, then he is clearly expecting a miracle to be 
performed. Such a prayer should not then be prayed today. 
It is at odds with God’s expressed will in the matter (cf. 1 
Cor. 13:8-10). 

SCRIPTURAL PRAYERS
 It should then be realized that simply because one may 

pray for something, like a “ready recollection of the things 
studied,” it does not follow that God must or will grant it, or 
even that the divine economy is so constructed as to include 
the specific thing for which we have prayed. Be mindful that 
prayer must be offered in keeping with the will of God (1 John 
5:14-15) in order to be acceptable. This involves, at least in 
part, praying for those things God has authorized—things 
that God has promised. Because we may utter a prayer for 
something does not obligate God to grant that prayer, and 
especially if He has not promised, even contingently, that for 
which we are praying. The efficacy of prayer is dependant 
upon a number of factors, one of which is that our prayers 
must accord with the Word of God. This is essential for it to 
be offered in faith (Jas. 1:5-6; Heb. 11:6): for faith itself comes 
by the Word of God (Rom. 10:17). The efficacy then is not 
simply in the desires of the one praying. In the case of the 
“ready recollection” prayer, for example, if one is praying for 
something in this regard that the recipient could not otherwise 
do or would not do aside from a direct and immediate infusion 
of divine power, then it must be the case that the supplicant 
is asking for a miracle to be performed. Most brethren do not 
hold this particular idea relative to the wording of this prayer, 
but Malcolm and Mac’s position depends upon it, though they 
eschew to call an affirmative answer from God to it in this 
manner a “miracle.” 
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Let Mac and Malcolm therefore show that some of their 
examples of prayer, as expressed in Malcolm’s questions 
(and Mac’s as well), have a scriptural basis. They should 
also demonstrate or define the parameters of the prayer being 
offered. In the case of praying that God’s will be done, for 
instance, there was a time in which the will of God involved 
miraculous activity. Is this included in the scope of their il-
lustrative examples of prayer? We take it from their professed 
rejection of present day miracles that it is not, but then I never 
thought they would accept the notion of present day Spirit 
baptism either!

MALCOLM’S DEFEAT
But returning to the key problem facing Malcolm, it 

should be remembered that even if he could show one case 
where a response initially was actuated directly by Deity 
but where even one subsequent event  (much less a chain 
of events) was indirectly actuated, he still fails to prove his 
case. All intervening actions rule out direct contact between 
the primary Cause and the ultimate effect in the heart and 
life of the Christian. If the ultimate effect involves in its last 
connection an indirect action, the doctrine falls. So then the 
providential answer to prayer does not really get Mac and 
Malcolm where they want to go in order to establish their 
direct operation theory. Note this carefully. Any admission of 
any indirect–through means–operation of Deity to accomplish 
the prescribed action at any point in the process rules out by 
definition the idea of a direct–without means–operation in any 
real or meaningful sense. At the point that any indirect means 
is employed, direct operation must then by definition cease. 

Let Malcolm and Mac speculate and theorize all they wish 
about providential answers to prayer. Such does not avail their 
position. They cannot through that “means” arrive at a direct 
operation of the Spirit from point A to point Z into the heart 
and life of the Christian by such a view. Every action must be 
a direct–without means–action actuated by the Spirit Himself 
in order for there to be a direct operation from the primary 
Cause to the ultimate effect. Any action naturally contingent 
upon any prior action or any action that is not actuated in a 
direct, immediate fashion by the Spirit and yet is necessary 
to bring about the ultimate desired effect rules out direct op-
eration from the primary Cause, namely the Spirit, and the 
ultimate effect in the heart and life of the saint. 

This is less complicated than it sounds. The line of ar-
gument being followed by Malcolm in his questions is the 
theological equivalent of trying to establish the existence of 
a four-sided triangle in geometry. Surely, a college president 
should realize the absurdity of the latter activity! But then 
Malcolm’s article is evidence that having a doctorate and 
being a college president are no assurances of themselves 
against one holding to an asinine doctrine.   
 —607 72nd St.

Newport News, VA 23605

““““““““““ ““    

   ““Can a mortal ask questions which God finds unan-
swerable? Quite easily, I should think. All nonsense 
questions are unanswerable.” —C. S. Lewis
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WAS PETER A LEGALIST WHEN IN SPEAKING OF CHRIST HE ANNOUNCED,
 “NEITHER IS THERE SALVATION IN ANY OTHER” (ACTS 4:12)?


WAS JOHN GUILTY OF LEGALISM WHEN HE WROTE,

“WHOSOEVER TRANSGRESSETH, AND ABIDETH NOT IN THE DOCTRINE OF 
CHRIST, HATH NOT GOD” (2 JOHN 9A)?
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you can find yourself because only you exist there.”
The only problem Harilela sees with attaining this state is he 

is so relaxed and peaceful that he would like to stay that way for-
ever.

Through the continued practice of concentration, Harilela says 
he has become more disciplined in his studies, and, as a natural 
by-product, a better student.

“I know I am better organized. I set times for my studies and 
my social life and find I enjoy both more this way.”

It appears that although Yoga may have Harilela “all tied up” 
it most certainly will never tie him down.

In the orginial Pepperdine News article a picture of Maj Harile-
la engaged in his limbering exercises was included. The caption 
below the picture read “MENU FOR MEDITATION—Take be-
tween two and twelve limbering up exercises, mix well with right 
attitude and healthful concentration and you have Maj Harilela’s 
recipe for the art of Yoga.”—EDITOR. 


The preceding article appeared 32 years ago in CFTF. The 

article from the Pepperdine News is 36 years old. Assumming that 
Maj Harilela is alive and did not get into that “void” surrounded 
by “a nothingness” where only he existed, find himself, and be-
come “so relaxed and peaceful” that he decided to “stay forever,” 
it would be interesting to know what he is doing today. Further, 
since brother Meador has been studying this area of oriental lu-
nacy, we cannot help but wonder why he would have any kind of 
problem with “stress.” Obvously he needs to go back to school for 
a refresher course in how to find peace and relaxation.  According 
to Harilela if one “has achieved this state” that person “is actually 
‘above’ his sense perceptions, his phyical being.” Notice that Maj 
says in this “void that surrounds you” “you are aware of yourself 
and yet there is nothing in your mind.” Obviously if you “ha[ve] 
nothing in your mind” then one’s stress is gone, but at least one 
reason for Joseph’s resignation as Director of SWSBS is—stress. 
But if it is the case that you have “nothing in your mind,” how is 
it possible that you are aware of anything or anyone including an 
awareness of one’s own self? Of course, Maj does not tell us how 
a person can have nothing in one’s own mind and continue to be 
aware of one’s self. Unless you can be aware of yourself without 
your mind—Ahhhh, now that explains much about these fellows; 
they can be aware of themselves without using their minds. Well, 
well, it had crossed my mind that they are out of their minds, but 
I never  would have believed that any of them would, in no uncer-
tain terms, “fess” up to it. 

In the Feb. 2007 issue of CFTF we printed the facts about 
Joseph Meador in the form of his own biographical sketch. Then, 
on April 17, 2007 at 9:51 PM I received the following email from 
Heather Sanders. Heather is a Southwest member where her father 
serves as a deacon. She wrote:

What a sad tiny little circle you have drawn yourself into.  No 
doubt you’ll be bound in all kinds of ways in the hereafter. 
Perhaps a good Reiki* session and a hot cup of Yogi tea would 
help to calm your angry, abusive little nerves.  Meditation is 
good for everyone, and it’s especially effective when seeking 
a clear, unobstructed, uncluttered path to the Creator.  Don’t  
forget to light some incense...                   

  —Heather
*Reiki is a form of spiritual practice, used as a complementary 

therapy, proposed for the treatment of physical, emotional, mental 
and spiritual diseases. Mikao Usui developed Reiki in early 20th 
century Japan, where he said he received the ability of “healing 
without energy depletion” after three weeks of fasting and medi-
tating on Mount Kurama. Practitioners use a technique similar to 

(Continued from page One)
the laying on of hands, which they say will channel “healing en-
ergy”  Practitioners state that energy flows through their palms[8] 
to bring about healing and that the method can be used for self-
treatment as well as treatment of others (http://en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/Reiki). 

MY REPLY TO HEATHER
HELLO HEATHER, 

 
What a sad tiny little circle you have drawn yourself into. 

THE PREVIOUS SENTENCE COULD HAVE BEEN SAID BY 
THOSE OUTSIDE THE ARK REGARDING THOSE IN THE 
ARK—AT LEAST AS LONG AS THEY HAD AIR IN THEIR 
LUNGS AND NOT WATER (GENESIS 6:22). ALSO, IT 
SOUNDS LIKE YOUR  GURU, YOGI MASTER, JOSEPH 
MEADOR, WHO CALLED SOME OF US, WHO ARE 
LESSER HUMANS THAN HE, “A FEW WHO ARE IN A 
SMALL, BUT NO LESS TOXIC, LOYALTY CIRCLE...
A SMALL NEGATIVE FACTION, WHO IF THEY GAIN 
CONTROL, WILL ONLY RUPTURE FELLOWSHIP IN THE 
CHURCH EVEN MORE THAN THEY ALREADY HAVE...”: 
HEATHER, A CLONE BY ANY OTHER NAME IS STILL A 
CLONE.

No doubt you’ll be bound in all kinds of ways in the 
hereafter. WHAT A LOVING STATEMENT. IT MUST HAVE 
FLOWED FROM A HEART THAT EVIDENCES THE BEN-
EFIT OF “A GOOD REIKI SESSION,” HOT TEA, INHAL-
ING MUCH INCENSE, AND A DIET OF GREEN PERSIM-
MONS. 

Perhaps a good Reiki session and a hot cup of Yogi tea 
would help to calm your angry, abusive little nerves. NO 
ANGER FOUND IN YOUR PRECEDING SENTENCE, IS 
THERE? I LIKE GREEN TEA, BLACK TEA, ICED TEA, 
AND A GOOD TEE HEE, HEE FROM TIME TO TIME. 
THEY WILL DO IT EVERYTIME—PRACTICE ON YOU 
WHAT THEY THINK THEY SEE IN YOU AND WHICH 
THEY STRONGLY CONDEMN. HEATHER, THAT IS 
KNOWN AS HYPOCRISY.

Meditation is good for everyone, and it’s especially ef-
fective when seeking a clear, unobstructed, uncluttered path 
to the Creator. AS TO WHETHER MEDITATION IS GOOD 
FOR EVERYONE IS ACCORDING TO WHETHER THE 
MEDITATION IS ON TRUTH  OR ERROR.  HOW ABOUT 
MEDITATING UPON THAT WHICH THE INSPIRED APOS-
TLE PAUL SAID WAS GOOD FOR US (PHILIPPIANS 4:8-
9; 1 TIM. 4:4-16; COL. 3:17; 2 TIM. 2:15; ALSO SEE PSA. 
1:2; 23 AND LIKE PASSAGES).

Don’t  forget to light  some incense... MORE IMPOR-
TANTLY, DON’T FORGET TO USE SOME COMMON 
SENSE AND FORGET YOUR INCENSE—UNLESS YOUR 
HOUSE STINKS AND YOU HAD RATHER PERFUME IT 
THAN CLEAN IT. 

I NOTICED THE COMPLETE ABSENCE OF ANY 
SCRIPTURES IN YOUR EMAIL TO ME, HEATHER.

IS YOUR LETTER AN EXAMPLE OF WHAT THE 
SOUTHWEST ELDERS ARE CONDONING AND PLAC-
ING THEIR STAMP OF APPROVAL UPON? I HOPE, 
HEATHER, THAT YOU ARE THE EXCEPTION RATHER 
THAN THE RULE. 

FOR THE ONE FAITH,
DAVID P. BROWN
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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 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 complaint; I 
doubt she would ever be heard saying “Why me?”

The Spurlin family have become an inspiration to us. 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 them, “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 to disobey 

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. 

A little more than a year ago, I was told that I have Mantle 
Cell Lymphoma, a very rare and very aggressive cancer of 
the lymphatic system. There is no cure. Because Mantle Cell 
has only fairly recently been isolated as a separate form of 
non-Hodgkins lymphoma, very little research has been done 
in this field (according to information I have found on the 
Internet). Consequently, there is no cure. One drug, Rituxan 
(specific for Mantle Cell), has been developed, and has pro-
longed the lives of those who are treated with it. However, the 
life expectancy of patients, after treatment, is still only two to 
four years.  I have been in remission since last November, but 
my oncologist keeps reminding us that it is “when” it comes 

WHY ME?
Lavonne James McClish
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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 les-
son from Peter, who boasted to his Master that he would go 
with him to the point of death rather than forsake him (Mat. 
26:35). 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 Chris-
tian 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 forward 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 terrified. It is true that “God hath not given 
us the spirit of fear, but of power, of love, and of a sound 
mind” (2 Tim. 1:7) and that “Perfect love casteth out fear” 
(1 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 (Gal. 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
Denton, TX 76201

Sometimes we differ with brethren in matters of  opinion. 
Over these matters, brethren may either compromise, or they 
may never see eye-to-eye, and fellowship continues. Other situ-
ations center squarely on doctrinal matters—those obligatory 
matters set down by authority of  Heaven. In this latter area of  
doctrinal matters, compromise is sinful and division is inevitable 
if  no repentance is manifested (1 Cor. 11:18-19). How can the 
division be prevented or rectified? Surely we understand that 
all must be on the same doctrinal page (1 Cor. 1:10). However, 
one particular ingredient to resolving such difficult matters is 
found in James 3: 

Who is wise and understanding among you? let him show 
by his good life his works in meekness of  wisdom. But if  ye 
have bitter jealousy and faction in your heart, glory not and 
lie not against the truth. This wisdom is not a wisdom that 
cometh down from above, but is earthly, sensual, devilish. 
For where jealousy and faction are, there is confusion and 
every vile deed. But the wisdom that is from above is first 
pure, then peaceable, gentle, easy to be entreated, full of  
mercy and good fruits, without variance, without hypocrisy. 
And the fruit of  righteousness is sown in peace for them 
that make peace (vv. 13-18).

Please note that James describes the heavenly, God-approved 
wisdom as “easy to be entreated.” The phrase under consider-
ation is translated from the Greek, eupeithes, meaning “good for 
persuasion, easily obeying, compliant, approachable, persuad-
able.” Now there are but two types of  wisdom—that which is 
“earthly, sensual, devilish,” and that wisdom which is “from 
above.” One or the other will be employed by folks in a dispute. 
In doctrinal matters where fellowship is based on speaking the 

same thing, there must be a heart that is easy to entreat. Perhaps 
you have studied the Bible with a Protestant only to hear the 
study conclude with the words: “I just can’t see that baptism 
is essential to salvation.” Yet, after being adequately taught the 
truth, evidence now points to a hardened heart. He could see 
the truth if  his heart was open to instruction and correction. 
One couple in a congregation—both of  whom had taught Bible 
classes—taught error on church discipline and God’s laws of  
fellowship to some in the church. Repeated requests to meet 
and study the matter were met by this couple with a stubborn 
refusal, and they finally left the congregation. In this sad case, 
hearts refused entreaty. As we think about matters that have hurt 
the church and divided brethren, surely the past years of  dealing 
with (1) elder re-evaluation and re-affirmation; (2) the peculiar 
marriage, divorce, remarriage error that deals with the intent 
to be married (among other facets); and (3) errors regarding 
fellowship, as taught, practiced, and condoned by Dave Miller 
and others, will go down in church history as another especially 
trying time for the brotherhood. An indicator of  the mind-set 
and heart condition of  those supporting and thus condoning 
Miller’s errors is that they refuse to be entreated. They have had 
opportunities to meet and discuss that were not to their liking 
and thus rejected. I listened to Curtis Cates and Keith Mosher 
on the Internet at the West Kentucky Lectureship open forum 
at the Sunny Slope congregation in Paducah, Kentucky, in which 
they described those that oppose them (and Dave Miller) as both 
liars and “vile” (Mosher’s description). In response to this,
on April 3, 2007 at 8:38 P.M., using as the subject: “Re: Re-
cent statements;” I sent the following email to them both at 

“Easy to Entreat”
Lynn Parker
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the addresses listed on the web site for Memphis School of  
Preaching.

AN OPEN LETTER TO BRETHREN
CATES AND MOSHER

Brethren:

During an Open Forum, you made a charge that brethren 
opposing you were “vile” and lying. You defended Dave Miller. 
You rejected the opportunity offered you at the 2006 Spring, 
Texas Open Forum. By way of  this email, I am proposing that 
the two of  you, on behalf  of  FH and MSOP, appear on a fo-
rum of  your design at the Forest Hill building or some other 
mutually agreeable location.

I offer to be one of  two or more speakers representing 
opposition to your practices (especially regarding fellowship) 
and claims. If  I am not acceptable to you, please name the man 
or men who would be. I would stipulate that the forum be (1) 
public and (2) video or tape-recorded with copies available to
anyone who requests one. The purpose of  this forum would 
be to present the truth, expose error, and inform the brother-
hood. Details of  the discussion topics, dates, and times can 
be arranged mutually but we still would say that we are asking 
you to begin arrangements since our proposals have not been 
acceptable to you. Surely you believe that truth has nothing to 
fear from exposure (1 Thess. 5:21; 1 Pet. 3:15). “The ball is in 
your court.”

For the brotherhood and the truth,
Lynn Parker

Brethren, to date there has been no response from Cates 
or Mosher. Some months ago I wrote a letter of  concern to a 
once dear friend, Garland Elkins, also with Memphis School of  
Preaching. To date, I have heard nothing from brother Elkins. 
Brethren, these matters will not go away with time—repentance 
is necessary. But first hearts must be easy to entreat. Lacking 
that type of  heart and exhibiting a calloused refusal to meet, we 
can draw certain conclusions—a righteous judgment, if  you will 

(John 7:24). These brethren simply have no desire for resolu-
tion, unity, or a frank discussion of  the doctrinal matters 
that divide brethren. They are not easy to entreat. Thus, their 
wisdom, we properly conclude, is not from above!

—1650 Gander Slough Road
 Kingsbury, TX 78638

Defender Editor Michael Hatcher’s Note:
 I would also be willing to meet with these brethren in a public 
meeting that is taped such as brother Parker suggested. I would 
add one other stipulation which is that the forum be fair (to 
both sides). Since they (Curtis Cates, Dave Miller, et. al.) have 
rejected two offers of  which I am aware to meet, we urge them 
to set up a meeting themselves, where everything can be put 
before the brethren. If  they are not willing to set it up at Forrest 
Hill congregation, then possibly at some other congregation. 
Brethren, we desire unity, not division. However, we can only 
have unity when it is based on truth. We refuse to compromise 
the truth to stay in the good graces of  brethren. Brethren, let us 
all do what is biblically necessary for unity to be restored. It is 
too precious for it not to be and we must remember that souls 
are at stake. [Amen, EDITOR, CFTF]

Did He Say “Vile”?
Did He Say He Meant to 

Say “Vile”?
Jess Whitlock

Keith Mosher: Speaking at the Open Forum,
West Kentucky Bible Lectures—2006

Sunny Slope in Paducah, KY
This statement is typed [showing it to the audience], which means 
the brother or sister had it made up before they got here. I call 
those set-up questions. And I’m speaking for myself—not the 
Memphis School of  Preaching. I teach logic, and this is the kind 
of  question that says, “Have you stopped beating your wife?” 
It doesn’t matter what we say; somebody’s going to write about 
us. I’ve been preaching for 42 years, brethren, and I stand right 
where I stood 42 years ago. And my friends will believe that, and 
my enemies won’t, but these people are as vile a group, and I do 
mean vile, as I have ever read after in my life. I have never seen 
the kind of  attitude they have. They want to destroy about nine 
good works in the brotherhood just to prove a point [Emphasis 
mine—JW].

Danny Douglas: Speaking at the
Bellview Lectures in Pensacola—2007

In responding to the above, brother Douglas posed the 
following to brother Mosher:

When you and the Memphis School of  Preaching opposed Mal-
colm Hill and TBC (and rightly so), for upholding Mac Deaver 
in his false doctrine of  the direct operation of  the Holy Spirit 
upon the Christian, did that make you vile??? Did that mean you 
were trying to destroy good brotherhood works? Paul wrote in 
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“And now also the axe is laid 
unto the root of the tre: there-
fore every tree ich bringh 
not forth good fruit is hewn 
down, and cast into the fire” 

(Matthew 3:10)

Eph. 4:32: “And be ye kind one to another, tenderhearted, 
forgiving one another, even as God for Christ’s  sake  hath  
forgiven  you.” Webster  defines  vile  as: “a. morally despi-
cable or abhorrent, b. physically repulsive, 2: of little worth 
or account, 3: tending to degrade, 4: disgustingly or utterly 
bad.” I see a tremendous contrast between what Paul wrote and 
what brother Mosher said in light of Webster’s definition of 
vile. Most brethren are aware that all of this bitter controversy 
surrounds one simple question. Is brother Dave Miller a false 
teacher? That question can easily be answered by any person 
who has studied this issue with a simple “yes” or “no.” It seems 
that those who know that Dave Miller is a false teacher do not 
want to know anything about Matt. 7:15, Mark 13:21-22, Acts 
20:28-31, Rom. 16:17-18, Gal. 1:6-7, Eph. 5:11, Col. 2:4, 8, 
2 Tim. 3:6, Heb. 13:9, 2 Pet. 2:1-3, 1 John 4:1, and especially 
2 John 9-11. God had previously recorded in Psa. 119:104: 
“therefore I hate every false way.” When preachers, elders, 
and teachers of the Word adamantly refuse to warn against 
false teachers and false doctrine, we have abandoned a holy 
charge given of God (Acts 20:28ff; 2 Tim. 4:1-4). It breaks the 
heart and brings tears to the eyes to see the Lord’s body ripped 
asunder. It will always be right for the faithful to stand against 
false teachers and false doctrine (2 Thess. 2:15).

—PO Box 127
Cheyenne, OK 73628

Defender Editor Michael Hatcher’s Note:
At the end of  brother Mosher’s comments about Dave 

Miller, he said: “If  you’re going to believe some of  these publica-
tions you’re going to have a problem because those brethren are 
lying to you.” It is very easy to get up in a friendly environment 
and make accusations against someone. It is another matter to 
prove the accusations. I am presenting a challenge to brother 
Mosher to document and prove any lies Defender has printed 
about Dave Miller! Brother Mosher knows very well how to doc-
ument material since he has an earned doctorate degree. Thus, 
he should have no difficulty in documenting any lies Defender 
might have published. Those associated with the West Kentucky 
Bible Lectures should hold him accountable for the statements 
he made at their lectures as should Memphis School of  Preach-
ing where brother Mosher teaches. If  he cannot document and 
prove the charges he has made, then he needs to retract them 
and repent of  them.  [Amen, EDITOR, CFTF]

FROM CFTF’S EDITOR 
The preceeding articles by Lynn Parker,  Jess Whitlock’s 

quotations taken from Keith Mosher and Danny Douglas,  
and Michael Hatcher’s comments are from the August 2007 
Defender. They are herein printed because they well represent 
CFTF’s sentiments on the matters they address.

We have always been open and above board. What we 
have said in private is what we have said and written in 
public and vice versa. After all God records it all and if it 
is said and written before the Judge of all the earth, why 
should we  fear such to be known by mere men—brethren 
or otherwise—when we speak the truth on whatever subject 
it may be?

Paul’s attitude regarding men’s persons having an impact 
on him as to what was right and wrong in his day, especially in 
things controversial, has and will continue to be the mind-set 
we intend to hold and cultivate. Concerning his attitude he 
wrote to the Galatians saying, “But of these who seemed to 
be somewhat, (whatsoever they were, it maketh no matter 
to me: God accepteth no man’s person:)” (Gal. 2:6a). 

Even though brother Mosher has called us “vile,” would 
these who have also labled themselves“balanced brethren” 
be willing to set up and conduct a meeting wherein all may 
be properly represented, fairly heard and treated, the goal of 
which would be a Scriptural solution to said problems? Would 
Dave Miller and AP host such a meeting? —DPB
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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.

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.

-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–hurch 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. (Green-
belt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, Green-
belt 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; tgjoriginal@verizon.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; DJGoines@Valornet.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.  

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m. Wed. 7:30 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...

Contending For The Faith 
P.O. Box 2357 
Spring, Texas 77383

PRSRT STD 
U. S. POSTAGE

PAID 
DALLAS, TX 

PERMIT #1863



September/2007 
Volume XXXVIII, No. 9

$14.00 per year; 2 years $24.00

FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND HATE ERROR

IN THIS ISSUE...

                                     

A BROTHERLY APPEAL... BY CURTIS A. CATES..........................................1
EDITORIAL—HOW ARE THE MIGHTY FALLEN BY DAVID P. BROWN............2
CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH ONCE DELIVERED BY CURTIS A. CATES.......4
1991 LETTER EXCHANGE—WOODMONT & KNIGHT ARNOLD ELDERS....5
“ARBEIT MACHT FREI” BY RUBEL SHELLY.............................................7

SALVATION BY GRACE BUT NOT BY GRACE ONLY BY THOMAS B. WARREN...8
OH, FOR AN HONEST FALSE TEACHER BY RUBEL SHELLY.......................10
AN OPEN LETTER TO T“N”GJ BOARD BY JESSE WHITLOCK...................11 
THE MISSION OF THE CHURCH BY B. C. GOODPASTURE..........................12
SOME OF THE THINGS WE’VE BEEN SAYING... BY JOHNNY OXENDINE......13
THE BOSWELL HARDEMAN DEBATE BY PAUL VAUGHN.............................14

This appeal is being made with Christian love, in utmost 
sincerity, and with a fervent desire for what is best for the church 
of our Lord. The time has come [and it is beyond time] when 
for the truth’s sake a series of public discussions is needed with 
prominent members of the church whose efforts are resulting in 
the Lord’s church drifting into apostasy. 

A few years ago when, by and large, brethren were still willing to 
contend earnestly for the faith in public discussions, there seldom 
arose a serious problem either within or without the church that 
was not partially solved through public discussion. Numerous 
of our most faithful and capable preachers successfully met and 
exposed the “Goliaths” of denominationalism. Faithful brethren 
publicly exposed (through debate) digressive, premillennial, and 
anti errors, which arose within the church. [Be it said to the credit 
of many of the false teachers of the past, they had the courage 
of their convictions (though they were wrong) to the point of 
publicly defending their views. Has this generation produced a 
group of antagonists to the old Jerusalem gospel who do not have 
such courage?] It is our sincere conviction that the errors some 
brethren presently teach among us, if unchecked, may send the 
church into apostasy for a number of generations. 
MATTHEW 18:15-17 DOES NOT FORBID THE 

EXPOSURE OF A FALSE TEACHER 
Many false teachers seek to remain in fellowship with the 

church by demanding that they not only be permitted to teach 
their heresy but also be granted immunity from exposure. They 
“wrest” (2 Pet. 3:16) the passage in Matthew 18:15-17, which 
actually teaches that personal matters should be settled in private, 
if possible. Thus “by their smooth and fair speech they beguile 
the hearts of the innocent” (Rom. 16:18). 

Such brethren teach their error publicly, and when a faithful 

brother answers their false doctrine publicly, they often cry, 
“He did not come to me personally before he publicly spoke or 
wrote on the subject.” Question: Did the false teacher come to 
us and announce what he planned to do before he publicly taught 
his error? Of course he did not do this! And, the Bible does not 
demand that he do it. Then, on what ground does he insist that 
he can teach his error publicly, but that we can reply only in 
private? Paul knew what Matthew 18:15-17 taught and yet, he 
wrote, “Them that sin reprove in the sight of all, that the rest 
also may be in fear” (1 Tim. 5:20). He made public for all time 
the sins of Hymenaeus and Alexander (1 Tim. 1:20) and also of 
Demas (2 Tim. 4:10). He even publicly exposed Peter’s error at 
Antioch (Gal. 2:11). Brethren, let us ever “Preach the word” 
(2 Tim. 4:2) and be “set for the defense of the gospel” (Phil. 
1:16). Let us publicly expose false doctrine (Acts 18:28). 

A CHALLENGE FOR A PUBLIC DEBATE 
Brother Rubel Shelly has now, for many years, publicly taught 

much error. Many readers of Yokefellow have read his articles, 
heard him speak in person, or heard his lectures on cassette tapes. 
He speaks in many places across the nation. For example, he has 
recently spoken at the following places: Missouri Street Church 
of Christ, West Memphis, Arkansas; Pepperdine University, 
Malibu, California; Richland Hills Church of Christ, Dallas-
Fort Worth, Texas, area; and White Station Church of Christ, 
Memphis, Tennessee. All of his numerous lectures which I have 
examined in one way or another are basically the same. 

The elders of the Knight Arnold Church of Christ are deeply 
concerned about the error which is being taught in general in the 
Lord’s church today, and in particular by Woodmont Hills Church 
of Christ, Nashville, Tennessee, through their regular preacher, 

A BROTHERLY APPEAL FOR A PUBLIC 
DISCUSSION ON A CRUCIAL MATTER 

Curtis A. Cates

(Continued on page 4)
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All advertisements must be in our hands no later than 
two (2) months preceding the publishing of the issue of the 
journal in which you desire your advertisement to appear. To 
avoid being charged for the following month, ads must be 
canceled by the first of the month. We appreciate your under-
standing of and cooperation with our advertising policy.

MAIL ALL SUBSCRIPTIONS, ADVERTISEMENTS AND 
LETTERS TO THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, P. O. Box 2357, Spring, 
Texas 77383-2357. COST OF SPACE FOR ADS: Back page, 
$300.00; full page, $300.00; half page, $175.00; quarter page, 
$90.00; less than quarter page, $18.00 per column-inch. 
CLASSIFIED ADS: $2.00 per line per month. CHURCH DIREC-
TORY ADS: $30.00 per line per year. SETUP AND LAYOUT 
FEES: Full page, $50.00; half page, $35.00; anything under 
a half page, $20.00.

CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH is published monthly. 
P. O. Box 2357, Spring, Texas 77383-2357 Telephone: (281) 
350-5516.

Ira Y. Rice, Jr., Founder 
August 3, 1917-October 10, 2001

Editorial...

HOW ARE THE MIGHTY FALLEN
Though the articles in this issue of CFTF from Mem-

phis School of Preaching’s Yokefellow, Volume 18, No. 4, 
April 15, 1991, are over 16 years old, they are as timely, 
needed and right on target today as when  originally pub-
lished. We thought and continue to think that MSOP set a 
good example for the church in challenging Rubel Shelly, 
et al., to defend their false position. In challenging Shelly 
MSOP was following in the steps of all Godly men in a true 
demonstration of love for and faith in God, Christ, the Bi-
ble, the Gospel, Jude 3 and all things righteous. They were 
proving that they hated EVERY false way—not just some 
false ways. Further, with like–minded brethren MSOP 
correctly opposed the error taught in the Herald of Truth 
program and the 1973 Memphis meeting concerning the 
same; the late James D. Bales’ error on MDR; the “AD 70” 
or Realized Eschatology heresy; Hugo McCord’s error on 
“faith” and “knowledge;” the various errors coming from 
ACU, David Lipscomb U., etc.; the false teaching of Max 
Lucado and friends; Buster Dobb’s error pertaining to “All 
of Life is Worship” and Mac Deaver’s error on the direct 
work of the Holy Spirit. 

However, we sadly remember that certain brethren 
thought MSOP and those who stood with them against 
any and all heresies were “so narrow that they could see 
through a key hole with both eyes at the same time.” Thus, 
by some MSOP was labeled with such names as vile, un-
kind, hateful, mean, toxic, unloving, contentious church 
splitters, etc. But, those things did not matter to us, for we 
were not ashamed to defend them and like–minded breth-
ren against such false charges. But that was another time, 
another place, a different false doctrine and a different 
false teacher. 

 Then came Dave Miller,  Stan Crowley et al. We pub-
licly proved them to be false teachers and opposed their 
error. We also pointed out the Bible’s teaching regarding 
fellowshipping false teachers and those who bid them 
God’s speed (2 John 8-11). But rather than join with us to 
oppose such men and their errors, MSOP and friends chose 
to deal with us as Shelly, Woodmont Hills, et al., dealt with 
them. Read and think about the Yokefellow articles printed 
in this issue of CFTF and be amazed at the radical change 
in MSOP and friends from 1991 till today. The change in 
them is comparable to the difference in Shelly’s 1969  G. A. 
article and his 1990 Woodmont Hills bulletin article. 

The late Guy N. Woods pointed out that the first step 
away from truth is the most serious and significant step, be-
cause on it all the other steps are dependent. That being the 
case, who has moved—MSOP, T“N”GJ, AP, SWSBS, GBN, 
et al., OR CFTF and like–minded brethren? Also, what is 
the logical end to the road they are presently traveling? If 
MSOP and company do not know the answer to the previ-
ous question, Rubel Shelly and friends can tell them.  How 
does one walk 500 miles?  ONE STEP AT A TIME. 

—David P. Brown, Editor
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TRUTH BIBLE INSTITUTE...
is an educational institution without walls helping others to learn to teach God’s 
Word (2 Timothy 2:2). All courses are taught over the internet through MP3 re-
cordings. Study the Bible and Bible related subjects at your own pace under a 
qualified and experienced faculty in the privacy of your own home. If you are 
prepared to work, is it not time that you studied with us?

REGISTRATION FOR THE 2007 FALL SEMESTER IS CLOSED. NOW IS THE TIME TO APPLY FOR 
THE 2008 SPRING SEMESTER. APPLICATION FORMS ARE LOCATED ON THE TBI WEB SITE.

TBI’s instructors are consistent and steadfast in affirming and proving that the Bible is God’s sole and all-sufficient 
means of instructing people regarding the salvation of souls. Also, much emphasis is placed on the fact that the Bible is the 
absolute, complete, infallible, objective and final standard by which God expects all men to learn of Him and their duty to 
Him in this present world (Titus 2:11,12; Romans 1:16; Galatians 1:6-9; James 1:25; 2 Peter 1:3, 4). Further, all aspects of 
TBI uphold the Bible to be the standard whereby God will judge the world at the end of time (2 Timothy 3:16, 17; 2:15; 
John 8: 31, 32, 17:17; Luke 8:11; Ephesians 6:17; Hebrews 4:12; John 12:48; Acts 17:31; Romans 14:10b, 11, 12; Revela-
tion 20:11, 15).

Ken Chumbley
Kenneth D. Cohn
Daniel Denham

Dub McClish
Lynn Parker
Gary Summers 

Kent Bailey
Darrel Broking
David P. Brown

Danny Douglas
Dennis “Skip” Francis
Michael Hatcher

Terry M. Hightower
Lester Kamp
Andy McClish

 Paul Vaughn   John West 

TBI’S FAITHFUL, QUALIFIED AND DEDICATED FACULTY

Prepared by education and experience as faithful teachers of the Word of God, our faculty members lean neither to the 
right nor left of Bible authority in general and New Testament authority in particular (Colossians 3:17). To the contrary, they 
seek to remain on the “mountain top of Truth.” The faculty is determined to avoid all things not authorized by God’s Word, 
as well as what the Bible condemns. Being faithful Christians, our teachers are duty bound to expose all error and uphold 
all truth regarding moral and spiritual values as they teach the text of the Bible (Deuteronomy 4:2; 5:32; 12:32; Galatians 
1:8-9). Liberalism (loosing what God in His Word has bound upon us) and anti-ism (binding on man certain rules where 
God has loosed us from them) are earnestly opposed (Proverbs 17:15; Jude 3). In TBI God is exalted, Christ magnified and 
the Word that has been revealed and confirmed by the Holy Spirit is diligently studied.

THE WORK OF TBI IS NOT TO CREATE AND CULTIVATE A BLIND LOYALTY TO THE SCHOOL OR ANY 
OTHER EXPEDIENT THAT SERVES AS AN AID TO PROPOGATE AND DEFEND THE GOSPEL. NEITHER DOES 
TBI ENCOURAGE ANYONE TO ACCEPT MEN’S PERSONS ABOVE THE TRUTH ON ANY SUBJECT. TO THE 
CONTRARY, TBI’S GOAL IS DIRECTED TOWARD TEACHING OUR STUDENTS AT ALL TIMES, SITUATIONS 
AND CIRCUMSTANCES TO BE FAITHFUL AND LOYAL ONLY TO THE TRUTH OF GOD’S WORD. THUS, 
THE DESIRED RESULTS OF OUR LABOR IN TBI IS TO PRODUCE GRADUATES WHO AT ALL COSTS WILL 
SEEK FOR AND ABIDE IN THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST. WE KNOW OF NO OTHER REASON FOR SUCH A 
SCHOOL TO EXIST.

TBI ADMINISTRATION
DARRELL BROKING

ACADEMIC DEAN

JACK STEPHENS

DIRECTOR OF ADMISSIONS

DAVID P. BROWN

DIRECTOR

FOR MORE INFORMATION PLEASE GO TO OUR WEB SITE OR WRITE US:
 www.truthbibleinstitute.org

TRUTH BIBLE INSTITUTEP. O. BOX 39SPRING, TEXAS 77383PHONE: 281.350.5516 
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Rubel Shelly. [Unfortunately, there are many purveyors of the 
“new hermeneutic” in the brotherhood today.] The Knight Arnold 
elders are convinced that the time has arrived for Woodmont 
Hills and Rubel Shelly to allow their teaching to be publicly 
tested. Therefore, the Knight Arnold elders requested brother 
Garland Elkins, one of the instructors in the Memphis School 
of Preaching, to offer to debate brother Shelly. Brother Elkins 
readily agreed to their request and sent signed propositions to 
brother Shelly when the elders of Knight Arnold wrote to the 
Woodmont Hills elders about these matters. 

You will see in this issue of Yokefellow the correspondence 
between the elders of Knight Arnold and of Woodmont Hills 
regarding the proposed debate. The Knight Arnold elders first 
wrote the Woodmont Hills elders on February 3, 1991. The 
Woodmont Hills elders replied February 12, 1991. The Knight 
Arnold elders pursued the correspondence further on February 
25, 1991. At this writing (March 29, 1991), there has been no 
reply from the Woodmont Hills elders. As one will observe, 
more than a month has elapsed since the Knight Arnold elders 
mailed their last letter to the Woodmont Hills elders. 

The following was stated in the first letter from the Knight 
Arnold elders to the Woodmont Hills elders. “Since brother 
Shelly has taught his views publicly, and from coast to coast, 
we are sure that you will have no hesitancy in endorsing him to 
debate. And, since his views have been widely circulated, we feel 
sure that you have no objections whatever to our publicizing this 
communication.” In order that all may know the details of these 
matters, they are made public in this issue of Yokefellow. 

With all of our hearts, and with deep concern and generous 
Christian love, we urge our brethren in Nashville (the elders at 
Woodmont Hills and their regular preacher, Rubel Shelly) that 
they join us in a study of this enormously important subject 
(Salvation by Grace). [YOKEFELLOW, Vol. 18, NO. 4, April 15, 
1991, p. 1: A Publication of the Memphis School of Preaching, 
Curtis A. Cates and Garland Elkins Co-Editors]

—3950 Forrest Hill–Irene Rd.
Memphis, TN 38125

INTRODUCTION
When Jude wrote his beloved brethren “to contend 

earnestly for the faith which was once for all delivered 
unto the saints” (Jude 3), error among them had been allowed 
to make rapid strides; it was past time for decisive, urgent, 
even apostolic action. They had not been combating false 
doctrine, heresy as they had been commanded; thus, their own 
safety and the future of God’s people were at stake. 

OUR SOLE PROTECTION IS “THE FAITH”
“The faith” is the system of faith, the truth of the gospel 

of Christ, the power of God unto salvation, the scheme of 
human redemption (Rom. 1:16; John 8:32; 17:17), the “one 
faith” (Eph. 4:5,13). It is that which comes from, is based 
upon the Word of God (Rom. 10:17). It is the Word of God 
which purifies (I Pet. 1:22-25), which blesses (Jas. 1:25), 
which brings life and godliness (II Pet. 1:3,4), which saves 
our souls (Jas. 1:21, 22), which perfects baptized penitent 
believers into one (John 17:17-24), and which makes the 
man of God “perfect, throughly furnished unto every good 
work” (II Tim. 3:16,17), through God’s grace (Tit. 1:1-4; 2: 
11-15). God’s covenant is all and alone sufficient! 

“THE FAITH” MUST BE PREACHED
“Preach the word” (II Tim. 4:2). “But speak thou the 

things which befit the sound doctrine” (Tit. 2:1), Paul 
commanded. Peter wrote, “If any man speak, let him speak 
as the oracles of God” (I Pet. 4:11). The seed of the kingdom 
is the Word of God (Luke 8:11). Let those who add to, take 
from, or substitute for the pure gospel beware (Deut. 4:2; 
Prov. 30:5,6; Rev. 22:18,19)! Those departing from the truth 
are accursed (Gal. 1:6-9; II John 9-11). 

CO-EDITOR’S COLUMN
 CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH ONCE DELIVERED 

Curtis A. Cates

THOSE NOT CONTENDING FOR “ THE FAITH” ARE 
NOT PROTECTED

God condemns one who refuses to contend for the faith; 
neutrality is not an option for the Christian in the “good 
fight of faith” (I Tim. 6:17). The fence straddler, who 
“puts his head into the sand” and is indifferent toward false 
teachers and false teaching, is against the Lord (Matt. 12:30). 
Preachers, as the apostle Paul, must be “set for the defense 
of the gospel” (Phil. 1:16); elders are likewise commanded 
to stop the mouths of false witnesses (Titus 1:11). Christians 
are to examine the things they are taught (Acts 17:11) and to 
try the preachers (I John 4:1); and the church is to mark and 
avoid false teachers (Rom. 16:17,18; II John 9-11). Heretics 
are to be isolated; the flock is to be protected from wolves in 
sheep’s clothing (II Cor. 11:3,4,13-15). Making the sheepfold 
a haven for wolves, or making the sheep a ready, unsuspecting 
audience for wolves, or sending the innocent lambs to a “wolf” 
workshop/seminar/scholarly conference is hardly Christian 
stewardship and proper shepherding! 

CONCLUSION
The brotherhood is being widely, severely troubled 

by digression. Who will come to the defense of the “old 
Jerusalem gospel”? Who will insist upon a “thus saith the 
Lord,” a “what saith the Scriptures,” “book, chapter, and 
verse” preaching? Is it not still the Word which will judge us 
in the last day (John 12:48; Rev. 20:12)? Does anyone really 
feel that error will go away if we simply let it alone; will it 
refute and destroy itself ? How do you consider a physician 
who leaves cancer untreated? Contend, dear soldier of Christ! 
(YOKEFELLOW, Vol. 18, NO. 4, April 15, 1991, p. 2). 

(Continued from page 1)



Contending for the Faith—September/2007                     5 

KNIGHT ARNOLD

CHURCH OF CHRST
4400 KNIGHT ARNOLD ROAD, MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38118

901-363-3330

February 3, 1991

Elders 
Woodmont Hills Church 
2206 21st Avenue,
South Nashville, TN 37212 
Dear brethren: 
As fellow-elders in one of the congregations of the Lord we are 
writing to you about a most serious matter, one that affects both 
our and your eternal welfare. However, we want first to assure you 
of our Christian love and concern for you and the work of the Lord 
everywhere. We are very eager to follow what the apostle Peter 
wrote in I Peter 3:8, “Finally, be ye all likeminded, compassionate, 
loving as brethren, tenderhearted, humbleminded.” We are also 
aware that we have the responsibility to “contend earnestly for the 
faith” (Jude 3). The point that we desire to make is, that it is our 
purpose to practice the golden rule (Matt. 7:12), while contending 
for the truth and opposing error (Jude 3). 

Brethren, we assume that you believe and endorse what your 
preacher, brother Rubel Shelly, is teaching. We are convinced that 
he has publicly, and in many parts of the nation, taught serious 
error, and we are unalterably opposed to the error that he teaches. 
We hasten to assure you that we have nothing of a personal nature 
against brother Shelly. In fact, many of us have known him for a 
number of years. In the past he has done much good. However, 
it is our considered judgment that in recent years he has, and is, 
teaching the error referred to above. Therefore, as elders of the 
Knight Arnold Church of Christ, we have requested brother Garland 
Elkins, one of the instructors in the Memphis School of Preaching, 
to represent the Knight Arnold Church of Christ and the Memphis 
School of Preaching in a public debate with brother Shelly, and 
brother Elkins has agreed to do so, provided propositions are 
mutually agreed upon by him and brother Shelly. Brother Elkins has 
been, and is still, a friend of brother Shelly, and has been for many 
years. He has nothing but good will toward him, and we assure 
that brother Elkins will conduct himself throughout the debate as 
a Christian gentleman. We have also requested that brother Curtis 
A. Cates, Director of the Memphis School of Preaching, sign this 
letter, and he readily agreed to do so. 
As elders of the Knight Arnold Church of Christ we proposed that 
the following propositions be debated: 

PROPOSITIONS FOR DEBATE

I.
The Bible teaches that salvation from sin results from the 
grace of God alone, totally and completely apart from any 
human activity.

Affirm:_______________
              Rubel Shelly

Deny:  /s/ Garland Elkins 
II.

The Bible teaches that salvation depends upon both (1) the 
grace of God and (2) the faithful, loving obedience of the 
individual human being.
Affirm:   /s/ Garland Elkins
Deny:_________________
      Rubel Shelly 
We offer the following formats and would be happy with any of 
the three: 

1. The debate will be comprised of two nights of 
discussion in Nashville and two nights of discussion 
in Memphis. 

2. Or, the debate will be comprised of four nights of 
discussion in Nashville. 

3. Or, the debate will be comprised of four nights of 
discussion in Memphis. 

Since brother Shelly has taught his views publicly, and from coast 
to coast, we are sure that you will have no hesitancy in endorsing 
him to debate. And, since his views have been widely circulated, we 
feel sure that you have no objections whatever to our publicizing 
this communication. 
Further, in order to accomplish the maximum good for the greatest 
number, we suggest that a book be printed from the speeches of the 
debate, and that it be widely distributed. We will be happy to work 
out the details with you as per the publishing of the book. We also 
strongly recommend that audio and video tapes of the debate be 
made available at minimal cost, all of this to be done for the good 
of the Cause. We will also be happy to work with you regarding the 
times and places. Finally, we emphasize again that each of us 
should realize the need to have a proper attitude, avoiding all 
arrogance, humbly keeping in mind the welfare of the church 
and concern for lost souls. And brethren, may we urge you 
to recognize that in all the arrangements, agreements, and 
the actual debate itself, we will be motivated by nothing but 
the love of God and love for the souls of men. 
We all should strive to conduct ourselves in the manner 
that Paul described when he wrote, “and be ye kind one to 
another, tenderhearted, forgiving each other, even as God 
also in Christ forgave you” (Eph. 4:32). And, we hereby 
commit ourselves to do this. 

Brethren, if you think us to be wrong you will recognize the 
responsibility to correct us. Likewise it follows that since 
we believe that brother Shelly teaches error, we have the 
Christian responsibility lovingly, with Christian kindness, 
to oppose the error which is being taught. This is especially 
appropriate since the influence of brother Shelly and of his 
teach1ng has been spread among brethren across the United 
States and around the world. 

Brethren, we look forward to hearing from you at your 
earliest convenience. Please find the propositions on a 
separate sheet, which we request that brother Shelly sign 
and return. 
      In Christian love,

  /s/ James A. Bobbitt, Elder     /s/  Bert Embry, Elder 
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/s/ Floyd M. Hayes, Elder                   /s/ D. H. Kirby, Elder

/s/ Harold Mangrum, Elder       /s/ Curtis A. Cates, Director
          Memphis School of Preaching

Cc: Rubel Shelly

Family of God
at WOODMONT HILLS 

February 12, 1991 
The Elders Church of Christ 
4400 Knight Arnold Road
Memphis, TN 38118 

Dear Brothers: 

We have received your letter of February 3. 
Our views, and those of all the people on our ministry staff, are best 
stated in the following words: ‘For it is by grace you have been 
saved, through faith and this not from yourselves, it is the gift of 
God—not by works, so that no one can boast. For we are God’s 
workmanship, created in Christ Jesus to do good works, which God 
prepared in advance for us to do’ (Ephesians 2:8-10). 
We hope this clarifies the matter in your minds. 
Yours truly,
[Signed]
Roy Newsom
Chairman of the Elders

        
WOODMONT HILLS CHURCH OF CHRIST
2206 21ST AVENUE SOUTH
NASHVILLE, TN 37212
297-8551

KNIGHT ARNOLD

CHURCH OF CHRIT
4400 KNIGHT ARNOLD ROAD, MEMPHIS, TENNESSEE 38118

901-363-3330

February 25, 1991

Elders 
Woodmont Hills Church of Christ
2206 21st Avenue South
Nashville, TN 37212 
Dear Brethren: 
We have received your letter of February 12, 1991.
As in our last letter to you, we emphasize again that we write 
in Christian love for you, and for the cause of Christ around the 
world. 
We regret that you did not address the issue about which we are 
currently corresponding. You stated, “Our views, and those of all 
the people on our ministry staff, are best stated in the following 
words: ‘For it is by grace you have been saved, through faith–
and this not from your selves, it is the gift of God–not by works, 

so that no one can boast. For we are God’s workmanship, 
created in Christ Jesus to do good works, which God prepared 
in advance for us to do’ (Ephesians 2:8-10).” All people who 
believe the Bible will affirm that they believe Ephesians 2:8-10. 
We most certainly do believe Ephesians 2:8-10, but what brother 
Shelly has taught in your church bulletin October 31, 1990 does 
not teach what Paul taught in Ephesians 2:8-10. Among other 
things brother Shelly wrote, “It is a scandalous and outrageous 
lie to teach that salvation arises from human activity.” Webster 
defines lie as follows: “to utter falsehood with an intention to 
deceive.” He defines scandalous as “causing scandal; offensive and 
shocking to the moral feelings of the communlty; of such a nature 
as to outrage a sense of decency; shameful.” Webster defines the 
word outrageous as follows: “having the nature of, involving, or 
doing great injury or wrong.” Please note what brother Shelly and 
Sam Morris, a Baptist preacher, have taught regarding salvation. 
Sam Morris: “All the prayers a man may pray, all the Bibles he 
may read, all the churches he may belong to, all the services he 
may attend, all the sermons he may practice, all the debts he may 
pay, all the ordinances he may observe, all the laws he may keep, 
all the benevolent acts he may perform will not make his soul one 
whit safer; and all the sins he may commit from idolatry to murder 
will not make his soul in any more danger.” Rubel Shelly: “It is a 
scandalous and outrageous lie to teach that salvation arises from 
human activity. We do not contribute one whit to our salvation.” 
Both Sam Morris, a Baptist preacher, and brother Rubel Shelly 
teach error in their above quoted statements. If brother Shelly 
believes what he has taught, let him affirm the proposition “The 
Bible teaches that salvation from sin results from the grace of 
God alone, totally and completely apart from any human activity.” 
Brother Garland Elkins has already signed his name to deny that 
proposition. If brother Shelly prefers to use his own words then let 
him affirm what he averred when he wrote, “It is a scandalous and 
outrageous lie to teach that salvation arises from human activity.” If 
he will sign to affirm that proposition in public debate, then brother 
Garland Elkins will sign to deny publicly that proposition. Brother 
Elkins has already signed to affirm the following proposition for 
debate: “The Bible teaches that salvation depends upon both (1) 
the grace of God and (2) the faithful, loving obedience of the 
individual human being.” 
For your and brother Shelly’s convenience you will find the 
enclosed signed propositions. We sincerely want to know whether 
you agree with what brother Shelly taught in your own church 
bulletin. 
We believe Ephesians 2:8-10, but that is not what brother Shelly 
taught. We trust that brother Shelly will sign the enclosed 
propositions and will thus allow the doctrine which he taught in 
your bulletin to be tested in honorable public debate. We assure you 
that brother Garland Elkins will conduct his part of the debate in a 
calm, courteous, loving, and dignified Christian manner. 
We again commit ourselves to doing everything we do in connection 
with the proposed debate in sincere Christian love. 
We await your reply. 

Brotherly yours in Christ,
     
      
/s/James A. Bobbitt, Elder          /s/ Bert Embry, Elder
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/s/ Floyd M. Hayes, Elder                   /s/ D. H. Kirby, Elder

/s/ Harold Mangrum, Elder       /s/ Curtis A. Cates, Director
          Memphis School of Preaching
Cc: Rubel Shelly

A  LATE RESPONSE After this Yokefellow had gone to 
press, brother Roy Newsom, representing the Woodmont Hills 
elders wrote the Knight Arnold elders as follows. 
  Dear brothers: 

It is our judgment that there will be no advancement 
to the Lord’s Kingdom by our participating in the debate 
you propose. 

  In Him, /s/ 
  Roy Newsom 

It is very significant that they did not say whether the 
propositions which were sent them as representive of the two 
views under consideration are either true or false. Since each 
one of these propositions is precisely stated, it follows that 
each one of them is either true or false. 

Contrary to their averment, we humbly and lovingly 
suggest that such a debate would be advantageous to the truth 
which we are willing to affirm. 

On the other hand, we have strong conviction that such 
a debate would not be advantageous to the exponents of the 
doctrine which was taught by brother Shelly in his article, 
“Arbeit Macht Frei!” which appeared in the Woodmont Hills 
bulletin, and which evidently indicates the position of the 
Woodmont Hills church. If they disagree with it, they should 
let us know.                

— Note Unsigned, Editor, CFTF
(YOKEFELLOW, Letters,Vol. 18, NO. 4,  April 15, 1991, pp. 3, 4, 5)

It was two years ago now that my son and I walked 
through the gate of Auschwitz. Somewhere over 4,000,000 
people were Adolf Hitler’s “guests” there between 1940 and 
1945. 

Over your head as you pass through that gate are the words 
Arbeit macht frei! In English, they mean “work liberates” or 
“work sets you free.” It was a grotesque lie, Auschwitz was 
an end-of-the-line death camp where 2,000,000 Jews and 
2,000,000 “undesirable” Europeans died in a gas chamber, 
on the gallows, or in medical experiments. 

There was no mercy in the death camp. There was only 
work without reward. Empty labor leading to earlier death. 
False hope of freedom for those who believed a lie. 

Yet how many people do I know who live by the same lie 
in their spiritual lives! They have put their hope in obeying 
enough of the “essential” commandments, attending enough 
of the “required” assemblies, and developing enough of the 
“necessary” Christian virtues to go to heaven. 

Such people feel no security in salvation—and are 
absolutely mystified by those who do. “Duty” is the key noun 
in their theological vocabulary; “obey” is the operative verb. 
Yet they are never quite sure they have done their duty or 
obeyed enough of the right commands. 

It is a scandalous and outrageous lie to teach that salvation 
arises from human activity. We do not contribute one whit 

to our salvation. Arbeit macht frei! is the falsehood against 
which both Romans and Galatians protest. Then there is his 
theological thunderbolt against it in Ephesians: 

“For it is by grace you have been saved, through faith-
and this not from yourselves, it is the gift of God-not by 
works, so that no one can boast” (2:8-9). 
Because God’s standard can be nothing less than perfection, 

no amount of our correct theology, good deeds, charity, and 
piety can equal that requirement. Therefore anyone who is saved 
must renounce everything but the cross as his or her hope for 
eternal life. 

Abundant good works are the fruit of salvation, but the 
finished work of Christ at Calvary is the only act of merit in 
human redemption. Until we renounce everything but Christ, we 
are prisoners in a death camp. Embracing a lie. Forfeiting life. 

– Rubel Shelly 
Love Lines, Woodmont Hills, Church of Christ bulletin, Oct. 31, 1990

INCREDIBLE CHARGE; GLARING INCONSISTENCY

Please notice carefully in the above article that brother Ru-
bel Shelly charges brethren with teaching “a scandalous and 
outrageous lie” when we teach that it is necessary to obey the 
gospel in order to be saved by the grace of God. Notice, further, 
also, that brother Shelly showed inconsistency in writing such 
averments. It is a matter of record that he implicitly teaches 

HERE IS AN  ARTICLE  WHICH  DENIES  PLAIN  BIBLE  TEACHING. 
So many still believe the monstrous lie that ...

ARBEIT MACHT FREI!

Rubel Shelly
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THE 2006 BOUND VOLUMES 
OF CFTF ARE READY FOR 
YOU. WRITE, PHONE OR 

EMAIL US TODAY FOR YOU 
COPY. WHY NOT ORDER AN 
EXTRA COPY FOR A FRIEND? 

that those who oppose his public teaching must come to him in 
private before they are at liberty to oppose him in public fash-
ion. The question is this: to whom did brother Shelly go before 
he wrote the above charges? Of a certainty, he did not come to 
the elders of the Knight Arnold Church of Christ or to anyone 
in the Knight Arnold congregation, who (along with all faithful 
congregations and each faithful Christian) believe and teach what 
the Bible teaches, namely, that to be saved by the grace of God 

it is necessary to obey the gospel. He did, however, implicitly 
charge all faithful brethren with believing egregious error! He has 
implicitly taught that absolutely no human activity is involved 
in the gospel plan of salvation.

                                —Comments unsigned, Editor, CFTF
  

(YOKEFELLOW, Vol. 18, NO. 4, April 15, 1991, pp. 3, 4)

There is an enormous difference between affirming (1) 
that salvation is by grace and (2) that salvation is by grace 
only. The difference is of great importance. However, during 
my college, seminary and university years, I spent quite a 
bit of time studying under denominational professors and 
in associating with fellow-students who were members of 
various denominations. In listening to lectures, I often heard 
the accusation leveled against members of the Lord’s church 
that they believed in salvation by works and not in salvation 
by grace. This accusation was usually accompanied by the 
affirmation that members of the church (the church of Christ) 
believed that they earned salvation by the works they did, 
especially by baptism. Also, this sort of discussion (on the 
part of both faculty and students) usually involved the further 
accusation that members of the church believed in “water 
salvation” rather than in salvation by the blood of Christ! 

I just want to say that never at any time did I hesitate in 
such situations to make clear that God’s people were being 
misrepresented by such accusations. Also, I want to make 
clear that I do not presently hesitate to make such clear 
wherever the situation may call for me to do so. 

Now I am hearing that same accusation–that we reject 
salvation by grace and affirm that salvation is by meritorious 
works–being leveled against those who stand for the truth by 
those among us who have espoused the basic “liberal” stance. 
But this accusation is just as false when it comes from our own 
brethren as it is when it comes from denominationalists. 

I have been listening to gospel preachers preach the 
gospel all of my life, and in all of those years, I have never 
heard even on gospel teacher contend that any one is saved 
by meritorious works! The truth of this matter is that grace, 
faith, love and acts of obedience all have crucial roles in 
God’s plan of salvation.

If men are saved, they are saved by the grace of God 
(Tit. 2:11; Eph. 2:8-9; Acts 15:11; et al.). No one is–or can 
be–saved by meritorious works (Eph. 2:8-9; Rom. 11:6; et 
al.). But this truth does not mean that men are saved only by 
grace (on the part of God) without any works at all (on the 
part of men). If grace were the only consideration, then all 
men would be saved (Tit. 2:11). Yet, Jesus made clear that 
“few” would be saved, in contrast to the’ ‘many” who would 
be lost (Matt. 7: 13, 14). 

Recently, I saw an article1, written by a brother in Christ, 

which alleges that it “is a scandalous and outrageous lie to 
teach that salvation arises from human activity. We do not 
contribute one whit to our salvation.” [It is quite serious to 
charge brethren with lying.] 

These statements remind me of the booklet2 (written by 
a Baptist preacher) which affirms that all of the deeds which 
one may do in obedience to the Gospel of Christ “will not 
make his soul one whit safer.” In so saying, he taught that 
loving obedience to Jesus Christ has nothing whatever to do 
with his becoming a Christian or, finally with his going to 
Heaven when Jesus comes again to judge the world. 

In regard to the sins which one may commit, the same 
booklet teaches that “all the sins he may commit from idolatry 
to murder will not make his soul in any more danger. The 
justification of the human soul is through the atonement of 
Christ and not through the efforts of man. The way a man lives 
has nothing whatever to do with the salvation of his soul” 
(emphasis mine, TBW). 

Let us compare these two statements. 
The Baptist said: “The way a man lives has nothing 

whatever to do with the salvation of his soul.” 
Our brother said, “We do not contribute one whit to our 

salvation” and that it is an “outrageous lie to teach that 
salvation arises from human activity.” 

How do the statements compare? Is there a significant 
difference between them? I aver that there is not. 

They both teach salvation by grace only. 
Our brother taught that it is an outrageous lie to teach 

that salvation “arises from human activity.” 

SALVATION IS BY GRACE BUT NOT BY GRACE ONLY
Thomas B. Warren
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The Baptist also taught that the way a man lives (this 
would include all of his thoughts and deeds) has nothing 
whatever to do with his salvation. So, this is a clear affirmation 
that after the moment when one believes in Christ, there is 
nothing he can do which would result in his eternal damnation. 
(I even heard one Baptist preacher say, “Since I trusted Jesus 
as my personal Savior, I could not go to Hell even if I wanted 
to!” Also, during debates, I have heard Baptist preachers 
argue that John 6:28-29 teaches, not that man must do the 
believing, but that God does the believing for him. 

Our brother eliminates all human activity from salvation. 
If he were right, then every human being will be saved, 
because God’s grace is offered to ALL men (Tit. 2:11)! So, 
if this false doctrine really were true, then there would be no 
need for the preaching of the Gospel (all men would be saved 
without it, without ever hearing it, without ever believing it, 
without ever obeying it–either to become a Christian or in the 
living of the Christian life). May it be remembered, that the 
brother whom we are reviewing also taught that “good works 
are the fruit of salvation. “ Given this doctrine, the things we 
do in becoming a Christian are not “good works.” This he 
teaches in spite of such passages as James 2:24-26. 

In contradiction to our brother’s positions, the New 
Testament conditions both becoming a Christian and living a 
life which will result in eternal salvation on certain specified 
things. The Holy Spirit, in inspiring the writing of the New 
Testament, put the little word “if” before quite a number of 
conditions. Following are just a few of such passages: (1) 
Gal. 6:7-9: “ ... in due season we shall reap IF we faint 
not”; (2) Heb.10:26: “For IF we sin willfully after that we 
have received the knowledge of the truth, there remaineth 
no more a sacrifice for sins. “ [emphases mine in the two 
preceding points]; (3) Gal. 1:6-9 clearly teaches that if 
anyone preaches a gospel which is different from that of 
Christ, he will be under the curse of God. 

There are many other passages which use “if” in this 
fashion. May all people be warned that there are works (acts 
of obedience which are required by Christ in the Gospel) 
which one must do in order to become a Christian. Also, there 
are works which one must do in order to go to Heaven when 
this life is over. 

I want lovingly to affirm without reservation that no 
one can be saved without the grace of God—no one can 
earn his salvation. Every person who is saved is saved by 
grace! But–note this please–no one is saved by grace only! 
People are saved by the grace of God when by faith they 
obey the relevant instructions of Christ, who taught that only 
those who do the will of the Father will enter the kingdom 
of heaven (Matt. 7:21). Our brother contradicts Jesus, His 
Apostles, and His prophets. It should be clear that while the 
works of man cannot earn the forgiving of even one sin, it is 
nevertheless the case that salvation by the GRACE OF GOD 
is CONTINGENT on man’s faith in and obedience to the Lord 
Jesus Christ (Heb. 5:8-9). 

James 2:24-26 and Revelation 2:10 among many other 
passages, ought to settle it for all of us: (1) those who live 
and die in faithfulness to the Gospel of Christ will be saved 
eternally, and (2) those who live and die in unfaithfulness to 
the Gospel of Christ will be lost eternally (cf. James 2:24-26; 
Matt. 25:46). 
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One is saved by grace, but faith also has a part (Eph. 2:8-
9). But Christ says, through His word, that men are saved by 
works and not by faith only (James 2:24-26). 

The seed of God (His word) must be both believed and 
obeyed (Lk. 8:4-15). Each person is free either to stay in the 
“mudhole” of sin or, by faith and obedience, to get out of the 
“mudhole” of sin (II Pet. 2:20-22). 

Again, I kindly suggest, that ought to settle the matter 
for all of us. 

END NOTES

1 Rubel Shelly, “Love Lines,” October 31, 1990; Woodmont Hills Bulletin, 
Nashville, p. 3. 
2 Sam Morris, Do A Christian’s Sins Damn His Soul? (No publisher or date 
indicted), pp. 1-2. 

(YOKEFELLOW, Vol. 18, NO. 4,  April 15, 1991,
 pp. 4, 6, 5–pages out of order—Editor, CFTF)

Of certain false teachers, John wrote: “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” (l John 2:19). 

The false teachers under consideration in this text had not 
arisen from the heathen world to challenge Christianity. They 
had arisen from within the church itself! They had become 
apostates from the truth. They were no longer “of us,” i.e., 
they did not possess the spirit of obedience which was charac-
teristic of faithful disciples, for if they had possessed such 
a spirit they “would have continued with us.” In refusing 
to be obedient to the gospel and in teaching another gospel, 
these individuals had revealed themselves and severed their 
ties with faithful churches. 

Can anything good be said about such apostates as these? 
Yes! They were honest! When these former members of the 
Lord’s church came to repudiate the basic tenets of the faith, 
they were honest enough to indicate as much and make a clean 
break with the church. So, before you conclude that there is 
nothing good to be said for any false teacher, consider the 
matter of honesty. Surely we can have more respect for a man 
who is honest and open about his convictions (or lack of them) 
than for a man who no longer believes the basic doctrines of 
the gospel but seeks to stay within the body of believers as a 
subversive. Such a person is not only a heretic Christian, he 
is a dishonest man! 

Oh, for an honest false teacher! Now there are false 
teachers in our brotherhood today. For example, one preacher 
recently told me that he no longer believes it necessary to 
contend for the historicity of the virgin birth. Another recently 
denied the inerrancy of the Word of God in a speech which 
I heard. Yet these men—knowing full well that their views 
are contrary to the convictions which have characterized our 
brotherhood from Pentecost to the present day—have made 
known their intentions to “stay within the fellowship” of the 
churches of Christ. I suppose they intend to enlighten the 
backward brotherhood of which they have been a part! 

But such men as those mentioned above (and I fear they 
are not the only preachers and teachers who feel this way) 
have developed a special conscience which excuses their 

deceitfulness and treachery. They are quick to point out that 
they have reached these unorthodox opinions in all sincerity 
and with no evil intent—often in the name of “scholarship.” 
While I do not question the sincerity with which they came to 
their present views, I do question their honesty in remaining 
within our brotherhood after they have come to hold such! 

College professors, preachers, Sunday School teachers or 
“just plain members” who have come to question or disagree 
with the Bible had best stop and weigh their position carefully. 
If, upon such thorough investigation, they decide that they are 
no longer “of us,” let them be honest enough to break with 
us openly and quit their unmanly treason! 

—Gospel Advocate, 
May 6, 1971

 WILL BROTHER SHELLY EVER COME 
BACK TO THE TRUTH WHICH HE ONCE SO 

FAITHFULLY TAUGHT? 

(YOKEFELLOW, Vol. 18, NO. 4,  April 15, 1991, p. 8)

THIS IS AN ARTICLE FROM RUBEL SHELLY
 WHEN HE TAUGHT THE TRUTH (ROM. 2:21) 

OH, FOR AN HONEST FALSE TEACHER
Rubel Shelly 
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Because previous attempts to set up meetings and discus-
sions (relating to matters such as: reaffirmation of elders, Miller’s 
false doctrine of “intent” to marry, et al, and extending fellow-
ship to false teachers and false doctrines) remain unanswered 
and unmet, we have no choice but to open up communications 
by means of “OPEN LETTERS” (open so that all brethren can 
weigh truth against error). However, these letters should be 
directed to the current board members and editorial staff of The 
“New” Gospel Journal. The direction of this NEW monthly is 
not what it was under the capable editorship of brother Dub Mc-
Clish. I was thrilled to receive my first copy of The “Original” 
Gospel Journal in January of 2000. I looked forward to every 
edition through July of 2005. Then a sad set of circumstances 
forced me to send in our cancellation. I had marveled at the 9 
editorial aims of The “Original,” especially editorial aim # 5; 
“Oppose and expose both doctrinal and practical error from 
all quarters.” (Cf. Matt. 7:15; Eph. 4:14; 5:6; Acts 20:28-31; 1 
Tim. 4:1-3; 6:20-21; 2 Tim. 4:1-4; 2 Pet. 2:1-3; 2 John 7-11. But, 
as John Moore (co-editor of  T“N”GJ) stated at the 2005 Schertz 
Lectures, “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.” Notice, not one word about exposing error! 

Some brethren have said that such things as the false 
practice of the so-called elder reaffirmation, the false doctrine 
of the “intent” to marry farce, and the fellowship of false doc-
trine/teachers, etc. are about “matters that don’t matter” or as 
one eldership said, “an unnecessary issue over marriage and 
divorce.” But, brethren, GOD INSPIRED SCRIPTURE DOES 
MATTER! I am reminded of the words of my Lord in Matthew 
23:23, “Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! For 
ye pay tithe of mint and anise and cumin, and have omitted 
the weightier MATTERS of the law, judgment, mercy and 
faith: these ought ye to have done, and not to leave the other 
undone.” Is it possible that we are encouraging, edifying, and 
building up people, all of which are good and noble, and have 

AN “OPEN LETTER” TO
 THE “NEW” GOSPEL JOURNAL BOARD

Jess Whitlock 

Queries from concerned members of the Lord’s church 
in Wyoming caused me to re-read an issue of The Defender 
(Vol. 26, # 11, Nov. 1997) (Also in CFTF, Vol. 28, # 12, Dec. 
1997, p. 11–Editor) T.J. Hicks had rightfully addressed an 
“Open Letter” to “Cline (Paden) & other Sunset Elders.” In 
the second paragraph Tom Hicks made this very timely and 
scriptural request of the Sunset elders:

Because my previous and latest correspondence (to Cline 
Paden, a man for whom I once had the highest respect) 
goes unanswered, I feel that I have no choice but to begin 
communicating by means of “OPEN LETTERS” (open for 
“all brethren” to read), but addressed to Sunset (her elders, 
various ministers, and faculty members in the School). I feel 
that these matters should be conducted “in writing” because 

“oral” discussions can be forgotten, denied, and/or otherwise 
flawed. Furthermore, if it is in print, one cannot deny that he 
said something that he did say, or say that he said something 
he did not say. Truth, integrity, and moral conviction have 
nothing to fear when exposed to the light. The same cannot 
be said for false doctrines, unethical dealings, and immoral 
behavior. Rather than to retreat into darkness, Sunset needs 
to “shed some light” in answer to questions that fall into all 
three of these categories.”

       Did I hear someone say, “Amen”? When I read that entire 
correspondence in 1997 I said an audible “amen” in my office. 
I cannot think of any faithful brother in Christ who would not 
say that such was fair and needed. It is now 10 years later. 
Let us try this today.

TO THE “NEW” GOSPEL JOURNAL BOARD AND THE CURRENT CO-EDITORS 
omitted the weightier matters of “opposing and exposing both 
doctrinal and practical error”? These matters should be ad-
dressed “in writing” and/or in “oral” form that is recorded and 
preserved by tape, CD, DVD, etc. so they cannot be flawed. If it 
is recorded in print (or preserved by tape, CD, DVD), one cannot 
deny that he said something that he did say, or say that he said 
something he did not say. Barry Grider (co–editor of T“N”GJ) 
said at the 2005 Schertz Lectures, “doing our best to provide 
for our brotherhood a paper that is Biblically sound, one that is 
well-balanced. Once more, no mention is made of exposing error 
or speaking of New Testament authority for what we practice, 
i.e., reaffirmation of elders… 

Truth, integrity, and moral conviction have nothing to fear 
when exposed to the light of God’s Word: 2 Tim. 3:16-17; 
John 17:7-8; Rom. 3:2; Psa. 119:105, 140; Pro. 30:5-6; 1 Pet. 
2:2; 2 Pet. 1:3; Heb. 4:12-13; Matt. 24:35; 28:18; Col. 3:17; 
Jude 3. The same cannot be said for false doctrines, unethical 
dealings, and immoral behavior. We shall see what we shall 
see when T“N”GJ Board of Directors and the co-editors are 
asked whether they will stand on the side of truth, integrity, 
and moral conviction; OR shall they side with false doctrines 
(teachers), unethical dealings, and immoral behavior? Rather 
than to retreat into the darkness, THE “NEW” GOSPEL JOUR-
NAL needs to “shed some light” in answer to questions that 
fall into all three of these categories (but which 3 shall it be)? 

“The prophets prophesy falsely, and the priests bear rule by 
their means; and My people love to have it so: AND WHAT 
WILL YE DO IN THE END THEREOF?” (Jer. 5: 31).

Awaiting your reply,
 

      A concerned brotherhood

—P.O. Box 26
Cheyenne, OK 73628

Jesswhitlock@dobsontelecd.com
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Everything which God has made in creation and redemp-
tion has a mission. Nothing walks with aimless feet in the 
economy of God. The church is a divine institution—it is of 
divine origin. It, therefore, has a mission.

The building of the church was an expensive undertaking. 
The Lord could create the heavens and the earth without the 
shedding of a single drop of blood, but without shedding of 
His own blood He could not establish the church. “Christ 
also loved the church, and gave himself up for it” (Eph. 
5:25). He purchased the church with His own blood (Acts 
20:28). Even before His death, Jesus sacrificed for the church. 
“For ye know the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, that, 
though he was rich, yet for your sakes he became poor, 
that ye through his poverty might become rich” (2 Cor. 
8:9). He was rich in terms of heavenly and eternal values, 
yet He became poor, “emptied himself, taking the form of 
a servant, being made in the likeness of men; and being 
found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, becoming 
obedient even unto death, yea, the death of the cross” (Phi. 
2:7-8). Surely Christ would not have made such sacrifices for 
the church unless it was to have a mission in some measure 
worthy of its cost. What, then, is the mission of the church?

The question can be answered both negatively and posi-
tively. It is not the mission of the church to furnish amuse-
ment for the world or even for its own members. Innocent 
amusement in proper proportion has its place in the life of 
all normal persons, but it is not the business of the church 
to furnish it. The church would come off a poor second if it 
undertook to compete with institutions established for the 
express purpose of entertaining people. It would make itself 
ridiculous if it entered into such competition. Again, it is not 
the responsibility of the church as such to furnish recreation 
for its members.

A certain amount of recreation is necessary to the health 
and happiness of the individual. All work and no play makes 
Jack a dull boy, it is said, and rightly said; but it is not the 
function of the church to furnish the play. The church was 
not established to feature athletics. Rather, it emphasizes 
the principle that “bodily exercise is profitable for a little; 
but godliness is profitable for all things, having promise 
of the life which now is, and of that which is to come” (1 
Tim. 4:8). Sometimes one would conclude, from the emphasis 
given to recreation, that godliness is profitable for a little, and 
that bodily exercise is profitable for all things.

For the church to turn aside from its divine work to fur-
nish amusement and recreation is to pervert its mission. It 
is to degrade its mission. Amusement and recreation should 
stem from the home rather than the church. The church, like 
Nehemiah, has a great work to do; and it should not come 
down on the plains of Ono to amuse and entertain. As the 
church turns its attention to amusement and recreation, it will 
be shorn of its power as Samson was when his hair was cut. 
Only as the church becomes worldly, as it pillows its head on 
the lap of Delilah, will it want to turn from its wonted course 
to relatively unimportant matters. Imagine Paul selecting 

THE MISSION OF THE CHURCH
B. C. Goodpasture, Deceased

and training a group of brethren to compete in the Isthmian 
games! Of his work at Corinth, he said: “For I determined 
not to know anything among you, save Jesus Christ, and 
him crucified” (1 Cor. 2:2). What then, is the work of the 
church?

On the day of Pentecost, the birthday of the church, we 
find it preaching the Gospel. It is reasonable to expect the 
church, under the leadership of the apostles, to be engaged 
in its divinely assigned work. Christ, before His ascension, 
had laid upon His disciples—and His church, the grave and 
momentous responsibility of preaching the Gospel to every 
creature in every age of the world (Mark 16:15-16). During 
the lifetime of the apostles the church was busily engaged 
in preaching the Gospel to the remote ends of the earth. In 
his first epistle to Timothy, Paul said, “These things write I 
unto thee, hoping to come unto thee shortly; but if I tarry 
long, that thou mayest know how men ought to behave 
themselves in the house of God, which is the church of 
the living God, the pillar and ground of the truth” (1 
Tim. 3:14-15). The church is the “pillar and ground of the 
truth”—not truth in general, but rather Truth in particular. 
The church must support and preach the Gospel always as a 
part of its divine mission.

Further, the church in Jerusalem “continued stedfastly 
in the apostles’ teaching” (Acts 2:42–Editor) In addition to 
preaching the Gospel to alien sinners, the church taught and 
built up its own members that they might “grow in the grace 
and knowledge of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ” 
(2 Pet. 3:18). The Lord has made ample provisions for the 
edification of His people, the church. 

“And he gave some to be apostles; and some, prophets; 
and some, evangelists; and some, pastors and teachers; 
for the perfecting of the saints, unto the work of minister-
ing, unto the building up of the body of Christ: till we all 
attain unto the unity of the faith, and of the knowledge of 
the Son of God, unto a fullgrown man, unto the measure 
of the stature of the fulness of Christ: that we may be no 
longer children, tossed to and fro and carried about with 
every wind of doctrine, by the sleight of men, in craftiness, 
after the wiles of error” (Eph. 4:11-14).

 It is, therefore, the work of the church to promote the growth 
and development of its members.

Finally, the church in Jerusalem ministered to the material 
needs of its worthy poor (Acts 4:32-37; 6:1-6). The Gentile 
churches sent help to the brethren in Judea (Acts 11:29-30; 
Rom. 15:25-26). Paul said that he was always ready to help 
those in need (Gal. 2:10). It is a part of the work of the church 
to help those who are in need, but the church is under no 
obligation to help those who will not help themselves. “If 
any will not work,” said Paul, “neither let him eat” (2 
The. 3:10).

If the church will discharge its duty in preaching the 
Gospel, in edifying its members, and in helping the worthy 
poor, it will not have desire or time merely to amuse and 
entertain.

—Gospel Advocate, May 20, 1948
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We recently received a bulletin from a congregation on 
the East coast with some tidbits from their missionary in 
Thailand. He said in August 2007, over 110 church leaders in 
that country attended a seminar discussing the Richland Hills 
group (can we still say church of Christ?), and the damage 
they are doing in the brotherhood. (This is how far the influ-
ence of false doctrine can reach, and if we don’t expose it.)

In April 2006 a missionary team from Abilene Christian 
University (remember when all of the brethren were adamant-
ly defending them?) had a joint worship with the Christian 
Church in the Chiangmai province of Thailand. The team said 
they saw nothing wrong with using instruments in the worship 
(Biblical authority matters little at Abilene these days), and 
that they sought to have more of these encounters with the 
Christian Church in the future. (Of course, not ALL of the 
ACU professors will say that they condone instrumental music 
in worship – but so what? If they continue to teach there, they 
do condone it! If they are against it, what hinders them from 
finding another job?) What concerned the Thai missionary 

SOME OF THE THINGS WE HAVE BEEN SAYING
 ARE PROVING TO BE TRUE, ELSEWHERE…

JOHNNY OXENDINE

was the fact that several Thai brethren had worshipped [ sic] 
at Richland Hills and came back to Thailand also advocating 
instrumental music in worship. Richland Hills (Fort Worth, 
Texas), for those who might not know, was one of the first 
congregations to engage in the unscriptural practice of elder 
re-evaluation/reaffirmation back in 1987. We have seen how 
insidious that doctrine, and those who support/condone it (or 
support those who do), has brutalized the brotherhood over 
the last two years to the extent that once conservative brethren 
have overtly sided with liberal doctrinal issues.

The problem that the Thai brethren are facing is not un-
usual nor the first time that we have seen large organizations 
moving their doctrinal errors overseas. Where once we had 
the problem of dealing with denominational falsity in foreign 
countries, we now are in the midst of a liberal tidal wave at a 
time when the church is most vulnerable. How will this affect  
the missionaries elsewhere?

Some years ago we had been supporters of the deaf work 
in Ethiopia until it became glaringly apparent that they were 
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about to hand the work off to the Sunset School of Preaching 
(and Truman Scott). It was tragic that all of the work that had 
been done to get that project off the ground was now to be 
supplanted by those with larger purses than the brethren who 
laid the foundation. Sometimes we do not take the time, or 
care enough, to find out the details as we should and do not 
want anyone to give us information that might change our 
minds about a work. The Thai missionary held the seminar 
to inform brethren both in Thailand and abroad (the U.S.) 

about the dangers resulting from Richland Hills (and Abilene). 
He also sent that information identifying the culprits. Now 
we know that there are many brethren that do not want any 
news like this to be broadcast (it is a negative assessment of 
Richland Hills and Abilene), but that is another story.

—PO Box 5026
San Mateo, CA  94402

 Email: cocsm@aol

The subject of adding mechanical instruments of music 
to the worship of God has been around for many years. The 
recent events in some congregations of adding mechanical 
instruments of music show that this battle is not over, nor can 
this issue be swept away as dust on the floor.  In 1923 N. B. 
Hardeman debated Ira M. Boswell on this issue. The debate 
was held at the Ryman Auditorium in Nashville, Tennessee 
from May 31 to June 5, 1923. 

In the discussion, N. B. Hardeman said, “Let me suggest 
to you that these are matters that pertain to our eternal destiny, 
for which we have to answer after the things of time shall have 
passed.”1  Brother Hardeman was speaking of debating itself. 
It was his fear that the wrong attitude in public discussions 
would prohibit debates in the future. He went on to say, “I do 
not want that criticism to be justly made that this discussion 
has drifted into a lighter vein, lest there be prejudice engen-
dered against religious discussions that would some time 
prevent their recurrence.”2 There is a need for public debates 
today, as it was needed in past history. Debates enable all 

THE BOSWELL- HARDEMAN DEBATE
Paul Vaughn

issues to be discussed and error to be exposed. Yet, debating 
in our postmodern society is frowned upon as non-Christian. 
Satan has won a victory when Christians are deceived and 
blinded from defending the faith. It is written, “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 Boswell–Hardeman discussion on mechanical 
instrumental music in worship is of vast importance to all 
Christians. It should  be read and discussed today.  It will  help 
Christians prepare for battle. Paul said,  “Put on the whole 
armour of God, that ye may be able to stand against the 
wiles of the devil” (Ephesians 6:11). The armor has been 
prepared by God and every Christian should be dressed for 
warfare.  

BACKGROUND OF THE DEBATE
O. E. Payne of the Christian Church wrote a very liberal  

book on the music question in the church. This book was 
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mailed throughout the Nashville area by “The Commission 
on Unity.” This Commission was made up of members of the 
Vine Street Christian Church with their preacher, Carey E. 
Morgan, heading the list.

F. B. Srygley took this Commission to task in the Gospel 
Advocate on May 18, 1922. He suggested that a copy of M. 
C. Kurfees’ book, Instrumental Music in Worship, be mailed 
along with Payne’s book. Kurfees’ book is a masterful study 
on the Greek verb “PSALLO.” It completely defeats the 
arguments in Payne’s book.  M.C. Kurfees quotes John W. 
McGarvey in his study. The quote came from an article that he 
wrote in the Apostolic Times. McGarvey said, “It is manifest 
that we cannot adopt the practice without abandoning the 
obvious and only ground on which a restoration of Primitive 
Christianity can be accomplished, or on which the plea for it 
can be maintained.”3 He goes on to say, “I hold that the use of 
the instrument is sinful, and I must not be requested to keep 
my mouth shut in the presence of sin, whether committed 
by a church or an individual.”4 Tempers on both sides of the 
discussion began to flare and the  foundation was laid for the 
Boswell–Hardeman debate. 

THE DEBATE
The proposition was “Instrumental music in church wor-

ship is Scriptural.” It was affirmed by Dr. Ira M. Boswell and 
denied by N. B. Hardeman. Each night of the debate was 
divided into two-hour sessions with each speaker having two 
thirty-minute speeches. 

There is not enough space in this short article to exam-
ine fully every speech of Boswell and Hardeman. Those are 
easily found in the book. Brother Hardeman answered every 
argument that Boswell put forth in the discussion. This debate 
needs to be read and studied today.  In the Christian Church 
there are always those seeking unity. But, their idea of unity 
is nothing more then compromising the Scriptures for the 
teachings and whims of men.

The Boswell–Hardeman discussion will help every 
Christian see the fallacy, error, and misconception of using 
mechanical instruments in the worship.  This battle  has been 
raging for years and it will not go away as long as there are 
those who seek to please themselves and not please God. 
There is  a question that must be asked,  “Does the church of 

Christ have the resolution and the  love for the  restoration of 
primitive Christianity, enough to  abandon all the innovations 
of men?”  There are many congregations who  are losing the 
will to fight the good fight of faith and stand  only on God’s 
word. 

The debates of sound brethren in our past will enable all 
to defeat the error that can so easily lead one astray. Have you 
read the Boswell–Hardemen Discussion? If not get a copy and 
study it. Brother Hardemen has been dead for many years, yet 
he is still fighting against error in this magnificent debate. 

—1415 Lincoln Road
Lewisport, KY

42351 

ENDNOTES
1. Ira Boswell and N. B. Hardeman: Boswell–Hardeman Dis-
cussion On Instrumental Music, Guardian of Truth, Fairmount, 
1981, p. 117.
2. Ibid.
3. M. C. Kurfees, Instrumental Music in Worship, Gospel Advo-
cate, Nashville, TN, 1975, p. 235.
4. Ibid. 



16                      Contending for the Faith—September/2007

-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.

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.

-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-
Murfreesboro–hurch 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. (Green-
belt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, Green-
belt 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; tgjoriginal@verizon.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; DJGoines@Valornet.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.  

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m. Wed. 7:30 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., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Roelf L. Ruffner

Directory of Churches...
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For several months now, Eastern European Mission 
(hereafter EEM) has been mailing out newsletters which 
plead for funds to distribute Bibles.  On August 26th, 2006, 
they raised over $1.8 million for Bibles and Bible curricu-
lum to be “placed in all the public schools and libraries of 
Russia’s Omsk province,” according to the EEM December, 
2006 Newsletter (2).  Certainly, this goal is laudable.  In 
letters dated August 9, 2007, EEM is again asking for funds 
to publish Bibles in the Russian language, but as represen-
tatives of EEM travel around the country, making contacts 
and soliciting funds, it is not likely that some information 
will be made available—unless the elders or the men of the 
congregation ask.

First of all, EEM is overseen by the Bammel Church of 
Christ in Houston, Texas.  On their current Web site, www.
eem.org, that information is included in the “About Us” sec-
tion.  Since those who support EEM are going to have fel-
lowship with them because of the funds sent to them (Phil. 
4:15-16), it is important that they know something about the 
group, the congregation that oversees the operation, and the 
President of the organization.

BAMMEL CHURCH OF CHRIST
Bammel Church of Christ has a reputation for being lib-

eral, and it is well deserved.  If one went to their Web page 
and clicked on ministries and then kids, he would find there is 
a baby dedication on September 23, 2007.  During the month 
of August, 2007, one could find five speakers scheduled to 
speak on Wednesday evenings: Jeff Peterson, Phil Ware, Jerry 
Taylor, Charles Mickey, and Eddie Randolph.  Who are these 
men?  Phil Ware is President of Heartlight, Inc., which pub-

EASTERN EUROPEAN MISSION
Gary W. Summers

lishes an on-line magazine dedicated to encourage Christian 
living.  Among its writers are Rubel Shelly and Lynn “big, 
sick denomination” Anderson.  Ware is from the Southern 
Hills Church of Christ in Abilene, Texas.  Eddie Randolph is 
another writer for Heartlight and is with the Northwest Tampa 
Church of Christ.

Then there is Jerry Taylor, who is assistant professor of 
Bible and ministry at Abilene Christian University.  He also 
shares the pulpit with Mike Cope at the Highland Church of 
Christ in Abilene, Texas.  Among his associates are Rubel 
Shelly and Lynn Anderson.  Brethren, is there a pattern here?  
For more about Taylor, one can check this Web site: www.
stone-campbelljournal.com.  In the publication dated Volume 
9, Issue 2, one can read about last year’s North American 
Christian Convention in Louisville, Kentucky, where Jerry 
Taylor spoke in one of the main sessions, along with Jeff 
Walling, Doug Foster, and Rick Atchley.  These are the type 
of people Bammel Church of Christ brings in to speak.  They 
oversee Eastern European Mission.

PRESIDENT MIKE ARMOUR
The President of Eastern European Mission is Mike 

Armour, and before anyone asks, the answer is, “Yes. I have 
spoken to him personally.”  Just about all that anyone needs 
to know about his views may be found in a speech he gave 
in Lexington, Kentucky, on August 11, 2001, at the Lex-
ington Theological Seminary.  According to the Wikipedia, 
“Lexington Theological Seminary is an accredited graduate 
theological institution located in Lexington, Kentucky.  Al-
though the seminary is related to the Christian Church (Dis-
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Editorial...

Take a look at the article from The “New” Gospel 
Journal at the bottom of page three of this issue of CFTF. 
Talk about flattery gone to seed. How they write in pub-
lic the direct opposite of what they have said in private 
about Joseph Meador—especially is this the case with the 
T“N”GJ Board’s remarks. The tributes of the T“N”GJ 
Board and T“N”GJ co-editors amount to what one would 
expect to hear from sectarian pastors in their “good words 
and fair speeches” funeral orations, the design of which is 
to ignore the facts in a person’s life. But we have come to 
expect such scripted applause from these self-proclaimed 
“balanced brethren.”

 A little over two years ago Curtis Cates and Joseph 
resigned from The Gospel Journal Board, but were talked 
back on to it by the remaining board members. Then, as 
was intended in the first place, Dub McClish and Dave 
Watson were forced out of their respective positions 
with The Gospel Journal. How very convenient for the 
defenders and promoters of those who caused McClish 
and Watson to resign under duress from TGJ to ig-
nore questions that go to the motives or reasons behind 
the TGJ Board’s actions against McClish and Watson. 
Further, these same collusionists continue to do all within 
their power to keep all the facts that bear on the case from 
the church. 

Standing in pious mortification TGJ Board took 
and continues to take the attitude set out in the follow-
ing statement—The very idea that any member of the 
church would have the audacity to question our mo-
tives. We are the “balanced brethren”—Curtis Cates, 
Joseph Meador, Ken Ratcliff and Tommy Hicks. But 
the T“N”GJ “balanced brethren” and their support-
ers immediately played the “motive card” regarding those 
of us who oppose their actions. This is their practiced 
mode of operation—you can’t do that, but we can. They 
conveniently ignore the real problems and are as busy as 
bees in labeling those of us who oppose their biblically 
unauthorized acts as villains of the baser sort. But what 
else can they do, for they certainly cannot deal with the 
facts in the case and they are too proud to repent? Thus, 
they continue to attempt to vilify those who oppose them. 
And with every move on their part to that end concerning 
us, they sear their conscience even more.

Why did the whole crowd “observe the Passover” 
regarding Joseph’s Gestalt Therapy, Oriental philoso-
phy and his Yoga “doings”? However, their silence on 
those matters was expected. Remember, this has been 
the way they have dealt with Dave Miller’s and Stan 
Crowley’s doctrines from the beginning. What else can 
they do, since they refuse to repent or publicly defend 
their position with an appeal to the facts and Scriptures 
bearing on the case? 

FLATTERY AND THEN SOME
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They are prime examples of what happens when peo-
ple finally decide to make the turn from the consistent 
application of God’s Truth to every facet of their lives, 
to a life of compromise. There is no end to what one will 
then say or do, or not say or not do, or with whom they 
will snuggle in order to promote oneself and one’s pet 
projects. Indeed, they do not mind following the old Arab 
ploy that is, The enemy of my enemy is my friend.

Now all that is left on the T”N”GJ Board is the man 
who would be president—of the USA that is; a retired 
preacher training school director, who never saw much of 
anything that he did not praise and fawn over if he thought 
it would help his cause; and, the Lubbock Lulu, who gets 
tongue tangled from trying to talk out of both sides of 
his mouth at the same time without saying anything. No 
wonder Tom is “at large.” 

The Jewish Sanhedrin did not have a thing on these 
brethren when it comes to their duplicity. Such persons 
are a greater threat to the church than the Max Lucado’s 
and Rubel Shelley’s are. Sadly the average member of 
the church who is influenced by them is as blind as a bat 
(or worse) and many willingly refuse the eye salve our 
Lord offered to the Laodicean brethren that they might 
see clearly (Rev. 3:18; Also see Matt. 15:14). One reason 
for their sad state of affairs is this—they continue to ap-
pear to be with us doctrinally, but in practice their hearts 
are far from us.

 For the most part all of us, as far as I know, teach the 
same on fundamental matters, but MSOP, AP, SWSBS, 
T“N”GJ, et. al, do not even pretend to be consistent in 
their application of the Truth to everyone alike. Further, 
they do all they can to make themselves feel good in their 
inconsistency by spending much of their time attempting 
to show that everyone is inconsistent in the application of 
the Truth to at least some real life situations. From their 

actions up to this time it seems that the conclusion they 
desire for all to reach is that everyone is inconsistent, so 
why try to be otherwise? Are they advocating that all of 
us together should feel good in our inconsistencies as 
we rush toward Hell without our consciences bothering 
us at all? For some reason that kind of thinking does not 
appeal to me.  

When all is said and done by those who are represent-
ed in their thinking and conduct by the T“N”GJ  brethren, 
the end result is this—they are preparing those churches 
that they are influencing for the Lucado’s, Shelley’s, 
etc. They have so determined to reject adequate evidence, 
creditable witnesses and the proper Scriptures bearing on 
the Miller, Crowley, et al., cases that they have blinded 
themselves to the Truth regarding said matters. 

Their example and its resultant bad influence on others 
when it comes to fellowshipping false teachers and those 
who fellowship the same; their biased actions brought 
about by their respect of persons, and their dogmatic 
determination not to repent of their sins, expose them to 
be charlatans and disingenuous persons.  It seems they 
would misrepresent about anything or anybody to get 
whatever it is they desire. As one brother commented 
about them:

At least we know where Max Lucado and Rubel Shelley stand 
on issues. T“N”GJ crowd are comprised of neo-unity in diver-
sity thinkers. There is no telling what they will do, where they 
will go, or how they will change. Then, to beat it all they will 
deceive folks into thinking that they oppose Liberalism.
With Paul we ask them, “Am I therefore become 

your enemy, because I tell you the truth” (Gal. 4:16)? 
Obviously, in their eyes, we are their enemies—because 
we tell them the Truth. How sad, how sad!

 
—David P. Brown, Editor

From the inception of The Gospel 
Journal, brother Joseph Meador has served 
effectively and sacrificially as Vice President 
of the Board of Directors of The Gospel 
Journal, Inc. He brought to the Journal 
scholarship and soundness in the Scriptures, 
administrative ability as the Director of the 
Southwest School of Bible Studies, and 
great ability as a gospel preacher. Effective 
July 22, 2007, brother Meador tendered his 
resignation as Vice President of the Board.

It is with sincere regret that we accept 
brother Meador’s resignation. We express to 
him our gratitude for his nearly eight years of 
distinguish service to The Gospel Journal. It 
has been a pleasure for us to work with him, 
and we wish for him every good blessing 
from the Lord.
Curtis A. Cates, President
Kenneth E. Ratcliff, Treasurer-Busi-
ness Manager

Tommy J. Hicks, Member-at-Large
Board of Directors

As editors we send our heartfelt ap-
preciation and gratitude to brother Joseph 
Meador for his many years of faithful service 
as a board member of The Gospel Journal. 
His insight, experience and scholarship 
were an integral part of The Gospel Journal 
team. His love and concern for the Kingdom 
were keenly felt and exhibited through his 
many acts of kindness, expressions of good 
will, and biblically sound articles. We will 
forever be indebted to him for his many 
hours of service, sage advice, and constant 
encouragement. We thank God for brother 
Meador and want him to know that the 
hearts of the saints have been refreshed by 
his many talents and good works. He will 
be greatly missed.
Barry Grider, Editor   
John Moore, Editor 

    (Sept, 2007, TGJ. p. 3)

A  THANK  YOU  TO  JOSEPH  MEADOR

Joseph Meador

[The following infamous quote from Jo-
seph is one of his “acts of kindness and 
expressions of good will” made before 
we wrote our first word concerning him. 
—Editor] 

“A few who are in 
a small, but no less 
toxic, loyalty cir-
cle...a small nega-
tive faction, who if 
they gain control, 
will only rupture 
fellowship in the 
church even more 
than they already 
have.” 
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ciples of Christ), it is intentionally ecumenical with almost 
50 percent of its enrollment coming from other denomina-
tions.”  Armour’s speech there, along with commentary, 
can be found on the following Web site: http://www.piney.
com/MuArmour.html.  

The Peter Ainslie lectures, at which Armour spoke, are 
conducted each year.  Dr. Peter Ainslie III (1867-1934), was 
the minister of Christian Temple in Baltimore; he was also the 
first president of the Council on Christian Unity.  In his speech 
Armour speaks of “our spiritual cousins in the Disciples of 
Christ.”  Excuse me?  According to the official Web page of 
this denomination, they believe the following:

• Freedom of belief.  Disciples are called together around 
one essential of faith: belief in Jesus Christ as Lord and Savior.  
Persons are free to follow their consciences guided by the Bible, 
the Holy Spirit study and prayer, and are expected to extend 
that freedom to others. 
• Baptism by immersion.  In baptism the old self-centered 
life is set aside, and a new life of trust in God begins.  Although 
Disciples practice baptism by immersion, other baptism tradi-
tions are honored. 
The reader should notice how well the one essential belief 

of faith in Jesus agrees with “the core gospel” concept upheld 
by those who argue that 2 John 9-11 does not apply to all 
New Testament teaching but only the doctrine about Christ.  
This erroneous notion fits in well with the philosophy of the 
Disciples.  This statement also leaves the door open to total 
subjectivism in what a person believes in that it allows for 
him to be guided (apparently directly) by the Holy Spirit.

Other “baptism traditions are honored”?  So, if some-
one has been sprinkled or had water poured upon him, the 
Disciples find this practice acceptable and will accept all 
such individuals into fellowship and as members.  Although 
the president of EEM may regard the Disciples as spiritual 
cousins, this writer does not. One either believes, practices, 
and teaches what the Bible says about salvation, or he does 
not.  Those who have had water sprinkled or poured upon 
them have not been baptized according to the New Testament 
definition of the word. They are yet in their sins and in the 
kingdom of darkness—and are not Christians, brethren, or 
members of the body of Christ.

BAPTISM
Armour takes issue with what most churches of Christ 

ONCE taught concerning baptism.  He says:  “At the same 
time the instrumental controversy was coming to prominence, 
a narrow view of baptism took root in a cappella churches.”  
He then ties the New Testament teaching on baptism to 
John Thomas, who began the Christadelphians, and claims: 
“Thomas insisted on rebaptizing anyone who had been im-
mersed without an explicit understanding that baptism was 
for the remission of sins.”

Hardly anyone has heard of John Thomas today.  We 
baptize for the remission of sins because that is precisely 
what Peter taught in Acts 2:38.  John baptized for the same 
purpose when he began to preach and prepare the way for 
Jesus (Mark 1:4).  Yet the president of EEM considers this 

a narrow view.  He thinks that, if anyone is baptized just for 
the purpose of obeying Christ, such a reason is sufficient.  
He disagrees with the Scriptures.  Some in Ephesus had been 
baptized into John’s baptism (in other words, for the remission 
of sins)—and even that was not sufficient because it was not 
in the name of Christ (Acts 19:1-7).  For baptism to be valid 
it must be for the right purpose and in the right name.

UNITY
The reason that Armour makes an issue of baptism is 

that our narrow view led us to be exclusive and not open to 
unity with others.  “This was clearly a move in the direction 
of exclusivism and added significantly to the resentment of 
Churches of Christ and to their isolation in the twentieth cen-
tury.”  How much involvement does Armour want with other 
religious groups?  He is all for working with denominations.  
In his speech he said:

Moreover, because of our emphasis on baptism in the 
plan of salvation, we were frequently not welcome to 
join others in the cause of evangelism. I experienced 
this firsthand, even though my convictions on bap-
tism more nearly paralleled those of Campbell and 
Lipscomb than the editorial viewpoint of the early 
Firm Foundation. My repeated efforts to participate 
in interdenominational evangelistic programs were 
repeatedly rebuffed.
The reader should wonder, “Why was Mike Armour 

repeatedly trying to participate in interdenominational evan-
gelistic programs?”  Another excellent question would be: 
“Will his views affect the way that EEM distributes their 
materials, and will they be working with denominations when 
they do so?”  He touts the Joplin Unity meeting of 1984 as a 
wonderful event and claims to have hosted two succeeding 
Restoration Forums himself.  He speaks of “wonderful co-
operative efforts between the two fellowships” and suggests 
that duplication of efforts could be avoided by sharing printed 
materials in Russia!  

Congregations of the Lord’s church should ask them-
selves if they want to work with someone who carries such 
loose views of fellowship.  Back in January, 2007, there was 
an e-mail exchange between Mike Armour and an elder of 
a congregation in Orlando.  Apparently, Armour showed the 
e-mail to a representative of EEM in this area; so it was not 
regarded as private.  He wrote: 

No one has gone on record more clearly against speaking in 
tongues than I have. But would I use a person’s views on speak-
ing in tongues as a test of fellowship? Not at all. No one has 
presented a more thoroughly argued defense of an amillennial 
interpretation of Revelation than I have. Does that mean I will 
draw lines of fellowship against someone who is premillennial? 
Again, not at all. Apparently one does not have to be “straight” 
on the doctrine of tongues to be saved initially; otherwise the 
New Testament would have made that clear. Similarly, despite 
a great deal of confusion about the nature of God’s kingdom 
in the first century, there is no indication that someone had 
to have a proper understanding of the millennium in order to 
become a Christian. In my reasoning, if one’s view on such 
things does not preclude a person from becoming a Christian 

(Continued from page One)
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initially, neither does it cost a person his or her salvation once 
this individual becomes part of the body of Christ. 
No wonder he can fellowship the Disciples of Christ; he 

does not consider hardly anything a barrier to fellowship!  
Such are the views of the president of EEM.  Many are the 
doctrinal problems of those who oversee this work.  This 
article contains only a smattering of information—sufficient, 
to say the least, but much more could have been presented, 
and the reader is invited to read the entire speech and verify 
the truthfulness of what has been herein presented.

Probably, many liberal churches are supporting these 
works due to their association with Mike Armour or the Bam-
mel Church of Christ.  But many congregations who would 
NEVER agree with the positions these brethren hold are prob-
ably giving generously because the idea sounds so appealing.  
Who could be against giving Bibles and religious materials 
to those who live in Russia and Ukraine?  There are faithful 

brethren in that region; Kerry Sword, for example, has worked 
in Kiev since 1992 and assisted in the operation of the Kiev 
Preacher Training School there (not currently in service).  A 
great amount of work needs to be done in locations like these, 
but brethren need to funnel their gifts through men who still 
believe that baptism must be for the remission of sins, who 
will preach against the addition of instrumental music, and 
treat the church of Christ as it deserves to be treated—as the 
Lord’s body—not some denominational manmade organiza-
tion.  May brethren everywhere refrain from supporting those 
who no longer walk in the old paths but contribute generously 
to good works worthy of consideration. 

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792-1097

garysummers@spiritualperspectives.org



INTRODUCTION
The Bible tells us that during the First Century, the early 

church enjoyed remarkable growth and spread throughout the 
world. The spread of the Gospel was such that Paul declared 
in Colossians 1:23 that it had been “preached to every 
creature which is under heaven.”

1 What accounted for this 
rapid spread of the Gospel?

We know of course that God chose the most appropriate 
time according to His will to bring His Son into the world 
because we read in Gal. 4:4  that “when the fulness of the 
time was come, God sent forth his Son, made of a woman, 
made under the law.”

God decided the proper time in which the world would 
best facilitate the building of the kingdom—A time that was 
right politically, morally, economically, socially and every 
other way that God deemed the world to be ready for the 
kingdom as prophesied by Daniel and planned from before the 
foundation of the world (Dan. 2:44; Eph. 1:4-6; 3:10,11).

One such factor that helped account for the spread of the 
Gospel was certainly the “hospitality” of the early Christians.  
Philemon verse 22 is an example showing that Paul was able 
to travel and depend upon Christians opening their homes 
to him. In Third John verses 5-8, John also commended and 
encouraged those who provided lodging and support for teach-
ers who traveled to spread the truth saying: “We therefore 
ought to receive such, that we might be fellowhelpers to 
the truth.”

There also existed then, as today, the natural desire to 
share fellowship with those of like precious faith. But showing 
such hospitality was not without its potential for supporting 

INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY OF SECOND JOHN
Jack Stephens

false teachers and the spread of false doctrines. It would be 
easy for teachers of error to take advantage of the Christians’ 
natural tendency to be hospitable to strangers. Thus, it was 
necessary to counsel Christians to use proper discernment in 
sending traveling teachers on their way. The Second Epistle 
of John addresses this very problem, warning against receiv-
ing certain teachers. A study of this text is recommended for 
all Christians, especially those who seek to help spread the 
Truth through support of preachers, teachers and schools.  
Our prayer and hope is that we will always seek to walk in 
the Truth and support those who do the same.

INTRODUCTION TO THE
 SECOND EPISTLE OF JOHN

John’s epistles served to help the early church in the 
battle against false teachers and their doctrine. Today as we 
observe those among us who are teaching by their actions, if 
not by their words, doctrines concerning fellowship contrary 
to John’s simple and plain teaching, these books continue to 
serve the Lord’s church in that ongoing battle.

In this introductory study of Second John, we will begin 
by answering certain fundamental questions. First of all we 
will study who penned the book. 

THE AUTHORSHIP OF SECOND JOHN
The letter does not bear any name, nor does it contain any 

indication of the author that can be considered conclusive.
The fact that the three epistles attributed to the apostle 

John make no specific identification of the author indicates 
that he apparently did not need to identify himself for his 
message to be accepted by those receiving the epistle. The 
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recipients evidently knew who wrote the letter. And, it is 
most likely that a person who had authority and recognition 
as the apostle John possessed, would write such a letter. A 
clear identification and statement of authority would have 
been needed if the person were not well known, especially if 
the recipients were to heed the message. 

Yet, Bible scholars appear to be in agreement and the 
authorship is not really doubted in any meaningful way.

The Gospel according to John and the three epistles, are too 
closely linked together to be separated, and assigned, some 
to one author and some to another.  And if they are all by one 
writer, that writer, beyond all reasonable doubt, is John the 
apostle.2

The author of both Second and Third John is identified 
simply as “The elder” (literally, the presbyter, ho presbuteros 
in the Greek text).  Since the article “the” appears before “el-
der,” emphasis is given to the writer as a person rather than to 
an official position. Additionally, the term “the elder” would 
be a fitting description of the apostle John as the author writ-
ing in his old age if, as some estimate, the epistle was written 
as late as A.D. 90.  John’s use of “the elder” could indicate 
that he alone of the apostles still remained alive.

The basis of the agreement among conservative scholars 
that the author is John is the abundant internal and external 
evidence.  External evidence includes the fact that numer-
ous writers of the early centuries assign them to the apostle 
John.  

Clement of Alexandria cited them; Dionyseus noted that John 
did not name himself in his Epistles, “not even in the Second 
and Third Epistles, although they are short Epistles, but simply 
calls himself the presbyter.”  Cyprian introduced a quotation 
from 2 John 10, as written by “John the Apostle.”3

We learn elsewhere that Irenaeus of Lyons, a pupil of Polycarp 
(who in turn was a pupil of the apostle John), twice quotes 
Second John as belonging to the apostle John.

The internal evidence is even more convincing. The three 
epistles of John embody the same language and the same 
ideas. “There is little that is peculiar to them, as distinct from 
the First Epistle, or the Gospel according to John; and of the 
Second Epistle, seven or eight of the thirteen verses are found 
in the First Epistle.”4

Some have proposed other authors, but they are all very 
obscure men of whom we have no clear identification. There 
is no clear evidence of any other “John” who Christians of 
the early church and recipients of the letter would consider 
to be a man of authority.

Also, there does not appear to be any motivation for 
someone to hoist a fraud upon the recipient through forgery.  
It would seem almost certain that a forger would have used, 
or even flaunted, the title of “Apostle” or the “Apostle John” 
in preference to the more humble designation of “elder.” Ap-
parently the author of these epistles was so universally known, 
and his authority recognized, that he needed no other title.

The early reluctance to accept both Second and Third John 
as authentic was because of their private nature and limited 

circulation, so they did not enjoy a widespread acceptance.5 
However, it seems that from the time that the language, sen-
timents, ideas, and doctrines of the epistles were critically 
examined, no doubts  entertained about their authorship.6

For example, Second and Third John are short letters, 
hence, the number of doctrinal subjects mentioned is small.  
Yet the subject of  “Truth” is one that weaves its way from the 
beginning of First John 1:6, through Second John v4, to near 
the end of Third John v12, tying them all together, indicating 
common authorship.  “Truth” also weaves its way through 
the Gospel of John further indicating common authorship 
with the epistles.

Lastly, the tone of authority permeates all of the Johan-
nine epistles. It is an authority that is seldom put forward in 
a prominent way, but is present in such a way that would be 
difficult to assume if not actually possessed. The author of 
Second John had either done much to uphold his claim to be 
heard and obeyed such as would suit an apostle, or his au-
thorship was common knowledge. If the criteria of reference 
by writers of the early centuries, vocabulary, style, ideas and 
language are ever adequate for determining authorship, then 
the epistle of Second John must be attributed to the apostle 
John.

THE RECIPIENTS AND
 OCCASION OF SECOND JOHN

The letter is addressed to “the elect lady and her chil-
dren.”  The question that begs to be answered is one that 
divides many scholars: Is this an actual person? Or, a figure 
of speech representing the church? The Greek phrase, eklekte 
kuria, translated elect lady, has several possible meanings. 
If the designation is personal, there may be three possible 
meanings.

First, kuria could be a personal name with “elect” as a 
descriptive modifier: “to the elect Cyria.” Second, eklekte 
could be a proper name as Clement of Alexandria regarded 
it7with kuria, “lady,” a modification: “to the lady Eclecte.” 
Or third, it could be that neither eklekte or kuria is meant as 
a personal name and that both were meant to be descriptive: 
“to the elect lady,” with the person not being identified any 
further.

Against the idea that eklekte is a proper name is John’s use 
of the same word in verse 13 as an adjective, “The children 
of thy elect (eklekte) sister greet thee.” It does not seem 
likely that two sisters would have the same name.

Another possibility is that “elect lady” is not a person 
but rather a personification for the church. If it is to have this 
meaning, it would have to represent a local church and not 
the church universal. Trying to fit the meaning to the church 
universal presents difficulties with verse 13; What would 
represent the sister of the church universal?  Our Lord has 
only one church (Ephesians 4:4).  Additionally, the church 
universal includes all the elect— all the children.  Who would 
represent the children of the elect sister? If the “elect lady”        
is to represent the church using the allegory of a woman,                                                           

(Continued on Page 8) 



Contending for the Faith—October/2007                      7

TRUTH BIBLE INSTITUTE...
is an educational institution without walls helping others to learn to teach God’s 
Word (2 Timothy 2:2). All courses are taught over the internet through MP3 re-
cordings. Study the Bible and Bible related subjects at your own pace under a 
qualified and experienced faculty in the privacy of your own home. If you are 
prepared to work, is it not time that you studied with us?

REGISTRATION FOR THE 2007 FALL SEMESTER IS CLOSED. NOW IS THE TIME TO APPLY FOR 
THE 2008 SPRING SEMESTER. APPLICATION FORMS ARE LOCATED ON THE TBI WEB SITE.
TBI’s instructors are consistent and steadfast in affirming and proving that the Bible is God’s sole and all-sufficient 

means of instructing people regarding the salvation of souls. Also, much emphasis is placed on the fact that the Bible is the 
absolute, complete, infallible, objective and final standard by which God expects all men to learn of Him and their duty to 
Him in this present world (Titus 2:11,12; Romans 1:16; Galatians 1:6-9; James 1:25; 2 Peter 1:3, 4). Further, all aspects of 
TBI uphold the Bible to be the standard whereby God will judge the world at the end of time (2 Timothy 3:16, 17; 2:15; 
John 8: 31, 32, 17:17; Luke 8:11; Ephesians 6:17; Hebrews 4:12; John 12:48; Acts 17:31; Romans 14:10b, 11, 12; Revela-
tion 20:11, 15).

Ken Chumbley
Kenneth D. Cohn
Daniel Denham

Dub McClish
Lynn Parker
Gary Summers

Kent Bailey
Darrel Broking
David P. Brown

Danny Douglas
Dennis “Skip” Francis
Michael Hatcher

Terry M. Hightower
Lester Kamp
Andy McClish

 Paul Vaughn   John West

TBI’S FAITHFUL, QUALIFIED AND DEDICATED FACULTY

Prepared by education and experience as faithful teachers of the Word of God, our faculty members lean neither to the 
right nor left of Bible authority in general and New Testament authority in particular (Colossians 3:17). To the contrary, they 
seek to remain on the “mountain top of Truth.” The faculty is determined to avoid all things not authorized by God’s Word, 
as well as what the Bible condemns. Being faithful Christians, our teachers are duty bound to expose all error and uphold 
all truth regarding moral and spiritual values as they teach the text of the Bible (Deuteronomy 4:2; 5:32; 12:32; Galatians 
1:8-9). Liberalism (loosing what God in His Word has bound upon us) and anti-ism (binding on man certain rules where 
God has loosed us from them) are earnestly opposed (Proverbs 17:15; Jude 3). In TBI God is exalted, Christ magnified and 
the Word that has been revealed and confirmed by the Holy Spirit is diligently studied.

THE WORK OF TBI IS NOT TO CREATE AND CULTIVATE A BLIND LOYALTY TO THE SCHOOL OR 
ANY OTHER EXPEDIENT THAT SERVES AS AN AID TO PROPOGATE AND DEFEND THE GOSPEL. NEITHER 
DOES TBI ENCOURAGE ANYONE TO ACCEPT MEN’S PERSONS ABOVE THE TRUTH ON ANY SUBJECT. 
TO THE CONTRARY, TBI’S GOAL IS DIRECTED TOWARD TEACHING OUR STUDENTS AT ALL TIMES, 
SITUATIONS AND CIRCUMSTANCES TO BE FAITHFUL AND LOYAL ONLY TO THE TRUTH OF GOD’S 
WORD. THUS, THE DESIRED RESULTS OF OUR LABOR IN TBI IS TO PRODUCE GRADUATES WHO AT 
ALL COSTS WILL SEEK FOR AND ABIDE IN THE DOCTRINE OF CHRIST. WE KNOW OF NO OTHER 
REASON FOR SUCH A SCHOOL TO EXIST.

TBI ADMINISTRATION
DARRELL BROKING

ACADEMIC DEAN

JACK STEPHENS

DIRECTOR OF ADMISSIONS

DAVID P. BROWN

DIRECTOR

FOR MORE INFORMATION PLEASE GO TO OUR WEB SITE OR WRITE US:
 www.truthbibleinstitute.org

TRUTH BIBLE INSTITUTEP. O. BOX 39SPRING, TEXAS 77383PHONE: 281.350.5516 



8                                Contending for the Faith—October/2007

FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making available 
a CD-ROM free of charge. Why is this CD im-
portant? ANSWER: It contains an abundance 
of evidentiary information pertaining to Dave 
Miller’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, Apologetics 
Press, Gospel Broadcasting Network, MSOP, 
and more.
To receive your free CD contact us at Contend-
ing 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 fi-
nancial contributions to the Spring Church of 
Christ, P. O. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383. 

 

THE 2006 BOUND VOLUMES 
OF CFTF ARE READY FOR 
YOU. WRITE, PHONE OR 

EMAIL US TODAY FOR YOUR 
COPY. WHY NOT ORDER AN 
EXTRA COPY FOR A FRIEND? 

“The children of thy elect sister” may possibly mean that 
the members of one local church are greeting another local 
church.  However, it seems unlikely that in so short a letter 
that John would use allegorical language.

The late brother Guy N. Woods, writing in regard to the 
“elect lady” being figuratively designated using the allegory 
of a woman, stated:

To reach this conclusion, one must translate the Greek 
word kuria as “lady,” interpret the word “lady” as a 
church, and then construe the Greek word tekna, children, 
as members of the church!  Only in highly figurative 
portions of the scriptures is the church ever referred to 
as a woman; and it seems very unlikely that the apostle, 
in this brief treatise, should have used the word thus 
figuratively.8
This appears to be a case where the literal meaning is the 

best one because the literal one makes sense and no difficul-
ties confront the Bible student if we assume the elect lady to 
be an individual.

However, it is important to remember that no matter 
which opinion one may hold on the recipients of Second 
John, whether written to an individual and her children or to 
a local congregation of the Lord’s church, it makes no differ-
ence—it is addressed to New Testament Christians.  Holding 
to either opinion does not affect the meaning, the force, nor 
the application of the epistle’s message.

As we now consider the occasion for this letter, like most 
of the epistles in our New Testament, the three epistles of 

John are special, or specific, and occasional. The first epistle 
lays a foundation of Christian conduct and how to cope with 
false teachers and the dangerous seductions of Gnosticism 
that threatened the church at large.  Second John deals with 
the same danger as it affected the elect lady and her children.  
The subject of what to do with false teachers who “abideth 
not in the doctrine of Christ” is at the heart of the epistle.

John expresses his appreciation for the elect lady’s loyalty 
to the truth as it manifested itself in the faithfulness of certain 
of her children. He also took this occasion to warn her of 
deceivers and false teachers, admonishing her to abide in the 
doctrine of Christ while refusing to aid and comfort those who 
had gone beyond the teaching of Christ. John is concerned 
with the hospitality, and consequently the fellowship, toward 
false teachers, that perhaps the lady with mistaken generosity 
had given a welcome.  He urges them to cultivate a vigilance 
against false teachers and not to have anything to do with 
such a one who “abideth not in the doctrine of Christ” to 
avoid losing their reward.

THE DATING OF SECOND JOHN
Without any reference in the letters to use, it is not pos-

sible to speak with any certainty of the time or place the 
epistles were written.  However, the most accepted view is that 
these documents were written by John for the Asian churches 
in the middle of the last third of the first century.9

From the many similarities of both Second and Third 
John, most scholars infer that they were written about the 
same time and possibly from the same place.  John died near 
the end of the first century and appears to have been a rather 
aged man when the letter was written as indicated by using 
the term “the elder” in verse 1 and often referring to his 
readers in his epistles as his “little children.”

Most scholars believe that Second and Third John were 
written between about the years A.D. 80 and 90.  Brother 
Woods wrote that, “in view of the known facts, that the date 
would be nearer A.D. 90 than A.D. 80, or earlier.”10

THE BACKGROUND OF SECOND JOHN
To understand the background of any Bible book is 

desirable and of immense value to understand the erroneous 
beliefs and errors with which John dealt. John wrote in 1 John 
4:1, “Beloved, believe not every spirit, but try the spirits 

(Continued From Page Six)
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whether they are of God: because many false prophets are 
gone out into the world.” It did not matter how educated 
or clever they were. It did not matter how popular they may 
have been or where they thought they may have stood in the 
brotherhood. It did not matter what they may have been or 
professed in the past. John even warned in 1 John 2:19, “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.”

John said “try,” or prove, the spirits. Put them to the acid 
test of  Truth.  If it stands the test, it is acceptable; otherwise, it 
is to be rejected. He said in 2 John 7 that “many deceivers are 
entered into the world, who confess not that Jesus Christ 
is come in the flesh.”  Such a claim stands in opposition to 
the eternal purpose of the Creator.

Who were these deceivers who denied that Jesus came 
in the flesh? Those that taught such were known as Gnostics 
and their false teaching opposed the human and deity nature 
of Jesus the Christ.  The Gnostics were not open enemies 
and persecutors of the church and Christianity. Yet their false 
teaching was deadly, not necessarily from a physical point 
of view; it was fatal in that it was not the teaching of Christ.  
This false doctrine, therefore, placed man out of fellowship 
with God (2 John 9).

The term Gnostic comes from the Greek word gnosis 
meaning knowledge. Gnosticism professed to give its ap-
proval and blessing to the gospel. The gospel was good as far 
as it went, but Gnostics professed to have a deeper and more 
genuine knowledge than that held by the ordinary (as they 
saw it) Christian. Merrill C. Tenney, in his New Testament 
Survey, described Gnosticism as “a system which promised 
salvation by knowledge.”  The teaching of the Gnostic phi-
losophy is in conflict with the apostles’ doctrine and is most 
acute at the point of the person of Christ. As with any false 
doctrine or system of religion, once it departs from the Truth 
of God, there is no way of telling where it may end up ex-
cept that it will be far and away from the Truth. As Tenney 
explained the teachings of Gnosticism as it progressed over 
time, he wrote:

How, asked the Gnostics, could the infinite, pure spirit of God 
have anything to do with a material body?  A complete union 
would, on their premises, be unthinkable.  They proposed 
two solutions: either Christ was not really human, but only 
apparently so, or else the Christ-spirit did not actually inhabit 
the human Jesus until the baptism, and left Him before His 
death on the cross.  The former theory was called Docetism, 
from the verb dokeo, meaning “to seem”; the latter was called 
Cerinthianism, from Cerinthus, its chief advocate in the first 
century...11

The apostle John clearly takes exception to such Gnostic 
teachings as he insists that the Jesus he preached was audible, 
he was visible, and he was tangible and real as to be touch-
able.  He wrote in 1 John 1:1, “That which was from the 
beginning, which we have heard, which we have seen 
with our eyes, which we have looked upon, and our hands 
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have handled...” John went on to declare that those that did 
not confess that Jesus came in the flesh were not of God (1 
John 4:2, 3).  Evidently John is exposing those who took a 
position that closely resembled that of Docetic Gnosticism.  
John warns the readers of his first epistle about such teachers  
(1 John 2:18, 19).

Judaism denied that Jesus (the Messiah) had come in the 
flesh; Gnosticism, the current heresy at the time when John 
wrote his epistles, denied that he could come in the flesh.  
Either doctrine was heretical and a departure from the truth, 
and those that spread any such teaching were deceivers.

Second John deals with this problem from the standpoint 
of church discipline.

SUMMARY OF THE SECOND EPISTLE OF JOHN
As we approach the study of Second John, we want to 

notice how John encourages a steadfast and unswerving ad-
herence to the teaching of Christ leaving no doubt about the 
seriousness of going beyond the Truth. This serious problem 
is not a problem relegated to John’s day only, it is a danger-
ous and grievous problem that has plagued the church of our 
Lord from the beginning. A. T. Robertson wrote the following 
about those who desire to go beyond the teachings of Christ 
and the Gnostic teachers of John’s day:

These Gnostics claimed to be the progressives, the advanced 
thinkers, and were anxious to relegate Christ to the past in their 
onward march.  This struggle goes on always among those who 
approach the study of Christ.  Is he a “landmark” merely or is 
he our goal and pattern?  Progress we all desire, but progress 
toward Christ, not away from him.12

MAJOR THOUGHTS OF SECOND JOHN
The emphasis of this short book is love for the Truth and 

opposition to error by forbidding fellowship with false teach-
ers. One cannot fail to notice that the key word in this brief 

letter is Truth. In fact, verse two seems to sum up the theme of 
the letter very well: “For the truth’s sake, which dwelleth in 
us, and shall be with us for ever.”  In this verse John gives 
us the reason why all who know the truth, love those in truth: 
it is for the sake of the truth that abides in us.

John loved the elect lady and her children because of the 
Truth that dwelt both in him and in them. As expressed by 
others, only those who have love for the truth love in Truth.

With joy in his heart, John commends, and with a pleading 
voice, he exhorts. He commends them for walking in truth 
and he exhorts them to walk in love. John informs his read-
ers that to walk in Truth is to “love one another” (5) and to 
“walk after his commandments” (6) which involves strict 
adherence to the teaching of Christ (9).

Though the key word in this epistle may be truth, John 
also stresses the importance of love. Upon closer examina-
tion, we have a commendation for walking in Truth (v4) and 
an exhortation to walk in love (5, 6).

Love and duty to abide in the Truth are two of the key 
themes of John’s writings.  The one is an offspring of the 
other; love prompts one to the keeping of the commandments. 
“For this is the love of God, that we keep his command-
ments,” (1 John 5:3).  This same thought is expressed in 
2 John 6, “And this is love, that we walk after his com-
mandments.”

But what if someone comes your way, teaching doctrine 
contrary to what you have learned from Jesus and His apos-
tles?  Should your desire to “love one another” (5) permit 
you to receive and support those teaching error?  Can we do 
so, and still be “walking in truth” (4)?

In the remaining portion of his short letter, John (the 
“apostle of love”) is very explicit about such things. He warns 
the elect lady, and all New Testament Christians, in verse 7 
to beware of deceivers and antichrists.  He instructs her and 
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her children in verse 8 to “look to yourselves, that we lose 
not those things which we have wrought.” In 2 John 9, he 
continues by warning his readers of the danger of not abiding 
in the doctrine of Christ and the loss that could result in listen-
ing to the false teachers, the “deceivers” that he mentioned 
in verse 7.  Any movement that results in moving away from 
the doctrine of Christ is a move in the wrong direction.  It is 
movement away from Christ which results in the loss of God 
himself. John then tells his audience in 2 John 10 and 11 that 
they cannot support teachers who fail to teach the doctrine 
of Christ without sharing in their evil deeds.

The principle that John teaches here and elsewhere is 
simple.  Supporting a teacher made one a fellow worker with 
him who taught. If the teacher is a faithful purveyor of the 
Truth of God, that would make one a fellow worker for the 
Truth.  Johns says as much in his Third epistle. “We therefore 
ought to receive such, that we might be fellowhelpers to 
the truth,” (3 John 8). But if his teaching is false, contrary 
to the doctrine of Christ, supporting him is to share in his evil 
deeds and makes us a fellow worker in his sin (2 John 11).

With this warning against receiving false teachers, John’s 
purpose in writing is fulfilled. He then signs off with a brief 
farewell, having so much more to write, but desiring to speak 
in person “...that our joy may be full” (12). Even today, 
despite the convenience of remote communication, such as 
writing letters, talking on the phone, or sending email, noth-
ing surpasses the joy of talking face-to-face. He then sends 
greetings from “the children of thy elect sister” (13).

A PIVOTAL PASSAGE: 2 JOHN 8
Clearly there are two major sections to Second John. In 

the first section, John writes to the elect lady and her children, 
expressing an appreciation for their loyalty to the Truth as it 
was manifested in the faithfulness of certain of her children.  
He admonishes her to continue in love and obedience to the 
commandments of the Father for many deceivers and false 
teachers are in the world. In the second section, John admon-
ishes her to abide in the doctrine of Christ while refusing to 
give aid and comfort to those who have moved beyond the 
teaching of Christ and have not God. He instructs her that the 
end result of aiding the false teachers and deceivers was to 
be a partaker in their evil, a partaker in their sin. In between 
these two major sections is a pivotal passage, 2 John 8, that 
deserves our close attention.

In verse 8 we see a summons to self-guardianship.  John 
cautions his readers that they have a duty and responsibility 
to “Look to yourselves, that we lose not those things which 
we have wrought, but that we receive a full reward.” 
From this passage, it is clear that effort and participation 
are essential to man’s salvation. We must be careful and de-
liberate in weighing all teaching that comes into our midst, 
taking care to compare it with what was delivered from the 
beginning, careful to “try the spirits whether they are of 
God” (1 John 4:1).

He cautions us to take a soul-searching, introspective 
view of ourselves to see if we are strong enough to withstand 

the deceivers mentioned in verse 7 that we will encounter. So, 
what means can we use to guard ourselves from false teachers 
and deceivers?  First, we can guard against error in our faith 
and knowledge of God’s word. “Prove all things; hold fast 
that which is good” (1 Thessalonians 5:21).

Second, we can seek to know more about the Truth of 
God.  “Study to shew thyself approved unto God, a work-
man that needeth not to be ashamed, rightly dividing the 
word of truth.” (2 Timothy 2:15)

Third, we need to observe, keep and maintain our spiri-
tual vitality.  During the winter season, people who have a 
low state of physical health are more likely to fall victims to  
sickness.  Likewise, when a person has a low state of spiritual 
health, they are easy prey to error.  One of the most effective 
and efficient safeguards against the corruption of our faith is 
a healthy, vigorous spiritual life.

Last of all, the most effective way of looking to ourselves 
is to look earnestly toward Christ.  Doing so will secure our 
safety, our progress in maturing in the faith, and our full 
reward. Many start out their Christian life and service with 
a fervent zeal, and work earnestly for a time, and then grow 
lukewarm and decline into useless servants in the kingdom.  
Great is the eternal loss of their reward, but let it not be so 
with us.  We need to be covetous of our “full reward” that 
we lose it not. By looking inward to ourselves and examin-
ing our faith, we will be aware of, and concerned about, our 
own standing before God.  This should cause us to quickly 
reject any and all threats to our spiritual well-being that any 
deceiver and false teacher poses.

There are several other points that 2 John 8 emphasizes.  
First, apostasy is possible.  Else why would we need to look 
to ourselves?  If apostasy is not possible, how could you lose 
your reward? In the elect lady and her children’s case, if they 
were deceived by being misled into a false application of love 
by the deceivers and false teachers, they would bring to naught 
all that had previously been done.  On the other hand, if they 
were watchful and faithful to the truth as they had received 
it, they would receive a full reward.

A  second point is that constant self-examination is vital.  
Paul wrote in 2 Corinthians 13:5, “Examine yourselves, 
whether ye be in the faith; prove your own selves.” It 
is essential to our eternal welfare that a most demanding 
self-examination should constantly be made of our standing 
before God; that the exact truth should be known.  If we are 
deceived, it is best for ourselves that we should not be left 
under the delusion that we are secure in the Lord, but that, 
understanding our own case, we might be led to secure our 
salvation through obedience to the doctrine of Christ.

The third point is that vigilance is a condition of spiritual 
success.  Paul wrote in 1 Corinthians 16:13, “Watch ye, stand 
fast in the faith, quit you like men, be strong.”  We must 
be vigilant against the temptations of Satan if we want to be 
successful in obtaining our full reward.

Finally, there is a reward we can either gain or lose. It is a 
heavenly reward that will be realized in the day of judgment.  
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The danger of losing this reward by the failure to abide in 
the doctrine of Christ, or by giving aid and comfort to those 
who endanger our fellowship with God, is enough to warrant 
John’s warning: “Look to yourselves.”

That which the elect lady and her children stood in dan-
ger of losing was the most priceless possession they had: the 
salvation of their souls.  Likewise, we need to know that we 
too are in danger of losing our own salvation when we will 
not abide in the doctrine of Christ and seek to aid, comfort 
and fellowship deceivers and false teachers. We need to un-
derstand that when one knowingly, willfully and adamantly 
fellowships a false teacher, he is a partaker of his evil deed, 
a partaker of his sin. When a person will not renounce his 
fellowship of known false teachers, he, by implication of his 
actions, teaches that one may fellowship false teachers; and 
that is contrary to the scriptures, and more specifically to the 
teachings of 2 John 9-11. He has then become a heretic and 
Paul, by inspiration of the Holy Spirit, wrote in Titus 3:10, “A 
man that is an heretick after the first and second admo-
nition reject.”  And if a man encourages others to continue 
in fellowship with a  known false teacher, he has become a 
stumbling block and will answer for that sin.

Of course, the people being influenced have free will 
and must answer for allowing themselves to be deceived. 
Yet some men, whether it is merited or not, have much 
influence within the church by their teaching or preaching 
position—and people look to them for advice, and listen to 
their teachings, and observe their actions—and people are 
deceived. How does this happen? To quote one such man in 
his own words from the 1994 Denton Lectures book, page 
494, and substituting only the word Millerism in place of 
Ketchersidism, he said:

However, some preachers who were very strong in the Truth 
and well respected have now gone over to Millerism, and 
some members of the church cannot bring themselves to see 
that such men change.  Therefore, these men are being able to 
deceive the hearts of those weak in the faith and/or unlearned 
in the Scriptures.
I could not have explained any better in my own words 

how this deception happens. The author of the previous quote 
is brother Curtis Cates. He understands exactly how the de-
ceiving of the weak takes place—and yet he upholds Dave 
Miller, a known false teacher, in fellowship.

In these troublesome times we need to examine closely 
whose hands we uphold in fellowship. We need to look to 
ourselves: in self-examination, at our standing with God, and 
with whom we are in fellowship; then, we need to correct any 
wrongs in our spiritual life and seek diligently to receive our 
eternal reward.

CONCLUSION
As we close our study of Second John, it is hoped that you 

are left with a strong sense of the need to walk in the Truth 
in love and to be very careful about those teachers to whom 
we give our support. We need to heed the call of our Savior 
recorded by the apostle John wherein he said, “Ye are my 

friends, if ye do whatsoever I command you” (John 15:14) 
rather than compromise with deceivers and false teachers.

It is important that we teach people to assemble for wor-
ship, to give of their means generously, and to live righteously; 
but we should not be content to stop there. It is vital for us to 
teach the word of God and instill its precepts into the hearts 
of men.  We must uphold the truth against false doctrine and 
“earnestly contend for the faith which was once delivered 
unto the saints” (Jude 3). It is essential that we create within 
people a respect and love for the teachings of the Bible in 
general, and the doctrine of Christ in particular, a respect and 
love that exceeds all other loyalties they may hold—includ-
ing loyalties to men, schools and other works of the church.
And everyday we need to look to ourselves and ask, “How 
is our walk today?  Are we walking according to the doctrine 
of Christ concerning truth in love?”
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Reputation isn’t everything. Character is much more 
important. A reputation that is gained without character is 
hypocrisy. A reputation that grows out of a good character 
is simply giving honor to whom honor is due. Character is 
within your power. Reputation is a thing over which you have 
little control. Character cannot be taken away from you by 
any man. Reputation can be stolen from you by liars. 

Striving for character is strength. Aiming solely at repu-
tation is weakness. Character endures difficulty. Reputation 
seekers are confused when difficulty arises. Character seeks 
to do what is right. Reputation seekers seek to do what is ac-
ceptable to the most mortals. Integrity, honesty, clarity, and 
honor are valued by men and women of  character. Vagueness, 
indistinct communication, and craftiness are hallmarks of 
reputation seekers. The man with character can stand alone 
when duty calls upon him to do so. 

The reputation seeker will not stand alone under any cir-
cumstances. The man with character tries to speak the truth 
clearly and honestly and openly invites others to examine 
it. The reputation seeker aims at acceptance and therefore 
makes vague statements that can be interpreted in ways ac-
ceptable to the hearer. The man of character speaks the truth 
as clearly and kindly as he is able at all times and under all 
circumstances. The reputation seeker speaks the truth with 
boldness only when he is assured that those who are signifi-
cant to him will applaud. 

The man of character is often out in front, regardless of 
who is following. The reputation seeker cannot lead the way 
because he cannot move in any direction until he is assured 
that the army is already headed that way. 

The reputation seeker is confused by the man of character. 
He tends to assume that all men are motivated as he is, and 
he attempts to manipulate others by dangling before them the 
golden carrot of approval and by goading them on with the 
spear of disapproval. His arguments are often shallow, and 
when he cannot convince others with reasonable discussion, 
he attempts to intimidate with threats of harming the reputa-
tion of the man of character. He is shocked, perturbed, and 
disgusted when his petty attempts at coercion are ignored by 
the one who is examining his own heart and his own Bible 
rather than opinion polls. 

The godly man of character has a genuine light that 
shines for all the world to see. When right-thinking men see 
it, they glorify God (Matt. 5:16). The reputation seeker has 
no real light, but he works very hard at giving the impression 
that he does. His artificial light changes color as it radiates 
in different directions. It is adjusted so that men who see it 
will glorify him. 

Sometimes men of character deservedly own a fine 
reputation among men. This is desirable above great physical 

ON CHARACTER AND REPUTATION
 Tim Nichols

wealth (Prov.. 22:1). But a fine reputation is not to be desired 
above character. False teachers have always enjoyed fine 
reputations among some segment of the people (Luke 6:26). 
They, along with other hypocrites of their stripe, have traded 
character for reputation and have received the only reward 
they will ever see (Matt. 6:1–21). 

 Only a man of character can “rejoice and be exceedingly 
glad” when he is wrongly persecuted and when men say all 
kinds of evil against him falsely because of his practice of 
Christianity (Matt. 5:10–12). The reputation seeker will fall 
apart at such times. Only the man of character can truly teach 
and practice the Truth without partiality (1 Tim. 5:21; Jam. 
3:17). He is not moved by the potential influence of his hearers 
upon the opinions of others. He does not challenge the sins 
of those without influence while ignoring those of opinion 
leaders. All are treated equally by him. The reputation seeker 
“pets the big dogs” and kicks the helpless ones if doing so 
will please the “big dogs.”

Reputation seekers tend to, sometimes subtly, point at 
their degrees and awards hanging on the walls and suggest 
that you ought to respect their opinions because they have 
been respected by influential men in high places. Men of 
character point at the Bible and suggest that God’s word is 
alone worthy of your trust and that all opinions ought to be 
weighed upon God’s scales. 

 Men of character are able to say, “I was mistaken” when 
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they are able to discover errors in themselves. They clearly 
defend what they have said or done when they are accused of 
errors that they themselves cannot detect. Reputation seek-
ers, on the other hand, are quick to say that they have been 
“taken out of context,” even when their words clearly mean 
what they appear to mean when placed in their context. Their 
“clarifications” are often very imprecise and unclear. Since 
many approved of them for what they did say, they cannot 
retreat from it. Since some disapprove of what they said, they 
cannot directly own it. Their fence-straddling seldom wins 
for them the approval of both sides, and it often backfires 
and causes them to earn the displeasure of both. Honesty 
and consistency go out the window when reputation is the 
goal. They are obvious and apparent when character is the 
objective. 

Work to become a man or woman of character. Begin 
on the inside. The outside will follow. Those who love truth 
and right, though they be few, will love you. God will love 
and reward you. When you look in the mirror, you will be 
able to approve of what you see. The transient applause of 
men cannot match the authentic approval of Heaven or that 
of your own conscience. 
 

—Route 1, Box 206A
Burlington, West Virginia 26710

Tommy J. Hicks stated the following in his April 13, 
1988, lecture on the SW Lectures:

Folks, don’t misunderstand me. There is nothing that 
breaks our heart more than to see our brethren, whom we love, 
either put up with apostasy or participate in apostasy. But, I’ll 
stand just as strongly against my grandfather, my father, or 
my daughters if they go into error. And, if anyone challenges 
my love for them, let me tell you, they just don’t know. 
 There are a number of us who are deeply, seriously 
concerned about brother Maxie Boren. I never expect to 
hear Maxie Boren teach false doctrine. But, I never dreamed 
that I would hear Maxie Boren defending Jon Jones and 
the Richland Hills Church of Christ in Forth Worth. I sat 
in Maxie’s office. I’ve talked with him on other occasions. 
He’ll tell you, “I don’t agree with them.” But Maxie, what 
are you going to do about it? If you will, stop and think about 
this whole idea of just sitting back and twiddling our thumbs, 
saying, “I don’t like it, but I can’t do anything about it.” 
 A few years ago, when I was preaching in Visalia, 
California, an incident occurred (and I had forgotten about 
it until recently) in which we had a problem. Marriage, 
divorce, and remarriage reared its head there, as far a being 
a doctrinal issue. Approximately 50% of the congregation 
decided they wanted to go ahead and live in adultery. I’m 
telling you that many people in the congregation were living 
in adultery, or had children living in adultery. A lot of the 
people out there loved, respected Maxie Boren. They called 
him for counsel—“how do we get these people to come 
back?” I called him. And, I certainly am not misrepresent-
ing this conversation. Maxie said, “I preach exactly what 
you preach on the subject of marriage, divorce, and remar-
riage.” But, he said, “What you’ve got to realize is, there is 
a difference between the ‘ideal’ and the ‘real’.” And, I asked 
Maxie, “You mean we cannot practice what we preach?”  

A TRIP DOWN MEMORY LANE 
WITH 

TOMMY J. HICKS
Dub McClish
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 Folks, if we had 10,000 Maxie Borens (and so help me, I 
love that man), but if we had 10,000 men like Maxie Boren, 
the church would go to hell in a hand basket, because he is 
not going to publicly take a stand against doctrinal error. 
He’ll not call call names. He’ll not specify individuals and 
congregations., And, quite frankly, I’m just about to grow 
weary of hearing how much he loves everyone. I don’t know 
if he is trying to convince us or himself. But, let me tell you 
this. No one loves anyone unless he warns him when that 
man is in danger. 
His lecture caused quite a stir, in fact, so much of a stir 

with the elders where he preached at the time (the Handley 
congregation, long-time supporters of Brown Trail where 
Maxie was the preacher), that it cost Tommy his job. Some 
observations:
1.  Tommy’s words about brother Boren have proved to be 
true many times over. 
2.  Tommy’s words about “taking a stand” were Scripturally 
accurate. 
3.  Tommy boasted about his own willingness to strongly, 
publicly stand for Truth, even against family members. 
4.  Tommy disappeared from the “take-a-stand-at-whatever-
cost” brotherhood “radar screen” two years ago.

Like Maxie Boren, he is (at least was) willing to say in 
private that he opposes Dave Miller’s errors. He wrote to 
Kent Bailey on July 26, 2005: 

Specifically, regarding the false doctrines in which Dave 
Miller involved himself (i.e., elders “re-evaluation” doctrine 
and the marriage/divorce “intent” doctrine a la Everett 
Chambers), we stand with you and every other sound brother 
in opposition to them.  

However, who can cite a single instance in which Tommy 
has expressed PUBLIC opposition to Miller and his errors, 
SINCE July 2005? As the old song says, “No not one.” Con-
trariwise, he has implicitly PUBLICLY endorsed Miller’s 
errors by continuing to bid Godspeed to a host of Miller’s 
defenders (signers of the AP “Statement of Support”). So, 
perhaps we should say of (and to) the post–2005 Tommy 
Hicks: 

There are a number of us who are deeply, seriously con-
cerned about brother Tommy Hicks. I never expect to hear 

Tommy Hicks teach false doctrine. But, I never dreamed 
that I would hear Tommy Hicks implicitly defending Dave 
Miller and those institutions that are bidding him Godspeed 
in Fort Worth, Montgomery, Memphis, Dalton, Dyersburg, 
Pulaski, West Palm Beach, Austin, San Antonio, and Schertz. 
Tommy’ll tell you, “I don’t agree with Miller.” But Tommy, 
what are you going to do about it? If you will, stop and 
think about this whole idea of just sitting back and twiddling 
our thumbs, saying, “I don’t like it, but I can’t do anything 
about it.  
Folks, if we had 10,000 Tommy Hickses (and so help me, I 
love that man), but if we had 10,000 men like Tommy Hicks, 
the church would go to hell in a hand basket, because he is 
not going to publicly take a stand against the doctrinal er-
rors of Dave Miller, which his “buddyhood” are determined 
to support (especially his fellow TGJ, Inc., Board members). 

It is too bad that in so many cases the backbone of brethren 
has been disconnected from their jaw bone.

—908 Imperial 
Denton, TX 76201

  tgjoriginal@verizon.net



As a young preacher I was greatly impressed when, about 
35 years ago during the old F-HC lectures, I heard the late 
Franklin Camp point out with much emphasis what he con-
sidered to be the greatest single danger to faithful brethren—  
growing weary in fighting the Lord’s battles. His comments 
I  never forgot. From that day forward, I better understood 
Paul’s words, “And let us not be weary in well doing: for in 
due season we shall reap, if we faint not” (Gal. 6:9; also see 
Luke 18:1; 2 Cor. 4:1, 16; Heb. 12:3; 1 Cor. 15:58; Rev. 2:10). 
With age his sage advice is even more appreciated.

With some there is also the desire for success as the world 
defines success. They seek a place of prominence in the church. 
Balaam’s old sin, the hunger for money, grows and the subtle 
digression from honesty into dishonesty matures. Then the time 
comes when what we thought never would happen does .

Though they are sad thoughts, the preceding article by 
brother McClish documents the changes in bro. Hicks conduct. 
But he is not the only one to change. Such change is indicative 
of what has happened to several brethren in recent years—
their faith in God and Godly things was put to the test and, 
sadly, they failed. What a lesson for all! —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.

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.

-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-
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. (Green-
belt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, Green-
belt 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; tgjoriginal@verizon.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; DJGoines@Valornet.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.  

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m. Wed. 7:30 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., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 635-2482. evangelist: Roelf L. Ruffner

Directory of Churches...
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At the beginning of July 2007, there was a discussion on 
an e-mail list conducted by members of the church on the 
matter of “good stewardship” with respect to the work of the 
Gospel Broadcasting Network (GBN) and its budget. It was 
suggested by the original poster on the thread that the bud-
get was $4 million per year. Chad Dollahite, the Production 
Manger for GBN, quickly jumped in and stated:

“$4 million a year? You need to check your facts, for they are 
wrong. The budget is just barely over half that. Now, I know 
that $2 million may seem like a lot, but WHAT IS A SOUL 
WORTH, BRETHREN?”1

 Then, within an hour, Chad returned to post and down-
grade that amount to $1.6 million for the operating budget.2  
Barry Gilreath Jr., self-described as “a representative for 
GBN,” in his first post felt “compelled to set the record 
straight.” He stated: “The fact of the matter is that we are 
operating on about 1.6 million a year.”3 A significant discus-
sion continued over several days regarding GBN’s budget 
and “good stewardship.”

However, following the discussion on the list Gary Mc-
Dade – who is listed on the website as Director of Develop-
ment for GBN – had two articles in the “Getwell News” [the 
bulletin for the Getwell Church of Christ—Editor] that again 
called into question what the actual budget is for GBN. In 
“On the Home Front,” Gary writes: 

“The Gospel Broadcasting Network is seeking 1,000 congrega-
tions that will give $500 each 5th Sunday. This will total the 
amount needed for the annual operating budget. The next 5th 

Sunday is September 31st (I didn’t know September now had 
31 days! – K.J.C). I hope we can participate again and keep 
this desperately needed network of Bible programming on the 
air 24/7/365!” 4

Now let us look at the math. 1000 x $500 = $500,000. 
Multiply that by the four fifth Sundays in a year and you have 
$2 million—that’s just $100,000 less that the $2.1 million 
figure that had been previously stated in numerous GBN 
Newsletters (the latest I have in hand being November 2006).  
In the newsletter for March 2006, it is stated:

“We have reached Number 1000 of our ‘7000 who have not 
bowed the knee to Baal’ Campaign.  Seven thousand commit-
ting to give a minimum of $25.00 monthly would result in our 
meeting our annual current budget of $2.1 million. We have 
reached the first milestone—1000. Will you help us reaching 
the goal of 7,000?”5 

Yet, in the April/May 2006 issue of the newsletter an ap-
peal was made by Barry Gilreath for congregations to have 
“fifth Sunday collections” for GBN. He said they hoped 
to raise by this means $900,000 “to underwrite the cost 
of uplink satellite service for a year to broadcast to the 
United States, Canada, parts of Central America, and the 
Caribbean.”6 In the November issue of 2006 it was reported: 
“Some churches have given very generous contributions, 
with nearly fifty giving ‘Fifth Sunday’ contributions total-
ing nearly $160,000. [This does not include October’s ‘fifth 
Sunday,’ yet to come at this printing].” Did they meet the 
goal of $900,000? If they fell short, how much did they fall 

GOSPEL BROADCASTING NETWORK
 and

 “GOOD STEWARDSHIP”
Ken Chumbley
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Editorial...

We Bid 2007 Goodbye

Life “is even a vapour, that appeareth for a little 
time, and then vanisheth away” (James 4:14b). There 
are many things in our earthly sojourn that bear out 
the truth stated by James. One of them is how quickly 
the years seem to rush by, especially as we grow older. 
Thus, we come to the final editorial for 2007, with the 
full reality that we have no assurance that we will ever 
write another one. 

With the last days of the year upon us, we are filled 
with thanksgiving to God for those brethren who con-
tinue to sacrifice their lives and all that pertains thereto 
in order to obey all of God’s Word, rather than compro-
mise to any degree, in any way, form or fashion, God’s 
Word.

We are most thankful to our subscribers. Your many 
encouraging letters, notes, cards and emails that let us 
know of your desire for us to keep up the fight of faith; 
to continue to expose and mark false teachers; to unmask 
the unscriptural conduct of erring brethren and to refute 
any and all error, are truly words of exhortation. Also, 
from time to time some of you phone us. From you we 
hear, not only the terrible state of affairs of the church 
where some of you are, but the determination revealed in 
your words and in your tone of voice to remain steadfast 
and unmoveable in your stand for the whole Truth of 
God’s Word, whether it is in opposition to “anti” type 
doctrines or “liberal” ones.

CFTF wants our supporters to know that if we can 
encourage the remnant of the faithful not to be overcome 
of evil, but to overcome evil with good (as the Bible 
defines “the good”), we will have accomplished much 
in our efforts to serve our Lord (Rom. 12:21). You are 
truly zealous (bold, relentless and uncompromising) in 
your fight for the right. As the song goes, In the fight 
for the right (you) would dare and do. How the church 
needs more like you.

From time to time we get all sorts of critical com-
ments. This has been the case since CFTF began. Such 
critcisms were and are fully expected in view of what 
we do— that so few even attempt to do. Seldom do these 
letters attempt to approach us with an “open Bible” in 
an attempt to show us the error of our way on the pages 
of CFTF or anywhere else.  Most of these criticisms are 
hypocritical. They attempt to take us to task for taking 
others to task for teaching error. For reason(s) unknown 
to me, such double-minded critics never seem to see their 
own error in what they do. The truth of the matter is that 



Contending for the Faith—Nov.–Dec./2007                      3

these critics do not mind castigating folks just as long 
as those being castigated are brethren to which they are 
opposed. These are blind, leaders of the blind. Thus, the 
bottom of a ditch is their destination (Matt. 15:14).

We are made truly sorry that so many brethren, who 
we thought were willing to suffer for the cause of Christ 
,have sold their birthright, as Esau did, for a mess of 
pottage (Heb. 12:16). These pretenders to Christianity 
have turned out to be too much in love with themselves, 
their families, friends, positions, power, money, etc. to 
remain consistently true to all of the Truth of the Gospel. 
They have never seen a “chief seat” in which they did 
not attempt to sit.

How it is that they have deceived themselves into 
thinking  they can serve God with reservations is beyond 
us. But the fruits they bear tell on them—they reveal 
the ugly idols in their hearts from which, to date, they 
are unwilling to be turned. These brethren have become 
partners with the rich young ruler of Luke 18:24ff in 
that they are attempting to reserve some aspect(s) of 
their lives to use as they see fit. They conspire with one 
another for the purpose of determining what errors and 
the propagators of them they will or will not oppose. 
The strong odor of denominational Protestant sectarian 
conferences, Roman Catholic Synods and the Sanhedrin 
of the Jews hangs heavy in the air surrounding them.

As 2007 wanes let us remember, among other great 
Bible Truths, the inspired enlightening Words of the 
peerless apostle to the Gentiles regarding false teachers 
appearing in the church: “For there must also be her-
esies (factions, sects—Editor) among you, that they 
which are approved may be made manifest among 
you” (1 Cor. 11:19).  False teachers, worldly members, 
hypocrites, contentious persons, whatever the sin or the 
sinner in the church, the faithful members will be brought 
to the forefront in dealing with them. This is the case 
because we will deal with them as with all things without 
respect of persons and in the light of objective “thus saith 
the Lord” propositions—nothing more, less or else.

It is all in the divine providence of God that He 
thereby has seen fit to reveal to the faithful who it is that 
is on the Lord’s side and who is not. Thus, we should 
rejoice that we have been counted worthy to be despised 
by our erring and unrepentent brethren. In actuality we 
are despised by them for one reason and one reason 
only—because of our Love for all of the Truth of God’s 
Word, and the resolve not to be turned from it. Let us, 
therefore, rise up and strengthen each other with a de-
termination that at all costs we will always submit to the 
authority of God’s Word in solving the problems of this 
life. Let us highly resolve not to turn to the left hand or 

right hand of the way of life; that we will perservere in 
the fight of faith, laying hold thereby on heaven itself. 
Let us fully know that when life’s little day is over, hav-
ing kept the faith, we can lay our battle scarred armor 
down, never to wear it again. Then, having heard the 
sweet voice of the Captain of our salvation declare of 
and to us: “Well done, good and faithful servant, enter 
into the joys of thy Lord” (Matt. 25:21, 34), we will 
step through the gates into the City Foursquare never 
to depart from it. 

Let us long for the day of our deliverance from this 
present evil world and into our heavenly home—for 
truly “we are saved by hope” (Rom. 8:24; 1 John 5:19). 
Thereby we will be strenghthened to be victorious in the 
fight for the right. In the rout of the enemy we hear our 
King exhort  His soldiers to “Press on, press on” (1 Cor. 
15:58; Rev. 2:10). Let us then drive the enemy before 
us, until the victory is won. Then, as faithful soldiers 
of God’s great army, we can kneel before our victori-
ous and glorious King as He (the Lion of the Tribe of 
Judah) stands in all His radiant glory upon the final field 
of battle, gazing down upon the pale face of defeated 
dead death (1 Cor. 15:25, 26).

—David P. Brown, Editor


Who is the Troublemaker in the Church?
Dave Dugan

•   It is the one who CONFORMS to false doctrine, NOT
the one who CEASES from it (Rom. 12:1,2; Gal. 5:19-23).
•   It is the one who COMMENDS false doctrine, NOT
the one who CONDEMNS it (Eph. 6:10-17).
•   It is the one who CONDONES false doctrine, NOT
the one who CRIES OUT against it (Acts 20:27-31).
•   It is the one who COVERS UP false doctrine, NOT
the one who CORRECTS it (2 Tim. 4:24).
•   It is the one who COMPLIMENTS false doctrine,
NOT the one who CENSURES it (Tit. 1:9-11).
•   It is the one who CHEERS false teachers, NOT the
one who CHECKS OUT false teachers (1 John 4:1).
•   It is the one who CHOOSES to set at the feet of false
teachers, NOT the one who CALLS the names of false
teachers (2 Tim. 2:17,18).
•   It is the one who COMFORTS the false teacher, NOT
the one who CAUTIONS others about the false
teacher (Matt. 7:15).
•   It is the one who CALLS the false teacher sound,
NOT the one who CALLS upon the false teacher to
speak whereof he stands (1 Pet. 3:15).

—P. O. Box 285
 Lawton, OK 73502

dcdmjd04@yahoo.com
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(Continued from page One)
short? Were they able to set this satellite service up or could 
they not meet the terms of the contract? Further, was this 
“uplink service” only to provide 24/7 service to those who 
purchased the special satellite dishes at about $300.00 (in-
cluding shipping) per satellite dish?7

However, note again what McDade wrote in that July 30 
bulletin under the heading “A Great Door And Effectual Is 
Opened”: 

Presently, a couple of anticipated large contributions have not 
materialized for GBN, placing in jeopardy the operation. Are we 
in a financial crisis? When you have an annual operating budget 
of $2,100,000 you came here [i.e., to GBN according to the 
context of McDade’s article –K.J.C] with a financial crisis!8 

I will not get into the matter of a “financial crisis” here. How-
ever, did you note that McDade actually writes that the an-
nual operating budget is $2,100,000? We have had one of the 
elders and part of the “management team” for GBN – Barry 
Gilreath Jr. – state that the budget was $1.6 million. Then, we 
have Chad Dollahite – the production manager – first stating 
that it was $2 million and then quickly backing off to $1.6 
million. Gary McDade, Director of Development for GBN, 
stated the $2.1 million figure. All of these figures were given 
in less than a month. Which figure is correct? You would think 
that the “team” could agree on what the annual operating 
budget for GBN is and put forth the same figures!  

It is interesting to note what was stated in the very first 
newsletter that was put out in 2004. The plea was made: “I 
WANT TO BE ONE OF THE *7,000! (7,000 x $25/month = 
$2,100,000 required by GBN annually).”9 This is the amount 
that they sent forth to the brotherhood as being the amount 
“required annually” for the work. Note that it was “required” 
– NOT simply the “budget”.

Further, it was still being put forth that way as late as the 
November 2006 issue of the newsletter. Yet Barry Gilreath Jr. 
says they are “operating on about $1.6 million a year.” Why 
the $500,000 difference? When did it change? $2,100,000 
was “required” – but now they are “operating on about $1.6 
million a year”!

Obviously, they were not able to raise the $2,100,000 that 
was “required.” The latest newsletters – as posted online – do 
not have financial statements. Early on the newsletters did 
have them. Why do they not now provide that information? 
Could it be that if they made their records known supporters 
might indeed question their stewardship?

The November 2006 issue of “Good News” continued 
to promote the goal of the 7,000 and $2.1 million budget. 
The July 30, 2007 issue of “Getwell News” still promotes 
the “operating budget” of $2.1 million but – instead of 
7,000 individuals and $25.00 per month – it is now 1,000 
congregations contributing $500.00 every fifth Sunday. What 
happened with the 7,000? Was that goal not reached? Have 
they now changed their approach and are now seeking 1,000 
congregations? Or are they seeking to get both and have a 
budget of $4.2 million?

We also need to note the following in the same article, 

mentioned above, as McDade, goes on to write:
“Brethren, we have something very similar before us 
right now, ‘and there are many adversaries.’ The Gospel 
Broadcasting Network received an offer just a few days 
ago from both Dish Network and DirecTV for one hour of 
air time every morning at 7. We are told that DirecTV has 
about 15 million subscribers and Dish Network is not far 
behind them. The calculations provided by these networks 
suggest a potential viewing audience of approximately 60 
million people!  
Our adversaries are not what you might think. No opposing 
religious organization is standing against us at this time. 
No civil authority has voiced any disfavor. Antagonistic 
Humanist organizations have not even been notified of this 
possibility for us. Our adversary is fundamentally one foe: 
$20,000 per month to pay for it.”10 
I do not plan to dwell on what “other adversaries” that 

McDade had in mind apart from the money, although Mc-
Dade goes to great lengths to explain those who are NOT 
the “adversaries.” I would, however, like to note what he 
states about the DirecTV and Dish Network proposal. Also, 
laying aside the time of 7:00 am (not a very good time for 
people to watch) or what programming would be provided, 
there is another issue that needs to be addressed.  McDade 
states that the cost is $20,000 per month which translates into 
$240,000 per year. Now, in order to get “24/7/365” on these 
satellite providers, let’s see how much it would cost – based 
on the $20,000 per month figure for one hour (clearly, some 
time slots might cost less but others – prime time – would 
cost more). Thus we have $240,000 annually for one hour, 
multiplied by 24 for total “24/7/365” coverage that would cost 
$5,760,000 per year!  That would be just for going on those 
two satellite networks in the US. Now, what about that $4 
million figure that the original poster had mentioned earlier 
in his post to the list? It seems to be a tad low! Further, that 
figure does not cover cable TV costs for the US or the costs 
for the programming going “24/7/365” around the globe!  

Again, we note the following from Gary McDade in the 
Getwell bulletin, “Good News”: “GBN has the programming 
ready to go for the first airing Wednesday, August 22nd.  In 
fact Barry Gilreath, Executive Director of GBN, has told me 
we have ample programming ahead to cover our obligations. 
We heard today [August 21st] that DirecTV may need time to 
“ramp up” the new channel that will carry our programming. 
That’s their business; we’re happy to be considered by them 
to air our programming.” On the inside of the same bulletin, 
McDade, has another article entitled: “Another Milestone 
for the Gospel Broadcasting Network” that again speaks of 
the August 22nd date for programming to begin. He also lists 
the time for the hour of programming as “7:00 am Central 
time.”11 

DirecTV channel 323 is the channel listed to carry GBN 
broadcasts. As we have basic DirecTV, I tried to get Channel 
323 on August 30th and it came up onscreen as “Channel 
Unavailable.” On that same day, I went to the web site of 
DirecTV and found that Channel 323 was not even listed on 
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their lineup of channels – even on the Premium lists! I then 
looked up “programming” and eventually came across Chan-
nel 323. After much more searching on DirecTV’s web site, I 
came across some information in TV Listings that mentions 
Channel 323. This section calls the channel “Uplift TV.” In 
checking for more information this is what came up:

Uplift TV 
Channel:
323 UPLF
Air Time:
Wednesday, November 7 12:00 AM EST
Duration:
720 minutes
Categories:
Specials
MPAA Rating:
NR (Not Rated) 12

Here we are, over two months (at the time of writing), 
after the scheduled start-up date, or even the updated date 
that Chad Dollahite had stated in an e-mail dated August 20, 
2007,13 that the start-up date had been put back to August 29. 
However, McDade – writing a day later (August 21) – did 
not give the August 29 date. Cannot the Production Manager 
and the Director of Development get their information coordi-
nated? Further, based on the information in another “Getwell 
News” article, there is further confusion:

“help us get [the] word out about the special 5th Sunday con-
tribution in September. A special DVD is being produced as 
we write this that will go out to over 7,000 congregations 
stressing the effectiveness and need for GBN to continue. 
Afterward, those same churches will receive a letter request-
ing emergency funds to allow GBN to get on those two major 
satellite networks.”14

Now, according to McDade, the letter requesting “emer-
gency funds to allow GBN to get on those two major satellite 
networks” will only go out at a later date. McDade’s bulletin 
article is dated August 6. Taking the later date for the start 
of programming (August 29) – as given by Chad Dollahite 
– how can that date be achieved when the letter requesting 
“emergency funds” for the programming would only go out 
to the 7,000 congregations after the special DVD that (again 
according to McDade) was still “being produced” as of Au-
gust 6? If indeed GBN is in need of “emergency funds” (as 
stated by McDade) to provide the $20,000 per month for the 
programming – then how could they possibly have the funds 
in hand before August 29 (the supposed date for starting 
the programming), in order to be able to sign the contract?  
Clearly GBN needs to get its act together and distribute ac-
curate coordinated information.

 As for the GBN programming, even researching the 
DirecTV web site (November 6, 2007) does not reveal any 
information concerning the program when looking at the 
program guide for the time that the program airs, all it has is 
“UpliftTV.” How is the “potential audience of 40-60 million 
viewers” (taking the totals for both DirecTV and Dish Net-
work supplied by GBN) going to find the programming, when 
DirecTV has nothing listed? What, I wonder, are the plans of 
DirecTV and Dish Network – as well as GBN – to advertise 

and promote this programming to the “potential audience,” 
apart from GBN and its associates promoting it to churches 
and individual Christians? Even when this programming is 
up and running it will only be for one hour per day, and not 
at prime time.

Further, it has been, and continues to be promoted as a 
seven day a week program but it has never been seen on a 
Sunday. In an e-mail to the list, dated September 30, 2007, 
I wrote Chad Dollahite concerning this. He responded stat-
ing:

“DirecTV gave us no notification at all about being preempted 
on Sundays. When the Sunday program didn’t air, we called 
to check on it. DirecTV is reserving the bandwidth for NFL 
football during the NFL season. There is nothing we can 
do about it, but we are being reimbursed for those days the 
program doesn’t air, and it should stop when the NFL season 
is over.” 15

I replied to Chad:

“Then they are being preempted for nothing since the screen 
is BLANK and NO programming is available! Further what 
NFL programming would they want to run on a channel that is 
unknown at that hour of the morning? I am, however, pleased 
to note that you   are being reimbursed.
I would further ask what other sports are they going to preempt 
you for? Before you signed the contract, why did not the com-
pany that you signed the contract with inform you of this? It 
would seem that they either didn’t have their “ducks in a row” 
or they simply overlooked that little problem that would stop 
the programming being seven days a week? Why has there been 
no information on your web site advising potential viewers 
that it is NOT seven days a week as you have been preempted? 
Surely you would want potential viewers to know that it was 
being preempted?” 16

Dollahite replied: “Nothing on at that time would be 
kind of inherent in the concept of “saving bandwidth,” now 
wouldn’t it?” 17 Such was the extent of his reply.

I thus wrote further:
“You clearly miss the point - they are NOT using it!  Further-
more we are now several weeks into the season.  
Will they be saving it for other sports leagues as well? If you 
don’t know, you need to ask.  
Why were you NOT made aware of this when you signed the 
contract? 
Your boast of it being an hour a day seven days a week - simply 
wasn’t true.  Perhaps GBN needs to be more thorough in finding 
out the terms of a contract before they sign it!” 18

Dollahite never responded further to these enquiries.  As 
of this past Sunday (November 4, 2007) the program was 
still not being aired and no use of the time slot was made for 
the NFL. Further, there has been nothing forthcoming from 
GBN concerning this matter. In an undated letter, written by 
Barry Gilreath, Sr., Executive Director and an elder of the 
Highland Church of Christ, published in the Getwell Church 
of Christ bulletin, in which the programming was discussed, 
Gilreath still speaks of “one hour a day on both DirecTV and 
Dish Network” 19 with no mention of the fact that the program 
was not being aired on Sundays. Even as of this writing, No-
vember 6, 2007, the GBN website gives no indication that the 
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program is not airing on Sundays. So much for seven days a 
week of programming!

Let us note more concerning the matter of getting 
“24/7/365” coverage around the globe. In the April 2005 issue 
of the GBN newsletter, Barry Gilreath Sr. stated: 

“A contract must be signed with the company that will place the 
network on a satellite for nationwide distribution. The satellite’s 
coverage will include part of Canada, the Caribbean, and most 
of Central America. This contract with the satellite server will 
be a three-year commitment, with expenses running about 
$55,000 per month or approximately $2,000,000 over the three 
year period.”20

Is this the same service referred to in the April/May 2006 
newsletter, as quoted above? If so, why did the figures 
change from $2,000,000 for three years to $900,000 per 
year between April 2005 and April/May 2006? Also, does 
this mean that they did not sign the contract during 2005? 
Further, did they sign the contract at $900,000 per year as 
per the April/May 2006 issue of the GBN newsletter? Clearly 
there are some questions that need to be answered in this 
regard that come under the heading of “good stewardship.” 
       Also, in the April/May 2006 issue of the GBN newslet-
ter there was given a “PLAN FOR GLOBAL EXPANSION 
OF GBN”:

Phase 1 - 2006-2007
Expansion throughout all of the United States and Canada, 
portions of Central and South America and the Caribbean, via 
addition of cable and satellite service providers. 
Phase 2- 2008
Expansion into Latin America via PAS-9, C-Band satellite. 
Phase 3 – 2009
Expansion into Europe via Hotbird-6, Ku-Band satellite. 
Phase 4 – 2010
Expansion into Africa and Southern Asia via PAS-10, C-Band 
satellite. 
Phase 5 – 2011
Expansion into the Pacific Rim via PAS-8, C-band satellite.
The estimated budget to reach global coverage is $300,000/
month ($3,600,000/year).”21  

Phase 1 through phase 5 sure brings the dollar amount close 
to that $4 million a year figure that Gilreath and Dollahite 
did not like! Where are they in progressing towards these 
goals? Again, such needs to be answered with respect to 
“good stewardship.”

One other point in the GBN newsletter of May 2005, an-
nouncement was made concerning the Charitable Income & 
Endowment Plan (CIEP). Those who were interested were to 
contact Gary McDade.22 This was touted as a means whereby 
older individuals (70 to 90 years of age) could contribute 
through an insurance program. Again, in the interests of 
“good stewardship” it needs to be asked was this a legitimate 
program? If so, does it still continue? Is GBN receiving con-
tributions through this means?

Chad Dollahite, Production Manager for GBN, has at-
tempted to give some response to two of the concerns that 
have been raised. Chad writes:

“2 questions (and answers):

1) How can I view GBN programming?
2) Is GBN focused only on America (as some have falsely 
assumed)?
 For question # 1, the following are the answers:
1. GBN is available 24/7 via the Internet. The signal streams 
constantly from our website (www.gbntv.org <http://www.
gbntv.org/>). High-speed connection is required to view audio 
and video, but even with dial-up access, audio is available.
2. The direct-to-home dish. These KU-band satellite dishes 
(similar to the ones used for Dish Network and DirecTV) are 
available from a third-party vendor. The satellite has a one-time 
cost associated with purchase and installation. No monthly fees 
are charged to view the programming. No other channels are 
offered, as that would involve monthly fees. GBN does not sell 
these dishes (or anything) to viewers, but we can put you in 
touch with those who do (Bold Italics mine—Editor).
3. Several cable systems have picked up the GBN signal and 
carry it 24/7 in their area. I do not have a full list of the areas 
and/or subscriber numbers, but you can obtain this information 
by contacting the GBN office if interested.
4. Charter subscribers in the Montgomery area of Alabama, 
northern Georgia, and middle Tennessee receive GBN program-
ming on the “Main Street” channel. Northern GA subscribers 
receive 1 hour of programming, and AL and TN subscribers 
receive 2 hours.
5. FarEast TV subscribers receive GBN programming once a 
week (this involves several countries/continents see below).
6.  Beginning August 29, GBN programming will be available 
on DirecTV ch. 323 at 8 AM EST and Dish Network ch. 9407 
at Noon EST.”23

Note that numbers four through six indicate only an 
hour or two of programming. Number Three indicates that 
some (unnamed) cable systems carry programming 24/7 but 
clearly, none of the big providers. Number Two is the special 
satellite that has to be purchased and can only pick up GBN 
programming. How many non-Christians will be willing 
to purchase a satellite that can only pick up one religious 
channel? Number One is the Internet, which is not “broad-
casting” – and video can only be picked up with a high-speed 
connection. This is the closest thing to “24/7/365” worldwide. 
Yet, such could be provided at much less cost – and indeed 
is being provided – by various congregations. It is interest-
ing that Chad places the Internet as Number One when it is 
not even “broadcasting”! Truly, this is a long way from the 
“24/7/365” broadcasting that they “sold” the work on in their 
initial requests for money from the churches. We know, from 
what Gary McDade has written, the actual cost of Number 
Six. How much do Numbers One through Five cost?

His response to the second question is:
“For question # 2, plans are in place to, with God’s bless-
ings and the necessary funding, blanket the entire planet 
with the GBN signal. GBN is still now in Phase 1, but there 
are 5 proposed phases of development. Assuming all 5 
phases come to fruition, the GBN satellite signal (not just 
the streaming internet signal) will be available 24/7 anywhere 
in the world. Also, as mentioned, the GBN internet stream is 
available 24/7 wherever there is an internet connection. The 
FarEast TV programming was also mentioned above. For 
more on that, I have pasted below the announcement from the 
GBN “Good News” newsletter (Volume III, Number 5, July, 
2006) when this programming first went into effect. If there is 
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any question as to whether GBN’s programming has impacted 
those beyond just the United States, one can go to the website 
(www.gbntv.org<httpL//www.gbntv.org/>) and view guestbook 
comments that literally are from all over the world, including 
India, Romania, Sweden, Canada, Sri Lanka, etc..”24

Dollahite then lists the places where programming can 
be seen on Far East TV for one and a half hours per week 
on a Sunday morning. Again, one and a half hours per week 
is a far cry from a satellite network that covers the globe 
“24/7/365”! Earlier he had stated, in noting Question Two 
“Is GBN focused only on America (as some have falsely as-
sumed)?” His charge “as some have falsely assumed” is a red 
herring since, no one – to my knowledge – has charged that 
the work is “focused only on America.” What has been said 
is that GBN’s programming, in its scope, style, and language 
– appears to primarily be focused on the U.S. There is a huge 
difference between “only” and “primarily.” The claim made 
by Dollahite does not address the obvious fact that the prin-
cipal focus of GBN is, at least at this time, on the U.S.

In answering both questions, no reference is made to cost 
or to  how funds are expended. Indeed Dollahite offers no 
response respecting financial matters concerning questions 
regarding “good stewardship” that have been raised on the 
aforementioned lists – by me and others – as referenced in 
this article. 

It is past time for the elders at Highland and the “Man-
agement Team” of GBN to come clean on the actual costs 
for their “24/7/365” concept throughout the world and to 
deal with the question of “good stewardship” as we have 
referenced in this article. 

Note, no reference has been made to the matter of their 
fellowship with known, and unrepentant, false teachers (such 
has been discussed and continues to be discussed in other 
places) – and the matter of fellowship (contrary to II John 9-
11) is indeed itself a matter of “stewardship.” Thus, it needs 
to be asked: Is it “good stewardship” to fellowship a known 
and unrepentant false teacher(s)? 
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“THE MAN OR THE PLAN” DISCUSSION REVISITED
Dub McClish

Introduction
In the early 1960s I was a young preacher, not long out 

of Abilene Christian College. I well remember the lively 
brotherhood discussion of “the Man or the plan” controversy 
(actually, it might be better styled, “the Man instead of the 
plan”). It arose from the accusation made by some brethren 
that preachers had generally been too “negative” and 
“dogmatic” and had emphasized “the plan” (i.e., regarding 
the plan of salvation, worship, church organization, et al.) 
too much and the person of the Lord and “grace” too little. 

Reuel Lemmons, editor of Firm Foundation, opined in an 
editorial in 1962 that those who thus argued (who at the time 
he styled the “liberal left”) were seeking to foist a dangerous 
theological shift on churches of Christ. He predicted that, 
with the easing of the anti-ism controversy in the 1950s, the 
next battle would be with liberalism, signaled by those who 
were contending for less emphasis on the “plan” and more 
on Jesus and grace.1 (Ironically, Lemmons, over the ensuing 
quarter century, moved so far leftward that he became one of 
those “liberal left” voices he earlier decried. Alton Howard 
gave Lemmons’ liberalism new life when he inaugurated 
Image magazine to give him a continued editorial platform 
after his dismissal from the Firm Foundation editorial chair 
in 1983.)

The K.C. Moser Factor
However, the push for “the Man instead of the plan” 

(essentially advocating a “grace only” approach to salvation) 
did not begin in the 1960s; it only revived at that time. 
Likewise, the veritable explosion of “grace only” advocacy 
among liberal preachers, authors, and professors among 
us in the 1980s and 1990s (as I will quote below) also has 
longer roots than the 1960s discussion. 

John Mark Hicks, Lipscomb University Professor of 
Theology and Harding Graduate School of Religion Adjunct 
Professor of Christian Doctrine, chronicled these roots in his 
article, “K.C. Moser and Churches of Christ: an Historical 
Perspective.”2 Hicks has for years been solidly among the 
Rubel Shelly-type “grace only” advocates, and his article 
confirms what I (and others) have known for a long time:  
In the Lord’s church, K.C. Moser (1893–1976) was (and 
through his writings, still is) the principal fountain of the 
“demote-the-plan-of-the-Man” contention of the 1960s and 
of the ever louder “grace only” advocacy since the early 
1980s. The Hicks article provides additional interesting 
documentation of a few influential brethren who endorsed 
and encouraged Moser and his views and whose names may 
surprise some.3

Hicks pointed out that Moser began early in his writing 
career (mainly for Firm Foundation, 1920–34) to attack his 
perception of “legalistic” preaching relating to grace and the 
plan of salvation. In forty articles from his pen in this period, 
almost half of them treated the themes of grace, atonement, 
faith, and works and their relationships to each other. He 
attached the “Man or plan” concept to his ideas on grace 
at least as early as 1932 in a Gospel Advocate article titled 
“Preaching Jesus.”4  Moser’s article drew an immediate 
rebuttal from R.L. Whiteside, a staff writer for Gospel 
Advocate at the time.5 

By 1932, Moser had all but ceased writing for Firm 
Foundation (likely due to Editor G.H.P. Showalter’s 
disagreement and weariness with his hobby) and had begun 
writing for Gospel Advocate. That same year The Gospel 
Advocate Company published Moser’s first book, The Way 
of Salvation, which incorporated material from his articles. 
C. Leonard Allen, an ACU-related liberal, summarized the 
intent of Moser’s book as a correction of a “displacement 
of the cross and God’s grace” in our preaching and our 
concepts.6

Wallace, Showalter and Whiteside
It is a stunning irony that The Gospel Advocate Company 
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published Moser’s book. Foy E. Wallace, Jr., who had nothing 
but antipathy for Moser’s “grace only” agenda, was editor 
of Gospel Advocate when the book was published. Had he 
controlled the company’s book publication division, it seems 
certain that Moser would have had to go elsewhere to get 
his book published. Upon its publication, Wallace criticized 
Moser’s book editorially.7 The book apparently generated 
little notice at first, except for Wallace’s negative review. 
In another irony, on January 1, 1933, Moser was appointed 
(likely by Leon B. McQuiddy, the Advocate’s owner—surely 
not by Wallace) to edit the “Text and Context” department of 
the Advocate, where he did not last long. 

Forty-five years later, in his last book, Wallace was 
still much concerned about Moser’s book, doctrine, and 
name in connection with his (Wallace’s) years as Editor of 
the Advocate. He related that Moser’s attempts to “inject 
his peculiar ideas on ‘repentance before faith’ and the 
‘conditions’ of salvation…so contrary to the gospel” also 
provoked opposition from the other staff writers, men 
“known to be the strongest men among us—H. Leo Boles, 
F.B. Srygley, R.L. Whiteside, C.R. Nichol and others of like 
stature.”8 

That same year (1933), R.L. Whiteside began a series 
of articles in the Advocate on Romans, responding to 
and answering material in Moser’s Way of Salvation. 
These articles later formed the basis of Whiteside’s New 
Commentary on Paul’s Letter to the Saints at Rome (which 
I have long believed to be among the best ever written 
on Romans). The following quotes from it illustrate how 
dangerous and without Scriptural basis the erudite Whiteside 
considered Moser’s doctrine:

To me it seems inexcusable that a person should so 
misunderstand Paul as to draw the following conclusion: 
“Indeed, it seems to be difficult even at the present time 
for many to grasp the idea of righteousness that does not 
depend on human effort.” Surely the author did not properly 
consider the import of his words. If a Universalist or an 
Ultra-Calvinist had penned such words, we would not be 
surprised….
If people would quit arraying the commands of God against 
the grace of God, they would have a clearer vision of the 
scheme of redemption. God’s grace is in every command 
he gives.9 

The following year, Firm Foundation Editor, G.H.P. 
Showalter, bluntly expressed his view of Moser as a traitor 
to the cause, who had embraced Baptist doctrine.10

Wallace also noted in his 1977 comments on Moser that 
the Baptist debater, Ben M. Bogard, whom so many brethren 
debated in the first half of the past century, endorsed Moser’s 
book in his (Bogard’s) periodical and taunted brethren with 
it when debating them. Any who have read much from 
Moser and from Bogard must admit that Bogard was fully 
justified in claiming Moser’s book for his cause. Is it not 
strange that Baptist Bogard could recognize Baptist doctrine 
in Moser’s book, but some influential brethren could not and 
still cannot? Wallace also related that, when Moser came out 
with his book, both Showalter and Whiteside 

…exposed his “saved by the man, not by the plan” and 
“salvation by faith” hobby as being contrary to the 
gospel plan of salvation, and being no more nor less than 
denominational doctrine.11

Brewer, Thomas, and Mattox
Hicks documents the fact that G.C. Brewer, 

prominent preacher of the past century and also an Advocate 
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staff writer under Wallace, praised the Moser book. Brewer 
advised readers to read it more than once and called it “one 
of the best little books that came from any press in 1932.”12 
While Wallace rightly judged Moser’s doctrine as borrowed 
from the denominations, Brewer viewed it as an antidote for 
what he perceived to be “legalism” among brethren. In 1937, 
Moser published a booklet titled, Are We Preaching the 
Gospel? In it he accused brethren of preaching an “abstract 
plan” of human works rather than grace received through 
faith. Brewer also promoted this booklet.13 

Moser produced yet another booklet in 1952, titled Christ 
Versus a “Plan” (published by Harding College Bookstore, 
incidentally). As one should expect by now, if Moser wrote 
it, Brewer promoted it. Accordingly, Brewer indicated in his 
autobiography that he praised and promoted this tract and 
its theme.14 That same year the late J.D. Thomas, Director of 
the Abilene Christian College Lectureship, invited Brewer 
to speak on the program. Thomas purposely assigned him 
the topic, “Grace and Salvation” because he agreed with the 
“man-instead-of-the-plan” theology of Brewer and Moser 
and wanted to promote it in Texas. Brewer apparently 
accomplished Thomas’s goal and made his own mark on the 
grace/works theme in his speech. Richard T. Hughes relates 
that Thomas told him in a 1993 interview that he counted 
Brewer’s lecture a “pivotal turning point” in doctrine for the 
church.15 Doubtless, if nothing else, the sermon lent some 
credibility to Moser’s unrelenting theme.

Moser’s final book was The Gist of Romans, a brief 
commentary (thematic, rather than textual), published in 
1957.16 It was somewhat of a distillation of his assaults on 
alleged “legalism” among brethren over the previous thirty-
five years. Brewer died of cancer in 1956, and thus never 
saw Moser’s last book. Some unknown benefactor made a 
copy of this book available to me (as I presume he did to 
all Bible majors at ACC) in 1957. Obviously, someone(s) 
wanted to influence young would-be preachers with Moser’s 
doctrine (Thomas, then head of the Bible Department, may 

well have been the benefactor, given his doctrinal kinship 
with Moser). 

In 1964, F.W. Mattox, president of Lubbock Christian 
College and long-time friend of Moser’s, called him out 
of retirement to join the school’s Bible faculty. He taught 
there for eight years, giving him countless opportunities 
to influence young people and giving him credibility and 
a platform he had not previously enjoyed. Hicks reports 
interviewing Jim Massey, who taught with Moser at LCC, 
during which Massey stated that Moser, because of his 
doctrine, was called “the Baptist preacher” on the LCC 
campus.17 This appellation fully accords with the above-
referenced comments of Wallace and Whiteside. While I 
find Moser’s LCC reputation comment accurate, I find it far 
short of amusing.

The Dormant Seeds Sprout
Seeds can lie dormant for years or even centuries, 

awaiting just the right conditions to germinate and spring to 
life. This characteristic inheres in the Gospel “seed” (Luke 
8:11), and, unfortunately, in the “seed” of error as well. In 
his book, Distant Voices: Discovering a Forgotten Past for 
a Changing Church, C. Leonard Allen, a dedicated change 
agent, avers: “The efforts of Moser stand directly behind 
some of the theological shifts occurring among contemporary 
Churches of Christ.”18 Allen should know—as I believe he 
does. This being so, to read Moser is to read source material 
for some of the wild and heretical statements concerning 
grace among us over the past forty plus years. Compare the 
following statements with some of Moser’s (and Baptist 
Bogard’s!) quotes and/or emphases referenced above:

Nobody has any right to preach anything other than the Gospel 
of pure grace. We are saved by grace plus nothing. You are 
saved by faith period. There is nothing you can do to be saved 
(1982, excerpt from sermon, the late Glen Owen, at the time 
an elder, Highland Church of Christ, Abilene, TX).

If one is to be saved, it must be totally by grace…. I was 
brought up on the “Christian duty” concept. All facets of 
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discipleship became one’s duty. And when a person forsook 
the Lord, he was “out of duty.” Such a concept is foreign 
to the New Testament (1984, the late Cecil Hook, author, 
Free in Christ).

Why are we afraid of grace? Why must grace always be 
explained?… Are we focusing upon God’s grace or man’s 
performance?… Too many believe, “Do your best and God 
will do the rest.” This is blasphemy, but it dies hard…. Any 
retreat to law is a denial of grace…. Grace and law are 
mutually exclusive (1984, Charles Hodge, author, Amazing 
Grace).

I believe deeply that the New Testament teaches that 
salvation is a free gift of God period. You are saved by 
grace alone (1989, Randy Mayeaux, at the time preaching 
at Preston Road Church of Christ, Dallas, TX, but later left 
and started his own denomination).

It is a scandalous and outrageous lie to teach that salvation 
arises from human activity. We do not contribute one whit 
to our salvation (1990, Rubel Shelly, preacher, Family of 
God at Woodmont Hills, Nashville, TN, church bulletin).

At the heart of my own belief is the conviction that we are 
saved by grace. What do I mean by this statement?… There 
is no human part of salvation! (1991, Randy Mayeaux).

I spent too many years of my Christian life not knowing 
what grace was. The only thing I knew for sure was that 
“we” didn’t believe in it (1991, Jim Hackney, Midtown 
[now Heritage] Church of Christ, Fort Worth, TX).

Our salvation arises entirely and only from grace…. It is 
entirely of grace through faith…. My salvation is on grace 
alone. Not by anything I’ve added to it. He didn’t do 98% 
of it and I have to add 2%… (1991, Rubel Shelly).

To say that we are saved by Christ’s work plus our work is to 
suggest that the work of Christ at the cross was inadequate. 
To say that God does 99% and we do 1% undermines what 
Christ did at the cross (1991, Denny Boultinghouse, then 
editor, Image magazine; he obviously took some notes on 
Shelly’s foregoing pronouncements; he just missed the 
percentages).

We are saved by grace plus nothing…. God does it all…. 
We keep trying to place conditions on our receiving it 
(1991, Jim Hackney).

[Grace is] the only thing that does save you…. Our works 
have nothing to do with our salvation (1991, Randy Fenter, 
then at MacArthur Park Church of Christ, San Antonio, 
TX).

Salvation is not a human achievement but the free gift of 
God…. Can you see that there is absolutely nothing you 
can do to heal our alienation? (1992, Bill Love, author, The 
Core Gospel: On Restoring the Crux of the Matter).19

Response and Conclusion
No one can believe the Bible and not believe in salvation 

by grace. However, liberals cannot find even a hint of “grace 
only” doctrine in Scripture as some now teach, though some 
of those who do so may have seventeen terminal academic 
degrees. While contemporary change agents got it from 
Moser and his generation, Moser did not originate it. Its 
roots reach all the way back to John Calvin’s theology from 
the sixteenth century. 

If salvation is by grace alone, then why are not all saved? 
God wills that all men be saved (1 Tim. 2:4), and His saving 
grace has appeared to all men (Tit. 2:11). Yet, the Lord 
said that few will be saved (Mat. 7:13–14). As Whiteside 
indicated concerning Moser’s doctrine, the “grace only” 
doctrine quoted above is little more than thinly disguised 
universalism. 

Some of the liberals, unlike strict Calvinists, at least 
concede (in their modified, semi-Calvinism) the requirement 
of faith in the sinner. However, by stating the necessity of the 
“work” of belief (the Lord thus labeled it, John 6:28–29) they 
unravel their entire “grace-only, no-works, no-conditions, 
no-law” heresy. To allow even one condition undercuts their 
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“grace only” premise utterly. 
One verges on irrationality to contend simultaneously 

for two “exclusive” factors of salvation. The late B.B. James, 
my father-in-law, worded this contradiction well:

As strange as it may seem, [Baptist] preachers will use 
Ephesians 2:8 in an attempt to prove the doctrine of 
salvation by faith only. I have heard others use the same 
Scripture in an effort to teach salvation by grace only. Paul 
Said, “For by grace are ye saved through faith; and that 
not of yourselves, it is the gift of God.” Obviously, if one 
is saved by faith only or by grace only, it could not be by 
grace through faith (unless, of course, grace and faith are 
the same thing).20

 As indicated by several foregoing quotations, Baptist 
preachers are by no means the only ones advocating Moser’s 
“grace only” heresy. One who says in the same breath that 
salvation is “by grace plus nothing,” then adds “by faith 
period,” and further pontificates that “there is nothing you 
can do to be saved” needs a caregiver. “Grace plus nothing” 
excludes faith. “Faith period” excludes grace. And if man 
can do nothing to be saved, who does the believing?

The charges by liberals are false that any of us are 
“afraid of grace,” that we do not believe in it, or that we 
do not understand, preach, or emphasize it. All who preach 
“the whole counsel of God” both believe in it and preach it. 
Every sermon that mentions the Christ, the church, the cross, 
inspiration, repentance, Heaven, Hell, and yes, even baptism 
and the law of Christ, declares and emphasizes the grace of 
God. Rather than excluding all of the foregoing (and many 
other matters, including works of obedience on our part), 
God’s grace and mercy include them. The problem liberals 
have with faithful brethren is not that we do not preach grace, 
but that we do not preach their Calvinistic perversion of it. 

Scriptural accuracy includes “the Man and the plan.” 
Men who choose one in favor of the other are apostates. Our 
Lord, by self-imposed limitation, cannot/does not save apart 
from His plan (Acts 20:32; Rom 1:16; 2 The. 1:7–9; Tit. 
2:11–3:5; et al.). The plan is but a lifeless, powerless, human 
instrument apart from the crucified, risen, enthroned Savior.  
There is no such thing as “grace only” salvation. Salvation 
is free in that we cannot earn or merit it. However, it is not 
free from the standpoint of God-given conditions men must 
meet to receive it. 
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WILL YOU HELP?
Tim Smith

171 Radford Circle
Dothan, AL 36301

(334) 790-0137
gradowith@yahoo.com

My Dear Brethren, 
My name is Tim Smith and I have 

been preaching the gospel for roughly 
twenty-seven years. I have not compro-
mised in the past and I will not com-
promise now and I have no intention of 
ever compromising the principles for 
which Jesus bled and died. I love the 
Lord, the Truth, and the souls of every 
man and woman everywhere enough 
to reach out to them with the power of 
God unto salvation, preaching it in its 
simplicity and its purity.

 Until May 5, 2004 I was a relatively 
healthy (if somewhat overweight) man 
doing pretty much whatever I chose 
to do (physically). On that date, while 
returning from mailing the church bul-
letin I then edited (The Enon Endeavor), 
a woman ran a stop sign at a high rate 
of speed and caused a collision that 
resulted in irreparable damage to my 
spine that affected my ability to stand, 
walk and in general live a normal life. 
I take 24 pills for pain and other re-
lated injuries each day. I am currently 
unemployed (after having preached 
“full-time” for most of 27 years, 14 
1/2 at my last congregation). My wife 
teaches school and thus provides my 
health insurance.

We live wholly on her income. We 
have been pursuing a legal case against 
the woman who caused my injuries. 
Under our legal system we continue to 
be many months away from a court date. 

While the facts are not in dispute, her 
insurance  company refuses to pay until 
they absolutely have to. That leaves us 
in a terrible situation.

I am asking for any financial help 
you can offer to buy medicine and 
pay the utilities and in general remain 
solvent until I am compensated for my 
injuries and allowed to at least  know 
where I stand and take steps to prepare 
for my future. Although my abilities 
are greatly limited due to the injuries 
and the medication I take, I currently 
preach for a small congregation meeting 
in my house.

If you can help us on a one-time 
basis or monthly or in whatever way, it 
would mean so much. I have never been 
a beggar before, and it is not a position 
in which I enjoy being. Further, I dare 
say no Christian would want to be found 
in such a state. Never the less, it is what 
is left to me at present. Therefore, I 
humbly request your consideration of 
my family’s needs.

Please feel free to ask Michael 
Hatcher, Dub McClish, Ken Chumbley, 
David  Brown, Daniel Coe  and/or any-
one else who loves the truth and faith-
fully stands therein about my character  
and soundness in the faith. Thank you 
either way, above all please remember 
my family in your prayer and may God 
bless your work. 
        In Christian Love,
        /s/ Tim Smith



Not long ago The Trail Creek 
Church of Christ, P. O. Box 861192, 
Shawnee, KS. 66286-1192, agreed to 
receive and disburse funds from faithful 
brethren who desire to assist the Tim 

Smith family in their time of need. Dan-
iel Coe,  the faithful evangelist working 
with this congregation, innitiated this 
worthy work. CFTF commends The 
Trail Creek church for their concern and 
willingness to provide this service for 
the Smith family.

We are taking this opportunity to 
encourage, yes even urge, our readers 
to make a financial contribution to the 
Tim Smith family—a monthly or a one 
time gift.

As we gather with family and 
friends this holiday season to enjoy the 
abundance of good things bestowed 
upon us by our loving Heavenly Father,  
let us not let this opportunity to assist 
this family to the end that they too may 
have a more secure and profitable holi-
day season and a truly happy new year. 
There are, no doubt, many who need 
help, but we know of no family more 
worthy and deserving of financial asis-
tance than the Tim Smith family. Please 
do what you can to help them.

Regarding those who have already 
stepped forward to assist the Smiths, 
brother Tim recently wrote the follow-
ing words of appreciattion.

So many have expressed an interest in 
helping (for some again) through a most 
difficult time and for that I am ever grate-
ful! Thank you so much to all who have 
written notes of encouragement, offered 
prayers and/or sent help. /s/ Tim Smith

Make your checks payable to The 
Trail Creek Church of Christ and 
mail them to the address earlier given. 
Please make sure you inform the breth-
ren that your contribution is for the Tim 
Smith family.

—EDITOR
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   9:30    AM    David P. Brown   “Union in Diversity” Contadicts New Testament Unity
 10:30  AM    Darrell Broking   Immorality and Unity
  NOON MEAL PROVIDED BY THE SPRING CONGREGATION
   5:00    PM    Steve Yeatts   A History of Unity Movements in the Church of Christ 
   6:00    PM    John West   The Lord’s Supper and Unity
MONDAY, FEBRUARY 25

   9:00    AM    Dub Mowery   The Influence of the Colleges on Scriptural Unity 
 10:00  AM    Michael Hatcher   Worship and Unity
    *10:00 AM    Sonya West   How “Christian Women” Destroy Unity
 11:00  AM    Wayne Blake   The Godly Home and Unity
   LUNCH BREAK
   1:30   PM    Skip Francis   Is the Church in Crisis?
   2:30   PM  Paul Vaughn   The Restoration Principle and Unity
   3:30   PM    OPEN FORUM
              DINNER BREAK
   6:30   PM CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
   7:00   PM    Daniel Denham   Sound Doctrine and Unity
   8:00   PM  Jesse Whitlock   Bible Versions and Unity
TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 26
   9:00   AM  Johnny Oxendine   The New Hermeneutic and Unity
 10:00 AM  Ken Chumbley   An Informed Membership and Unity
     *10:00 AM    Sonya West   How Christian Women Build Unity 
 11:00 AM  Geoff Litke   Causes of Division
   LUNCH BREAK
   1:30  PM      Denny Wilson   How Does Repentance Relate to Unity?
   2:30  PM  Gene Hill   Money and Unity
   3:30  PM OPEN FORUM
   DINNER BREAK
   6:30  PM     CONGREGATIONAL SINGING 
   7:00  PM  Danny Douglas   God’s Plan for Unity (Eph. 4)
   8:00  PM  Lynn Parker   Is the Church of Christ a Sect?
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 27
   9:00   AM  Tim Cozad   Music in the Worship of God and Unity
 10:00 AM  David Watson   Gospel Preachers and Unity
 11:00 AM  Gary Summers   The Autonomy of the Church and Unity
   LUNCH BREAK
   1:30  PM  Paul Middlebrooks  Church Discipline and Unity 
   2:30  PM  Bruce Stulting   Godly Fear and Unity
   3:30  PM OPEN FORUM
   DINNER BREAK
   6:30  PM CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
   7:00  PM  Lee Moses   Love, the Authority of God’s Word and Unity
   8:00  PM  Dub McClish   The Elders and Deacons Responsibility to Keep
        the “Unity of the Spirit”

Lunch Provided by the Spring Congregation • Hardback Book of Lectures Available
   R. V. Hook-Ups • Video and Audio Recordings •  Approved Displays
Elders: Kenneth D. Cohn, Buddy Roth and Jack Stephens

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST
1327 Spring Cypress Road

PO Box 39 Spring, TX 77383
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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.

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.

-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-
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. (Green-
belt Business Park). Mailing address: Northpoint Church of Christ, Green-
belt 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; tgjoriginal@verizon.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; DJGoines@Valornet.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.  

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 
p.m. Wed. 7:30 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., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m., Tel. (307) 514-3394, evangelist: Roelf L. Ruffner

Directory of Churches...
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