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The article under review appeared in Power magazine 
as a three part series. Power is a monthly publication of the 
Southaven Church of Christ, Southaven MS, and is, there-
fore, overseen by her elders. I have known brother Clarke for 
several years and have benefited greatly from his writing and 
preaching. In the final installment of his series, Clarke uses 
the “hidden agenda” of Joab as a springboard to launch into 
some “modern applications.” Some of his applications raise 
some serious questions. These questions will be addressed in 
this review of Clarke’s article.

It is pointed out by brother Clarke, “Joab was by no means 
the last man to push his personal agenda to the point of destroy-
ing others.”  He offers Paul’s enemies and Diotrephes as New 
Testament examples to support this statement (Phil. 1:15,16; 3 
Jn. 9). Further, he states, “Sadly, it is still true today that cer-
tain brethren are obsessed with advancing their own agendas 
to the detriment of the local church and the brotherhood as a 
whole.” This is a serious charge! If such scoundrels are indeed 
rending asunder congregations and the brotherhood, who are 
they? Surely, some agenda driven brethren caused Clarke to see 
the need to spend the necessary time and effort (three separate 
installments in Power over a three month period) for him to 
expose in writing their practices. Clarke needs to mark these 
false brethren so they can be avoided (Rom. 16:17). However, 
writing in vague generalities is becoming quite common among 
many brethren today, especially among those who company 
with brother Clarke.

The following is a review the “modus operandi” of those 
who Clarke states have a personal agenda:

1. “They do not hesitate to rebel against those in au-

A REVIEW OF B. J. CLARKE’S ARTICLE
Joab: David’s Military Captain Who Had His Own Agenda

Bruce Stulting

thority to accomplish their purposes.”  He speaks of  “change 
agents” who “rebel against the will of godly elderships.”  To 
whom is he referring? Dave Miller is the only notable person 
of late whom I can think that has recently helped led a con-
gregation against its eldership. Could Clarke be referring to 
the current division over elder re-evaluation and reaffirmation 
that undermines the authority of elders? 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 April of 1990 and gave his consent to a repeat of the 
practice in 2002. I doubt this could be the case because Clarke 
is on record defending Miller and his elder r/r doctrine at the 
Open Forum of the 2006 Farmington, Missouri Lectures.  
Furthermore, he had no problem appearing with Miller on 
the “Polishing The Pulpit” program in 2005. If anyone has an 
agenda, it appears to be Clarke in his attempts to justify his 
fellowship with Miller—a known false teacher.
2. “They are willing to use deceit to accomplish their goals.”  
He states, “Brethren who have an agenda will distort the truth 
if they deem it necessary to turn brethren against other breth-
ren.” Again, we ask, “Who is distorting the truth and how?”  
Clarke, “thou art the man”!  Did you have a hidden agenda 
when you distorted the truth and left the impression that oppo-
sition to Miller and his r/r did not begin until August of 2005?  
In 1990, I was a recent graduate of  the Southwest School of 
Bible Studies (1989)—hereafter SWSBS, but knew of the r/r 
error and its opposition at that time. Surely, others with more 
experience in such matters would be more informed than (at 
that time) a preacher with less than a year’s experience! The 
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Editorial...

UNCLE WILBERT
Uncle Wilbert was the first of seven siblings— 

Daddy being the sixth. In 1929 Uncle Wilbert joined 
the U. S. Navy. Dec. 7, 1941 found him on board the 
USS Lexington, his home for many years preceding. 
Thus, he was outside Pearl Harbor with her sister carri-
ers on that infamous day 67 years ago. He remained on 
“Lady Lex” until her sinking in the Battle of the Coral 
Sea in the Spring of 1942. 

Back on American soil awaiting orders Uncle Wil-
bert was stationed at Port Arthur, Texas. In time he was 
assigned convoy duty in the North Atlantic, then he 
participated in the Battle of Cherbourg, English Chan-
nel and the landings at Normandy on June 6, 1944. Fol-
lowing that momentous historical event he was trans-
ferred back to the Pacific. On March 26, 1945 during 
the battle of Okinawa, while serving on board the De-
stroyer O’Brian, a Japanese Kamikazi crashed into the 
ship taking Lt. (jg) Wilbert Cullen Brown’s life. He had 
been awarded three Citations for Bravery, the Purple 
Heart, Good Conduct Medal and others.

While in Port Arthur Uncle Wilbert wrote my fa-
ther a letter. By that time Daddy had enlisted in the 
Army Air Corp. He too was awaiting his orders, not 
knowing to which theatre of war he would be assigned, 
nor what duties would be his. Knowing, then, some of 
these things regarding Daddy, Uncle Wilbert gave his 
younger brother some sage advice.

Uncle Wilbert first told Daddy that although he did 
not know which one of the Axis enemies he would find 
himself fighting, he informed Daddy that the enemy 
could and had been beaten. Secondly, Uncle Wilbert 
advised Daddy that in the heat of battle, he was not 
to allow any thing to distract him from his assigned 
task. No matter the death, horror or destruction going 
on around him, he was not to leave his post or cease his 
work. This, according to Uncle Wilbert, was the best 
advice he could give Daddy that could keep him alive 
in the midst of battle if anything could.

I possess Uncle Wilbert’s letter to Daddy. It means 
much to me for obvious reasons. But it is as a Soldier of 
the Lord in our Lord’s army that I find Uncle Wilbert’s 
experienced advice so important. Paul employed such 
terminology when he wrote 1 Cor. 16:13. 

When the enemy is near but no one knows exactly 
where, the battle hardened Roman centurion cries out 
to his fellow legionaries, “Watch ye!” Indeed, with-
out watchful care the enemy will take one by surprise. 
As the enemy battle line in full array draws near, the 

(Continued on Page 14)        
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2009 SPRING CFTF LECTURES
“Religion & Morality—FROM GOD OR MAN”

FEBRUARY 22—25, 2009
David P. Brown, Director

          SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 22
   9:30   AM    Steve Yeatts: Higher Secular Education—What Should You Expect Your Child to Be Taught?
   10:30 AM    Darrell Broking: Divorce & Remarriage—Did God Say What He Meant And Mean What He Said?
   NOON MEAL PROVIDED BY THE SPRING CONGREGATION
   5:00   PM     Lester Kamp: The Social Gospel—Following Christ for the Loaves and Fishes
   6:00   PM     Terry Hightower: Atheism—True or False?
          MONDAY, FEBRUARY 23
   9:00   A M    Jack Stephens: Marriage—Who Originated It and Governs It?
   10:00 AM     Michael Hatcher: The Resurrection of Christ—Is Jesus Christ Alive Today? 
       *10:00 AM  Sonya West: The Feminist Movement—“You’ve Come a Long Way Baby,” But Was it Up or Down? (I)
   11:00 AM     Wayne Blake: Humanism and Pluralism—Is Man the Measure of All Things?
   LUNCH BREAK
   1:30   PM      Skip Francis:  Darwinian Evolution—Is Man Only an Improved Ape? 
   2:30   PM      Paul Vaughn: The Bible—Inspired by Man or God? 
   3:30   PM      Dub Mowery: Abortion—Murdering a Baby or Removing a Blob of Protoplasm?
   DINNER BREAK
   6:30   PM  CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
   7:00   PM      Daniel Denham: The Nature of Truth—What is The Truth About Truth?   
   8:00   PM      Jesse Whitlock: Homosexuality—Didn’t He Make them Male and Female? 
          TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 24
   9:00   AM     Ken Cohn: Theistic Evolution—Is Evolution the Mechanism God Used to Create the Universe?
   10:00 AM     Ken Chumbley: Agnosticism—Can We Know Anything?  
       *10:00 AM  Sonya West: The Feminist Movement—“You’ve Come a Long Way Baby,” But Was it Up or Down? (II)  
   11:00 AM     Gene Litke: The Age of the Earth—Young or Old?
   LUNCH BREAK
   1:30   PM      Johnny Oxendine: The Sexual Revolution—Are We Dressing Fornication and Adultery in Formal Wear?
   2:30   PM      Gene Hill: Preacher Training Schools—Are They Living Up To the Reason They Were Begun?
   3:30   PM      David P. Brown: Atheist Ethics—Are Ethics Without God Possible?
   DINNER BREAK
   6:30   PM  CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
   7:00   PM      Danny Douglas: The Humanity of Christ—Is He Truly Human?
   8:00   PM      Lynn Parker: Modesty—What is the Bible’s Definition?
         WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 25
   9:00   AM     Buddy Roth: Medical Doctors—Killers or Healers? 
   10:00 AM     Lee Moses: The Historical Jesus—Is Christ a Mythological Being?
   11:00 AM     Gary Summers: Post Modernism—Is My God Not Your God and My Truth Not Your Truth? 
   LUNCH BREAK
   1:30   PM     Tim Cozad: The Miracles of Christ—Did Jesus Work Miracles? If He Did, Why Did He?
   2:30   PM     Bruce Stulting: Deity of Christ—Is Jesus of Nazareth God?
   3:30   PM     John West: “Good Ole Noah Built an Ark Like God Told Him To”—Are You Kidding Me?      
   DINNER BREAK
   6:30   PM  CONGREGATIONAL  SINGING
   7:00   PM      David B. Watson: Christians Must Be Militant—Does Jesus Demand that the Church Confront Error?
   8:00   PM      Dub McClish: Higher “Christian” Education—What Should You Expect Your Child to Be Taught?   

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 Secretary: Sonya West

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST, 1327 SPRING CYPRESS ROAD, SPRING, TX 77383

Church Office Phone     *LADIES ONLY        E-mail
      (281) 353-2707             sonyacwest@gmail.com
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(Continued from page One)
topic was covered in the 1997 Bellview Lectures and again 
in 2001 at the Florida School of Preaching Lectures. Marvin 
Weir further exposed the r/r error in an article that appeared 
in the October 2002 issue of The Gospel Journal—that is The 
“Old” Gospel Journal. In this article Weir listed Miller as one 
who approved the r/r doctrine. I know for a fact that Clarke 
is aware of at least some of the foregoing evidence. How do I 
know?  Because he was a speaker on the 1997 Bellview Lec-
tures when the doctrine was dealt with, exposed and refuted. 
Surely he listened to the lecture! Surely he read the book!

The point is this—efforts were being made to mark Miller 
from the very beginning of the controversy. Why then would 
Clarke leave the impression that this had not been a brother-
hood issue until August of 2005? Could it be possible  that 
Clarke himself has a hidden agenda? Could his agenda be an 
attempt to justify the sixty brethren who signed a support letter 
for Apologetics Press with the false teacher Dave Miller serv-
ing as Executive Director? It is amazing that many of those 
who signed the letter of support at one time opposed Miller 
and the elder r/r error. Now, in an effort to appear consistent, 
they must downplay Miller’s sin or seek to justify him. Many 
have sought to do the latter. What has changed—Miller, his 
error on elder r/r, or those who once opposed him and his er-
ror?  Dave Miller has not changed nor has his doctrine. Thus, 
once faithful men have changed in a vain attempt to hide their 
and Miller’s sins.
3. “They are willing to destroy others to get what they 
want.” Again, we are left wondering who it is that Clarke 
has in mind. Could he be talking about brother Curtis Cates’ 
attempt to destroy the reputation of brother Dub McClish?  
In his resignation e-mail to the TGJ Board, Michael Hatcher 
stated, “It now appears to me that there has been a concerted 
effort to destroy the reputation of a good man—Dub McClish” 
(September, 2005, CFTF, Vol. XXXVI, No. 9). Cates loyalty 
to the Memphis School of Preaching (hereafter MSOP), its 
supporters and his former students led him to forsake the Truth 
and turn on a faithful brother in Christ. However, it is doubtful 
that Clarke has this incident in mind since he now is on the 
faculty of the MSOP. 
4. “They are always looking for information that they can 
use against others so they might manipulate them into do-
ing what they want them to do.” He mentions those who are 
in the “fault finding mode.” What is wrong with being in a 
“fault finding mode”? Jesus was in a “fault finding mode” in 
order to persuade sinners to repent. When they failed to repent, 
he used their faults (sins) to persuade others to forsake them. 
This was done for the good of all. There is nothing wrong 
with finding fault and exposing sin. Clarke knows this and has 
practiced it in the past and actually did so in the article under 
review. Once again, Clarke makes reference to wrongdoing, 
but gives no wrongdoers’ names. (If bro. Clarke was not in a 
fault finding/placing frame of mind when he wrote his three 
part article, what frame of mind was he in?—Editor)
5. “They often hide behind the work of others to get what 
they want.”  Perhaps he is referring to “Barry Gilreath, Jr. (and 
others) who used David B. Smith in an attempt to destroy the 
Northside Church of Christ, Calhoun, Georgia.”  A full account 

of this is covered in an article entitled “The David B. Smith 
Controversy” that appeared in the May 2007 issue of Contend-
ing for the Faith, Vol. XXXVIII, No. 5.  Unfortunately,  Smith 
fell in with some of those unscrupulous brethren who had a 
personal agenda. Needless to say, his association with such 
men cost him his job, reputation and (more importantly) his 
soul if he has not or does not truly repent. However, I doubt 
that Clarke has this situation in mind since Barry Gilreath, Jr. 
is associated with the Gospel Broadcast Network that regularly 
uses Miller.

Clarke speaks of those who “will plant the seeds of doubt 
in other people’s minds about one or more of the elders.”  
This is exactly what elder r/r is about. It turns the office of the 
elder into a popularity contest. And, if a qualified elder does 
not get a 75% approval rating (only of those who vote, not the 
whole church), he is removed. However, if an unqualified elder 
gets the 75% approval (only of those who vote, not the whole 
church), he retains his office. In other words, it only takes 
26% disapproval (of those who vote, not the whole church) to 
remove a qualified man. This is what Miller taught (of which 
he has not repented) and Clarke defends.
6. “They often progress (or should we say digress) to the 
point that they publicize their lack of respect for authority.”  
Further Clarke states, “By going public, they create a ‘line in 
the sand’ moment when brethren feel compelled to choose a 
side.  This almost always leads to a church/brotherhood split!” 
Is it not the case that Curtis Cates and the board of TGJ drew 
such a line when they forced Dub McClish and David Watson 
to resign? Is it not the case that the elders of the Highland 
Church of Christ in Dalton, Georgia drew such a line when 
they withdrew (unscripturally) from the elders of the Northside 
Church of Christ in Calhoun, Georgia when they (Northside) 
dared questioned the use of  Miller on GBN? (If such was not 
the case in both instances, then what was it?—Editor)  Men 
with hidden agendas have drawn lines of fellowship and these 
are the very men that Clarke seeks to defend.
7. “They are often cruel in their advancement of their per-
sonal agenda.”  Let us look at some of the kind things said 
by our loving brethren about those who would dare oppose  
Miller: (1) The sweet words of Wayne Jackson, “perpetu-
ally childish, supersensitive, grumpy, and/or constantly on 
the prowl for a fight . . . little people . . . lathered-up radicals 
. . . rabble rousers . . . misguided zealots . . . strife-causers 
— Church Controversies–July 8, 2008; (2) Gentle words of 
Keith Mosher “…these people are as vile a group, and I do 
mean vile, as I have ever read after in my life. . . they want 
to destroy about nine good works in the brotherhood just to 
prove a point.” July 15, 2006 — Sunny Slope Lectures – Pa-
ducah Kentucky – [a work is good only when it supports the 
Truth and opposes error–BLS]; (3) “Yogi” Joseph A. Meador 
(former director of the SWSBS, former board member of TGJ, 
but now an apostate child of God)  wrote that “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.”  These are 
just a few of the kind remarks from our loving, “balanced” 
brethren who are striving for a kinder, gentler brotherhood.  
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Again, with the exception of Meador, these are the men with 
whom Clarke works shoulder to shoulder and whose sins he 
seeks to justify.  

By the way, harsh words are not always a bad thing. One 
need only read Matthew 23 to know that our Lord had harsh 
things to say to the scribes and Pharisees. (The thing that many 
seem to have little concern about is whether these harsh words, 
when called for, are the Truth or not.–Editor) Saul of Tarsus 
had no problem saying to Elymas, “O full of all subtlety and 
all mischief, thou child of the devil, thou enemy of all righ-
teousness, wilt thou not cease to pervert the right ways of 
the Lord” (Acts 13:10).  Such language shows the seriousness 
of perverting the Truth.
8. “They are not bashful about recruiting others to help 
them carry it out.”  Brother Clarke was not bashful in efforts 
to recruit those at an Open Forum at the Farmington, Missouri 
Lectureship to support his agenda to justify Miller.
9. “They create unnecessary burdens that other people 
have to bear!” Clarke refers to all manner of church work be-
ing hindered by the elders and brethren having to worry about 
someone’s personal agenda.  He is probably correct; it is hard 
for the elders and the brethren to do their work when they have 
to worry about elder r/r. That campaign work to stay in office 
is time consuming.
10. “They are quick to blame and accuse others for problems 
they themselves have caused.”  Clarke is exactly right!  Miller 
and his supporters split the church and those who expose their 
error/schismatic efforts get the blame. Remember, the one that 
drives the wedge, splits the log. Miller drove the wedge, not 
those who point out the wedge and the split.  
11. “They sometimes turn on their own relatives to achieve 
their personal goals.”  Dub McClish recounts a conversation 
with brother Clarke 

“at Power Lectures in early August 2005, begging him to cancel 
his appearance on the ‘Polishing the Pulpit’ program, because 
Dave Miller was scheduled to speak on it, 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” (The Final Word, pg. 27).

Once again, brother Clarke, “Thou art the man.”
12. “They will often recruit their supporters by implying that 
faithfulness to God necessitates embracing their personal 
agenda.”  B. J. Clarke claims “some brethren get their feelings 
hurt and want to lash out at those who hurt them.” It has been 
asserted by Curtis Cates (and others – Clarke included) that 
there was no effort to oppose, expose, mark or withdraw from  
Miller until after McClish and Watson were forced to resign 
from TGJ. It is further asserted that the current “attacks” on 
Miller and his supporters are simply “sour grapes”. This false 
assertion has been dealt with previously. It is interesting that  
McClish was forced to resign from TGJ when he dared ques-
tion Cates and Meador’s support of AP and Miller. Talk about 
“sour grapes”!
13. “They are often self-deceived and do not see themselves 
as they really are.”  Who is self-deceived, the one who marks 

the false teacher, or the one who feels compelled to defend him? 
Who is self-deceived, the one who has consistently withstood a 
false teacher and his supporters, or the one who withstands the 
false teacher until it becomes inconvenient to do so? Who is 
self-deceived, the one who backs their brother when he stands 
for the Truth, or the one who betrays their brother when he 
stands for the Truth? Who is self-deceived, the one who is loyal 
to Christ and His church in all things, not just some things, or 
the one who is loyal to a school of preaching, publication or 
broadcast network to the extend to defending a false teacher?
14. “Those who have reputation for advancing their own 
personal agenda cause people to wonder what their motives 
are even when they stand for the truth.” It is a fact that when 
one compromises the Truth on one issue, then they are liable 
to do it again. How can Clarke consistently stand against any 
error when he has compromised the faith regarding the elder 
r/r error in order to remain in fellowship with the false teacher, 
Dave Miller? Clarke has sullied his garments and will be sus-
pect until he repents.
15. “They often possess a false sense of security because of 
their ignorance/misinterpretation of Scriptures.” In an attempt 
to justify elder r/r at the Open Forum at the Farmington, Mis-
souri Lectures, it was suggested that this was an application 
of 1 Tim. 5:19, “Against an elder receive not an accusation, 
but before two or three witnesses.”  However, this is not 
what was taught or practiced by Miller and others at Brown 
Trail, in Bedford, Texas. There was no effort made to receive 
any accusations, rather, the elders underwent a performance 
review. Here is an example of an attempt to wrest the Scriptures 
to justify false actions. Remember, false practice many times 
leads to false doctrine.

CONCLUSION
It is unfortunate that we cannot look upon a man’s heart 

and know his motives. That being the case, it is hard to tell if 
one has a personal agenda.  However, Jesus said, “Wherefore 
by their fruits ye shall know them” (Mat. 7:20). We have ex-
amined some of brother Clarke’s fruit, and his actions indicate 
that his agenda is to uphold brother Miller, a known unrepen-
tant false teacher, no matter what he must do in order to do so.  
His article is self-condemning. As the proverbial saying goes, 
“Physician, heal thyself!”

Unfortunately, there are some who would try to impugn 
the motives of brethren who are trying to uphold the Truth. 

 “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 followed Baalim” (1 
Kings 18:17,18).

Clarke has assumed the role of Ahab and would accuse those 
who expose sin as the troublemakers with their own agenda. 
Nothing could be further from the Truth. Brother Clarke, along 
with many of his friends, would do well to heed his own advice 
without bias and make sure he is advancing the agenda of the 
Lord and not his/their own. 

—925 Fish Hatchery Rd.
Huntsville, TX 77320-7009
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There is a sense in which we do have a personal rela-
tionship with Jesus. We are indebted to Him for our salva-
tion, which is definitely on an individual basis.  However, 
the expression, as used by so many people today, is not a 
Scriptural concept at all. They usually mean that we should 
be “pals” with Jesus, and that we should talk with Him as 
we would to an equal. The entire Gospel according to John 
is an excellent study of the relationship we should have with 
Jesus the Christ. However, certain passages are more direct 
and specific than others.

John the Baptist was a fleshly cousin of Jesus, and was 
sent by God to prepare the way for His Son. Yet he did not 
presume to claim a “personal relationship” with his Lord 
(John 1:29–36; 3:27–30). In chapter 8, verses 31 and 32, Jesus 
says only those who continue in His word are His disciples; 
only the Truth could make them free. Does this sound like a 
“personal relationship” with Jesus? Our relationship to Christ 
is that of sheep to shepherd (10:1–15). It is not a “personal 
relationship.”

Jesus did have a close earthly personal relationship—a 
friendship—with Mary, Martha, and Lazarus (John 11:1–44), 
but even so, it was not a relationship of equals. It cannot be 
used to say that we today should have such a close “personal 
relationship” with Jesus. Martha called Him Lord (vv. 21, 39) 
and stated her belief that He was/is the Christ, the Son of God 
(v. 27). When she went to tell Mary that Jesus had come, after 
the death of Lazarus, she said, “The Master is here” (v. 28). 
Mary also called Him Lord (v. 32).

Jesus’ friendship with Mary, Martha, and Lazarus calls 
to mind the close friendship Abraham enjoyed with Jehovah 
(Gen. 12–25; Heb. 11:8–19). Second Chronicles 20:7 calls 
Abraham the friend of God, as does James 2:23. And yet 
Abraham did not presume to be “buddy-buddy” with God, 
but referred to himself as “dust and ashes” when compared 
with God (Gen. 18:27). He felt very unworthy to be asking 
God for favors.

Jesus said, “If any man serve me, let him follow me; 
and where I am, there shall also my servant be; if any 
man serve me, him will my father honour” (John 12:26). 
This doesn’t sound like a “personal relationship.” After He 
had washed the apostles’ feet, He said, “Ye call me Master 
and Lord: and ye say well; for so I am…The servant is 
not greater than his lord; neither he that is sent greater 
than he that sent him” (13:13, 16). No “personal relation-
ship” here, either. Jesus was closer to John than to any of the 
other apostles (vv. 23–26), and yet John still addressed Him 
as “Lord.” The apostles were disciples—followers—of Jesus. 
He was their Master.

Jesus said in John 14 that no man could come to the 
Father except through Him (v. 6). He told the apostles they 
should have known Him and His Father (v. 7), but appar-
ently they did not, from what Philip said in verse 8. Jesus 

then proceeded to say (summarizing and paraphrasing here), 
“Do you mean to tell me you still don’t know me, after all 
the time I have spent with you?” (vv. 9–12). He then prom-
ised that whatever they asked of the Father in Jesus’ name, 
they would receive (v. 14). (It must be understood that this 
promise was to the apostles. Our prayers are answered, yes, 
but not in the same way as were those of the apostles.) Verses 
16 through 31 contain Jesus’ promise to send the Comforter, 
the Holy Spirit, to them after He (Jesus) went back to the 
Father. The Comforter would teach them all things that they 
needed to know (v. 26), and bring to their remembrance ev-
erything Jesus had taught them while He was with them on 
earth. From the time of His ascension on, Jesus’ relationship 
with the apostles was that of a Mediator, through Whom they 
could go to the Father. They were given their inspiration by 
the Holy Spirit.

‘”If ye keep my commandments, ye shall abide in my 
love; even as I have kept my Father’s commandments, and 
abide in his love” (John 15:10). “Ye are my friends, if ye 
do whatsoever I command you” (v. 14). “Whatsoever ye 
shall ask of the Father in my name, he may give it you” 
(v. 16c). “But when the Comforter is come, whom I will 
send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit of truth, 
which proceedeth from the Father, he shall testify of me” 
(v. 26). Jesus was going back to the Father and, rather than 
leave them comfortless, He was sending the Holy Spirit to 
them. It was best for them that Jesus go away (even though 
they would see Him no more, 16:10), otherwise, the Com-
forter would not come (16:7). 

Again, their relationship with Jesus would now be as a 
Mediator and an Intercessor through Whom they could go 
to the Father. Over and over we see that, while the apostles 
had a close relationship with Jesus for the three and a half 
years of His ministry on earth, that changed when He went 
back to Heaven. “Whatsoever ye shall ask of the Father 
in my name, he will give it you’ (16:23b) They were not 
to ask Jesus; they were to ask the Father in Jesus’ name. 
Mary Magdalene was weeping at the tomb of Jesus, think-
ing someone had taken His body away (20:11–18). When 
He had revealed Himself to her, Jesus told her not to touch 
Him, because He had not yet ascended back to the Father. 
The relationship had changed.

Jesus said that not everyone who calls Him “Lord” will 
enter in to the Kingdom of Heaven, but those who do the 
will of His Father (Mat. 7:21–27). Matthew concludes this 
passage by saying, “For he taught them as one having 
authority, and not as the scribes” (v. 29). Jesus said, “All 
things are delivered to me of my Father; and no man 
knoweth the Son, but the Father; neither knoweth any 
man the Father, save the Son, and he to whomsoever the 
Son will reveal him” (11:27). The Father and the Son have a 
“personal relationship” with each other; we do not have that 

A PERSONAL RELATIONSHIP WITH JESUS
Lavonne McClish
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kind of relationship with either. Once when He was teaching, 
His mother and His brothers came, wanting to see Him. But 
He said, “For whosoever shall do the will of my Father 
which is in Heaven, the same is my brother, and sister, 
and mother” (Mat. 12:46–50). Apparently Jesus’ earthly 
family thought they had a close personal relationship with 
Him. The relationship that matters to Him is with those who 
obey Him.

In Matthew 14 we read the account of the apostles in a 
boat on the stormy Sea of Galilee. Jesus came to them, walk-
ing on the water, and when they saw Him they were afraid. 
Peter wanted to walk to Jesus on the water. But when He took 
his eyes off Jesus and began to look at the waves, he was afraid 
and began to sink. Jesus scolded him for doubting. When they 
got to shore, the apostles came and worshiped Jesus, saying, 
“Of a truth thou art the Son of God” (Mat. 14:24–33). 
No close “personal relationship” here. The apostles knew 
themselves to be vastly inferior to the Christ.

In Caesarea, Jesus asked the apostles who men said that 
He was. Then He said, “But whom say ye that I am?” Peter 
answered, “Thou art the Christ, the Son of the living God” 
(16:13–17). No “personal relationship” here. Jesus went on 
to say that we would have to deny ourselves if we want to 
follow Him (v. 24). When He comes again, He will reward 
every man according to his works (v. 27)—clearly we are in 
a subordinate relationship with Jesus. 

In Matthew 17 we have the account of Christ’s transfigu-
ration in which He was apparently given His Heavenly glory 
again for a short time, and Moses and Elijah came to talk with 
Him. He had taken Peter, James, and John with Him. Peter, 
not realizing what he was saying, wanted to honor Jesus and 
Moses, and Elijah. But the voice thundered from Heaven, 
“This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; hear 
ye him” (vv. 1–6, emph. LJM). Not Moses and the law, not 
Elijah and the prophets, but Christ only. Clearly there was 
no close “personal relationship” here, but an atmosphere of 
awe. They had seen the glory of Christ and heard the Father’s 
voice. Matthew 18:11 says, “For the Son of man is come to 
save the lost.” He is our Savior. We can have no “personal 
relationship” with such a One.

Zebedee’s wife, the mother of James and John, came to 
Jesus, worshiping Him, asking Him to give her sons places 
of honor in His kingdom. Jesus’ answer shows that the earthly 
relationships were not going to be the important ones (Mat. 
10:20–23). Even two members of His “inner circle” would 
not be guaranteed closeness to Him after His kingdom came. 
Jesus used this occasion to teach the lesson that the greatest 
in the kingdom is the one who serves (v. 26–28).

In the parables related in Matthew 25, do even the faith-
ful have a “personal relationship” with Jesus? Jesus, while 
He was on the earth, was even closer to Peter, James and 
John than he was to the rest of his apostles. Did they have 
a “personal relationship” with Him, according to Matthew 
26:36–46, when they were supposed to be waiting and watch-
ing with Him? Jesus, in talking to the apostles just before He 
went back to Heaven, said, “All power is given me in Heaven 
and on earth. Go ye therefore and teach all nations, baptizing 

them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the 
Holy Ghost. Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever 
I have commanded you; and, lo, I am with you alway, even 
unto the end of the world” (28:18–20). Jesus would be with 
the apostles, yes; but He was clearly the One in authority—not 
a “personal relationship.”

In the first chapter of the Gospel according to Mark, 
Jesus called His apostles: “Come ye after me, and I will 
make you fishers of men,” He said to the four fishermen 
(vv. 17–20). This was a follower/leader relationship, not a 
“personal relationship.” Jesus was even able to command the 
unclean spirits and make them come out of people (v. 27), 
which showed His Deity.

The second chapter of Mark tells about the man sick 
of the palsy (he was paralyzed) whose four friends let him 
down, on his bed, through the roof because that was the only 
way they could get to Jesus. To everyone’s surprise, instead 
of healing him right away, Jesus said, “Thy sins be forgiven 
thee” (v. 5). As usual, some of the scribes were present, and 
they began to “reason” in their hearts, “Why doth this man 
thus speak blasphemies? Who can forgive sins but God 
only?” (v. 7). Jesus, knowing their thoughts, said, “Whether 
is easier to say to the sick of the palsy, Thy sins be forgiven 
thee, or to say, Arise, take up thy bed, and walk? But that 
ye may know that the Son of man hath power on earth to 
forgive sins, (he said to the sick of the palsy,) I say unto 
thee, Arise, take up thy bed, and walk” (vv. 9–11). Could 
they—or can we—have a “personal relationship” with One 
who has the power to forgive sins and to cure diseases?

In Mark 4, we have a different account of a storm on the 
Sea of Galilee. This time, Jesus was in a boat with the apostles, 
only He was asleep on a pillow. When they, in terror, woke 
Him, He rebuked the storm by saying simply, “Peace, be 
still.”  The fearful apostles, talking among themselves after 
Jesus had rebuked them for their lack of faith, said, “What 
manner of man is this, that even the wind and the sea 
obey him?” They didn’t seem to feel a close “personal 
relationship,” but a reverent realization that they were in 
the presence of Deity.

The fifth chapter of Mark tells of a woman who had an 
issue of blood for twelve years, and had spent all that she 
had on physicians, but still had her disease. She thought to 
herself that, if she could just touch His clothes, she would 
be healed; and surely enough, she was. But what she had not 
counted on was that Jesus felt power (virtue) go out of Him. 
She was afraid, but she came forward and fell down before 
Him, telling Him the truth (vv. 25–34). She realized that He 
knew what she had done. Question: Did that woman have a 
close “personal relationship” with Jesus?

When, in Mark 8, Jesus began to teach them that He 
must suffer many things and be killed, Peter took Him aside 
and began to rebuke Him (v. 32). Now, it may be that Peter 
thought he had a close “personal relationship” with Jesus, 
but Jesus relieved him of that notion: “Get thee behind me, 
Satan; for thou savorest not the things that be of God, but 
the things that be of men” (v. 33). In Luke 5:4–5, Jesus, sit-
ting in Simon Peter’s boat, told Simon to launch out into the 
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deep and let down his net. Peter replied, “Master, we have 
toiled all night and have taken nothing. Nevertheless at 
thy word I will let down the net.” Here, again, we have the 
Master/Servant relationship, not a “personal relationship.”

Jesus said to His disciples, “And why call ye me Lord, 
Lord, and do not the things which I say?” (Luke 6:46). If 
we had a close “personal relationship” with someone, would 
we call him Lord? Jesus said in Luke 17:7–10, speaking to 
His apostles,

 “Which of you, having a servant plowing or feeding cattle, 
will say unto him by and by, when he is come from the field, 
Go and sit down to meat? And will not rather say unto him, 
Make ready wherewith I may sup, and gird thyself, and 
serve me, till I have eaten and drunken; and afterward thou 
shalt eat and drink? Doth he thank that servant because he 

did the things that were commanded him? I trow not. So 
likewise ye, when ye shall have done all those things which 
are commanded you, say, We are unprofitable servants; we 
have done that which was our duty to do.”
 What kind of relationship is that?
In none of these accounts (and we have only skimmed 

the surface of four of the books of the New Testament) do we 
find any hint of a “personal relationship” with Jesus Christ. 
We are His servants, His followers, His sheep—and He is our 
Master, our Leader, our Shepherd, and our Mediator between 
us and God.

—908 Imperial Drive
Denton, TX 76209

In 2 Peter 1:3-4 we are told—
according as the divine power hath given unto us all things 
that pertain unto life and godliness through the knowledge 
of him that hath called us to glory and virtue whereby are 
given unto us exceeding great and precious promises; that 
by these ye might be partakers of the divine nature, having 
escaped the corruption that is in the world though lust.
This being true, should we not offer continual thanks 

for these many blessings? So many prayers today are simply 
“gimme” prayers to satisfy personal desires. Certainly God 
knows our needs before we ask (Matt. 6:8), but He desires 
that we pray for these needs (Matt. 6:9-13). We are assured 
He hears the prayers of the righteous (Prov. 15:29), and has 
delight in the prayers of the upright (Prov. 15:8).

However, God will not accept just any prayer from any-
one, no matter how fervent or scriptural in content it is (Gal. 
3:27;  Eph. 1:3; Acts 2:42). Moreover, James 4:3 tells us, “Ye 
ask, and receive not, because ye ask amiss, that ye may 
consume it upon your lusts.” And again, “If ye abide in me 
and my words abide in you, ye shall ask what ye will and 
it shall be done unto you” (John 15:7). Further, Christians 
are told to, “Pray without ceasing” (1 Thess. 5:17).  Again, 
“if we ask any thing according to his will, he heareth us: 
And we know that he hear us, whatsoever we ask, we 
know that we have the petitions that we desired of him” 
(1 Thess 5:18).

For what then are we to pray? Since God has already 
given us all things, we should not cease to thank Him for all 
the many daily blessings. In the morning when you awake do 
you immediately thank God for the night’s rest and a place  
to rest, or are you in such a hurry you forget? Get up a few 
minutes earlier and have a minute to be thankful. Do you 
ask God to see you safely to your destination and thank Him 
when you arrive safely? We live in a free country. Do you 
continually thank God for our freedoms? Are you thankful 
for your Bible and the ability and freedom to read it? Does 

a beautiful sunset evoke immediate thanks from you? There 
are so many of our blessings we simply take for granted, 
though they are given daily (Psa. 68:19). The early church 
“continued daily” in their service (Acts 2:46).

How can we think that prayers we have in our worship 
services Sunday and Wednesday can begin to suffice for 
all the other days filled with countless blessings? God is 
our Father and we should count it a privilege to be able to 
talk with him at any time, not just in time of trouble. What 
kind of relationship would prevail with our earthly father if 
we spoke to him as infrequently as some do their heavenly 
Father? Even our Lord felt the privilege of prayer when He 
rose up before day that He might go pray in private (Mark 
1:35). Think about it.

—8305 S. Burchfield Dr.
Oak Ridge, TN 37830

PRAY WITHOUT CEASING
Martha Bentley
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The newspapers (See documentation following article) 
carried a story recently about a Sacramento, CA theater direc-
tor who resigned his position amid the furor over his dona-
tion to the Yes on Proposition 8 campaign. The company is a 
non-profit musical theater company, but it is now the Exhibit 
A of what can and will happen in this state if the proponents 
of sin have their way. 

Scott Eckern resigned after it became known (tracked 
down by online activists with a website that lists the con-
tributors to Yes on 8) that he had made a $1000 donation to 
Yes on 8 (which amended the state Constitution to recognize 
only marriage between a man and a woman). His donation 
stemmed from his religious beliefs (he is a Mormon), but 
because he opposed same-sex marriage he has been a focal 
point of anger by the theater community that was opposed 
to the proposition. Some were refusing to stage their plays, 
some actors were refusing to perform, and some supporters 
of the theater were threatening to withdraw their financial 
support. Now you can see clearly the ugly head raised if 
you do not agree with the homosexual agenda. Boycotts and 
protests have been covered by the news media almost daily 
to keep the pot boiling.

What they are hoping is that this does not cause a back-
lash against the No on 8 crowds because it will make them 
look as if they oppose freedom of expression. It exposes a 
crazed mentality that will not accept the majority view that 
was simply another reaffirmation of a previously passed 
proposition (Prop 22 in 2000) that the state courts had over-
turned. There is no need here to discuss the merits of the 
proposition itself; the Bible describes God’s view of such 

THIS IS EXACTLY WHAT YOU CAN EXPECT  
FROM THE “NO” ON PROP. 8 CROWD

 —INTOLERANCE—
Johnny Oxendine

behavior in both Romans 1 and 1 Corinthians 6:9-11. What 
this does show us is the relentless efforts of those who are 
set on mandating an acceptance of sin will not stop with this 
proposition defeat, but may force it to a higher level – the 
United States Supreme Court. Then the matter will, perhaps, 
be settled once for all (and we can only hope that the right 
way will win out in that vote).

This mentality is prevalent even in the brotherhood. The 
idea that even if something is wrong, if enough of the brethren 
will support it, time will be on their side though the scriptures 
are not. How sad for any to feel the need to rely on numbers 
for their point to gain validation.

This so-called movement behind same-sex marriage is 
not going to stop. It would have been interesting to know what 
would have happened if the election had gone a different way. 
There would have been a huge complaint by that community 
that the election was over and we would need to get over it.

Brethren cannot be intimidated or tolerant of such aber-
rant behavior. The efforts to keep the definition of marriage as 
it is now will require an awareness that does not dissolve into 
complacency. What we are seeing are the true colors of those 
who are marching and shouting for something – anything – to 
help overrule the will of the people.

If we cannot abide by laws, and will always complain 
that unless our view is adopted, we will protest in the “what-
ever” way appeals to us until we wear you out. Well, contend 
brethren!

—P. O. Box 5026
 San Mateo, Ca. 94402

[San Francisco Chronicle, “Theater Official Quits Over Anti-Gay Donation”, Wednesday, November 12, 2008, 
Associated Press. Also, “The Ugly Backlash Over Proposition 8”, John Diaz, San Francisco Chronicle: Wed., 
Nov. 23, 2008. Diaz’s article appeared on page G – 9 of the San Francisco Chronicle. John Diaz is The Chroni-
cle’s editorial page editor. You can e-mail him at jdiaz@sfchronicle.com. —Editor]
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PRESENT DAY SODOM
Daniel Denham

Everyone familiar with the Bible can recall the fate of 
the wicked cities of the Plain in Genesis 19. Among those 
cities were Sodom and Gomorrah, cities whose moral deca-
dence was so great that their very names have come to be as-
sociated in our vernacular with debauchery and sexual per-
version. Their evil in going after strange flesh helped doom 
them to a state of ignominious disrepute rarely paralleled in 
history. The evils of Sodom in the practice of homosexuality 
gave rise to the name “sodomite” as a synonym for “homo-
sexual.”

Today a new Sodom darkens the earth. It is a land where 
homosexuality is flaunted as merely an alternate life-style. 
In one of its major cities the number of practicing sodomites 
is estimated to include one out of every five people in its 
census. One film company recently put out a movie in which 
the Savior and Lord of glory was portrayed as an effeminate 
homosexual who also had flings with Martha and Mary. It is 
a land where some religious leaders have stepped to the fore-
front to defend such practices as normal and wholesome.

One Pentecostal minister, familiar to millions in his 
homeland, was defrocked by his denomination due in part to 
accusations that he engaged in this type of conduct himself. 
A bill that would grant full civil rights on the grounds of 
sexual preference has been introduced into this nation’s leg-
islature. This law, if passed, would grant the same rights that 
exist under the law to race or ethnic origin to any wishing 
to practice an aberrant form of sexual behavior. An amend-
ment to this nation’s constitution was narrowly defeated. It 
would have granted full license to such conduct. A recent 
scandal rocked its Senate when it was discovered that sever-
al hundreds of thousands of dollars of federal revenues (tax 
monies) were given to homosexual front groups to estab-

lish and conduct seminars and clinics on better homosexual 
techniques.  

By now you have undoubtedly realized that the new 
Sodom is the United States. The trends that are in motion 
moving us toward the ashe-heap of history must be reversed. 
Homosexuality must be denounced from our pulpits and its 
practitioners among our own members (and there are more 
than one might imagine normally!) disciplined. It is a sin 
(cf. Rom. 1:26-28; Jude 7). If there are not enough righteous 
left to deliver this nation, then it—as did the cities of the 
Plain before—shall fall! (Ezek. 22:30-31). May God open 
our eyes to see the bleak and dismal future for our land, our 
children and their children, etc. if we fail to stand for what 
is right! If God’s people cannot be depended upon to further 
sound moral values, then who can?

—607 72nd St.
Newport News, VA 23605 

2007 SPRING CFTF LECTURES
CD’S, DVD’S, MP3, &VIDEO RECORDINGS 

ORDER FROM:

 Jim Green 
 2711 Spring Meade Blvd.

Columbia, TN 38401
PHONE: (931) 486–1364

www.jgreencoc-video-ministry.com
email at jgreencoc1986@yahoo.com 



Contending for the Faith—January/2009                    11

Why is it that some of the most religious people in the world 
are the last ones to see the truth of God’s word regarding what the 
prophets told was sure to come? Jehovah sent His prophets to tell 
them of things to come, and to warn them of certain destruction if 
they continued in their rebellious and sinful ways of life. After that, 
He sent his only begotten Son into the world to be their Savior and 
High Priest under a new priesthood, to provide blessings which they 
had not known before under the old covenant. It has not changed 
since the days of old. The “chief priests” in the Levitical priesthood 
should have known better but, they were the very ones responsible 
for the crucifixion of our Lord Jesus. The scribes and the Pharisees 
were the ones calling out, “crucify him, crucify him.” He was their 
Savior, but, they did not recognize Him. He did not come “as they 
wanted and had expected.” 

Many times while Jesus was here trying to teach people, He 
would ask them, “Have ye not read the scriptures?” It was in them, 
to which they claimed so much allegiance, that He pointed out very 
bluntly on one occasion, “Ye do err, not knowing the scriptures, nor 
the power of God” (Matt. 22:29). At another time, He again put them 
in their place by telling them a true story regarding Himself: “And 
have ye not read this scripture; The stone which the builders 
rejected is become the head of the corner” (Mark 12:10). The Jews 
were told, as they were trying to trap Him and to kill Him, “And ye 
have not his word abiding in you: for whom he hath sent, him ye 
believe not. Search the scriptures; for in them ye think ye have 
eternal life: and they are they which testify of me. And ye will 
not come to me, that ye might have life” (John 5: 38-40). He first 
offered His own people, the Jews, a chance to receive their Messiah 
and the blessings which He provided, but, they rejected His many 
offers and the Gentile world reaped the benefits under the Priesthood 
which God set up. Shortly before His ascension back into heaven, 
He told disciples: “These are the words which I spake unto you, 
while I was yet with you, that all things must be fulfilled, which 
were written in the law of Moses, and in the prophets, and in the 
psalms, concerning me” (Luke 24:44). So why is it that people can 
hear the words of God and at the same time, not accept them? 

Could it be from a lack of serious study? Or, could it be from 
the putting of human wisdom up in competition to that of Almighty 
God’s infinite wisdom? Maybe it could be from one never “setting 
his heart” to believe what God has told us. They still have some 
reservations about the absolute truth and its authority in what He left 
as a guide for us in that one and only way to the Father. Remember, 
Jesus did say, “I am the way, the truth and the life.” He did not say 
“I am a way among many different ways.” That is the false teaching 
which you can hear from so many different denominational speakers, 
and it is also permeating the body of Christ, the church which Jesus 
established, recorded in the book of Acts. It is sad to note that some 
of our gospel preachers are actually heard to say things like, “I choose 
not to believe certain things because I want to believe it another way 
less offensive.” In spite of what the text clearly reveals, they have a 
version of the event which they choose to believe. Is this not putting 
our wisdom against God’s? Was our heavenly Father not capable of 

providing accurate information for our journey to heaven? Did He 
not preserve His holy Word for us through His infinite providence? 
How can we, His “finite creation” indict our very Creator and accuse 
Him of being derelict and unable to give us the proper words for a 
correct understanding of His divine will? When those teachers give 
us different meanings from what God plainly said, they need to be 
“marked and avoided” and they are not worthy of support from 
faithful brethren. We need to be put to shame for our lack of study 
and the faith which it would insure. 

—337 Madison  4605
St. Paul, AR 72760
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THE NATURE OF THE MEN AND THEIR WORK
(1) ELDERS OCCUPY AN OFFICE IN THE NEW TES-

TAMENT CHURCH. The office is established by God, with 
both the work and the nature of the men set forth plainly in 
the New Testament. In re-visiting the congregations estab-
lished in an initial visit, Paul, on his first missionary journey, 
saw to it that “ ... they ... ordained them elders in every 
church” (Acts 14:23). Pointing young preachers to the work 
before them, Paul stresses the qualifications and some of the 
work to be embraced by elders (1 Tim. 3: 1-7; Titus 1 :5-11). 
The apostle pointed out that the selecting of elders would be 
a setting in order a matter that was lacking (Titus 1 :5). 

(2) ELDERS ARE TO BE SPIRITUAL MEN. Our em-
phasis is on the word spiritual, and it must be. Far too many 
congregations have rushed to select men, all the while noting 
the points of 1 Timothy 3 and Titus 1, but with little empha-
sis on the spirituality of the men. All qualifications are given 
in the Word, and must be noted, but it should not be the case 
that the man’s marital status and having believing children 
— topped off with his being good in money matters—virtu-
ally assures his selection. CHARACTER qualities are most 
vital, and many congregations have learned to their sorrow 
that trouble came, not as regards whether the man had a wife 
or children, nor as to his businesslike manner, but in behav-
ior completely contrary to the character qualities God sets 
forth. 

(3) ELDERS ARE TO DO A SPIRITUAL WORK. Once 
more, the men are to be of spiritual quality because theirs 
is to be a spiritual work. The meaning is that the men must 

ELDERS: Who Are These Men?
 Those Who Watch Over Souls (1)

W. N. “Bill” Jackson 

be selected in view of the work that is before them. They 
need to know what that work is, and the congregation needs 
to know the same. The points we are now making all come 
together in this: Men who are non-spiritual will not be able 
to do the spiritual work God gives them to do!

NEW TESTAMENT WORDS CONCERNING
THE MEN

In order that we might appreciate the work of elders, we 
wish to briefly look at the functioning as set forth by God. 
Our device will be to look at the actual words used in the 
New Testament to refer to their work, and we find these: 

(a) BISHOP (Greek: EPISKOPOS)—One who over-
sees, looks upon, inspects, sees after, cares for, guards, vis-
its, watches over, watches after and superintends. This is the 
word used by Peter in charging the elders to “take the over-
sight” (1 Peter 5:2), and the word used by Paul in stating 
that these men are made “overseers” (Acts 20:28). We can-
not see the range of expressions within the word “bishop” 
without knowing that elders have a great work to do. 

(b) ELDER (Greek: PRESBUTEROS)—One who pre-
sides over assemblies, who is older, one of age, with appro-
priate dignity and wisdom. This is the word most often used 
in the New Testament because in its basic meaning it has 
use referring to elders in Judaism as well as those who are 
elders (elderly) in terms of years. It is the most frequently 
used word pertaining to elders in the church. The meaning 
of the word fits exactly with the points regarding the elder 
not being new in the faith (a novice, 1 Tim. 3:6) and having 
established himself then both in the faith and in terms of 

“...a bishop must be 
blamel, as the 

steward of God ...” 
(Titus 1:7)

[The following installment is the first in a series of articles concerning the eldership that we will print, the Lord willing,  
over the next several months. Originally this information appeared in a single uncopyrighted booklet written and printed 
in about 1990. It was one of the last literary productions of the lamented gospel preacher, brother Bill Jackson. Although it 
seems impossible, Bill has been in eternity for almost 20 years, having passed from this life to his reward in April 1991 dur-
ing his sixty first year. Time has not altered the timeless Truth taught in brother Jackson’s material on this most important 
subject. Herein, therefore, is another work from Bill’s pen that continues to teach us. Indeed, he being dead yet speaketh. 
Your editor continues to believe that brother Jackson’s material about elders’ life and work is true to the Bible, practical and 
beneficial for the edification of the Lord’s church for those who study it and are exercised thereby.

Regardless of how sinful preachers become, how ungodly deacons are, how incompetent Bible class teachers turn out 
to be, or how bad anyone else in the church is or will be, if the elders were willing to do at all costs what God commanded 
them to do, no problem could arise in God’s church that would not be solved by faithful elders. Thereby, the Lord’s church 
would kept faithful to God.

 With those points in mind we commend you to the first article and the articles to follow in this serious and sobering 
study of the elders—God’s men—those who tend Christ’s church.

The only alterations made to brother Jackson material was for the purpose of putting it into article format. —DPB]
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the maturity coming from family leadership responsibilities. 
Again, one with the character qualities God sets forth would 
be then expected to possess the needed wisdom and dignity. 
That element in the meaning of the word, “a presider over 
assemblies,” also fits exactly the point of elders having rule, 
watchcare and superintending responsibilities, combined 
with the next point we will make. 

(c) SHEPHERD/PASTOR (Greek: POIMEN)—One 
who tends, feeds, cherishes, guides, nourishes and protects 
a flock. It is the word pastor in Ephesians 4:11, and is used 
as regards the flock of God in 1 Peter 5:2, to be fed, tended 
to by these men. Their work, then, is to pastor the flock, 
with all the varied implications of the words used (above) 
in definition. 

(d) RULER - (Greek: HEGEOMAI)—One who leads, 
leads the way, goes first, chief. The word itself has applica-
tion in a number of ways in the New Testament. but in the 
instance of Hebrews 13:7, 17 it refers to the office we are 
now discussing. In a time when some men are quick to as-
sert that elders do not rule, these verses are most important 
in that, especially in verse 17, the rest of us are told to obey 
and submit. 

These are sufficient to let us know the awesome respon-
sibilities given to those who serve as elders. Hebrews 13:17 

further stresses that elders will have to give an accounting  
—yea, one day before He who is the Chief Shepherd (1 Pe-
ter 5:4) all who have thus served will make an accounting. 

Most Important: It Takes Time 
Though we will be looking at the men and the qualities 

of their lives later, just here we want to state that the work of 
elders involves TIME and INTEREST and CONCERN be-
yond that given by the rest of those who make up the church. 
Those who embark upon this work need to know that they 
are taking on responsibilities IN ADDITION TO all the 
other responsibilities they share with all other members of 
the congregation. An elder must continue to do all that is 
required of all members, and must also be aware that he is 
to be an example before all in the work, and additionally has 
taken on oversight responsibilities. 

In all of our study with a congregation, and with men 
who may be considered for the work, it is with urgency that 
we state this: DO NOT TAKE THE WORK IF YOU ARE 
UNWILLING TO TAKE THE TIME! And, very often it will 
mean that you MAKE THE TIME by letting some secular 
matter go that you attend to the work of the Kingdom! 

—DECEASED

Benevolence for the New Testament Christian is not a 
matter of option but of faithfulness to our Lord and Savior. 
“But whoso hath this world’s good, and seeth his brother 
have need, and shutteth up his bowels of compassion from 
him, how dwelleth the love of God in him? (I John.3:17).
The same principle applies to a local congregation of God’s 
people. “Pure religion and undefiled before God and the 
Father is this, To visit the fatherless and widows in their 
affliction, and to keep himself unspotted from the world” 
(James 1:27). For several generations congregations and 
individuals have scripturally used this passage and others 
to justify the financial support of an orphan’s home. Many 
young lives have been blessed in the process. 

This is why I was disappointed to read the December 
issue of THE CONCERN, a newsletter put out by the Moun-
tain States Children’s Home (MSCH) in Longmont, Colora-
do. In it there was a report on their Annual Benefit Auction. 
Mentioned as first on a list of Corporate Donors to the auc-
tion was the “Rocky Mountain Christian Church”.  I preach 
for the High Plains church of Christ in Cheyenne, Wyoming, 
and we have supported MSCH financially for a number of 
years. After Wednesday evening Bible study I showed the 
newsletter to some of the men of the congregation (we have 
no elders.). They agreed that I should investigate and find 
out what was going on at MSCH. 

The next day I did a simple internet search and found 
that the Rocky Mountain Christian Church (RMCC) was 

A QUESTION OF FELLOWSHIP
Roelf L. Ruffner

a large congregation of the Independent Christian Church 
denomination. It is located  in Niwot, Colorado. I called 
MSCH and later that day the President of the Board of Di-
rectors returned my call. We had a cordial conversation with 
no harsh words exchanged by either side. 

This brother confirmed that MSCH had indeed received 
funds from  RMCC. He said that they had initially been con-
tacted by them with an offer of a monetary donation. He had 
then met personally with the preacher and elders of RMCC. 
The Board had agreed to accept funds from this denomina-
tion and “saw nothing wrong with it”.

I reminded this brother that Christians are to “have 
no fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness” 
(Eph.5:11). Many in the body of Christ today do not real-
ize that denominations are an abomination in the sight of 
the Lord (1 Cor.1:10). When our Lord prayed that night 
right before His betrayal  He did not ask the Father that His 
followers tolerate religious division, rather “that they all 
be one; as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee” (John 
17:21). Brethren have swallowed whole the heresy of reli-
gious pluralism because all they hear from the pulpit is that 
sweet Siren’s song of “unity in diversity.” “A wonderful 
and horrible thing is committed in the land; The proph-
ets 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. 5:30-31).

It was also obvious from our conversation that this 
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brother saw no problem with knowingly taking money from 
any source. I asked him if he would knowingly receive mon-
ey won in the lottery. Unhesitatingly he responded, “Yes!” 
He also commented, “But we are doing Christ’s work here”. 
I responded by asking him, “So you would agree that the 
end justifies the means?” After a pause he said, “I guess I 
would.” Later, after our conversation, I recalled reading of 
another advocate in the New Testament of this same ap-
proach to decision making – the High Priest Caiaphas. As 
justification for the monstrous act of murdering the Son of 
God he said, “Nor consider that it is expedient for us, that 
one man should die for the people, and that the whole na-
tion perish not” (John 11:50).

Brethren often see no ethical or Scriptural difficulty in 
taking money from any source or even dispensing the king-
dom’s money to anyone. I am afraid that brethren have a 
blind spot when it comes to money. They only see “green” 
and not black and white. They fail to see the spiritual con-
nection to money the Bible calls “fellowship.” To know-
ingly receive a donation from a religious group is to be in 
fellowship with that group. The apostle Paul and the Holy 
Spirit considered the financial support Paul received from 
other congregations as “fellowship”. “And ye yourselves 
also know, ye Philippians, that in the beginning of the 
gospel, when I departed from Macedonia, no church had 
fellowship with me in the matter of giving and receiv-
ing but ye only” (Phil.4:15 – ASV). Likewise when breth-
ren financially support the Gospel Broadcasting Network, 
knowing that they are in full communion with a marked 
false teacher, Dave Miller, they are in fellowship with GBN 
and, by implication, Dave Miller. I do not understand why 
brethren cannot see this. (Lest any reader should gather the 
wrong impression, I am NOT advocating the erroneous doc-
trine of Saints Only Benevolence. “As we therefore have 
opportunity, let us to good unto all men, especially unto 
them who are of the household of faith” (Gal.6:10 – em-
phasis mine RLR).)  

This brother also threw into the discussion a familiar ar-
gument, for me. “MSCH is not the church”. (You frequently 
hear this argument from defenders of apostate “Christian” 
universities to justify their unauthorized practices.) I agreed 
with him that an orphans’ home is not the church but a home. 

I understood that the Board, as the head of that home, can re-
ceive unsolicited donations from non-Christians. This prin-
ciple is taught by the apostle Paul in 1 Corinthians 10:23ff 
regarding the eating of meat by a Christian which had been 
first offered to idols. By the same principle the church can 
accept that $1 placed in the collection plate by the unbe-
liever. 

But to knowingly receive funds from a denomination 
is a different matter. MSCH since its inception has been 
affiliated with the churches of Christ. I asked this brother 
what their public acceptance of this public donation says 
to a world which knows that churches of Christ teach that 
denominations are an abomination. What does it say to the 
Rocky Mountain Christian Church?  All he would answer 
was a now common refrain, “But we are doing Christ’s work 
here”. 

Brethren, the question of fellowship is paramount in our 
trouble times. Many pass themselves off as “Christians” but 
they don’t quite meet the Biblical qualifications. Yet breth-
ren are increasingly accepting such people (and their money) 
with open arms and no questions asked. But this is not the 
way the faithful of old treated such pretenders. When Ezra 
and the remnant started to rebuild the temple in Jerusalem 
their heathen neighbors wanted to “help”. 

Then they came to Zerubbabel, and to the chief of the  
fathers, and said unto them, Let us build with you: for we 
seek your God, as ye do; and we do sacrifice unto him since 
the days of Esarhaddon king of Assur, which brought us 
up to hither. But Zerubbabel, and Jeshua, and the rest of 
the chief of the fathers of Israel, said unto them, Ye have 
nothing to do with us to build an house unto our God; 
but we ourselves together will build unto the Lord God of 
Israel, as king Cyrus the king of Persia hath commanded 
us (Ezra 4:2-3).

I wish more of my brethren had the spiritual backbone of 
these brave men to refuse the wrong and choose the right 
when it comes to fellowship. May the Lord bless spiritual 
Israel with men who understand the preciousness of fellow-
ship and the blessedness of obeying the Son of God!

—5211 Timberline Road
Cheyenne, WY 82009

centurian exhorts his men to “Stand fast!” Immedi-
ately preceding the clash of arms the stalwart centurion 
shouts to his men, “Quit ye like men!” By which is 
meant be courageous in the face of the enemy. Also 
see Eph. 6:13-17. How important such advice is it to 
every loving faithful soldier in the Lord’s Army who 
desires to be a good soldier in service to the Captain of 
his salvation (2 Tim. 2:3, 4; Heb. 2:10; Peter 1:10; Rev. 
2:10). By experience Uncle Wilbert knew what he was 
doing when he advised Daddy concerning a soldier’s 
conduct under fire. And, so did the apostle Paul when it 
comes to being a faithful soldier of the cross involved 

(Continued from Page 2)
in  spiritual warfare.

Today, it is a shame, to say the least, that many 
who want to be known as faithful servants of the Lord 
have actually forgotten that in order to be such they 
must be soldiers of the Lord, fighting the fight of faith. 
Nevertheless the battle continues to rage. The war is 
not yet won. And, even if our death is called for, rather 
than forsake our post, let us not give one inch over to 
the enemy whether he or she is found in the church or 
out of it. 

—David P. Brown, Editor
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     This is the title and subtitle of a movie released in 2008 
by Ben Stein that was shown at some movie theaters and is 
now available on DVD. I do not usually recommend mov-
ies of any kind. However, after viewing the DVD recently, 
I would highly recommend that all view this film. If you 
have children, view it with them and discuss its content as 
it will help them and you in being able to combat the errors 
of evolution.
     Specifically, this movie shows how the very idea of “in-
telligent design” is put down by many in the scientific com-
munity. It did not mention the words “God,” or “creation” 
and did so for a reason. The movie explains how that scien-
tists, with high credentials, are ostracized by their peers in 
the scientific community and have even lost their positions 
in academia because they dared to suggest that the evidence 
from science could (not even must!) imply intelligent design 
as being the cause of the existence of the world, the universe, 
the solar system and indeed all of the galaxies that science 
has been able to probe. Most of those who are interviewed 
clearly are not religious people and, in many respects, hold 
to most of the tenets of modern science that rejects God.
     The concept that “intelligent design” could account for 
the beginning of matter and of life is clearly being ruled as 
“inadmissible” by many in the scientific community without 
regard to the evidence that is presented. Those who would 
even speculate that “intelligent design” might account for 
the origin of all things are immediately regarded as being on 
the “lunatic fringe” and nothing that they say or write could
be anything other than the ramblings of fools and not worthy 
of scientific study. Such is strange given the fact that sci-
ence is supposed to deal with the evidence and those who 
have propounded the idea of “intelligent design” have of-
fered evidence to back up their conclusions. Rather, it seems 
that many in the scientific community would rather reject 
the evidence out of hand rather than examine it for fear that 
the evidence might lead to the conclusion of “intelligent de-
sign” rather than the conclusions that they have reached. It 
appears that many are scared to examine the evidence for 
fear doing so might make their atheistic, agnostic or skepti-
cal ideas look silly.
     During the course of the movie, Ben Stein interviews 
one of the leading British scientists, Richard Dawkins and 
asks him about the origin of the universe. He indicated that 
it was a slow process – but did not know how. When asked 
about intelligent design, he said that an earlier civilization in 
the universe could have evolved that designed a form of life 
and seeded it on to this planet. However, when pressed fur-
ther by Stein about how that earlier civilization came to be 
he went back to the idea that there was a slow process, but 
he did not know how it started. As with all such, he reverts  
to some matter that was able to produce life but could not 
say where or how the matter came to exist. Thus, Dawkins, 

“EXPELLED! (No Intelligence Allowed)”
Ken Chumbley

like so many others cannot come up with a first cause but 
because of preconceived ideas rule out intelligent design be-
cause they cannot accept that God might be involved. The 
Bible tells us that it is the fool who has said there is no God 
(Psalm 14:1).
     Academia has decided to expel Intelligent Design (God) 
from the discussion of origins, so much for academic free-
dom! We need to do all we can to confront these “elitsts” 
who rule God out of court but have no scientific evidence 
to back up their decision. We must challenge them to al-
low open discussion and to defend their position rather than 
pontificate and expect all others to roll over and accept their 
“superior wisdom.”

—535 Clearwater Road,
Belvedere, SC 29841-2574

[Among others, the late Thomas B. Warren stands out 
as one who, as far as I know, did as much as anyone, and 
more than many, to oppose atheists and the like. He did his 
best to train men to meet them on the polemic platform – to 
be militant for the cause of Christ. He exhorted elderships 
to take out full page advertisements in newspapers to chal-
lenge atheists and their supporters. Few elderships with 
their “peace at any price” mind-set, “guard-the-church-
treasury-at-all-costs” mentality, whose preachers were/are 
a part of the soft insipid “how to win friends and influence 
people” variety, heeded his plea. Why is it the case, that so 
many who were trained by him to oppose atheists, et al., 
are rarely, if ever, found challenging them to public oral de-
bates? In fact, they are rarely heard from unless it is to urge 
their unscriptural concept of balance on an already, for the 
most part, neutered bunch of elders, preachers, youth min-
isters, educators and churches. Some of them have migrated 
to the liberal side of the fence, and/or they are pressing some 
special hobby. If they speak up and out at all, they oppose 
those of us who continue to stand where faithful brethren 
have always stood. Biblical fellowship is corrupted by the 
respect of persons and a false love.

Truth has fallen in the streets. Muley cow-headed breth-
ren trample it under foot as they, with their herd mentality, 
stampede toward the chief seats of academia and special 
brotherhood projects—most of it done at the expense of Bi-
ble authority for their beliefs and actions—and the people 
love to have it so.

Will a remnant continue to refuse the siren call of popu-
larity, pomp and pseudo-sophistication, the easy way, chos-
ing rather to suffer affliction with the people of God than 
to enjoy the pleasures of sin for a season? Knowing that by 
faith we are able to possess the land for God, no matter what 
others may or may not do, we continue to labor to be faithful  
to God in all things. For, as Paul wrote “we are more than 
conquerors through him” (Rom. 8:37). — 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.

-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.

-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. 
(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;  gmail.com.

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.

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30 
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
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MY AIM AS A PREACHER
Wesley Simons

The major points in this article were written by Dub Mc-
Clish and appeared in The Minister’s Monthly in June 1967, 
page 483. The points are so great that we feel they need to 
be repeated. I am convinced that many preachers have for-
gotten what their true aim ought to be. Many preachers are 
so busy doing minuscule things and trying to please all the 
people all the time that they do not have time to study, visit 
the lost, visit the sick, edify the saved and defend the Truth. 
Now let us notice what our aim ought to be. 

1. “Be true to God’s word regardless of the conse-
quences.” Some preachers are so afraid of being dismissed.
that they will not preach what needs to be preached. They 
will not preach on subjects like: marriage-divorce-and-re-
marriage, social drinking, dancing, various denominational 
errors, and the like. I want to be able to say on judgment 
day, “For I have not shunned to declare unto you all the 
counsel of God” (Acts 20:27). God will take care of us if 
we proclaim the Truth. Even if we are killed as were some in 
the first century, then heaven will be our final abode. Breth-
ren, it takes courage to be a preacher. Who are you trying to 
please? 

2. “Seek the approval of God above all others in spite 
of who might disapprove.” Every preacher must have the 
attitude that he is God’s man first. We are to proclaim the 
Truth in love. Those to whom we preach may or may not 
approve of our message. This we regret. However, consider 
this: “But Peter and John answered and said unto them, 
Whether it be right in the sight of God to hearken unto 
you more than unto God, judge ye” (Acts 4:19). Also 
ponder this: “Then Peter and the other apostles answered 

and said, We ought to obey God rather than men” (Acts 
5:29). We cannot allow the pew to control the pulpit. We 
must allow God’s word to control the pulpit. Many preach-
ers have become “so tactful” that they never say anything 
worth hearing. Some are trying to preach without making 
enemies. This is impossible! Jesus said, “Blessed are ye, 
when men shall hate you, and when they shall separate 
you from their company, and shall reproach you, and 
cast out your name as evil, for the Son of man’s sake” 
(Luke 6:22). The Bible also states, “Yea, and all that will 
live godly in Christ Jesus shall suffer persecution” (2 
Timothy 3: 12). Somehow, some feel that they know more 
than God in that one can live the Christian life and never 
suffer in any way for it. 

Some have declared that if Stephen would have been 
more tactful, then he would not have been stoned. What 
nonsense! Those who state such are so-called preachers. 

Brethren, we are living in a very liberal and compromis-
ing age. Can God depend on us to be his mouthpiece here 
on this earth? Will we have the conviction to speak the Truth 
in love regardless of the cost? May God help us to do this. 
(Originally printed in the Oct. 1995 issue of CFTF, p. 14.)

—1162 Highway 91
Elizabethton, TN 37643-6227



Bro. Simons and the Tri-Cities School of Preaching evidently 
think it is sinful to apply the truth of his excellent article to the 
unrepentant false teachers Dave Miller and Stan Crowley as 
well as their supporters. Why is that the case? —EDITOR
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Editorial...

Floyd Decker’s Article
Some of the things and terms the late brother Decker 

mentions in his article appearing on page 5 of this issue of 
CFTF are not necessarily wrong. Some of them are authorized 
in that they are options serving to expedite (they are advan-
tageous) discharging what is Biblically authorized. Or, they 
are terms that simply identify, define and specify the work of 
Christians as they function within the Biblically authorized 
framework of the church. For instance, surely no properly in-
formed child of God would affirm that  having a “church sec-
retary” and “church custodian” necessarily implies such posi-
tions to be as much a part of the New Testament organization 
of the the church as are elders and deacons. They are simply 
terms, describing the work the eldership has authorized such 
persons to do. The term “great commission” falls into that 
same category—a term that accurately describes what Jesus 
said in Matt. 28:18, 19; Mark 16:15; Luke 24:46, 47, but the 
term is nowhere explicitly found in the New Testament.

However, all other things being Scritpurally equal, when 
an option for expediting an authorized act ceases being a 
means to a Scripturally authorized end (the discharging of the 
authorized act) — it becomes the end in and of itself alone. 
This it cannot be and remain in the optional category. Or, if 
a term is used, the idea of which is not found in the New 
Testament — such as calling an evangelist the “pastor” of 
a church when the term has nothing to do with the mean-
ing and usage of it in the New Testament — that term itself 
is corrupted because of the wrong definition assigned to it. 
Or, if the term “church secretary” is considered to be a nec-
essary office in the church as is the eldership (such as the 
Secretary of State in the U. S. Executive Branch of govern-
ment) — it loses its descriptive term status and, therefore, 
its Scriptural reason for being employed. Also, the erroneous 
view of some  brethren that the church building itself is holy 
as the Mosaical Temple was holy—those “anti” brethren who 
bind where God has not bound notwithstanding. I have in 
mind here such things as kitchens in the meeting house, eat-
ing in the meeting house, the term “director” applied to those 
who under an eldership direct preacher training schools, the 
term “youth meetings” that correctly describe young people 
coming together for spiritual edification, Bible camps, and 
such like. Any one of the preceding matters and more like 
them can be and have been perverted because people remove 
them from the option category (those ways and means that 
discharge a Biblically authorized act in the quickest and best 
way possible) making something contrary to Bible authority 
out of them. Thereby they are perverted and become sinful. 
The faithful will always repudiate and reject such corruptions 
of good things.

With the previous Biblically qualifying and modifying 
points in mind regarding brother Decker’s article, it is very 
important to realize what those terms and activities listed 
in his article meant, as well as how they were used in the 
Christian Church 65 years ago when he wrote his article (and 
before). This is necessary because the Christian Church then 
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and now has very little to no concern for Bible authority re-
garding what they believe and practice. If they truly possessed 
such a concern in the mid 19th  Century, they never would have 
introduced the use of mechanical instrumental music into the 
worship of God. But they did — and they did it while all the 
time admitting that singing without any other kind of music 
in worship was perfectly acceptable to God. That same un-
concern for and repudiation of Bible authority (Rom. 10:17; 
2 Cor. 5:7; Col. 3:17) over the last 140 years has led them to 
embrace about anything denominational. Indeed, today they 
are only another sectarian man-made outfit and the Disciples 
of Christ gladly call themselves a denomination. 

The disdain for, with the rejection and repudiation of, 
Bible authority has grown in the church of our Lord until at 
present it is running rampant throughout the land. The average 
member knows little to nothing about ascertaining Bible au-
thority and really does not care to know about it. Furthermore, 
many in the church have rejected the natural communicative 
element of language—the way language by its very nature 
functions and, therefore, the way any language authorizes any-
one to do anything. Having lost their concern for Bible author-
ity, coupled with a willful ignorance of the same, the church 
has grown to love and cherish denominationalism in general 
and the Independent Christian Church/Disciples of Christ in 
particular.

Couple such wild rebellious false brethren as previously 
noted with certain other brethren who are willing to justify 
their friends’ sins, and today the church finds herself, not in 

The Grip of Grace, but in the strong destructive Grip of Sa-
tan.

We never would have believed that some brethren could 
be brought to believe, much less openly proclaim and argue 
for, categorizing sin as Big Black Sins that we must oppose, 
and Little White Sins that God permits us to ignore and over-
look, but such is the case. Obviously these brethren do not be-
lieve that the accounts of Cain, Nadab and Abihu, Achan and 
his family, and Uzzah have a thing to teach us about God’s 
view of sin and its punishment. But Paul certainly thought 
such inspired accounts did (Rom. 15:4; 1 Cor. 10:1-12).  

 As Israel of old went “a whoring after other gods,” many 
Christians today are guilty of the same rebelliousness in their 
desire to be like the man-made religions round about them. 
From every quarter of the church we hear of unfaithful mem-
bers making known their longings to “ape” their denominati-
nal neighbors. But, they are not only content to mimic sectar-
ians, they are openly and forcefully attacking those brethren 
who oppose sectarian denominationalism. They fully intend 
to carry as many as possible into denominationalism. 

With the previous article before you, please consider the 
late brother Decker’s article, realizing that at one time what 
he said about the church of Christ was true of almost all the 
congregations of God’s people. Today it is not. That being the 
case, what are you going to do about it?

—David P. Brown, Editor

WHAT ABOUT CONSTANT ASSOCIATION WITH 
UNREPENTENT ERRING BRETHREN?

Robert R. Taylor, Jr.
It is difficult to figure out some of our brethren in their 

inconsistent actions. They will bemoan the liberal spirit that 
is capturing large portions of our once uniformly conserva-
tive brotherhood. Yet on a continuing and even increasing   
basis they will appear with them on lectureships, workshops, 
seminars, and other occasions. It would be wonderfully cou-
rageous and highly commendable if they went to unmask 
their errors and uphold Truth with militant majesty; yet this 
they do not do as a general rule. There may be a few excep-
tions along the way but not many for sure! July Jubilee in 
Nashville annually is spearheading the perilous plunge into 
apostasy. Yet each year there are a few more conservative 
brethren who agree to speak on it, and with the backing of 
their elderships respectively. If they went there with the spirit 
of Elijah before Ahab or the false prophets of Baal, the spirit 
of noble Nathan before adulterous David, the spirit of John 
the baptist before Herod and Herodias, the spirit of Christ 
before Pharisaic hypocrites, or the courage of Paul facing 
Judaizing troublemakers, they would not have the welcome 
mat extended to them for repeat performances. Will any 
doubt it? If so, on what logical basis?

“Birds of a feather flock together” is not just true of 
winged fowl; it has a spiritual application as well. Brethren 
who constantly associate with false teachers, never confut-
ing them, have not yet learned to hate every false way (Psa. 
119:104, 128; Rev. 2:6). Yet they want to maintain a repu-
tation for soundness. Such is extremely hard to attain and 
then maintain while giving tacit endorsement to liberalistic 
forces. (From the Annual Denton Lectureship Book, Studies 
in Joshua, Judges, and Ruth, pp. 528, 529.) 

—PO Box 464
Ripley, TN 38063 

[In the previous quotation brother Taylor hit the nail square-
ly on its head regarding “our brethren in their inconsistent 
actions.” But, in the case of at least two unrepentent false 
teachers, Dave Miller and Stan Crowley along with those  
fellowshiping and defending them, he and others like him do 
not practice what he taught in his article. Is it not amazing 
to what lengths some brethren will go in seeking to justify 
their erroneous conduct?—EDITOR] 



4                        Contending for the Faith—February/2009

[The late Floyd A. Decker was pastor of the Murrell Boulevard Christian Church in Paducah, Kentucky. In 1930 he 
heard J. Petty Ezell preach on the differences between the Christian Church and the church Jesus built. As the result of 
his love for the Truth, having heard the sermon, Floyd Decker left the Christian Church to become a Christian—nothing 
more, nothing less and nothing else—a member of the Lord’s church. What follows is an article Decker wrote in 1944 
on the same subject that moved him to become a New Testament Christian. Please see the editorial regarding Decker’s 
article—EDITOR]

THE DIFFERENCES IN THE CHRISTIAN CHURCH
AND

CHURCHES OF CHRIST   
Floyd Decker

1. The Christian Church has women Counselors, Directors 
and Lecturers; the church of Christ does not (1 Tim. 2:11, 
12; 1 Cor. 14:34).
2. The Christian Church has Educational Directors, Associ-
ate Ministers and Youth Directors: the church of Christ has 
elders, deacons, evangelists and teachers (Eph. 4:11; Phil. 
1:1).
3. The Christian Church has Missionary, Benevolent and Ed-
ucational Organizations to execute the work of the church; 
the church of Christ does not (Eph. 4:4: Eph. 3:10, 21).
4. The Christian Church celebrates days of heathen worship, 
such as Easter, Mother’s Day and Christmas; the church of 
Christ does not (Gal. 4:10).
5. The Christian Church fellowships various denominations 
in their activities, leaving the impression that all are breth-
ren; the church of Christ does not (2 John 9-11; Gal. 1:6-
10).
6. The Christian Church seeks to get crowds with Youth 
Meetings, Campaigns for Christ, Rallies, drives and Pro-
motions; the church of Christ does not (1Tim. 4:16; Rev. 
22:18,19).
7. The Christian Church emphasizes society and the physi-
cal man by appealing to the carnal nature, with church car-
nivals, bands, plays, choruses, dramatics, church kitchens, 
church camps, and elaborate fellowship halls; the church of 
Christ does not (1 Cor. 10:7; Rom. 14:17; 1 Cor. 11:22,34).
8. The Christian Church elevates its preachers above the 
rest of the members by using titles as Pastor, Superinten-
dent, President and Doctor, but the church of Christ does not 
(Matt. 23:5-12; Job 32:21,22). Also, the Christian Church 
has forced its ministers into the denominational “Pastor Sys-
tem” by hinting, suggesting, complaining, and even demand-
ing that its preachers run after the members, taxi the people 
here and there, and hold hands of the sick. The church of 
Christ does not expect this and God does not expect this sort 
of treatment from those who have been called to preach the 

gospel. Acts 6 points out that it is not scriptural for ministers 
of the gospel to leave the word of God and serve tables. 
The church has women servants and has deacons who are 
supposed to take care of the physical needs of the congre-
gation. And the church has elders who are entrusted with 
the “souls” of the members. And the preacher is left free 
to study, meditate, pray and carry on an unhampered work 
of preaching the gospel to the lost (Acts 6:4; 2 Tim. 2:15; 
4:1-5). And if a church does not have elders, etc., it can no 
more scriptural1y introduce the “Pastor System” than it can 
introduce the piano because it has poor singing.
9.  The Christian Church misuses the name “christian,” 
which is a noun, by speaking of “Christian nations,” “Chris-
tian schools,” and “Christian Church.” The church of Christ 
does not (Acts 11:26; 26:28; 1 Peter 4:16).
10. The Christian Church takes up collections at services 
other than on the first day of the week, and uses unscriptural 
means such as suppers, property rentals and special collec-
tions to raise money for the church; the church of Christ 
follows 1 Corinthians 16:1,2 by having each member lay by 
in store on the first day of the week. This is its ONLY way 
of raising money.
11. The Christian Church owns and operates Publishing 
Houses, Radio Stations, Hospitals, and other Benevolent 
Societies; churches of Christ build nothing but churches 
(Eph. 3:21).
12. The Christian Church owns, supports and operates 
schools for secular education, through theological schools; 
the church of Christ does not (1 Tim. 3:15).
13.  The Christian Church has a compromising spirit, will 
not defend its doctrine, is nothing but man-made denomina-
tion, has no regard for the authority of the Bible, bases its 
practice on the silence of the scriptures, and appeals to the 
traditions of the elders rather than to the simple unadulter-
ated gospel of Christ. The Christian Church is not part of 
the New Testament church and should not be regarded as a 
friend of Christ nor of the truth.   
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The [UN]Christian Chronicle carries a story in its Feb. 
2009 issue that is almost sad enough to make a grown man 
cry (pardon my sarcasm, although any report of apostasy is 
certainly depressing to faithful saints). Like so many breth-
ren concerning so many situations, Richland Hills, Texas 
“Church of Christ” is whining because it wants to “have it 
both ways.” It is well known that Richland Hills began of-
fering a Lord’s supper service with instrumental music on 
Saturday nights in 2007. A few months ago they began hav-
ing an “a cappella” service AND a separate mechanical in-
strumental music service on Sunday mornings (a 2-year-old 
could have seen that coming). So what are they boo-hooing 
about? The 2009 edition of Churches of Christ in the United 
States (21st Century Christian) had the unmitigated audac-
ity to leave Richland Hills out of its listings as a “Church 
of Christ, and did so intentionally, at that”! (I am surprised 
21ST Century Christian had the backbone to do it, but good 
for them.) Meanwhile, Richland Hills is crying, “Unfair, 
foul-play.” “We strongly feel like we are a part of Churches 
of Christ and continue a strong love for—and commitment 
to—excellent a cappella worship,” so Mike Washburn,  Rich-
land Hill’s “executive minister” bawled (Washburn is Maxie 
Boren’s son-in-law, incidentally). He continued: “However, 
we are a part of a huge movement in our fellowship who do 
not believe a cappella worship is the sole way of defining 
who Churches of Christ are.” Waaahhh! Now isn’t that a 
surprise? A “huge” number who claim to be in the church 
nowadays are as comfortable singing praises to God and 
His Son with the accompaniment of the emblem of Baal as 
they are with worshiping in spirit and Truth. (It is clear from 
Washburn’s statement that Richland Hills has more respect 
for what a “huge number who claim to be in the church” is 
comfortable with than with what the Lord and His Word are 
comfortable with.) There you have it, Richland Hills moved 
outside, but they still want to be listed as on the inside. Those 
conversant with the ever-progressive apostasy of Richland 
Hills over the past 25 plus years (I have lived about 30 miles 
from their building for 28 years), were not the least bit sur-
prised when they brought in the instrument(s). Their obvi-
ous disdain for Scriptural authority in numerous manifesta-
tions (including the employment of their version of elder r/r 
in 1987, predating Brown Trail’s/Dave Miller’s use of their 
similar procedure only by 3 years) made some of us wonder 
why they waited so long to roll in the organ (saxophone, 
gut bucket, washboard, or whatever they employ). It has not 
bothered Rick Atchley, Mike Washburn, the Richland Hill 
elders, or their large assortment of other “ministers” that the 
Lord blotted them out of His “directory” decades ago, so it 

seems both inconsistent and silly for them to feign such sor-
row at being left out of a mere human register. But then, I 
never met (or heard of) a liberal who did not, sooner or later, 
evince both traits. Altogether, 21 churches that were in the 
previous directory were intentionally left out of this year’s. 
Seventeen of these were congregations that had ceased hav-
ing any a cappella meetings. The other 4 (Richland Hills, 
Farmers Branch, TX [Dallas suburb], Jenks, OK, and Red-
wood City, CA) are in-betweeners, having both instrumen-
tal and a cappella services—at least for now. Isn’t it big of 
them to be so understanding, non-judgmental, and tolerant  
of their “weaker brethren”? 

The sobering and sad truth is that if you want to know 
what the vast majority of congregations that still have 
“Church of Christ” on their signs will look like in 10 years, 
just take a gander at Richland Hills. With its “courageous 
leadership” in that direction, many congregations will not 
take 10 years to plunge over the same precipice. Throw in the 
growing affinity some liberals among us (though they long 
since ceased to be) have for the Emerging Church theology, 
and the process that ends in spiritual (and eternal) disaster 
will only accelerate. Further, as many are aware, among 
those who still staunchly oppose (and will likely continue to 
do so) the use of instruments have compromised egregiously 
concerning fellowship otherwise in the past three years. This 
means that faithful brethren are now a remnant of the larger 
non-instrumental “remnant.” 

—908 Imperial Dr.
Denton, TX 76209

FROM THE
 [UN]CHRISTIAN CHRONICLE

Dub McClish

HELP US GROW!
Sign up at least five new 

subscribers 
to CFTF in 2009

Send subscriptions to:
P.O. Box 2357 

Spring, Texas 77383–2357
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BRETHREN, YOU SIN AGAINST US
James W. Boyd

That liberal digression has invaded the ranks of the 
church is obvious to anyone who is aware of the erosion and 
division because of false doctrines being taught from pulpits, 
publications, school classrooms, lecture programs, and such 
like. There are two kinds of people the devil applauds: (1) 
those who militantly and aggressively promote false doctrines, 
like the Jubilee Church, and (2) those who are too self-serving 
to oppose error and expose the teachers of it, who prefer to 
stand idly by saying and doing nothing significant enough 
even to show distinctly whom they serve. 

There are those who say they hold to the Truth and do 
not agree with the liberal heresies being taught all around. 
They may not teach these heresies themselves. They say 
they do not encourage attendance and support of the events, 
churches, schools, and people who are driving division among 
us by their false doctrines. Yet, they never seem able to bring 
themselves really to combat this insidious work of the devil. 
They are not heard to speak out in opposition of the false 
doctrines and identify the sources of them. They do not know 
what it is to reprove and rebuke the heretics. Nothing they do 
seems really to discourage those who are tearing the church 
into pieces and creating this new digressive denomination 
now so evident. 

CATAYLSTS FOR DIVISION 
They will attend the functions of these servants of the 

devil who teach error. They will announce their works, 
produce their materials, advertise in their papers, sell their 
books, invite them to teach their people, have them on their 
lectureships, advance their influence, even participate in 
their programs known for the heresy promoted. They may 
say they are not supporters of the movement to restructure 
and change the Lord’s church into another denomination, but 
you cannot tell it from what they do, or refuse to do. Actually, 
their cowardice serves as a catalyst for the continued advance 
of division caused by heresy. Yet, they try to act so innocent 
and loving! 

Yes, they will preach part of God’s Truth, but ignore all 
parts that have to do with dealing properly with false doctrines 
and false teachers (Ephesians 5: 11; II Corinthians 6: 14-18; 
Romans 16:17-18; II John 9-11; II Thessalonians 3:6). Their 
loyalty to Christ seems to extend only so long as it might 
not disturb their jobs, salaries, positions, friends, family, 
and acceptance. Do they really consider themselves to be so 
“somewhat” that they can rise above the battle for Truth and 
go along to get along regardless of what is going on, and think 
God or faithful brethren must be pleased with them? 

DO THEY KNOW NOT WHAT THEY DO? 
Why are brethren willing to do this? Even if preachers 

are unwilling to risk anything to stand for the Truth, why do 
elders permit their preachers to be associated with the events 
of heresy? I cannot judge their motives. Their deeds speak to 

their discredit. But I can accept what the inspired Paul said 
was the motive of false teachers (Romans 16:18). It may be 
that some of these fence-straddlers know not what they do. 
But they need to know what they are really doing. They are 
sinning against God and faithful brethren. That is what they 
are doing. I do not know who they think they are, but I can 
tell what they are by their fruits! 

They are undermining the patient, kind, firm, and faithful 
efforts to oppose error, being more critical of those who 
oppose error than they are of the error being opposed. Do they 
really think they can serve God and mammon? Cannot they 
decide whether they are with the Lord or with the liberals? 
They cannot have both. Are they content to ever be double-
minded and talk out of both sides of their mouths? 

LET’S CONSIDER THE CONSEQUENCES 
These people who cannot bring themselves to be against 

false doctrines and the teachers of it may mean no harm. 
They may even think they are standing for Truth. But they 
are not when they continue to trot along with the sources of 
error. They are sinning against Christ and faithful brethren, 
lacking conviction sufficient to do battle in a crucial hour. 
They lay burdens on those who fight the good fight, and 
give encouragement to the Lord’s enemies by their fear and 
reluctance to take a meaningful stand. 

If that is not contrary to the will and actions of the Lord 
that he taught and demonstrated, and as was taught and 
demonstrated by his apostles, why isn’t it? How can they rest 
easy in such glaring duplicity and fear? How much better it 
would be, for them and everyone else, if they could be like 
Joshua (Joshua 24:15), and stand with faithful brethren in 
resisting the forces of evil. Do they have no concern for the 
consequences of their attempts to please all men, except those 
who seek only to please God?  (Originally printed as a guest 
editorial in the September, 1992 issue of CFTF, pp. 2, 3).  
 

— Route 11, Box 90 
McMinnville, TN 37110 

[We personally witnessed bro. Boyd manifest the courage of his 
convictions when he publicly spoke out in his sermon during the 
1981 Spiritual Sword Lectures, opposing the appearence on that 
year’s program of the late Ira North. See Boyd’s statement on 
page seven.
In his excellent 1992 CFTF article bro. Boyd clearly saw in many 
their lack of (1) Biblical conviction, (2) the courage of their 
convictions, (3) their failure to publicly expose and oppose false 
teachers (4) while all the time claiming not to believe their error, 
as they (5) continued to extend fellowship to them.  
Hence, today we ask bro. Boyd regarding the false teacher Dave 
Miller, et al, why does he reject the above points one through three 
while embracing points four and five? —EDITOR]  
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“In Ephesians five and verse eleven we are taught to have no 
fellowship with the unfruitful works of darkness. We don’t have 
any difficulty, brethren, in refusing to fellowship these unfruitful 
works of darkness. And I only need to mention the passages of 
Second John, nine through eleven, to know that we are not to bid 
God speed to that which is false and to those who teach that which 
is false. And we have no difficulty in withholding and refusing 
to bid God speed to those who teach the false doctrines and the 
teachers of Seventh·Day Adventism. 

“But I would suggest to you as we very properly and appro-
priately expose the error of the various religious groups and 
cults under consideration this week we also be sobered in the 
awareness of false teachers and false practices among members 
of the churches of Christ. 

“Brethren, listen to me, and my time is about up. Unfortunately, 
and far too often, too many brethren are content to just give mere 
Lipservice to this matter of bidding God speed when there are 
prominent people who teach error or who begin to compromise 
the Truth. It seems the bigger the name behind the false doctrine 
the less inclined some are who want to recognize it for what it is. 
To your speaker, it is increasingly and disturbingly characteristic 
of many in the church to ignore, or to cover up, or try to just 
simply explain away false doctrines and false practices that are 
taking us into deeper digression, and apostasy, especially when 
they are taught by prominent brethren. And such brethren are so 
condoned even as they continue in their false teaching and in their 
false ways without repentance. They are considered as acceptable 
as anybody else. 

“I read to you what I consider an excellent line from the 
latest issue of the Spiritual Sword. ‘When brethren fellowship 
false teachers while opposing faithful brethren we are reminded of 
the situation of Jeremiah’s day.’ The Bible student knows that the 
situation of Jeremiah’s day was a day of apostasy. I concur heartily 
with the sentiments that are expressed by N. B. Hardeman as are 
also quoted in this latest issue of the Spiritual Sword. He said, 

‘There is no man against whom I would say anything 
destructive to his fair name or to retard his influence. I pray 
God that I may not be filled with envy and with jealousy that 
will make me see things other than that the truth demands. 
With the Spirit of Christ paramount, I stand against error, from 
whatsoever source it may spring ... I contend for the truth, as I 
see it, against the claims of all persons who oppose it, but for 
any man, personally, I have but the kindest of feelings.’

I concur in those sentiments and I trust that you do, too. 
“I, as so many, have appreciated so much the Spiritual Sword 

lectureships of the past. I have considered it a deep privilege and 
opportunity and an honor to be allowed this third time to speak 
on this series of lectures. And I, like many others, have looked 
into the past and looked over these lectureships and have consid-
ered them as light in the midst of an ever-growing darkness of 
digression in our midst. Brethren, I have felt so comforted because 
of the Spiritual Sword lectureship and the brethren here. And I 
have received great personal encouragement from the lectureships 
of the past and those who have spoken. And I am determined for 
one, to be true to my convictions until such time someone proves 
to me from the Scripture that they must be altered. 

“Now that which I want to say with the utmost kindness that’s 
within me to speak. God knows my motive and my heart and I’ll 
stand before Him in judgment. And I want to speak respectfully. 
And I want what I have to say to be constructive. And I realize 

that which I am about to say that I run the risk of alienating 
brethren whom I love better than some of my own family. But I 
am compelled to say that my appearance on this lectureship this 
time is the courteous upholding of my commitment that I accepted 
when I accepted the gracious invitation extended to me to speak. 
But my appearance is not to be considered as an endorsement of 
every speaker that appears on this platform this week, because I 
do not so endorse them. 

“False teachers among us are of no consequence to some. 
False practices among us don’t bother a lot of people. Brethren, 
you will just have to excuse my ignorance. I cannot possibly under-
stand why the continued use and toleration of those who have led 
us into paths of digression. And concerning the use of brethren, 
brethren who have repeatedly proven themselves to be uncertain 
and unsound and unreliable, I say to you in the utmost kindness, 
we need to take the medicine we have so boldly handed to others 
and be more respectful of God’s rebuke against the endorsement 
or the appearance thereof of those who have promoted error and 
who will not repent of it. This is true whether the false teachers 
and false practices be in the church, from Seventh-Day Adventism, 
from whomsoever and wheresoever. 

“And it hurts worse, more than I can find words to say, that 
when you risk your all – and I have – and when you have suffered 
and been berated – and I have – to stand against the inroads of 
digression in the church, to see those who have promoted these 
very digressions lifted to this very platform and commended as 
sound and acceptable teachers. It’s not right, brethren. There is 
no man on God’s earth that can prove it’s right. Thank you very 
much.”



[Following bro. Boyd’s comments the late editor Ira Y. Rice 
wrote in part: 

It does little good, for whatever reason, to invite some well known 
false brother, when it means you are going to lose the endorsement 
and support of faithful brethren who are wholly committed to the 
Truth of the Gospel. I doubt, of course, that they ever will ask me 
again. However, the time has come when it is necessary to inquire 
whom else is being invited before we can agree to appear on most 
lectureships; and now this appears to be the case with the Spiritual 
Sword lectureship, as well.
To hear some tell it one would think that those of us who have 

opposed Dave Miller, et al., are the first ones ever to be concerned about 
speaking on lectureships with false teachers. Obviously for those who 
care about the facts in a case, this conclusion of the “some-says” is 
false—not that it will make such people any difference. 

Also,  it is evident that either bro. Boyd does not believe Dave 
Miller and his fellow travelers are in sin or he has bought into the 
false position of Memphis School of Preaching, Gospel Broadcasting 
Network, Southwest Church and School of Bible Studies, along with 
their friends and decided to play God in determing which sins are Big 
Bad Sins that must be opposed and which ones are only little biddy 
sins that are okay to ignore—Talk about human councils, synods, and 
the like deciding to legislate for God. It is nothing less than amazing 
that men can be so willingly blind to their own biases and respect of 
persons as they follow a multitude to do evil. 

It is our prayer that such men as bro. Boyd will remember from 
whence they have fallen, repent and return to where they used to 
stand—or, at least, where we thought they stood when in our youth 
we looked to them as examples of consistent faithful preachers and 
defenders of all of God’s Truth. —EDITOR ]   

JAMES W. BOYD’S STATEMENT AT THE END OF HIS SERMON  
DURING THE SPIRITUAL SWORD LECTURES, OCTOBER 19, 1981



8                              Contending for the Faith—February/2009

FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making available a CD-ROM 

free of charge. Why is this CD important? ANSWER: It 
contains an abundance of evidentiary information pertaining 
to Dave 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 Contending for the 
Faith, P. O. Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or email us 
at dpbcftf@gmail.com. 

If you desire to have a part in the distribution of this im-
portant CD you may make your financial contributions to the 
Spring Church of Christ, P. O. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383. 

In the “softening down” process of God’s Holy Word 
which so many in the present apostasy have been so actively 
engaged in, the powerful inspired account of Jephthah and 
his “rash vow” has been used to try and prove that God will 
somehow change His will to accommodate our failures, sins 
and lack of faith in Him. 

This account is recorded in Judges chapter eleven. Je-
phthah was the son of Gilead by a harlot. His other broth-
ers, by Gilead’s wife, cast him out, even though he was a 
“mighty man of valor.” They did not want him to inherit on 
an equal with them. So he fled and dwelt in the land of Tab. 
But, in time, the Ammonites made war against Israel and the 
Gileadites sent for Jephthah and pleaded with him to come 
back and fight as their “head.” At this point, Jephthah very 
forcefully pointed out that they had cast him out, but, when 
the chips were down, they called him back to help fight for 
them. This reminds us so much of our own human nature 
and actions with God. When all is going well, we turn God 
out of our lives, but, in times of distress, we call him back to 
help us out. This is a repeated story since the world began. 

Jephthah did come back and serve as their head and 
captain, relying on God very heavily. It was evident that he 
prayed. This was when he made the vow to God that if God 
would deliver the enemy into the hands of the Israelites, and 
if Jephthah returned home in peace, “whatsoever cometh 
forth out of the doors of my house to meet me shall be the 
Lord’s, and I will offer it up for a burnt offering” (verse 
30). Clearly, this was a “rash vow” as we can see, but, none-
theless, it was a vow with God as a witness just as surely as 
a marriage vow, and Jephthah could not “go back on it.” It 
grieved him deeply when his only child, a virgin daughter 
came out to meet him. He expressed his deep grief to her and 
she had the courage and faith to tell him to “keep his vow.” 
“Since you made your vow to God, it must be kept—after 
all, God kept His word and gave you victory—you can’t do 
any less.” (verses 35-36 paraphrased) 

 Jephthah did allow two months time to lapse before he 
fulfilled his vow, just as his daughter had wished. Verse 39 
clearly declares that at the end of the prescribed time, the 
vow was kept as stated and that it became a custom in Israel 
to memorialize the daughter four days every year. 

My first remembrance of this acount was when I was 
a freshman in college at ACC in 1947. I do not remember 
much about it then, but, ten years later, I decided to ask my 
Bible teacher there about it, since I had heard much discus-
sion and disagreement among different people. He told me 
that Jephthah did not actually “sacrifice” his daughter, but 
let her go to the mountains and never marry. He said that 
God would not have accepted a burnt sacrifice of humans 
anyway. This was his explanation of the whole story. My 
faith sunk to a lower level. 

I could read what God’s word plainly said, and here, 

JEPHTHAH’S VOW 
Alton W. Fonville

we have a “learned man” saying that it did not mean what 
it said. 

And much of the people are still trying to twist the 
Word of God to mean things that are in opposition to what 
our Lord meant. It is not relevant whether God would or 
would not accept a human sacrifice. A vow had been made 
to God, and deity was a witness—it had to be fulfilled as 
stated. Marriage laws are tossed around and changed at 
the “burn of a biscuit” today with no thought of the vow 
made to God and with His witness. Abortion is being done 
and excused by other “silly” reasoning and much innocent 
blood is being shed. Instead of our conforming to the God’s 
Word, we are changing it to suit our desires. Praise teams 
and praise choruses are used in our worship because they 
entertain us and make us feel good. We relegate our worship 
to Almighty God as He directed, to a back burner. And, we 
continue to flaunt His Word about and “do that which is right 
in our own sight.” Jephthah, though he came by means of a 
harlot, had more integrity than many today who are of the 
family of God. 

BACK TO JEPHTHAH’S VOW 
It seems that believing what God said in his Holy Word 

is one of the hardest things for many people to finally get 
into their heads. We want to think in our terms, the way “we 
want it to mean” and completely miss the Truth of what God 
said and meant. So many times, we do not want to see the 
“severity” and justice of God, only the “loving side” of our 
Maker. When he gave laws to Israel of old, the penalties 
for not keeping those laws were usually spelled out in plain 
language. In spite of that, they “conveniently” forgot to obey 
them and had to “bear their own iniquity.” Again, we today, 
are not much different from what they were. 
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Regarding the great example of Jephthah who made a 
“rash vow” and kept it in spite of the severe consequences, 
he went down in history as a “faithful” servant of God who 
kept his word that he had spoken with God (Hebrews 11 
:31ff). The Bible plainly tells us that he “did with her ac-
cording to his vow which he had vowed” (Judges 11:39). 
And, by looking back to see just what that vow included, 
he was to give ‘whatsoever’ came out of his house to meet 
him after a successful battle, as a burnt offering” (Judges 
11:31). 

It is not uncommon today to hear different ones try to-
excuse Jephthah. If ever there was a twisting of God’s Holy 
Word, that is a classic example. His actions indicated the 
dedication that Jephthah had to God. His daughter even had 
the right idea and pleaded for him to keep his vow. Notice 
what she said: “If thou hast opened thy mouth to the 
Lord, do to me according to that which hath proceeded 
out of thy mouth” (Judges 11:36). 

Did God accept the harlotry of Rahab, mentioned in the 
same context? Did God accept burnt offerings of human be-
ings? The clear answer is a resounding NO in both cases. But, 
look at what those people were commended for—“working 
righteousness.” That simply means “keeping God’s com-
mandments,” since “all thy commandments are righ-
teousness” (Psalms 119:172). Did God say anything about 
“swearing and vow making?” When God is brought into the 
equation during an oath or a vow, to do anything different 
from those exact words was abomination and in some cases 
meant the death penalty for the ones who did not keep their 
vows (Leviticus 20:10). It is one of those things that God 
hates, like the popular practice of “adultery and divorce.” 
But, let us turn to His Word to get our answers. 

A Scripture that most preachers have used many times 
comes to mind and is very pertinent to this situation. Samuel 
said, “Hath the LORD as great delight in burnt offerings 
and sacrifices, as in obeying the voice of the LORD? Be-
hold, to obey is better than sacrifice, and to hearken than 
the fat of rams” (1 Samuel 15:22). Keeping our word with 
God and obedience to him is better than all our “worship” 
activities. Consider this; “And ye shall not swear by my 
name ‘falsely,’ neither shalt thou profane the name of thy 
God: I am the Lord” (Leviticus 19:12). Doing something 
different from what you had vowed is to deal “falsely” and 
profane God’s name. God did command the “doing” of all 
his statutes and judgments and not take his name in vain 
(Deut. 5:11). 

In the New Testament, our Lord Jesus Christ taught that 
it was serious business to swear or vow by the name of God. 
“Again, ye have heard that it hath been said by them 
of old time, Thou shalt not forswear thyself, but shalt 
perform unto the Lord thine oaths: But I say unto you, 
Swear not at all” (Matthew 5:33-34). And, James had this 
to say, “swear not by anything lest ye fall into condemna-
tion” (James 5:12). In the light of these severe warnings and 
teachings about vow keeping, how can any lover of God’s 
Holy Word teach anything contrary to what is plainly stated? 
It is not wise to try and put our finite wisdom up in compe-
tition with that of Almighty God, our Maker. It is so much 
simpler and safer to simply BELIEVE WHAT GOD SAID. 
After all, it is TRUTH. 

—337 Madison 4605
St. Paul, AR 72760

IT IS NEVER RIGHT
It is never right to do certain things; therefore they should 
be abhorrent to the Christian nature.
It is never right to divide a congregation through strife or 
selfish ambition (1 Cor. 1:10).
It is never right to try to exalt yourself by runing down 
someone who is not present (Titus 3:2).
It is never right to be dishonest in small matters or in large 
affairs (Romans 12:7).

It is never right to tell an untruth, however insignificant it 
may seem to be (Eph. 4:25).
It is never right to play the hypocrite, either with a friend 
or an enemy (Rom. 12:9).
It is never right to be inconsiderate of the other person, 
whether he is a stranger or a friend (Phil. 2:3, 4).  
It is never right to engage in those things that will lower 
you or the church in the estimation of others (Matt. 5:16; 
Rom. 14:16).    

 —Author  Unknown
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The February 6 , 2009, Denton Record-Chronicle, car-
ried the obituary of Walter Burch. He was born and grew up 
in Forth Worth, was married in Denton, and his body was  
brought back to Denton for burial.

Although I did not actually know Burch, I certainly knew 
of him. My first introduction to him was a series of doctrinal 
newspaper articles he wrote when he was a comparatively 
young preacher (early 1960s?), which were very well writ-
ten and were faithful to the Scriptures in every way. Many 
congregations reprinted these articles in their local papers 
with good effect. He was the first full-time preacher at the 
apostate Richland Hills (Fort Worth suburb) [non] Church of 
Christ when both he and it were doctrinally sound. He also 
taught at and then worked for Abilene Christian College 10 
years. However, his convictions (as did those of many oth-
ers of his generation) underwent some radical changes in the 
mid-to-late 60s. (He became a “change agent” several years 
before Lynn Anderson applied the term to himself and his 
fellow-subversives.) 

In my Preachers of Today, Vol. 4 (1970), Burch’s closed 
his biographical information as follows: “Helped plan Mis-

sion Magazine.” As the expression goes, “’nuff sed.” He 
served on its board and wrote articles for it for several years, 
long after it had fully demonstrated its radical liberal agenda 
and emphasis. By the early 1970s he  had not only forsaken, 
but when asked, repudiated the Truth he had taught in his 
excellent newspaper articles.

Long before the 1984 “Joplin Restoration Summit” 
(later renamed “Restoration Forum 1”) Burch stated his 
willingness to fellowship the Christian Church. He not only 
went astray himself, but through his influence, doubtless led 
many others from the Truth.

Not surprisingly, both the Richland Hills and ACU Web-
sites heap great praise upon him. (I can hardly wait to read 
the accolades The [un]Christian Chronicle will give him.) 
Leroy Garrett, Denton resident and comrade-in-liberal-arms 
with Burch, will most likely have somewhat to say regard-
ing his liberal (and destructive) legacy.

—908 Imperial Dr.
Denton, TX 76209

LONG TIME LIBERAL GOES TO HIS OWN HOME
Dub McClish
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One recent evening while assembling for Bible study, we 
decided to open the doors to Charlie, a neighborhood tabby. 
He was a mainstay around the church building and would 
sometimes dart inside as the people would enter. Since he 
was such a friendly feline, most of the members showed him 
plenty of attention. On the evening under discussion, our 
number was very few, so we saw no harm in letting him 
prowl and explore the auditorium.

The door to the baptistery was ajar and Charlie, with 
the curiosity typical of cats, decided to investigate realms 
and frontiers into which he had never been. Perhaps he was 
seeking the proverbial “quiet church mouse”. At any rate, 
while leading a song prior to the lesson, I suddenly heard 
the wild splashing of water directly behind me. Evidently, 
Charlie had ventured up the steps to the baptistry, fallen in, 
and was frantically but futilely endeavoring to claw his way 
up the slippery, smooth fiberglass wall. I reached over and 
pulled the soaked, panic-crazed cat out of the water, and he 
made a bee line for the front door. As of this writing, Charlie 
has not been seen since. 

Save for Charlie, all of us had quite a laugh from the 
incident and one good sister sagely observed that our furry 
friend was like so many others ... they are baptized and then 
they are gone, never to be seen again. Despite visits, phone 
calls, and letters of encouragement, they vanish like wet 
cats. What a true assessment! That is not at all humorous. 
I have known, and I am sure you, the reader, haVE as well, 
so many who were baptized and then they are not seen “hide 
nor hair” of again. Could it be that they believe baptism is 
tHe finish of the Christian life and not the start; or rebirth 
(John 3:3-7)? Could it be they believe baptism is the end of 
the race and not the beginning (Heb.12:1)? Do they seem 
to be under the faulty impression that baptism guarantees 
eternal salvation in Heaven?  

But doesn’t Mark 16:16 state he who believes and is 
baptized shall be saved? Indeed! But does it say “he that 

believeth and is baptized shall be saved forevermore in 
Heaven”? No. From what then does baptism save? Acts 2:38 
and Acts 22:16 are splendid commentaries on Mark 16:16. 
The former verse says that baptism is for the remission (i.e., 
the putting away or forgiveness) of sins and the latter verse 
tells us that baptism washes away sins. Therefore, rather than 
baptism being an act that insures unto us an unconditional 
pass to a future salvation in Heaven, it is an act that, through 
God’s grace, insures unto us a salvation from past sins. That 
is to say, when the scarlet blood of Jesus removes our scarlet 
sins in baptism, they are no longer counted against us, and 
we are saved from our former sins, and now have a new life 
in Christ (Galatians 3:26-27). 

But to be saved in eternity is a different matter. We need 
to continue to be cleansed by the blood by walking in the 
light (1 John 1:7), which is another way of saying that we 
must be faithful to Christ and His doctrine (1 Timothy 4:16). 
That is why Hebrews 3:14 admonishes that we are made 
partakers of Christ if we are steadfast unto the end. That 
is why Hebrews 10:36 instructs that we might receive the 
promise after we have done God’s will. That is why Romans 
11 :22 exhorts us to continue in His goodness or face being 
cut off. And that is why Revelation 2:10 informs us that we 
will receive the crown of life by being faithful unto death. 

A cat being “baptized” then “scatting” may be a humor-
ous scenario ... a precious human soul doing so is not. 

—146 Valley Road 
Waynesboro, VI 22980 

THE BAPTIZED CAT 
STEVEN D. CLINE
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ELDERS: Who Are These Men?
 Men Of Spiritual Character (2)

W. N. “Bill” Jackson 

“...a bishop must be 
blamel, as the 

steward of God ...” 
(Titus 1:7)

[The following installment is the second in a series of articles concerning the eldership.  Originally this information 
appeared in a single uncopyrighted booklet written and printed in about 1990. It was one of the last literary productions 
of the late and lamented gospel preacher, brother Bill Jackson. Time has not altered the timeless Truth taught in brother 
Jackson’s material on this most important subject. Herein, therefore, is another work from Bill’s pen that continues to teach 
us. Indeed, he being dead yet speaketh. Regardless of how sinful preachers become, how ungodly deacons are, how incom-
petent Bible class teachers turn out to be, or how bad anyone else in the church is or will be, if the elders were willing to do 
at all costs what God commanded them to do, no problem could arise in God’s church that would not be solved by faithful 
elders. Thereby, the Lord’s church would kept faithful to God.

The only alterations made to brother Jackson material was for the purpose of putting it into article format. —DPB]



If one begins in Acts 2, with the establishment of the 
church, and reads the New Testament in order, he will learn 
of the existence of the leadership, of their work and respon-
sibilities, and of their being over the saints in the work of the 
Lord. He will be missing the details as to the life and char-
acter qualities God expects, until he comes to the epistles 
to Timothy and Titus. It is not our purpose to examine each 
qualification and give a treatment of it; there are several 
works available accomplishing that end. Rather, we want to 
see the character God envisions, in the overall. We will see 
this by listing the qualifications, I Timothy having the larger 
list, and then will give the equivalent, found in Titus 1. 

1 Timothy 3:1 – 7
Desire to do the work

Blameless
Husband of one wife

Vigilant
Sober

Of good behavior
Given to hospitality

Apt to teach

Not given to wine
No striker

Not greedy of filthy lucre
Patient

Not a brawler
Not coveteous

Ruling his house ...
children in subjection

with all gravity
Not a novice

Titus 1:6 – 11

Blameless
Husband of one wife

Sober

Lover of hospitality
Using the Word to

exhort, convict

Not given to wine
No striker

Not given to filthy lucre

Faithful children, not
accused of riot

or unruly

Titus 1:6 – 11 Continued — Not self-willed, not soon an-
gry, Lover of good (men), Just, Holy, Temperate

Regarding The Qualifications 
(1) THERE IS BUT ONE CHRISTIAN CHARACTER. 

All who belong to God are to be of that character, whether 
male or female, young or old. We have stated the express 
words in 1 Timothy and Titus, and when men notice that 
the 1 Timothy list is slightly longer, they dare not assume 
contradiction. In fact, in the fullest defining of some of the 
character qualities, there would be an overlapping. But since 
there is the one Christian character, we can know that the 
men who are vigilant, of good behavior, patient, controlled, 
with proper view of this world’s goods, experienced in the 
faith and with a good report from non-members (I Timothy), 
would also be the men who are just, holy, temperate, loving, 
good, not self willed and not soon angry (Titus). Our point 
is further made in realizing that in the definitions of some of 
the words, as vigilant (1 Timothy) we find the word temper-
ate, that is also used in Titus 1. 

Likewise, when one reads the fruits (sic) of the Spirit 
(Gal. 5), and then the graces for the Christian’s life (2 Peter 
1), there is some variance in the wording between the two, 
but there is no contradiction. One who has the graces of II 
Peter 1 will bear the fruit of Galatians 5 and vice versa. 

(2) FOCUSING ON THE MEN, THE ELEMENTS 
OF CHRISTIAN CHARACTER STATED FOR AN EL-
DER ARE TO BE IN ALL CHRISTIAN MEN. Notice we 
said elements of character, for it is clear that a faithful Chris-
tian man may be single, may be a new convert, and, due to 
his newness in the faith, have as yet no skills in teaching. 
There is one point of emphasis needed here: A man in the 
church may not possess the elements of Christian character 
due to his just beginning in the faith, or due to carelessness 
and neglect, or due to outright sin in his life – but an elder 
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MUST have these qualities in life, else he cannot serve as 
an elder! 

(3) BLAMELESSNESS – Clearly, the Lord is not stat-
ing that, for one to become an elder, he must be some kind of 
super-human, never having made a mistake. Whoever is se-
lected has made mistakes. and will make some in the future, 
The word refers to the examining of one’s life, and  finding 
no cause for reproach, there being no glaring character de-
fect. Surely most of God’s children are blameless in life, and 
indeed, it is required of each and every child of God (Phil. 
2: 15). Once more, any member of the church, through their 
own fault, might not be blameless. but an elder MUST be! 

(4) A WORD ON DESIRE. – Actually. to “reach for, 
try to gain” something. No man should be appointed who 
has no desire to serve, but that’s true concerning an elder, 
deacon. preacher or Bible class teacher. We should have a 
desire to serve in whatever capacity we undertake. We has-
ten to point out that through growth, understanding of the 
work of the kingdom and the eldership, encouragement giv-
en to men, etc., proper desire is developed within one. It is 
far, far better to have that desire thus developed by growth, 
encouragement and urging of faithful brethren than for a 
man to have desire on his own and then to begin running for 
the office.  

(5) THE  FAITHFUL CHlLDREN.  –  Remember, as 
we have seen, that an elder is one who is older, has been in 
the faith for such time as to have manifest Christian char-
acter in all of its qualities, and has such abilities as to teach 
through exhorting the flock and convicting the gainsayer of 
his sin. The word faithful in Titus 1:6 is used throughout the 
New Testament to refer to those faithful in Christ. There is 
no doubt, in view of the above, that God desired men who 
had demonstrated in their own homes, and in their own chil-
dren, the ability to teach and lead them into the Christ, and, 
thus, the faithful children are those who are obedient to the 
gospel. 

Wives And Children
We do not believe that it is an accident that, in the con-

text wherein elders and deacons are mentioned, a word is 

given concerning wives. A point has already been made 
concerning elders’ children. The Bible does not teach a 
double-standard – indeed, there is but one Christian char-
acter. However, wives and children should live their lives 
with an awareness of their husband/father’s position, and 
not desiring to adversely reflect upon the husband and/or 
father should help motivate one in godly living. Would we 
not expect the same, even in secular matters? The mayor’s 
wife and children have the same citizenship standard before 
them as does everyone else, but I would expect the mayor’s 
family of all people, to understand what is involved and to 
conduct themselves respectful of his position. The chief of 
police’s family come under the same obligation to be law-
abiding as does everyone else, but I would expect his family, 
of all people, to live in accord with the law, being mindful 
of his position. Should we expect less in God’s Kingdom, of 
the families of elders and deacons? 

One other word: There is no New Testament office of 
elder’s wife. He must have a wife, but she remains just that: 
his wife. The godly woman recognizes this, and would nei-
ther have an officious air nor would she find herself speak-
ing for her husband. Her role remains that of an helpmeet 
(suitable help—Editor) to him, and especially supportive in 
view of the added responsibility he now has.  

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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“We don’t want to get involved in any kind of controversy or 
strife; we just want to love everyone.” This is the kind of thinking  
some brethren use as an explanation for their refusal to be involved 
in any controversy. But Jesus was in the midst of controversy con-
stantly. And no one taught more accurately or demonstrated love 
more powerfully than Jesus.

“A new commandment I give to you, that you love one another; 
as I have loved you, that you also love one another. By this will 
all men know that you are My disciples, if you have love one for 
another” (John 13:34-35).
He gave the disciples this commandment after washing their 

feet, and it is a tremendous example of what Paul would later write: 
“…through love serve one another” (Gal. 5:13). God is love 
and had always shown love to His creation, but Jesus added a new 
dimension to the word when He commanded His followers to love 
each other as He loved them.  

Jesus loved them in selecting them to follow after Him, in 
allowing them to assist with the great work of preaching the gos-
pel, in giving them time to allow their faith to grow, and in being 
patient with them as they developed. Even after the Last Supper, 
Luke writes that “there was also rivalry among them, as to which 
of them should be considered the greatest” (Luke 22:24). Paul 
is probably considered the greatest apostle of all, and he was not 
even there!

Jesus also taught His disciples: “Greater love has no one 
than this, than to lay down one’s life for his friends” (John 
15:13).  Jesus showed His love for them and us by enduring the 
crucifixion  that man’s sins could be forgiven.  As Paul pointed out, 
“God demonstrated His love toward us, in that while we were 
yet sinners, Christ died for us” (Rom. 5:8).

What Is Love?
Love is being patient with others (1 Cor. 13:4), but it does not 

mean never doing or saying anything negative. “See that no one 
renders evil for  evil to anyone, but always pursue what is good 
both for yourselves and for all” (1 Thess. 5:15). What might be 
best for someone else may be a rebuke or even punishment. Consider 
children, for example. “He who spares his rod hates his son, but 
he who loves him disciplines him properly” (Prov. 13:24).

Many child “experts” disagree with the Bible’s teaching, 
saying,“Don’t tell a child no”; “Don’t ever spank a child”; etc.  
However, Solomon wrote: “Do not withhold correction from a 
child, for if you beat him with a rod, he will not die. You shall 
beat him with a rod, and deliver his soul from hell” (Prov. 
23:13-14).

The Hebrews writer also taught: “Furthermore, we have had 
human fathers who corrected us, and we paid them respect…” 
(Heb. 12:9a). If we chastise children out of love, then why are not 
Christians rebuked and chastised out of love, also?  Actually, we are, 
and we ought to realize: “For whom the Lord loves He chastens, 
and scourges every son whom He receives” (Heb. 12:6).

This fact should not surprise us, since the Scriptures are 
“profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for 
instruction in righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:16).  Furthermore, in 
the Old Testament we see God sending prophet after prophet 
to condemn sin and to get the people to repent so He would 
not have to carry them away into captivity. Love does not 
exclude rebuking, reproving, admonishment, or exhortation. 
In fact, genuine love includes all of these.

“WE JUST WANT TO LOVE EVERYONE”
Gary W. Summers

Brotherly Love
Christians should not be surprised to learn that they must love 

as God does, which in part means rebuking brethren when the 
situations calls for it. Paul rebuked Peter face to face “because he 
was to be blamed” for his actions (Gal. 2:11). Peter did not hold 
a grudge against Paul for rebuking him because he knew Paul had 
his and the church’s best interests at heart.  Later he referred to him 
as “our beloved brother Paul” (2 Peter 3:15). 

Although some may act out of improper motivations (Phil. 
1:16-17), nevertheless, love demands making corrections where 
they need to be made. This may be done brother to brother (as Paul 
did with Peter), or it may be done from one person to an entire con-
gregation, as Paul did with Corinth (1 Cor. 5). Rather than taking 
offense that someone had the audacity to criticize us, we ought to 
weigh the criticisms in light of the Scriptures. Harboring suspicion 
that someone does not have the right motivation is no excuse for 
not considering the substance of the complaint.
     Sometimes, love must be shown by withdrawing fellowship 
from a brother. If he does not see the severity of his sin, then it must 
be impressed upon him by those who love him. When someone 
is withdrawn from, those brethren who console him are doing a 
great disservice to this brother. They are, in essence, saying, “We 
sympathize with you. We really think you were treated poorly.”  
Although they may not intend to do so, they are actually saying, 
“We hate you.”

In our day, many congregations display an appalling view of 
love—especially to those in unscriptural marriages. They apparently 
are operating on the basis of a “don’t ask, don’t tell” policy. If a man 
today was in the situation of living with his father’s wife and was 
withdrawn from, all he would have to do is travel another ten or 
fifteen minutes down the road to a congregation that would accept 
him. He would never have any motivation to repent—because of 
certain brethren who hold to an unbiblical view of love! 

The same thing holds true for false teachers.  Some just want 
to love people; so they refuse to become involved in anything con-
troversial, such as: “Is this brother teaching ideas that are contrary 
to what the New Testament teaches?”

False Teachers
What did Paul say about false teachers? 
Now I urge you, brethren, note those who cause divisions and 
offenses contrary to the doctrine which you learned, and avoid 
them. For those who are such do not serve our Lord Jesus Christ, 
but their own belly, and by smooth words and flattering speech 
deceive the hearts of the simple (Rom. 16:17-18).
Actually, Paul said plenty more (2 Cor. 11:13-15; Gal. 1:8-9; 

Phil. 3:18-19; 1 Tim. 1:18-20; 2 Tim. 2:16-18; 4:14; Titus 3:10), 
but this passage is sufficient to show that marking false teachers 
is not inconsistent with his teaching on love. He not only penned 
the words of 1 Thessalonians 5:15, but he also wrote the famous 
definitions of love in 1 Corinthians 13:4-7. The point is that one 
who loves God, loves Christ, respects the Word of God inspired 
of the Holy Spirit, and loves the church will mark those who are 
teaching false doctrine. It is not only what love demands, but it is 
also what God, through His apostles, commands.

Peter was no different from Paul in this regard. He commanded, 
“Love the brotherhood” (1 Peter 2:17), as well as these words: 
“Finally, all of you be of one mind, having compassion for one 
another; love as brothers, be tenderhearted, be courteous” (1 



Contending for the Faith—February/2008                    15 

Peter 3:8).  He even admonished brethren to “love one another with 
a pure heart fervently” (1 Peter 1:22).  Yet he was not some positiv-
ist who refused to pay attention to reality. He also communicated 
this warning:

But there were also false prophets among the people, even as 
there will be false teachers among you, who will secretly bring 
in destructive heresies, even denying the Lord who bought them, 
and bring on themselves swift destruction. And many will follow 
their destructive ways, because of whom the way of truth will be 
blasphemed (2 Peter 2:1-2).

     Ah, wouldn’t it be lovely if we could just all get along and 
love one another!  Yes, and we will—in heaven!  But the devil still 
seeks to do all the damage he can on this earth.  We, therefore, must 
realize that we are at risk—and the more blasé we are about such 
matters, the easier a target we will be. Peter taught both about love 
and false teachers.

What about John, “the apostle of love,” as some call him?  To 
be sure he does frequently bring to mind that we are to “love one 
another” (1 John 3:11, 23; 4:7, 11-12; 2 John 5). He also warned: 
“Beloved, do not believe every spirit, but test the spirits, whether 
they are of God; because many false prophets have gone out 
into the world” (1 John 4:1). He also says in his second epistle: 
“For many deceivers have gone out into the world who do not 
confess Jesus Christ as coming in the flesh. This is a deceiver 
and an antichrist” (v. 7). He also forbids fellowship with such 
men (vv. 9-11).

Christ, the Controversialist
Jesus Himself, who always showed perfect love in all things—

even to the point of loving His enemies (Matt. 5:45)—also sounded 
warnings against those who would lead people spiritually astray.  
“Beware of false prophets, who come to you in sheep’s clothing, 
but inwardly they are ravening wolves” (Matt. 7:15). He told His 
disciples privately to “beware of the doctrine of the Sadducees 
and the Pharisees” (Matt. 16: 12).  He further castigated the scribes 
and the Pharisees in Matthew 23.  How can we reconcile all of the 
teachings on love with the warnings and denunciations?

The obvious answer is that loving someone does not mean 
overlooking faults and errors.  The false teacher, for his own good, 
must be warned.  He needs to know that he is taking Satan’s part 
in his efforts to deceive the body of Christ with a teaching that 
contradicts what the Holy Spirit revealed in the Scriptures. If faith-
ful brethren withdraw from him, it may cause him to rethink his 
position.  But if he does not, love for Christ and His church still 
causes us to warn brethren so that they will not be persuaded into 
his error by his smooth words.

Since God is omniscient, did He not know that problems be-
tween brethren would occur? We are given a way to solve individual 
problems (Matt. 18:15-17). But what happens if someone has a 
reputation for being a false teacher? We are not to receive such a 
one or bid him Godspeed (2 John 9-11).  What about congregations 
who do so?  Is it not right to go to them and discuss it with them?  
Of course, if they refuse to discuss it, then our options are severely 
limited.  We can continue to fellowship them, knowing they are in 
error or withhold our fellowship.  It is not always easy to determine 
the best course of action, but offering fellowship to those in error 
does not seem wise.

Undoubtedly, the scribes, the Pharisees, and the Sadducees 
all had some good qualities. Likely, they all believed in Jehovah 
as the one true and living God. The Sadducees did not believe in 
angels or the resurrection; so the Pharisees may have had qualms 
about being very spiritually close with them. It would be difficult 
to estimate the percentage of things that Jesus and the Pharisees 
believed alike—80%, maybe 90%?

Jesus, however, called attention to this one little teensy dif-
ference: “In vain they worship Me, teaching as doctrines the 
commandments of men” (Matt. 15:9). People could be in 100% 
of agreement on what Moses taught in the Law, but if they hold 
manmade traditions as equally authoritative with the law, then they 
have destroyed, for all intents and purposes, the validity of the 
law.  In effect, they have set it aside.  Jesus was not above pointing 
this error out in public, which made Him a controversial figure.  
One did not just openly disagree with “the experts” and not raise 
eyebrows.  

Our Lord was continually rubbing people the wrong way. 
He did not do so for the fun of it—rather, it was for the truth of it.     
Luke, for example, records that on the Sabbath day Jesus entered the 
synagogue and was given the scroll of Isaiah. He read to the Jews a 
passage concerning Himself and then affirmed it was now fulfilled 
(Luke 4:15-21). Such a declaration had to be electrifying. At first 
they were impressed (v. 22), but when He extolled the virtues of a 
few Gentiles, they angrily turned against Him.  Filled with wrath, 
they “rose up and thrust Him out of the city; and they led him to 
the brow of the hill” with a view toward throwing Him off of it, 
but He passed through the midst of them and escaped (vv. 28-30).

Making a whip and driving the moneychangers out of the 
temple did not especially endear Him to the rulers of the people 
(John 2:14-16). It is safe to say that Jesus was never nominated for 
the “Most Irenic Spirit of the Century” award. He healed on the 
Sabbath, which violated the traditions of the times and caused the 
Jews to want to kill Him (John 5:18).

His claims of Deity garnered Him a great deal of hostility, 
also.  Among other things, He said that the Father had committed 
all judgment to the Son (John 5:22). He claimed: “I am the light of 
the world” (John 8:12).  He added: “I am the way, the truth, and 
the life. No one comes to the Father except through Me” (John 
14:6) and “…if you do not believe that I am He, you will die in 
your sins” (John 8:24).  Furthermore, He said that everyone would 
be judged by His words (John 12:48) and that those who continued 
in His Word would know the truth (John 8:31-32). Could anyone 
make statements more controversial than these?

Controversy
Was there ever a time when the apostle Paul was not involved in 

some kind of ruckus?  The Judaizing teachers were always opposing 
him in places that he went to preach, and he was always trying to 
straighten out various doctrinal matters when he wrote his epistles.  
Paul would never make the statement that he would not be involved 
in controversy because he just wanted to love everyone.

There is such a thing as standing for truth and opposing error.  
When Christians are doing the Lord’s will, they will be attacked 
by Satan in one form or another.  The only way to be at peace upon 
this earth is not by loving—but by not caring about others. Those 
in denominations will love it if we say nothing about their errors.  
Those in the world will appreciate it if we refuse to attack sin.  
Those in the church who are false teachers will take advantage of 
our silence if we do not challenge their false doctrines. 

Being vigilant and investigating charges can be tedious and 
time consuming, but we have an obligation to be right in the sight 
of God.  Many congregations have taken the liberal approach of 
“just loving everyone.”  Many of them have split anyway when 
some in error did not like the errors of others and vied for leader-
ship.  Some are so peaceful they are dead and do not know it.  Both 
are useless in saving the souls of the members (1 Tim. 4:16) and 
therefore useless to the Lord as well.  

—5410 Lake Howell Rd.
Winter Park, FL 32792-1097  
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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.

-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.

-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. 
(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;  gmail.com.

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.

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30 
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
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Introduction
This author had the opportunity to meet face-to-face 

with Garland Elkins on July 22, 2008. Brother Elkins has 
been a valiant soldier of the Cross, preaching the Truth to 
congregations across the United States and abroad. He has 
debated denominationalists, written numerous lectureship 
manuscripts, authored and/or edited numerous books and 
tracts, was the associate editor of The Spiritual Sword, and 
co-director of the annual Spiritual Sword Lectureship. Brother 
Elkins has had a great influence for good over many years. It 
is with great regret that this author must say that that righteous 
influence has been marred by unlawful fellowship practices. 
That is the purpose of this open letter.

Brother Elkins, along with many others, has determined 
that fellowship can be extended to false teachers even though 
the Bible strictly forbids such (Eph. 5:11, 2 John 9-11, 1 John 
4:1). Dave Miller has publicly taught the following false 
doctrines: the re-evaluation/re-affirmation of elders (at the 
Brown Trail Church of Christ) and error concerning mar-
riage, divorce, and re-marriage. Though brother Miller has 
done this, and NOT repented, many brethren have accepted 
him in his unrepentant state. It is in answer to such error that 
these pages have been written.

At the conclusion of this article, the reader will find a 
letter written to Garland Elkins from this author. The letter 
was sent and no response was received. Brother Elkins has 
chosen not to respond, which is sad indeed. If the Truth were 
on the side of those that support brother Miller, why have they 
chosen to be silent? In order for the reader to have a proper 
understanding of the letter, some background information 

AN OPEN LETTER TO GARLAND ELKINS,
 DAVE MILLER AND MILLER’S SUPPORTERS

John D. Rose

is necessary. That information is presented in the following 
summation.   

The Account of the Meeting

During the fourth week of July, 2008, Garland Elkins was 
preaching a Gospel meeting at the Maynard Church of Christ, 
in Maynard, Arkansas. The author was living in Pocahontas, 
Arkansas (a few miles south of Maynard), at the time, and 
preaching for the Dalton Church of Christ. The author and 
brother Elkins had become acquainted while the author was 
a student at the Memphis School of Preaching (2005-2007). 
Elkins called and suggested a meeting at the Bonanza res-
taurant, in Pocahontas. The author agreed to the meeting and 
subsequently contacted brother Elkins and requested that the 
Dave Miller issue be discussed, to which he consented. The 
author and his wife met with brother Elkins the afternoon 
of the twenty-second. When the subject of Dave Miller was 
broached, the author stated that he had started to examine the 
facts of the matter (which thing this author had said he would 
do while still a student at MSOP and which was stated plainly 
to both Garland Elkins and Curtis Cates). Brother Elkins said 
that was what mattered. He then produced a hand-written note 
(which he had written and signed, previous to the meeting) 
and asked the author (and his wife) to sign. The note was an 
agreement not to speak to others about anything discussed at 
the meeting. Brother Elkins said he would not discuss these 
matters except the note be signed, but he did speak about 
the Miller issue, and at some length. He continued to ask 
several times after this, that the note be signed, though the 
author and his wife refused every request. Elkins cited being 
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Editorial...

Character Assassins
Brother Garland Elkins’ comments to brother John 

Rose, a recent graduate of the Memphis School of 
Preaching, reported by the latter in his article beginning 
on the front page of this issue of CFTF, is in a sad way 
very interesting. Furthermore, the ease with which cer-
tain supposedly faithful men have played the hypocrite 
while all the time working hard to remain willfully ig-
norant of the public facts pertaining to Dave Miller’s 
sinful conduct is appalling. In his article Rose reveals 
Elkins’ unbecoming manner in dealing with those who 
oppose Miller, et al. Since Elkins in his discussion with 
Rose called my name, I fail to see why he should take 
umbrage at our comments regarding his views and his 
manner of dealing with those who oppose Miller, et al. 

When the trouble came to a head in the late 1980’s, 
forcing brother Elkins to resign as the preacher for the 
Getwell Church of Christ, Memphis, TN, it was well 
understood by those who had the facts in hand regard-
ing it that if brother Elkins had not resigned he would 
have been fired. I know that to be the case because the 
late brother Thomas Barfoot invited me to meet with 
him for the purpose of informing me about those sad 
events while I was attending the Memphis School of 
Preaching Lectureship not long after those problems 
at the Getwell church took place. Brother Barfoot was 
one of the longtime elders of the Getwell congregation 
at the time brother Elkins was forced to resign as the 
preacher for that church. He related to me the disposi-
tion of the Getwell elders at that time concerning broth-
er Elkins being their preacher — two elders for him 
and two against him. Then a new elder was appointed 
who was opposed to brother Elkins being the preacher 
for Getwell. According to brother Barfoot, Elkins was 
urged by the two elders supporting him, as well as sis-
ter Elkins, to accept the preaching position with the 
Southaven Church of Christ, Southaven, MS, before he 
was fired at Getwell. Barfoot related that he informed 
Elkins it was urgent that Elkins accept the Southaven 
position quickly because he and the other elder defend-
ing him would not much longer be able to hold off his 
firing. Elkins resigned and accepted the preaching po-
sition at Southaven. Before God I lie not. Furthermore, 
if brother Elkins cared to do so he could testify to the 
factualness of my previous comments.

 Ask yourself: Was brother Elkins forced to resign? 
According to the evidence, would he have been fired 
if he had not resigned? But, with Elkins it is another 
and different “ball of wax” when it comes to the resig-
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nations of brethren Dub McClish and Dave Watson on 
July 20, 2005 from The Gospel Journal. If Elkins can 
see the facts bearing on his departure from the Getwell 
church, what is causing him not to see the same thing in 
the McClish and Watson resignations from TGJ? Also 
what is hindering Elkins from seeing “the why” of their 
resignations? Are there differences in the two cases? Of 
course there are differences, but not when it comes to 
“Resign or be fired”. 

Concerning brother Dave Miller, his false teach-
ing, his unwillingness to repent and other matters in-
volved therein, whether publicly or privately, we have 
said and/or written the same. When Rose revealed that 
Elkins had called my name in their visit I was not sur-
prised. For, this is not the first report I have heard about 
this kind of conduct of at least some in the Memphis 
School of Preaching—brethren for whom in times past 
I had the highest regard. And, they are not the only ones 
who have adopted this less than honorable approach to 
dealing with this matter. 

Brother Elkins is astounded that I would take the 
position that “there’s not a sound school among us and 
called us hypocrites.” How much error regarding oblig-
atory matters will God allow in a school, church or a 
Christian’s life before He ceases fellowship with him? 
Do the cases of Nadab and Abihu, Uzzah, along with 
Ananias and Saphira answer the previous question? Any 
one who teaches that it is scriptural to condemn a false 
doctrine, but continue to fellowship the false teacher, 
is teaching and practicing fatal error, thereby destroy-
ing the Biblical doctrine of fellowship. Elkins knows 
this, but he has become, for whatever reason, blinded 
to his as well as others hypocrisy in this matter. We ask, 
Where is the school of preaching that has marked Dave 
Miller, called for his repentance and, since he has not 
repented, declared their cessation of fellowship with 
him? Will Elkins write the name of that school on a 
piece of paper and sign it? Rather than oppose Miller’s 
errors, calling on him to repent, Forest Hill’s preacher 
and MSOP faculty member Barry Grider told us that he 
and MSOP have drawn a fellowship circle around the 
unrepentant Miller — and, we wonder how many oth-
ers of like or worse stripe he has encircled. Does Elkins 
have a problem with Grider’s “circle”? If he does not, 
we remember a time when he would have. 

Then brother Rose informs us that Elkins brought 
my family into their discussion. It is truly amazing that 
when it comes to Miller’s teaching on elder re-evalua-
tion/reaffirmation at the Brown Trail Church of Christ, 
Elkins takes the absurd and unscriptural position that 
unless one was present to hear what Miller said regard-

ing elder R&R one could not reach a correct conclusion 
about Miller’s teaching on elder R&R. If Elkins is cor-
rect concerning understanding Dave Miller’s teaching 
at Brown Trail on elder R&R, why did he not follow 
his own guide-lines regarding reaching conclusions 
(very definite ones) when it comes to me and mine? No 
wonder that on more than one occasion he attempted 
to get brother and sister Rose to sign a document of his 
own contrivance in an attempt to keep the information 
in that meeting from becoming public. How desper-
ate can a man get? Is this the same man that I looked 
up to as a young preacher for an example of righteous 
conduct?

As is true of other parents whose children are 
Christians (including brother Elkins’ children) my 
children are more than simply my children—they are 
also my brethren in the Lord. Thus, when Christians in 
anyone’s family bids God’s speed to one who teaches 
false doctrine, refusing to repent of their sinful con-
duct, they are out of fellowship with God and must 
be treated accordingly. If not, why not? True or False 
— Erring brethren who refuse to repent must have the 
fellowship of faithful brethren withdrawn from them.

Regardless of brother Elkins’ “think so” or not, as 
far as I can tell he will not be doing the judging on that 
last great day, but he will be judged by the same stan-
dard along with the rest of us (John 12:48; Rom. 14:10-
12). Brethren must deal with each other as the Bible 
teaches — not according to their own think so. When, 
therefore, brethren are caught up in any kind of sin, 
refusing to repent, they must be dealt with as the New 
Testament teaches us to deal with erring brethren (Col. 
3:17; Rom. 16:17-18). Brother Elkins, MSOP, et al., 
have that same Biblical responsibility as any Christian 
does. Of what sin must one of brother Elkins’ children 
or grandchildren be guilty before he would withdraw 
fellowship from them? Obviously, Elkins thinks he can 
oppose Miller’s false doctrine, fellowship Miller and 
God is pleased with him along with those who think 
and act as he does.     

Miller taught his false doctrines to the church. We 
did not. Miller is the sower of discord. We are not. Be-
ginning in 1990 to this present hour we opposed him , 
begging him all the time to repent. We have called on 
the church to act as the New Testament teaches regard-
ing this and like matters. How is that sowing discord 
in the church? Until July 20, 2005 Elkins and friends 
were with us when we opposed Miller’s errors, but 
they are not with us now. Since Miller is not repented, 
who is it that has changed?

—David P. Brown, Editor 
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(Continued from page One)
“misrepresented” as the reason for the note.

Brother Elkins said, “David Brown said there’s not a 
sound school among us and called us hypocrites.” After this 
he asked, “Do you believe we are hypocrites?” The author 
said, “Yes.” He then asked the author if he was in fellowship 
with MSOP. The author answered, “No.” Elkins stated that he 
had read some of brother Miller’s sermon from 1990, when 
asked by the author. However, most of brother Elkins’ state-
ments were centered around brother Miller’s stance on mar-
riage, divorce, and re-marriage as was published in Miller’s 
public statement of 2005. He  said that because Miller had 
declared that the marriage of Everett Chambers was illegal 
and unscriptural, that proved Miller’s repentance, even saying, 
“What else do you want him to say?” The author stated that if 
one sins publicly, he must repent publicly. Elkins agreed and 
declared that if mercy is not shown, one to another, how can 
anyone expect mercy from God at the judgment, and stated 
further, that if one repents it should be accepted because 
only God knows what is in that person’s heart. The author 
had brought a copy of Miller’s sermon and public statement 
to the meeting (these were left with brother Elkins when the 
meeting ended) and informed Elkins that there were no state-
ments of repentance in Miller’s public release. Brother Elkins 
said that it was there and requested a search. As the author 
began indulging his request to search, Elkins said, “Well, it 
may not be in there. I’m not sure.”

In response to the author’s questions about the sermon 
from 1990, Elkins interjected that none of us were there to 
hear the sermon. He also said that he was opposed to elder 
re-evaluation/re-affirmation, but added that the two to three 
week opportunity that a congregation has to voice their 
Scriptural objections, before men are appointed to establish 
an eldership, was an “evaluation” and “criticism” from the 
members. Brother Elkins then asked what would be done if an 
elder committed murder or became a homosexual. His state-
ments implied that the re-evaluation/re-affirmation processes 
perpetrated by the Brown Trail Church of Christ, in 1990 and 
2002, were indeed Scriptural. 

Brother Elkins said that Miller was opposed only after 
Dub McClish and Dave Watson  “resigned” from The Gospel 
Journal. After that, “they” (MSOP, TGJ board, etc. J. R.) be-
came “villains.” The author’s wife then said that Dave Miller’s 
errors were opposed long before brethren McClish and Watson 
were fired from the editorship of The Gospel Journal, even 
as early as 1990. Elkins responded saying, “Yes, and even I 
am on record of opposing it,” (Brother Elkins is on record op-
posing Dave Miller as early as May, 1990). Elkins also added 
that many of the men now opposing Miller have spoken on 
(past, J. R.) lectureships with him. He stated more than once 
that Watson and McClish were not fired but rather resigned. 
Brother Elkins added that he had spoken with brother Curtis 
Cates (president of The Gospel Journal board in 2005 and 
presently, J. R.) in Cates’ office before the board meeting, 
which would be held on July 20, 2005, in Schertz, Texas. 
He stated that he and brother Cates had prayed concerning 
the matter and that brother Cates had no intention of firing 
McClish and Watson. Elkins added that he had seen “a side 

of Dave and Dub I never knew existed.”
Brother Elkins also mentioned David Brown and the fact 

that brother Brown has had to deal with fellowship errors 
(over the Miller issue, J. R.) within his own family, saying 
that he wouldn’t have anything to do with his daughter be-
cause of Dave Miller’s error and Elkins did not “see why he 
wouldn’t.” The author stated that such are indeed fellowship 
issues, however, Elkins disagreed.

The author was strongly urged during the course of the 
meeting to be merciful toward brother Miller considering 
the fact that we will all stand before judgment and only God 
truly knows the heart and if one has sincerely repented. The 
author was also asked why he would want to handle things 
the way others had and Elkins mentioned “causing discord.” 
The “others” mentioned in the preceding sentence refers to 
those who have actively opposed Dave Miller, such as : Dub 
McClish, David Brown, Dave Watson, and now this author. 
The implication of Elkins’ statement is that if one opposes 
Miller, Apologetics Press, MSOP, or those that support the 
same: you are “causing discord.” It must also be reported that 
during the meeting brother Elkins said that he had not called 
names nor did he have ill will toward any.

As the meeting drew to a close the author was reminded 
by brother Elkins of how MSOP had treated him and that he 
had been one of their best students. Elkins added further that 
the author and his hard work had been admired at school and 
that he seemed to be well thought of in the region where the 
author lived and preached. These statements are once more 
a plea to the emotions and not to the point at hand.

The above is a concise account of the author’s meeting 
with Garland Elkins. The remainder of this article will be 
devoted to answering Scripturally the erroneous statements 
and conclusions that brother Elkins made in the foregoing 
summary.

Refutation of Brother Elkins’ Error
The author stated that he would examine the facts sur-

rounding Dave Miller, Apologetics Press, TGJ, MSOP, and 
the list goes on. Elkins agreed that knowing the truth was of 
great importance. However, the truth carries with it a burden: 
if the shoe fits you have to wear it! The weight of evidence 
against brother Miller is staggering. Documentation includes: 
e-mails, phone conversations, audio recordings, a transcribed 
sermon, publicly released documents, mailed letters, open 
letters, published accounts in brotherhood papers, lectureship 
manuscripts and sermons, pulpit sermons, Bible classes, and 
tracts. It is certain that the author has failed to mention other 
ways that evidence has been documented and released, al-
though the aforementioned list is enough to show the extent of 
proof that Dave Miller is a false teacher. “Yes, brother Elkins, 
the truth is important: but, can you bear it?” 

Directly related to the weight of evidence against brother 
Miller and the lack of it to support him is the need, great 
need, of those that approve of Miller to keep in silence their 
position. Silence is indeed their friend because they cannot 
prove their stance Scripturally. They have pledged silence 
and draw others into this veil when possible. Brother Elkins 
so sought to bind the author by requesting that he sign a 
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statement of confidentiality. It is wrong for them to ask this 
of another and wrong for them to remain silent. They are 
violating Matt.18:15-17 and Jude 3. Brother Miller’s error 
has been a public matter since April of 1990, if not before. 
This matter must be dealt with openly and publicly. Silence 
is unacceptable.

As to the question of whether or not the men at MSOP are 
hypocrites, the Bible will provide the best answer. Mark wrote 
the following, quoting the Lord, “He answered and said unto 
them, Well hath Esaias prophesied of you hypocrites, as it 
is written, This people honoureth me with their lips, but 
their heart is far from me” (Mark 7:6). Jesus said that those 
who had pious lips but disobedient hearts were hypocrites. 
Brother Elkins has said publicly (the author heard him say this 
before his entire MSOP class in 2007) that he opposed elder 
re-evaluation/re-affirmation. Sadly he continues to fellowship 
Dave Miller and those that support him. A man’s words are 
valuable if he acts according to his words; but if not, then his 
words are worthless and he is a hypocrite. 

The next issue is fellowshipping those in error. This 
subject is handled at length in the concluding portion of this 
article. If one will examine 2 John 9-11 and Eph. 5:11, one 
must conclude, and correctly so, that those in error are in 
darkness and do not abide in God. Furthermore, if a faithful 
man fellowships those in error, he will become one who is 
in darkness and no longer abiding in God. This author will 
not jeopardize his soul with darkness, therefore, he will not 
fellowship those who have departed from wholly serving 
God.

Attention should now be brought to the question of 
whether or not brother Miller’s statement that Everett Cham-
bers’ marriage was illegal and unscriptural would constitute 
repentance on Miller’s part. Once more, the Bible will best 
answer this question. The Lord said this concerning repen-
tance, “But what think ye? A certain man had two sons; 
and he came to the first, and said, Son, go work to day in 
my vineyard. He answered and said, I will not: but after-
ward he repented, and went” (Matt. 21:28-29). Repentance 
is a change of mind that results in a change of action. John the 
baptizer also spoke of repentance and reformation, “Bring 
forth therefore fruits meet for repentance” (Matt. 3:8). One 
must also understand that sorrow toward God brought by the 
realization of sin in one’s life, must precede repentance, “For 
godly sorrow worketh repentance to salvation not to be 
repented of: but the sorrow of the world worketh death” 
(2 Cor. 7:10). If one will recognize the teaching of Matt. 5:23-
24 and 18:15-17, one must conclude that acknowledgment 
of sin to the one(s) damaged is a logical implication of the 
teaching of those verses. Therefore, if one is to bring forth 
“fruits meet for repentance,” one must confess his sin be-
fore God and before those against whom he has sinned. This 
author would submit that Miller’s profession of the illegal 
and unscriptural nature of Everett Chambers’ marriage can 
in no way be construed as godly sorrow, repentance, nor 
reformation: neither does it bear any resemblance to same! 
Where is brother Miller’s admission of false teaching in his 
2005 statement? Where is his sorrow? If the reader should 

search, it shall be in vain, for it is not there. Those who say 
it is — are wrong. Brother Elkins asked, “What more do 
you want him to say?” The correct answer is: only what God 
would have him say....the confession of his error and asking 
for the forgiveness of the brotherhood and the forgiveness of 
God. God demands it and so do the faithful. 

Is one required to have personally witnessed an act of 
false teaching for one to refute it? If that were true, then one 
could not refute the errors of John Calvin, Martin Luther, or 
John Wesley, to name but a few. One would have to be in the 
audience of the Pope to refute Catholic error, or Max Lucado 
to refute his error, or actually see and hear Rubel Shelly preach 
in order to refute his error. May the author state that the refu-
tations of Calvinism, the Lutheran doctrine, and Methodist 
errors are standards at the Memphis School of Preaching. 
Evidence is evidence and facts are facts. The truth is what 
is necessary for refutation. A case in point: Paul refuted the 
error of the church at Corinth based upon the news brought 
to him by the house of Chloe (1 Cor. 1:11).

The next point of error to examine is the erroneous idea 
that elder re-evaluation and re-affirmation is the same as the 
process of gathering Scriptural objections from a congrega-
tion prior to the appointment of men into an eldership. Please 
notice how Dave Miller (in his April,1990 sermon) compared 
their planned evaluation “process” and a two week period that 
was offered to submit Scriptural objections. He said:

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 (Dave Miller, April 8, 1990, Brown Trail 
Church of Christ).
 The “process” mentioned by brother Miller was the bal-

loted re-evaluation process, which was to be completed before 
the “two week period” mentioned afterward. It is abundantly 
clear by Miller’s own words that neither Miller, the com-
mittee, nor the elders at Brown Trail ever intended that their 
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re-evaluation process should simply be a waiting time for the 
submitting of Scriptural objections by the congregation. No, 
the time afforded to a congregation to voice their Scriptural 
objections is NOT elder re-evaluation/re-affirmation.

Any statement to the effect that there were no objections 
to Dave Miller and Brown Trail’s use of elder re-evalua-
tion/re-affirmation before the ousting of Dub McClish and 
Dave Watson from the editorship of The Gospel Journal, in 
2005, is simply false. Within the pages of the 1997 Bellview 
lectureship book is a manuscript by Dub McClish entitled 
“Reevaluation/ Reaffirmation of Elders?” Brother McClish 
names a number of brethren who were opposed to elder re-
evaluation/re-affirmation, including Garland Elkins, before 
and up to, the then current date of 1997; that, was eight years 
before the change in the editorship of The Gospel Journal. 
In October, 2002, The Gospel Journal, featured an article 
by Marvin Weir entitled, “Change Agents and Leadership,” 
which voiced strong opposition to Dave Miller’s error. Even 
the pages of The Gospel Journal repudiated the false doctrine 
of elder re-evaluation/re-affirmation before 2005. 

July 20, 2005 Schertz, Texas TGJ Board Meeting
This author would now like to consider some facts re-

lating to the meeting of the board of The Gospel Journal, in 
Schertz, Texas, on July 20, 2005. To verify the accuracy of this 
portion of the article, the author would refer the reader to the 
September, 2005, issue of Contending for the Faith and Dave 
Watson’s summation dated, July 28, 2005. The board had met 
on the nineteenth and determined  what they would say to 
McClish and Watson the next day. Therefore, what was recited 
by brother Michael Hatcher, from the screen of his laptop, at 
the opening of the meeting was indeed premeditated. 

Please notice this quote from that aforementioned reci-
tation, 

The board has thoroughly discussed the situation (the AP scan-
dal concerning Bert Thompson/Dave Miller and McClish’s and 
Watson’s refutation and dealing with that scandal – J. R.) and 
has unanimously determined that a change in the editorial staff 
may be necessary. Before making a final decision, we would 
like to hear any comments that either of you desires to make. 
It is not our intention to turn the meeting into a question and 
answer session (CFTF, September, 2005, p.17).

Now notice brother Hatcher’s response.
 “The ‘spin’ that the board put on this is just that ― ‘spin.’  
The fact is everyone knows that it is also. While we are stat-
ing publicly that there had not been a vote taken (there had 
not) thus no decision had been made (technically there had 
not), we all knew that there would need to be a change made 
regarding the editor and associate editor. The differing terms 
used (‘fired,’ ‘dismissed,’ ‘accepted their resignation’) all boil 
down to the same thing, and brethren know that. Dub (and 
David) were placed in a position in which they were forced 
to resign (if you don’t believe that, ask either one of them),” 
(CFTF, September, 2005, p. 18). 
Brother Watson wrote this account of the meeting shortly 

after it occurred.
The meeting began with brother Curtis Cates stating the ground 
rules. First, brother Cates stated that the meeting would not be 
a “question and answer” session. Both brother McClish and 

brother Watson had a list of questions prepared to ask the Board 
but only managed to ask very few. Second, brother Cates stated 
that brother Michael Hatcher would be the only spokesman 
for the Board. Third, brother Cates then asked brother Hatcher 
to read a unanimous resolution the Board had made the day 
before. (Board members later stated that the board began meet-
ing at 8:30 am on the previous day and ‘agonized’ all day to 
reach this resolution. Brother McClish requested a written copy 
of this resolution on July 21, but none has yet been given.) 
The resolution stated that by unanimous decision the Board 
believed it MAY (this word was emphasized) be necessary to 
make a change in the Editor and Associate Editor of TGJ. The 
reason given as to why a change of the Editor MAY be needed 
was because of brother McClishs AP ‘Summation’ e-mail. The 
reason given as to why a change of Associate Editor MAY be 
needed was because of brother Watson’s e-mails to the Board 
members. Brother McClish later pointed out that if his name 
was an anathema to TGJ because of his ‘Summation’ e-mail 
then the names of brethren Curtis Cates and Joseph Meador 
on the “Statement of Support” for Apologetics Press with 
brother Dave Miller as Director should also be considered an 
anathema to TGJ. Since the Board’s opposition to brother Mc-
Clish revolved around the AP ‘Summation,’ he asked brother 
Cates if the Board believed he had sinned in writing it. Brother 
Cates assured brother McClish that they did not so believe, and 
that they had never discussed what he wrote in those terms. 
Brother Michael Hatcher then stated to brother McClish that it 
was not the ‘rightness or wrongness’ of what had been said or 
written but the ‘perception’ of it. At this point in the meeting 
brother McClish and brother Watson were told they could say 
anything they wanted. Since they saw the ‘handwriting on the 
wall’ brother McClish resigned as Editor of TGJ and brother 
Watson resigned as Associate Editor of TGJ. Not one of TGJ 
Board members made any attempt to talk either brother Mc-
Clish or brother Watson out of resigning as they had done with 
brother Cates and brother Meador the week before. Not one 
of TGJ Board members offered any options to either brother 
McClish or brother Watson. Not one of TGJ Board members 
suggested that the resignations were premature or should be 
discussed further. Instead, brethren McClish and Watson were 
asked to leave the room while TGJ Board members met in 
closed session (Watson, July 28, 2005). 
If the board would only entertain “comments” and not 

questions from Watson and McClish, how could it be anything 
but a forced resignation? Some might ask if resignation really 
was demanded by the board? What else could the editors do 
when the board had made it clear that The Gospel Journal 
was (in their opinion) being destroyed (or put “in jeopardy,” 
CFTF, Sept., 2005, p.17) by the actions of the editors. The 
only things that could have possibly saved the editors’ jobs 
were full and complete apologies from the editors. Yes, 
apologies for refuting error and “earnestly contending for 
the Faith,” no less!

Brother Elkins sadly took the ad hominem approach 
by attacking David Brown’s character. His attack (subtle 
though it may have been) was a diversion. Please note the 
following from Introductory Logic by Douglas J. Wilson and 
James B. Nance, “Ad Hominem: Meaning ‘to the man,’ this 
is an extremely popular fallacy. It is committed whenever 
someone attacks the person, rather than his argument. It can 
follow this general form: X says p, and X is bad. So p must 
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be false,” (Introductory Logic, pp. 104-105). Dear reader 
this is a fundamental of basic logic and this is a fundamental 
fallacy. For anyone to make a statement such as: “David 
Brown says that Dave Miller is a false teacher, and David 
Brown is bad. Therefore, Dave Miller is not a false teacher,” 
is illogical and could never be used as sound argumentation. 
It is indeed very easy to turn and attack your opponent rather 
than offer logical proof for your statements. This ad hominem 
approach has been used many times by those who support 
Dave Miller. When logic will not support you, all that is left 
to you are fallacies. 

Brother Elkins has been given more than ample time to 
respond to the author’s letter. He has chosen not to respond. 
Such is his prerogative. Verse three of the book of Jude com-
mands that the faithful “earnestly contend for the Faith.” 
We are to fight for the Truth against all foes as often as there is 
a battle. There is no decommissioning for the soldier of Christ. 
The author must, therefore, ask why any faithful Christian 
would refuse to defend his position if it were supported by 
the Truth? The answer is that it is not supported by the Truth 
and cannot stand up under scrutiny. If not, why not? Silence 
is not a herald of righteousness. If Dave Miller and his sup-
porters are in the right, then let them prove their position. 
Let it be proven by pen and by mouth. Let it be proven so 
conclusively that it is beyond any possibility of doubt. Let it 
be proven with such frequency that none could deny it. But, 
let there not be silence!

The Original Letter Sent by the Author to
 Garland Elkins

August 2008

Brother Elkins,

I have decided to write this letter to you, after having 
spoken with you on the twenty-second of July, 2008, because 
I did not defend my position as clearly as was needed nor do 
I think that I left a clear statement of my position with you 
when our conversation was ended. Please let me say clearly 
that I will not and cannot fellowship error (Eph. 5:11). Brother 
Miller is in error and shall remain in error until such time as 
he repents of his sinful teaching and practices. This is, as 
you know, a Biblical mandate with general application to 
all who violate God’s Law: one must repent to be forgiven 
(Luke 13:3,5; 17:3). The Bible also teaches that no faithful 
Christian can fellowship a false teacher (2 John 9-11), nor 
those that bid that same false teacher Godspeed (again Eph. 
5:11). Dave Miller is a false teacher and although you once 
opposed his false teaching concerning elders, you and the 
Memphis School of Preaching now support him, though he 
has not repented. Therefore, I cannot, with God’s approval, 
fellowship you or any others that would support Dave Miller 
in his present condition.

I am bound by the Word of God to present the proof for 
my position (1 Peter 3:15, 1 Thess. 5:21). If I cannot prove 
my position, I must not hold it. The same rule applies to all 
Christians. Logic demands that only such conclusions as are 
supported by evidence should be drawn. To draw conclusions 

that are not supported by proper evidence is to be irrational. 
God demands that we be rational (1 Thess. 5:21). When one 
has evidence, one must then draw his conclusions based upon 
that evidence and not on things which are no evidence at all. 
Proper logical conclusions will stand in the face of testing; 
illogical or irrational conclusions will not. Brother Elkins, I 
know that I am not telling you anything you do not already 
know. I feel certain that you understand the rules of logic, 
for such understanding is necessary for proper debating and 
refutation of error. If a man can prove his position by correctly 
using true logical processes, then he is right in his stance. If 
he cannot prove his position by said means, his position is 
false and must be relinquished. 

Having stated the above I will now proceed to the proof. 
Please let me bring your attention to the tenth paragraph of 
brother Miller’s sermon. The last statement of that paragraph 
is as follows: “What follows then that [sic.] one of the quali-
fications of a shepherd is that the membership perceives him 
to be such, and is willing to submit, and to follow, to respect, 
and to trust.” Brother Miller offers this as the conclusion to 
his premises pronounced in this paragraph. This conclusion 
is false for it adds two qualifications to those listed by Paul 
as recorded in 1 Timothy 3 and Titus 1. No man has the right 
to add to the Word of God (Rev. 22:18). Sound arguments 
must have true conclusions. Since this conclusion is not true, 
the argument cannot be sound. Please note these words from 
brother Thomas Warren: “To say that an argument is sound 
is to say both (1) that the argument is valid and (2) that all of 
the premises are true. If it is the case that either (1) the argu-
ment is not valid or (2) even one of the premises is not true, 
then the argument is not sound. And, it must be noted, only 
sound arguments prove their conclusions to be true,” (Logic 
and the Bible, pp. 10-11).

This statement directly relates to the basis for brother 
Miller’s doctrine of reevaluating/reconfirming elders. If one 
can “prove” that in order to be a qualified elder, that man must 
be “perceived” as an elder by the flock and that the flock must 
be willing to follow his leadership, then he has the necessary 
“proof” to justify elder reevaluation/reaffirmation. However, 
taking away the aforementioned “proof” will cause the false 
doctrine of elder r/r to topple. False “proof” is no proof at 
all; it produces erroneous rather than true conclusions. When 
one offers false evidence to prove his arguments, the rational 
thinker must reject his assertions. No one concerned with 
the truth can accept them. Brother Miller has offered false 
evidence to prove his arguments. Therefore, brother Miller’s 
arguments cannot be accepted and must be pronounced for 
what they are: false. Brother Miller taught false doctrine in 
the sermon he delivered at the Brown Trail Church of Christ 
in 1990. The faithful child of God must reject that teaching 
and not fellowship the false teacher (2 John 9-11). When one 
considers the law of implication one must realize that: “any 
doctrine which implies a false doctrine is itself false” (Warren, 
p. 25). Therefore, a false doctrine can only imply other false 
doctrines. The argument which brother Miller proposed in the 
tenth paragraph of his sermon in question has been proven to 
be false, and since it implies the doctrine of  elder r/r, elder 
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r/r must be false.
Please note these further objections to brother Miller’s 

sermon. The very first sentence of the sermon is as follows: 
“A statement was made by our elders several months ago 
concerning their determination to give this congregation an 
opportunity to make adjustments in the leadership of this 
church in the future.” God has clearly determined the only way 
that  a congregation can rightfully effect a change (removal 
because of sin or non-qualification) in an eldership: “Against 
an elder receive not an accusation, but before two or three 
witnesses. Them that sin rebuke before all, that others also 
may fear” (1 Tim. 5:19-20; also 1 Tim 3:1-7, Titus 1:5-9, 
and 1 Peter 5:1-4). Brother Miller says the same thing in one 
part of his sermon: “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.” Brother Miller correctly said that 
1 Tim. 5:19-20 (which he quoted/read just before the above 
quoted statement) was the process for the removal of apostate 
elders. However, brother Miller said in paragraph ten that the 
perception of a man to be an elder by the congregation was 
also a qualification. Such a statement is a contradiction of 
Biblical teaching on the matter as per the above cited verses 
and brother Miller’s own statements; he has contradicted the 
Bible and himself.

Let it be further noted that the Biblical authority of el-
ders has been violated. The first sentence of the sermon (as 
quoted above) speaks of this very thing. The eldership of the 
local congregation has the authority over that individual flock 
(Heb. 13:7,17). Inasmuch as God has decreed that they lead; 
they may not, with God’s approval, leave that authority and 
responsibility to others. For the same reason, none may, with 
God’s approval, take the authority and responsibility from 
those elders. The “membership at large (paragraph 7)” or 
the whole of a congregation never has the authority to make 
decisions. In every congregation the authority is given by God 
to the eldership (Heb. 13:7,17) or to the men (1 Tim. 2:12), if 
there is no eldership in place, never to the whole congregation. 
If an eldership has the authority over a congregation, and it 
does (Heb 13:7,17), then the appointment of additional elders 
or the removal of unqualified men must be decided by that 
eldership and not some other group of any sort. The Brown 
Trail congregation had five elders in place at the time of this 
sermon: “our five current elders” (paragraph 14). The only 
way that the eldership at Brown Trail would not have had the 
authority over that congregation is if four of the five elders 
had become unqualified, leaving only one man remaining as 
a faithful elder. In which case that one man could no longer 

serve as an elder, but would become part of the leadership of 
the men of that congregation. Another possibility, of course, 
would be if all five of the elders became unqualified, then the 
outcome would be the same as the first explanation. There is 
no Biblical place for the doctrine taught by brother Miller in 
his sermon under consideration.

The above proofs are not all that could be levied against 
this sermon, but these are certainly enough. If a doctrine is 
false, one proof of that error is as conclusive as one hundred. 
Brother Miller publicly taught false doctrine, and he has not 
yet repented publicly of his sins. There are no words of repen-
tance in his statement of 2005. Where are the words saying 
that what he taught was unscriptural and that he was in error 
for teaching such things? One cannot find them for they are 
not there. We are still waiting for such to be forthcoming. All 
that is expected of brother Miller is the same that would be 
expected of any other brother who had done the same. Error 
must not be condoned and certainly never encouraged. 

Brother Elkins, both logic and Scripture prove that broth-
er Miller has taught false doctrine and thus he has sinned. If 
you support him in his unrepentant state you are in violation 
of 2 John 9-11. All who support him in his present condition 
violate 2 John 9-11; and what is more, all who support him 
are party to his continuing in sin and thus contributing to 
the endangerment of brother Miller’s soul. The Gospel calls 
upon you to repent, brother Elkins. It is my sincere prayer 
that you do.

    
A brother in Christ,
/s/John Rose

—2490 Larkspur Avenue
Middleburg, FL 32066
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There is a crisis of leadership in the churches of Christ 
today.  While much of this crisis might be blamed on elder-
ships, it must be recognized that elders come from the general 
membership and must exhibit leadership qualities in order 
to be considered for the eldership in the first place. There is 
no question that the elderships of the past might bear at least 
a part of this burden. Were it not for such elderships, who 
forsook their responsibilities to guard and protect the flock 
of God (Acts 20:28), we would not have had to deal with the 
plethora of change agents that first began to spill their evil 
doctrines in the past century: men like W. Carl Ketcherside 
and Leroy Garrett; and more recently Rubel Shelly, Lynn 
Anderson, Jeff Walling, and such like.  Where were our elders 
then?  Where was the leadership of sound men of the faith as 
these agents of change began to spread their faith shipwreck-
ing doctrines “like a canker” (2 Tim. 2:17)?  There is a crisis 
of leadership in the Lord’s church today when men fail to 
stand for the truth, especially when it means taking heat from 
friends, family members, and those associates that one has 
cherished over the years. There is no leadership when such 
men will not take a stand against an alma mater, publication, 
or congregation in which they have worshipped.

There is a crisis of leadership when the “para-church” 
organization becomes more important than the Truth of God’s 
Word or the church that Jesus bought with His own blood 
(Acts 20:28). When such modern organizations as Freed-
Hardeman University, Memphis School of Preaching, Online 
Academy of Biblical Studies, Polishing the Pulpit, Lads to 
Leaders/Leaderettes, Apologetics Press, The Gospel Broad-
cast Network, and many others, have become more important 
than a stand for the Truth and maintaining one’s proper fel-
lowship ONLY with those who continue to “walk in the light” 
(1 John 1:7), we are certainly in a crisis situation.

True leadership begins with one being willing to lead.  
A true leader is one who is willing to go against the flow of 
popular opinion and stand out in the crowd.  A “go along, get 
along” mentality is NOT the trait of a good leader.  One of 

A CRISIS IN LEADERSHIP
Skip Francis

the most dangerous jobs for a soldier in  combat  is to “walk 
point,”  This involves going ahead of the platoon and looking 
for possible booby traps and snipers. Those who were used 
in this position had a much higher mortality rate because 
they were usually the first to come under fire, and there was 
always a percentage of booby traps they did not see in time. 
A true leader is one who is willing to “walk point.” This is 
what prompted the prophet Ezekiel by Divine inspiration to 
write, “And I sought for a man among them, that should 
make up the hedge, and stand in the gap before me for 
the land, that I should not destroy it: but I found none” 
(Ezekiel 22:30). The person who will “stand in the gap” is 
the one who is willing to put himself into a position where 
he may be the brunt of criticism, not once but many times 
over. I recall having heard about the stand for the truth made 
by one preacher with the following statement: “He will jump 
on the bandwagon after the wagon is full.” We have many 
such preachers today, who will only get involved in taking a 
stand after they have put their finger in the wind to see which 
direction it is blowing, and only after many others have taken 
the lead in doing so. Where are our leaders?

In most lessons I have heard over the years on the sub-
ject of elders it is their qualifications that are under consid-
eration. Though it is definitely needed and right to discuss 
the qualifications of elders, and elders DO need to meet 
these qualifications, the WORK of elders needs far greater 
attention than it currently receives. In fact, is that not what is 
under consideration when we examine the first and primary 
qualification of an elder; the desire to be involved in a good 
work? Paul, in discussing this issue with young Timothy, put 
it in this fashion: “This is a true saying, If a man desire the 
office of a bishop, he desireth a good work”  (1Tim. 3:1). 
How can a man desire a work if he knows little of what that 
work involves?  Further, how can a man truly “desire” a work 
if he is unwilling to actually DO that work?

I was baptized into Christ in the latter part of 1972 and, 
since that time, I have experienced a variety of different 
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elderships; different in personality, different in methodol-
ogy, different in style but none of these things would, in any 
ordinary sense, automatically disqualify an eldership. On the 
other hand, I have also experienced, or heard of, elderships 
that differ greatly in their effectiveness as elders. I have seen 
elderships that were poor, mediocre, fair, and good. In each 
case there are reasons why they fit into the category that I 
have assigned to each one.  In some cases the obvious reason 
they are sub-standard is because some of the elders, if not all, 
were not qualified for the office to which they have attained.  
In other cases it was a distinct lack of understanding of what 
the work of an elder is and their own ability to do it. When 
men are unqualified for the eldership, either by reason of basic 
qualifications, or a lack of ability to do the work, they need 
to either step up or step down. As the old adage goes: “If you 
can’t stand the heat, get out of the kitchen!”

When we examine the qualifications for elders given 
in 1Timothy 3:1-7, as well as in Titus 1:5-9, we should be 
able to understand exactly why these men must meet these 
qualifications: they fit the very work that they are to do. Had 
all elders actually met these standards, the church might not 
be in the mess it is in today.  

1 Timothy 3:1-7 — This is a true saying, If a man desire 
the office of a bishop, he desireth a good work. A bishop 
then must be blameless, the husband of one wife, vigilant, 
sober, of good behaviour, given to hospitality, apt to teach;  
Not given to wine, no striker, not greedy of filthy lucre; but 
patient, not a brawler, not covetous;  One that ruleth well 
his own house, having his children in subjection with all 
gravity;  (For if a man know not how to rule his own house, 
how shall he take care of the church of God?)  Not a novice, 
lest being lifted up with pride he fall into the condemna-
tion of the devil.  Moreover he must have a good report of 
them which are without; lest he fall into reproach and the 
snare of the devil.
  As we examine each of these qualifications, we should 

be able to see how they fit in to the work of an elder/bishop.  
An elder, especially in his role of shepherd, must be vigilant, 
sober, able to feed (teach), given to hospitality (to know his 
flock), he must be “blameless” that he will be an adequate 
leader, and he must be patient. We should also be able to see 
the need for the negative qualifications as well.  An elder who 
is a striker or brawler will not be vigilant.  An elder who is 
given to wine will not be sober. An elder who is greedy or 
covetous will act as a hireling and not a shepherd. Similarly, 
an elder cannot oversee a household if he cannot care for his 
own. A “novice,” almost by definition, cannot be an “elder,” 
since the elder is assumed to be spiritually mature.  In all too 
many elderships, there are men serving in the office of a bish-
op that have hardly a gray hair. This is in part because some 
assume that a person can be an “elder in training.” This is a 
basic failure on the part of elderships since the qualifications 
given in 1 Timothy 3 and Titus 1 are not “ideal” qualifications 
but basic ones. It is rather like someone applying for a job 
and submitting a resume that does not fulfill the basic hiring 
premises that were advertised. Such resumes most often end 
up in the “round file.” Similar qualifications are given in Titus 

chapter 1, but we will focus on only a part in this article.  
Titus 1:9-11—Holding fast the faithful word as he hath 
been taught, that he may be able by sound doctrine both 
to exhort and to convince the gainsayers. For there are 
many unruly and vain talkers and deceivers, specially they 
of the circumcision: Whose mouths must be stopped, who 
subvert whole houses, teaching things which they ought 
not, for filthy lucre’s sake.
If men had truly met these qualifications, the Rubel 

Shelly/Max Lucado crisis would have been nipped in the bud 
when it first began. Instead, it was allowed to play out because 
spineless men in the eldership were unable or unwilling to 
stop the mouths of these gainsayers (Tit. 1:11) — because of 
the popularity of the men involved. Is this not the very thing 
that Paul was referring to when he said that these vain talkers 
“subvert whole houses?”

If men had truly met the qualifications of elders, would 
the current division that exists in the church over the teach-
ing and practice of the elder re-evaluation and reaffirmation 
(elder r/r) doctrine ever have occurred?  Unqualified men 
would never have been put into the eldership, and/or would 
have been scripturally removed without the need to put any-
thing to a public vote. Rather than deal scripturally with an 
unqualified eldership (1 Tim. 5:19-20), the eldership at Brown 
Trail Church of Christ, and a number of other congregations 
before and since, decided to practice that for which there is 
no scriptural authority and put the eldership, albeit tempo-
rarily, in subjection to the membership. Rather than being 
true shepherds of the flock, these elders handed over their 
flock to the wolves in sheep’s clothing. No matter what the 
outcome may have been, this is still the reality of what they 
did at the time. It was a cowardly way to go about dealing 
with unqualified elders.

What does the work of an elder involve? In order to ex-
hort and convict the gainsayer, first and foremost, one must 
have backbone. The spineless and cowardly need not apply!  
As Jess Whitlock put well in his manuscript for the 2008 
Bellview Lectures, using a term from the fast food industry 
— “boneless chicken,” he implied that there are many el-
ders and preachers today that are “lacking in backbone” and 
cowardly.  Anyone unwilling or unable to make scriptural 
decisions and then stick to these decisions has no business 
in the eldership in the first place. Further, when elders be-
come unable to do such work, because of age, infirmity, or 
by reason of poor temperament, they need to withdraw from 
the eldership.

In order to use sound doctrine, one must first have a 
knowledge of what sound doctrine is. This involves an elder’s 
own need to insure that he is not only involved in daily Bible 
study, but also staying informed about things going on in the 
local congregation and the brotherhood at large. This was 
Paul’s first basic instruction to the Ephesian elders when he 
met with them while on the road to Jerusalem in Acts chap-
ter 20. In verse 28, he begins by instructing them to “take 
heed to yourselves.” This involved some introspection and 
proactive involvement. The elder must be certain that he is 
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knowledgeable of the Scriptures and of their application to 
the issues at hand. In order to stop the mouths and prevent the 
subversion of whole houses, an elder must have the right kind 
of conviction toward the betterment of the entire congrega-
tion, not just in the here and now but in eternity. I have seen 
this applied in several different ways, and each one manifests 
itself in a category of elders.

The poor elder simply will not stand up to the gainsayer 
no matter what. One eldership I worked both with and for 
saw me as simply a hireling and not as a true member of the 
congregation. I was told by these “elders” that they were 
unwilling to lose even one member over the preacher. What 
was truly sad about this situation was that this included those 
who seldom darkened the door of the church house at all! I 
was only at this congregation for 5 months, start to finish, 
yet there were those who attended less than half dozen times 
that were allowed an input into my work there. This was just 
the tip of the iceberg. Though the elders were fine with doing 
the work of deacons (i.e., one elder was also the treasurer), 
when it came to anything of spiritual importance they would 
call a congregational meeting. I will point out here that I 
DID say “congregational” and not just a “men’s meeting.” 
Women and children were present at these meetings and every 
member was allowed an input AND a vote. Shortly before my 
departure, the elders put out a congregational survey that was 
ostensibly to take the pulse of the congregation on several 
issues. At least this is what I had been told it was to be.  In-
stead it was filled with questions about me and my work with 
that church (remember I had only been there 5 months—one 
month of which the church building could not even be ac-
cessed due to bad weather). This was not the only time that an 
“elder” or even an “eldership” lied to me or about me. It seems 
that the former preacher had taught little but “feel good” 
sermons, had worn an earring, preached in casual attire, and 
had been in the habit of not giving invitations at the close of 
his sermons. He had, ostensibly, scratched their ears with that 
which was not sound doctrine. The survey that was handed 
out was given to every “perceived” member, even those who 
had not been baptized into Christ (I had already run into this 
problem with at least one member there and was told about 
the matter by others). Teens, women, and unfaithful members 
were allowed to participate. The results of this survey were 
varied, but it was plain that more than one person was not 
happy with my preaching. This was summed up by one person 
who complained because I had put too much Scripture into 
my sermons!  I left after the elders took a group to the Tulsa 
International Soul Winning Workshop.

A mediocre eldership is one that will try to accommodate 
a gainsayer while also attempting to keep a sound preacher.  
They may, at times, try to defend the preacher by explaining 
away something that he has preached, or even give a tacit 
defense of him from time to time. Just as often they will try 
to agree with the naysayer with comments like, “Yes, I know,  
the preacher is a little harsh at times.” They will often try 
to sweep under the rug various complaints, or simply try to 

ignore them and hope they go away. Often such elders will 
simply try to appease the vain talker by telling them they will 
“speak to” the preacher about it, but then say nothing to him 
about it at all. They will also try to back peddle on decisions 
they have made at the first sign of any resistance from the 
membership. They will express their concerns over the loss 
of some members (even when such losses are inevitable when 
the Truth is preached), and put such numbers on a higher level 
of importance than the soundness of the flock that remains. In 
fact, in my experience, there are often far more losses when a 
sound man leaves a congregation than ever occurred while he 
was preaching for it. Such elders are trying to be politicians 
and are concerned about being popular, so much so that they 
are willing, ultimately, to sacrifice the preacher to the wolves 
at the first opportunity.  As one preacher wrote elder must,  
oversee “all the flock, all the time.” This includes wayward 
and gainsaying family members and friends. By sad experi-
ence I have concluded that more damage has been done in 
local congregations by family members of elders than any 
other single group. In fact, this can be narrowed down even 
further. As many of my preaching brethren will attest, an 
unruly elders wife can do considerable damage to the local 
church over the years, especially when the elder will not take 
his obligation to “ruleth well his own house” (1Tim.3:4) 
seriously. Rather than stop the mouths of the gainsayers and 
vain talkers, who may or may not be a part of their own family, 
a mediocre elder will allow an “undercurrent” to continue in 
the church until there is, ultimately, a blowup of some kind. 
Such will often be blamed on the preacher and, once again, 
the cowardly, mediocre elder will simply ask the preacher 
to move on.

A fair eldership is one that does the work of an elder in 
most things, though they are often lax in getting work that 
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needs to be done accomplished in a timely way. Such a man 
may be a good “firemen”, in that he deals with situations when 
they arise, but he is not proactive in keeping the wolves at the 
door. They might allow the gainsayer a place in the flock with 
all good intentions, perhaps hoping that these vain talkers will 
learn better through sound teaching from a sound preacher 
of the gospel. Though such is indeed laudable, it is a sort of 
“buyers beware” situation. I have seen situations that float 
from congregation to congregation carried from one to the 
other by disgruntled members. They are not with a church long 
before they begin to go down their list of complaints, and they 
are almost the same complaints they have routinely voiced in 
the other churches where they have been members.   They are 
not always obvious in what they are doing so they can spread 
their vitriol around quite a bit before it becomes evident that 
there is a problem. Like the gainsayer, they can subvert quite a 
few households before the damage is obvious to the eldership. 
This is why it is incumbent on elderships to truly know each 
member under their oversight. It is no accident that Jesus and 
His divinely inspired apostles and prophets referred to this 
relationship in a shepherd/flock analogy. The shepherd lived 
with the flock in Bible times, so that the flock became fully 
familiar with him and he with them. When someone shows up 
at the door, a proactive eldership will find out who they are 
before they are simply added to the rolls of the church. Why 
are they in the local area? What congregation did they come 
from? Did they leave another congregation in the area, and, 
if so, why? Have they ever been under church discipline at a 
former congregation? Further, such elderships need to have 
established policies and procedures in order to insure that all 
the flock are aware of congregational standards. Such areas as 
rules of appropriate dress, acceptable Bible versions for public 
use, use of the building and grounds, and the like, need to 
be established and adhered to. In addition, elderships should 
have established guidelines for how to deal with various ob-
vious church problems, such as: what form of discipline is 
appropriate in certain cases where such is needed. How many 
“unexcused absences” from a member will be considered 
grounds for what form of discipline?  How long will the elder-
ship wait before further action is taken? Further, elderships 
should not operate as a type of “star chamber.”  Their actions 
should be transparent to the membership.  This is not to say 
that there may be some actions taken by the elders that will 
kept private, but overall the elders should do nothing that they 
are ashamed to put forward to those they oversee.

Good elderships seem to be few and far between these 
days.  Though I have not worked with any that I can safely say 
fall into this category, I have heard of the methods of a few 
that puts them into this category. A good eldership will not 
allow the gainsayer to get a foothold in the local church.

Acts 20:28-31—Take heed therefore unto yourselves, and 
to all the flock, over the which the Holy Ghost hath made 
you overseers, to feed the church of God, which he hath 
purchased with his own blood.  For I know this, that after 
my departing shall grievous wolves enter in among you, 
not sparing the flock. Also of your own selves shall men 

arise, speaking perverse things, to draw away disciples 
after them. Therefore watch, and remember, that by the 
space of three years I ceased not to warn every one night 
and day with tears. 
When someone new shows up, they are warmly wel-

comed, hopefully by the eldership. It is the eldership that 
has all the initial contact with them.  At some point the elders 
will sit down with one another and discuss their observations 
about the new person and then will ask to meet with them to 
find out a little about who these new faces are.  Any questions 
that have arisen as a result of observation, along with the ones 
mentioned above, should be asked at that time. These are 
but a few simple steps that a good eldership will do with any 
new face that shows up at their church building. They will 
also keep an eye on these new sheep over time so that their 
understanding of who these brethren are can be expanded.  
Contrary to what some may think, this is not necessarily 
being “suspicious.” It has, as its ultimate goal, the need for 
the shepherd to know the flock. In addition, since men will 
arise from the flock as well, a good eldership will be plain  in 
their speaking with their existing membership. When difficult 
issues are addressed from the pulpit, it should be the result 
of recognition by the elders that such issues need to be ad-
dressed. The elders should then follow the preacher into the 
pulpit and make it plain that the things that were addressed 
are also the policy of the eldership and any deviation will 
not be tolerated. I heard of one “good” eldership who made 
it plain that the door of the church building was made, by 
design, to “swing both ways,” thus implying that those who 
disagreed with the contents of a scriptural sermon could take 
their complaints elsewhere.

Gainsayers, vain talkers, and those who would deceive, 
will often manifest themselves by demanding the firing or 
resignation of the preacher, and will then hold their member-
ship at the local church “hostage” by ransoming their personal 
attendance as the cost of keeping the preacher.  Any elder-
ship that would kowtow to such behavior by any member is 
mediocre at best.

1 Peter 5:1-4—The elders which are among you I exhort, 
who am also an elder, and a witness of the sufferings of 
Christ, and also a partaker of the glory that shall be re-
vealed: Feed the flock of God which is among you, taking 
the oversight thereof, not by constraint, but willingly; not 
for filthy lucre, but of a ready mind;  Neither as being lords 
over God’s heritage, but being ensamples to the flock.  And 
when the chief Shepherd shall appear, ye shall receive a 
crown of glory that fadeth not away.
The work of an elder requires that oversight be taken.  

It is wrong to say that an elder has oversight over spiritual 
matters and deacons have the oversight of the physical items.  
The elders oversee all the church all the time. One translation 
of the Greek word “episkopeo” is that of “look diligently,” 
thus this oversight cannot be passive. In fact, it is a present 
active participle, thus the diligence involved. This is a work 
that must be done willingly. I have heard of elderships where 
some are only elders because there was no one else to take 
the job. This violates not only the “desire” requirement, but 
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also the “constraint” one. An elder should be one because 
he desires so to be, and not because he was coerced or forced 
into it. An elder who no longer can do the work of an elder 
should not be “constrained” to remain an elder merely be-
cause he feels that he had no choice in the matter. Better the 
turmoil that sometimes results from having to resort to men’s 
meetings than to have an unqualified eldership overseeing 
the Lord’s flock. 

An elder must also have a ready mind. This demonstrates 
the idea of being “proactive”. He must not “lord it over” the 
flock. In other words, it is NOT a position of abject authority 
to uplift the ego of the individual. Instead, the elder is far 
more the steward of God’s gifts. This is not to say that he has 
no authority, but rather the opposite: that he must exercise 
the authority given him by God and must use THAT authority 
and not his own. The very problem with the elder r/r issue 
was the notion that the elders could do something for which 
they had not been given any authority.  

We do have a crisis of leadership in the church. Unfor-
tunately, leaders are not born, they are trained. Such training 
should begin at the earliest stages of life. As soon as young 
people are old enough to begin to receive Bible instruction, 
such instruction should include their own involvement in the 
work of the church and how they should be leaders as well.  
Elders, deacons, preachers, Bible class teachers, elders and 
deacons wives, and faithful members are all “taught of God” 
in order to develop the knowledge and skills necessary to 

Godly service. Such training does not require a para-church 
agency. In fact, the most effective training is always done in 
the local church. In times past young men were trained to lead-
ership positions through “Timothy classes” or “preacher boy 
training”. This was always done in the local congregation.  

What do we do now?  Let us begin to teach men why they 
should be willing to attain to a leadership role in the Lord’s 
church and then provide them all the instruction they need 
in order to qualify for such. If it was possible to do so in the 
first century, under the Roman Empire, it certainly is possible 
today. Furthermore, such men attained to the eldership in just 
three years. Acts 14:23— “And when they had ordained 
them elders in every church, and had prayed with fast-
ing, they commended them to the Lord, on whom they 
believed.” Such ordaining of elders was done a mere three 
years after the founding of these churches. This demonstrates 
that good, sound leadership is possible even in a relatively 
short period of time, if the proper instruction is given. The 
key to bringing this about is EFFORT. There must be first a 
recognition of the crisis that we are in, and then an effort to 
resolve it.

Have no doubt, the church is in a leadership CRISIS!  
There is hope, however, if WE make the effort.

—1334 Carpenter Dr.
Liberal, KS  67901

ELDERS: Who Are These Men?
 Their Work In Practical Terms (3)

“...take care of the church of God...” (1 Tim. 3:5)

The Late W. N. “Bill” Jackson 

“...a bishop must be 
blamel, as the 

steward of God ...” 
(Titus 1:7)



In the first installment in this series of articles we 
noted the New Testament words used for elders, and saw 
the work in terms of the definitions of those words. These 
definitions pointed to the work in the broader sense than 
that which we now will give. Our headings will be those 
taken from the items found in the word definitions, and 
will lead us then to see the varied activities involved in the 
work of elders. Naturally, there is some overlapping. 

We suggest these: 
1.  OVERSEEING THE FLOCK OF GOD 

The Holy Spirit has given them this work (Acts 
20:28), and since the flock is formed into a congregation, 
with service, living, worship and daily activities, elders 
indeed have tremendous responsibilities in “taking care 
of the church of God” (1 Tim. 3: 5). We may lay aside 
the old saying, since it is error, that “the elders oversee 
the spiritual matters, and the deacons oversee the material 

things.” “The deacons are not overseers; the elders are 
the overseers—seeing over the flock, and seeing over the 
work and worship of the flock. The elders oversee ALL of 
it. Here are at least some of the items with which elders 
must be concerned and involved if they are to truly be 
shepherds. 

(a) Planning and implementing the congregation’s 
work. In the broadest terms, the church has work to do 
in the areas of evangelism, edification and benevolence. 
The work should be planned, and not haphazard. “Not 
slothful in business” (Rom. 12: 11) should be true, of 
all places, in the Kingdom of God. The work planned 
should be full enough to challenge the talents, abilities 
and resources of the congregation, and to cause them to 
stretch forth to attain. 

(b) Planning and distributing the financial 
resources of the congregation. Giving is a part of 
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New Testament worship (1 Cor. 16:2), and thereby the 
congregation’s operating expenses are obtained. The 
planning done by the elders must take into consideration 
the giving the congregation will be asked to do, and once 
more, the planning should be such as to be challenging. 
We would recommend that a budget be set, and that it be 
a goal that will encourage the congregation’s enthusiastic 
efforts. 
2.  FEEDING THE FLOCK OF GOD 

This charge is given both in Acts 20:28 and in 1 Peter 
5:2. Here the American Standard Version, 1 Peter 5:2, has 
tend the flock, and we get the picture of the shepherd’s 
care.  Just now, we want to focus on feeding and then 
will have another section dealing with some other work 
of pastoring the flock. With this charge given to the 
elders, we know that beyond the personal responsibility 
any teacher or preacher has, before God, as to how he has 
handled the truth, the elders are also responsible for the 
teaching that is done. We list some matters with which 
elders must be concerned: 

 (a) Know the Word of God themselves. Indeed, 
“take heed unto yourselves,” (Acts 20:28) in all things, 
but most certainly those who serve as elders should labor 
to become the very best of Bible students. The charge is 
that they be able to use the Word in exhorting saints and 
convicting those in error. If they are not knowledgeable 
as to the Scriptures, they will not be able to do so, and 
neither will they be able to faithfully comply with these 
next points.

(b) Knowing the teachers. Every prospective 
teacher should be asked to fill out a questionnaire, 
covering both points of life and character (as to smoking, 
drinking, dancing) and personal life (marital status, and 
as pertains to God’s marriage law), and as to convictions 
on matters troubling the cause of the Lord (the marriage 
question, cultism, authority of elders, etc.). Do not use 
a doubtful teacher, and elders should not hesitate in 
removing a teacher (or preacher) who is blemished in 
character or untrue to the Word. 

(c) Knowing what is being taught. A planned 
curriculum wherein the entire Bible is covered in all 
classes and over a designated period of time is most 
excellent. That is the planning of it, but in the following 
of the curriculum, the elders still must know who is 
teaching, and what is being taught. Examining prepared 
class material, visiting the classes, periodic meetings 
with teachers to see where all stand in the schedule, etc., 
are some devices the elders may use. The souls of the 
elders are in jeopardy if they, charged with feeding the 
flock, know nothing of the feeding being done! 

As a part of that knowing what is being taught, there 
must be the proper and faithful teaching from the pulpit. 
We will say more of this in a later chapter, but for now 
let us emphasize that the elders have the responsibility 
for the pulpit teaching as well. If such teaching is not in 
accord with truth, then the elders are the men to effect 
the needed changes. 

3.  WATCHING OVER SOULS. 
Hebrews 13:17, in charging the saints to be obedient 

to, and submit to, the rule of elders, points out that they 
“watch for your souls” and will give an accounting 
thereof. The picture, in the definition of the word 
“watch,” is most apt: “To be sleepless, to lie awake 
(through care and anxiety), to be watchful of or very 
intent upon a thing.” This, in and of itself, and if we had 
no other verses to speak of the awesome responsibility 
elders have, should greatly impress us. We had earlier 
mentioned that one who serves as an elder must be 
about all that all other Christians do, but has then these 
added responsibilities. The faithful elder will not have 
much free time. 

We are, for purposes of this study, separating 
watching over souls from the more precise protecting 
the flock, and will deal with the latter in our next section. 
Now, what are some matters involved in the watching 
over souls? 

(a) Knowing the members. That is especially 
challenging in a large congregation. A beginning can be 
made in visiting with them as they come in obedience 
to the gospel, or when they place membership. Indeed, 
we recommend some type of meeting with each new 
member, to acquaint them with the elders, but also with 
the various aspects of the work. The knowing of the 
members can be expedited in a schedule of visitation 
that the elders can arrange. That feeling of oneness in the 
work of God can be expedited in the elders being present 
early enough, and remaining late enough, at the services 
to greet and visit with both members and visitors. 

(b) Meeting the needs of members. Just here, we 
have in mind such things as, beyond the normal visiting 
for acquaintance and fellowship, visiting in times of 
sickness, bereavement or when some other matter renders 
the person or family in need of comfort. We have long 
since trained our preachers to be attentive to members in 
this regard, and indeed, one who preaches should be so 
doing as a matter of Christian duty, first and foremost. 

There still remains, however, the elders as those who 
have care for these souls, and who, as shepherds, should 
be concerned when the sheep are disturbed or hurt. It is 
a beautiful thing to see elders truly at work, day by day, 
in seeing to the needs of members. If the elders have 
their own secular work occupying their time during the 
working hours, then much of this will fall to their noon or 
dinner hours, or in the evenings. Remember, the watching 
referred to a position of losing some sleep. Faithful elders 
need not be reminded on this point, to be sure. 

(c) Being available to the members. Some of this 
is done if the elders are early to the services, and remain 
available to the members when services are dismissed. 
Then, at their normal meeting times, members should 
know that the elders are available to have discussion 
with them, and that they would be happy to arrange such. 
This can be made known in regular announcements of 
upcoming meetings, and with the urging that ‘should you 
desire to discuss any matter with the elders, please see 
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one of us.’ Making periodic announcements is a good 
thing, for members need to know that their shepherds 
are interested enough, concerned enough, and spiritual 
enough to meet and further the work of God and the 
watch-care for their souls. 

(d) Letting the members hear from them. A well-
informed membership is a happier membership, and 
considering what is said about both members and elders 
in the New Testament, surely there are occasions when the 
elders need to speak to the congregation. Yea, sometimes 
to rebuke. but also to exhort (Titus 1 :9). lt is some of the 
best of all insurance to keep the members informed, and 
encouraged, and to give them a sense of being co-workers 
with the elders in both the concerns and labors of the 
congregation. It is believed that a faithful congregation 
will want to hear from its elders now and again, and that 
a faithful eldership will want to speak to the flock with 
some frequency. 

(e) Meeting disciplinary needs.  A disciple is a 
‘disciplined one,’ and, most certainly, in a God-approved 
work, discipline is an ongoing matter, and we have a 
further chapter along these lines. Just here we refer to that 
visiting and counseling done by elders in their seeking to 
restore the erring (Gal. 6:1), and convicting the gainsaying 
man (Titus 1:9). There are the absentees (Heb. 10:25), 
the unruly (1 Thess. 5:14), the weak (1 Thess. 5:14), 
the sowers of discord (Rom. 16:17), the false teachers 
(Rom. 16:17), the immoral (1 Cor. 5), those out-of-step (2 
Thess. 3:6, 14), with every shade and tint of worldliness, 
carelessness and indifference. Find the elder with ‘no 
visiting to do’ in his charge to watch over souls, and you 
have found a BLIND elder, spiritually speaking. In taking 
care of the church of God (1 Tim. 3:5) the true elder will 
never be, and can never be, idle! 
4.  PROTECTING THE FLOCK 

We especially wanted to separate this emphasis, 
simply because such is so urgently needed in our time. It 
would  a time of actual, or impending, apostasy. In the first 
century, times of apostasy were pointed to (1 Tim. 4: 1-3; 
2 Tim. 4:1-4) with frequency. The church had hardly been 
in existence for a generation when Paul declared “the 
mystery of iniquity doth already work” (2 Thess. 2: 
7), and he gave warning to elders that sometimes apostasy 
would arise from their own ranks (Acts 20:29-30). How 
urgent is the need that elders be watchful and protective, 
and they must equip themselves to be good shepherds 
along these lines! 

As this is written, we have in mind some current 
problems now hurting the Kingdom of God, with the 
promise that much more hurt will come, and for who 
knows how long! We mention these: 

(1) The move toward union with the Independent Chris-
tian Church, to lose ourselves in denominationalism; 

(2) The move to make the use of the mechanical instru-
ment in worship a matter of judgment, with freedom to 
use such on the part of those thus disposed; 

(3) The teaching that elders have no authority; 
(4) The perversion of God’s marriage law, amounting 

to a giving of blessing to adultery; 
(5) The cultic influence in the church, whether called 

Crossroadism or The Boston Movement; 
(6) The pressing of freedom to use every possible 

ungodly and wild volume called a translation in the 
worship services; 

(7) The move to give women a work in the Kingdom 
wherein they will usurp the place given the man; and 

(8) The work of current scholars in the stress for 
a new hermeneutic wherein every Biblical point is a 
matter of interpretation and no one can ever insist on 
any point being the firm and fixed law of God. This list is 
not exhaustive, but it should be enough to alarm us, and 
elders especially should be so greatly concerned. Every 
one of these, and many not mentioned, is a threat to the 
very souls they are to guard and protect! 

ELDERS PROTECTING THE FLOCK 
What are some moves the elders can make to aid in 

the charge to protect the flock? We suggest these, with 
some emphasis already given, but worthy of being 
repeated here: 

(a) Know the Word of God. Again, the elders, 
should have the skill to convict the gainsayer (Titus 1 
:9). Without a knowledge of the Word, an elder will not 
recognize existing errors, or if such was identified as 
error, he would not know how to use the truth against 
it! 

(b) Be serious about the eldership and the 
flock of God. If one does not love the church, the 
Kingdom (Matt. 6:33), and if one does not care about 
the seriousness of his responsibility before God as an 
elder (Heb. 13: 17), dangers to the kingdom and to the 
souls of men will not even register with him. 

(c) Be informed. It is sad but true that some elders 
do not even read the periodicals that will inform them of 
dangers to the Kingdom. Too many have said, in their 
ignorance of both the existing problems and those in 
their charge, “We don’t have that problem here,” and may 
find out tomorrow that they have had it for some time! 
It is ridiculous to think, in our time of communication 
and rapid dispensing of information good and bad, 
that such-and-such error exists in the brotherhood but 
we will “never have it here.” The next person to place 
membership may well bring it with him! Elders should 
attend faithful lectureships wherein these errors and 
false teachers are identified and exposed, and if they 
cannot be in attendance, they should obtain for their own 
libraries those volumes and study them carefully! 

It is alarming to think that elders in the Kingdom, 
who would not be complacent if an economic crisis 
threatened their own savings in the local bank, or who 
would not sit idly by and say, “It won’t touch my family,” 
if a fearful epidemic was moving across the land, 
will chalk up all current problems to preachers being 
alarmists and not move out to protect the flock. They 
should be giving their preachers encouragement in using 
their work to help enlighten the brethren! 
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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.

-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.

-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. 
(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;  gmail.com.

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 a. m., 
10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30 
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
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The Forest Hill congregation (FH) in Memphis, Tennes-
see, oversees and is the home of Memphis School of Preaching 
(MSOP), both of which have for years commanded my utmost 
respect, support, and commendation. Brother Barry Grider 
is the FH preacher and is also on the faculty of MSOP. On 
February 10, brother Grider published an article in The Forest 
Hill News titled, “I Got Used to It” (see www.foresthillcofc.
org/bulletinarticles.html). It is evident from his article that 
he has “got used to” some things that he at one time had not 
“got used to” and that he did not learn to “get used to” from 
either the New Testament or from his instructors at MSOP 
several years ago. 

To be fair, he stated several things in principle with 
which no faithful brother disagrees in the least. However, in 
applying those principles, he also said some things with which 
faithful brethren will disagree. Among other things, he sees 
no difference between praising God for the Holy Spirit (as 
in “Hallelujah, Thine the Glory”) and in directly addressing 
the Spirit and praying to Him for His direct influence upon 
us  (as in “Sweet, Sweet Spirit”). 

He mentioned that “some try to legislate” regarding our 
songs in worship. I am glad to know that he has read my 2007 
Bellview Lectures chapter, “Building up the Church Through 
Singing.” It cannot be a mere coincidence that he specifically 
denies some of the principles I affirmed and even named some 
of the same songs I used as illustrations therein. As further 
indicated below, his long-held and deep-seated animosity 
toward me triggers his pop-off valve ever so often. It thus 
appears that his sweet, loving, jovial demeanor is a mere 
façade, covering a hateful, vindictive heart that will cause 
him to be lost if he does not repent. The Lord is not pleased 

IS THIS WHAT THEY MEAN BY BALANCE?
Dub McClish

with “hateful birds” (Rev. 18:2).
Further, he creates a straw man of those “resistant to 

any kind of change” and condescendingly judges them to 
be of “weak faith.” It is not that some of us are “resistant to 
any kind of change,” but that some of us are still resistant to 
certain kinds of change, such as singing a Pentecostal song 
directed to the Holy Spirit demonstrates. Are we to infer that  
Grider is no longer “resistant to any kind of change”? Is this 
what he and his cohorts mean by their use of the word bal-
ance since 2005?

Even more telling than his own article is the article he 
printed, with obvious endorsement, immediately following 
his own essay. He prefaced this article, “Binding Where 
God Has Not,” by brother Tyler Young, with the following 
editor’s note: “The following article is an excerpt of material 
prepared by brother Young for the 2008 Lubbock Lecture-
ship.” It is noteworthy, however, that he failed to tell readers 
that  brother Tommy Hicks, Lubbock Lectures Director, had 
edited this material from Young’s MS because of sore dis-
agreement with it. In spite of knowing of this disagreement, 
Young impudently delivered the excised passages orally at 
the lectureship anyway, much to the chagrin of Hicks and his 
elders. His doing so provoked a public rebuke by Hicks and 
an immediate stream of questions from various ones who 
heard the speech. Hicks’s elders were so concerned about 
this lecture that they had it removed in its entirety from the 
recordings so that no one who heard them could infer that the 
Southside church endorsed Young’s comments.

As in  Grider’s article, there is much in Young’s essay 
with which all faithful brethren will agree. However, in his 
comments (endorsed by Grider, but rejected by Hicks, re-
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Editorial...

In Memphis, TN, Sept. 10, 1973, what bro. Garland El-
kins called “one of the most important gatherings of brethren 
which has been conducted in this generation” convened. He 
reported that it lasted “between ten and thirteen hours” with 
some “200 preachers present” (Intro., MMHOT, p. i) The meet-
ing pertained to the Herald of Truth (HOT) that at the time was 
over twenty years old and had been overseen by the Highland 
Church of Christ, Abilene, TX, almost from its beginning. The 
meeting was taped, transcribed and printed under the title of 
Memphis Meeting with the representatives of the Herald of 
Truth, September 10, 1973 (MMHOT) by the Getwell congre-
gation.  All quotations herein are from that booklet.

Some of the foremost influential men in the church of that 
day were present for the meeting. Some those associated with 
HOT who spoke were Batsell Barret Baxter, Jr., Art Haddox, 
Landon Saunders, Lynn Anderson, Edgar Orman, and Har-
old Hazelip. Some of the other speakers were Garland Elkins, 
James Willeford, E. R. Harper, Thomas B. Warren, Frank Caw-
yer, Frank Young, Ira Y. Rice, Jr., Alan Highers, and Rubel 
Shelly (before his apostasy).

Due to the inroads into HOT by liberals of that day along 
with its “non-distinctive” preaching, much concern for the 
soundness of the program had been growing and voiced for 
several years prior to the meeting. More information concern-
ing the background of the meeting is found in MMHOT. Suffice 
it to say that the representatives of the HOT knew beforehand 
that this meeting was going to be an “Open Forum” and would 
be to some extent adversarial. To their credit on that occasion 
they attended and participated in the meeting

In setting the tenor of the meeting bro. Elkins referenced 
1 Cor. 14:40 as the guideline for the conduct of the meeting. 
He aslo cited 1 Peter 3:8 as to the attitude that should char-
acterize all present. He then remarked: “But at the same time 
I am sure we need to be forthright.” Elkins referenced Paul’s 
comment in 2 Cor. 3:12 to emphasize that doing things accord-
ing to the previous scriptures did not rule out engaging in “ 
great plainness of speech” (p. 1). The proceedings were then 
opened with the HOT representitives speaking first, beginning 
with Highland elder Art Haddox, followed by Landon Saun-
ders, Lynn Anderson, and Battsell Baxter. After the previously 
listed men, Elkins, James Willeford (former Highland elder), 
Thomas B. Warren, Frank Cawyer (former Highland elder) and 
E. R. Harper (long time gospel preacher, debater, writer, former 
HOT speaker, fund raiser and Highland member) spoke (p. 1, 
first session, p. 1, second session).  

Following Harper’s speech, a number of questions pertain-
ing to his firing from the HOT and the HOT brethren’s treat-
ment of him were asked. In one way or another the questions 
related to the use of false teachers, the teaching of false doc-
trine in Highland and the beliefs of different persons involved 
with HOT. 

Repeatedly, it was emphasized to the HOT representatives 
that no one wanted to destroy the program, but the goal was get 
the HOT back on a Scriptural foundation, producing only Scrip-
tural distinctive preaching, done by faithful brethren. Many of 

NO MORE OPEN FORUMS
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those in attendance and several of the speakers had fought for 
HOT and sacrificed much in doing so when they met the “anti” 
brethren who opposed the sponsoring church/cooperative ef-
forts in the 1950s, dividing the church over it and other matters. 
Thus, it could not be said that they simply were opposed to the 
HOT on the same basis as the “anti” brethren opposed it.

Alan Highers wrote the summation of the MMHOT that 
closed out the booklet under the heading, “A FINAL WORD.”  
Of the book he penned,

This is not what someone else has said about the meeting; it is 
the actual transcript of the meeting itself. It is your prerogative 
to read these proceedings for yourself and to make up your own 
mind whether the conditions described have been truly and prop-
erly corrected (p. 1). 
Concerning the firing of E. R. Harper by the HOT, Highers 

wrote:
Let us keep our facts straight. The Herald of Truth controversy is 
not over the firing of E. R. Harper after 28 years of service with 
the Highland church; it is not over differences of opinion be-
tween Highland elders and W. F. Cawyer, former elder and long-
time representative of the Herald of Truth; it is not even over the 
amount of salaries paid to the Herald of Truth staff or the finan-
cial interest of various Highland members in the program, as im-
portant as these concerns may be. It would be a tragic and fatal 
mistake to suppose that this controversy has arisen over simple 
mistakes in judgment and erroneous decisions in the realm of 
expediency. If the reading of this transcript proves anything at 
all, it proves this one thing: THE PROBLEMS AT HIGLAND 
IN ABILENE ARE NOT MERE JUDGMENTAL MISDIREC-
TIONS, BUT DOCTRINAL DEFECTIONS OF THE MOST 
SERIOUS CONSEQUENCES (p. 1).

DAVE MILLER, FELLOWSHIP, AND SO ON
Seeing that the MMHOT did tremendous good in clarify-

ing the true attitude and position of the HOT on the matters 
discussed therein, why are some of the same brethren who fer-
vently participated in that meeting so dogmaticly and unrea-
sonably averse to the same kind of meeting pertaining to Dave 
Miller and his false doctrines on marriage and the re-evalua-
tion/reaffirmation of elders, the fellowship extended to him by 
Elkins, Highers, Curtis Cates, Bobby Liddell MSOP, Getwell, 
Forest Hill, et al.? Some of those brethren say they are opposed 
to what Miller taught, but seek to justify their continued use of 
and fellowship with him. How would that attitude have faired 
in the MMHOT? What would Elkins and Highers, et al., have 
said about such a view if someone had advocated opposing 
HOT’s errors, but continuing to fellowship them, promoting 
the program and financial supporting it? Furthermore, CFTF 
has offered a free CD containing  material that is as factual as 
anything in the MMHOT with the only exception being the CD 
has far more incriminating evidence regarding Dave Miller’s 
teaching than is contained in the MMHOT.  One would think 
that Alan Highers, a Christian, a preacher, a debater, a writer, 
an attorney and a Tennessee Appelate Judge would be objective 
enough to see the facts in the Miller, et al., case.  

It is interesting to note that in the 2009 MSOP Lectureship 
there was no Open Forum. Does MSOP have no one capable 
of conducting such a forum? How about using Alan Highers? 
Are the powers that be at Forest Hill and the MSOP fearful of 
answering questions—at least certain questions? It is true that 
to speak plainly is to be found out? 

As to whether it is right or wrong is not our concern at this 

point in what I am about to write, but it is interesting that Barry 
Grider, the present Forest Hill preacher, wrote in the Forest Hill 
bulletin in February 2009 that there is nothing wrong with wor-
shiping the Holy Spirit. But, it has been taught for some time in 
the MSOP, of which Grider is one of the teachers, that the New 
Testament does not authorize Christians to worship the Holy Spir-
it. Well, which is it?

In the most recent MSOP publication of Yokefellow, former 
director Curtis Cates sings Grider’s praises as director Liddell 
writes a good article about “antism,” but nothing about the latter 
subject—same old “sweep-it-under-the-rug” policy.

In The Forest Hill News, Volume 33, Number 26, Page 2, 
2005, Grider wrote an article entitled “A Time to be Silent.” Obvi-
ously when he wrote and published his Feb. 2009 article, “I Got 
Used to It,” he had determined it was time to break his vow of 
silence (See the McClish article in this issue of CFTF).   

In the Forest Hill bulletin Grider uses material from Tyler 
Young. It was kept out of the Lubbock, TX, Southside church 
lectures by its director, Tommy Hicks. Hicks says Dave Miller is 
wrong concerning the R&R of elders, but he continues to extend 
fellowship to him and those who support him. Now Hicks can 
continue to fellowship Grider, though Grider printed Young’s 
material that Hicks publicly and orally condemned from the 
pulpit and kept out of the Southside lectureship book, though 
Young went ahead and preached it anyway. Thus, Hicks’ elders 
stopped the distribution of Young’s tape. Having stepped down 
as editor of The New Gospel Journal, Grider tells us he will 
remain available to offer his counsel to those who continue with 
TNGJ—one of those remaining is TNGJ board member Tommy 
Hicks. Clearly, Grider does not think he needs to be silent when 
it comes advising Hicks and the rest of the TNGJ conclave.

It is true that the kinds of errors and the amount of them 
differ from those involved in the MMHOT of Sept. 10, 1973. 
Nevertheless, those HOT brethren were willing to meet at least 
one time and discuss matters and field questions. But not so 
with the modern day Elkins and friends. Is it the case MSOP has 
decided that “silence is golden” when it comes answering ques-
tion about their agenda?  

What do they do best? They malign, backbite, slander, 
and attack their opponents characters; speaking volumes as to 
their inability to defend their beliefs and actions regarding Dave 
Miller, etc. Why are they afraid of being open and above board? 
Also, every time they backbite an opponent they advertise their 
own character-flawed fruit. Sadly, many rejoice in this unscrip-
tural conduct and love to have it so, having men’s personages in 
admiration. All of this while Truth falls from their hands to the 
ground, mangled and bleeding.

We hear it said from time to time regarding the Miller, et 
al., controversy—“There is wrong on both sides.” Then we 
watch many of those who subscribe to the “there is wrong on 
both sides view” jump with full force on to the side that of-
fers them peace, safety and what they consider an advantage 
in self promotion. Do not such thinkers know that if there are 
two sides, both of them wrong, that the faithful child of God 
can have nothing to do with either one of them? So much for 
the “There is wrong on both sides” dodge. No doubt there was 
“wrong on both sides” in the HOT matter too. We have drifted 
a very long way from the Truth since Sept. 10, 1973. 

    
  —David P. Brown, Editor
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(Continued from page One)

member), he questions whether we should have fellowship 
concerns about various practices that faithful brethren must 
question seriously. According to Young, such  things as us-
ing the NIV for teaching and preaching, dismissing Sunday 
evening worship in favor of small group meetings or for the 
Super Bowl, serving coffee and doughnuts in Bible classes, 
or missing a meeting of the church to compete in a sporting 
event should not be considered signs of liberalism and should 
not affect fellowship. Space forbids further elaboration, but 
these comments indicate the “flavor” of the article. I applaud  
brother Hicks and the Southside elders for refusing to publish 
and endorse this material. I encourage readers to read the 
entire article.

The point just here is that Grider gave this article his 
imprimatur; he is in full agreement with it. However, he was 
not through. Immediately following the Young article, he 
printed an article that has been around for many years, titled “I 
Drew My Circle Again.” It mocks the concept of  recognizing 
fellowship restrictions. While the Lord’s people should not 
be self-righteously judgmental, this little ditty implies that 
one should make no judgments at all. Of course, the only 
justifiable basis anyone has for drawing lines of fellowship, 
whether circular, triangular, square, rectangular or any other 
shape, is where the Lord has drawn them in His Word. I kindly 
suggest to brother Grider that he needs to draw that circle yet 
again. Over the past almost four years, it is obvious that he 
has considerably enlarged his circle of late. It seems to be 
much larger now than it was four or five years ago, and it 
seems be getting larger all the time. It is certainly larger than 
the Lord’s “circle” (Rom. 16:17–18; Eph. 5:11; Tit. 3:10; 2 
John 9 –11).

The only ones I have seen publish this little “Circle” piece 
over the years are folks who are much more broadminded 
than the Lord, mostly rank liberals and denominationalists. 
A quick Internet search located the “Circle” treatise on the 
Websites of a Christadelphian, a Nazarene, two Baptists, and 
three other churches of Christ. Ironically, one of them is the 
liberal Germantown, Tennessee, congregation, which is “just 
around the corner” from FH/MSOP, with which they have no 
fellowship. I assume that Grider knew exactly what he was 
doing when he printed the “Circle” note.

WHAT WILL THE FOREST HILL ELDERS DO?
In light of the above, what will the FH elders do? Do they 

agree with and stand behind their preacher in these articles? 
If they do, they have seriously altered their views concerning 
some of the things their preacher either said in his article, 
endorsed in Young’s article, and/or implied in the “Circle” 
article. Is this what they mean by balance? 

I had the privilege of delivering the 1998 MSOP gradua-
tion address. In my remarks, I addressed not only the students. 
I also specifically cautioned and reminded the FH elders to be 
vigilant for any drifting in their convictions and/or direction, 
noting that if brethren began seeing signs of compromise in 
them, it would destroy the school’s and the congregation’s 
great influence for good. They, as well as the faculty, ex-

pressed great appreciation for my remarks at the time. (The 
tape of that speech is probably still stuck away in some dark 
and forgotten corner of a cabinet in the FH media room, unless 
someone has remembered [since mid-2005] to destroy it.) 

Will the FH elders issue a disclaimer statement relative to 
the Grider/Young article? If they do not, surely, many are go-
ing to have grave concerns about their (and MSOP’s) implied 
endorsement of it and about their sincerity and steadfastness 
in the faith. Their silence will only compound the sore disap-
pointment of many concerning their fellowship compromises 
since the summer of 2005, and will make the cloud over the 
congregation and the school even darker and larger than it has 
already developed. I suspect the Grider material has already 
provoked quite a stir among alumni who earnestly want FH 
and MSOP to be faithful to the Truth (as we all do). Is the 
Grider/Young article what these “balanced” brethren mean 
by “balance?

WHAT WILL MSOP DO?
Does brother Bobby Liddell, Director of MSOP, endorse 

these articles and all of their implications? Do Grider’s fellow 
faculty members at MSOP endorse the Grider/Young articles? 
Do they agree that all versions “are permissible for teaching 
and preaching” and those who oversee teachers or preachers 
have no Scriptural right (not to mention responsibility) to 
prescribe which versions shall be used? Does the school have 
any right to declare itself on the versions issue? A few years 
ago it was not bashful to do so. In the twenty-one consecu-
tive years (1985–2005) that I spoke on the MSOP Lectures, 
instructions to the speakers stated explicitly that we were to 
use only the KJV or the ASV (1901) in both MS and presen-
tation (a policy with which I fully concur and which I also 
followed for all of the twenty–one Annual Denton Lectures 
I directed [1982–2002]). I assume this same policy at one 
time obtained for the students at MSOP. Does this policy still 
prevail? If it does, is Grider aware of it? (Freed-Hardeman 
University had its versions controversy in 1977, and it has 
apparently all but fully relaxed its restrictions in this regard. 
Does the Grider/Young article signal the beginning of a ver-
sion controversy at MSOP?)

At one time in recent years, all of the MSOP faculty 
considered as liberals those who teach and preach from such 
modern versions as the TEV, NEB, NIV, and others like them 
of more recent  vintage  (they even looked down their noses 
at those who used the RSV and NASB). They doubtless 
likewise labeled the congregations that had such versions in 
their pews and classrooms. Further, MSOP has long endorsed 
brother Robert Taylor’s excellent book, Challenging Dangers 
of Modern Versions, in which he exposes the perversions of 
several of the pseudo-versions of the Bible. Does MSOP still 
agree withTaylor’s conclusions on this subject (and do the 
FH elders still agree with them)? Do the FH elders have one 
versions policy for their pulpit, but a different one for the 
MSOP classrooms? Do the elders now allow  Grider to preach 
from the version of his choice in the FH pulpit, but when he 
steps across the breezeway to teach his MSOP courses, they 
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require him to use only the KJV or the ASV? (If they have 
separate policies, lectureship week must drive them crazy as 
the FH pulpit is in constant use by MSOP speakers. Which 
policy will they follow?)

Are the students now taught that when they enter their 
preaching work they should turn a blind eye if the decision-
makers in the congregation decide to dismiss Sunday evening 
worship for home meetings or the Super Bowl, as Young’s 
article suggests? Will these young preachers allow members 
where they preach to forsake the assembly in favor of a 
sporting event without a word against it? Will Liddell issue 
a disclaimer statement relative to the Grider/Young article? 
If he fails to do so, must we not conclude that he is in agree-
ment with its contents? Is this what these brethren mean by 
balance? 

THE NEW GOSPEL JOURNAL — IMPLICATIONS
The Grider material raises some interesting questions 

relative to THE NEW GOSPEL JOURNAL, which under-
went a rather drastic shakeup as of January 1. The combined 
November–December 2008 issue of TNGJ (which arrived 
in mailboxes in mid-March) announced the resignations of 
Grider and his fellow-editor (since August 2005), brother 
John Moore. In their place, the paper announced that brother 
Curtis Cates is the new editor as of January, relinquishing his 
role as board president, held since 1999. John Moore was 
added to the board, joining Ratcliff (president, treasurer, and 
business manager), Hicks (secretary), and Paul Sain (added 
to the board several months ago). In his departing editorial, 
brother Grider made sure readers understood his indispens-
ability to TNGJ by stating that he would continue to serve as 
an “adviser” to the board and the new editor.

Tommy Hicks, who refused to publish Young’s material 
because he considered it Scripturally unjustifiable, could not 
have appreciated Grider’s endorsement and publication of 
Young’s material. Hicks would not be the first board member 
to have cause for such trepidation about Grider’s convictions, 
however. Ratcliff, Hicks’s fellow board member, objected 
to similar material from Grider in 2003. During my tenure 
as editor of THE GOSPEL JOURNAL (1/2000–7/2005), I 
published an article by brother Grider (9/2003) in which he 
made statements similar to, but not as far-reaching as, the 
ones in his recent F-H bulletin article. Some of his comments 
made me wonder at the time, but with no previous negative 
“vibes” otherwise from him, I decided to give him the benefit 
of the doubt. Ratcliff, however, did more than merely wonder 
about his statements. He was much displeased with Grider’s 
article when he got the paper, so much so that he insisted 
on  a disclaimer in the next issue. 

I discussed the matter with brother Cates, TGJ board 
president and then director of MSOP, and he talked to Grider 
about it,  suggesting he write a statement of clarification. He 
refused, saying he stood by what he had written as he wrote it 
(which then got my attention more fully). Accordingly,  Cates 
and I worded the following disclaimer for the next issue:  

Our September issue carried an excellent article, titled  “Jesus’ 

Prayer for Unity,” by Barry Grider, whom I hold in the high-
est esteem as a devout and faithful brother. In his article he 
issued a caution about allowing undue suspicion to become a 
barrier to Biblical unity—a caution well taken. A few of our 
readers have thought that some might get the impression he 
was somehow encouraging the adoption of the three practices 
he used as illustrations (i.e., projecting hymns on a screen, 
moving the time of midweek service because of a holiday, or 
allowing a mechanical instrument to be used in the building 
to accompany secular songs in weddings). These few have 
further been concerned that THE GOSPEL JOURNAL might 
have left that impression as well by printing the article.  Neither 
impression was intended. The point was simply made that 
these practices in another congregation should not, in and of 
themselves, be causes of disunity, even though we would not 
personally encourage their adoption. While granting that many 
brethren are not nearly as suspicious as they should be about 
various grievous errors and their purveyors, it is possible to 
fall into the radicalism of being overly suspicious. This was the 
point of the illustrations, with which THE GOSPEL JOURNAL 
agrees completely.  
When Tommy Hicks proof read the October 2003 issue 

with the disclaimer, he sent a pre-publication copy of it to Ken 
Ratcliff, since he was the one who had suggested the need 
for a disclaimer. The statement was not strong enough to suit 
Ratcliff, so he submitted the following in its place:

Our September issue carried an excellent article, titled “Jesus’ 
Prayer for Unity,” by Barry Grider. In his article he issued a 
caution about allowing undue suspicion to become a barrier 
to Biblical unity—a caution well taken. It has been asked 
whether the article approves of the three practices he used as 
illustrations (i.e., projecting hymns on a screen, moving the 
time of midweek service because of a holiday, or allowing a 
mechanical instrument to be used in the building to accompany 
secular songs in a wedding). To many, a wedding ceremony is 
a religious service when conducted in the church building by a 
preacher. Even if instruments are only used with secular songs, 
it can easily be assumed that the church therefore approves 
of instruments in a worship service. Also, the changing of the 
time of a mid-week service because of holidays, sports activi-
ties, etc. may be an indication of our real priorities. However, 
the basic point of the article is that we must exercise caution 
against undue suspicion. While granting that many brethren 
are not nearly as suspicious as they should be about various 
grievous errors and their purveyors, it is possible to fall into the 
radicalism of being overly suspicious. This was the point of the 
article, with which The Gospel Journal agrees completely.
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Note that he particularly removed the commendation of 
brother Grider that brother Cates and I had included, as well 
as making the disclaimer much more specific. Ken’s wording 
was OK by me, and we ran it in the October issue. (Thinking 
that I was behind the disclaimer and its wording, I strongly 
suspect that I have been in the Grider “doghouse” ever since, 
which animosity he has openly indicated on various occasions 
since July 2005. Now that he knows who was responsible 
for the disclaimer, will Ratcliff  now be in his “doghouse”?) 
Obviously, Ratcliff had a considerable problem with Grider’s 
statements at the time, so much so that he could not bring 
himself to commend him in the disclaimer. Hicks’s objections 
to Young’s material that he excised, endorsed by Grider, are 
basically the same as Ratcliff’s were to Grider’s 2003 article 
relating to the convictions expressed. Furthermore, from the 
foregoing material, it is obvious that Hicks was fully aware of, 
and apparently agreed with, Ratcliff’s concerns as expressed 
in the disclaimer. In spite of these facts, both seemingly 
were content to turn THE NEW GOSPEL JOURNAL over 
to him in August 2005, demonstrating thereby either blatant 
hypocrisy or a drastic change in conviction. Politics indeed 
makes strange bedfellows, whether in government or in the 
church.

According to the Grider announcement in the Novem-
ber–December issue of TNGJ, he will remain in an “advisory 
capacity” to the board and the new editor, thus still closely 
associated with the paper and its principals. Will this latest 
Grider article stir Ratcliff’s 2003 concerns anew, or has he 
swallowed those so long ago he can no longer taste them? Will 
Hicks be able to keep a lid on his pride at Grider’s implied 
rebuff in printing, with endorsement, that which he (Hicks) 
refused to publish? If Hicks could not stand Young’s mate-
rial, how can he possibly stomach Grider’s? Will Hicks and 
Ratcliff now get together and call upon new editor Cates to 
publish a disclaimer regarding new “advisor” Grider’s article, 
as Ratcliff did in 2003 when Grider was only a lowly writer? 
Do Ratcliff and Hicks have any convictions left on these issues 
that they once counted grave? Verily, the mess and maze of 
political loyalties and compromises that has surfaced among 
these brethren since July 2005 rivals the long-standing mess 
of advise, consent, and compromise in Washington D.C. 

If they call for a disclaimer, will the other half of TGJ’s 
board agree? Brother Moore might not take too kindly to em-
barrassing his former co-editor. Brother Sain has not always 
had the highest opinion of Hicks, calling him a “liar” in one 
heated phone conversation over a grievously late MS a few 
years ago. If the board splits on the disclaimer, will editor 
Cates, still closely associated with FH and MSOP, and thus 
with Grider, be able to palliate the understandable indignation 
Ratcliff and Hicks must be feeling toward Grider, and thus 
avoid the disclaimer? If the board fails to issue a disclaimer, 
must not readers of TNGJ rightly conclude that the board 
and its new editor agree with the things both Grider and 
Young wrote? Perhaps it’s time for brother Cates once again 
to remind the board that “if they all don’t hang together they 
will all hang separately,” as he did in another crisis a few 
years ago. Is this what THE NEW GOSPEL JOURNAL folks 
mean by balance?

CONCLUSION
Brother Grider’s publication of the “Circle” is but the 

latest symptom of religious evolution in him and his cohorts 
that, unlike the Darwinian sort, is not taking eons to continue 
its development. It began to manifest itself  in earnest about 
four years ago when they decided to put monetary, friend-
ship, family, and brotherhood political interests ahead of the 
Gospel Truth and its fellowship demands (Eph. 5:11; 2 John 
9–11). However, the seeds of such behavior must have long 
been lying latent, just awaiting the right circumstance to call 
them to the surface. Men do not make such radical reversals 
of conviction and behavior instantaneously. If the FH elders, 
the MSOP director, and The Gospel Journal board observe the 
passover regarding the Grider/Young article, they will all have 
proved their utter hypocrisy by continuing to profess concern 
for sound doctrine and Scriptural fellowship. We will have 
further vivid proof of what they mean by balance.

—908 Imperial Dr.
Denton, TX 76209

FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making available a CD-ROM 

free of charge. Why is this CD important? ANSWER: It 
contains an abundance of evidentiary information pertaining 
to Dave 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 Contending for the 
Faith, P. O. Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or email us 
at dpbcftf@gmail.com. 

If you desire to have a part in the distribution of this im-
portant CD you may make your financial contributions to the 
Spring Church of Christ, P. O. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383. 

2009 SPRING CFTF LECTURES
CD’S, DVD’S, MP3, & VIDEO RECORDINGS 

ORDER FROM:
 Jim Green 

 2711 Spring Meade Blvd.
Columbia, TN 38401

PHONE: (931) 486–1364
www.jgreencoc-video-ministry.com
email at jgreencoc1986@yahoo.com 



Contending for the Faith—April/2009                      7

THE TRIVIALIZATION OF TRUTH (THE CIRCLE)
Gary W. Summers

The following piece of writing has occasionally been used 
by some over the years; on February 10, 2009, it (surprisingly) 
appeared in The Forest Hill News, edited by Barry Grider.

I DREW MY CIRCLE AGAIN
When I first became a member of the church, my circle was 
very big...for it included all who, like myself, had believed and 
been baptized. I was happy in the thought that my brethren were 
many...but—having a keen and observant mind—I soon learned 
that many of my brethren were erring. I could not tolerate any 
people within my circle but those who, like myself, were right 
on all points of doctrine and practice. Too, some made mistakes 
and sinned. What could I do? I had to do something! I drew my 
circle, placed myself and a few as righteous as I within, and the 
others without. I soon observed that some within my circle were 
self-righteous, unforgiving, jealous, and proud, so in righteous 
indignation, my circle I drew again, leaving the Publicans and 
sinners outside, excluding the Pharisees in all their pride, with 
myself and the righteous and humble within. I heard ugly ru-
mors about some brethren. I saw then that some of them were 
worldly minded; their thoughts were constantly on things of a 
worldly nature, they drank coffee, when, like me, they should 
drink tea. So duty bound, to save my reputation, I drew my 
circle again, leaving those reputable, spiritually-minded within. 
I soon realized in time that only my family and I remained in the 
circle. I had a good family, but to my surprise, my family finally 
disagreed with me. I was always right. A man must be steadfast. 
I have never been a factious man! So in strong determination I 
drew my circle again, leaving me quite alone.

Some observations are in order concerning this variation 
of an old theme.  The first is that the fanciful outlook described 
in these lines could just as easily go in the opposite direction.  
Below is an alternate version.

I DREW MY CIRCLE AGAIN
When I first became a member of the church, my circle was 
quite small, for it excluded all who, unlike myself, had not been 
baptized for the forgiveness of their sins. I was happy in the 
thought that I had obeyed the gospel—but sad to see so many 
religious folks in error. I could not tolerate those outside my 
circle in denominations who were wrong on points of doctrine 
and practice. But then I noticed that some in my fellowship 
were wrong on certain issues, also. What could I do? I drew 
my circle again and placed inside all who were as righteous as 
we were, whose fruits were as good as ours. I soon observed 
that some in the church were legalistic and dogmatic; so in re-
bellion against such attitudes I drew my circle again to include 
all immersed individuals, regardless of the reason, since they 
at least were involved in the right action. When some brethren 
complained about my “liberal” attitude, I began to wonder if I 
were too exclusive yet. Why, there are so many who have only 
been sprinkled as children, and they seemed as sincere as any-
one. And why should some be excluded just because they wear 
immodest apparel, drink socially, and take trips to Las Vegas? 
I drew my circle to include them. Now I felt comfortable that I 
had included a great number, but Hindus, Muslims, Buddhists, 
and atheists were still outside my circle, and some of these were 
my friends! I have never been a “grace only” type of guy, but 
how could I exclude all of these? I proudly abolished my circle, 

and now I love everyone.

Although both of these versions make the point not to be 
too exclusive or too inclusive, they are both too exaggerated 
and too simplistic to be of any real value. The original deserves 
an evaluation. First, it either unwittingly or intentionally 
mocks the Scriptures. Jesus did say that only few would seek 
and find the narrow gate that leads to salvation (Matt. 7:13-
14). Furthermore, only two who left Egypt entered into the 
Promised Land (although Moses was certainly saved).  Most 
of those who died in the wilderness lacked faith.  And how 
many were saved on the ark when God destroyed the world 
with a Flood?  Only eight human beings survived.  Did Noah 
draw his circle too small?

In Jesus’ parable of the sower, three types of people who 
actually received the seed became Christians. Of those, two 
types fell away (Matt. 13:3-9, 18-23). The number of those who 
are faithful to God in any generation is always few.  There-
fore, to ridicule brethren who exclude from fellowship those 
whom God excludes makes fun of both God who gave such 
commandments and those who follow them (1 Cor. 5:11; Eph. 
5:8-12; Rom. 16:17-18; Titus 3:10; 2 John 9-11).

Second, the Bible tells us what to do about brethren who 
are erring. Whether they are wrong in a doctrinal or a moral 
matter, we have the responsibility to speak to them (Gal. 6:1; 
James 5:19-20).  Of course, some do not want to be spoken to.  
They refuse to return telephone calls, e-mails, or letters; they 
do not want anyone to visit them, either.  Usually, this type of 
behavior is an admission of guilt.  They do not want to discuss 
what they have already made their minds up to do anyway. 
Those who are in sin know it; they have made their decision 
and do not want to be confronted about it. They give members 
of the church no choice but to draw their circle smaller.

Third, the “self-righteous, unforgiving, jealous, and 
proud” are in as much danger as those morally or doctrinally 
astray, for those attitudes will lead to the commission of a great 
many sins.  Jealousy (envy), for example, led to the crucifixion 
of Christ (Matt. 27:18). Pride and self-righteousness were also 
problems of the Pharisees, and they led to a rejection of Jesus 
as the Messiah. They could not even entertain the idea that God 
might be concerned about the Gentiles (Acts 22).  Of course, 
to be unforgiving is to exclude oneself from being forgiven 
by God (Matt. 6:14-15). However, those who possess such 
attitudes cannot be excluded from fellowship unless one has 
first discussed with them the danger they are in.

Fourth, the use of the phrase, righteous indignation, is 
intended to be a humorous counterpoint to self-righteous, as 
humble corresponds to proud.  This contrast does not consider 
that the humble do truly attempt to walk in obedience to God 
(James 4:6, 10) and that a genuine righteous indignation exists.  
God has acted out of indignation on numerous occasions (Deut. 
29: 28; Ps. 78:49; Isa. 34:1-2; Heb. 10:27; et al.).  It should be 
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so that, when human beings take offense, we must be certain 
that it is against actual sin and injustice.

Fifth, truth is trivialized in the statement that some “drank 
coffee, when, like me, they should drink tea.” Although this 
probably was an attempt at humor to indicate that brethren 
divide over non-essential things at times, it does not succeed 
because it implies that all divisions among Christians are mat-
ters of option. Perhaps the writer could define more precisely 
what he thinks are issues of no consequence. Below is a list 
of doctrines. Which ones are unimportant?

1. People can be saved without being immersed for the 
forgiveness of their sins.
2. Jesus built the denominations and died for them.
3. Instrumental music in worship to God is pleasing to 
God.
4. A Christian (one who has truly been saved) cannot fall 
from grace.
5. All prophecies in the New Testament (including ones in 
the book of Revelation) were fulfilled by A.D. 70.
6. All of life is worship.
7. The Holy Spirit operates on the Christian directly—in 
addition to Divine Providence or through His Word.
8. Abortion and homosexuality are not sins.
Which of these requires “circles”? Can a Christian fel-

lowship those who are sprinkled (#1)?  Can he fellowship all 
who are in manmade denominations (#2)?  Can he fellowship 

those who use instruments of music in their worship (#3)?  Can 
he fellowship those who believe that they can never fall from 
grace (#4)? Can he fellowship those who hold to the Max King 
error (#5), the Dobbs’ falsehood (#6), or to the Deaver doctrine 
(#7)?  Are there any moral issues upon which he must take 
a stand (#8)? Do these things involve the difference between 
drinking coffee and tea? 

Sixth, “I was always right.”  Although the statement is 
made out of sarcasm, how many people, including the writer 
of this “circle” bit would affirm, “I am usually wrong”?  Don’t 
most of us operate under the assumption that we are right?  Do 
we desire to follow the Lord and NOT be right?  Were those 
who “continued steadfastly in the apostles’ doctrine” (Acts 
2:42) right? Is being right attainable or not? If the author an-
swers, “No,” is he certain that he is right?

Moses, Aaron, Joshua, and Caleb were alone in their insis-
tence that they go up and conquer the land. Stephen stood alone 
against the Jews (Acts 7). All men fled and left Jesus alone.  
Should all of these have started drawing bigger circles?  Doing 
what is right is not determined by the majority; it is determined 
by truth.  The fact that Jeremiah was ignored while the false 
prophets were heeded did not prevent Jerusalem from being 
destroyed. To be sure, some men invent their own traditions 
(Matt. 15:8-9), but such cannot deter us from taking a stand 
for the truth when it ought to be defended.

—5410 Lake Howell Rd.
Winter Park, FL 32792-1097



THE CAMEL‛S NOSE
Lynn Parker

Draw the circle bigger, boys!
It‛s just too small, you see.

We‛re caught up in yesterday‛s thinking,
And it‛s way too narrow for me.

Add another room, please
For my brothers here and there,

I‛ll even change my teaching,
And preach it round or square.

Be it faith or be it opinion,
I get the two confused.

And when brothers contend earnestly,
I‛m more than a little amused.

If it‛s not too much trouble,
Can we cancel Sunday night?

The Super Bowl at six—
It should be “super” fight.

And I won‛t be at Bible class,
Next Wednesday, that‛s for certain,
My softball team needs me to pitch,

If I don‛t, we‛ll be hurtin‛.

And whoever said that it was wrong,
Forsaking worship to go and play?

Why that‛s so 1950‛s friend,
That was great in Grandpa‛s day!

I‛m still against every error,
And false doctrine I won‛t preach

But I won‛t withdraw from those that do,
Regardless of what they teach.

Re-evaluation and Reaffirmation
That just won‛t go with me.

I think it‛s wrong, but I‛ll go along
With my friends at MSOP.

We all just need to loosen up,
Let the tree grow as it‛s bent!

And all the while that breeze I felt,
Was the camel‛s nose — underneath my tent.

—1650 Gander Slough Rd.
Kingsbury, TX 78638
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True or False
A man cannot compromise his own convictions and adopt things that he believes to be 
wrong without loss of moral power and without dishonoring his own true spiritual man-
hood. A man cannot compromise and set aside what he believes to be a command of 
God without dishonoring God before the world, without destroying his own reverence for 
God and usefulness for his service. To set aside a law of God for the sake of union with 
others is to prefer union with them to union with God – is to hold their teaching above 
the word of God. If we sacrifice God’s word to please others, it is because we wish to 
please them rather than to please God. —David Lipscomb
(Queries and Answers, pp. 432-433, as quoted by Alan E. Highers in HOW DO YOU SPELL 
(F)(f)ellowship? A Reply to the Teachings of Rubel Shelly on Fellowship and Unity, p. 32).



Churches that change, add to, or take away from the commandments of God are not 
churches of Christ; it is sinful to so call them. There ought to be a clear and wide dis-
tinction between those who follow God’s laws and those who depart from them —David 
Lipscomb (Ibid, Highers, p. 33).

INTRODUCTION
In the fall of the year we are able to view the wonder-

ful beauties of autumn.  The red, orange, and yellow leaves 
are so beautiful during this particular time of year.  In the 
springtime, we see the newness of life in the young green 
leaves, but the most beautiful time of a leaf’s life is when 
it reaches the end of its time.  That is how we should view 
our Christian life.  We should not feel that when we get to 
a certain age that it is time to give up and not show our true 
beauty.

When we speak of one being old, we picture wrinkles, 
gray hair, and one that is stooping—someone that we say is 
on their “last leg.”  Paul states in Titus 2:1-5, 

But speak thou the things which become sound doctrine: 
That the aged men be sober, grave, temperate, sound in 
faith, in charity, in patience. The aged women likewise, 
that they be in behaviour as becometh holiness, not false 
accusers, not given to much wine, teachers of good things; 
That they may teach the young women to be sober, to 
love their husbands, to love their children, To be discreet, 
chaste, keepers at home, good, obedient to their own hus-
bands, that the word of God be not blasphemed.
Here Paul uses the word “aged” to speak of the older 

women teaching the younger women.  The word “aged” 

Never Too Old
Sonya West

means “advanced in years.”  We think this means someone 
that is very old. However, if we are alive we are all “advanc-
ing in years” every day.  We should be proud that we are 
advancing. The only other alternative is death.  Relatively 
speaking we are all OLD.   We are older than we were last 
week, last month or last year.  We are all OLD to someone. 
And someone is looking to us for training and for an ex-
ample.  Whether it is our children, our grandchildren, our 
brothers or sisters, or whoever it may be, someone needs us 
to pass on our knowledge and experience.  

In this lesson we will take the letters of the word OLD 
and draw some applications for each of us.

OFFER TO HELP
Galatians 6: 2 states, “Bear ye one another’s burdens, 

and so fulfill the law of Christ.” If we see someone that 
needs our help—we need to help.  We should not say that 
we have nothing to offer.  Everyone has lived and has expe-
rienced something in their life.  We may have been through 
the same trials as someone else and may have wonderful 
words of wisdom for that person.  After experiencing three 
miscarriages, I feel that I can relate to those that are experi-
encing that type of crisis now.  It helped me for those both 
young and old to express how they made it through this dif-
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ficult time.  A lady in her seventies put her arm around me 
after one of my miscarriages and said, “Honey, times will 
get better, but I still do think about the children I lost by 
miscarriage.”  I could see in her eyes the sincere empathy 
she had for me. This is true concern for someone else.

When we give words of wisdom, we give helps that are 
those “tried and true” tips.  Not everything we do will help 
some one, however, we all like to know that there is some-
one that understands what we are going through at that time.  
For the first five years of our daughter’s life I lived away 
from my own mother.  It was so refreshing to have older 
ladies help me deal with the new aspects of motherhood.  
When our daughter was two months old, I had a teacher ask 
if I wanted her to sit in a carrier in the two and three year old 
class (there was not a nursery class at that time).  Not only 
did this give me a break, it gave our daughter an opportunity 
to start learning how to go to class and how to interact with 
other children.  And by the way, she also learned Bible songs 
and Bible stories.  They can’t learn from a young age! 

When our daughter was six months old we moved to a 
new place. Since we lived away from our parents, we had no 
babysitter.  A seventy year old grandmother in the new con-
gregation adopted our daughter and eventually our son as her 
own grandchildren. I don’t know who enjoyed it more, our 
children or the babysitter.  To this day they still talk about all 
the things she did for them.  

There is always something we can do to help someone 
else. We may have a wonderful recipe that we can pass on.  
We may have an ability to teach, or sew, etc.  We must not 
keep it to ourselves, we must pass it on.

LEAVE WISDOM TO THE NEXT GENERATION
The Bible says in Hosea 4:6:
My people are destroyed for lack of knowledge: because 
thou hast rejected knowledge, I will also reject thee, that 
thou shalt be no priest to me: seeing thou hast forgotten 
the law of thy God, I will also forget thy children.

  Israel was destroyed for a lack of knowledge.  This 
should never be said of any congregation.  We need to teach 
and to study ourselves.  We don’t have to know all the an-
swers.  We as adults should know more than our children, 
but if we don’t know the answer, look it up.  A concordance, 
bible dictionary and a good commentary should help us with 
any Bible questions. Do not let it be said of us what Peter 
said in 2 Peter 3:5 “For this they willingly are ignorant 
of, that by the word of God the heavens were of old, and 
the earth standing out of the water and in the water:” 
They were “willingly ignorant.”  Why would anyone want 
to be ignorant especially when it comes to God’s Word—the 
same Word that will judge us in the end?  We have lost the 
acclaim that we are “Bible Tote’n, Bible Quote’n” people. 
We are failing to teach the art of study. There are many con-
gregations where teenagers and adults alike, do not know 
the books of the Bible. This is a fundamental aspect of the 
Christian life. Some think that once we reach a certain age 

that gaining Bible knowledge ends. We can still learn no 
matter what the age. Remember:  (1) If we don’t use it, we 
will lose it. (2) We need to continue to teach until we die.  
We do not have to be a Bible Class teacher to teach.  We can 
teach our children, grandchildren, nieces, nephews or any 
one that is willing to listen.  It is our duty to pass it on.  We 
need to show our love for God’s Word by teaching others.

Rachel Howard explains it this way:
One is as young as her faith and as old as her doubts; as young 
as her hope, as old as her despairs. Years wrinkle the skin; but 
to give up enthusiasm wrinkles the soul. Whether sixty or 
sixteen, there should be in every human being’s heart that 
lure of wonder; the sweet amazement of the stars and of star 
like things and thoughts; the undaunted challenge of events; 
the unfailing, childlike appetite for “What’s next?”  To the 
child of God, it is seeking truth and learning about God and 
the joy of living.  

DEDICATION UNTIL DEATH 
I have had so many people tell me that their time of 

service is over.  They say, “I have done my duty, now it 
is time for the younger generation to take over.”  There is 
no retirement in the service of the Lord!! Our duty never 
stops.  Young and old should work together for the cause 
of Christ.  However, we have a sad misconception that we 
should segregate the ages.  E. Stanley Jones said: “It is a sign 
of maturity when you can be at home with all ages: a sign 
of immaturity when you can be at home with only one age 
group–your age.”  We should want to stay involved in every 
aspect of the work as long as we are alive.  We will do what 
we want to do.  If we want to stay active in the Lord’s work, 
we will, if we don’t, then we will give up and let someone 
else do our work.  Example is always the best teacher. If we 
are active, others will follow after us.  Remember someone 
is always looking up to us no matter what our age.  Prov-
erbs 16:31 says “The hoary head is a crown of glory, if it be 
found in the way of righteousness.”  It is an honor only if we 
remain serving God.  

Oscar Lowry speaks of the power of woman in the fol-
lowing statement:

A good woman is the best thing this side of heaven: as bad 
woman is the worst thing this side of the pit. A woman touches 
the limit both ways; she rises higher and falls lower than man.  
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The most degraded human being on earth today is a wom-
an.  Woman either blesses or curses everything she touches.  
Nothing can hurt woman like sin, and nothing can destroy sin 
like woman.  Christ and woman can save the world; the devil 
and woman can damn it.  The women of our country will 
settle the destiny of our nation both morally and religiously. 

CONCLUSION
It is up to every one of us to use our God-given talents 

for the service of our Lord. There is never a time when we 
are allowed to stop serving God.  We should use every day 
to pass on what God has given us, so that His kingdom will 
grow.  No matter what our age, remember someone NEEDS 
us to show them Christ.  My question to you: “Will you wear 
out or will you rust?”

—22823 Red Leo Lane
Spring, TX 77389

 

 “DERIVATIVE  MARKETS”:
 AN UNDERSTANDABLE  ANALOGY    

Heidi is the  proprietor of a bar in Detroit. In order to in-
crease sales,  she decides to allow her loyal customers – most 
of whom are unemployed alcoholics – to drink now but pay 
later. She keeps track of the drinks consumed on a ledger 
(thereby granting the customers loans).

Word gets around about Heidi’s drink now pay later mar-
keting strategy and as a result, increasing numbers of custom-
ers flood into Heidi’s bar and soon she has the largest sale 
volume for any bar in Detroit.

By providing her customers freedom from immediate 
payment demands, Heidi gets no resistance when she sub-
stantially increases her prices for wine and beer, the most 
consumed beverages. Her sales volume increases  massively.

A young and dynamic vice-president at the local bank 
recognizes these customer debts as valuable future assets and 
increases Heidi’s borrowing limit. He  sees no reason for un-
due concern since he has the debts of the alcoholics as col-
lateral.

At the bank’s corporate headquarters, expert traders 
transform these customer  loans into DRINKBONDS, ALKI-
BONDS and PUKEBONDS. These securities are then  traded 
on security markets worldwide. Naive investors don’t really  
understand the securities being sold to them as AAA secured 
bonds are really the debts of unemployed alcoholics.

Nevertheless, their prices continuously climb, and the se-
curities become the top-selling  items for some of the nation’s 
leading brokerage houses.

One day, although the bond prices are still climbing, a 
risk manager at the  bank (subsequently fired due to his nega-
tivity), decides that the time has come to demand payment on 
the debts incurred by the drinkers at Heidi’s bar.

Heidi demands payment from her alcoholic patrons, 
but being unemployed, they cannot pay back their drinking 
debts. Therefore, Heidi cannot fulfill her loan obligations and 
claims bankruptcy.

DRINKBOND and  ALKIBOND drop in price by 90 %. 
PUKEBOND performs better, stabilizing in  price after drop-
ping by 80%. The decreased bond asset value destroys the  
banks liquidity and prevents it from issuing new loans.

The suppliers of Heidi’s bar, having granted her generous 
payment extensions and having invested in the securities are 
faced with writing off her debt and losing over 80% on her 
bonds. Her wine supplier claims bankruptcy, her beer sup-

plier is taken over by a competitor, who immediately closes 
the local plant and lays off 50 workers.

 The bank and brokerage houses are saved by the Gov-
ernment following dramatic round-the-clock negotiations by 
leaders from both political parties. The funds required for this 
bailout are obtained by a tax levied on employed middle-class 
non-drinkers.

—Place First Published and Author Unknown
[Though  different from most of our aritcles, in a unique way 

the previous one sets out mans’ abuse and misuse of material gain. 
It is about the result of coveteousness which is idolatry running 
and ruining the lives of millions of people—including the govern-
ments of men (Eph. 5:3, 5; 1 Cor. 6:10; Col. 3:5; 2 Tim. 3:2). It 
points out a people’s failure financially to do things “decently and 
in order” (1 Cor. 14:40); the consequence of living to “enjoy the 
pleasures of sin for a season” (Heb. 11:25; Matt. 6:24; 33, 34; 
1 John 2: 15-17); the repudiation of the great principle of “if one 
does not work neither should he eat” (2 Thess. 3:10); the failure 
of God’s “bread winner” to take care of his own (1 Tim. 5:8); the 
consequence of repudiating the divine directive to pay one’s debts 
(Rom. 13:8); and of man’s desire of something for nothing. In fur-
nishing us “unto every good work” (2 Tim. 3:16, 17), the Bible 
teaches us much about stewardship—taking care of that which be-
longs to someone else (1 Cor. 4:20).

The article pertains to a spiritually and morally bankrupt so-
ciety—the works of the flesh permeating it through and through
(1 John 2: 15-17; Gal. 5:19-21). It describes a people whose God 
is their belly (Phil. 3:19), rebellious children who cannot cease 
from sin, running “greedily after the error of Balaam” (Jude 
11); having no sense of accountablity to God for misusing and 
abusing a sound economic system (Ecc. 12:14). As it pertains to 
the previous article, please notice the terms in Romans 1:18-32 
that not only show us the consequences of ruling God out of mo-
rality, but also the impact of immorality on secular business, eco-
nomics, finances, government, etc. (James 4:1-4). 

God never condemned the kings of Israel or Judah for their 
bad economic policies, but he did condemn them for their moral 
and spiritual corruption. They never learned that if a nation can 
be kept on a biblically moral footing, it will be what it ought to be 
financially, economically, etc. Thereby, the heart-soil is best made 
ready for receiving the seed of the Kingdom, the Word of God 
(Luke 8:11, 15). In attempting to correct financial and economic 
matters without correcting our morals, we are putting “the cart be-
fore the horse,” and it will never work (Matt. 6:33).    —Editor]      

Here’s What Happened
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ELDERS: Who Are These Men?
 Rulers – Forceful But Loving Leadership  (4)

W. N. “Bill” Jackson 

“...a bishop must be 
blamel, as the 

steward of God ...” 
(Titus 1:7)

“Neither as being lords over God’s heritage, but being ensamples to the flock” — 1 Peter 5:3

We have said a number of things about elders and their 
work, and involved in that would be some interaction with 
the congregation. To be sure, the Lord intended that all these, 
working together, should be promotive of His will, and should 
make for harmony. Sadly it is so, that through the fault of men, 
congregations know disharmony and turmoil. Sometimes it is 
the fault of members, and sometimes the fault of elders, and 
very often the fault of both. In this article beyond the matters 
of oversight, feeding, watching and protecting, we will look 
at elders and the congregation, their relationship together, and 
under several headings. 

THE ELDERSHIP IS MEANT
TO EXPEDITE THE WORK 

It is known by all that our God did not make any foolish 
moves, and in His planning for elders the purpose is the 
service of, and the furtherance of His cause. When we find 
congregations served by elders who are Scriptural, sound, 
faithful, dedicated and serving, the kingdom and the gospel 
will prosper. The congregation’s work progresses under the 
faithful direction of the elders. Here is success for God! 

On the other hand, if the elders are not what they 
should be, they still have the title and the work is to 
proceed through them, but in their sluggardness the work 
is hindered rather than helped! How sad that what God 
intended to help would serve rather to hinder, with the 
effect being the pleasing of Satan rather than God! 

ELDERS ARE GIVEN
AUTHORITY AND RULE!

Let us not be fearful to state this, for it is New 
Testament truth. It is amazing, and yet that which would 
be expected of Satan, that we would be hearing today that 
“elders have no rule,” “elders are not in authority” and 
that elders “can only rule by example,” Those who would 
thus argue reveal that they have not studied their New 
Testaments. Two or three things in this regard: 

(1) The New Testament uses the word “rule” regarding 
the elders, and members’ relationship to them, in Hebrews 
13:7,17, 24. In the broadest meaning and usage, the one 
who thus rules “leads, goes first, is a leader, is a guide, 
is chief, commands and has authority over. The fact that 
one is to be an example in no wise prohibits his having 
rule and authority if the one in a position to grant such 
rule and authority so authorizes, and GOD DID SO 
AUTHORIZE! 

In a congregation of 300 members, if each and every 
matter was thrown out to the 300 members, there would 

likely be a dozen different wills and opinions on each 
matter. The “all having equal authority” advocates would 
then encourage a dozen decisions, when only one will 
suffice. In any organization on earth, someone must make 
the decisions! In the New Testament church, matters of 
policy and expedience are determined by the elders who, 
being men of spirituality and Christian character, loving 
the Lord and the Kingdom, will use wisdom, discretion 
and the very best possible judgment in all things. 

(2) Loving leadership produces loving followship. 
We cannot see that there should be any more problem in 
the Kingdom, regarding elders and their rule, than in the 
marriage relationship, where the leadership and headship 
role has been given to the man (Eph. 5:22-25, 28-29). 
If the marriage union is within the Lord’s blessings, the 
man exercises that leadership, but it is loving leadership: 
the wife submits to that leadership, willingly giving 
loving followship. She, if she is spiritual, is not envious 
of his role, nor desirous of seizing it for herself. It is the 
same within the Kingdom. Godly elders exercise loving 
leadership, and godly members provide loving followship. 
The elders act in their best interest, placing the concerns 
of the Kingdom first, and that’s exactly what every Godly 
member wants! The elders show the congregation their 
love and care, with the supreme measure of love given to 
God, the Christ, the Word and the church, and spiritual 
men are both comforted and delighted! 

(3) Elders do not lord it over.” Very clearly, it is not 
the Lord’s intention that elders see their position and 
work as that of being dictators and tyrants. They are 
charged that they not be “lords over God’s heritage” (1 
Peter 5:3). Surely most members are not resentful over 
the day-to-day decisions that elders make (or allow to be 
made under some delegation they have made to a deacon 
or other member, etc.), but rather are relieved. All should 
be happy that it does not require a congregation meeting 
to decide on new erasers for each classroom. Members 
know that the elders see over the work, and will routinely 
make decisions that are best for the work. 

But the charge that they are lords usually does not 
come as regards some minor and routine matter. In recent 
years, it has come from extremely liberal sources who are 
rebellious against authority—all authority! They have 
attacked the eldership because they in the eldership are 
in positions of authority, just as they have attacked the 
preachers because their proclamation is of an authoritative 
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Word (Titus 2: 15)! In seeking to accomplish their ends, 
they have invented the idea of ruling by example only 
with both points being equally ridiculous. We are charged 
with obeying elders (Heb. 13: 17), and yet we do not 
OBEY examples: we can follow examples, but we do 
not obey such. We obey INSTRUCTION, COUNSEL, 
TEACHING, and such stated will that would come from 
those who RULE. 

But for all of it, elders are to be spiritual men, and the 
idea of a Diotrephes (III John 9-10) would be as repugnant 
to them as it would be to any member of the church. 
Elders must speak, and they must lead, and they must 
make decisions and lead the congregation in following 
through, and they do so with a manner, demeanor, spirit 
and attitude that encourages the members to follow suit. 
The idea is this: Here is a great and spiritual work. It is 
an opportunity for us to serve God, and we should do it. 
Let us rise up and do it, and now, FOLLOW ME! In all 
things, elders still realize that while they lead and direct, 
they also remain servants. Elders should be among the 
first to pitch in and work in every capacity wherein the 
church is called upon to act—elders are to be WORKING 
LEADERS! 

THE AREA OF THE ELDERS’
DECISION-MAKING 

May we all remind ourselves that the elders are not 
in the business of creating matters of faith. The Word 
furnishes us completely (2 Tim. 3: 16-17), and thus matters 
of faith are already fixed and determined. The elders are 
indeed in a position to speak out, calling attention to the 
thus saith the Lord, administering the necessary reproof 
and rebuke as needed, but they do so under the leadership 

role given them as the congregation’s overseers! 
This means that the elders’ decision-making rests in 

the realm of judgment and expediency. They must wrestle 
with dozens of suggestions, recommendations, appeals, 
criticisms and options, fitting that which is helpful and 
proper into the work of the local congregation as it is able 
and capable of doing. In every matter presented, there may 
be a range of options as to participation. Someone must 
make the decision, and elders are those someones. 

“THEY SPEAK TO US ONLY WHEN
IN SOME TROUBLE” 

Perhaps we have all heard that criticism, and perhaps 
sometimes made without justification, but no doubt made in 
truth in some instances. We are not suggesting that elders 
cannot act without passing all matters before the congrega-
tion. Most elders are wise enough not to make huge commit-
ments as to selling and buying property, taking on hundreds 
of thousands of dollars in new work without some counsel 
with the congregation. 

Wise elders also know that it expedites their work, and 
the goodwill of the congregation, if there will be periodic 
meetings with all the men to report on the work and hear 
their comments, inquiries and/or criticisms. Wise elders 
also meet with some regularity with deacons, and we will 
yet deal with that. 

The major point is that, depending on conduct and 
attitude, there can be a suspicious and resentful spirit develop 
when a congregation feels left out of all consideration  except 
when the elders are in trouble (often financially) and 
then desire our help. Information freely given, in various 
meetings, in the bulletins, and from the pulpit goes a long 
way in keeping that spirit down to a minimum! 
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I heard it again this very morning: “we should be thankful 
for the many different faiths in the world.” This is one of 
the many similar statements which have been made since I 
can remember. It goes along with the statement: “it does not 
matter what a person believes, just as long as he is sincere.” 
All this sounds real nice and makes a person “feel good” about 
himself, but is it the Truth which God has given us? Can we 
place our trust and confidence and salvation in it? Each of us 
has at least one copy of God’s Holy Word available to us, so 
let us see how that idea compares with what God wants for 
the world which He created for his glory and pleasure. 

Do you have a love for the Truth of God ? The Bible 
shows what HE said, and what HE wants. This is not just one 
man’s opinion or interpretation. Common words with which 
we are familiar will be used, as recorded in Scripture. How 
you respond to it will show your real self and will answer 
that question. Remember, Jesus said “if you love me, keep 
my commandments” (John 14:15). For those who do not 
love the Truth of God, listen to what He said: “And with 
all deceivableness of unrighteousness in them that perish; 
because they received not the love of the truth, that they 
might be saved. And for this cause God shall send them 
strong delusion, that they should believe a lie: That they all 
might be damned who believed not the truth, but had pleasure 
in unrighteousness” (2 Thess. 2:10-12). Paul said almost 
the same thing in Romans: “And even as they did not like 
to retain God in their knowledge, God gave them over to a 
reprobate mind, to do those things which are not convenient” 
(Rom. 1:28). 

It is vital that we love and receive the Truth in order 
to be saved. But, God will not force anyone to do different 
than what their heart is set on doing. We still have a free 
choice and what we do in life determines our judgment. 
For the most part, the world is going full speed against 
what God wants. Jesus told us that in the story of the many 
who would be on that broad, easy road and the few who 
would be on that narrow road which leads to life eternal 
(Matt. 7:13-15). He concluded that story, warning of false 
prophets which would come to deceive many. Well, they 

THE WORLD REFUSES TO LISTEN
Alton W. Fonville

came and are still coming and deceiving many today. 
So, we must have a love for the truth of God first and 
foremost, or we may be deceived also. Now, let us turn 
to the Scriptures and see about the “many faiths” which 
are in the world today. 

The Holy Spirit directed Paul to write for our benefit: 
“glory was to be in the church by Jesus Christ” (Eph 3:21). 
Notice, “the church” is singular—not churches. He said 
specifically, to keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of 
peace. Now, read the next few words. He gave us seven 
things and said of each: “there is one” (Eph. 4:3-6). “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.” Did you see what inspiration said 
about how many “Faiths” there were? There are just as 
many Gods and Lords and bodies (churches) (Eph. 1:22-
23; Col. 1:18) as there are faiths. Now, a big part of the 
world agrees there is only one God and one Lord, but, 
they refuse to listen to there being only one faith in the 
same verses. Why? It all goes back to having the love for 
the Truth of God or not. Are we going to accept what God 
said, or will we give heed to what false prophets have 
said and continue saying? In order for us to be saved, we 
must submit to that one faith, obey it and be part of that 
one body. “It is not in man that walketh to direct his own 
steps” (Jer. 10:23). Why not determine now to learn and 
love the Word of God, accept and obey it? It will be our 
judge on that last day (John 12:48).   

—337 Madison 4605
St. Paul, AR 72760

“It is the rare fortune of these days that one may 
think what one likes and say what one thinks.”

—Cornelius Tacitus
A.D. c. 56–c. 120

Histories, bk. I, 1
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In America the Restoration of New Testament 
Christianity had its beginning in the latter part of the 
1700’s and the early 1800’s. It was at this time that men 
throughout the country began to reject the doctrines of 
men for the simplicity of the New Testament pattern. 
Some of the early restorers were Rice Haggard, James 
O’Kelly, Abner Jones, Elias Smith, Barton W. Stone, 
and Thomas and Alexander Campbell. 

In August, 1794, a meeting was held to devise a 
plan of church government. This was an open meeting 
for all to attend. Among those in attendance were James 
O’Kelly and Rice Haggard. “They determined to lay 
aside every manuscript, and follow the Bible as their 
guide, and have no government besides the Scriptures 
as written by the apostles.”1 Rice Haggard stood up 
with the New Testament in his hand and said,

Brethren, this is a sufficient rule of faith and practice. By 
it we are told that the disciples were called Christians, 
and I move that henceforth and forever the followers 
of Christ be known as Christians simply.2 

This was a major step in the move to restore New 
Testament Christianity. 

It was June 28, 1804, when the Last Will and 
Testament of the Springfield Presbytery was written. 
It was signed by Barton W. Stone, Robert Marshall, 
John Dunlavy, Richard M’Nemar, John Thompson, and 
David Purviance. This is one of the great documents 
in the history of the Restoration. Below are a few 
excerpts from it. 

We will, that this body die, be dissolved, and sink into 
union with the Body of Christ at large; for there is but 
one body, and one Spirit, even as we are called in one 
hope of our calling .... We will, that our power of making 
laws for the government of the church, and executing 
them by delegated authority, forever cease; that the 
people may have free course to the Bible .... We will, 
that the people henceforth take the Bible as the only 
sure guide to heaven; and as many as are offended with 
other books, which stand in competition with it, may 
cast them into the fire if they choose; for it is better to 
enter into life having one book, than having many to 
be cast into hell .... 3 

In 1809, Thomas Campbell wrote the Declaration 
and Address. It is another great document in the history 
of the Restoration of New Testament Christianity. The 
Declaration and Address is, “based upon the express 
declarations of the Bible and the latter, upon things 
about which the Bible is silent.”4 Thomas Campbell 
believed that Christian unity could only come about 
by adherence to the Bible. 

The goal of the early preachers and teachers in the 

THE RESTORATION*
 Paul Vaughn

Restoration was to go back to the Bible and practice 
original Christianity. The church whose pattern is in the 
New Testament was precisely what Jesus built. Those 
who follow that pattern would be only Christians and 
nothing more. This does not mean that the restorers 
were trying to restore the church at Corinth, the church 
at Ephesus, the church at Galatia or the church of 
the Laodiceans. But, they were trying to follow the 
design and pattern of Christianity that is rooted and 
grounded in Christ Jesus. To accomplish this, they went 
beyond the denominations that followed creed books 
and manuals of men, and were governed by the Bible 
alone. This approach is as ancient as the prophets who 
admonished Israel to return to her roots in following 
God’s Word. Elijah, the Tishbite, cried out against the 
idolatrous men of his day, those who had left God’s 
pattern and blamed their trouble on him as the following 
words of wicked  Ahab reveal. “And it came to pass, 
when Ahab saw Elijah, that Ahab said unto him, 
Art thou he that troubleth Israel?” (1 Kings 18:17). 
The early restorers had the attitude of Micaiah as he 
stood in defiance of the King of Israel. “And Micaiah 
said,  As the Lord liveth, what the Lord saith unto 
me, that will I speak” (1 Kings 22:14). 

This is needed today! Let us simply speak what the 
“Lord saith” because nothing more or less is acceptable 
in the sight of God. “And whatsoever ye do in word 
or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving 
thanks to God and the Father by him” (Col. 3:17). 

End Notes
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Bellview Lectures, Austin McGary&Company, Pensacola, FL, 
1994, pp. 20-22. 

1. Pressley Barrett, The Centennial of Religious Journalism, 
Christian Publishing, Dayton, 1908, p. 264.

2. Ibid, p. 264.

3. Hoke S. Dickinson, Editor, The Cane Ridge Reader, The 
Biography of Elder Barton Warren Stone, J. A. & V. P. James 
Publishers, 1847, p. 52.

4. Earl Irvin West, The Search For the Ancient Order, Vol. 1, 
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—1415 Lincoln Road
Lewisport, KY 42351

“The disadvantage of men not knowing the past 
is that they do not know the present.” 

—G. K. Chesterton





-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.

-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.

-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 a. m., 
10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30 
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
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Modern selfishness ensnares by oozing needless twists 
on brethren with an eye toward disarming the unity of the 
faith. Each of us has expectations that fit our capabilities but 
we often allow victimization by social settings, that is defi-
nitely a misuse of the personality God has provided for our 
use to His glory, for: “All things were created by him and 
for him” (Col. 1:17). God created the world for our use. But 
why? It is “To the praise of the glory of his grace, wherein 
he hath made us accepted in the beloved” (Eph. 1:6)! Our 
purpose is to make known to others “the manifold wisdom 
of God” (Ephesians 3:10). Yet, our lying adversary convinc-
es multitudes of brethren to hinder the spread of Truth by a 
simple method of deceitful mind contortion called, “I’m a 
victim!”

A most common way we feel victimized is from our 
family. Yet beyond the coercions of family, one often under-
goes a sense of victimization by constraints of vocation, by 
manipulations, by intimidations, and by feeling completely 
held in servitude as the chattel of another. Some profession-
als thrive on making victims seek fellow victims for support, 
tending to make it easy for weak persons to follow them. 

 We often victimize ourselves with evil thoughts by say-
ing we have to stay on a job no matter what, else we might 
not get another job, bringing one right into the victimization 
philosophy, what the world holds as a dear possession, call-
ing it job security. Government and Union employees use 
this victimization as a way of life. Preachers too cry victim-
ization, saying: “The church owes me this job, and as such, 
I feel I should never get fired or terminated for any reason.” 
When they are asked to leave, they use the “I’m a victim.” 
They cry,  “The elders are at fault. They need to be removed. 

I AM A VICTIM
Delbert Goins

You members ought to leave them and join me in starting a 
new congregation a few blocks from here.”  

Sometimes members do not get their way, and it is they 
who cry the “I’m a victim.” This makes for perilous times 
because “holding a form of godliness,” its power is denied. 
They hurriedly creep from house to house to “lead captive” 
others of little faith (2Tim. 3:5-6). Like the preacher, they 
run off, sometimes with the preacher, mouthing the “bad 
things” the church has done, according to them, and hatefully 
speaking evil in violation of Titus 3:2. Would you say these 
are examples of love, tenderness, kindness, goodness, low-
liness, long-suffering, forbearing, and endeavoring to keep 
the unity of the spirit in the bond of peace? Obviously, these 
brethren find themselves going out, “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” (1John 2:19). 
The spirit of “I’m a victim” does not allow one “to do just-
ly, and to love mercy, and to walk humbly” (Micah 6:8).

When I was in Chaing Mai, Thailand, in November 
2007, this kind of thing occurred with the American preach-
er Michael Mayo, son of well known missionary Lawson 
Mayo. He was asked to leave the congregation in Chaing 
Mai, but he would not leave, rather he divided the Lord’s 
church, drawing away disciples after him. I visited his home 
when I was there in 2008. He has not repented of his action 
nor of his false teaching that women must be silent in Bible 
classes, citing 1 Cor. 14:34 (a passage referring to a first 
century church assembly and not a Bible class) arguing that 
when a woman reads the Scripture amid such an audience 
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Editorial...

THE TOTALITARIAN MIND-SET
The definition of the word totalitarian (adjective) is:
Of, relating to, being, or imposing a form of government in 
which the political authority exercises absolute and central-
ized control over all aspects of life, the individual is subordi-
nated to the state, and opposing political and cultural expres-
sion is suppressed.
Used as a noun it means “a person who is in favor of 

totalitarian policies” (See the definition in the Free Diction-
ary by Farlex on the Internet). Synonyms for totalitarian 
are: authoritarian, dictatorial, overbearing, one-party, op-
pressive, autocratic, despotic and tyrannical. Synonyms for 
totalitarian’s synonyms are:

1.  Authoritarian: strict, severe, demanding, controlling, 
rigid and dictatorial; 
2.  Dictatorial: tyrannical, despotic, autocratic, authori-
tarian overbearing, dogmatic, domineering, arrogant 
and bossy;
3. One-Party: authoritarian, dictatorial, oppressive, au-
tocratic, despotic, tyrannical; 
4. Oppressive: cruel, harsh, domineering, tyrannical, re-
pressive and unfair;
5. Autocratic: despotic, tyrannical, oppressive and re-
pressive;
6. Despotic: tyrannical, dictatorial, autocratic, authori-
tarian, repressive and cruel and 
7. Tyrannical: oppressive, dictatorial, autocratic, des-
potic, authoritarian, repressive, cruel, harsh and domi-
neering.
The definition of the word forum (noun) is: “a meet-

ing or medium for the open discussion of subjects of public 
interest” (Ibid, Free Dictionary). Synonyms for forum are: 
meeting, debate, discussion and round-table.  Synonyms for 
forum’s synonyms are: 

1.  Meeting: gathering, assembly, conference, conven-
tion, summit, get together, reunion and congregation;
2.  Debate: discuss, argue, deliberate, contest and ques-
tion;
3.  Discussion: conversation, debate, argument, dialog, 
chat and talk and
4. Round-table: class, seminar, tutorial, committee, 
working party and caucus.
In the English language the word open is a very general 

term. Basically it means, “affording unobstructed entrance 
and exit; not shut or closed” (Ibid, Free Dictionary). The 
word open, therefore, is found in many different contexts 
(environments). It can be used as a noun, adjective or a 
verb. Used as an adjective open means, “free to all to join 
in, enter, or use,” “ready to consider new ideas,” “honest and 
frank” (Ibid, Free Dictionary). The context in which open is 
found shades, flavors and/or enhances the basic definition 
of the word. Clearly, then, it is the context in which open is 
found that helps determine the meaning of it. Regardless of 
the context in which it is employed, it never loses its basic 
meaning. 
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When the word open is associated with the term forum, 
the idea is that of a gathering, assembly, conference, etc., 
the convening of the same and the design of which is for the 
purpose of discussion, deliberation, questions, debate, etc. In 
that context the word open also pertains to the fairness and 
integrity in the order and conduct of the meeting (Ibid, Free 
Dictionary). Books such as Roberts Rules of Order were de-
veloped so that meetings could be conducted decently and in 
order (1 Cor. 14:40).

The Acts 15 meeting of brethren in Jerusalem is a good 
example of an open forum. Certain brethren had come to An-
tioch of Syria from Jerusalem teaching the church the false 
doctrine that “Except ye be circumcised after the manner 
of Moses, ye cannot be saved” (Acts 15:1). A meeting was 
convened in Jerusalem for the purpose of determining who 
originated the false doctrine. It also helped to clarify certain 
matters pertaining to the same (Acts 15:4-31). However, pri-
or to the Jerusalem forum of Acts 15, Paul and Barnabas had 
convened their own open forum concerning this matter with 
those who had taught it (Acts. 15:2). Records of meetings 
convened for religious purposes of different kinds, whether 
large or small, are found throughout the New Testament and 
in the history of the church (Acts 6:1-7; 14:27; 20:17-38). 

In the September 10, 1973 Memphis meeting (MMHOT 
stands for the transcribed book of the meeting) with the Her-
ald of Truth (HOT) representatives the late brother Art Had-
dox, an elder of the Highland Church of Christ that at the 
time sponsored HOT, was the first speaker to be introduced 
by brother Garland Elkins. In part Haddox said:

...I want to express my thanks and appreciation to each of you 
for coming. I know that some of you have driven for miles 
and miles. Some of you have flown here, at your expense, 
and this to me speaks well of you because of your concern 
for the cause of Christ. We are here today because we want 
to be open, we have nothing to hide, we want to be as open 
as we possibly can and we want you to feel that you can ask 
us anything that you dare to ask us and we will do our best to 
answer those questions (MMHOT, p. 1).
Since the days of the First Century church there have 

been many  meetings of the brethren over a multitude of is-
sues and subjects. Some of them dealt with highly controver-
sial topics. Other meetings did not. Some, such as the Jeru-
salem meeting of Acts 15 and the 1973 MMHOT, dealt with 
matters that impacted the universal church. Other gatherings 
of the brethren did not.

Regarding the Acts 15 meeting and the MMHOT meet-
ing, in the beginning they were open forums. As Haddox 
said of the HOT brethren, “... we want to be open, we have 
nothing to hide.” From these open forums it became clear 
as to who was actually open and who was not. In the case of 
the Jerusalem meeting the source of the problem was identi-
fied (Acts 15:5). “Much disputing” was a part of that long 
ago meeting of the brethren, with the apostles, James and 
other leading brethren involved in it “up to the hilt.” And, in 
the 1973 MMHOT meeting much disputing, discussion and 
questioning was a necessary part of that meeting. The result   
of both meetings was that the culprits were “smoked out.” 

AND WHAT ABOUT A PRESENT DAY OPEN 
FORUM CONCERNING DAVE MILLER ET AL.?

The totalitarion attitude will not permit anyone who is 
a part of MSOP, T“N”GJ, GBN, Apologetics Press, et al., 
whether it is in Jerusalem, Memphis or anywhere else to 
meet as did those brethren recorded in Acts 15 or those in 
the 1973 MMHOT! And why? Because they know they do 
not have any Bible authority, adequate evidence, or credible 
witnesses to uphold their case any more than the judaizing 
teachers in the Jerusalem meeting, or the HOT representa-
tives in the Memphis meeting, possessed in order for them 
to uphold their positions. Thus, they refuse to meet openly 
because they cannot exercise absolute control over a Jeru-
salem or MMHOT type of meeting. 

What they do is slander others and engage in character 
assasination, doing it in secret as they declare that they are 
not about to dirty their hands to meet with their brethren of 
the lower classes to discuss their differences. Do they have 
something to hide, something that cannot stand the light of 
Truth, something that cannot be sustained in an open fo-
rum? Indeed they do.They would not hesitate to meet open-
ly to defend their fellowship of Dave Miller, et al., if they 
were on the side of right as Elkins and those who stood with 
him were in the 1973 MMHOT. But in the case of fellow-
shipping Dave Miller, Stan Crowley and their supporters in 
their unrepentent state, they well know that their position 
can never stand the spotlight of Truth in an open forum any 
more than could those First Century judiazing teachers in 
the Jerusalem meeting, or the HOT representatives could 
stand it in that 1973 Memphis open forum.

In closing out the MMHOT book brother, Alan Highers 
pointed out: “It is regrettable that such a meeting was neces-
sary at all, but it is good that it was held and that facts were 
made known.” But then he added,

There was a subsequent meeting held on Tuesday night under 
the direction of Herald of Truth representatives, but it was 
a closed meeting with almost no questions permitted and, 
therefore, no report of that meeting has been made (MM-
HOT, “A FINAL WORD,” p. 4).
Highers final words in the MMHOT book are: 
It has been said, “Give men light, and they will find their 
own way.” This report has been made available in order that 
the searchlight of truth might be trained on the conditions at 
Abilene, and now it is hoped that brethren will seek and find 
the way that is right and that they will pursue it with faithful-
ness and determination (Ibid, p. 4). 
It is for the reasons set out in the preceding High-

ers’ quote that MSOP, Gospel Broadcasting Network, The 
“New” Gospel Journal, Apologetics Press, The Spiritual 
Sword, et al., will never agree to an open forum of any kind 
wherein they will be called upon publicly to prove they 
have New Testament authority for their continued support 
of Dave Miller, et al., or to prove their slanderous assertions 
they continue to make about those of us who oppose fel-
lowshipping false teachers and their friends. Autocratic is 
as autocratic does!           

 —David P. Brown, Editor
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(Continued from page One)

with men present, it is parallel to using mechanical instru-
ments of music in worship periods. Aquila and Priscilla took 
Apollos and “expounded” in a Bible class (Acts 18:26). 
Priscilla did participate in the teaching process. 

Secondly, the Chaing Mai brethren found Michael 
Mayo practicing the victimization philosophy to draw away 
disciples after him, convincing a dozen “offended victims” 
from the Chaing Mai congregation to run after him. In 2009, 
he continues to recruit “victimized” brethren from congre-
gations throughout northern Thailand, and in turn they re-
hash every incident in memory of situations properly dealt 
with by the Chaing Mai brethren in earlier times. In the last 
decade the devil has thrown many false teachers at the Cha-
ing Mai brethren who scripturally rebuffed each one. Now 
the devil through Micahel Mayo is using the “I’m a victim” 
approach against the faithful brethren in Chaing Mai. None 
of the “victims” will repent; therefore, in 2008 the brethren 
withdrew fellowship from those who have followed Michael 
Mayo. 

Michael’s father, Lawson, writes in his newsletters of 
the great joy to preach and encourage this divisive group. 
Should these men be praised for walking disorderly?  No! 

Obviously, they care little for the Truth as they continue to 
spread unauthorized division and false doctrine throughout 
the region. 

Also, the Macland church of Marietta, GA, believes it 
correct to sponsor this division and false teaching. They are 
violating 2 John 9-11 and have become guilty of the evil by 
association and contribution. All people who give encour-
agement and financial support for this divided false group 
also stand guilty before the Lord by their association with 
error. 

We encourage our readers to disassociate with any of 
these erroneous persons, lest ye also be guilty of giving 
Godspeed to division and error. 

God hates unauthorized division. He loves New Testa-
ment unity, always within the boundaries of love and Truth, 
but He hates the deceitful tactics of victimization. Let us 
look into the mirror of self to see if we are practicing this 
evil craft of the devil. Let us lay hold to accountability for 
what we do and say.

— P.O. Box 24
 Hubbard, Texas 76648
 djgoins@valornet.com



Each year the Spring Church of Christ, Spring, Texas, a 
suburb of Houston, TX, hosts an excellent lectureship, and 
this year’s (held in February) was no different. Both the book 
and the oral lectures contain outstanding material on a variety 
of subjects relating to morality.

The first chapter, “Christians Must Be Militant,” provides 
the tone for all that follows. Those who belong to Jesus cannot 
remain passive in the challenging areas presented here. The 
Bible gives us many passages that call for us to be militant.  
Four quotations by Alexander Campbell are cited to remind 
us that controversy has long been a part of Christianity—from 
Jesus on.

“The Nature of Truth” is fundamental in nature and a 
must-read section.  Some of its interesting features include 
“The Cult of Unreason” and “Advice to Preachers” (42).  
Among the 21 works cited at the end of the chapter is one 
by James W. Sire, Why Should Anyone Believe Anything at 
All?  This chapter answers exactly that question. In addition 
to those references mentioned, the writer also recommends 
18 other works for further research.

Next is the essay on Postmodernism, which is a concept 
that brethren need to grasp in order to understand what is 
happening both in and out of the church. A defense of the 
rejection of logic is examined (52), as well as what this kind 

RECOMMENDED READING:
RELIGION AND MORALITY—FROM GOD OR MAN?

Gary W. Summers

of thinking means in daily living. An honest advertisement 
for recruits to Postmodernism is provided on page 64.

“Atheism—True of False?” recounts recent atheistic 
endeavors, including a list of current best-selling books by 
atheistic authors (71).  This material is truly thought-provok-
ing, and it ranges from the use of a chart from brother Warren’s 
debate against an atheist (75) to a discussion of accidental 
versus planned creation to an examination of Darwin’s Black 
Box (96-97). The works cited total 44.

Logic is applied to the topic of “Atheist Ethics,” and 
three if-then statements are used to bring out the full meaning 
of the atheistic position. The first of these begins with, “If 
it is the case that all material things are only the accidental 
product of lifeless matter (dead rocks and dirt) over millions 
of years of organic evolution...” (117). The reader will profit 
from this study that exposes the doctrine of atheism for what 
it really is.

“Agnosticism: Can We Know Anything?” continues to 
examine this subject as it heads in a different direction. On 
page 134 is a picture of the advertisement being used on 
British buses; it reads: 

THERE PROBABLY IS NO GOD.
NOW STOP WORRYING AND ENJOY YOUR LIFE.
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Probably? That’s not exactly reassuring. One wonders 
what the probability is. “Enjoy your life”? How does one do 
that without knowing where it came from? And what about 
Jesus’ statement: “I have come that they might have life and 
have it more abundantly” (John 10:10)? The writer of this 
chapter defines agnosticism, lists a few prominent agnostics, 
and then discusses examples of agnosticism in the Lord’s 
church. All in all, there are 18 works cited.

The next chapter defines Humanism and Pluralism and 
explains how those philosophies are applied in society, along 
with explaining the harm that they continually promote. It 
is followed by “The Bible: Inspired by God or Man?”  Just 
one of the interesting sections is “Jesus’ View of the Bible” 
(176-78).

One of the attacks that people frequently make concern-
ing the Bible is the Flood as described in Genesis. They argue 
that the ark was not big enough to accommodate all of the 
animals that we have on the earth today; they also cite various 
logistic problems. These alleged “insurmountable” problems 
are examined fully; the material here is both valuable to 
know and to use with others. Fifteen sources are cited, from 
which much of this information was drawn. The section on 
the “Geological Implications of the Flood” (198-202) is well 
worth reading.

“The Age of the Earth” has always been another point 
of contention, and an actual geologist put together the mate-
rial for the discussion, citing 14 sources and recommending 
eleven others. One of the quotes about Darwin involves an 
interesting admission—particularly since it was made as re-
cently as 1987 (210). Both the creation and the evolutionary 
models are given a thorough examination (212ff).

Continuing with this theme is “Darwinian Evolution: Is 
Man Only an Improved Ape?”  Several of the “missing links” 
are discussed, such as Piltdown Man, Java Man, Peking Man, 
Neanderthal Man, Cro-Magnon Man, and “Lucy.”

Always a necessity when studying Atheism and Evolu-
tion is an examination of the doctrine of Theistic Evolution.  
Among other features of this essay are “The Riddle of Ferdi-
nand Magellan” (249-50), “Basic Evolutionary Assumptions 
Inherent in Theistic Evolution,” “So What of the First 11 
Chapters of Genesis?” “The Day-Age Theory,” “The Gap 
Theory,” and “Ten Dangers of Theistic Evolution” (272-77).  
25 works are cited, and 7 more are recommended.

Also worthy of a careful reading is “The Historical Jesus: 
Is Christ a Mythological Being?” This is a good solid study of 
the way the mythological view of Jesus developed.  Christians 
are occasionally confronted with such views, and it is good 
to have excellent material such as this available to respond 
with. Then the historical evidence for Jesus is presented. 
Thirty three sources are referenced.

The next two chapters deal with “The Humanity of 
Christ” and “The Deity of Christ.”  The first of these contains 
a wonderful illustration by G. C. Brewer of the significance 
of Jesus becoming a human being (322-23); the latter con-
tains some of the names used of Jesus to prove His Deity. A 

separate chapter that also proves the Deity of Jesus is “The 
Miracles of Christ.” Add to the indisputable evidences al-
ready presented “The Resurrection of Christ.” Various false 
theories are examined, and their shortcomings are exposed.  
A chart of Jesus’ appearances after His resurrection appears 
on page 379.

The book next moves into another area—one that takes 
a look at the way the truth concerning God, Jesus, and the 
Word affects morality. The first of these involves a Biblical 
look at “Modesty,” which features descriptions of swimsuits 
that are calculated to entice, such as “Inspired by lingerie…” 
(390). And that one is from the Sears catalog! Most religious 
denominations do not emphasize modesty any more, and 
only a few brethren appropriately apply God’s principles 
of holiness. Church leaders would do well to consider this 
subject carefully.

An excellent study is presented on “Marriage,” includ-
ing a relevant section on marriage and civil law (414-16).  
These ideas are followed by more material on “Marriage and 
Divorce,” which contains unsettling statistics on the subject 
from recent years (420). Before resuming with other moral 
issues, a chapter on “The Social Gospel” is appropriately 
inserted, since it is generally the cause of people ignoring 
what the Scriptures teach on those always-relevant topics.  
The emphasis of the gospel under discussion is physical, 
concerns mainly the present, emphasizes the community over 
individual spirituality, and relies more upon sociology than 
the Scriptures. It is important for Christians to understand the 
differences in emphasis between the two.

“Medical Doctors: Killers or Healers?” is the provocative 
title of the next chapter. “Hippocratic Oaths,” ancient and 
modern, are mentioned, along with a discussion of medical 
ethics as applied to in vitro fertilization, surrogacy, stem cell 
research, cloning, genetic counseling, and euthanasia.  Ten 
sources are cited; brethren need all of the reliable, fundamen-
tal information we can get on these topics.

The next three chapters covered are all related: “Abor-
tion,” “The Sexual Revolution,” and “Homosexuality.” The 
first of these refutes arguments made to justify abortion and 
provides a summary of the important details of Roe v. Wade.  
The second contains an emphasis on pornography and enter-
tainment (is that redundant?). The third provides a thorough 
look at the Bible passages related to the subject.  There follow 
some excellent quotes by Patrick Henry and other founding 
fathers (500-501) on the importance of following Christian 
principles. Fourteen points are listed from the Homosexual 
Agenda (506), and the reader can decide how successful they 
have been since they first devised them in 1987.  

The next two chapters turn the focus of attention to 
ourselves with “Preacher Training Schools: Are They Liv-
ing Up to the Reason They Were Begun?” and “Higher 
‘Christian’ Education: What Should You Expect Your Child 
to be Taught?” The first of these provides a look at what 
the Scriptures say about the training of men to preach the 
gospel; then it looks at one school as an example. As part 
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of the Supplemental Material, it includes a letter from Terry 
Hightower to one particular school, asking why they cannot 
answer three simple true–false questions concerning their 
beliefs (523-29). One wonders if there are any schools that 
are willing to answer simple questions about their beliefs any 
more. Surely, this has not always been the case. Can anyone 
imagine Paul, Timothy, or Titus being fearful of taking a stand 
on fundamental doctrine?  Should not young men be taught to 
teach the whole counsel of God publicly and privately?  Many 
have become quite silent in declaring their beliefs—in public, 
at least. Are we being true to our original purposes?   

“Christian” schools are seldom any better. The 66 pages 
that treat this subject are well worth having and are carefully 
researched. It begins by looking at purpose statements of 
various “Christian” colleges when they were founded. Not 
many have remained true to those purposes. The second sec-
tion declares what parents have a right to expect in the way 
of education for young people.  Only three institutions still in 
operation are considered for analysis. There is a brief look at 
Pepperdine (555-58), followed by a lengthier consideration 
of Abilene Christian University (558-72), but the bulk of the 
material centers on Freed-Hardeman University (572-92).  
Many brethren may be unaware of the information contained 
herein, but we would all do well to be informed.

The book closes with a look at “Higher Secular Educa-
tion,” which includes a letter to the editor in which the father 
of a second-grader was pleased that his daughter recognized 
that natural processes upon the earth did not take millions of 
years to form mountains (601-602).  The final chapter consists 
of material that was presented to women on “The Feminist 
Movement.” It provides a history of what has occurred in 
America and also presents a Biblical view of the role of 
women with a look at several mentioned in the Scriptures.

This book contains material that is current and helpful 
for all brethren. The 2009 book costs $20, plus $3.00 postage 
and handling.  Also, for the first time this year all 15 lecture-
ship books are available on a researchable CD for $50.00. 
All may be ordered from Contending for the Faith, P.O. Box 
2357, Spring, Texas, 77383-2357, or you may phone your 
order in at (281) 350-5516. You may also leave a voice order 
on the CFTF box on call-notes.

A set of DVDs may be ordered for $40 from Jim Green, 
2711 Spring Meade Blvd., Columbia, TN 38401. 

—5410 Lake Howell Rd.
Winter Park, Fl 32792-1097

garysummers@spiritualperspectives.org

INTRODUCTION
God was willing to send His only Son to earth, to bear the 

sins of all mankind for all time in a horrible death on a Roman 
cross. Jesus was willing to give up His glory with the Father 
in Heaven, come to earth to be born as a human being, live a 
life of poverty and deprivation, suffer persecution, and then 
endure the shameful treatment He received from the Romans 
at the instigation of the Jews. We know that He shrank from 
this ordeal (Mat. 26:36–45; Heb. 7–9) with “strong crying 
and tears,” and the Father heard Him. But God did not spare 
Him this painful (physically and spiritually) experience. He 
could not, if we were to be saved.  Jesus accepted it meekly: 
“Thy will be done” (Mat. 26: 39, 42, 44). Only in this way  
could Jesus be made perfect and become the Savior of all who 
obey Him (Heb. 5:8–9). What if He had decided it was just too 
hard? What if He had concluded that we just weren’t worth 
it, and He wanted to go back to Heaven? What if standing 
up for Christ leads us before hostile courts and juries? For 
some reason, the Father and the Son do not seem to think they 
are asking too much of us that we live for them and give up 
something for them.

“Ye are not your own, ye are bought with a price” 
(1 Cor. 6:19–10).

We are the temple of the Holy Spirit; we are not our own, 
we are bought with a price. We are to present our bodies a 
living sacrifice, as opposed to the dead sacrifices of the law 
of Moses (Rom. 12:1–2), never allowing ourselves to be 
conformed to the world. What we have presented to God as 
a sacrifice no longer belongs to us. The Christians in Mace-
donia first gave themselves to the Lord (2 Cor. 8:5), and their 
possessions just naturally followed. 

Jehovah once tested Abraham’s faith. He told Abraham to 
take his only son Isaac, the child of promise whom he loved, 
and offer him as a burnt offering. Abraham obeyed without 
question, through the point of drawing back the knife to kill 
Isaac, whereupon God stopped him (Gen. 22). Abraham’s 
faith was unwavering because “he looked for a city which 
hath foundations, whose builder and maker is God” (Heb. 
11:10). When we forget where our permanent home is, we 
become worldly and sensual.

God will not share first place in our hearts. “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 

WHAT IS HEAVEN WORTH TO US?
Lavonne McClish
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FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making available a CD-ROM 

free of charge. Why is this CD important? ANSWER: It 
contains an abundance of evidentiary information pertaining 
to Dave 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 Contending for the 
Faith, P. O. Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or email us 
at dpbcftf@gmail.com. 

If you desire to have a part in the distribution of this im-
portant CD you may make your financial contributions to the 
Spring Church of Christ, P. O. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383. 

other. Ye cannot serve God and mammon” (Mat. 6:24). 
Jesus said the greatest commandment is this: “Thou shalt 
love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with all thy 
soul, and with all thy mind” (22:37–38, emph. LJM). That 
doesn’t leave any heart, soul, or mind for anyone else.

There comes a time in a Christian’s life when he should 
have grown and developed into a mature saint. We grow by 
first drinking the milk of the Word, and then graduating to 
strong meat as we exercise our senses in discerning good 
and evil (Heb. 5:12–14). We don’t “absorb” knowledge 
by osmosis. We have to work at it. If we don’t, we will not 
be prepared to withstand persecution when it comes. If we 
crumble at the disapproval of friends or family, what will we 
do when real threats arise? 

“And it is appointed unto man once to die, but after 
this the judgment” (Heb. 9:27). We must live every day of 
our lives with those facts in mind. Does it seem difficult today 
to take a stand for the Truth? Perhaps it will seem easier if 
we picture ourselves dying and then standing before God at 
the Judgment. Our death is real (unless Christ returns first); 
Christ’s return is real; the Judgment is real. Our suffering 
here on earth will be as nothing in view of those things (2 
Cor. 4:16–18)..

Hebrews 11, the “faith” chapter, relates the experiences 
of that “great cloud of witnesses” (12:1). God rewards those 
who diligently seek Him (11:6). This is no half-hearted, 
be-faithful-when-it-doesn’t-require-any-effort-or-sacrifice 
seeking. The recipients of this letter had already undergone 
severe trials and afflictions (10:32–34).

These examples of faith under trial are given to encour-
age us. 

Peter reminds us that this world and everything in it will 
be burned up (2 Pet. 3:10). All the things we valued so highly 
will vanish in an instant. Only the eternal will remain. We, 
as did Abraham, must look for new heavens and a new earth 
(vv. 12–13), where there will be only righteousness.  “Love 
not the world, neither the things that are in the world. If any 
man love the world, the love of the Father is not in him” (1 
John 2:15). 

The little book of Jude tells us to “contend earnestly for 
the faith which was once [for all] delivered to the saints” 
(v. 3, emph. LJM). Earnestly implies that we are to make a 
diligent effort, which in turn implies that we must be prepared 
at all times.

“Behold their threatenings” (Acts 4:29).
Jesus said, “Blessed are they that are persecuted for 

righteousness’ sake, for theirs is the kingdom of heaven.…
Rejoice and be exceeding glad; for great is your reward in 
heaven: for so persecuted they the prophets which were 
before you” (Mat. 5:10–12). He told His disciples, “Be not 
afraid of them that kill the body, and after that have no 
more that they can do. But I will forewarn you whom 
ye shall fear: Fear him, which, after he hath killed hath 
power to cast into hell; yea, I say unto you, fear him” (Luke 
12:4–5). “And ye shall be hated of all men for my name’s 

sake; but he that endureth to the end shall be saved….The 
disciple is not above his master, nor the servant above his 
lord” (Mat. 10:22, 24).

Jesus challenged us: “Whosoever therefore shall 
confess me before men, him will I confess also before my 
Father which is in heaven. But whosoever shall deny me 
before men, him will I deny before my Father who is in 
heaven” (Mat. 10:32–33). In this context, Jesus’ statement 
does not refer primarily to the confession we make before 
baptism, but to the confessions we must be willing to make 
publicly even if it proves very costly. 

John the Baptist was killed because he dared tell Herod 
it was not lawful for him to have his brother Philip’s wife 
(Mat. 14:1–12). Why couldn’t he have just kept his mouth 
shut? He didn’t have to confront Herod that way. He could 
have ignored what the king was doing—but he didn’t. Stephen 
(Acts 7) could have simply looked the other way, rather than 
confronting those angry Jews. Because he defended his Lord, 
he thereby became the first Christian to pay the ultimate price 
for his faith. Jesus told the apostles that the world would hate 
them, since it hated Him. The time would come when those 
who killed Christ’s messengers would think they were doing 
God a service (John 15:18; 16:2)! 

The Lord further demanded,
 “If any man will come after me, let him deny himself, and 
take up his cross, and follow me. For whosoever will save 
his life shall lose it: and whosoever will lose his life for my 
sake shall find it. For what is a man profited, if he shall 
gain the whole world, and lose his own soul? Or what shall 
a man give in exchange for his soul?” (Matt.16:24–26). 
Peter sincerely thought he was strong enough to go with 

his Master and stand by Him, even unto death. He confidently 
affirmed, “Though all men shall be offended because of 
thee, yet will I never be offended.…Though I should die 
with thee, yet will I not forsake thee” (Matt. 26:33). We 
know the sad story of how Peter hotly denied that he even 
knew Jesus at all. Now, we ought to be extremely careful not 
to judge Peter too harshly. We can’t possibly know how we 
will react under pressure until it comes to us. We should pray 
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for the strength and courage to confess Jesus, under fire, and 
never, never deny Him.

The Sanhedrin court in Jerusalem arrested Peter and 
John and commanded them not to speak any more nor teach 
in the name of Jesus (Acts 4:18). It could not have been easy 
for Peter to reply, “Whether it be right in the sight of God 
to hearken unto you more than unto God, judge ye. For 
we cannot but speak the things which we have seen and 
heard” (vv. 19–20). Peter and John did not pray—nor did they 
ask others to pray—that they might be spared persecution. 
No, they said, “And now, Lord, behold their threatenings; 
and grant unto thy servants that with all boldness they 
may speak thy word” (v. 29). Their prayer was answered 
shortly thereafter, and this time all of the apostles found 
themselves before the Jewish court again (5:25–28). Again, 
Peter answered, “We ought to obey God rather than men” 
(v. 29). 

Paul wrote to the Galatians, “For do I now persuade 
men, or God? For if I yet pleased men, then should I not be 
the servant of Christ” (1:10). And neither can we be servants 
of Christ if we are more eager to please man—any man—than 
we are to please Christ. We are to “crucify” ourselves so that 
we no longer live, but Christ lives in us (2:20). 

We know that Saul of Tarsus had to give up much in 
order to become a Christian and preach Christ to the world. 
But maybe we haven’t thought about the expanded descrip-
tions of his sacrifices, related in bits and pieces throughout 
Acts and Paul’s letters, putting the accounts together. He said 
that he gloried in tribulations, knowing that tribulation works 
patience or endurance (Rom. 5:3). Should not we also look 
at tribulation and trial in that way?

Paul reckoned that “the sufferings of this present time 
are not worthy to be compared with the glory which shall 
be revealed in us” (Rom. 8:18). From verses 31 through 39 
Paul, beginning with the rhetorical question, “If God be for 
us, who can be against us?” recites a list of forces that can-
not separate us from the love of God. In this list he includes 
being killed for the name of Christ, but then says we are 
“more than conquerors through him that loved us.” Even if 
we must die for Christ, we haven’t lost—we live with Him. 
Paul admonished the Philippians not to be terrified by their 
adversaries, because it was given them to suffer on behalf 
of Christ (4:28–29). From a Roman prison he wrote, “I can 
do all things through Christ, which strengtheneth me” 
(v. 13). 

Paul told Timothy to fight the good fight of faith so that 
he could lay hold on eternal life (1 Tim. 6:12), reminding him 
that “God hath not given us the spirit of fear, but of power, 
and of love, and a sound mind” (2 Tim. 1:7). He also told 
Timothy to endure hardship, as a good soldier of Jesus Christ: 
“No man that warreth entangleth himself with the affairs 
of this life; that he may please him who hath chosen him 
to be a soldier” (2:3–4). Most of us in this affluent age and 
in this wonderful country have been guilty of this entangle-
ment. Paul was bound in prison as if he were an evildoer (v. 

9). “If we suffer, we shall also reign with him: if we deny 
him, he also will deny us” (v. 12). 

After recounting some of the mistreatment he received at 
Antioch, Iconium, and Lystra, Paul says, “Yea, and all that 
will live godly in Christ Jesus shall suffer persecution” 
(2 Tim. 3:12). If we have never suffered persecution, maybe 
we should search for the reason. Paul charged Timothy to 
endure affliction (4:5). The Christian’s life was not intended 
to be all sweetness and light nor a bed of roses—it is a fight 
(v. 7). He often stood alone, as we sometimes may have to 
stand alone.

Jesus was made perfect through suffering (Heb. 2:10). 
Since He has suffered, and since He was tempted in the same 
ways we are tempted, He knows how to sympathize with 
us (2:18; 3:15). We must be steadfast until the end, sharing 
in Christ’s sufferings when we are called upon to do so (v. 
14). 

Some of the unnamed heroes of faith “were tortured, not 
accepting deliverance”; others were mocked and scourged, 
imprisoned, stoned, sawn asunder, or killed with the sword. 
Others wandered about with only skins for clothing, desti-
tute, afflicted, and tormented (Heb. 11:35–37). They, like 
Abraham, looked for the promise, but did not receive it in 
their lifetimes. 

We should say, “The Lord is my helper, and I will 
not fear what man shall do unto me” (Heb. 13:6). We 
must bear the reproach of Jesus (vv. 12–13). As Abraham, 
we must remember that this world is not our home; we have 
no permanent dwelling on earth, but we look for an eternal 
city (v. 14).

James tells us that the trying of our faith works patience 
(endurance) (1:3). Certainly all of those mentioned in Hebrews 
11 had their faith tried!  Why would we expect ours not to be 
tried? The prophets are our example in suffering, affliction, 
and patience (Jam. 5:10). God will reward those who endure 
and are faithful to the end, not just part of the way.

Peter’s epistles exhort us to be patient in hope, even 
though we must endure severe trials and temptations (1 Pet. 
1: 3–7), never taking our eyes off our inheritance which will 
never fade away. “For what glory is it if ye be buffeted 
for your faults, ye shall take it patiently? But when ye do 
well, and suffer for it, ye take it patiently, this is accept-
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able with God” (2:20). 
We should not think it strange that we may be facing a 

fiery trial, but we should view it as our sharing in Christ’s 
sufferings (1 Pet. 4:12–13). It is a privilege to be reproached 
for the name of Christ (v. 14): “If any man suffer as a 
Christian, let him not be ashamed, but let him glorify God 
on this behalf” (v, 16). The afflictions that beset us are the 
same as those plaguing our brethren all over the world (5:9). 
Suffering will make us perfect (mature, complete), if we are 
faithful and refuse to compromise (v. 10).

As has been stated repeatedly throughout the Old and 
New Testaments, the Truth will be evil spoken of (2 Pet. 2:2). 
The world does not know us, because it did not know the 
Christ (1 John 3:1). We should not be surprised if the world 
hates us (v. 13). “Whatsoever is born of God overcometh 
the world; and this is the victory that overcometh the 
world, even our faith” (5:4, emph. LJM): the “overcoming” 
theme again.

Christ said to the church at Ephesus, “I have somewhat 
against thee, because thou hast left thy first love” (Rev. 
2:4). We might think that, after all they had suffered, and all 
they had done for the cause of Christ, they were pretty good 
folks. But we often don’t think the way the Father and the 
Son think. They had fallen and they needed to repent. The fire 
of their love had gone out. We can never relax or let down 
our guard. The Christian’s fight is a day-in, day-out lifetime 
commitment. No vacations, no holidays.

“To him that overcometh, will I give to eat of the tree 
of life, which is in the midst of the paradise of God” (Rev. 
2:7, emph. LJM). That is a wonderful promise, but it doesn’t 
come cheaply. We must overcome. “Fear none of these 
things which thou shalt suffer; behold, the devil shall cast 
some of you into prison, that ye may be tried; and ye shall 
have tribulation ten days; be thou faithful unto death, 
and I will give thee a crown of life” (v. 10). That means, 
“Be faithful to the point of giving your life for Christ if need 
be.” “He that overcometh shall not be hurt of the second 
death” (v. 11, emph. LJM). If we would escape the second 
death, we must overcome.

There will be no reward unless we remain faithful through 
whatever trials Satan sends our way. “And whosoever was 
not found written in the book of life was cast into the lake 
of fire” (Rev. 20:15). Isn’t it worth whatever we have to go 
through in order to have our names written there and not be 
cast into the lake of fire? 

“God shall wipe away all tears” (Rev. 21:6).
The most beautiful description of Heaven in the entire 

Bible is found in Revelation 21 and 22.
And God shall wipe away all tears from their eyes; and 
there shall be no more death, neither sorrow, nor cry-
ing, neither shall there be any more pain; for the former 
things are passed away. He that overcometh shall inherit 
all things; and I will be his God, and he shall be my son 
(21:6–7, emph. LJM). 

The dark side of this picture is that
the fearful, and unbelieving, and the abominable, and mur-
derers, and whoremongers, and sorcerers, and idolaters, 
and all liars, shall have their part in the lake which burneth 
with fire and brimstone; which is the second death (v. 8). 
There are some pretty bad characters in that list. But did 

you notice that “the fearful” have a place in it? How many 
of us does that describe? We must overcome a cowardly fear 
that shrinks from persecution for righteousness’ sake. And 
how about “all liars?” There is no classification of “little 
white lies” and “big bad lies”; it’s “all liars.” Might we want 
to do some self-examination here, particularly when we are 
thinking up excuses for not obeying God? 

The remainder of Revelation 21 (from v. 9) and the whole 
of chapter 22 are given over to a description of Heaven. 
Doubtless this description does not do justice to what we will 
see when we get there, since John’s words were limited to 
what human minds could express and comprehend. “Blessed 
are they that do his commandments, that they may have 
right to the tree of life, and may enter in through the 
gates into the city” (22:14). While many of those left on the 
outside will be most unsavory characters, there will also be 
people who almost overcame, but whose faith wavered, who 
lost courage, and who turned back. Read this description of 
Heaven and then tell me it won’t be worth whatever we have 
to give up, whatever we have to endure, whatever obstacles 
we have to overcome, so that we can be there with God and 
His Son forever.

CONCLUSION
Paul wrote, “But I keep under my body and bring 

it into subjection, lest that by any means, when I have 
preached to others, I myself should be a castaway” (1 Cor. 
9:27). Lest I be misunderstood, I have researched and written 
this material for myself as much as for anyone else. I do not 
deceive myself that I have attained the level of strength and 
maturity that my age and opportunities would suggest I should 
have. I need these admonitions and reminders. I believe we 
all need them. None of us knows what the future holds, but 
the direction in which our country is heading is ominous. We 
know the climate is hostile to God, the Bible, and to Chris-
tians, and growing more so by the day. We must be preparing 
now for the time when we will have to make some difficult 
choices and take some very unpopular stands. If we fail to be 
faithful in easy times, how shall we react in the hard times? 
We must begin acting rather than reacting.

—908 Imperial Drive
Denton, TX 76209
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Shortly after men of courage stood up to proclaim 
New Testament Christianity, a new generation of men 
began to disregard the Restoration Plea. Barton W. Stone 
saw a change in attitude coming in August, 1844. He 
warned of pending digression with Denominationalism. 
He said, 

My dear brethren, we have advanced, and become a 
great people. N ow is the time of danger-now there is 
need of humility, watchfulness and prayer .... We may 
be so captivated by the doctrines, forms, popularity, 
and respectability of the sects around us, that we may 
try to accommodate the truth of God in order to gain 
their favor.1 

The first step away from the Bible was the 
American Christian Missionary Society of 1849. This 
was a change, that divided congregations and would 
lead to an organization, known today as the “Disciples 
of Christ.” The Disciples of Christ have advanced to the 
point that they no longer believe in the Bible as being 
inspired of God or that one needs to believe in Jesus 
to be saved. The change came one step at time over a 
period of about one hundred years.

The second move away from the New Testament 
pattern was the introduction of mechanical instrumental 
music in the worship. The first congregation to use 
mechanical instrumental music was at Midway, 
Kentucky, in 1859. those who favored the use of 
mechanical music divided a multitude of congregations. 
They used two methods to introduce mechanical music. 
When a church had a majority of members who desired 
mechanical music, it would be voted in and those who 
rejected it had no choice but to leave and establish 
a new congregation. The second method was more 
effective in keeping the congregation from dividing, but 
the ultimate end was the use of mechanical music. 

Congregations that desired to change the music 
of the church, but did not want a serious controversy 
would introduce the subject gradually. It would start 
in the Sunday school and, in time, be used in the 
worship of the church. An example of this method is 
the Maysville Christian Church, Maysville, Kentucky. 
In 1883, organs were gaining favor in many of the 
churches, so the Maysville church wanted one also. It 
was at this time that their: 

Sunday school was granted permission to procure and 
use an organ in its service. Two or three of the older 
members of the congregation were opposed to using 
the organ in the actual church service, however, on the 

CHANGES IN
 THE RESTORATION MOVEMENT*

Paul Vaughn

grounds that such use was not scriptural. In deference 
to their wishes, the church delayed this step for a few 
years, after which time the organ was adopted for use in 
the church service. Because the congregation had been 
willing to introduce the subject of the organ gradually, 
a serious controversy over a matter that disturbed many 
Christian churches was avoided.2

In 1909, a new organ was installed in the worship 
service of the Maysville church. It took twenty-six 
years from 1883 to 1909, for those who desired 
mechanical instrumental music to gradually change 
the thinking of the congregation. It started with the 
Sunday school, and when that generation was grown, 
they brought it into the worship, as was noted, without 
“controversy.” Today, the Maysville church that 
desired the organ because it was used by other churches 
is just like the other churches around them and have 
gradually changed the Truth of God into the doctrines 
and teachings of men. They are part of the Disciples of 
Christ with an open commitment to liberalism. They 
reaped the changes that were set in action in 1883.

The changes in the church from 1849 to 1906, were 
brought about by those who compromised with error. 
The church in Maysville had no authority for the use of 
the organ in their Sunday school class, but it opened the 
door for mechanical music in the worship. They chose 
to compromise the truth to achieve the desire of their 
heart. There was no attempt to look to the Scriptures 
for authority to use the organ. They only worked out 
a plan to avoid controversy.

Because many churches were willing to compromise 
with error, a division resulted. The Christian Church 
chose the broad way of liberalism and the churches of 
Christ chose to adhere to the word of God. The road 
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of liberalism did not stop with the Missionary Society 
or mechanical instruments of music. They were only 
the first steps away from the Scriptures. Today the 
Christian Church has open membership, women elders, 
women deacons, women preachers and they consider 
themselves to be a denomination. Each change they 
made took them farther away from the New Testament 
and the Restoration Plea to restore the church that 
Jesus built. 

EFFECTS OF CHANGES
As stated previously, when one changes anything, 

it goes through a transformation. It becomes different 
from the original; substitutions are made, and one has 
a transmutation of character. This is what happened 
to those congregations that changed the worship and 
function of the church between 1849 and 1906. 

Christians who once spoke as “the oracles of God” 
(1 Pet. 4:11), were speaking and teaching the doctrines 
of men. The EFFECT OF THESE CHANGES can 
be easily seen today. In Kentucky and Ohio, once a 
strong-hold for New Testament Christianity, there are 
many places that are mission points. Brown County, 
Ohio, is about forty miles east of Cincinnati. There 
were eleven churches of Christ located in the county. 
They ALL went by the way of the Christian Church. In 
Mason County, Kentucky, which is located sixty miles 
northeast of Lexington, and across the Ohio River from 
Brown County, Ohio, there were ten churches of Christ. 
They ALL went into apostasy and abandoned their plea 
to speak as the oracles of God. Scott County, Kentucky, 
which was home to Barton W. Stone, John T. Johnson, 
John Allen Gano and had eight congregations of the 
body of Christ, is a mission point today. They ALL 
went the way of the Christian Church or the Disciples 
of Christ. 

The above are but three locations that show the 
effects of changing one’s attitude toward the Scriptures. 
Although many of those who took the first step away 
from the Restoration Plea to speak as the “oracles of 
God” would not have advanced to the various teachings 
in the Christian Church or the disciples of Christ 
today, they did open the door to the numerous strange 
doctrines being taught by introducing the Missionary 
Society and mechanical instrumental music. Each step 
one takes away from theScriptures leads to another 
until they reach the point of no return

NEW TIME RELIGION
In many ways the church today is paralleling the 

course of the church in the nineteenth century. There 
were those in the nineteenth century who wanted to 
modernize the church as there are some today with 
the same attitude. 

People are crying out for a NEW TIME RELIGION, 
one that will attract the baby boomers, the movers and 

shakers in society. To do this, they reach to high-tech 
entertainment and stop quoting the Bible. 

Like the church in Maysville, Kentucky, that used 
its Bible class to effect change without controversy, 
there are some churches doing the same thing today. It 
is called “Children’s Church,” where young people are 
taken to be entertained. Once a generation is taught that 
they come to church to be entertained, it will not be long 
until they have high-tech entertainment in the worship 
service. This can be seen in many congregations with 
the use of choirs and solos in the worship service. There 
is no scriptural authority to divide a congregation and 
establish a children’s church. It is a step away from 
the pattern set forth in the Scriptures. History will one 
day show where the step will lead. It certainly is NEW 
TIME RELIGION. It cannot be found in the gospel 
that was preached in the first century. 

The history of change in the church of Christ from 
the first century to the present is full of mistakes. It 
is a history of man making mistake after mistake in 
turning from God’s way. Once truth is compromised 
and error is allowed to be taught, it is not long until a 
congregation or a whole region of churches is swept 
away into the darkness of sin. Digression leads to 
apostasy and apostasy is death! 

Today we must heed the warning of Jude and, 
“earnestly contend for the faith which was once 
delivered unto the saints” (Jude 3) because there are 
many mockers who desire to change the faith unto 
their own ungodliness. We must learn from history or 
else be prepared to rebuild the church in areas where 
it flourishes today!

End Notes

*   Bobby Liddell, Editor, Changes In The Church of Christ, 19th Bellview 
Lectures, Austin McGary & Company, Pensacola, FL, 1994, pp. 22-26.

1.  Barton W. Stone, “A Letter to the Church of Christ, Scattered Abroad 
Throughout the United States of America,” The Christian Messenger, Vol. 
14, Jacksonville, Star Bible Pub., 1844, p. 117 

2.  Gayle Braden and Coralie Runyon, A History of the Christian Church, 
Maysville, Kentucky, Maysville Christian Church Pub., 1948, p. 97.
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(Titus 1:7)

“The elders ... I exhort, who am also an elder...” — 1 Peter 5:1
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A Grand Co-Working In The Kingdom  
All of those in the Lord’s kingdom should have 

that sense of being, belonging, sharing and joyfully 
participating in the work of God on this earth. And when 
we think of elders over a congregation, we think of a grand 
partnership in the most spiritual work in this world. God 
has decreed, against the one-man Diotrephes (3 John 9-10), 
that His congregations be served by a plurality of elders. 
These are men especially selected, as we have seen, to 
serve as shepherds and directiy under the Chief Shepherd 
(1 Peter 5:4), the Christ. Of all who make up the kingdom, 
these men – the most spiritual to be found – should be 
examples of getting along. They have work, and they 
have burdens, common to themselves, but not shared to 
the same extent with any others in the congregation. All 
such should make for a great oneness and harmony. And 
if it is there, the congregation can sense it, and know it, 
and they are the better and happier people for it!

 The Authority Does Not Rest In One!
Expediting their goodwill and spirit of cooperation 

should be the reminder that authority is not said to 
rest in one elder rather, in the eldership, in the group 
of elders, be it two or twenty. This does not mean that 
one man cannot act, but his acting should be within the 
areas wherein by discussion the determination has been 
made that he can thus act for all, and with their consent. 
A great deal of discord can result when one man acts, 
supposedly for the group of elders, but in an area and 
in a manner surprising to them and unknown to them 
through previous discussions. Hence, the need for their 
periodic meetings, and their very thorough discussion 
of the Kingdom’s business. 

The work of God is wonderfuIly blessed when a 
full and frank discussion is held between the elders, but 
then, when all have been heard, and when the decision 
has been made, all speak WITH ONE VOICE! The men 
we speak of are to be spiritually big enough to venture a 
view, have it laid alongside other views, and then (since 
it involves matters of judgment and expediency) to have 
the will of the body to prevail and to take it in good spirit. 
Nothing will promote disharmony any more than to hear 
an elder state to the members, “I wasn’t for it, but they 
didn’t listen to me.” Why utter any such statement, to 
the detriment of the church of the Lord? ONE VOICE 
should come out of the elders’ meeting and every one 

should labor in the carrying through of the plans made 
without a hint that any other opinion was held by any! 

In this regard, let us state again that elders should 
have some schedule of regular meetings. The Father’s 
business (Luke 2:49) is surely that important, and 
the church foyer or parking lot is a horrible place to 
do business for the Lord! It is extremely difficult to 
spiritually examine a problem and reach a decision on the 
fly between the building and the automobiles! Remember, 
we earlier pointed out that IT TAKES TIME! 

There Are No “Senior” Or “Apprentice” Elders 
One may indeed be senior in terms of years, in 

terms of time in the Kingdom, and yes, in terms of years 
he has served in the eldership. But, such will not give 
him Senior elder status so that he has senior authority! 
Likewise, one does not enter the eldership, then to 
begin serving an apprecticeship for a time until he can 
be then recognized as a full-status elder. One of the most 
flagrant and non-spiritual examples of this type of thing 
happened when one was added to an eldership, then to 
be told by the existing elders that he could attend the 
meetings, participate in the discussions, etc., but would 
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have no voting power until after a year’s time! May it 
be borne in mind that the very day one is added to the 
eldership of a congregation, he is as much an elder as 
the rest, regardless of the time they have served. and 
shares equally in the authority possessed by the rest! 
The very qualifications God has set forth, and the 
examination rendered by the congregation, would see 
that a man of utmost caliber would be chosen, and a 
man of such caliber may begin serving immediately 
upon appointment. 

Some Suggestions As Elders Work Together 
(1) Hold regular meetings, and make them frequent 

enough that the matters needing attention do not stack 
up, then either to be ignored completely or to be rushed 
through in a hurried catch-up fashion wherein the time. 
study and prayer needed is not done! 

(2) Inform the congregation of the meeting times, 
with an invitation to any who wish to see them that they 
stand ready at those times, or upon other arrangements, 
to counsel and study with them. It surely helps the 
congregation to know that their elders do meet regularly, 
and are attending to the business of the Kingdom. When 
members who need counseling are to meet with the 
elders, every effort should be made that all elders be 
present. If the matter is important enough for such a 
meeting, it will be important enough for all the elders to 
be present, that all will have knowledge of the matter, but 
more, that all may add their own wisdom and spiritual 
judgment to a proper solving of the problem or crisis. 

(3) Since elders will deal primarily with routine 
matters of judgment and expediency, when an elder or 
perhaps more than one, is to be absent, there should 
be sufficient trust and confidence in the work of the 
group that the absent elder will stand in agreement 
with decisions made while he was away. Meetings can 
be re-scheduled, and sometimes need to be done, but 
one man being absent should not bring the work of the 
Kingdom to a halt. The group should be able to operate 
when one of the number is absent, and the one absent 
must have the attitude that he will abide by the consensus 
of the group! 

There should be an equal sharing of the “chairing” 
of the meeting, be it a rotation monthly or quarterly, 
with that elder responsible for the gathering of materials 
or notes he has made, of materials from the elders’ box 
(mail, etc.), and then to be in charge of the meeting, 
leading from point to point and making notes of matters 
discussed and decisions reached. Sometimes matters 
must be handled that will involve strict confidence, and 
such should not be taken outside the elders’ meetings, 
no, not even to their wives! 

(4) There can be a dividing up of the work for 
certain periods of time. Some works are large enough, 
and varied enough, that at any time on any day some 

routine decisions may need to be made, and some 
division of the work expedites this. We have in mind 
such as (1) An elder responsible for overall supervision 
of things pertaining to BUILDINGS, GROUNDS AND 
MAINTENANCE, (2) Another responsible for things 
pertaining to the TEACHING PROGRAM of the church 
– classes, pulpit work, vacation Bible school, literature, 
etc., (3) Another responsible for FINANCIAL matters, 
and (4) Another responsible for matters pertaining 
to EVANGELISM, MISSIONARY ENDEAVORS, 
PERSONAL WORK programs, etc. as well as some 
other such areas. 

Be it remembered that the divisions of responsibility 
for brief times is merely an expedient device to facilitate 
the work, but the elders as a group remain responsible 
for the work of the congregation–ALL OF IT. In other 
meetings, there should be full and complete discussion 
of what has transpired, and what action has been taken, 
in all of these areas since the last meeting. All should 
be thus informed, ALWAYS. We mentioned that these 
divisions of the work should be for brief times, be it 
three months, or six months, etc., and with good reason. 
Severe illness or death can, in short order, take one of the 
elders, and if he has had certain responsibilities over a 
long period of time, and if he has not been open and frank 
in covering all that has transpired in his area of concern, 
he is then gone and the others are virtually novices as to 
that part of the work! ALL should be knowledgeable as 
to ALL aspects of the work! 

There is, then, every reason to vary the areas of 
concern with frequency, giving all experience in all areas. 
and keeping all informed as to every matter within the life, 
service, worship and work of the congregation! Spiritual 
concern for the Kingdom, and acting always in the best 
interest of the Kingdom, would demand such! 

(5) Finally, it surely goes without saying that each 
and every elder should be on guard lest there be any 
element – one person or a group – seeking to use him 
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as an instrument to guide the eldership as a body or to 
seek to gain approval of a pet project through using one 
as a goad to the body. We certainly are not stating that a 
member should not approach an elder with a suggestion 
or recommendation, but merely warning that a divisive 
and troublesome element will often seek to reach the ear 
of one elder that he might be, they hope, their access to 
the body in some divisive matter. Again, men of such 
spiritual qualities as we have noted, and who seek the best 
interests of the Kingdom always, will be on guard against 

any who seek to “sow discord among the brethren” 
(Prov. 6: 19), and will not allow themselves to be so used 
as their instrument! 

Those who serve as elders share with the rest of 
us in the entire work of the Kingdom of God, but they, 
together, have some concerns, interests and a common-
bond in Christ and in the work of being His elders, that 
should bring from them the very best in dedication and 
godly effort! 

—Deceased

 

THE BIRTH OF DIGRESSION
E. R. Harper 

     The church is in danger of another digression. The “in-
nocent things” being practiced today by loyal members of 
the body of Christ, because they do not think of the harm, 
are alarming to those of us who have been in the battle line 
for years. 
     The same cause that took us away in the century just 
closed (the 19th Century–Editor, CFTF) will lead us into 
apostasy today; people not familiar with the Truth of the 
Bible do not know the issues that are troubling the church 
today. The modern pulpit does not discuss problems. 
     Church members do not have conviction against certain 
practices, as they once had. We are trying too much to be 
like the world around us. Too much show and not enough 
teaching. Too many churches are saying, “We are not both-
ered with this or that. Why preach on such things? Preach on 
subjects that will build the church.”
     Too many people are coming into the fold not converted 
from their errors due to soft, compromising preaching. We 
have no conception of what it means and takes to be spiri-
tual. The list could be multiplied, but this is enough. Let us 
look at straws showing which way the wind blows and show 
the laxity, on our part, to watch every corner lest we fall 
from our steadfastness. Digression looks innocent at first, 
and deceives honest people. It does not look as if it will do 
much harm. In the beginning of digression few people see 
its flower. 
     When the mechanical instrument was introduced, it was 
brought into the Bible School Classes with the promise that 
it would never be brought into worship. Innocent people, 
rather than to have trouble in the church, agreed to this. It 
was not long until the instrument was in the church. 
     The digressives slowly broke down the convictions of the 
people against the instrument, especially the young people.  
The story is known. Digression swept the church and took 
meeting houses and members. The instrument, brought in 
for “non-worship” activities, soon became common in wor-
ship. 

     MY PREDICTION: The time will come when the me-
chanical instrument will be used in Sunday morning public 
worship in congregations that now oppose it. Easter obser-
vance with sectarian bodies will be observed. Special holy 
days will be promoted. Bringing the instrument into the 
building for weddings, funerals, the young folk activities is 
a step toward digression. It is coming, and those of us who 
pointed it out are hated. 
     Brethren, think of me as you may. Unless the church 
undergoes some old fashioned indoctrination, it is in for a 
ride. The future of the church is at the turning point. It is 
now time for men who know the Truth, love the church, and 
are not afraid to step forward, raise the banner of Truth, un-
sheathe the sword of the Spirit, and attack the enemy while 
the church is still the church.                             —Deceased 

[The previous article came from Roelf L. Ruffner, 
faithful preacher for the High Plains Church of Christ in 
Cheyenne, WY (See church advertisment on the last page of 
CFTF). It appeared in “The Communicator,” the bulletin of 
the Fifth & Grape congregation in Abilene, July 25, 1999 
while Royce Williamson was their preacher. In it he stated: 
“This article was first published in November 1957.” Obvi-
ously Harper’s wise warnings were  ignored to the church’s 
great hurt. Bro. Harper went to his reward on June 15, 1986 
just short of his 90th birthday. Following Harper’s article 
Ruffner appended the following words.   —Editor, CFTF]  

     Brother Harper was a true soldier of the cross. He exposed 
the errors in the Herald of Truth program and, later, the false 
doctrine concerning the Holy Spirit being taught at the High-
land Church of Christ in Abilene, Texas. 
     Brother Harper wrote this article in 1957 and it is cer-
tainly prophetic. Many congregations have fallen into the pit 
of apostasy and digression. Recently the new 2009 edition of 
the “Churches of Christ in the United States” directory was 
released. Twenty-one congregations were omitted by the edi-
tor because they had started using mechanical instruments of 
music in their worship. Most were large urban congregations. 
Let us pray for our apostasized brethren and that we may be 
spiritually alert. —RLR
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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

A few years back it was very common to hear the words: 
“we must have a thus sayeth the Lord for it” for what we believe 
and practice. In the more recent years, the saying has developed: 
“I know what the Bible tells us, but, I think this or that—I don’t 
believe God would want this or that.” Can you not see that we 
are elevating our wisdom above that of our Creator? Instead of 
trying to lead ourselves, we need to be saying, “what did God 
say about that topic.” Then, we need to believe what he said, 
and obey it and let it determine our course of actions. We need 
to let the Bible define the terms of our having fellowship with 
God. Do you recall that God is 1ight and in him is no darkness 
at all? And, when we step out of the light of his word, we are 
in the “twilight zone” at best, or in the total darkness. And, if 
we say we have fellowship with God and walk in darkness, we 
lie, and do not the truth (1 John 1). 

Maybe we need to see just what walking in darkness entails. 
First and foremost, it is trying to out guess God and what he said 
for us to do, and letting our desires lead us. It is not having the 
reverence for what he said. When we do not keep his commands, 
we do not know the lord and are walking in darkness. “He that 
sayeth I know him and walks in darkness is a liar and the 
truth is not in him” (1 John 2:4). All liars will have their place 
in torment and cannot have fellowship with God, nor call him 
“our Father.” Paul asked the question: “what communion hath 
light with darkness?” Also, “what part hath a believer with an 
unbeliever?” He told us to “be not unequally yoked together 
with unbelievers” because there could be no concord, just as 
Christ and the Devil can have none, nor can God and idols. Keep 
in mind that God dwells in the faithful Christian through the Spirit. 
(2 Cor. 6:14). 

The concluding command given by Paul was for the faithful 
Christian to “come out from among them, and be ye separate, 
saith the Lord, and touch not the unclean thing; and I will 
receive you,  And will be a Father unto you, and ye shall be 
my sons and daughters, saith the Lord Almighty” (2 Cor. 
6:17-18). Did you notice what was called, “the unclean thing”? 
Trying to have fellowship with “unbelievers, idols, and Satan” 
will not please God. They are an lumped in the same category. To 
have fellowship with God, we must make a break from them. The 
implication is clear: we cannot have fellowship with God, being his 
heir and joint heir with Christ as long as we continue to walk in 
darkness. The faithful Christian must be separate from the world 
before he is entitled to call God his Father, and to be considered 
his sons and daughters. 

We cannot claim “sinless perfection.” All mankind is under 
the curse of sin and must be forgiven through the grace which God 
extended through his Son. The sinner must come to realize that his 
sins will forever separate him from God unless that cleansing agent 
is applied to his soul. The blood of Christ was shed for that very 
purpose, so we could be reconciled to God and have fellowship 
with him. After the initial obedience to God by believing that Jesus 

Christ is the Son of God, repenting of our sins, confessing of our 
faith in Jesus Christ  and the application of the cleansing blood of 
Jesus to our souls by water baptism, we can have fellowship with 
God (Rom. 10:17; John 8:24, Acts 17:30; Rom. 10:10; Acts 2:38, 
Acts 10:47, 48; Gal. 3:26, 27; 1 Peter 3:21).

Following one’s baptism if one sins, godly sorrow must act 
on our hearts causing one to repent of that sin(s), confess it and 
pray to God for forgiveness (1 John 2:1;2 Cor. 7:10; Acts 8:22-24; 
James 5:16; Rev. 2:5, 16; 3:3). Repentance is more than just being 
sorry for getting caught in sin. We must be sorry toward God that 
we violated His law and thereby stand condemned, having no 
fellowship with God as long as we remain separated from Him by 
that sin(s) (Repentence is our own breaking down of our stubborn 
will, the seat of all sin and rebellion against God. – Editor). The 
fruit of true repentance should be very evident to the world around 
us, showing that we are now cleared of that sin. This is the very 
thing which Paul commended the Corinthian church for doing and it 
is a good example for us to follow. I want to walk in the commands 
of God, letting him direct my steps and to know that by so living, I 
have fellowship with him and can truthfully call him, “my Father 
who art in heaven,” don’t you?   

 —337 Madison 4605
St. Paul, AR 72760

FELLOWSHIP WITH GOD 
Alton W. Fonville 



-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.

-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.

-North Carolina-

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

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841, www.belvederechurchofchrist.org; 
e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (803) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 
Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803) 279-8663.

-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.

Evant–Evant Church of Christ, 310 West Brooks Drive, Evant, TX 76525. 
Office: (254) 471-5705; Jess Whitlock, evangelist (254) 471-5717.

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 a. m., 
10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30 
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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A published piece (of junk) appeared in the April 2009 
issue of The Harvester, the official publication of the Florida 
School of Preaching in Lakeland, Florida entitled “To Whom 
It May Concern” (The full statement appears following 
Watson’s article at the bottom of page 6. —Editor).  The piece 
began by stating:

Occasionally the Florida School of Preaching receives requests 
for information regarding the policy or position of the school 
on a given issue. The questions may come to a faculty member 
or a member of the Board of Directors. 
I would certainly hope that the school would receive 

requests for information regarding the policy or position of 
the school since the school solicits the support of the broth-
erhood. In that very same issue of The Harvester Brian R. 
Kenyon published an article in which he solicited support for 
the school saying: 

Since 1969, the Lord’s work through us has faithfully in-
volved training men to preach the Gospel and preparing 
souls to better serve the Lord. We thank our supporters for 
making this possible. If you are not familiar with this work 
and would like to know more, feel free to contact the school. 
Gene Burgett or I would be happy to visit and inform you or 
your congregation. 

Also, that very same issue of The Harvester printed 
“Special Thanks To Our Wonderful Supporters in February 
2009,” naming “Florida Churches of Christ,” “Out of State 

FLORIDA SCHOOL OF PREACHING
 BOARD OF DIRECTORS

AND/OR TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

David B. Watson

Churches of Christ,” Individuals,” “Memorials,” and “Special 
Gifts” that were contributors to the school.

The published piece (of junk) continued:
One dismissed faculty member of years gone by addresses us 
through publications that we do not receive. However, others 
send it to us desiring that we see the great love and concern 
our former traveler has for us. 
Would the “one dismissed faculty member of years 

gone by” happen to be brother Terry Hightower? Would 
“the publications that we do not receive” happen to include 
the Defender? Would the address happen to be brother Terry 
Hightower’s “Open Letter to Jackie Stearsman and the Florida 
School of Preaching Board” that was published in the Sep-
tember 2008 issue of the Defender? 

If so, the reference to brother Hightower as “one dis-
missed faculty member of years gone by” sounds very much 
like the attempts made by the Pharisees and lawyers who 
rejected the counsel of God against themselves (Luke 7:30) 
when they tried to discredit what John said by saying “He 
hath a devil” (Mat. 11:18; Luke 7:33). This snide remark 
concerning brother Hightower also sounds very much like 
the attempts made by those same Pharisees and lawyers who 
rejected the counsel of God against themselves (Luke 7:30) 
when they tried to discredit what Jesus said by saying that 
He was “a gluttonous man, and a winebibber, a friend of 
publicans and sinners” (Mat. 11:19; Luke 7:34). 
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Editorial...

All properly concerned Christians are for obtaining as 
much correct Bible and related education as one can get. As-
suredly this is the case with those who would be teachers of 
God’s Word. The same is true regarding secular education. 
Freed-Hardeman University’s motto, “How to live and how 
to make a living,” ought to be the guiding philosophy for all 
educators no matter the subject matter taught or the school 
operated by the brethren. Of course, the emphasis should 
always be on spiritual matters rather than the affairs of this 
present world (Mat. 6:33). Sadly, and to her shame, F-HU 
has followed her higher education sisters’ examples in mov-
ing ever so slowly away from the Old Paths of having Bible 
authority for all she believes and practices (Col. 3:17). This 
has been the case with the brethren’s institutions of higher 
learning for many years and is nothing new.

Of such schools in the 19th Century we find the follow-
ing recorded:

...L. F. Bittle pointed out as early as 1873 in his letters to 
Jacob Creath, it had...been the tendency of colleges to fall 
in line behind the popular sides of issues in the brotherhood. 
Colleges, as a general rule, will as a matter of policy pursue 
for a time a midway “safe” course until it is known which 
side will be the most popular, and then will jump with full 
force on that side.... Consciously or unconsciously, this has 
been the tendency. The reason is clear: colleges must have 
money to operate, and if they get too unpopular, they will not 
have enough funds to run [As quoted by Earl Irvin West, The 
Search For The Ancient Order, Vol. 2 (Ann Arbor: Cushing 
Malloy, Inc., 1950), p. 461]!

Although Bittle wrote 136 years ago, he wrote the truth 
about what is all too often the attitudes of the brethren who 
made up the university boards, administrations and faculties 
of the institutions of higher education operated by members 
of the churches of Christ then and now. In fact, when Bittle 
pointed out that “as a general rule” and “as a matter of pol-
icy” they, “for a time” pursue “a midway ‘safe’ course”, he 
defined exactly what all too many brethen mean when they 
call for balanced preaching, balanced fellowship and bal-
anced conduct. But, this “midway ‘safe’ course” loses sight 
of seeking truth for truth’s sake in all issues and topics no 
matter the sacrifices one must undergo to find, uphold and 
defend it. Nothing is balanced if it is based on something 
other than the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the 
truth.  

It should be emphasized that Bittle also pointed out that 
these educational enterprises only remain “for a time” in 
what they consider to be a “midway ‘safe’ course.” With all 
candor he tells us when they have determined which “side 
will be the most popular,” they “will jump with full force on 

OF UNIVERSITIES 
AND

 SCHOOLS OF PREACHING
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that side....”  Then, Bittle noted, “The reason is clear: col-
leges must have money to operate, and if they get too un-
popular, they will not have enough funds to run.” Bittle was 
not just “whistling Dixie” when he made his astute observa-
tion about the thinking and conduct of those who operate the 
schools of higher education among the churches of Christ. 
For almost 200 years this has been the track record of such 
schools founded and operated by the brethren. Does anyone 
think brethren will ever learn the lesson that should be obvi-
ous to anyone who can see through a ladder as to where such 
schools always end up in the scheme of things? 

The previous information about schools of the brethren 
is all very well known for those who are familiar with the 
history of the same. But, the schools of higher education are 
by no means the only educational institutions that are infect-
ed with this spiritual “swine flu”.

Take a good close look at the schools of preaching. The 
first schools of preaching were begun forty plus years ago to 
counteract the weaknesses found in the Bible departments of 
the colleges and to give older men an opportunity to study 
the Bible in a systematic and thorough manner. Today, more 
and more, they too are calling for balance that is best de-
fined and understood when one considers where the brother-
hood colleges stood about forty years ago. Although some of 
them are much farther down the apostasy trail than others, 
the preacher training schools are walking in the footsteps of 
their accredited big sisters in conducting themselves accord-
ing to Bittle’s inciteful description of the colleges of his day 
in that they:   

...as a matter of policy pursue for a time a midway “safe” 
course until it is known which side will be the most popular, 
and then will jump with full force on that side.... Consciously 
or unconsciously, this has been the tendency. The reason is 
clear: colleges must have money to operate, and if they get 
too unpopular, they will not have enough funds to run 

By them the proverbial corner has been turned, and un-
less there is some quick and drastic work done to sever the 
gangrenous portions of these preacher training institutions, it 
is only a matter of time before such schools become nothing 
more or less than pastor factories for apostate churches. 

As a general rule I seriously doubt that the elderships and 
boards governing these schools, along with their administra-
tions, faculties and many of their supporters, have enough 
concern for right and wrong as the Bible defines and uses 
those terms to recognize the difference between unjust crit-
ics who seek their demise, from the just critics (their friends) 
who simply desire for the schools to be in harmony with the 
New Testament in all they do and teach. As far as they are 
concerned any criticism of them is destructive criticism, and 
must be opposed in such a way as to ruin their critics repu-
tations. Washington political machinations have nothing on 
many of the school men who love to be called Rabbi and 
occupy the chief seats.  

Thus, we are facing about the same thing today in the at-
titude of those operating the preacher training schools as we 

did when I was a much younger preacher dealing with the 
wrong-headed attitude of the college people of that day. 

With the general ignorance of the Bible, the disrespect 
for Bible authority, the lack of interest on the part of church 
members to learn how to ascertain the same and correctly 
apply it, the profound and stiff-necked ignorance and haugh-
tiness of unqualified elders, the desire of the schools of 
preaching to pattern themselves after their higher education 
big sisters, and as the churches whose works these schools 
for the most part are, incrementally lower their standards in 
their attempts to keep members, we can expect things to get 
worse with them rather than better.

—David P. Brown, Editor
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(Continued from page One)

Would Jackie Stearsman and the Florida School of 
Preaching Board be willing to publish a full and complete ac-
count concerning the “one dismissed faculty member of years 
gone by”? Would Jackie Stearsman and the Florida School of 
Preaching Board be willing to make it known that the “one 
dismissed faculty member of years gone by” was dismissed 
simply because he was ready to give an answer (1 Pet. 3:15) 
to every man that asked him a reason concerning his position 
on the subject of the indwelling of the Holy Spirit? Would 
Jackie Stearsman and the Florida School of Preaching Board 
also be willing to make it known that Jackie Stearsman holds 
and teaches the same position on the same subject as does the 
“one dismissed faculty member of years gone by”? Would 
Jackie Stearsman and the Florida School of Preaching Board 
further be willing to make it known that the “one dismissed 
faculty member of years gone by” who was dismissed by the 
former Director of the school has since then been employed 
by the current Director of the school (Jackie Stearsman) to do 
“the Lord’s work” by “faithfully…training men to preach the 
Gospel and preparing souls to better serve the Lord?” Would 
Jackie Stearsman and the Florida School of Preaching Board 
be willing to tell people that the “one dismissed faculty mem-
ber of years gone by” has since then been repeatedly invited 
to write and speak for and on the Florida School of Preaching 
Lectureship? Would Jackie Stearsman and the Florida School 
of Preaching Board be willing to document the fact that the 
“one dismissed faculty member of years gone by” has since 
then been used repeatedly to substitute teach for Brian Ken-
yon? Would the Florida School of Preaching Board members 
who are also elders of the South Florida Avenue congrega-
tion be willing to reveal the fact that they have repeatedly 
used the “one dismissed faculty members of years gone by” 
since then in a few VBS series for the South Florida Avenue 
congregation? How hypocritical they are!

Several years ago when I was serving as the Associate 
Editor of the original Gospel Journal, I received a published 
piece from Jackie Stearsman. The published piece was Stan 
Crowley’s Beeville, Texas lecture wherein he set forth his 
errors on the subject of marriage and divorce and remarriage. 
Jackie Stearsman called this published piece a “masterpiece.” 
Jackie Stearsman suggested that this piece be published in 
the original Gospel Journal. Now, if I were to stop right here 
and say no more concerning this incident I would be doing 
Jackie Stearsman a great disservice. It is true that I received 
a copy of Stan Crowley’s Beeville, Texas lecture from 
Jackie Stearsman. Further, it is true that Jackie Stearsman 
called this published piece a “masterpiece.” It is also true 
that Jackie Stearsman suggested that this piece be published 
in the original Gospel Journal. But, it is not true that Jackie 
Stearsman agreed with the material. Jackie Stearsman did 
all of this with sarcasm. Jackie Stearsman actually viewed 
the published piece of Stan Crowley as error. I am sure that 
Jackie Stearsman and the Florida School of Preaching Board 
would not want to be done such a disservice. Yet they now do 
such a disservice to “one dismissed faculty member of years 

gone by.” How despicable!
The published piece (of junk) went on to say: “However, 

others send it to us desiring that we see the great love and 
concern our former traveler has for us.” I believe that this 
statement is saturated with sarcasm. But whether it is or not, 
it is still the case that brother Hightower’s address did indeed 
express great love and concern for Jackie Stearsman and the 
Florida School of Preaching Board. I quote from brother 
Hightower’s opening remarks:

Beloved Jackie and Board of the Florida School of 
Preaching: I pray that this Open Letter will be received 
with the recognition of my love for you and the school not 
as some hostile critic, but as one who has been privileged 
to teach for eight years part-time and two wonderful years 
(84-86) full-time at Florida School Of Preaching (hereaf-
ter FSOP), as one who has encouraged many persons over 
the years to contribute financially to this much-loved and 
valuable institution begun so many years ago by brother 
B. C. Carr, and as one who has even fairly recently encour-
aged a young man to move from Texas to central Florida 
to attend classes with you. Surely through your request 
that I write chapters for and return to speak at numerous 
FSOP lectureships you have implied and recognized my 
high regard for you and the school you oversee. Thus, you 
know that my attitude toward you is that of Paul’s when 
he wrote to the Galatian brethren: “So then am I become 
your enemy, by telling you the truth?” (Gal. 4:16).

Is this published piece (of junk) in The Harvester a dis-
play of the great love and concern that Jackie Stearsman and 
the Florida School of Preaching Board of Directors have for 
brother Hightower? To say that the person who wrote this 
published piece (of junk) was/is lower than a snake’s belly 
might seem too harsh to some so instead I will quote the 
words of Jesus who said: “Ye serpents, ye generation of 
vipers” (Mat. 23:33). 

Notice also that this published piece (of junk) called 
brother Hightower their “former traveler.” The Bible says 
that two cannot walk together except they be agreed (Amos 
3:3). Obviously, Jackie Stearsman and the Florida School 
of Preaching Board are admitting that they are no longer in 
agreement with brother Terry Hightower as they once were. 
The fact is that Jackie Stearsman and the Florida School 
of Preaching Board have changed from the path that they 
once walked concerning fellowship of false teachers (like 
Dave Miller). That change of path is what prompted brother 
Hightower’s open letter.

The published piece (of junk) went on to state: “Each 
year at the annual lectureship, time is spent studying topics 
and responding to written questions on these topics.” Does 
this mean that “requests for information regarding the policy 
or position of the school on a given issue” will be addressed 
at the annual lectureship? Would Jackie Stearsman and the 
Florida School of Preaching Board be willing to publish a 
full and complete account of the time a prospective student 
from Texas traveled to the Florida School of Preaching annual 
lectureship to request information regarding the policy and 
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position of the school of the given subject of fellowship of 
false teachers (like Dave Miller)? Would they be willing to 
reveal that the prospective student was, in a very unchristian 
like manner, told that his questions would not be answered at 
all? So much for Jackie Stearsman and/or the Florida School 
of Preaching Board responding Biblically to requests for 
information regarding the policy or position of the school 
on any given subject.

The published piece (of junk) next stated: “Those who 
are truly interested in the position of the school on a given 
issue may consult the school publication, The Harvester, for 
insight into such matters.” Would Jackie Stearsman and the 
Florida School of Preaching Board be willing to publish a 
full and complete response in The Harvester to requests for 
information regarding the policy or position of the school on 
a given issue? The fact is that if they had done so there would 
have been no need for brother Hightower to write and publish 
his open letter. It is also a fact that since brother Hightower 
published his open letter Jackie Stearsman and the Florida 
School of Preaching Board have made at least three attempts 
to “answer” brother Hightower in The Harvester. The first 
attempt was when they published an article by Wayne Jack-
son on “Church Controversies” in October 2008. That article 
had already received a review by brother Bruce Stulting in 
the September 2008 issue of Contending For The Faith. A 
second attempt was made when Jackie Stearsman published 
“Some Reflections On The Interrogation Of Jesus” in the 
same October 2008 issue. Obviously they were not satisfied 
with their first or second attempts so a the third attempt was 
made when Jackie Stearsman published his article “Is the 
Bible Vague? Can We Learn by Logical Implication?” in the 
November 2008 issue. Notice that all three of these articles are 
referenced in the published piece (of junk) under review. 

The published piece (of junk) made the following claim: 
“It has been a principle of the school to avoid, as much as pos-
sible, the controversies that may arise from those whom the 
Board considers to be sowing discord among brethren.” This 
claim is known to be false to anyone who has any knowledge 
of the school since its beginning in 1969 under its original 
Director, brother B. C. Carr. Do the publishers of this piece 
(of junk) not know the history of the school they work for 
and with, or are they purposely ignoring the facts of history? 
A refresher course can be provided to them if needed.

This published piece (of junk) stated: “Men have been 
dismissed in the past from being faculty members whom the 
Board considered lacking in wisdom and unwilling to comply 
with the judgments of the Board and Director of the school.” 
Is this another reference to the “one dismissed faculty member 
of years gone by” in an attempt to discredit his open letter 
without even identifying him by name or having to deal with 
his request for information regarding the policy or position of 
the school on a given subject (such as fellowship of the false 
teacher Dave Miller)? What a smear tactic!

This published piece (of junk) continued: “Some who 
have spoken on lectures and even taught classes for the school 

would not be used today. Why? Because the Board does not 
have confidence in them…” I can certainly understand why 
they do not want brother Terry Hightower or a number of other 
faithful brethren speaking on their lectureship or teaching 
classes for the school now since they know that he/they would 
expose their fellowship with unfruitful works of darkness as 
the Bible demands (Eph. 5:11). The fact is they do indeed 
have confidence that brother Hightower and other faithful 
brethren would obey God rather then men (Acts 5:29). They 
do in fact have confidence that brother Hightower and other 
faithful brethren would be unwilling to comply with the 
judgments of the Board and Director of the school to extend 
fellowship to false teachers (like Dave Miller). They have 
not lost confidence in brother Hightower or in other faithful 
brethren. They have lost confidence in the doctrine of Christ 
(2 John 9-11).

This published piece (of junk) further stated: “…and 
the Board will not be dominated by any individual or group 
of individuals whether near or from afar in whom the Board 
has no confidence.” Since when do “requests for informa-
tion regarding the policy or position of the school on a given 
issue” constitute an attempt to “dominate”? The fact is that 
they cannot respond truthfully to requests for information 
regarding the policy or position of the school on the given 
issue of fellowship of false teachers (like Dave Miller) without 
involving themselves in obvious inconsistencies concerning 
their preaching and practice. Thus they claim that such re-
quests coming from faithful former and prospective students, 
and from faithful former faculty members, and from faithful 
truly concerned brethren constitute an attempt to “dominate.” 
How pathetic!

The published piece (of junk) proclaimed: “When asked 
questions, we must make a judgment as to the purpose and 
objective of the questioner.” Jesus commanded that such a 
judgment be righteous and not be according to appearance 
(John 7:24). Yet they have made an unrighteous judgment 
concerning the “one dismissed faculty member of years gone 
by” and they have attempted to mislead the readers of their 
published piece (of junk) into making a judgment according 
to appearance concerning the “one dismissed faculty member 
of years gone by.” When they receive a request for informa-
tion regarding the policy or position of the school on a given 
issue, why not just answer the question and then cite Bible to 
back it up? How hard is that for the Director and/or the Board 
and/or a faculty member of a school of preaching?

The published piece (of junk) declared: “However, we 
will not violate our conscience (Rom. 14:23; 1 John 3:20-22) 
in order to provide a momentary acceptance to those whom 
we do not trust or with whom we may have lost confidence.” 
This is an amazing statement! Are they now saying that if they 
respond to a request for information regarding the policy or 
position of the school on a given issue (such as fellowship 
of false teachers like Dave Miller) that such a response will 
violate their conscience and damn or condemn their souls 
(Rom. 14:23; 1 John 3:20-21)? Are they now saying that if 
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they respond to a request for information regarding the policy 
or position of the school on a given subject (such as fellowship 
of false teachers like Dave Miller) that a refusal to respond 
is actually according to God’s commandments and is actu-
ally pleasing to God (1 John 3:22)? If that is what they are 
now saying then they have departed from the faith, they have 
given heed to seducing spirits and doctrines of devils, they 
have started speaking lies in hypocrisy, and their conscience 
has been seared with a hot iron (1 Tim. 4:1-2).

The published piece (of junk) continued: “Therefore, 
when questions are ignored from the school administration 
or Board it should not be considered as cowardice, fearful-
ness, or ignorance.” The questions of brother Hightower 
and others are obviously not being ignored. This is now the 
fourth time an attempt has been made to deal with them but 
not in the way that the Bible would demand. These men are 
not ignorant of what the Bible teaches. Their knowledge of 
what the Bible teaches is, in fact, the very reason they will 
not deal with the questions, as they should. But their actions 
do indicate cowardice and fearfulness.

The published piece (of junk) claimed: “Only one reason 
would keep the Board from responding to questions from any 
inquirer, ‘The Board does not trust nor have confidence in 
the questioner’.” What difference does it really make as to 

whether the Board trusts the inquirer? What difference does 
it really make as to whether the Board has confidence in the 
person or persons making the request for information? Are 
Jackie Stearsman and the Florida School of Preaching Board 
claiming omniscience when it comes to making “a judgment 
as to the purpose and objective of the questioner”? The apostle 
Peter said: “But sanctify the Lord God in your hearts and be 
ready always to give an answer to every man that asketh you 
a reason of the hope that is in you with meekness and fear” 
(1 Pet. 3:15). 

The published piece (of junk) concludes: “This is not a 
new policy, and it has characterized the school for forty years.” 
This is not true! Their present policy is in fact a new policy. 
Their policy has not characterized the school for forty years. 
I know this from the following facts: I have been a student 
of the school; I am a graduate of the school; I am a former 
instructor for the school; I am a former director of an extension 
branch of the school; I am a former supporter of the school; 
I am a former speaker on the school lectureship program. I 
have been associated with the school since 1973 and thus go 
back to within just a few years of the schools beginning.

—2940Larkspur Ave
Middleburg, FL 32068



Occasionally the Florida School of Preaching receives 
requests for information regarding the policy or position of the 
school on a given issue. The questions may come to a faculty 
member or a member of the Board of Directors. One dismissed 
faculty member of years gone by addresses us through publi-
cations that we do not receive. However, others send it to us 
desiring that we see the great love and concern our former 
traveler has for us. Each year at the annual lectureship, time 
is spent studying topics and responding to written questions 
on those topics. Those who are truly interested in the posi-
tion of the school on a given issue may consult the school 
publication, The Harvester, for insight into such matters. The 
Harvester is published monthly, and it may be viewed in its 
printed form or at www.fsop.net, where back issues may be 
retrieved and read.

It has been a principle of the school to avoid, as much as 
possible, the controversies that may arise from those whom the 
Board considers to be sowing discord among brethren. Men 
have been dismissed in the past from being faculty members 
whom the Board considered lacking in wisdom and unwill-
ing to comply with the judgments of the Board and Director 
of the school. Some who have spoken on lectures and even 
taught classes for the school would not be used today. Why? 
Because the Board does not have confidence in them, and 
the Board will not be dominated by any individual or group 
of individuals whether near or from afar in whom the Board 

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN:
has no confidence. Again, principles that express this policy 
may be seen in published materials in our lectureships and 
from The Harvester items.

When asked questions, we must make a judgment as to 
the purpose and objective of the questioner. The Lord did 
not answer every question asked Him. (See The Harvester, 
October 2008.) He considered the source and answered ac-
cordingly. The Book of Proverbs abounds in admonitions to 
avoid becoming embroiled in the questions that service no 
good and in fact may cause harm. (See The Harvester, No-
vember 2008.) We realize this is a judgment matter, and our 
judgment may not be that of another. However, we will not 
violate our conscience (Rom. 14:23; 1 John 3:20-22) in order 
to provide a momentary acceptance to those whom we do not 
trust or with whom we may have lost confidence.

Therefore, when questions are ignored from the school 
administration or Board it should not be considered as cow-
ardice, fearfulness, or ignorance. Only one reason would keep 
the Board from responding to questions from any inquirer, 
“The Board does not trust nor have confidence in the ques-
tioner.” This is not a new policy, and it has characterized the 
school for forty years. It has governed the afternoon forums 
during the lectureships, and it will characterize questions 
posed to us either in person or in writing. 

—FSOP BOARD OF DIRECTORS
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A Florida School of Preaching article entitled “TO 
WHOM IT MAY CONCERN” was published in the April 
2009 volume of The Harvester, a paper that I was entrusted to 
put out for about two years when I was a full-time instructor 
there. Though no personal name is attached, I must assume 
this article (included in full in this issue of CFTF at the bottom 
of page 6) was written by the Director on behalf of the Board 
of Directors, given the points made and its style of writing. 
It would have been much more admirable and courageous to 
have signed it, leaving no doubt as to its authorship, but I (and 
others) have found out of late that these two traits seem to be 
in short supply with some brethren who are part of (or aligned 
with) this school. Before reaching this point in its history, this 
institution has in the past done  much good for the Lord’s 
church. I have known and loved the majority of these brethren 
for many years and will always remember their fellowship and 
the great opportunities afforded to me as a part-time instructor 
for eight years and especially the privilege and honor which 
was mine to work with them full-time from 1984-1986. While 
there are some names of Board members which are new to me, 
I note with fondness the names of brethren Jackie Stearsman, 
Brian Kenyon, Gene Burgett, Ted Wheeler, Gordon Methvin, 
J.H. Blackman, George (Kenny) French, Robert McAnally, 
Bill Norton, and Phillip Lancaster. I have shed literal tears 
over this matter. Once again, this article is being written by 
me with the attitude set out in my open letter in Defender 
back in September of last year: “So then am I become your 
enemy, by telling you the truth?” (Gal. 4:16).

Questions and Answers?
The generic article begins by saying:
Occasionally the Florida School of Preaching receives requests 
for information regarding the policy or position of the school 
on a given issue. The questions may come to a faculty member 
or a member of the Board of Directors.

 Yes, and this is in accordance with the Biblical principle of 
sanctifying in your hearts Christ as Lord by “being ready 
always to give answer to every man that asketh you a 
reason concerning the hope that is in you, yet with meek-
ness and fear” (1 Pet. 3:15). Thus, the Bible does not uphold 
“stonewalling” (i.e. behaving in an obstructive, uncoopera-
tive manner, as by refusing to answer when questioned). But 
strangely, in e-mails written by myself and others (who also 
had earlier close connections with FSOP) wherein we simply 
asked for information regarding the policy or position of the 
school in regard to the Director of Apologetics Press in Mont-
gomery, Alabama—namely, brother Dave Miller—instead 
of being given answers, we were met for the most part with 
silence. No matter how hard we tried, we were unable to get 
answers to three simple questions concerning where FSOP 

A CLASSIC DEMONSTRATION OF AD HOMINEM
Terry M. Hightower

stood with regard to the given issues of: (1) elder re-evalua-
tion and reaffirmation, (2) the Biblical doctrine of intent as 
it applied to MDR, and (3) if one’s support, defense, and fel-
lowship of Mac Deaver in his teaching of a Direct Operation 
of the Spirit upon the heart of a saint constituted grounds for 
disfellowship. 

All of these related centrally, of course, to Dave Miller. 
I did receive from bro. Jackie a forwarded statement written 
by bro. Miller which I had already seen and studied and knew 
to be not only inadequate, but actually contradictory to his 
previous verbalizations and practice in regard to Eldership R 
& R (as it has come to be called). [It is not merely a theoreti-
cal doctrine, but a damnable one which has caused Biblical 
elders to be “voted out” of congregations wherein they once 
served]. Provision was made of the contrary evidence and 
proof to Jackie and others employed by FSOP. The mystery 
is how and why previously right thinking FSOP brethren are 
determined to “stay with” bro. Miller in his false positions, 
especially my friends Jackie, Gene, and Brian! I have even 
made the offer that two or three of us would be willing to fly 
to Lakeland at our own expense to go over the facts of the 
matter—with or without Dave Miller’s presence. Documen-
tation has been provided in the form of a CD [see the free 
offer of this elsewhere in this issue—Editor] directly to the 
South Florida eldership which owns the building where the 
school meets, including a letter from the founding Director 
of FSOP in which the late bro. Carr agrees with us that Dave 
Miller is in error! 

What’s Going On Here?
Could it just be, folks, that the reason the FSOP Board 

refuses to answer my three simple questions asked of them in 
my open letter (appearing in Defender of September, 2008) 
is because either the school: (1) upholds false doctrine in 
regard to the three issues addressed and is in agreement with 
Miller, or (2) knows that while they are in disagreement with 
Miller with regard to these same issues—they are involved in 
a contradictory practical application of fellowshipping him 
and his sympathizers in spite of such disagreement? [Who can 
imagine B.C. Carr by word or practice declaring that Eldership 
R & R, MDR as to intent to marry, and the teaching of a Direct 
Operation of the Spirit as being NON-Heaven/Hell issues?]. 
Unless certain folks also repented of their error, I recognize 
that the school’s relationship with several well-known breth-
ren would be forced to change—namely, FSOP’s relationship 
with every brother who signed the infamous Letter of Support 
for Apologetics Press. Since 2005 I have almost been forced 
to conclude that Jesus was not the only one “who did no 
sin” (1 Pet. 2:22), but that this number also includes such 
“untouchable” signees as Tom Holland, Winford Claiborne, 
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Earl Edwards, William Woodson, and Jody Apple. Though 
the Board seems to have no real problem cutting me off (or 
anyone who dares question their positions), one wonders just 
what it would take, or if it is even in the realm of possibility, 
for them to censure ANY of these brethren (who have never 
been on the faculty and thus lack the emotional ties and 
background with the school that some of us possess). I realize 
also that the school’s relationship would be required to cou-
rageously change toward former graduates like Ryan Roark, 
who has chosen to have Dave Miller speak at his lectureship 
with bro. Jackie Stearsman for the past two years, and which 
in 2008 included Jackie’s son—FSOP graduate David Stears-
man—who works with Jody Apple in Pennsylvania. 

Ad Hominem?
Common to all arguments that commit Fallacies of Rel-

evance is that they are logically irrelevant to their conclusion. 
The phrase argumentum ad hominem translates literally as 
“arguments directed to the man.” “To the man” referring to 
the speaker or writer, instead of being directed to the point 
at issue. Its structure takes the form “P is false.” “Why is P 
false?” “Because he who asserts P is a certain kind of per-
son.” In its Abusive form, the second person responds to the 
first person’s argument by verbally abusing that person. In 
a classic demonstration of this, the author of said article in 
The Harvester wrote:

One dismissed faculty member of years gone by addresses us 
through publications that we do not receive. However, others 
send it to us desiring that we see the great love and concern our 
former traveler has for us….Men have been dismissed in the 
past from being faculty members whom the Board considered 
lacking in wisdom and unwilling to comply with the judgments 
of the Board and Director of the school. 

[If these good brethren will treat me in such fashion, I would 
certainly hate to be one asking questions as an outsider!]. 

One will notice that certain “negative facts” are left 
out of this pejorative presentation. First, given the fact that 
numerous previous attempts to receive “information regard-
ing the policy or position of the school on a given issue” 
by means of the Director, Co-Director, and the Director of 
Public Relations involved the “sounds of silence,” just about 
the only avenue left for me or others (e.g., Dave Watson and 
Gene Hill) to pursue was by an Open Letter. As I remember 
it, a Defender (and CFTF, Editor) bundle used to come to 
the school to be distributed to students, but now I suppose 
a lot of “screening” must go on in materials made available 
to them. Second, the fact of the school and South Florida 
Avenue church USING me during the many years since my 
“dismissal” is conveniently ignored. Reference was perhaps 
made to my “motormouth,” but not once in being introduced 
at the FSOP lectureship was I ever referred to as a “dismissed 
faculty member of years gone by.” Third, the fact of MY using 
brethren Jackie and Gene with their full fellowship during 
those same years as lectureship writers and speakers is also 
overlooked. One thing for sure, I deny being dismissed for 
being unwilling to comply with the Board and Director of 
the school, a fact that anyone who was then involved already 

knows. I did lack the wisdom to see that by upholding my 
own view of the indwelling of the Spirit when challenged and 
refuting differing views would lead to my dismissal. 

Ad hominem (abusive) occurs whenever a person has 
given up attempting to persuade a person or an audience as 
to the logical or Biblical reasonableness of a position and is 
now resorting to mere personal attacks (cf. John 8:41; 9:34). 
As one logician says: 

A person who can only make their case by attacking others 
probably doesn’t have much of a case to begin with. Something 
objectionable is identified [and in this case resurrected from 
the burial vault of time!—tmh] about a person and the arguer 
then goes on to conclude that, just because of this objectionable 
fact, what they say about a particular topic should be ignored. 
Instead of showing where a person has made an error in any 
of his statements, the ‘argument’ simply attacks them for who 
they are, and claims dismissal of anything said without even 
considering it. But this objectionable fact is not related to the 
subject at hand.

It is a subtle attempt to undermine the person viewed as the 
attacker. Abusive ad hominem attempts to make someone 
appear suspicious, ridiculous, or just inconsistent, whereby 
people will start focusing on that rather than anything else. 
Thus, the argument is based on the failings of the adversary 
rather than on the merits of the case, and is committed when 
one engages in a personal attack as a means of ignoring, dis-
crediting, or blunting the force of another’s argumentation. 
Jackie, I know that you, Gene, and Brian know exactly what 
abusive ad hominem involves!

Did the reader see the shameful, subtle attack upon mo-
tives inherent in the facetious statement about other brethren 
who sent Defender “to us desiring that we see the great love 
and concern our former traveler has for us”? Also, notice this 
statement: “Those who are truly interested in the position of 
the school on a given issue may consult the school publica-
tion, The Harvester, for insight into such matters (emphasis 
mine—tmh)” The Bible teaches that only God can look upon 
and absolutely know the motives of the human heart (1 Sam. 
16:7; John 2:24-25). How does the author or anyone else on 
the Board know that I do not have a great love and concern 
for FSOP, or if I am “truly interested in the position of the 
school”? 

If to question or to criticize the school is a betrayal of 
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love and concern, even when it involves telling the faculty 
and Board the truth, please explain to me the principle of the 
watchman’s warning of Ezekiel 33:7-9. Fact is, if I am right 
about Apologetics Press and Dave Miller, then I am among 
the best friends FSOP has! One gets used to rank liberal 
brethren using similar abusive tactics and motive judgments, 
but he does not expect it from one’s longtime friends who 
have always desired Bible authority for what they preach and 
practice. So far as I know, the motives of the Board derive 
from their love and concern for the school, just as do mine. 
So let us get on to the Bible and the facts wherein we dif-
fer, and dispense with “couching the contender” by means 
of abusive ad hominem statements. I HAVE consulted The 
Harvester, but failed to find information there which set out 
the position of the school on either Eldership R & R or mar-
riage intent as related to MDR. I did find one article by the 
Director opposing a Direct Operation of the Spirit as error, 
but this flies in the face of the school’s practice of presently 
koshering Dave Miller, who says that since brethren have 
differed on this issue, it, therefore, should NOT be made a 
test of fellowship. 

Sowing Discord Among Brethren?
The FSOP article continued by saying that “It has been 

a principle of the school to avoid, as much as possible, the 
controversies that may arise from those whom the Board 
considers to be sowing discord among brethren.”  I have 
noticed over the years that when one demonstrates their 
error, rank liberals are quick to use the old “you’re sowing 
discord” mantra of Proverbs 6:19. Some on the Board will 
no doubt remember that Milo Hadwin did exactly that when 
B.C. Carr, James Huggins and I proved publicly his (and his 
brother’s) doctrine to be false in a face-to-face confrontation. 
The school could never be rightfully accused of “witch-hunt-
ing,” but when error reared its ugly head—be it Crossroad-
ism/Bostonism, the Soul-Winning Workshop in Orlando, or 
other damnable falsehoods, FSOP stood tall in its opposition 
to such. I only hope the Board recognizes as do I about my-
self, that its consideration and declaration that a brother is 
sowing discord WITH NO EVIDENCE OR PROOF amounts 
to nothing more than an empty Vatican papal bull and is in 
fact a form of bearing false witness (Luke 18:20). The true 
principle for which FSOP has stood is that all division is 
not wrong, and that some division is demanded by the Bible 
(Rom. 16:17-18; Eph. 5:11). Without evidence, this whole 
approach amounts to nothing more than another exercise in an 
additional use of a Fallacy of Relevance in which the Board 
misuses its God-derived position by An Appeal to Authority 
which takes this form: “Source A says that P; Source A is 
authoritative; Therefore, P is true.” ACU did much the same 
with its in-house investigation of a brother who accused 
them (rightfully as it turned out) of teaching evolution and 
they also resorted to an ad hominem attack on their accuser. 
Presentation of Scripture coupled with the facts would be 
much better, then and now.

When Does FSOP Lose Confidence?
The article then goes on to affirm that some who have 

spoken and even taught classes for the school would not be 
used today because the Board does not have confidence in 
them. But when did the Board lose confidence in this evil old 
“dismissed faculty member”? Jackie, was it when you asked 
me to write chapters and speak at the annual lectureship? Was 
it when you asked me to write a front-page Harvester article 
as a tribute to the passing of Thomas B. Warren in 2000? 
Was it when before I left Florida in 2004 you asked me about 
my willingness to preach your funeral? Gene, was it when I 
was asked to recommend logic books and materials for your 
classes? Was confidence lost when I repeatedly invited both 
of you to write and speak on lectureships which I directed? 
Brian, was it when you wrote in February of 2004: 

Greetings my brother! Thank you very much for “filling in” 
while I was gone. The students thoroughly enjoyed the classes 
(and were amazed that you quit on time!). You are a blessing 
for us to have nearby. I will be singing the blues if and when 
you go back to the Lone Star State….Again, I appreciate and 
love you, brother!? 

I might ask Ted Wheeler at what point he lost confidence in 
me—was it sometime AFTER I sent boxes of free lectureship 
books to you for distribution in Ghana? Speaking of these 
books, perhaps someone needs to remove from the school 
website’s “Textbooks and Materials” pages the listing of my 
two volumes on Rightly Dividing the Word lest anyone might 
get confused in this matter of your confidence in me.

It is surely a shameful thing to allege with regard to my-
self, David Watson, or Gene Hill that “When asked questions, 
we must make a judgment as to the purpose and objective of 
the questioner. The Lord did not answer every question asked 
Him…He considered the source and answered accordingly”, 
as if we were prevaricators and longtime opposers—even 
haters of the school. I have found that from merely asking 
some simple doctrinally-oriented questions of the powers 
that be, one can morph from being a “blessing” into an ogre. 
It is at least possible that some questions are not answered, 
not because said questioner is serving no good and in fact 
may be causing harm, but because the questions cannot be 
answered without contradicting one’s practice (Mat. 21:24-
25; Luke 11:19). It seems that you had complete confidence 
in me up until the point that I asked serious questions about 
Dave Miller.

Reversal of Blame
What is happening here is not unlike the Old Testament 

cases of Potiphar’s wife and that of King Ahab. You will 
remember that the good captain’s wife explained to the men 
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of the house what had transpired between Joseph and herself 
in exactly the reverse of how it really happened (Gen. 39:14-
16). Joseph was to be blamed, not her! Similarly, Ahab tells 
Elijah: “Is that you, O troubler of Israel?” (1 Kings 18:17) 
to which Elijah rightfully responds by answering: “I have 
not troubled Israel, but you and your father’s house have, in 
that you have forsaken the commandments of the Lord and 
have followed the Baals” (18:18). Instead of using FSOP’s 
evasive tactics (i.e., excuses), at a later put-up-or-shut-up 
meeting between himself and the false prophets followed 
by Ahab, Elijah PROVED who was the actual troubler of 
Israel. To merely repeat phrases such as “whom the Board 
considers…the judgments of the Board…the Board does 
not have confidence in them…those whom we do not trust 
or with whom we have lost confidence” is not only to set 
up the Board as if it is the final arbiter of truth but to invert 
reality as to whose confidence has rightfully been shaken. 
The question for those who know the Bible and can see the 
practice of the school is whether sound brethren can or ought 
to still have confidence in FSOP! Jackie, I can just imagine 
your response if Chuck Lucas and the Crossroads elders had 
responded to your written materials as you have done above! 
Just substitute “Chuck and the elders” in place of “the Board” 
above in order to see your error. It is true that the Board runs 
the school, not me, just as it is true that elders run the church. 
But we best remember that God is going to judge both the 
Board and elders by Christ’s Word (John 12:48). 

Is It Really “Much Ado About Nothing”?     
Perhaps the most upsetting statement in this entire article 

is: “We realize this is a judgment matter, and our judgment 
may not be that of another.” Do we have in this statement the 
Board’s real answer to the three questions asked of them? I 
flatly deny that Eldership R and R or either of the other two 
issues questioned are to Biblically end up as mere matters of 
judgment! I am certain many others in our brotherhood will 
agree with this assessment and until and unless this situation 
is cleared up by you, no attempted transfer of blame over 
onto myself (or Dave Watson or Gene Hill) will alleviate the 
troubled spot into which you have placed yourselves. Are you 
brethren so weak as to say and really mean it, that “the Board 
will not be dominated by any individual or group of individu-
als whether near or from afar?” Can three easily answered 
Biblical questions “dominate” you? Buck up and face the real 
issue like men, instead of attempting a cheap campaign of 
character assassination. When you do this, I have great hope 
of a reconciliation based upon truth. Despite my differences 
with you, I will always love you for what you have meant to 
and done for me.                                      

 —P.O. Box 244
 Vega TX 79092.



If there was ever a time for men to be taking a stand for 
Truth and right, it is now. The church is facing troublesome 
times in its battle against sin in the face of a new liberal-
ism and softness toward doctrinal error. We see efforts of 
brethren on every side trying to take a neutral stand. They 
think they can win the struggle for right by failing to take a 
stand. Evidently, they feel that by being quiet the devil will 
go away. Not so.

Recently, in a forum discussion, I received a question, 
supposedly from an elder, wanting to know if elders should 
occupy a neutral position on such things as which version 
and the marriage and divorce dilemma. This shows the soft 
thinking of those who are trying to walk on both sides of the 
fence concerning truth and error. I believe this to be sinful. 
It is time for those who want to be on the Lord’s side to take 
a stand for Truth. Read Exodus 33:26.

THE SIN OF BALAAM
You will recall that the prophet Balaam tried to be neutral, 

but failed. Balak wanted him to place a curse against God’s 

THE SIN OF BEING NEUTRAL
B. C. Carr

(deceased)

people. Balaam knew, and confessed, that he must speak that 
which the Lord put in his mouth (Numbers 23:12). At the same 
time, he seemingly wanted to please Balak. Balak’s doctrine is 
stated in Numbers 23:25, “And Balak said to Balaam, neither 
curse them at all, nor bless them at all.”

Strange as it may seem, this is the philosophy espoused 
by many preachers and church members today. They want 
to straddle the fence or walk on top of it so as to appease all 
parties. This cannot be done. We are either for the Lord or 
against Him (Matthew 12:30).

Let it be understood, we are not talking about personal 
disputes where there is the possibility of both parties being 
in the wrong. Instead, we are thinking of doctrinal matters. 
For instance, one preacher said that he is not a premillenial-
ist, but neither was he “anti-premillenial.” Another has said, 
he was not advocating instrumental music, but that he was 
not “anti-instrumental music.” There are many who would 
disclaim false doctrine in their own preaching, but they will 
embrace those in fellowship who teach and preach false 
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doctrines. Brethren, let us get off the fence.

THE SIN OF PILATE
When Jesus was brought before Pilate, this Roman gov-

ernor knew that our Lord had done nothing worthy of death. 
He knew that for envy the Jews had delivered Him, but the 
mob cried, “Let him be crucified.” In an attempt to appear 
neutral (and perhaps to soothe a guilty conscience), Pilate took 
water and washed his hands before the multitude, saying, “I 
am innocent of the blood of this just person.” 

Brother, tell me, was Pilate really innocent? We have 
for a long time accused this man of being guilty of moral 
cowardice. This was one of the sins that crucified Jesus. 
When we allow the Word of God to be trampled underfoot 
today and show contempt for the blood of the covenant are 
we any less guilty? It’s time for us to get off the fence and 
take a stand for Truth.

THE SIN OF MEROZ
In Judges 5:23, we read, “Curse ye Meroz, said the an-

gel of the Lord, curse ye bitterly the inhabitants thereof; 

because they came not to the help of the Lord, to help the 
Lord against the mighty.” God’s people were in a battle for 
their lives. God was mightily concerned, but where was the 
house of Meroz? They were still abiding in their sheepfolds. 
They were content to remain idle and let others do the fight-
ing, but God was displeased. He ordered a curse be placed 
against them.
     What was their sin? The same as many of our brethren 
today. They wanted to remain neutral. They wanted others 
to do their fighting.
     There are those even now who will not join in the battle 
against error in the church. They look upon themselves as 
lovers of peace. They even become critical of those who are 
known as “fighters” or “brotherhood watchdogs.” Some of 
these are trying to do a balancing act on the fence of neutrality. 
If the truth prevails on some issue and error is exposed to the 
point that it is unpopular, they will fall off on the side of the 
majority and proudly claim, “We have won the victory”—yes, 
and “we killed a bear, but papa shot it.”

—The late director of The Florida School of Preaching.


A WARNING TO ALL!
Roelf L. Ruffner

“Have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of dark-
ness, but rather reprove them. For it is a shame even to 
speak of those things which are done of them in secret” 
(Eph. 5:11-12).

The apostle Paul was dealing with any human activity 
which involves shameful or sinful conduct. In our age it cer-
tainly applies to the homosexual lifestyle. For almost forty 
years the homosexual agenda has been to gain full accep-
tance of their sexual perversion by society. Using their sym-
pathizers in the media and politics they have surmounted the 
many barriers of decency which American society once had 
in place. The homosexual “community” is now a force to 
be reckoned with in our nation. They have vast amounts of 
money and influence at their command. 

One of the main goals in their political agenda is to have 
themselves legally listed as a “minority” along with racial 
and ethnic groups. They would then use this designation to 
have all resistance to their activities listed as a “hate crime” 
and so prosecute and silence their opponents. This is already 
underway in Canada, Australia and Western Europe where 
critics of this filthy lifestyle are heavily fined and even im-
prisoned by “Human Rights Commissions.” It is about to 
happen in the United States of America UNLESS we, the 
people, speak up. 

A few weeks ago the majority political party in the U.S. 
House of Representatives used its muscle to ram through 
a monstrosity called the “Local Law Enforcement Hate 
Crimes Act.” It would punish anyone (including preachers 
of the Gospel) who spoke out against homosexual behav-

ior or any of the other 30 acts of sexual deviancy listed. If, 
for example, someone heard me preach (or read an article 
of mine) against these sins, then went out and committed 
a violent crime against someone because of their supposed 
“sexual orientation,” I could be fined, imprisoned or both. 
Brethren, this is the reality we face!
     I thank God our Founding Fathers saw fit to slow the leg-
islative process by having two houses of government which 
a bill must pass through before going to the President’s desk. 
Presently this bill has been introduced in the United States 
Senate under the name of “The Matthew Shepherd’s Hate 
Crimes Act” or S.909. Our President has already said that he 
is ready to sign this bill into law if it reaches his desk. 
    As a preacher of the Gospel I humbly request that each of 
you do the following:
1.  Pray that this bill be defeated and pray for our nation and 
its leaders. 
2.  E-mail your Senators at www.senate.gov.
3.  Encourage everyone you know to do the same.
“Righteousness exalteth a nation: but sin is a reproach to 
any people” (Prov.14:34).
“Then Peter and the other apostles answered and said, 
We ought to obey God rather than men” (Acts 5:29). 
“Even as Sodom and Gomorrah, and the cities about 
them in like manner, giving themselves over to fornica-
tion, and going after strange flesh, are set for an example, 
suffering the vengeance of eternal fire” (Jude 7).

—421 East Eighth Street
Cheyenne, Wyoming  82007
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“Secularism is a euphemism for a set of beliefs that are the 
antithesis of faith. Boiled down to its basic elements, secu-
larism is man’s subordination of morality to his own earthly 
judgments, scientific and otherwise. ...[T]he secularist cat-
echism holds that truth is subjective, relative or contextual; 
because it demands that rationality can solve moral and 
ontological questions about man’s nature, that discrimina-
tion is the greatest of all evils and that patriotism is the only 
social disease that isn’t sexually-transmitted. ... Obama’s 
thesis ... is that our moral code can exist in the absence of a 
religious foundation. ...[S]ecularism – and its cousin, mul-
ticulturalism – are the primary causes of the weakening of 
western society at a most dangerous time in history. The 

weakness results ... because secularism turns the bedrock of 
western society – the moral code derived from Judeo-Chris-
tian faith – into sand. By divorcing our societies from faith, 
we render every man’s morality equal to every other’s, and 
thus make them all valueless. When President Obama says 
we are a nation bound by ideals and values, he postulates 
an impossibility: where do those secular ideals and values 
come from if – as liberal dogma requires – every man makes 
up his own?” (From “Secularism vs. Civitas” in  Human 
Events, 5/13/2009, http://www.humanevents.com/article.
php?id=31827)
[Mr. Babbin is the editor of Human Events and HumanEvents.
com. E-mail: jbabbin@eaglepub.com.]

SECULARISM—AN IMPORTANT DEFINITION
Jed Babbin



“RELATIONSHIP; NOT RELIGION” (?)
Brad Green

While driving past a denomination’s lit message sign I 
recently read the following, “Relationship; Not Religion.”  
Many different versions of this sentiment exist, but all at-
tempts convey the same idea. The concept being promoted 
by the denominations that post this message is that religion, 
or your beliefs, faith, and practice, are not what’s important 
here; what’s important to us is personal relationships (i.e., 
social networking and interaction). This “doctrine” is one 
espoused by many in the religious world in order to “fill the 
pews” and increase the number in attendance on Sunday 
mornings. The message, “Relationship; Not Religion,” in-
forms would-be visitors that they will not be “harassed” by 
anyone to conform to a single standard, that God says is the 
New Testament (John 12:48). Neither will they be asked any 
questions about their spiritual relationship with God. They 
will only be comforted and welcomed without any regard to 
their religious beliefs and practices.

No one attending our services has been or ever will be 
harassed or badgered, but we do humbly and unapologeti-
cally teach that Jesus is “the way, the truth, and the life” 
and no man can come to the Father without being obedient 
to Him (John 14:6, emphasis B.G.). The “Relationship; Not 
Religion” is, in and of itself, a religion that allows a con-
gregation to accept gladly into fellowship anyone, includ-
ing those who are living in adultery, those who have been 
Scripturally withdrawn from, and those who teach and prac-
tice things that are not in harmony with God’s Word. If this 
sounds eerily familiar, sadly, it is because some one-time 
faithful churches of Christ are now practicing this doctrine 
that is heavily publicized by the denominations. The denomi-
national mind-set is that adherence to God’s Law is unnes-
sary and too burdensome (cf. Mat. 11:28-30) and should be 

replaced with the more palatable “do what you want as long 
as you don’t tell me I’m wrong” philosophy and “just enjoy 
the development of personal relationships and friendships 
while you are here.”

A saved relationship with the Lord is extremely impor-
tant in God’s plan, but not divorced from the teaching and 
practice of the Truth (John 17:17). Our first priority must 
be to have a right relationship with God. The Bible teaches 
that one “gets right with God” when he obeys the Gospel 
– hearing the Word (Rom. 10:17), believing it (Heb. 11:6), 
repenting of one’s sins (Luke 13:3), confessing one’s faith 
that Christ is God’s Son (Rom. 10:9-10), and being baptized 
for the remission of sins (Mark 16:16). This is God’s plan 
that all must believe and obey in order to be saved and there-
by reconciled to Him (cf. 2 Cor. 5:18-19). The Bible also 
teaches that one stays “right with God” by remaining faith-
ful to the commands and teachings of the New Testament 
pertaining to living the Christian life (1 John 1:6-10; Rev. 
2:10). All individuals who obey the Gospel are added by God 
to the church of Christ (Acts 2:47) and are all in fellowship 
with one another because of their obedience to God (1 John 
1:7) and because “all speak the same thing,” there are no 
divisions in matters of RELIGION (beliefs and practice) and 
all are “perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the 
same judgment” (1 Cor. 1:10). This is God’s plan for rela-
tionships and religion. The denominational doctrine, “Rela-
tionship; Not Religion,” is foreign to God and is another tool 
of the Devil to separate men from the soul-saving Truth of 
God’s Word (Rom. 1:16).

—P O Box 22441
Knoxville, TN  37933
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“...the saints in Christ Jesus ... with the bishops and deacons” — Phil. 1:1

“...a bishop must be 
blamel, as the 

steward of God ...” 
(Titus 1:7)

ELDERS: Who Are These Men?
Elders and Deacons (6)

The lament, so often heard, is that “the preacher is 
doing the elders’ work, the elders are doing the deacons’ 
work, and the deacons have nothing to do!” It is obvious 
that could not be said of the condition of the church in 
every place, but it is clearly true that it can be said of the 
church in some places - and it is a shame! If God has 
provided for all of these functions within the Kingdom, 
then there is work for all to do. If the above criticism is 
true, then the greater fault does not rest with the deacons, 
but with the elders! We hope, in this part of our study, to 
state some things and make some suggestions that can 
be of aid to those places where the parties wish to do 
better. 
Deacons Are Servants: Specially Selected 

The word “deacon” is “servant,” and thus one doing 
the work of a deacon is “erving.” But, every child of God 
is a “servant” of God; every member of the church is one 
who renders “service.” In this regard, one chosen to be 
a deacon in the church has already been “in service” to 
God and indeed, he must have already demonstrated that 
prior to his being selected as a deacon! (1 Tim. 3:8-13 
and especially noting verse 10). 

All of God’s children being “servants,” and deacons 
themselves being “servants,” means that from the 
gathering of servants making up the congregation, these 
men are chosen to be “servants specially selected” to do 
work above and beyond that laid upon every member 
of the church, with such work being given them by the 
elders. And once more, the point on such work TAKING 
TIME! If one cannot give the time and/or will not make 
the time to put the Kingdom first and truly SERVE as a 
deacon, he should refuse the work when it is offered to 
him! Deacons are TO SERVE! 

At Their Appointment,
 Deacons Have No Work To Do! 

As of the day deacons are appointed, they are servants 
especially chosen, but when two or twelve of them are 
announced to the congregation as being deacons “as of 
this day,” they still have no work to do! The work must 
be assigned to them, and this is the task of the elders. No 
congregation should have a deacon who does not have 
some assigned responsibility in the ongoing work of the 
Kingdom at that place. 

Thus, elders should insure that deacons have some 
assigned work, and there should be a meeting of the 
elders with the deacons with some frequency. Those 

meetings should have as their main purpose the getting 
of reports from the deacons as to the work accomplished 
in their assigned areas, and then to give them further 
assignments. We are not stating that elders should not hear 
from the deacons as to suggestions and recommendations 
concerning the overall work of the church. Indeed, make 
time for that. After all, deacons and their families are 
members of the congregation, and from the deacons the 
elders can get an idea of the “pulse” of the congregation. 
Many worthwhile suggestions can thus be made before 
the elders. 

We would suggest to elders these things, as pertains 
to deacons and their meetings with them: 

(1) Have those meetings, and let it be understood that 
reports from the deacons (and assignments of new work) 
will be the main item on the agenda. After these, perhaps 
then some general discussions. 

(2) Do not make the deacons elders for that hour. This has 
been done in some places where the elders always met 
with the deacons, and there was equal expression given on 
matters from elders, with deacons then “out-voting” the eld-
ers! Elders should hear any recommendations and sugges-
tions, making notes of it all, and then have it understood 
that they will weigh it and make a decision on it, as elders! 
Deacons are not overseers! 

Suggested Areas Of Work for Deacons 
Most certainly, this is not an exhaustive list, and 

an item being on the list certainly does not mean that a 
particular task could not be done by another man of the 
congregation, even though he has not been selected as a 
deacon! The list contains items of work we have known 
to be assigned to deacons: 

(1) Teaching of some classes 
(2) Maintenance: buildings. grounds
(3) Treasurer of the congregation 
(4) Seeing to teacher/classroom needs 
(5) Buying of materials needed for the church
(6) Seeing to ordering and placement of literature 
(7) Maintaining a list of teachers, approved by the elders, 
to obtain substitutes and fill-ins 
(8) Work in evangelistic and/or hospital visitation 
(9) Taking care of printing needs 
(10) Seeing to the answering of benevolent calls 
(11) Maintaining lists of those available for various 
forms of service: Singing at funerals, sitting up with the 
sick, shut-ins, etc. 
(12) Taking class and worship attendance counts, or 
seeing that such is done. 
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FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making available a CD-ROM 

free of charge. Why is this CD important? ANSWER: It 
contains an abundance of evidentiary information pertaining 
to Dave 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 Contending for the 
Faith, P. O. Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or email us 
at dpbcftf@gmail.com. 

If you desire to have a part in the distribution of this im-
portant CD you may make your financial contributions to the 
Spring Church of Christ, P. O. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383. 

2009 SPRING CFTF LECTURES
CDs, DVDs, MP3, & VIDEO RECORDINGS 

ORDER FROM:
 Jim Green 

 2711 Spring Meade Blvd.
Columbia, TN 38401

PHONE: (931) 486–1364
www.jgreencoc-video-ministry.com
email at jgreencoc1986@yahoo.com 

(13) Maintaining the permanent attendance records 
(14) Seeing to song books, attendance cards, etc. in the 
auditorium 
(15) Seeing that ushers are on hand, and functioning 
(16) Being in charge of men who will serve at the 
Lord’s table, read Scripture, word prayers (and from 
lists approved by, and frequently updated by, the 
elders) 
(17) Making announcements and themselves 
participating in the worship along with the other men 
(18) Aiding in the counting of the contribution, 
and perhaps one deacon responsible for making the 
deposits 
(19) Dividing up and seeing to performed tasks at 
called work periods 
(20) Seeing to the ordering of, and placement of, books 
for the church library. 

As previously stated, some of these tasks will be 
given to those not appointed as deacons, and some of 
these (library work, some work at the building, some 
benevolence and sitting with ladies, ordering of class 
literature, etc.) may be given to capable ladies of the 
congregation. We are merely suggesting the range of 
works open for assignment to deacons, and really, IS 
THERE A PLACE WHERE THERE IS NO WORK 
FOR DEACONS TO DO? No, the answer is that there 
are some places where the elders have not as yet assigned 
deacons the work they should be doing! 

Some Brief Warnings 
(1) Deacons are not overseers. We have stated the 

point before, but it is important enough to mention again, 
especially when we still hear some of our men, in prayer, 
state, that the Lord should “bless the elders and deacons 
as they oversee the work here.” 

(2) Being a deacon is not necessarily a step toward 
the eldership. It is true that very often one who has 
faithfully served as a deacon, and has developed in every 
spiritual way, and has demonstrated his ability to lead his 
children to the Christ, etc” has so been of influence; that 
it has become clear that he should be considered to serve 
as an elder. Our caution here is that no deacon should 

consider that he is in a line that will automatically lead 
him to the eldership. 

(3) We would advise against an elder training 
class” – Yea, why follow any course that will make 
tremendous problems? Those in the congregation 
should be advised as to the eldership: The men, their 
qualifications, and their work, through the general Bible 
class and pulpit teaching that is done. A few places have 
tried the Elder’s Training Class, to find that some men 
(or their families) think in terms of the “diploma” being 
appointment to the eldership! Then, in process of time, 
when a man in the class is appointed, comes the criticism, 
“They’re appointing Herman as an elder, when my Henry also 
took the course! If Herman’s appointed, then Henry should 
be!” It is far, far better that the instruction be given in the 
normal teaching work of the congregation, and wherein all 
are given the same Biblical information. Some common 
sense is always helpful as we work in the Kingdom, and 
among people! 

As God planned the church from eternity (Eph. 5: 10-
11), he planned those to function therein: Saints, elders, 
deacons (Phi. 1:1). When elders are appointed, they have 
a great spiritual work to do, and should not be burdened 
down with many of the details needing attending to day-
by-day. God, in His wisdom, has ordained deacons, and 
thus the elders have servants specially selected to function 
under their oversight. They should have work to do, and 
on a permanent basis, and should be required to give 
accounting regarding the work. Then, they will TRULY 
be deacons, and not just deacons in name only.” 

—Deceased

“If you wish to be miserable, you must think about 
yourself, at you want, at you like, at rpe 
people ought to pay you, and at people think of you.”
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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

“SUCH A GOOD PREACHER”
Alton W. Fonville 

It was when I tried to point out the error in so many 
denominational preachers when I was quite youg that I first 
remember hearing the statement serving as the title of this 
article. As you started to show their teachings regarding 
“baptism,” for instance, some one would come back at you 
with, “but, he’s such a good preacher.” I guess that comment 
meant that since he was “such a good preacher,” he was im-
mune from being in error? Through the years since then, I 
have heard the same statement used many times in referring 
to gospel preachers. And, sometimes, it was the end of the 
discussion. 

The very disturbing thing about that statement, since we 
now have so many “good preachers,” is the fact that I finally 
realized the truth of the matter. People equate a good ora-
tor with “truthfulness.” If he has a good voice and can per-
suade the audience, he is considered to be a “good preach-
er,” whether or not he can speak the truth. This was well 
demonstrated when the Jews brought along Tertullus, their 
best “orator,” when Paul was brought before Felix to defend 
himself (Acts 24). He had a way with words and was very 
“smooth,” yet, the whole truth was not presented. 

We have had some “good sounding” preachers in the 
world around us. Billy Graham was a good preacher in 
the sight of the denominations. Oral Roberts was a “good 
preacher.” Jerry Falwell was a “good preacher.” Pat Robert-
son, J.Frank Norris, Charles Spurgeon, T.L Wilkinson and 
many others have been good orators. The point that I would 
like to make clear in this article is how wrong I have been 
in stopping short on my arguments when that statement was 
made. Instead of taking it and running with it, the matter was 
discontinued. Shame on me! 

Every one of the previously listed “good preachers” 
were and are not such. And, how can I say that about such 
well known men? Read carefully the following words. 
When one professes to speak for Almighty God, but refuses 
to preach the “whole counsel” of God, he is NOT a “good 
preacher.” Each of the previously listed men did not and do 
not teach on certain subjects, but they have wrested and do 
twist the Scriptures in order to make them mean something 
other than what they do. Such a person is not God’s man. 

Jesus Christ gave us the best example. He spoke the 
very words which God gave him to speak. During his min-
istry, he often declared, “I came to do thy will, Oh God.” 
This should be the attitude of every “good preacher.” But, 
we see in the Lord’s kingdom today, men who profess to 
be ministers of God, who are actually serving themselves 
and keeping their jobs. Some of these men openly refuse to 
teach on certain subjects for fear of their jobs. Others refuse 
to preach on them because it is a “controversial subject,” as 
Graham has said so many times. 

But, in the present apostasy of the Lord’s body, it is 
especially heart-breaking to see so many of our members 
defend a preacher who refrains his tongue from certain sub-
jects by saying, “but he is such a good preacher.” When our 
preachers fail to teach the truth about fe1lowship,” as 2 John 
9-11, Ephesians 5:11, and Romans 16:17 teach us. It matters 
not how eloquent their speeches may sound, they are not 
“good preachers.” When they refuse to speak the Truth of 
God about marriage and divorce, fornication, adultery, cov-
etousness, immodesty, drinking, use of drugs, homosexual-
ity, stealing, lasciviousness, witchcraft, seditions, heresies 
and a host of other things which disgrace the Kingdom of 
Christ, these men are definitely not “good preachers,” re-
gardless of how smooth they sound. 

Our continued “fellowship” with them is contrary to the 
command that God gave us, mentioned earlier in this article. 
It makes us guilty right along with the sins of others when 
we “go along to get along,” rather than reprove, rebuke and 
exhort them. Some may become our enemies, but, we have 
obeyed God in our efforts when we “reprove, rebuke and 
exhort with all longsuffering and doctrine” (2 Tim. 4:2-
3).

—337 Madison 4605
St. Paul, AR 72760



-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.

-Colorado-
Denver–Piedmont Church of Christ, 1602 S. Parker Rd. Ste. 109, Denver, 
CO 80231, Sunday: 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. www.piedmontcoc.
net,  Lester Kamp, evangelist. (720) 535-5807.

-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.

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

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841, www.belvederechurchofchrist.org; 
e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (803) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 
Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803) 279-8663.

-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.

Evant–Evant Church of Christ, 310 West Brooks Drive, Evant, TX 76525. 
Office: (254) 471-5705; Jess Whitlock, evangelist (254) 471-5717.

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 a. m., 
10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30 
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
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A recent article by John Rose (“An Open Letter to 
Garland Elkins, Dave Miller, and Miller’s Supporters,” 
CFTF, March 2009) chronicled his and his wife’s visit 
with brother Garland Elkins on July 22, 2008. Among 
other interesting things, brother Rose revealed that at one 
point brother Elkins claimed to have seen “a side of Dave 
[Watson] and Dub [McClish] I never knew existed.” I must 
assume that he had reference to our reactions to the grievous 
fellowship confusion and compromise precipitated by the 
scandal relating to Apologetics Press (AP) in May-June 2005 
and the horrendous fallout therefrom. As a brief memory 
refresher, said fallout included the following: 

• Expulsion of AP’s co-founder and executive 
director, Bert Thompson

• Premature signing of a “blank check” statement 
of support for AP by 60 brethren, when it 
appeared AP might fail

• Appointment of Dave Miller (an impenitent 
false teacher) to replace Bert Thompson 

 My and Dave Watson’s forced resignations as 
editor and associate editor, respectively, of THE 
GOSPEL JOURNAL

• Numerous fellowship compromises and brother-
hood realignments that have occurred in an all-
out effort to defend and endorse Dave Miller in 
order to preserve AP’s existence 
Brother Elkins’ statement about me is amazing in view 

of the following facts: 

“A SIDE…THAT I NEVER KNEW EXISTED”
Dub McClish

• He has heard me speak in scores of lectureships 
and has likely read hundreds of pages of material 
I have written over the past thirty-five years. 

• When he directed Spiritual Sword and Power 
Lectures, respectively, he honored me with 
invitations to speak and write for those programs 
year after year, on which occasions he praised 
my uncompromising, open advocacy of Truth 
and my opposition to error and its advocates. 

• We have engaged in numerous enjoyable 
conversations by phone and in person (including 
several times in his home and/or in mine) in the 
course of which I did not hide my convictions 
on any subject of which I am aware. 

• The twenty-one years of the Annual Denton 
Lectures that I directed were from the beginning 
characterized by an unapologetic stand for the 
Truth and against error. Garland Elkins, from 
the inception of that program, incessantly 
praised my efforts in this regard (he was one of 
three men I included on every one of them). 

• He opposed the elder reaffirmation/reconfir-
mation (elder r/r) program the Brown Trail 
church in Bedford, Texas, conducted in 1990, 
which was strongly promoted by Dave Miller 
and of which he has never repented (www.
scr ip turecache .com>Documents>Long 
manuscripts>“Elders, The Reevaluation and 
Reaffirmation of”).
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Editorial...

“GOD SHALL SMITE THEE,
THOU WHITED WALL” 

Following the apostle Paul’s arrest in Jerusalem, the 
Roman captain brought him before the chief priests and the 
Jewish council to learn “the certainty wherefore he was 
accused of the Jews” (Acts 22:30). In Paul’s opening re-
marks to the council he declared: “I have lived in all good 
conscience before God until this day.” Following his state-
ment, Ananias, the high priest, ordered Paul smitten on the 
mouth. His order drew the response from Paul that serves as 
the title of this editorial (Acts 23:1, 2).

Many years earlier our Lord had answered a question 
put to Him by Annas, the high priest of that day. For His 
answer an officer had “struck Jesus with the palm of his 
hand, saying, Answerest thou the high priest so” (John 
18:22). How closely Paul walked in the steps of Jesus (1 
Peter 2:21). 

Though  many years had passed since Paul, as Saul of 
Tarsus, associated with the chief priests and the council, he 
was certainly no stranger to them. In his unbelief Saul was 
the untiring persecutor of the church of Christ and had the 
trust of the same men, some of whom possibly he now stood 
before (Acts 9:1,2; Gal. 1:13-14). But because of his conver-
sion to Christ, these Jews now wished the apostle dead (Gal. 
1:15, 23).

What did Paul mean about Ananias when he declared 
to him, “God shall smite thee, thou whited wall?” In that 
culture what did it mean to be labeled a “whited wall”? Our 
Lord’s scathing rebuke of the same type of characters gives 
us a divine commentary on the meaning of “whited wall.” 
In Matt. 23:27 Jesus declared,

Woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hypocrites! for ye 
are like unto whited sepulchres, which indeed appear 
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 hy-
pocrisy and iniquity.

Clearly, then, Paul called Ananias a hypocrite. 
There is the strong probability that before his conver-

sion Saul of Tarsus knew of or was acquainted with Ana-
nias. However, Theophilus was the high priest from AD 37 
to 41—the time when Saul obtained his authority to arrest 
Christians and bring them back to Jerusalem  (Acts 9:1). The 
reason we conclude such is this: according to Josephus’s An-
tiquities of the Jews, Theophilus, was the son of Annas and 
the brother of Eleazar, Jonathan, Matthias and Ananus, all 
of whom served as high priests. This was one of the most 
wealthy and influential families of that time period. Theoph-
ilus was also the brother-in-law of Joseph Caiaphas, the 
high priest before whom Jesus appeared. Furthermore his 
son Matthias served as the next to the last high priest before 
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the destruction of the Temple by the Romans. Thus, Saul of 
Tarsus walked in powerful circles before his conversion to 
Christ. However, all of these men were men of the world, 
acting accordingly, each one worthy of being labeled “Thou 
whited wall.”     

It is ludicrous at best to attempt to picture the young 
Saul with his good conscience toward God approaching 
Theophilus to receive letters authorizing him to arrest Chris-
tians, while at the same time knowing him to be a hypocrite. 
Obivously at the time of Paul’s arrest and appearance before 
Ananias and the Jewish council he fully recognized what 
these characters actually were and had been all along, even 
when he was working with them to persecute the church. 

Among other things this proves that one may have an 
association with someone but at that time fail to see that per-
son’s true colors. But, because of changing circumstances 
and events, the true character of a person is revealed. Indeed, 
in our years of preaching the Gospel we have witnessed with 
great sadness, and sometimes to our own hurt, the same from 
certain brethren on more than one occasion.

 Of Ananias The Expositor’s Bible Commentary states:
Ananias the son of Nedebaeus reigned as high priest from 
A.D. 48 to 58 or 59 and was known for his avarice and liberal 
use of violence. Josephus says he confiscated for himself the 
tithes given the ordinary priests and gave lavish bribes to Ro-
mans and also Jews (cf. Antiq. XX, 205-7 [ix.2], 213 [ix.4]). 
He was a brutal and scheming man, hated by Jewish nation-
alists for his pro-Roman policies. When the war with Rome 
began in A.D. 66, the nationalists burned his house (cf. Jos. 
War II, 426 [xvii.6]) and he was forced to flee to the palace 
of Herod the Great in the northern part of Jerusalem (ibid., 
429 [xvii.6]). Ananias was finally trapped while hiding in an 
aqueduct on the palace grounds and was killed along with his 
brother Hezekiah (ibid., 441-42 [xvii.9]).
Paul declared that God would smite Ananias. We believe 

this to be a prophecy of Ananias’ death. And, history records 
the collapse of that “whited wall!”

HYPOCRISY
Hypocrisy is translated from the Greek word hupokrisis. 

According to Vine’s Expository Dictionary of New Testament 
Words, p. 241, it  “primarily denotes a reply, an answer (akin 
to hupokrinomai, to answer); then, play-acting, as the actors 
spoke in dialogue; hence, pretence, hypocrisy.”  Of the word 
hypocrite (hupokrites) Vine says,

corresponding to the above, primarily denotes one who an-
swers; then a stage-actor; it was a custom for Greek and Ro-
man actors to speak in large masks with mechanical devices 
for augmenting the force of the voice; hence the word became 
used metaphorically of a dissembler, a hypocrite. It is found 
only in the Synoptists (Matthew, Mark, Luke – DPB), and 
always used by the Lord (p. 242).
The Proverbs writer declared: “An hypocrite with his 

mouth destroyeth his neighbour: but through knowledge 
shall the just be delivered” (Pro. 11:9). Warning us against 
placing our trust in a hypocrite the writer also penned: “Con-

fidence in a unfaithful man in time of trouble is like a 
broken tooth, and foot out of joint” (25:19).

Our Lord said of certain Jews of His day:
The scribes and the Pharisees sit in Moses’s seat: All 
therefore whatsoever they bid you observe, that observe 
and do; but do not ye after their works: for they say, and 
do not ... But woe unto you, scribes and pharisees, hypo-
crites (Mat. 23: 2, 3)! 

In Proverbs 26:18-26 we read of such persons.
(vss. 18, 19) As a mad man who casteth firebrands, ar-
rows, and death, So is the man that deceiveth his neigh-
bour, and saith, Am not I in sport? ... Burning lips and 
a wicked heart are like a potsherd covered with silver 
dross. He that hateth disembleth with his lips, and lay-
eth up deceit within him; When he speaketh fair, believe 
him not: for there are seven abominations in his heart. 
Whose hatred is covered by deceit, his wickedness shall 
be shewed before the whole congregation (vss. 23-26).
Wicked and evil words come from an evil source; “for 

out of the abundance of the heart the mouth speaketh” 
(Mat. 12:34). Hence, such a person has “heart trouble” of 
the worse kind. Paul commanded Titus “to speak evil of 
no man...” (3:2). The hypocrite cares nothing for Paul’s 
instruction because his heart is evil. Behind one’s back he 
says the direct opposite from what he says to his prey’s face. 
And, truly, to him he is his prey—something to be devoured 
to satisfy his voracious appetite that is sustained by pride, 
envy, and jealousy. All that such characters desire to do is 
come out “on top,” appearing in the eyes of their “public” 
as if they are in complete control of all things. They do not 
care that they hurt those they slander, for that they intend-
ed to do in the first place. Suspicion runs rampant in their 
twisted paranoid minds—they have been known to crucify 
and stone people. Hence, with seared consciences, the Phar-
isee, the scribe—hypocrites all—take their positions on the 
world’s stage.

In closing we note: 
If a man say, I love God, and hateth his brother, he is 
a liar: for he that loveth not his brother whom he hath 
seen, how can he love God whom he hath not seen (1 John 
4:20). I know thy works, that thou hast a name that thou 
livest, and art dead (Rev. 3:1). But 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 (James 3:17)
Paul’s truthful statement about and to Ananias, the high 

priest — “God shall smite thee, thou whited wall”— does 
not contradict the previously quoted Scriptures and, sadly, 
finds application in certain brethren today. We must, there-
fore, take Paul’s inspired advice to Timothy in dealing with 
all men—including brethren. The apostle wrote: “Lay 
hands suddenly on no man, neither be partaker of other 
men’s sins: keep thyself pure” (1 Tim. 5:22).

—David P. Brown, Editor
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(Continued from page One)

• When I openly opposed Mac Deaver’s heresy 
upon its invasion of the eldership (of which 
I was a part) of the Pearl Street congregation 
in Denton, Texas, in 2003 (resulting in my 
having to resign and leave a work to which I 
had devoted twenty-three years of my life), he 
encouraged me in every possible way. 

• He defended me when the remaining Pearl Street 
elders vengefully tried to destroy me because I 
had dared oppose and expose their errors. 

• He had nothing but glowing words of praise for 
my efforts as editor of THE GOSPEL JOURNAL 
(wherein we constantly both promoted the Truth 
and opposed error) through the sixty-seven 
issues of my editorship. 
Yet, in the face of all of the above, he avers surprise 

that I have been outspoken in my continued exposure of 
Dave Miller and his impenitent errors, and those who are 
determined to defend him. I could do no less and remain 
consistent, both with the Bible (Rom. 16:17–18; Eph. 5:11; 
2 John 9–11) and with my own convictions and previous 
conduct. Brother Elkins’ claim that he has seen “a side” 
of me in the past four years that he “never knew existed” 
is a dog that will not hunt and a bird that will not fly—a 
disingenuous statement that sorely disappoints. Truth be 
told, rather than professing to see “a side” of me he “never 
knew existed” in the wake of the AP tragedy, he knows me 
well enough that he could have accurately anticipated my 
reaction. In fact, he knew and applauded this “side” of me 
until June/July 2005.

 “A Side…I Never Knew Existed” 
Is a Two-Way Street

In numerous conversations regarding the last four 
tragic years of heartbreaking alienations, many of us have 
confessed that we have observed (and continue to observe) 
“a side” of many brethren we “never knew existed.” This 
previously undetected “side” of these brethren has involved 
such things as: 

• Inconsistencies between pre- and post-June 
2005 behavior

• Inconsistencies between oral teaching and 
practice

• Stilled voices against error and its advocates 
• Greater loyalty to persons and institutions than 

to the Lord and His Truth
• Decisions based on monetary pressures rather 

than on Scriptural principle 
• Refusal to respond to earnest inquiries from 

faithful brethren
• Vicious attacks against brethren who dare 

question the behavior of the attackers 

• Refusal to defend questioned behavior
Several of us have stared in almost shocked amazement 

as we have observed the startling degree of compromise 
into which various brethren, many of whom were once our 
esteemed and close associates, have ventured. These matters 
have brought us inexpressible heartache and sadness. Among 
those who have revealed “a side…that I never knew existed” 
are the following: 

Garland Elkins: This fearless and valiant opponent of 
error for so many years at one time opposed Dave Miller’s 
elder r/r agenda, and said so in writing (as noted above). 
None who know brother Elkins can imagine that he has any 
sympathy for Miller’s idiocy regarding marriage “intent.” 
Elkins’ opposition to Mac Deaver’s errors on the Holy Spirit 
(from which errors Miller steadfastly refuses to separate 
himself) is too well known to need documentation. Elkins 
is well aware that Miller violated Scriptural fellowship 
dictates when he bade Godspeed to the apostate Calhoun, 
Georgia, congregation in 1999. In spite of Miller’s continued 
justification of these errors and in spite of Elkins’ knowledge 
of all of these events, he persists in defending Miller and 
in extending fellowship to him and to his host of other 
defenders. Those of us who have known, admired, and 
loved this brother for decades would never have imagined 
his behavior since the AP situation developed.

Who would ever have thought that Garland Elkins would 
demand a signature on a confidentially pledge before he would 
discuss Bible principles with them (as he did with John and 
Michelle Rose)? It is mystifying and troubling to hear a man 
well versed in the Scriptures argue that one cannot discern 
the meaning of a man’s words from what he has written or 
recorded, as brother Elkins averred to the Roses in a lame 
effort to defend Miller. Moreover, his statement to them was 
no momentary lapse. I first learned of his resorting to this 
puny assertion in 2006. Such argumentation demonstrates 
an extremity of desperation to defend the indefensible. 

Brother Elkins was not of this persuasion when he began 
frequently and publicly exposing Rubel Shelly’s errors more 
than twenty years ago. For the most part, he did so on the 
basis of Shelly’s recorded and/or written messages, rather 
than being present when Shelly uttered them. I doubt that 
brother Elkins has ever heard Max Lucado speak, but he 
has not hesitated to oppose his heresies, as he has those 
of many others, and rightly so. Suddenly, he has reversed 
course when it comes to Miller’s errors, and “one had to be 
there” to discern the meaning of his elder r/r promotions; 
recordings and transcripts are insufficient. 

Further, brother Elkins (and others) should be ashamed 
to assert that opposition to and exposure of Dave Miller, 
particularly from me, did not begin until my encouraged 
“resignation” as editor of THE GOSPEL JOURNAL (July 
2005). (Michelle Rose promptly corrected him on that point, 
which he had to concede.) This assertion is a blatant motive 
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judgment, implying that my opposition to Dave Miller 
and his supporters is in some way a retaliation related to 
my departure from TGJ. Contrariwise, the record shows 
that he (and numerous others) never thought of defending 
Miller and his errors until June 2005, at which time brother 
Curtis Cates, then director of Memphis School of Preaching 
(where Elkins is an instructor), threw his (and MSOP’S) 
weight behind Miller in order to support a failing AP. I am 
still astounded that Garland Elkins has “a side” that would 
take such untenable positions as he has taken in an effort to 
deflect exposure of and opposition to  Dave Miller and his 
errors. “Shouldest thou help the wicked, and love them 
that hate Jehovah?” (2 Chr. 19:2). His defending those 
he should be opposing and opposing those with whom he 
should be working to bring an erring brother to repentance 
is “a side” of him I “never knew existed.”

Curtis A. Cates: This beloved brother and I together 
fought many battles, traveled thousands of miles at home 
and abroad, engaged in countless conversations, and worked 
in numerous endeavors together over many years. When I 
delivered my 1997 Bellview lecture, publicly opposing 
and exposing the elder r/r error (and naming Dave Miller 
as its instigator), he was in the audience (he delivered his 
lecture the same day). He had nothing but praise for and 
endorsement of what I said. As with brother Elkins, he 
openly defended me against the merciless and ill-begotten 
attacks of the doctrinally and ethically corrupt Pearl Street 
elders in 2003. 

He and I worked in wonderful harmony and in constant 
contact for more than six years to initiate and publish THE 
GOSPEL JOURNAL. If he ever had a problem with my 
editorial efforts or emphases, he masterfully hid it. He had 
only praise for the special issue of TGJ (October 2002) 
on “Change Agents” (put together by my associate editor, 
Dave Watson), which issue included an article by Marvin 
Weir, exposing the elder r/r procedure and Dave Miller’s 
leading part in it. As late as April 2005, he had only profuse, 
almost embarrassing public praise for my editorial efforts 
at the annual TGJ dinner during MSOP Lectures. Such was 
characteristic of him continually toward me. 

Yet, without any change in my approach, in the span of 
about six weeks, he completely reversed himself regarding 
my editorial efforts of almost six years. Suddenly, Alabama 
friendships, politics, and the threat of financial reprisals 
against MSOP changed all of that. By the time of the July 
19, 2005, TGJ board meeting, brother Cates had decided 
that I was “meddling in congregational affairs” through the 
paper, that I was turning TGJ into another Contending for 
the Faith (a “mortal sin,” indeed!), that I was a malicious 
gossip, and that I had lost all credibility and would destroy 
the paper if I remained its editor. He even told some folk 
that the rest of the board pressured him to replace me. (Mind 
you, this is the same man who has for almost four years told 
folk that I was under no pressure to resign.)

I had no idea that in Curtis A. Cates, long-time Director 
of MSOP, “a side” existed that would wink at error and 
compromise the Truth of God’s Word on fellowship (or 
any other Biblical subject) for any reason. However, when 
he allowed his name to be affixed to the AP “Statement of 
Support” (June 2005), he took a fatal step in that direction. 
Upon learning, after his name was so used, that Dave Miller 
had been elevated to the top spot at AP, he could still have 
easily corrected his course, but alas—wisdom, courage, 
and dedication to the Truth failed him. Instead of quickly 
and openly disavowing the error he had made that forced 
him to fellowship and defend a false teacher, he “blinked” 
and sought to justify his mistake. (Almost comically, Cates 
still claims to oppose elder r/r, but with a qualifier: “as the 
liberals practice it.” I suppose when “non-liberals” [e.g., 
brother Miller] practice it that somehow sanctifies it.)

Predictably, once the line was blurred enough to include 
the impenitent brother Miller in his fellowship “circle,” 
it was indistinct enough to embrace others he formerly 
excluded and criticized (harshly at times). These new fuzzy 
fellowship lines are evident in the MSOP Lectureship 
rosters since 2005. Various men have spoken who formerly 
were persona non grata by the school (e.g., directors and 
faculty of Bear Valley Bible Institute and East TN School of 
Preaching). Also, brother Cates has appeared on lectureships 
wherein he publicly bade Godspeed to false teachers (e.g., 
Stan Crowley at the Schertz, TX Lectures). Brother Cates 
has “a side…that I never knew existed.”

The MSOP “Family”: Brother Cates’ associates on the 
MSOP faculty and at the Forest Hill church have displayed 
“a side” I “never knew existed.” Some of these men have 
been willing to go through mental contortions to rationalize 
their defense and fellowship of a brother in error. Where 
is the leadership of brother Cates’ successor as director of 
MSOP, brother Bobby Liddell? Rather than standing firm 
on fellowship as in the past, he joined his predecessor in 
compromise. Who would have thought Keith Mosher had “a 
side” that would excuse Miller’s elder r/r error by conceding 
it to be error, but just “not worth dividing the church over”? 
Billy Bland has never been bland when there was error or 
an advocate of error around, but he has been sorely afflicted 
with spiritual lockjaw regarding these matters. Barry Grider 
(Forest Hill preacher and MSOP faculty member) has proved 
himself to be one of Miller’s most ardent cheerleaders over 
the past four years. His compromising “side” on fellowship 
is not so surprising; he had let it slip, even before 2005. It 
blared forth fully in his February 10, 2009, bulletin articles 
in which he trumpeted his Texas-size fellowship “circle.”

The “buck” for these fellowship lapses at MSOP and 
Forest Hill stops on the conference table in the Forest Hill’s 
elders’ meeting room. These men oversee the congregation, 
and MSOP is part of the their work. Brethren by the 
hundreds, if not thousands have trusted and admired these 
men over many years. I did not intend to be prophetic 
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when, in my 1998 address to the MSOP graduating class, 
I charged the elders to diligently value and protect that 
trust for, once broken, it would be difficult to rebuild. They 
have now disappointingly joined their faculty and preacher 
in a compact of fellowship compromise. Many who had 
given them a pass on the Miller fellowship issue have now 
been shaken by their silence in the face of the outrageous 
statements of their preacher in the aforementioned bulletin 
articles. Every day they delay their disclaimer, confidence in 
their leadership and their convictions further wanes.  These 
men have revealed “a side...that I never knew existed.”

Tommy Hicks and the Southside, Lubbock, TX,  
Elders: Tommy J. Hicks preaches for and directs the 
lectureship conducted by the Southside congregation in 
Lubbock, Texas. I have known him since he followed me 
as the preacher for a congregation in San Angelo, Texas, in 
1971. I have valued his friendship and have appreciated his 
uncompromising stand for the Truth through many years. 
We have traveled overseas on more than one excursion, and 
I was pleased to use him frequently on the Annual Denton 
Lectures. We were more than casual acquaintances. I lost 
a friend in 2005 when he retreated from his loyalty to the 
Truth and revealed “a side… that I never knew existed.” 

If any “outsider” should be well informed relative to the 
saga of the Brown Trail church over the past twenty years, he 
should. He taught in the school of preaching part-time in the 
1980s while preaching for the Handley congregation in Fort 
Worth. He has been at odds with certain leaders at Brown 
Trail since at least March 1988, when he came away from a 
four-hour meeting with Maxie Boren. Soon thereafter, Hicks 
openly exposed the compromising behavior of Boren, at the 
time the “titular” director of Brown Trail Preacher Training 
School (although Eddie Whitten was actually managing the 
school on a daily basis). Hicks first blasted Boren in the 
Southwest Lectures at Austin, Texas, in April of that year. 
He stated in part:

Folks, if we had 10,000 Maxie Borens…, 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 names. He’ll 
not specify individuals and congregations.

In response to the wounded Boren’s outcry, Hicks 
replied on June 7, 1988, with eight pages of documentation 
as to Boren’s unwillingness to confront error, in which he 
repeatedly (and rightly) chided Boren for not taking a stand. 
He mailed his long response far and wide. Hicks took a stand 
against Boren, which action resulted in his having to move 
from the Handley church in Fort Worth later that year.  

Hicks well knows the involvement of Brown Trail in 
the elder r/r program, both in 1990 and in 2002. He also well 
knows Dave Miller’s leadership in the first episode and his 
endorsement of the second one (as well as Miller’s marriage 
“intent” error). Further, Hicks has stated his opposition to 
both of them—after the AP scandal and upheaval at TGJ. As 
a member of TGJ’s board, he offered neither objection to nor 

criticism of Marvin Weir’s exposure of Brown Trail’s  2002 
version of the practice (TGJ, 10/02), in which he mentioned 
Dave Miller’s part. On July 26, 2005, Hicks wrote to Kent 
Bailey: 

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 (emph. DM).

By the time of this statement, however, Hicks had 
allowed himself to become so politically entangled with 
some others (especially on TGJ’s board) that it would have 
been “sauce for the goose” if Maxie Boren had circulated 
some letters chiding Hicks for not taking a stand. Since 
Boren will not do it, I will do it for him. I will even go so 
far as to apply Hicks’ own words to his about-face behavior 
since June-July 2005: “Folks, if we had 10,000 Tommy 
Hickses…, the church would go to Hell in a hand basket.” 

Instead of behaving in harmony with his strong assertion 
to Bailey, in the 2006 Lubbock Lectures, Hicks invited no 
fewer than eleven speakers who had signed the infamous 
AP “Statement of Support”—an in-your-face implicit 
endorsement of Dave Miller and his errors. He also has had 
on that and succeeding lectureships other men he would not 
have thought of inviting as speakers pre-2006. As seen in 
Curtis Cates, when Hicks broadened his fellowship enough 
to include Miller’s supporters, he has found it difficult to 
know where to stop. The spirit of compromise that surfaced 
in July 2005 is “a side” of Tommy Hicks I “never knew 
existed”; it has only grown more visible with time.

Knowing the Southside elders over a span of several 
years in which I spoke and/or conducted the open forum 
on the Lubbock Lectures, I never anticipated they would 
support their preacher in his fellowship with error. They, 
however, stepped right into the same tar bucket. The 2006 
lectureship roster was so filled with men who were out of 
character with every previous year of that lectureship’s 
existence that twenty-six brethren, most of whom had spoken 
on the lectureship through the years (some of us every year), 
sent “A Sincere Expression of Concern” to the elders. They 
never even acknowledged receiving our plea, so unlike what 
we had seen in these men over the years—“a side” of them 
we “never knew existed.”

Barry and Melany Hatcher: I first got to know the 
Hatchers in 1986 when the Pearl Street church began 
sponsoring their campaign work in Jamaica. Their first stay 
(of many) in our home was when their boys were young 
and when Amanda, their precious adopted girl, was a mere 
toddler. Knowing their dedication to the Truth, when they 
decided to work in Indonesia, Lavonne and I were supportive 
of them in every way. Pat McGee (who later abandoned 
the faith) was still there at the time. He caused them sore 
problems and Barry cried long on my shoulder about them. 
I sympathized with him completely. On one occasion in 
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Singapore, I went with and supported him as he sought to 
convince brother Ira Y. Rice that McGee was not what he 
pretended to be. 

In 1989 I made my first trip to Indonesia, during which I 
taught several hours a day in Southern Sumatra Bible College 
and preached at night (as illness allowed). I rejoiced when the 
elders at Spring, Texas, accepted oversight of the Hatchers’ 
Indonesian work. While the Hatchers were stateside and 
living in Spring between Indonesian tours, Amanda, at the 
age of twelve, had a heart transplant that failed. Barry called 
me from Spring to come directly from MSOP Lectures to 
be one of the speakers at her funeral. In late 2003 I made 
a second preaching/teaching trip to Indonesia to assist in 
the Hatchers’ work. That same year, Lavonne and Melany 
Hatcher worked closely together (though half-way around 
the world from each other) for months as they co-authored a 
book for young women, Showing Thyself a Pattern. 

The brethren at Spring opened their hearts to the Hatchers 
during the two years or so they lived there and worked with the 
congregation before returning to Indonesia after Amanda’s 
death. During that ordeal, the church stood by them and 
helped them in every possible way. The congregation did 
more than merely send money when they moved back to 
Indonesia. David Brown and Ken Cohn, preacher and elder 
at Spring, respectively, traveled to Indonesia to assist in the 
work (David more than once), and the church contributed 
and shipped clothing, medical supplies, books, and other 
items to further support the Hatchers and the Indonesian 
brethren.

Lavonne and I obviously enjoyed a close and cordial 
relationship with the Hatchers for many years, which we 
cherished. When the events of June and July 2005 occurred, 
we were stunned at how quickly that long and close 
relationship apparently vanished from their memories as fog 
struck by the sun. Upon learning (from some source other 
than us) some of the developments from the AP scandal that 
directly effected us, the Hatchers altogether spurned us after 
sending only one very brief e-mail message relative thereto. 
They never asked us for any documentation or explanation 
of the situation as it related to us. When they moved back 
to the states shortly thereafter because of visa problems, 
Barry finally called after several weeks, but then only at 
the repeated insistence of Ken Cohn, Spring elder. When he 
called, he engaged only in small talk, studiously avoiding 
any discussion of the “elephant in the room”—the grievous 
fellowship crisis—promising to call the next time he was in 
the area. I’ve not heard from him since (about November 
2005), although he has been at nearby congregations more 
than once since then.

I feel bad for the brethren at Spring, who so faithfully 
supported and encouraged the Hatchers in their work for 
several years. When they returned to the U.S. in 2005, Barry 
drove to Spring, loaded some stored items in a trailer, and 
left town after barely speaking to any of those brethren. 

Shameful is the only word that fits such incredible ingratitude. 
It appears that before they returned to the states, they had 
decided upon their allegiances in these events. Could their 
reluctance to face either us or the Spring brethren have been 
rooted in embarrassment and guilt, knowing that any serious 
discussion of these matters with us might force them to face 
their compromise? 

It is not hard to see why they had to turn on us and 
on the faithful brethren at Spring. Getting along with their 
Alabama connections demanded it. They chose to settle in 
Montgomery, Alabama, where they quickly reunited with 
brother Frank Chesser and became members of the Panama 
Street church where he preaches (and where I suppose 
the Dave Miller family and other AP employees are still 
members). 

Can anyone gainsay the suggestion that financial 
considerations played a major role in the Hatchers’ choices? 
They knew that if they even hinted at any sympathy for me 
or any continued congeniality toward the Spring church they 
would be ostracized by the Montgomery folk—whose ties 
are still very strong with Memphis brethren, who, in turn, 
have strong influence on others whose support the Hatchers 
might need. Barry needed to maintain his own support, and 
he needed to maintain support for the Indonesian brethren. 
Those factors outweighed such old-timey principles as 
courage, loyalty to the Truth, observing Scriptural bounds 
of fellowship, and doing what is right regardless of the 
consequences. The last time I checked, those were also 
Scriptural principles. Such pragmatism is “a side” of the 
Hatchers I “never knew existed.”

Space Fails To Describe Others in Such Detail
B. J. Clarke: Several years ago he rightly refused to 

speak on a lectureship with Buster Dobbs because of his 
doctrinal error. He has all but exhausted his considerable 
vocabulary in his praise of my work over many years. He 
has boldly and publicly promoted and defended the Truth 
in many books and pulpits. However, by September 2005, 
this same B.J. Clarke no longer had such convictions when 
it came to speaking on “Polishing the Pulpit” with another 
false teacher, Dave Miller, and speaking several times on 
other programs with him and with others who fellowship 
him. He has since stated (as did Garland Elkins) that I did 
not oppose Miller’s errors until August 2005, when he had 
to know better. These things are “a side” of  brother Clarke 
I “never knew existed.”

Ken Ratcliff: I worked with him, a TGJ board member, 
closely and harmoniously for almost seven years publishing 
TGJ. Before several witnesses, he boldly declared in early 
2005 that either he or Stan Crowley, preacher at Schertz, TX 
(where Ratcliff is an elder and associate preacher), would 
have to leave the congregation because of Crowley’s MDR 
errors (Crowley has not repented, and both are still there). 
In 2003, he demanded TGJ run a disclaimer regarding an 
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article we published by Barry Grider, but by August 2005 
he had no trouble accepting him as a co-editor of TNGJ. 
These behaviors are “a side” of brother Ratcliff I “never 
knew existed.”

Robert R. Taylor, Jr.: He wrote an excellent book on 
fellowship (The Bible Doctrine of Christian Fellowship) 
and thus knows what the Bible teaches on this subject. On 
another occasion he wrote: 

Brethren who constantly associate with false teachers, never 
confuting them, have not yet learned to hate every false way 
(Psa. 119:104, 128; Rev. 2:6). Yet they want to maintain a 
reputation for soundness (Studies in Joshua, Judges, and 
Ruth, Annual Denton Lectures, ed. Dub McClish, 1994). 

He had no problem understanding the demands of Scriptural 
fellowship regarding such false teachers as James D. Bales, 
Marvin Phillips, Max King, Rubel Shelly, and Max Lucado. 
Immediately after it occurred, he wrote (as did Garland 
Elkins) in opposition to Brown Trail’s 1990 elder r/r program, 
led by Dave Miller: 

I do not believe there is Biblical authorization for what they 
[the Brown Trail Elder Selection Screening Committee] 
proposed. I constantly stand amazed at our brethren seeking to 
tamper with God’s crystal clear pattern. The eldership is clear 
in Holy Writ. They are seeking to muddy the clear water of 
such. I view such with great alarm (www.scripturecache.com
>Documents>LongManuscripts>“Elders, The Reevaluation 
and Reaffirmation of”). 

However,  brother Taylor (as others) has a “blind spot” 
relative to at least one false teacher, brother Miller, associating 
with and freely fellowshipping him on numerous platforms 
over the last few years, in spite of Taylor’s admission that 
Miller advocated and still defends a program that had no 
“Biblical authorization” and that Taylor viewed “with great 
alarm.” This behavior is “a side” of brother Taylor I “never 
knew existed.”

Jackie Stearsman, Brian Kenyon, and Gene 
Burgett—Florida School of Preaching principals: 
These brethren have historically conducted a school that 
has faithfully taught the Word to its students. They have 
conducted a good lectureship for many years that has 
benefited hundreds of brethren. These men have individually 
stood for the Truth and unblushingly opposed error and its 
proponents, both in writing and orally. The last assignment 
they gave me for their lectureship (2002) involved addressing 
and exposing the elder r/r error, so it is evident that at that 
time they recognized the procedure as sinful. Yet, they 
have seen no incongruity in using several speakers on their 
lectureship since 2005 who continue to bid Godspeed to and 
engage in fellowship with brother Miller, the chief advocate 
of the elder r/r program. Further, they have erected a stone 
wall around themselves regarding all questions about their 
fellowship policy and practice, including those from former 
FSOP teachers and alumni and at least one prospective 
student. Their only response to such earnest and appropriate 

questions has been a series of oblique responses in the school 
paper, The Harvester. In one of these, querists were depicted 
as “new antis” and in another as those in whom the FSOP 
board no longer has “confidence” because their questions are 
judged by them to come from ill motives. I must say of all 
of these beloved brethren (and their fellow-board members) 
that these fellowship practices and these reactions to sincere 
questions constitute “a side” which I “never knew existed” 
in them.

Conclusion
The brethren I have discussed herein are representative 

of many more who have taken the same turn. I do not 
bemoan or begrudge their loyalty choices merely on the 
grounds of sundered relationships and friendships, as painful 
as these are. If any of the aforementioned brethren had 
maintained their long and close relationship with us only 
out of personal loyalty and/or friendship, they would have 
been wrong to do so—if we were wrong. The issue in all of 
this is the motivation for the relationship choices so many 
have made, which they have made clear. They have made 
their motivation clear. For some it has been a determination 
to salvage Apologetics Press at whatever cost, even though 
it meant justifying their endorsement and defense of a 
defiantly impenitent brother and mitigating and condoning 
his doctrinal errors they had formerly opposed. For others, 
it has not so much been a determination to uphold AP itself 
as it has been the need to maintain their “buddyhood” with 
those who are thus determined. In either case, there is no 
Scriptural justification for it.

The political regime now reigning in our nation’s capital 
“sold” its recent enormous “bail out” packages for various 
corporations on the basis that they were “too big to fail.” 
Could it be that some of these politicians learned their tactic 
from those brethren who decided in June 2005 that AP was 
“too big to fail”? (Where are those brethren who in 1973 
rejected this attitude toward the Herald of Truth program 
and took part in a marathon meeting that exposed its errors? 
Some of those who led the charge in that effort have adopted 
this very attitude toward AP.) 

I freely admit that brethren involved with AP have 
produced some very good work (although it has been 
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tarnished by their own questionable fellowship practices 
over the years). This being said, how did the church survive 
through the centuries until AP was established? I submit that 
there is no human institution “too big to fail” if keeping it 
afloat means winking at error and defending its egotistical 

head and his supporters. Verily, many of our brethren 
have revealed “a side” these past four years I “never knew 
existed.”

—908 Imperial  Drive
Denton, TX 76209



In September 2005, this writer and sister Sandra Greene 
sought counsel of brethern whom we greatly respected and 
admired, Curtis Cates and Garland Elkins, concerning a 
personal matter brought about by the contents of a lesson 
preached by brother Cates at the 2005 lectureship at Sunny 
Slope Church of Christ at Paducah, Kentucky. 

After the meeting Sandra, brother and sister Cates and 
I, went to a local restaurant for lunch. It was during this time 
we spent with the Cates that we discussed the removal of 
Dub McClish from the editorship of TGJ and the false teach-
ing of brother Dave Miller (which Miller has not repented 
of, not to my knowledge. V. G.) I am dealing with this part 
of the overall problems that have besieged the brotherhood 
since July, 2005. There is plenty of evidence out there con-
cerning these things. I have written letters to all parties in-
volved up front and directly associated with said problem 
involving Miller.

I became aware of Miller’s false teaching in the summer 
of 2000.  I was made aware of his apostasy through brethren 
at Roanoke, Texas. I investigated the evidence and found 
that it revealed him to have taught falsely on elder r & r at 
the Brown Trail church of Christ, Bedford, Texas. All this 
has been proven, so I will get to the reason for this letter.

In September, 2005, I was at MSOP in regard to said 
lecture mentioned above (i.e., at Sunny Slope).  At this time, 
I was in the dark as per the reasons of the removal of the edi-
tor and co-editor of The Gospel Journal. I was made aware 
that McClish was to be removed from that position because 
he had “gone off the deep end” (words of brother Bryan 
Braswell who had started his work at Roanoke in the sum-
mer of 2002). I was also made aware that this change was 
to take place on the week following the lectureship at Sunny 
Slope at a scheduled meeting of the Gospel Journal board at 
Schertz, Texas.

I knew only a few days before I attended the lecture at 
Sunny Slope that the editorship was to be changed. I had not 
researched nor sought any information on these matters until 
after my meeting with the two brothers at MSOP I did relate 
to Cates what I had found out in my investigation at Brown 

Trail and that being, that Miller was guilty as charged.
After the lunch with brother and sister Cates, we (sister 

Sandra Greene and I) sat in the parking lot going over the 
information given us. We were emotionally upset by the ac-
cusations leveled at Dub McClish, for we knew the truth 
of  Miller’s teaching on elder r & r. Up to this point, I had 
not sought any information on the reasons for the removal 
of  Dub McClish and Dave Watson from the ranks of TGJ. 
I let my subscription lapse after the change. It was not of 
the quality I was used to in the original TGJ that I received 
since its beginning. I knew something terrible was amiss. I 
had been heartsick since I had been made aware of Miller’s 
apostasy, and now it was clear that there was more to this 
than was told me by brother Cates when I was in Memphis.

Our brothers at MSOP truly expect souls who are in sin, 
who are taught the Truth about their sins, to repent and be re-
stored to the body of the Lord. At least, that is the impression 
I have always had of them. Even when they were counseling 
us on the personal matter mentioned above, they indicated 
and acted as though, when a person becomes aware of his 
sins, he needs to repent of said sins and turn away from such 
and not be involved with such sins any longer.

The sins of defamation publicly committed against  
McClish and Watson started off with the attack on McClish 
by brother Frank Chesser in Alabama, that caused Cates to 
accuse McClish of wrong doings. Brother Cates was visibly 
upset over this ordeal. I had asked him if brother McClish 
had gone off the deep end and he agreed that it was so. Cates 
told us that Miller had told him that he never did the things 
that he was accused of. I related how I had come to know 
about Miller’s false teachings regarding the 2002 practice of 
elder r & r, and which I had verified by brother Dan Flourn-
oy, one of the other preachers at the Brown Trail congrega-

AN OPEN LETTER TO MY BRETHREN
(QUESTIONS OF GREAT CONSEQUENCE)

Virgil O. Greene
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tion at the time. He told me that Miller (although he was 
already involved in getting ready for his move to Alabama) 
was involved behind the scenes in the action Brown Trail 
was taking against their elders. Cates mentioned several 
times that “they” made him take actions against McClish. 
When I asked, “they who?”, he replied that the board mem-
bers told him that since he was the president of the board, it 
was his place to remove McClish.

Now, I ask you folks in Memphis, TN, in Schertz, TX, 
and all others who claim to be preachers and teachers of 
God’s Holy Word, when are you going to do the very thing 
that you teach others to do? Repent! Admit that your attack 
on brother McClish was unwarranted, and work to straight-
en out this big sin against the Truth of the living God of 
Heaven! If you brethren have any biblical proof against Mc-
Clish, you should make it known publicly—just as publicly 
as your  attacks have been on McClish, Watson and those 
that support the Truth! Either admit your sins, or if you are 
so sure that you have not sinned, then publicly discuss these 
issues. The liberals, whom you all have stood against in the 
past, are happy to know that you folks are moving over to 
their way of thinking.

How can an honest Bible student support the apostate 
elements, operating as workers of righteousness, who you 
stood against in the past, but now, you openly fellowship 
and defend? Now you ignore their wrongs!  Those of us who 
have looked to you brethren for sound teaching are hurt-
ing, knowing that, for some ungodly reasons, many of those 
whom we felt could be relied upon have deliberately left off 
standing for the Truth and the righteousness of our God and 
His Only Begotten Son.

When brother Miller stated that the liberal element was 
no longer a big problem (in my words V.G.), he must have 
meant that most of the opposition to him and his type were 
being manipulated over to the side of the liberals. I am thank-

ful that I understand enough of God’s Word to be obedient 
to it. I have many steadfast brethren to thank for this. It is 
a strange thing to me how I struggled, constantly in trouble 
with my liberal brethren because they did not live (stand 
behind) what they taught or preached. Thanks to many of 
you brethren, sister Sandra and I came to a better knowledge 
of the Word and grew in the Faith to a point that we could 
repent and be reconciled to God.  

Now I am in kind of a dilemma. If I continue to study 
and grow in knowledge and in faith, is there a point that I 
will reach that I can go on where Christ has not led? God 
forbid! Some of the men who seemed so strong have been 
turned aside by Satan. He used some of the same tactics that 
he used on Eve.....surely you will not die (spiritually)....God 
does not want you to be ever so popular and in good stand-
ing only with the minority! You need to buddy up with those 
who have much money, power and influence in order to 
come to the more popular life, to be ALL that you can be!!

Do not listen to Satan! There are many who love your 
souls and pray for you daily.

I wrote only what I know about, what I personally was 
witness to.  These things alone seem to be the great cause of 
all that has come to be. The problem exists because no one 
will stand up and face the facts at hand.

As your brother in Christ, I am seeking for the “peace 
that passeth all understanding” for this great brotherhood. It 
can only exist in the Christ and His Word.  AMEN!

—Church of Christ at Alto Pass
P.O.Box 212

Alto Pass, IL 62905
altopass.coc@mchsi.com

and I were going to be replaced. This information directly con-
tradicts Barry Grider’s denial that (A) Curtis had decided before 
he left Memphis for Schertz that my head had to roll (Grider’s 
7/29/05 e-mail to me) and (B) Grider’s and Braswell’s denials 
that Grider told Braswell, prior to the Schertz meetings, that I 
was going to be replaced (same e-mail). Now put Virgil’s tes-
timony in his Open Letter along with what Cleatius Copeland 
(Roanoke, TX elder) told me on 7/17/05. I called to tell Cleatius 
about the Schertz meetings and that I suspected I would no lon-
ger be TGJ editor when I came back therefrom, then casually 
said, “For all I know, you may already know about the meetings 
in Schertz and their likely outcome.” He replied, “As a matter of 
fact, I do.” He then proceeded to tell me of Grider’s call to Bras-
well. Thus, both Grider and Braswell lied—Grider’s saying that 
Curtis did not have his agenda well-set before he left Memphis 
for Schertz and Grider’s and Braswell’s tale about what Grider 
told Braswell regarding the end of Cates’ agenda.  



Dub McClish’s Observations and Conclusions 
Regarding Brother Green’s Open Letter

[Having read brother Greene’s Open Letter brother Mc-
Clish e-mailed his observations and conclusions about the same 
to me. We herein offer them to our readers — Editor]

I noted a couple of things in brother Greene’s Open Letter 
that had not surfaced before: (1) Curtis Cate’s claim that the TGJ 
Board pressured him to replace Dave and Me. Michael Hatcher 
(TGJ Board member at the time of McClish’s and Watson’s 
forced resignations) and I discussed this point not long ago, and 
both of us had a big laugh about that one. Just one more lie from 
Curtis (does this man with a doctorate not realize how easily 
such can be falsified or did he think Virgil and Sandi would 
never tell on him?). (2) The other thing is that Bryan Braswell 
told Virgil at least a week before the July 2005 TGJ meetings at 
Schertz (note, even before the Sunny Slope Lectures) that Dave 



Contending for the Faith—July/2009                    11

2009 SPRING CFTF LECTURES
CD’S, DVDs, MP3, &VIDEO RECORDINGS 

ORDER FROM:

 Jim Green 
 2711 Spring Meade Blvd.

Columbia, TN 38401

PHONE: (931) 486–1364
www.jgreencoc-video-ministry.com
e-mail: jgreencoc1986@yahoo.com 

The man Job was a family man, a man of integrity, a 
man of conviction, who endeavored to convince God he did 
not deserve what he was receiving. In chapter 29 of the book 
of Job, he lamented the days of old and thought the former 
days better than the present. He got no acceptable answer, in 
his estimation, from God. The emphasis in chapter 29 is on 
“I.” He, in effect, was saying, “Look what I have done for the 
Lord,” and enumerated many good works. He complained, 
“When the Almighty was yet with me, when my children 
were yet about me, when I washed my steps with butter 
and the rock poured me out rivers of oil” (Job 29:5-6). 
Truly times were good until God allowed him to be tried by 
the devil.

As did Job in the days of his prosperity, so do we today, 
as it were, wash our steps with butter. We have material wealth 
above all other nations (Psa. 104:24; 68:19). Our spiritual 
riches are beyond our comprehension. We are children of the 
king, sheep of the shepherd (Psa. 23; 138), and members of 
God’s family.

Because of our great riches we have more and greater 
opportunities for service, both physical and spiritual. Do we 
appreciate these opportunities and take advantage of them? 
We also have more and greater responsibilities both to our 
homes and to our fellow man. Are we using these to the glory 
of God? Remember Job had riches in abundance and was a 
“perfect” man in God’s sight, but all these riches were taken 
from him to teach him the value of greater riches. He needed 
to lose lesser faith to gain greater. Faith must be strengthened 
to accept God’s conditions. 

STEPS WASHED WITH BUTTER
Martha Bentley

Are we negative or positive? Do we look for the bright 
side of each situation? Do we look for good in even the worst 
people? Are we content with that which God provides, not 
realizing how blessed we are? We have an ample supply of 
quality food, yet many have no food at all. We live in a free 
country when others are living in fear of their government. 
Have we really earned any of these blessings so that God 
should owe us anything? Truly our steps today are “washed 
with butter.”

Many weak Christians leave God when life has its rough 
spots. While Job lamented his current situation he never failed 
to rely on God’s providential care and great power, and in so 
doing he learned valuable lessons. He was not permitted to 
know the reasons for his trials but he trusted God through it 
all. He was truly humbled and saw God with his heart.

Then Job answered the Lord and said, I know that thou 
canst do everything and that no thought can be witholden 
from thee. Who is he that hideth counsel without knowl-
edge? Therefore have I uttered that I understood not; 
things too wonderful for me which I knew not. Hear I 
beseech thee, and I will speak. I will demand of thee, and 
declare thou unto me. I have heard of thee by the hearing 
of the ear, but now mine eye seeth thee, wherefore I abhor 
myself and repent in dust and ashes (chap. 42:1-6).
Are we profiting by our trials, increasing in our faith to-

ward God, or are we constantly looking back on what used to 
be? The apostle Paul said, “...forgetting those things which 
are behind, and reaching forth unto those things which 
are before...” (Philippians 3:13). Think about it!

  
—8305 S. Burchfield Dr.

Oak Ridge, TN 37830FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making available a 

CD-ROM free of charge. Why is this CD important? 
ANSWER: It contains an abundance of evidentiary 
information pertaining to Dave Miller’s doctrine and 
practice concerning the re-evaluation/reaffirmation of 
elders, MDR, and other relevant and important mate-
rials 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 Contending for 
the Faith, P. O. Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or 
email us at dpbcftf@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.
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“Preach the word; be instant in season, out of season ...” — 2 Tim. 4:2

“...a bishop must be 
blamel, as the 

steward of God ...” 
(Titus 1:7)

ELDERS: Who Are These Men?
   AND PREACHERS (7) 

W. N. “Bill” Jackson

This is written by a preacher, but one who has also 
served as an elder for some years. By continuing in the work 
of preaching, over quite a number of years, and being in that 
work this very day, I “lean” toward preachers, but trust that 
I am also objective when it comes to seeing the importance 
of the eldership, the authority of elders, and the need for 
an important relationship to exist between the elders and 
the preacher. It is of this last matter that we will now speak 
first. All will understand the same principles to apply if the 
congregation is of size to employ and utilize two or more 
preachers. 

The Relationship 
There would be no way to overemphasize the importance 

of a good, trusting, harmonious and spiritual relationship 
between the elders and the preacher. He is, after all, “separated 
unto them and unto their work” as is no other man on earth! 
He will be, by virtue of his pulpit and class work, a spokesman 
for them and for the congregational policies they establish, as 
he will speak for the Word of God and show the congregation 
how it will fit into the plan of God for their work and in 
behalf of their souls. But more: As a full-time worker in the 
Kingdom, taking into consideration his times in the pulpit and 
then his Sunday, Wednesday and other assigned classes, he 
spends more time before the congregation than any other 
man in the membership! His work, in making known the 
Word of God, is done under the charge given the elders 
to “feed the flock of God” (Acts 20:28). The elders are 
thus responsible for what he teaches and preaches. 

If their relationship together is a good one, and it 
should be if all are intent on pleasing God, the preacher 
receives wonderful support, encouragement and uplift 
from the elders. If the relationship is not a good one, it will 
be of short life. In teaching young preachers, we stress that 
elders can be the most wonderful and supportive friends 
a preacher can have, but they make perfectly horrible 
enemies. In the first case, the atmosphere is grand, and 
promises a long work in that location; in the latter, the 
preacher is moving—he just has not realized it yet! Beyond 
the wonderful relationship that should exist between 
elders, we can think of none of any more importance 
than that between the preacher and the elders. Yes, these 
two—the preacher and the elders—can guard each other 
when it comes to dealing with divisive elements that may 
arise! There should be a close and confident relationship 
between elders and preacher, and when a man moves to 

a work as preacher, the elders then should begin to labor 
to build that relationship. 

Their Meetings Together 
We have seen two extremes as to the elders and 

preacher meeting together, and neither of them best serves 
the Lord and the congregation: (1) The elders meet and 
the preacher NEVER meets with them, and (2) The elders 
meet and the preacher ALWAYS meets with them! The 
best operation, of course, lies between the two extremes. 
Whatever course or schedule is determined, all parties 
should know that their meeting together is a matter already 
consented to, and either party can feel free to ask for 
participation in a meeting. 

As to the above extremes, it is hard to see how 
any group of elders can direct the teaching work of a 
congregation, with the preacher being given the heavier 
teaching load, and his work being done under the charge 
given the elders to “feed the flock” and they never see the 
need of his meeting with them! If nothing else, they will have 
some suggestions as to lessons needed by the congregation, 
or problems that need to be addressed, and such needs to 
be expressed to the preacher. Again, problems within a 
congregation are problems to both elders and preachers. 
Oftentimes, and their discussion together can be helpful. 
Then, if he is a man of maturity and experience, having 
served in several congregations, from that experience he 
may be able to give some advice or suggestions that relate to 
existing problems. The preacher himself will have questions 
to ask pertaining to the work of the congregation, and his 
meetings with the elders will give him the needed opportunity. 
Communication is so very important, and expedites the work 
of God in every place! Preachers and elders should meet 
together, and as previously pointed out, the foyer, hallway 
and/or parking lot is a terrible place to carry on the business 
of the Lord! 

Now, as to the other extreme: The preacher ALWAYS 
meets with the elders. In fact, in some places where this is the 
custom, he, in effect, is made an elder for that meeting, and if 
he is the arrogant and self-willed type preacher, he can control 
the meeting and direct the elders (and thus, the congregation) 
to his own pleasure. Other than that, surely the elders have 
concerns, labors, counsel with others, studies and working 
over plans, etc. that happen not to be the preacher’s business! 
Surely elders have some things to work over together that 
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they must and should do without non-elders being present! 
So, our suggestion is that elders meet, and regularly, and that 
sometimes the preacher meet with them. All should feel free 
to request time together as the work and needs warrant! 

This point should not have to be made, and yet, men and 
sin being what they are, we would best mention it for both 
elders and preachers: Respect the confidences that are in the 
discussions the elders and preachers have! Nothing will be 
more damaging to the work, and to the elders, and to the 
preacher(s) and to the congregation, than to have confidential 
matters publicly expressed and criticized before others’ ears! 
Once more, respect and hold the confidences of the meetings, 
and when it is time for some matter to be made public, the 
elders should be the ones to do so, unless they have now 
given the preacher the consent to make mention of it in his 
pulpit work. 

Considerations In Employing A Preacher 
Every preacher should, when visiting a congregation and 

then in speaking with elders about the possibility of working 
with them, have a list such as the items we will mention. It is 
sometimes true that a man is reluctant to bring up all of these 
items, for fear that he comes across as “asking too much,” 
and then when the work is taken and he expresses himself, he 
runs the risk of being charged with “wanting too much” now 
that he is settled in! Again, a young man, just beginning his 
work, may either be reluctant to ask, or may really not know 
all to ask about. We mention these things in order that elders 
will know of these things, and to keep down later problems, 
should see to these matters being settled, even if the preacher 
does not bring them up himself! 

We think of these items: 
(1) A frank picture given of the congregation, its work 

and its opportunities, along with any existing problems. Do 
not “spring” the latter on the preacher after he moves in. 

(2) A frank and thorough picture given of their 
expectations of the preacher, his involvement in the work, 
any particular interests and activities he will be expected 
to be involved in, and especially of any schedule he will be 
expected to maintain. 

(3) A frank and thorough discussion of where the elders, 
and the congregation, stand on the issues today troubling the 
church—such issues as we mentioned in chapter three. In 
these matters, “surprises” should not be sprung by either side 
after the preacher has begun his work. 

(4) Clarity on his payment, and of such benefits as 
medical insurance, social security, car allowance and all else 
financial as relates to the preacher. Elders should spell these 
items out clearly, and make them a part of the minutes of the 
meeting. We are not suggesting a “written contract,” 
and feel such is not needed. Spiritually minded men will 
abide by business meeting agreements and the record 
in the minutes; non-spiritual men would not hesitate to 

break even a written agreement! 
(5) Clarity on his time away from the local work, 

from his being allowed a day or more off during the week 
to time allowed for meetings and attending lectureships. 
Give the preacher some guidelines as to the number of 
meetings he may hold, and clarify the matter on whether 
the congregation will pay his expenses to one or more 
lectureships. May we here insert that the congregation 
always gains when they send their preachers to faithful 
lectureships, but there also must be consideration as 
to how much time he can be spared from his local 
obligations. 

There is wisdom in the elders making all of these 
matters clear at the outset, that there can be a thorough 
understanding on the part of all parties. Once more, why 
create a problem by avoiding some of these matters, only 
to have them arise just a little while later, and perhaps 
making problems congregational-wide? 

The Preacher As Your Missionary 
We desired to add this further point, knowing that 

there is also a relationship existing between the elders 
at home and those men they employ as missionaries 
around the world. When such men are interviewed, with 
employment in mind, the same points should apply as 
when in discussion with the man who is to serve the 
cause locally. Future communication and contact will 
now be limited simply due to the distance involved 
and hence, all the more reason that the man or men be 
carefully selected. 

Of utmost importance is the need for steady 
and informative communication. There should be 
a requirement of frequent reports on the work, and 
information as to future plans for the work. Ideally, there 
should be some occasional physical meeting between 
the elders and missionaries, wherein the fullness of 
discussion can be had. A non-performing missionary is 
disloyal to the elders and the congregation back home, 
and more than a few have embraced some false teaching 
and completely ruined their work, destroying what 
the home congregation spent years in building. Elders 
should expend much, much effort in supervision of their 
missionaries. 

—Deceased
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On Tuesday, May 26, 2009, with a 6-1 decision, the 
California Supreme Court upheld a state constitutional ban 
on gay “marriages.” The ban was a result of a ballot initiative 
that passed in November 2008 with 52% of the vote. Citizens 
petitioned and won a place on the November ballot for Propo-
sition 8 after the California Supreme Court’s 4-3 decision in 
May 2008 granted homosexuals an “equal right” to“marry.” 
Sadly, these individuals claiming a breach in “equal rights” are 
either ignorant of the facts or dishonest. In the United States, 
everyone has the same and equal right to marry. This right is 
derived from God’s definition of marriage – “Therefore shall 
a man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave 
unto his wife: and they shall be one flesh” (Gen. 2:24). 
God’s law grants equal rights in regard to marriage – every 
qualified man has the right to marry a qualified woman and 
vice versa. What sodomites and their supporters are seeking 
is an “unequal right” to do that which God condemns as 
“vile,” “against nature,” “unseemly,” and “error” (Rom. 
1:26-27). Marriage is a divine institution (Gen. 2:24). God 
defined marriage and made laws to govern marriage (cf. Mat. 
5:32; 19:9). God is the only One who can join two together 
in marriage (Mat. 19:6) and He is the only One who can 
“disjoin” or abolish a marriage (Mat. 19:6, 9). I appreciate 
the 52% of Californians who voted in harmony with God’s 
law regarding marriage. It is rather refreshing to see a state 
known to be one of the nation’s most liberal do something 
so right. I also appreciate the California Supreme Court for 
upholding the “voice of the people,” rather than legislating 
law from the judiciary bench. But, “gay rights activists say 
they plan to return to voters as early as next year with a bid 
to repeal Proposition 8” (foxnews.com). Because these indi-
viduals do not respect God nor His Word, they will continue 
to fight for their lascivious and ungodly cause. Millions and 
millions of dollars will be spent in 2010 for and against the 
homosexual agenda and it seems pretty clear that this cycle 
will  continue until California’s legislature steps in to make 
it harder to amend the state’s constitution. As long as people 
disregard the laws of God, and refuse to claim Him as King 
and only Law-Giver, every man will continue to do that which 
is “right in his own eyes” (Jud. 21:25).

God’s law is “settled in heaven” (Psa. 119:89) and 
cannot be changed. No matter how many propositions 
Californians vote on, God’s law will not change. No mat-
ter how many states follow the examples of Massachusetts, 
Connecticut, Iowa, Maine and Vermont and choose to spit 
in God’s face by allowing “same-sex marriages,” God’s law 
cannot be changed. Individuals who vote in their respective 
state governments that God is wrong and sodomy is right, 
will have to stand before the Almighty Judge and give an 

account if they do not repent.
Sadly, the religious world has seen its share of “Prop. 

8s,”– ballot initiatives allowing men to vote on a matter al-
ready determined by God. Several denominations have met in 
“conference” or “general assembly” to vote in favor of wel-
coming homosexual members and for allowing homosexuals 
to serve as preachers and elders. They have eschewed God 
and His laws in favor of doing that which is right in their own 
eyes. In the mid 1800’s, the Christian Church denomination 
began after the famous “Prop. 8s” in which they chose to 
add mechanical instruments of music to worship and to “out-
source” the work of the Church to a “Missionary Society.” 
They rejected the authority of the Bible and chose to do that 
which was right in their own eyes. There are various “Prop. 
8s” being introduced in the Lord’s Church today as well. 
Some propositions bind and some loose where God did not. 
Many “Prop. 8s” are adopted and ratified by congregations 
without them even knowing it. All it takes is one sneaky in-
dividual to convince a good-hearted person or two that “we 
can all just agree to disagree.” How many false doctrines and 
unscriptural practices have slipped in under the radar because 
people were satisfied to “agree to disagree” regarding mat-
ters of doctrine? While those who were “hoodwinked” think 
that the controversy has been quelled, the sneaky individuals 
(wolves in “sheep’s clothing,” Mat. 7:15) begin the process 
of introducing that with which the “hoodwinked” disagreed. 
They enact their “Prop. 8” by doing that which is right in 
their own eyes.

The world around us will continue to do that which is 
right in their own eyes. The homosexual agenda (among 
others which are anti-God) will be debated every election 
cycle.

More states will obey men (homosexuals who comprise 
a minuscule percentage of the population) rather than God 
(Acts 5:29) and will adopt “unequal rights” for sodomites. 
We, as children of God (Gal. 3:26-27), must not swerve to the 
right hand nor to the left of God’s commands (Jos. 1:6-7). We 
must seek to do that which is right in God’s eyes and not our 
own – “For the eyes of the Lord are over the righteous, 
and His ears are open unto their prayers: but the face of 
the Lord is against them that do evil” (1 Pet. 3:12).
       

—129 Lane Road
Lenoir City, TN 37772

RIGHT IN HIS OWN EYES
Brad Green

Expelled
Teacher: “Johnny, can you define nonsense?”

Johnny: “Yes, teacher—an atheist.”
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Brad Green
129 Lane Road
Lenoir City, TN 37772

(865) 771-0011
bradgreen@knoxcoc.com
www.knoxcoc.com

Dear Brethren,

I humbly submit to you this request for financial support as I 
labor with the Knox County Church of Christ in Knoxville, 
TN.  Your support will allow me to continue preaching full-
time and devote all my energies to the work of the church in 
this area. Sadly, if I am unable to increase my financial support 
soon, I will be forced to seek other full-time employment. 

The Knox County congregation has been extremely blessed.  
Since the beginning of the year, three individuals have obeyed 
the Gospel and have put on Christ in baptism. Our newspaper 
advertisement, “Bible Answers For Bible Questions,” has 
been very successful. We have received a great deal of corre-
spondence through this effort and the Truth is being preached 
throughout Knox County.  A family of two, seeking a new 
home congregation which teaches and practices only that 
which is authorized by the New Testament, found us through 
the newspaper ad and placed membership with us on March 
15th. Other individuals have since visited our congregation 
after reading our newspaper advertisement.

Further, we have continued to build upon all of the recent 
good news by hosting a Gospel Meeting, April 5-8, with 
brother Michael Hatcher, preacher for the Bellview Church 
of Christ in Pensacola, FL.  We had seven visitors during the 
week, including four non-Christians. 

There is much more to do, and with your financial support, I 
will be able to continue to dedicate my full time and efforts 
towards this good work. I have weekly Bible studies with our 
new converts, regular Bible studies with two non-Christians, 
and am confident that more Bible studies with non-Christians 
are soon on the horizon. Please continue to pray for our ef-
forts here as we work hard to grow, in Truth and in number, 
and glorify God in our community. If you can supply any 

PLEASE HELP BRAD & APRIL GREEN

The article on page 14 is typical of the faithful stand 
brother Brad Green takes on fundamental and oblig-
atory biblical matters. He is a brother who has the 
courage of his convictions and is worthy of faithful 
brethren’s financial and other support in his efforts to 
preach and defend the Gospel. With his faithful wife, 
April, Brad is seeking to remain in a full time capi-
city with the relatively new Knox County Church of 
Christ—SEE BRAD’S LETTER BELOW. 

This congregation began a few years ago in an effort 
to preserve the ancient order of primitive, pure New 
Testament Christianity. The church is doing well, but 
brother Green needs to remain as full-time evangelist 
with the congregation that it can be strengthened even 
more by his full–time work with it. Please give serious 
consideration to his request for financial assistance 
and remember the Knox County congregation in your 
prayers.

—David P. Brown, Editor 

financial support for me as I labor here it will be greatly 
appreciated.           

Your Fellow Servant in The Christ,

/s/Brad Green    

Dub McClish, Preacher
Northpoint Church of Christ

Denton, TX 76209
(940) 387-1429

tgjoriginal@verizon.net

REFERENCES

Michael Hatcher, Preacher
 Bellview Church of Christ
Pensacola, Florida 32526

 (850) 455-7595
mhatcher@gmail.com

Barry Simmons
Knox County Church of Christ

Knoxville, TN
(865) 986-4984

sfsimmons@charter.net

2009 CFTF SPRING CHURCH OF 
CHRIST LECTURESHIP BOOK 

RELIGION & MORALITY
FROM GOD OR MAN?

$20.00 Plus $3.00 S&H
SEND ALL ORDERS

 WITH PAYMENT TO:

Contending for the Faith
P.O. Box 2357

Spring, Texas 77383-2357
Texas residents add 7.25% tax





-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.

-Colorado-
Denver–Piedmont Church of Christ, 1602 S. Parker Rd. Ste. 109, Denver, 
CO 80231, Sunday: 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. www.piedmontcoc.
net,  Lester Kamp, evangelist. (720) 535-5807.

-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.

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

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841, www.belvederechurchofchrist.org; 
e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (803) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 
Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803) 279-8663.

-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, 1154 Park  Avenue, Murfreesboro, TN 
37129, 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 direc-
tions and other information please visit our website at www.murfreesboro-
churchofchrist.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 6, Denton, TX 76208. E-
mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 
7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.323.9797; tgjoriginal@verizon.net.

Evant–Evant Church of Christ, 310 West Brooks Drive, Evant, TX 76525. 
Office: (254) 471-5705; Jess Whitlock, evangelist (254) 471-5717.

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 a. m., 
10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30 
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
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P. O. Box 1010
Crossville, TN 38557
November 20, 2008 

Brother Daniel Denham
607 72nd Street 
Newport News, V A 23605 
Dear brother Denham, 

Your article in the October 2008 edition of CFTF came 
out while I was in India I noted that you took about eight 
full columns to answer the six hundred words or so that I 
had in Bulletin Briefs and expressed the idea that there was a 
dearth of material in my article. You seem to be aware of the 
Hicks–Waldron Debate and you may have seen the group of 
letters and articles, entitled, Waldron Missions; but in case 
you haven’t I am enclosing one. 

This should give you even more material at which you 
may aim, for in it you will find articles by brothers Eddie 
Whitten, James C. Mattenbrink, an extended article by me 
on the controversy, and one by brother Mike Glenn. There 
is also an exchange of letters between me and brother Terry 
Hightower, your compatriot in this controversy. At the end 
there is a copy of a letter by me to brother David P. Brown.
In Christian Love,
/s/ Jim E. Waldron

November 25, 2008 
607 72nd St. 
Newport News, VA 23605

Mr. Jim E. Waldron
P.O. Box 1010
Crossville, TN 38557

Dear brother Waldron, 

I appreciate your prompt response. I hope and trust 
that the work in India is prospering and thriving as the Lord 
would have it to do. 

I also thank you for the packet of material enclosed with 
your very brief letter. 

However, I already have that material and am well fa-
miliar with it. In fact, it was not only with reference to the 
most recent article on MDR in Bulletin Briefs that my CFTF 
article was written, but it was also penned with these materi-
als especially in mind as they did not really address the spe-
cific points raised in my article. The Bulletin Briefs article, 
though, highlighted the fact that you have chosen to make a 
fellowship issue out [of] the matters over which we disagree 
and thus occasioned my response. You cannot repeatedly 
make false accusations and expect not to have to give some 

AN E-MAIL EXCHANGE BETWEEN  DAVID P. BROWN/H. DANIEL 
DENHAM AND JIM E. WALDRON FOR THE PURPOSE OF  PER-
SUADING WALDRON TO DEFEND PUBLICLY HIS DOCTRINE 

THAT MAN’S LAW COUNTERMANDS GOD’S LAW—ESPECIALLY 
AS IT PERTAINS TO MARRIAGE, DIVORCE AND REMARRIAGE

IN THIS ISSUE
AN E-MAIL EXCHANGE BETWEEN BROWN/DENHAM AND WALDRON...1

EDITORIAL – CIVIL LAW AND GOD’S LAW—DAVID P. BROWN...........2
NEW BRAUNFELS, TEXAS CHURCH LECTURES ADVERTISEMENT..........15  
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David P. Brown, Editor and Publisher 
dpbcftf@gmail.com 

COMMUNICATIONS received by CONTENDING FOR 
THE FAITH and/or its Editors are viewed as intended FOR 
PUBLICATION unless otherwise stated. Whereas we respect 
confidential information, so described, everything else sent 
to us we feel free to publish without further permission being 
necessary. Anything sent to us NOT for publication, please 
indicate this clearly when you write. Please address such 
letters directly to the Editor David P. Brown, P.O. Box 2357, 
Spring, Texas 77383. Telephone: (281) 350-5516.

SUBSCRIPTIONS RATES
Single Subscriptions: One Year, $14.00; Two Years, 

$24.00. Club Rate: Three One-Year Subscriptions, $36; Five 
One-Year Subscriptions, $58.00. Whole Congregation Rate: 
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ship with single copies being mailed directly to each home 
receives a $3.00 discount off the Single Subscription Rate, 
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advance at the rate of $11.00 per year per family address. 
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ADVERTISING POLICY & RATES
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to exist to defend the gospel (Philippians 1:7,17) and refute 
error (Jude 3). Therefore, we are interested in advertising 
only those things that are in harmony with what the Bible 
authorizes (Colossians 3:17). We will not knowingly advertise 
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any offer to advertise in this paper.
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CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH. A one-time setup and layout 
fee for each advertisement will be charged if such setup or 
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350-5516.

Ira Y. Rice, Jr., Founder 
August 3, 1917-October 10, 2001

Editorial...

CIVIL LAW AND GOD’S LAW
The exchange of e-mails beginning on the first 

page of this issue of CFTF came to an end when the last 
certified letter from Brown/Denham to Waldron was 
refused by Waldron, stamped accordingly on the enve-
lope and returned to us. This is the letter that begins on 
p. 13 and ends on p. 15 of this paper. Thus, brother Wal-
dron refused to affirm in public debate exactly what he 
teaches, which error precisely stated is: The Scriptures 
teach that every divorce granted by civil courts is also 
granted and honored in the sight of God. Neverthe-
less, he and certain others continue to teach a doctrine 
that, if true, makes null and void the exceptive clause of 
Mat. 19:9, which clause is emphasized in the following 
quotation of the passage. 

...Whosoever shall put away his wife, except it be 
for fornication, and shall marry another, com-
mitteth adultery: and whoso marrieth her which 
is put away doth commit dultery.
If civil law and court decrees based thereupon have 

the authority to nullify God’s law, then homosexual 
conduct/marriages, abortion and no telling what else 
are made acceptable to God simply and only by them 
becoming the law of the land. With what is going on in 
this nation today, Waldron and those who think(?) as 
he does have laid and continue to lay the ground-work 
for all kinds of error to be accepted in the church by it 
simply becoming the law of the land. No more men-
dacious and destructive doctrine has been propagated 
than the erroneous doctrine affirming that whatever 
is legislated into law or decreed by the courts is also 
granted and honored in the sight of God. But, it is the 
case that Jim E. Waldron believes (a mental action) and 
teaches (though he is not the only church member to 
do so) that a civil court can issue a decree of divorce 
in a case where there has been no fornication and said 
human decree is so powerful that it rends asunder that 
which only God could join together (Mat. 19:6).  Are 
Waldron and those who agree with his error so stub-
bornly blind that they refuse to see that if the foregoing 
is the case concerning who is and who is not divorced 
before God, then the same is the case concerning man’s 
laws and court decrees pertaining to who may or may 
not marry and/or when two persons are married along 
with any other sin that man legalizes? Indeed, Waldron 
will oppose homosexual marriages in the exact same 
way that we oppose them—arguing that man’s law 
cannot nullify God’s Law. No one is so blind as he 
who refuses to see.          

—David P. Brown, Editor
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accounting on the basis of those accusations. 
You make reference to the Hicks-Waldron Debate, of 

which I am indeed familiar. There are several statements that 
you make in the debate that are at odds with your current 
position, whether you realize that or not. Perhaps, you are 
also unaware that your moderator for that debate, the late 
Roy C. Deaver, was also one of my instructors in Bible and 
Greek. The position that I hold and that I have held for over 
30 years I learned from him. It has been reported that you 
boasted that if Guy N. Woods, who also held the same view, 
were alive today that you would mark him as a false teacher 
and withdraw from him. Jim, brother Woods held that view 
as long as I knew him. I read of his position as early as 1976 
from the Gospel Advocate, then edited by B.C. Goodpas-
ture who endorsed Woods’ position himself. Why did you 
not take brethren Woods, Goodpasture, and Deaver to task 
on the matter while they were still in the land of the living, 
if you knew of their position? Many other faithful Gospel 
preachers through the years have also held the same posi-
tion, and good brethren did not fall out over it! Why have 
you taken it upon yourself to cause this current division? I 
suspect that you will deny being the cause of it, but the facts 
of history say otherwise. I can document from the writings 
of good brethren over the past 200 years what I am saying. 
There are many faithful brethren today who hold your basic 
view but who refuse to make it a test of fellowship and do 
not label those holding the view which other faithful breth-
ren and I hold as liberals, false teachers, et al. 

Perhaps you are also unaware of Dub McClish’s exten-
sive exchange with Eddie Whitten, and of Eddie’s failure to 
answer the questions and refute the arguments put to him by 
Dub against the position taken in the very same article by 
Eddie which you reference in your letter. If you need a set 
of this material, it can be provided. Also, you may be un-
aware of the fact that Mike Glenn’s material was forwarded 
to me by brother Dave Watson some time ago. I have long 
held in my possession a thorough response and refutation of 
that material for publication. Glenn’s material actually poses 
more problems for your own view than of which you may 
be aware. I also have thoroughly examined the Mettenbrink 
material. There is nothing in it either that truly refutes the po-
sition I hold or addresses the specific matters and questions 
that I raised in my CFTF article. The subterfuge of offering 
this packet and its non sequiturs instead of a thorough re-
sponse and answer to what was actually posted in my article 
simply will not get the job done, brother Waldron. I could 
just as easily with a wave of my hand make similar asser-
tions on your material. However, I have actually bothered to 
answer you. Throwing such dust in the air and then claiming 
not to see is not worthy of the function of a Gospel preacher. 
1 Thessalonians 5:21-22 and 1 Peter 3:15 apply as much to 
you as anyone else. 

Neither your Bulletin Briefs article nor the materials you 
sent touch topside, bottom, or edge of the questions asked in 

my article and its specific points. Simply asserting that they 
do is no real answer. So, let us lay aside such attempts to 
avoid the force of these things which my article broaches 
and test our respective views. In view of the fact that you 
have vehemently made a point of marking those who dis-
agree with your views on these matters and calling for them 
to be treated as matters of faith, we are ready, even as was 
intimated in the article, to meet you in a four night oral de-
bate on them. Brother David P. Brown has kindly consented 
to represent the position that we hold to be the truth on this 
aspect of MDR. I call upon you then to submit propositions 
that accurately reflect your position in opposition to that 
which we hold. We will do the same. Other details of the 
debate, including time, venue, arrangements, rules, and so 
on, can be negotiated over the next few exchanges. In the 
course of these exchanges, David will be, of course, nec-
essarily involved. We will thus be patiently awaiting your 
reply. 

Your’s in Christ, 
Daniel Denham /s/
Ph. #: (757) 245-6866 
Email: Hdaniel_denham@yahoo.com 



P.O. Box 1010
Crossville, TN 38557
December 4, 2008
 
Mr. Daniel Denham
607 72nd Street 
Newport News, VA 23605 

Dear Brother Denham, 

It is my hope and prayer that you and your family are well. 
In reference to your letter of 25 November in which you pro-
pose a debate I will need to get back to you on the particu-
lars of that project, which seems like a good idea. However, 
for now I must return to India on the 11th. Although this trip 
will be a short one, I will need to return in the New Year as 
the schools of preaching require much attention during the 
first half of the year, but as noted I will get back to you. 
Yet, it is imperative that I respond to one portion of your let-
ter before it goes any further. I refer to your statement: 

It has been reported that you (Waldron) boasted that if Guy 
N. Woods, who also held the same view (that I hold), were 
alive today that you would mark him as a false teacher and 
withdraw from him. 

I do not know who “reported’ such to you, but I want you 
to know that it is a false statement—a pure fabrication. Af-
ter a brother by the name of Bryan Moody introduced the 
name of brother Woods in the mini-debate at the White Oak 
church in January 2006, I responded, but said no such thing 
as your anonymous source claimed. 

(Continued From Page One) 
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(Continued from page One)

The manner in which you made the charge it is very much 
like that made against to Nehemiah. As it is written; 

Then Sanballat sent his servant to me as before, the fifth time, 
with an open letter in his hand. In it was written: It is reported 
among the nations, and Geshem says, that you and the Jews 
plan to rebel ...  (Neh. 6:5-6). 

Sanballat said, “It is reported” and you say, “It has been re-
ported.” What’s the difference? In light of your anonymous 
source you might be interested to know of an illustration we 
use in Asia to condemn the practice of some who anony-
mously smear good brethren. The illustration involves what 
Trajan, the emperor of Rome from 98 to 117 AD and a pagan 
wrote to the Younger Pliny while the latter served as the Im-
perial representative in Bithynia and Pontus. Pliny had writ-
ten the emperor asking his judgment as to what to do in light 
of anonymous attacks on Christians. Trajan’ s reply: 

But pamphlets circulated anonymously must play no part in 
any accusations. They create the worst sort of precedent and 
are quite out of keeping with the spirit of our age (The Letters 
of the Younger Pliny, translation by Betty Radice, Penguin 
Books Ltd, Harmondsworth, Middlesex, England, copyright 
1969, Letter # 97, p. 295). 

In Christian Love,
/s/Jim E. Waldron



December 22, 2008 
607 72nd St. 
Newport News, VA 23605 

Mr. Jim E. Waldron
P.O. Box 1010
Crossville, TN 38557 

Dear brother Waldron, 
I am sorry for not responding sooner to your letter of De-
cember 4th. I went out of town shortly upon its arrival for 
about a week and have been caught up into other activities 
going on with my work here since my return. 
I received with gladness of heart your decision to engage 
in a public debate on the issues that divide us on MDR. As 
brother David Brown will be the representative affirming 
the view that both he and I hold, then I am sending him a 
copy of your correspondence accepting the debate as well 
as a copy of this letter. He needs henceforth to be included 
directly in any exchange involving the debate and the nego-
tiations relative to propositions and logistics. 
I am glad to hear from you that you never said that if brother 
Woods were alive today you would have to withdraw from 
him. That having been said, it still does not address the fact, 
as I have noted, that brother Woods taught the same view that 
I hold to in 1976 in the Gospel Advocate and with the ap-
proval of B. C. Goodpasture. Further, I learned it at the feet 

of Roy C. Deaver and William S. Cline while a student at the 
Bellview Preacher Training School in Pensacola, FL back in 
the 1970s. Roy even served as your moderator for the debate 
with Olan Hicks. Yet, there has been no word from you, of 
which I am aware, opposing the view until quite recently 
by comparison. If these men were alive today (as well as a 
number of others of whom I can provide documentation) and 
were still teaching the same thing they taught then, would 
you mark them as false teachers and withdraw from them if 
they refused to give up that teaching? This, I believe, is the 
central issue of the matter, at least as pertains to the subject 
of fellowship. There are brethren who hold your scruples on 
the matter but who refuse to bind them as a matter of faith. 
While they will advise those who seek their advice along the 
lines of your view, they will not withdraw from those who 
hold to the view I have enunciated in CFTF or who, in their 
own studies, come to hold that view. So, again, I ask, if you 
are willing to make your position a test of fellowship, which 
seems to be the implication of your periodic statements on 
the subject? 
I most eagerly await your reply and the commencement of 
negotiations on the aforementioned terms of the debate. I 
hope the trips to India will bear fruit to God’s glory and 
honor. 

Your’s in Christ, 
Daniel Denham /s/ 



P. O. Box 1010
Crossville, TN 38557
January 3, 2009 

Brother Daniel Denham
607 72nd Street 
Newport News, VA 23605 

Brother David Brown
P.O. Box 2357
Spring, TX 77383 

Dear Brothers in Christ, 
As we enter a new year it is my hope and prayer that you 
and your families are in good health. On November 25, 
2008 brother Daniel Denham in a letter proposed a debate 
related to the different views that we hold on MDR. In part 
he wrote: 

... we are ready, even as was intimated in the article (CFTF, 
October 2008), to meet you in a four night oral debate on 
them. Brother David P. Brown has kindly consented to rep-
resent the position that we hold to be the truth on this aspect 
of MDR. I call on you then to submit propositions that ac-
curately reflect your position in opposition to that which we 
hold. We will do the same. 

In my response on December 4, 2008 to his letter I explained 
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that I was scheduled to leave for India on the 11th and would 
get back to him. In light of that I have enclosed the proposi-
tion (#1) that I would expect to uphold and a second (#2) 
that you might consider defending. The two propositions 
(two copies of each) are on different pages in order that you 
may sign to deny the one that I propose to defend and return 
it to me; then either sign to affirm the second one or present 
your own for my consideration. 
Concerning the four nights’ debate I would like to suggest 
that we have two nights in Knoxville as we live just forty 
miles west of it and I have worked in the area off and on 
since 1963; then a week later have two nights in Spring, 
TX. 
Concerning the dates as I indicated in my letter to brother 
Denham during the early part of the year much attention 
must be given to the schools of preaching with which I work 
in India. Thus the late summer, perhaps the last two weeks 
of August, would fit into my schedule. If this is possible and 
if it fits your schedule we could use August 17th and 18th in 
Knoxville on the first proposition and then debate the sec-
ond one the 24th and 25th in Spring.  
Concerning the opportunity to put the debate in sound re-
cording, DVD or similar format and to be printed I would 
like that responsibility as it is my practice to produce such 
and make them available at cost or without charge. If this 
is agreeable to you then I would make the copies of either 
available to you at cost. 
As brother Denham indicated other aspects of the debate can 
be arranged. 

 In Christian love, 
/s/ Jim E. Waldron

PROPOSITIONS (sic) 1 

Resolved: The Bible teaches unscriptural divorce between 
a husband and wife renders any succeeding marriage to an-
other invalid and adulterous in the sight of God as long as 
the original parties live. 

Affirm: /s/Jim E. Waldron   Date: Jan 4, 2009 

Deny: _______________ Date: _________

PROPOSITIONS (sic) 2 

Resolved: The Bible teaches that a person arbitrarily put 
away (divorced) for an unscriptural reason over his or her 
objections, may, after the former spouse remarries or other-
wise commits adultery, claim a scriptural divorce and marry 
another without sin. 

Affirm: _______________         Date: __________ 

Deny: /s/Jim E. Waldron             Date: Jan. 4, 2009

 

January 23, 2009
Mr. David P. Brown
25403 Lancewood Dr.
Spring, TX 77373
Mr. Daniel Denham
607 72nd St.
Newport News, VA 23605
Mr. Jim E. Waldron
P.O. Box 1010
Crossville, TN 38557

Dear brother Waldron,
We hope and trust that this letter finds you and your family 
well. We are in receipt of your letter of January 3, 2009. We 
are appreciative of the time constraints involved in your mis-
sion work. We too face numerous constraints. We therefore 
would rather consider dates for the debate approximately a 
year or so away from the present, due to already existing 
commitments for 2009. 
Since you do not desire the debate to be in Crossville, we are 
agreeable to one debate in Knoxville, TN, but we also pro-
pose a second debate on the same propositions, spaced by a 
couple of months or so a part, somewhere in the Austin, TX 
area. We will be able to make arrangements for the debate in 
Austin, TX area. The reason we propose this second debate 
is this, we want this issue to be discussed in two areas of the 
country where we know there is much interest in it. 
The Spring elders have approved the use of the Spring build-
ing for the debate in Texas. However, Spring is located in 
the greater Houston area where liberalism dominates the 
area churches. Therefore, we do not think a debate on this 
subject would be of much interest to the liberal mind-set 
permeating this part of Texas. Since all of us desire to have 
the debate(s) in a place(s) that will allow for the best inter-
est and attendance possible, we would like to have a second 
debate in the Austin, Texas area.
The matter of the propositions is, at present, the most crucial 
point to settle. All other considerations can be addressed af-
ter this has been settled. As to the propositions, it is clear that 
you do not seem to understand the real difference between 
our respective positions, despite your agitation of the issue 
of MDR. Both propositions you suggested are inaccurate 
and unacceptable, besides the fact that they are worded in 
such a fashion as clearly to create prejudice against our case. 
We are in basic agreement with the specific parameters of 
your proposed affirmative proposition. The affirmative that 
you have sought to ascribe to us does not properly reflect our 
position, and we certainly do not accept the parameters it 
seeks to bind upon us. It would seem that you would have us 
specifically to affirm your own opinions about our position, 
rather than what we actually believe and teach.
Furthermore, the two propositions do not even address the 
central issue broached by brother Denham in his October 
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2008 CFTF article in response to your position. You claimed 
to have read the article when you sent your packet of materi-
als to him with your first letter in this exchange, but obvi-
ously, brother Waldron, you missed the central force: the role 
of civil law as it pertains to MDR in the sight of God. This 
is the heart of the dispute. Does a civil divorce that is not on 
the grounds of fornication implicitly sever a Matthew 19:6 
(God-joined) marriage? The material from your co-worker, 
Mike Glenn, which material you implicitly endorsed by 
sending it to brother Denham, especially reinforces the per-
ception that you hold that it indeed does. We suggest there-
fore two alternative propositions that more directly address 
this matter and its implications, rather than skirting the for-
mer to make some oblique approach to the latter. These are 
listed on a separate page with brother Brown’s signature in 
each appropriate place.     
Brother Waldron, if you are not interested in addressing the 
central point of disagreement, then simply say so. If you 
choose this course, however, you will leave many of us 
wondering about your reason for all of “the sound and fury” 
against what you seemingly do not wish legitimately even 
to understand! It simply does not make any sense that you 
would spend your time attacking a view that you have no 
real intention of engaging in an appropriate arena.
Also, in an earlier letter brother Denham asked you spe-
cifically if you would withdraw from Guy N. Woods, B.C. 
Goodpasture, and Roy C. Deaver over this aspect of MDR 
were they still living, as all three of these brethren went to 
their graves holding to the very same view in this regard 
that we affirm? Yes or no? That is not a difficult question 
to answer. You took great umbrage that someone would ac-
cuse you of having said that you would do so. You com-
pared your accusers to Sanballat in Nehemiah 6 – quite a 
serious charge! But whether you specifically said it or not, 
the essential point is whether or not the statement accurately 
reflects your sentiments on the matter. Sanballat’s story had 
no factual basis, either in actuality or in intent. The Jews had 
no intention of rebelling against Persian authority. Thus, the 
situations are not the same. What would be your attitude and 
fellowship practice concerning these good men if they were 
still alive, teaching what they taught in life and what we also 
continue to teach? If you would still be in fellowship with 
these brethren in spite of their MDR views, why do you in-
sist on your disruptive demogoging of those who agree with 
them and who are yet alive? Dodging the question is not an 
answer, and only calls into question your own integrity. 
Since brother Brown checks the CFTF post office box but 
every few days, we request that correspondence to him be 
sent directly to his home address, which is posted under his 
name above. Awaiting your reply, and

Your’s in Christ,

/s/ David P. Brown  
/s/ Daniel Denham

Brother Jim:
If acceptable to you please sign propositions and, of course, 
keeping your own copy, please return a copy of same to Da-
vid P. Brown and a copy to Daniel Denham. Whatever other 
response you may have please send it to Daniel Denham 
with a copy of it to David P. Brown at the following ad-
dresses. Thank you very much. –DPB & DD 

David P. Brown
25403 Lancewood Dr.
Spring, TX 77373

Daniel Denham
607 72nd St.
Newport News, VA 23605

Propositions for Debate on MDR

1. Resolved: The Scriptures teach that a Matthew 
19:6 God-joined marriage remains intact in the sight of God 
when a civil divorce has been granted on grounds other than 
fornication.

Affirm: /s/ David P. Brown
David P. Brown

Deny: ________________
Jim E. Waldron

2. Resolved: The Scriptures teach that every divorce 
granted by civil courts is also granted and honored in the 
sight of God. 

Affirm: ______________
Jim E. Waldron

Deny: /s/ David P. Brown
David P. Brown



P. O. Box 1010
Crossville, TN 38557
February 23, 2009 

Brother David Brown
25403 Lancewood Drive
Spring, TX 77373 

Dear Brother Brown, 
It is my hope and prayer that you and your loved one 

are well. 
1.  Concerning the location: You wrote, “Since you do 
not desire the debate to be in Crossville, we are agreeable 
to one debate in Knoxville, TN, but we also propose a sec-
ond debate on the same propositions, spaced by a couple of 
months or so a part, somewhere in the Austin, TX area.” 
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Response: Please do not let my suggested (sic) to use Knox-
ville as a reason to remove the debate from your own locale 
to Austin. Although Crossville is some 80 miles from the 
nearest airport–Knoxville, and I live only about forty miles 
from the airport please be assured that we are quite willing 
for the debate on our end to be in Crossville. Your contro-
versy with the brethren at the school in Austin has not taken 
place in a corner and I will not agree to be a part of a debate 
that brings you to their door step when it needs to take place 
in Spring where you are. You brethren proposed the debate 
and, if you desire to have it, let it be in Spring and Cross-
ville. 
2.  Concerning the question of two debates: 
Response: You spoke of restraints on your time and I had 
spoken of such about my own time, thus I see no need to 
have two debates as the one can be video taped and sent 
out to those who wish to see it. As I indicated I am willing 
to produce such at cost or free, simply for postage. We can 
have two evenings here and two there. As to the date, per-
haps next year (2010) February 15-16, here and 22-23 there 
or vise (sic) versa. 
3.  Concerning the propositions: You wrote. “As to the 
propositions, it is clear that you do not seem to understand 
the real difference between our respective positions, despite 
your agitation of the issue of MDR”. 
Response: The truth of the matter is that I do “understand the 
real difference between our respective positions.” That I first 
learned when I read the article you published by brother Ter-
ry Hightower (Contending for the Faith, September 2002). 
In fact I had never heard the term “mental divorce” until he 
named it in reference to the doctrine you and he hold. As I 
informed him I did not see his article until the second week 
of May 2003 due to my scheduled trips abroad. Thus my 
entering into the conflict did not take place until you and he 
opened the ball in the autumn of 2002. 
My proposition is right on target: “Resolved: The Bible 
teaches unscriptural divorce between a husband and wife 
renders any succeeding marriage to another invalid and 
adulterous in the sight of God as long as the original par-
ties live. And that is what I will affirm. 
But you write, “We are in basic agreement with the specific 
parameters of your proposed affirmative proposition.” If 
that is the case then just sign on the affirmative line below 
and we can shake hands on that.” 

Affirmative:______________________   Date:_________ 

Concerning your own proposed affirmative you need to 
word it in such a manner that shows that you do believe 
the concept that one who is arbitrarily put away (divorced) 
against his or her will may claim a scriptural divorce after 
the departing mate commits adultery. 
4. You also wrote, “despite your agitation of the issue of 
MDR....” 

Response: Let it be known that I did not begin to publish 
articles dealing with yours (sic) and brother Hightower’s 
“mental divorce” doctrine until nearly nine months after you 
published his assault on brother Jim Mettenbrink’s article. 
Even then my first response was a personal letter. So who 
has been agitating on the subject? 
5.  You wrote, concerning my use of Nehemiah 6:5-6: “You 
compared your accusers to Sanballat in Nehemiah 6 – quite 
a serious charge! But whether you specifically said it or not, 
the essential point is whether or not the statement accurately 
reflects your sentiments on the matter.”  
Response: Brother Denham wrote, “It has been reported ... 
“but he didn’t indicate number, but you reveal there were 
“accusers” (plural). As I affirmed in my letter to brother Den-
ham I said no such thing about brother Guy N . Woods and 
I certainly did not “boast” of such as the slanderer claimed. 
It was pure fabrication; to be more firm it was a lie. Brother 
Denham’s repeating of such was gossip with no revelation of 
whom the perpetrator(s) was/were. You said I made “quite a 
serious charge” concerning the slanderer. Did you reprove 
those (you used the plural) who generated the lie? 
Paul told the saints in Corinth that the household of Chloe 
had told him of the contentions among them, but our brother 
Daniel Denham did not even lend me that courtesy. As I 
pointed out to him, even the pagan Emperor Trajan warned 
Pliny the Younger of the danger of using anonymous reports. 
My illustration from Nehemiah was on target like a smart 
bomb being dropped on one of Saddam Hussein’s palaces. 
The approach that you and brother Denham have taken is, 
Waldron you ought to say it. To be very specific when the 
debate takes place I will speak clearly on this matter, but I 
am not fool enough to answer such prior to the debate for 
you to use or misuse as you see fit. 
To summarize:
1)  I will not agree for the debate to take place in Austin. 
2)  I have signed the proposition that I will affirm. If you 
agree with it as you say you do, then sign the affirmative 
yourself, otherwise sign to deny it. 
3)  This will be my last letter to respond to any “arguments” 
or questions that you put forth. I must leave for India on 
Wednesday (25th) and I do not have the time or inclination 
to carry on a tit for tat by mail. 
4)  Let us get on with the arrangements for the debate. 

In Christian love,
/s/ Jim E. Waldron 
Copy to Brother Daniel Denham
607 72nd Street 
Newport News, VA 23605 
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April 9, 2009 
David P. Brown
25403 Lancewood Dr.
Spring, TX 77373

Mr. Jim E. Waldron 
P.O. Box 1010 
Crossville, TN 38557 

Dear brother Waldron, 
We do hope and trust that this letter will find you and 

your family well. We are in receipt of your letter of February 
23rd and will respond to each of your points, including your 
summary seriatim. 

(1) As expressed in our previous letter, it is our desire 
to hold the debates where they have the most likelihood of 
drawing a larger audience and doing the most good. That 
you suggested having it at Knoxville as opposed to Cross-
ville really does not matter to us one way or the other. Ei-
ther venue would do. In the case of a debate in Texas on 
the subject, for the reasons already outlined, a debate in the 
Austin, TX area would be better attended. The brethren at 
New Braunfels, Texas have graciously offered their com-
modious and comfortable facilities for the effort. A debate 
at New Braunfels would be solidly endorsed and supported 
by the eldership and membership of the Spring congrega-
tion. So what is the problem with having it there? Knoxville 
and New Braunfels would be ideal with both Crossville and 
Spring well represented at each respectively. 

That you are hesitant to air the matter of MDR with-
in ear-shot of the brethren at Southwest in Austin is quite 
strange, as it is the case that Terry Hightower’s article, to 
which you responded, was actually published by CFTF in 
answer to the Southwest church’s agitation of the issue. In 
fact, the September 2002 issue was occasioned by the Stan 
Crowley error that has been well-documented. The matter of 
MDR had been a point of division on the part of SW as far 
back as 1992 and had been accelerated in the years directly 
leading up to Terry’s article in 2002 by the explicit teaching 
of brother Crowley, as one of Southwest School of Bible 
Studies’ students. Some in support of SW’s view had fre-
quently claimed that the Mettenbrink article had never been 
answered and was, in truth, unanswerable. Terry proved both 
points to be wrong. The Southwest brethren were involved 
in the matter all along. That you obviously chose to jump 
into the fray on their side is evidenced by your own admis-
sion in the February 23rd letter to be responding to Terry’s 
article. Again, to borrow the quaint phrase, your action “did 
not take place in a corner.” 

We indeed “proposed the debate,” but that does not ob-
ligate us to dance to whatever tune you wish to pipe. While 
we are more than willing to negotiate where and when the 
debate is to occur, as the following will show, we will not 
be dictated to concerning it. This is an arrangement between 

equals, brother Waldron, and your involvement on the side 
of SW is just as pertinent to our differences as any other fac-
tor in the negotiations. This is not a marble-shooting contest, 
where one can just pick up his taws and ducks and go home 
because he cannot just set everything up the way he wants it 
to be. We are not here to play games, but to defend the truth 
and expose error. If you are not serious about that, then say 
so and we will address the matter through other means. 

Brother Waldron, we are confident that you agree that 
it is as sinful to make a law that God did not make as it is to 
set aside one that He did make. If you are serious about the 
matter and truthful about your statement regarding the Sep-
tember 2002 CFTF, then you should have no real problems 
identifying with the SW folks and Stan Crowley on the is-
sue. The fact that you have expressed an obvious hesitancy 
to do so speaks volumes. 

(2) Furthermore, the idea of one debate split between 
two quite separate locales is, to be frank, quite absurd. The 
logistics of such are simply not manageable or reasonable. 
The requisite travel scheduling and coordination, the pack-
ing up, setting up, arrangements for, and transferring of 
materials, not to mention the travel arrangements for others 
assisting or otherwise interested in the debate, render that 
format totally unacceptable. Yes, we are all very busy, but 
we are, on our part, certain that we can make the much easier 
accommodations necessary for two debates, given the suf-
ficient time of a couple of months or so between them, rather 
than splitting one debate into two separate locales. The issue 
is that important that time can be made for both debates. 
Two complete debates would also prove more beneficial 
and effective in making the case for the truth on the subject 
in the two geographical areas principally concerned with it. 
Many who would want to attend the debate in Knoxville or 
New Braunfels would most certainly like to hear both sides 
of the issue in affirmation while the matter is still quite fresh 
on their minds. Transcribed and recorded debates are defi-
nitely valuable, but the live program is far more effective in 
presenting the truth and exposing error. And, besides, the 
former things can still be done so as to preserve the debate 
for posterity and make it available to others unable to attend. 
The eyewitness accounts of the Wallace-Matson Debate, for 
example, show more emphatically the forceful effect that 
brother Warren (who interestingly held to the same view we 
espouse on MDR) had in refuting Matson’s atheism. The 
specific dates can be worked out in due course to accom-
modate your work in India and otherwise, just as it can to 
accommodate our efforts in other venues. 

(3) Concerning your assertions on the propositions 
themselves, we are still too far apart to have a done deal on 
anything. In all kindness, brother Waldron, you apparently 
do not grasp “the real difference between our respective po-
sitions,” despite your claims to the contrary.  As noted above, 
Terry’s article was printed in CFTF not only as a response 
to the Mettenbrink article, but also contextually in response 
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THE 2008 BOUND VOLUMES OF CFTF ARE 
HERE. WRITE, PHONE OR E-MAIL US TO-
DAY FOR YOUR COPY. WHY NOT ORDER 

AN EXTRA COPY FOR A FRIEND? 

to the agitation of the issue in Texas by Crowley and SW, 
especially by several of their graduates. This has been well 
documented. You need to go back and re-examine not only 
the September 2002 issue of the paper but also several is-
sues that preceded and followed it dealing with the issue of 
civil law’s relationship to the Bible doctrine on MDR. That 
you read the article shows that you were aware of this back-
ground, at least in part, before getting involved in the matter. 
It was this aspect of things which also occasioned Daniel 
Denham’s article offering the challenge to you. You are evi-
dently in agreement with SW, at least in large part, as to the 
role of civil law, especially as evidenced by the materials 
you sent brother Denham in response to said article. Brother 
Waldron, you are indeed tied to the SW situation, despite 
your attempt to distance yourself from it by your last letter. 

 You should be aware that some of these brethren had 
been agitating the matter since 1992 and had exacerbated it 
during Stan Crowley’s days as a student at the school and 
also as a member of the Buda/Kyle congregation, which 
he actually divided over the issue. Crowley is on record 
as claiming that his peculiar view is so important that it is 
worth dividing the brotherhood over, brother Waldron! Is 
your view so important as well? 

Jim, in order for you to have jumped into the middle of 
this particular MDR controversy in the way that you now 
implicitly admit, you surely must have known something 
of the Crowley doctrine and the involvement of SW in the 
same. That you do not desire to bring it “to their door step” 
must not therefore be the real reason why you oppose hav-
ing it in the Austin area. Their “door step” is the source of 
the current controversy. In fact, you have already brought it 
“to their door step” in some measure yourself, by your own 
admission, in your attempt to answer Terry Hightower and 
in your persistence in fomenting strife over the subject at 
least since then. Perhaps, you are unaware that Terry also 
provided material to SW and Joseph Meador, then director 
of the school, prior to 2002 to present the opposing view 
in an attempt to quell their agitation of the subject that had 
been going on for some time. We can cite several documents 
and materials dating from that period of time put out by SW 
graduates marking as “false teachers” and such like those 
who would not accept their self-contradictory assertions. 

Also, regarding the term “mental divorce,” several an-
tis had been using it for some time prior to Terry’s article, 
which in reality was based on his Florida School of Preach-
ing lecture addressing this issue which they were agitating at 
the time. Terry simply used the term rhetorically, just as we 
all have on occasion used the terms legalism and legalist in 
sermons, lectures, and articles. Have you never retorted to 
liberal claims, “If you define that (i.e. the necessity of keep-
ing God’s commandments) as ‘legalism,’ then so be it”? The 
retort is a rhetorical device for effect. It stresses that simply 
redefining something subjectively does not refute or nullify 
its essential nature (“A rose by any other name would smell 

as sweet”). This is called in logic the Law of Identity. A thing 
renamed is still the same thing, regardless of whether the 
name is objectively based or subjectively asserted. Calling 
the view you oppose here “mental divorce” does not make 
it so. In fact, as will be shown in debate, should you decide 
to “screw your courage to the sticking place,” to borrow an-
other line from Shakespeare, you will see clearly that the 
same charge can be made with equal–if not greater–force 
against your own view. Are you willing to test it? 

As to your request that we sign your affirmative propo-
sition and shake hands on it, you evidently did not catch the 
force of the adjective basic modifying the noun agreement. 
You have committed the either/or fallacy. It is not simply 
then a matter of accepting or rejecting your proposition, 
which is not precisely stated. Such attempts at sophistry are 
unbecoming to one who proposes to engage in reasoned dis-
course. Again, as we noted, your proposition would be true 
only as far as strict adherence by definition to Luke 16:18 
and Mark 10:11-12 goes, but you know, as well as we do, 
that the issue actually revolves around the application of the 
exceptive clause with regards to civil law in Matthew 5:32 
and Matthew 19:9. Your proposition makes no provision for 
the exceptive clause, much less as it pertains to civil law, 
other than in your mind. Further, you have not even speci-
fied what you mean in your proposition by such terms as 
unscriptural, divorce, any succeeding marriage, invalid, and 
especially the term adulterous. The SW brethren, for ex-
ample, have frequently used the term adultery, as well as 
its cognates, to refer to something other than a sexual sin. 
Also, if a couple divorced for an unscriptural reason, could 
they remarry one another? That would be, given what you 
have said elsewhere, a “succeeding marriage.” Brother Wal-
dron, we do not intend to enter a debate wherein the oppos-
ing party reserves the right to define his proposition only 
as it strikes him for the transient occasion. Surely, like us, 
you are not desirous of a battle over semantics, which is 
why propositions must be precisely stated and defined up 
front. The only statement we would sign then relative to 
your proposition is that statement which we have already 
made, and that is assuming only a strict definition of terms 
– “the specific parameters” to which we referred and which 
you have ignored. We suspect that such really does not suit 
what you wanted out of your ploy. Would you agree to sign 
approvingly the proposition we submitted for ourselves to 
affirm? If not, why not? If you agree with it, then why not 
sign it? If you do not agree with it, then why not deny it? 
“What’s sauce for the goose is, at the very least, salad dress-
ing for the gander.” There is one large difference, however. 
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Our propositions actually do address the essential differ-
ences between us. We suspect that the real reason why you 
will not sign them is because they are so precisely stated 
that those who hear the debate will be thereby clearly able 
to discern the truth of our position. If you are unwilling to 
affirm our wording of your position, then submit a proposi-
tion that genuinely reflects your view (as laid out in your 
own materials and those which you sent to Daniel) on the 
role of civil law relative to MDR. You know quite well that 
Daniel’s article, which offered the challenge to debate, dealt 
with that specific point on MDR. 

Regarding our own proposition, we do not intend to 
affirm that which we do not genuinely believe or one that 
is based on your false perception of what we believe. And, 
why would you want us to do so? Would you be willing to 
affirm in a debate with a Baptist preacher, “The Scriptures 
teach that we can earn our salvation by being baptized for 
the remission of sins”? If you are serious about debating, 
then sign the one we have agreed to affirm, which is clearly 
at odds with your view. Why do you insist that we affirm 
your perception rather than our actual position? For one ex-
pressing an interest in debating the matter for the good of the 
brotherhood, such raises questions in our minds as to your 
own sincerity about solving and settling the matter scrip-
turally. We have never said nor intimated that we “believe 
the concept that one who is arbitrarily put away (divorced) 
against his or her will may claim” anything – much less “a 
scriptural divorce after the departing mate commits adul-
tery.” The charge is spurious and shows that you either do 
not know what our position is, despite your claims that you 
do, or else really do not care and have your own personal 
agenda to promote. 

(4) The point regarding your agitation of the issue was 
addressed in some measure above, but it bears some repeat-
ing that you jumped into the midst of the controversy involv-
ing Stan Crowley and SW in your response to Terry’s article. 
Your latest letter admits the same. It is also a fact that you 
also have not ceased since then to promote your own view 
and label those like Terry as “heretics,” “false teachers,” and 
such like. Furthermore, your previous sponsoring congrega-
tion in Dunlap, TN was split over your MDR doctrine when 
Freddie Clayton and other brethren would not allow it to go 
unchallenged. When did that split occur, brother Waldron? 
Could it have been in 2004 or even earlier in 2003? We 
know that in September 2003 you published the article by 
Eddie Whitten, which ostensibly answered what he wrong-
fully terms “the Waiting Game” and what you have dubbed 
“the modified waiting game.” We also know that in 2004 
you began circulating a tract that on one key point attacks 
what you believe to be the “Guy N. Woods view,” as some 
have termed it. There was also the meeting in 2005 at White 
Oak in Chattanooga, where it was made obvious that you 
would not back off on the matter. Then there are the packets 
of materials that you continue to send out agitating the is-
sue, including the issue of Bulletin Briefs occasioning broth-

er Denham’s article in CFTF. No, Jim, feigning the injured 
party will not work. It does not fit the facts of the case. 

But your response in the February 23rd letter raises yet 
another question: Are you implying that you would have not 
become involved at all in opposition to the view that Woods 
taught and we hold if Terry’s article had never been written? 
In other words, are you affirming that it was Terry’s article 
that made the issue a matter of obligation and, otherwise, 
you would have treated it as a matter of option? Hmmm? 
If you answer, “yes,” then let us shake hands and you cease 
to be involved in the matter. If you answer, “no,” then you 
need to repent of your attempt at deception on the matter 
and get on with defending what you really believe, includ-
ing what you really believe relative to the matter of number 
(5) below. 

(5) Again, we have already answered your quibbling 
and fussing about the accusation brought to your attention by 
brother Denham relative to brother Woods’ position. He did 
exactly what he ought to have done – come to you and asked 
if it were true. It is neither slandering nor gossip-mongering 
to ask if the accusations are true, Jim, but simply seeking 
verification from the alleged source. Now, you have denied 
that you said that you would withdraw from Guy N. Woods 
if he were alive today and were still teaching the same thing 
on this subject that he taught in life. The parties who made 
the claim will be notified of your denial of the same. How-
ever, Jim, have you ever made any statement to the effect 
that brother Woods was a false teacher for teaching the doc-
trine? We have not failed to notice that you seem steadfastly 
determined to refuse to answer whether you would in fact do 
so today, if such were the case, and that not only concern-
ing brother Woods but also with regard to B.C. Goodpas-
ture, who approved and edited brother Woods’ article in his 
1976 Gospel Advocate article teaching the view, and Roy C. 
Deaver, who held that same view even at the time he served 
as your moderator in your 1977 debate with Olan Hicks. He 
was an adjunct teacher at Bellview and taught the view both 
publicly and privately, Jim. You claim that it is a lie that you 
“said” you would withdraw, but is it a lie that you would in  
fact withdraw from these men for teaching this same doc-
trine were they still alive? Would you mark them as “her-
etics” or “false teachers”? We suspect your unwillingness to 
answer without equivocation shows that the whole matter is 
worrisome to you for whatever reason. 

The report to Paul by the household of Chloe provides 
only an account of an optional action that may be followed 
in handling such matters. The same apostle writing even in 
the same book does not specifically identify who informed 
him of the brother who had his “father’s wife” in 1 Corin-
thians 5:1. Also, in the case of the problem between Euodias 
and Syntyche, Paul only records that he had heard of it and 
tells them how to correct it without identifying the source of 
his information (Col. 4:2). No, Jim, you fired a dud rather 
than a smart bomb. You are not Nehemiah, being beset by 



Contending for the Faith—August/2009                    11

2009 SPRING CFTF LECTURES
CDs, DVDs, MP3, &VIDEO RECORDINGS 

ORDER FROM:

 Jim Green 
 2711 Spring Meade Blvd.

Columbia, TN 38401

PHONE: (931) 486–1364
www.jgreencoc-video-ministry.com
e-mail: jgreencoc1986@yahoo.com 

FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making available a 

CD-ROM free of charge. Why is this CD important? 
ANSWER: It contains an abundance of evidentiary 
information pertaining to Dave Miller’s doctrine and 
practice concerning the re-evaluation/reaffirmation of 
elders, MDR, and other relevant and important mate-
rials 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 Contending for 
the Faith, P. O. Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or 
email us at dpbcftf@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.

the heathen to compromise the Truth. Nor are you Emperor 
Trajan seeking to find real evidence of the truthfulness of 
accusations floating around Asia Minor before taking action, 
and you most certainly are not a U.S. Navy pilot attacking 
the palace of Saddam Hussein to destroy an ungodly des-
pot. Couching your actions in such imagery is, to say the 
least, self-serving. Your intimation that you obviously feel 
that your opponents are to be so demonized is itself also 
quite telling. Your charge and attempted comparisons come 
across as whining and wheedling to avoid the central issue 
of whether you believe our differences constitute a fellow-
ship issue. Instead of addressing the point, you seek to lam-
baste us for asking about it and seeking explicit clarification 
of just where you stand on the issue (especially since you 
have made a point of stressing that you only got involved in 
the MDR disputes after reading Terry Hightower’s article in 
CFTF). Strange behavior either way one tries to spin it. Why 
complain about Terry’s article, as though you would have 
never raised opposition to the doctrine if it alone had never 
been written, but then refuse so much as to state unambigu-
ously that you would gladly maintain the lines of fellowship 
with Woods, Goodpasture, and Deaver despite their holding 
to the same view? Strange, strange indeed! 

As to your summary, the following points are in order: 
1) The debate in Texas ought to be at New Braunfels. 

The good brethren there have already consented to the use of 
their building, which provides both a commodious venue for 
a discussion of this nature. We have made no secret about 
the role that SW in Austin has played in fomenting strife 
on this very subject. We have openly exposed and opposed 
their error in doing so. As your latest letter indicates, you 
are clearly aware of this conflict. Does it not make sense 
then to hold the debate in the very area most affected by the 
conflict? What is the purpose of any debate, if it is not to 
address the subject in dispute fairly and openly and in a way 

easily accessible by those most interested and affected by it? 
Your protest against having it at New Braunfels appears, at 
least on the surface, to be contrived and without basis. We, 
however, have no problems with the Tennessee debate being 
either in Crossville or Knoxville, though Crossville would 
actually provide ‘a more central location in that part of Ten-
nessee and a facility of more than sufficient size, the airport 
advantage of Knoxville notwithstanding. 

2) Again, relative to your affirmative proposition you 
commit the either/or fallacy. It does not address clearly and 
precisely the issue between us, and we are not going to spend 
our time chasing rabbits because you refuse to be precise 
and account for the force of the exceptive clause relative to 
this dispute. On this point, we are at an impasse, unless you 
can come up with a precise affirmative that addresses the 
exceptive clause in view of the role of civil law. In all other 
matters, we are in agreement relative to the basic rule set 
forth in Luke 16:18 and Mark 10:11-12, as we have noted. 

3) You stated: “This will be my last letter to respond 
to any ‘arguments’ or questions that you put forth.” Brother 
Waldron, where is the first letter in which you have really 
even begun to answer any arguments or questions we have 
raised on this issue?! Brother Denham wrote a rather lengthy 
article with specific charges and forceful questions that you 
have not dealt with even one whit in our exchange. 

 The questions we have raised on the subject in our own 
letters, you have virtually ignored. You have spent most of 
your space carrying on about the story that you had said you 
would withdraw from Guy N. Woods as though some great 
injury has been done to you. Yet, you have continuously re-
fused to answer the simple question of whether or not you 
would withdraw from Guy N. Woods, B.C. Goodpasture, 
and Roy C. Deaver, if they were alive today. We are per-
suaded that you know better than to do so, and if you were 
as confident in your position as you appeared to be in your 
Bulletin Briefs articles the debate would have already come 
and gone. The ball is in your court as to whether or not you 
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will come to some reasonable accommodation in the mat-
ter. Yes, we challenged you to debate, but not to debate just 
anything that you wish to impose upon us or anything not 
truly relevant to the issue between us. You seem to forget 
that the challenge was laid down in brother Denham’s quite 
precisely worded article. That article set out the beginning 
point for the parameters of the debate and was the basis for 
the challenge to which you have responded. So, we will see 
if you are truly serious or only feigning concern for the truth 
on this subject. 

4 ) We are ready to get on with making the arrangements 
for the debates, but not on either of the propositions you have 
rashly asserted. Again, your own affirmative does not address 
the central issue at all pertaining to the application of the 
exceptive clause in view of civil law, and your proposed af-
firmative for us is simply wrong. It does not represent in any 
reasonable fashion what we actually believe and teach on the 
subject. It reflects your false perception of what you think we 
believe and teach. Perhaps, you need to re-examine carefully 
your own position in view of brother Denham’s article and 
the questions/arguments it poses and then decide for certain 
whether you are still serious about debating this issue. Your 
latest letter (including your insistence on our acceptance of 
obviously flawed propositions) makes us greatly doubt if you 
grasp the specific differences between our respective posi-
tions. We hope for the sake of our brotherhood that you can 
convince us otherwise. 
For the Cause, 
/s/David P. Brown
/s/Daniel Denham



P. O. Box 1010
Crossville, TN 38557
May 25, 2009 

Brother Daniel Denham
607 72nd Street 
Newport News, VA 23605 
Brother David Brown
25403 Lancewood Drive
Spring, TX 77373 

Dear Brothers in Christ, 
Your letter of April 9, 2009 in response to mine of Feb-

ruary 23 was here when I returned from India on May 2nd. 
In my letter of two pages I had written at the close, 

This will be my last letter to respond to any “argu-
ments” or questions that you put forth. I must leave for 
India on Wednesday (25th) and I do not have the time or 
inclination to carry on a tit for tat by mail. Let us get on with 
the arrangements for the debate. 

This statement about not using the mail for “argu-
ments” you ignored for in your response of seven pages you 
continued your campaign of rhetoric, e.g., the speculative 
question that brother Denham put forth (Nov. 25, 2008), 
which I nailed as pure fabrication and gossip; and in light 
of your further thrusts on the point said, I will answer in 
debate. But you just could not resist further clamor on the 
point by letter. 

Not only so, but as I indicated I learned the term “men-
tal divorce” in May 2003, from brother Terry Hightower 
in your paper (CFTF–September 2002), which term he ac-
cepted as applying to the doctrine he was upholding in that 
article. And which doctrine you approved as editor and sent 
out to the brotherhood. But now both of you run from it like 
it was a rabid squirrel and have no intentions of debating 
any proposition that addresses itself to your mental divorce 
doctrine. 

I have no interest in further correspondence with either 
of you. 

/s/ Jim E. Waldron 
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Daniel Denham 607 72nd St. 
Newport News, VA 23605 
June 5, 2009 

Mr. Jim E. Waldron
P.O. Box 1010
Crossville, TN 38557 

Dear brother Waldron, 

Why are you so averse to answering quite simple ques-
tions? Could it be, perhaps, that you do consider brother 
Woods’ teaching on the matter to be false doctrine? If he 
was not a false teacher, then neither are we, as we are sim-
ply teaching what he taught. If what we teach is false doc-
trine according to you, then you must conclude that brother 
Woods was likewise teaching false doctrine, for he taught 
just what we are teaching. If the latter is your perception of 
things, then either you would have to fellowship Woods, de-
spite believing him to be a false teacher, or you would have 
to refuse to fellowship him on that very basis. No, brother, 
you did not “nail” it “as pure fabrication and gossip.” You 
merely sought to divert the issue. You understood all too 
well the force of the point. 

Also brother Denham discussed the subject at some 
length with brother Woods when Daniel lived in McMin-
nville, TN. Woods often provided helpful insights on the 
subject and much helpful advice relative to the Greek con-
structions of Matthew 5:32 and Matthew 19:9. Further, 
brother Woods’ close friend and biographer, Harrell David-
son, also affirms the same thing as we do concerning brother 
Woods’ teaching. So if you are seeking to spin it some other 
way, then you are attempting to paddle upstream without a 
paddle. 

We can also well understand why you have a problem 
addressing this subject in general and have chosen the av-
enue of running from the debate challenge by demanding 
obviously disingenuous and prejudicially loaded proposi-
tions that touch neither top, side, edge, nor bottom of what 
we in fact believe and the real issues between you and us on 
MDR, instead of dealing with the issues at hand. Your hu-
bris in demanding that we must deny a proposition that we 
believe within the parameters we have stated and also that 
we must affirm your misperception and asinine caricature of 
what we believe concerning Matthew 19:9 is beyond belief. 
It is evident that you insist on debate on your terms alone. 

Such is not the challenge that was issued to you by Dan-
iel. You have admitted that the affirmative you insist on for 
your part of the debate is the same proposition you affirmed 
against Olan Hicks. Jim, neither of us is Olan Hicks, nor 
is either of us in agreement with any of his many errors. 

Your pretending that we are is simply dishonest. Daniel, a 
couple of years ago, specifically refuted at the Spring lec-
tures, which David Brown directs, much of the Olan Hicks 
doctrine along with the current errors you and the brethren 
at Southwest are teaching on MDR. In fact, Jim, Olan Hicks 
would be far more inclined to accept your view relative to 
civil law than to agree with us. He, like you, believes that a 
civil divorce that is not on the grounds of fornication severs 
a Matthew 19:6 marriage bond. In fact, he uses that as a ma-
jor springboard into his liberal views on MDR. Either you 
are not nearly up on the current positions being taken by the 
liberals like Hicks or you simply refuse to see the correlation 
between your respective views. Both of you have civil law 
trumping God’s law, despite your claims to the contrary! 

Your own moderator for the Hicks debate, Roy C. 
Deaver, was in agreement with our position. Brother Den-
ham studied under Roy, and learned of this position origi-
nally from him during the same timeframe in which Roy 
was serving as your moderator to refute Olan Hicks’ false 
doctrine! Clearly, Roy did not believe that your proposition 
in any way contravened what we are teaching on the role 
of civil law in the Bible doctrine of MDR! We will there-
fore leave it to readers of this correspondence to determine 
whether you really intended to answer this matter in debate, 
or any where else for that matter. 

The challenge that was issued to you concerned the spe-
cific position and issues that Daniel clearly described in his 
CFTF article, which occasioned your initial letter. He gave 
a series of specific questions that you have completely ig-
nored, and we suspect really do not wish to have to answer, 
especially in a public setting. If you, therefore, cannot or 
will not deal with those issues, then simply say so, and stop 
feigning concern and horror over what we teach. Obfusca-
tion does not constitute refutation, Jim. 

It seems to us as well that you either do not understand 
the real issues concerning the relationship of civil law to the 
Bible doctrine on MDR, despite your pontifications on the 
subject, or you do understand them and realize that you were 
not truly prepared to defend the error you have taught and 
endorsed in this regard. You have indeed stirred up this is-
sue, as many brethren in East Tennessee can well attest. Your 
reputation relative to the Dunlap situation has spread far and 
wide. You have even implicitly admitted that you jumped 
into your attack on Terry Hightower’s article knowing of the 
situation then going on with the false teaching coming out 
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of Southwest in Austin, TX on the subject, which means you 
knew that you were in some measure aiding and abetting 
the error of Stan Crowley and the SW elders and faculty on 
MDR. Yet you claim that you did not want to “bring this” to 
their doorstep! 

In your previous letter of February 23rd, you implied by 
the very statement you now cite in your letter of May 25th 
that you have been answering, if not answered, our argu-
ments all along. We challenged you to show where you have 
been doing so. This is set forth in precise terms as the reason 
we responded contrary to your obvious wishes. We called 
your hand on the matter. Obviously, you, as we, are at a loss 
as to where that evidence is to be found. Ignoring the point 
does not make it go away! 

We have repeatedly refuted your diatribe concerning 
the Hightower article. Your insistence on trying to “spin” 
the issue in such a prejudicial way, rather than address the 
points that were specifically and precisely put to you relative 
to your claims and misrepresentations evidences that you 
are not really serious about dealing with the position forth-
rightly. The record shows that neither we nor brother High-
tower have endorsed your fictitious and fanciful mispercep-
tion of things depicted in your use of the buzzword, “mental 
divorce.” As to this phrase, we noted that it has been in use 
as a flawed and biased pejorative for some time among some 
of the antis, as a way of not having to address the real issues 
involved. Neither they nor the brethren at Southwest, who 
took up the same diatribe, could answer Terry’s material. 
And so it is the same for you. It is much easier to avoid a 
subject if you can mischaracterize so as to confuse the sim-
ple. In fact, we have copies of the White Oak meeting that 
you participated in concerning MDR back in January 2001. 
It was noted that such expressions as mental divorce and the 
waiting game were misrepresentations and mischaracteriza-
tions of the view you were attacking. It is interesting that in 
that meeting you brethren from Crossville seemed to back 
off from their use. One of your number offered a bit of an 
apology for using them explaining that he was just look-
ing for someway to describe the view and that he did not 
mean anything disrespectful or deceitful about it. But now 
you persist in using these buzzwords, when you have been 
rebuked and reproved for their inaccuracy and duplicity. 
Why did you back off then, but are now insistent on using 
such in your Bulletin Briefs and with us? Was it because you 
knew that you could not snow the brethren gathered on that 
occasion by demonizing the position by such a banal and 
sophomoric ploy without undermining your efforts to co-
opt their support for your crusade? Yes, Jim, some squirrelly 
ideas (and “rabid” ones at that) are definitely running amok 
on these matters but only such things as may be found on the 
Cumberland Plateau or in the city of Austin, Texas. 

As you are the one who has brought this correspon-
dence to a close, we will content ourselves with continuing 
to expose your error through the medium that occasioned 

your aborted sortie to the polemic platform. However, if 
you determine at some future point to deal with the subject 
substantially through the offering of serious propositions ad-
dressing our differences, then we will be more than willing 
to have the door of negotiation on the same reopened. But 
as long as you insist on trying to make this a dispute over 
whether or not fornication is the only divinely–authorized 
ground for putting away, then you are chasing rabbits. We 
are in agreement on this point! It is the application of the 
exceptive clause to the entirety of the text which is at issue 
in this regard. Again, you either do not grasp this pertinent 
fact or you do and are being disingenuous about the whole 
matter. If the latter, then shame! The damage that you have 
done to the cause of Christ through your false teaching on 
MDR and matters related thereto in East Tennessee alone is 
horrendous. If you did it knowing that you were wrong, then 
it is not only horrendous but monstrous. 

Also, if you persist in assigning to us a position that 
we do not hold and that you cannot prove from our own 
material to hold, then you do so dishonestly and deceitfully. 
Rest assured that we will fully expose your dishonesty in 
this regard. You cannot prove that we hold to the nonsensi-
cal notion you have ascribed to us. Further, in making your 
hypocritical claims you have placed yourself by your own 
writings in a worse position than you realize. If you would 
simply take the time to really think about your own expla-
nation of things, you would realize the absurdity and men-
dacity of your criticisms of the opposing view. We intend 
to give you all the exposure that you so richly deserve and 
obviously, by your despicable attacks, desire. 

Jim, you asserted in your letter to Terry Hightower that a 
woman who was being put away by her husband on grounds 
other than fornication while he himself was guilty of forni-
cation could claim that the divorce was actually her putting 
him away for his fornication. The only difference is that you 
say she must sign the unscripturally obtained divorce docu-
ment. Somehow mystically it now becomes the instrument 
of a Scriptural divorce for fornication! Now, brother Wal-
dron, how in the world could she claim that to be the case, 
given your position? We have read what Woods would have 
called your “lame logic and fallacious reasoning” for it. But, 
Jim, the claim would not be in the divorce suit filed by the 
husband and duly registered with the court as being on the 
grounds of fornication. It would not be part of the decision 
of the judge, especially in no fault states. Neither would it 
be gaveled to be the case by him, nor even entered into the 
court records as having been granted to her on said grounds. 
The fact is the only place it would be as far as civil law is 
concerned is in her mind according to your assertion. Thus, 
Jim, you are the one affirming, as per your OWN definition, 
“mental divorce”! 

Furthermore, Jim, many states and countries do not re-
quire the signing of any formal document. The case after 
adjudication is settled as far as the civil law under such con-
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ditions is concerned when the judge or magistrate makes his 
ruling. In many cases only social custom is used as the basis 
for both marriage and divorce. There are no legal procedures 
followed under such circumstances. As you yourself have 
noted, in some cultures simply jumping over a broom by a 
couple is the only ceremony involved in formulating a mar-
riage. In many cultures it has been the practice (and in some 
it still is the practice) for a couple to be divorced simply by 
abandonment of the conjugal home by either party, usually 
the wife, or by eviction of one of the parties by the other, 
usually involving the man evicting the woman. What docu-
ment in such cases is to be signed, Jim? Is the whole matter 
pertaining to cause then just a matter of what is in the mind 
of the specific party or parties involved? If yes, then you 
have just forfeited your entire position! Is that an “Amen” or 
an “Oh, me” that we hear coming from Crossville, Jim? 

All things being Scripturally equal, it is God who ac-
tually severs the bond when the innocent party puts away 
the guilty fornicator. This has always been our position. It 
cannot be severed arbitrarily by either of the human parties 
to the marriage, which fact is directly at odds with much of 
the material you sent to Daniel, in particular the material 
from Mike Glenn. You once knew this truth and affirmed it 
in your debate with Hicks, despite your attempt to spin the 
history of that debate in keeping with your newer position. 
Where did you get this new doctrine, Jim? Did it come from 
the influence of some brethren in the Atlanta, GA area who 
held to it back in the 1980s? Nevertheless, you are now com-
pelled to hold that whatever the civil judge decrees is what 
goes as concerns the nature and validity of the putting away. 
Yet this position is at odds with some of the statements you 
made in your letter to Terry. You do not seem the least bit 
aware of this self-contradiction and the logical dilemmas it 
creates for you. Further, you seem also totally unaware that 
Eddie Whitten holds that a civil divorce that is not for forni-
cation does not sever the marriage bond and that both parties 

are still bound to one another in the sight of God despite 
it. This is especially interesting in view of the material you 
sent to Daniel from brother Glenn, your co-worker at Cross-
ville. His affirmation of the fictitious three-covenant theory 
of marriage and absurd assertion that “man’s law triggers 
God’s law” on MDR, we suspect, you would not like to have 
to deal with in debate as well. His view is even wackier than 
yours, if that is at all possible! 

Jim, it really is somewhat surprising to us that you even 
have gone this far in discussing (if it may be called a discus-
sion) the matter with us in view of the obvious false, fool-
ish, and self-contradictory nature of your own position. It 
is no wonder to us that now you seek to run off and hide 
from the controversy which you have stirred. It appears that 
you were never really prepared to deal with it in open and 
honest debate. Further, it also appears that you really do not 
even have a settled position on the role of civil law rela-
tive to MDR – you simply promote whatever seems to be 
convenient for the occasion. If an article by Eddie seems 
to do your dirty work, then you publish it, but you are also 
just as willing to promote the error of Mike Glenn on the 
subject, despite their mutual incompatibility. But, as though 
that were not enough, you have no problem fellowshipping 
Southwest and others who endorse or support the absurd and 
egregious errors of Stan Crowley, as in the case of your up-
coming participation with Bryan Braswell on the Mid–Ark 
Lectures in October of this year, while daring to castigate 
and condemn us for consistently teaching just what Guy N. 
Woods and Roy C. Deaver taught on the subject of MDR. If 
we were as haplessly confused or intellectually jaded as you 
evidently are on the matter, then we too would be hesitant to 
debate the issue. 

Yours for the Cause, 
/s/ David P. Brown 
/s/ Daniel Denham 

  Fri., 7:00 PM:
  Great Lessons From The Rev. —Dub McClish
  Fri., 8:00 PM:
  And They Overcame (Rev.12 & 13)—David P. Brown
  Sat., 9:30 AM:
  Blessed Are The Dead Who Die In The Lord (Rev. 14)—   
  Johnny Oxendine
  Sat., 10:30 AM:
  Song of Moses &The Lamb (Rev. 15 & 16)—Dub McClish
  Lunch 11:20 – 12:45 PM

Sat., 1:00 PM:
Called, Chosen, and Faithful (Rev. 17)—Gene Hill
Sat., 2:00 PM:
Babylon is Fallen (Rev. 18 and 19) —John West
2:50 – 3:30 PM: QUESTIONS & ANSWERS.
Sun., 9:30 AM:
The Books Were Opened (Rev. 20)—Michael Hatcher
Sun., 10:30 AM:
 Heaven (Rev. 21 and 22)—Lynn Parker
Sun., 1:30 PM: Twisting Revelation – False Doctrines—
Don Tarbet

NEW BRAUNFELS, TEXAS LECTURESHIP
September 18-20, 2009

Practical Lessons From The Book of Revelation—Part II

Accomodations for RV’s are available.Lessons will be available on the internet and DVD.  For more information, call 830-625-
9367 (ch. building) or 830-639-4234.The church of Christ at New Braunfels meets at 255 Saengerhalle Road, New Braunfels, TX.

     



-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.

-Colorado-
Denver–Piedmont Church of Christ, 1602 S. Parker Rd. Ste. 109, Denver, 
CO 80231, Sunday: 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. www.piedmontcoc.
net,  Lester Kamp, evangelist. (720) 535-5807.

-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.

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

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841, www.belvederechurchofchrist.org; 
e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (803) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 
Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803) 279-8663.

-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, 1154 Park  Avenue, Murfreesboro, TN 
37129, 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 direc-
tions and other information please visit our website at www.murfreesboro-
churchofchrist.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 6, Denton, TX 76208. E-
mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 
7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.323.9797; tgjoriginal@verizon.net.

Evant–Evant Church of Christ, 310 West Brooks Drive, Evant, TX 76525. 
Office: (254) 471-5705; Jess Whitlock, evangelist (254) 471-5717.

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 a. m., 
10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30 
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
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KENNETH CHUMBLEY AND JERRY MANNING
 CORRESPONDENCE

An e-mail exchange concerning an attempt to set up a meeting with Curtis 
Cates for the purpose of allowing Cates to present what he claims to be con-
clusive and incontrovertible evidence proving beyond a reasonable doubt 
that Dub McClish, David B. Watson, CFTF,  Defender et al., are in error re-
garding Dave Miller’s doctrines on the R&R of elders, MDR and the disrup-
tion of fellowship among brethren over the last four years regarding the same. 

On Thursday April 24, 2008, some preachers met for 
lunch at a restaurant in Augusta, GA. Jerry Manning, preach-
er for the West Columbia Church of Christ, Columbia, South 
Carolina was present. He was fairly new to the Columbia 
area and had come to the Thomson, Georgia church to con-
duct a Gospel meeting. Prior to the restaurant meeting, I had 
never met Jerry. During that meeting Jerry made accusations 
against Dub McClish and Contending For The Faith. He 
made his accusations when asked a question regarding Dave 
Miller. Following my comments is an exchange of e-mails 
between Jerry and me. They grew out of our restaurant dis-
cussion. 

During the exchange of e-mails Jerry proposed that I 
visit West Columbia in Sept. when bro. Cates would be with  
them in a Gospel meeting (2009). He said the three of us 
could meet with him in Jerry’s office. You will note that I 
proposed a meeting that would bring Curtis and Jerry to-
gether with those they have accused (Dub McClish, Dave 

Watson, David P. Brown) which accusations stemmed from 
the situation arising from Dave Miller’s false teaching. I 
also suggested that others might want to be present in this 
effort to get matters causing division in the church scrip-
turally remedied and the breach in fellowship healed. You 
will note that Jerry reported the response he received from 
brother Cates, which completely ignored my proposal. That 
response was that Curtis would “consider” a private meeting 
provided that I agreed to certain conditions which included 
no recording of the meeting, no report of the meeting and 
that I sign an agreement prior to the meeting “that what is 
discussed will not be published or made public in any (e-
mail, web site etc.).” You will further note that the meet-
ing was to be one in which Curtis Cates “will present the 
evidence” and, as Manning stated: “This is for you to hear 
and brother Cates to present. Neither one of us has to say a 
word.” Thus, the only kind of meeting that would possibly 
be agreed to by bro. Cates was one where I would be there 
alone with him and Jerry Manning with no opportunity to 
counter any alleged “evidence” that he might present. 

You will also note that in the exchange I mentioned the 
Memphis meeting of 1973 with representatives of the Herald 
of Truth that Garland Elkins and others called to discuss the 
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Editorial...

“PROVE ALL THINGS; HOLD 
FAST THAT WHICH IS GOOD.”

(1 THESS. 5:21)
Any effort to hinder or thwart Christians from comply-

ing with Paul’s inspired directive in the verse that serves as 
the title of this editorial is sinful. To make accusations and 
never attempt to prove them is also a violation of this verse. 
The same thing applies to any church member who seeks to 
or actually prohibits a Christian’s effort to obey 1 Pet. 3:15. 
In order to see what God thinks about anyone who  attempts 
to hinder the truth read the account of Bar-Jesus (Elymas) 
when he “withstood them (Paul and Barnabas–Editor), 
seeking to turn away the deputy from the faith” (Acts 
13:8). Strong apostolic judgment was rendered upon Elymas 
for his actions. In the process thereof Paul accurately char-
acterized the man saying to and of him, “O full of all sub-
tilty and all mischief, thou child of the devil, thou enemy 
of all righteousness, wilt thou not cease to pervert the 
right ways of the Lord” (verse 10). 

Boldly asserting that one has conclusive and incontro-
vertible proof that proves a charge to be true is not enough, 
but then when one refuses to reveal it, except under clan-
destine circumstances that forbids cross examination of any 
kind, is not only contrary to the authority of Jesus Christ, 
but un-American. This is contrary to the United States Jus-
tice System as well as honest and fair conduct among and 
between men. But above all things there is nothing Chris-
tian about it. People have a right to face their accusers and 
vice versa. Imagine the mind-set that shudders at the thought 
of having one’s evidence examined and, therefore, seeks to 
keep it to himself—excepting those who are in full agree-
ment with him in the first place.

Dub McClish, Dave Watson, CFTF, Defender, et al., 
have made and continue to make public charges regarding 
the break in fellowship that came about when some breth-
ren determined to fellowship Dave Miller regardless of the 
fact that he taught and participated in the erroneous practice 
of the re-evaluation and reaffirmation of elders along with 
teaching, condoning and supporting error regarding MDR. 
Brethren are sinning when they fellowship the unrepentant 
Miller and those that support him. This has been and is the 
case because these are public and not private matters—they 
were not done “in a corner.” Moreover, we have offered 
and do offer proof (adequate evidence) to substantiate our 
accusations. Furthermore, we welcome those who boldly as-
sert that we are liars and slanderers to publicly under prop-
er polemic conditions attempt to prove their case. But we 
will not hold our collective breaths until their actions speak 
louder than their cloaked words they so freely speak under 

         (Continued on page 15)
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(Continued From Page One) 
liberalism that had come into the Herald of Truth program. 
This meeting was not a private one where no record was kept 
of what occurred. Neither was it one where the representa-
tives of Herald of Truth presented their views, but no one 
else could speak; nor was it one in which the Herald of Truth 
representatives were forbidden speak, but could only listen. 
Yet, some of those who were insistent that the representa-
tives of Herald of Truth attend the meeting are now among 
those who only want to meet privately with individuals and 
not meet “face to face” with those against whom they have 
made accusations. Although I disagreed then, and still do, 
with the position of the representatives of Herald of Truth, I 
appreciate that they were willing and agreeable at least one 
time to meet those concerns of that day. How unlike those 
today who wish to hide behind private one-sided meetings 
with a signed agreement that nothing be published.

—Kenneth Chumbley 


Following is the e-mail exchange.
From: Chumbley kjchumb@gmail.com
To: Jerry1Manning@yahoo.com
Fri., Apr. 25, 2008 at 7:14 AM
Subject: Dub McClish and Hatred
Jerry,

Would you consider these statements show hatred?:
“A small toxic loyalty circle.”
“These people are as vile a group, and I do mean vile, as I 
have ever read after in my life”
These are statements that have been made in writing or re-
corded, not feelings based on tone of voice.

BTW (By the Way—Editor)–You may have noticed that 
I used my cell phone when we were all talking yesterday and 
you had stated that Dub McClish hated Dave Miller based on 
what you detected in the tone of his voice on the telephone (a 
very subjective way of telling what is in a person’s heart!). I 
was trying to contact Dub directly so that he could respond 
to your charge to all of us. I called his house and then called 
his cell phone but his (sic) was unavailable at the time as he 
was on the road. Later I was able to get hold of him. I direct-
ly asked him the question–without informing him at the time 
of the source of  the statement–and he strongly denied it. 

Also, either you have never read or heard Dub’s Lecture 
at Bellview and are simply repeating what you have heard or 
(sic) you need to listen and read his manuscript that is in the 
book again. At least three of us were sure that you were in er-
ror when you stated that he doesn’t deal with Dave Miller but 
did not have the evidence to hand. Indeed, along with other 
situations, he deals specifically with Brown Trail and Dave 
Miller. Further, about that time, Brown Trail–which included 
Dave Miller, as he was still a member of the congregation 
–had indicated that they had made a mistake and would not 
do it again. However, history shows that they did indeed do 

it again and Dave Miller was very much a part of it and 
since he has refused to repent, that is what brought about the 
change with regards to him being marked as a false teacher. 
That letter he wrote in September of 2005 does not show 
repentance but denies any wrong doing.
I will await your documentation of the lies in Contending 
for the Faith.
Ken Chumbley
[To save space the “From:” and “To:” lines and the informa-
tion to follow will be removed from the e-mails in the rest of 
the exchange — Editor]
1131 Terrace Circle
North Augusta, SC 29841-4350
Tel. No. (803) 279-8663
Cell. No. (803) 292-8663
www.belvederechurchofchrist.org 



Date: Mon., Apr. 28, 2008 at 2:37 PM
Subject: Re: Dub McClish and Hatred
Ken,

Would you consider this statement showing hatred?:
Brother ______ is pratting (sic) against us with mali-

cious words and his work is evil because he won’t receive 
the brethren and throws those that do receive them out of 
the church.

That’s just the apostle John calling Diotrephes’ work 
what it is.

I think what is being done to Dave Miller, Bert Thomp-
son, Curtis Cates, Barry Grider, etc., is both toxic and vile. 
Maybe it’s not driven by hatred, maybe it’s pride; but what-
ever it is it’s SIN and needs to stop.

Dave Miller/Brown Trail did not teach or allow the con-
gregation to have the authority to re-evaluate their eldership 
and dissolve or appoint elders at their discretion. That did 
not happen and they are not continuing to do that or teach 
such a thing. To accuse them of that is madness.

Did you ever think that maybe the reason Curtis Cates 
never answered your e-mails was that he was afraid they 
would be circulated around the world, published and taken 
out of context? The same way you jumped on me at the res-
taurant when I said that I know what you have concerning 
these matters. You started saying rather loudly, “Oh, you 
know ALL that I have? How can you know what I have?” 
As if I claimed to be some kind of god. I assumed I had 
your “facts” because there has been no new information 
published or posted on the “heretic detection” web sites or 
burned to CD that I haven’t already seen. But that didn’t 
stop you from jumping all over me. Am I going to be “writ-
ten-up”—PREACHER CLAIMS TO BE GOD!?

We were in a public restaurant. What if the waitress  
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went around to all the tables and told everyone that we were 
a bunch of preachers from the church of Christ. [?] Would 
they have been able to see that we were Christ’s disciples by 
the love we had for one another (John 13:35)? I very much 
felt attacked and to the casual observer they would not have 
witnessed God’s love between us.

One thing that bothered me was the accusation (several 
times) that I was defending an institution instead of defend-
ing Christ. I wasn’t defending an institution (MSOP). I was 
defending a brother, Curtis A. Cates. It is an honor and a 
privilege to do so. Whenever the opportunity arises to de-
fend a man-of-God or a woman-of-God I do so, as Barnabas 
defended Paul. Those who try and destroy such and their 
work, just hang millstones around their necks and become 
bitter.

I beg you brother Chumbley to get out of this “dog-
fight,” You are gnawing your own foot off.

The evidence I would present to you are the articles you 
already have, but “seeing you will not see.” You need to go 
directly to Curtis Cates and talk to him about your “facts” 
concerning his sins, and do the same with Dave Miller. I 
refuse to be in this “dog-fight” except to defend faithful 
brethren that I personally know when the opportunity arises. 
To get the proper information you have to go to the source, 
which I have done. And when you go, don’t brink (sic) a 
loaded shotgun but an open mind. I will be glad to arrange a 
meeting when Curtis Cates comes in 2009 but I’m afraid by 
then you will have gnawed off both your legs.

There is no doubt that you are consumed by this. Get it 
off your back so you can run the good race unimpeded.
My prayers go with you,
Jerry Manning



Date: Mon., Apr. 28, 2008 at 8:53 PM
Subject: Re: Dub McClish and Hatred
Jerry,

Thanks for your response to my e-mail. By that I as-
sume that you made it home safely.

I will respond to your e-mail using a different font 
and color to show my responses in red. [In CFTF we have 
placed the appropriate names before each man’s comments, 
Manning’s comments are indented.—Editor]

On Mon., Apr. 28, 2008 at 2:37 PM, jerry manning 
<jerry1manning@yahoo.com> wrote:

Ken,
Would you consider this statement showing hatred?:
Brother ______ is pratting (sic) against us with mali-
cious words and his work is evil because he won’t re-
ceive the brethren and throws those that do receive them 

out of the church.
That’s just the apostle John calling Diotrephes’ work 
what it is.
Chumbley’s Response: Jerry, I know exactly what that 

statement is and who wrote it. 
Do you consider the statements that I quoted, (“A small 

toxic loyalty circle.” “these people are as vile a group, and 
I do mean vile, as I have ever read after in my life”), to be 
of the same caliber as that of an inspired apostle? If so, then 
you account statements uninspired men as being of equal 
weight as apostles. The inspired apostle was able to know 
the truth with respect to Diotrophes by inspiration but these 
men (Joseph Meador and Keith Mosher) do NOT possess 
such inspiration. Further, you accused Dub McClish of ha-
tred for Dave Miller based on what you perceived to be his 
tone of voice. Do you have the power to discern the hearts 
of individuals? Clearly you do since you were so positive in 
your affirmation that Dub hated Dave based solely on your 
subjective reasoning.

Manning: I think what is being done to Dave Miller, 
Bert Thompson, Curtis Cates, Barry Grider, etc., is both 
toxic and vile. Maybe it’s not driven by hatred, maybe 
it’s pride; but whatever it is it’s SIN and needs to stop. 
Chumbley’s Response: Clearly, from your statement, 

you are ready to use the same kind of language as Meador 
and Mosher in speaking about brethren. Now you say it 
may simply be pride and not hatred–why are you changing 
your mind – are you not sure? You certainly seemed sure on 
Thursday morning when these matters were discussed. Yes 
there is SIN involved–and it could be pride or hatred on the 
part of some and it needs to stop–but WHO are the ones that 
are making statements like those quoted above and saying 
that some brethren hate others, are vile and toxic–those who 
for whatever reason–are upholding Dave Miller in his error 
and fellowshipping him. When will YOU call on the likes of 
Mosher and Meador to stop their personal attacks and deal 
with the evidence?

Manning: Dave Miller/Brown Trail did not teach or al-
low the congregation to have the authority to re-evaluate 
their eldership and dissolve or appoint elders at their dis-
cretion. That did not happen and they are not continuing 
to do that or teach such a thing. To accuse them of that 
is madness.
Chumbley’s Response: Jerry, you are very postive (sic) 

in your statement—but offer NO proof to validate your con-
tention. Am I just to accept YOUR word? I know you sin-
cerely believe what you have stated to be true—but such 
is NOT evidence and is purely subjective. Is that how you 
seek to teach people the Gospel? I don’t think so, but when it 
comes to brethren you expect them to believe what you say 
—WITHOUT evidence.

Manning: Did you ever think that maybe the reason 
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Curtis Cates never answered your e-mails was that he 
was affraid (sic) they would be circulated around the 
world, published and taken out of context?
Chumbley’s Reply: Jerry, you conveniently forget that 

I was told by two of the members of the board of TGJ (Mi-
chael Hatcher and Tommy Hicks) to contact Curtis Cates, 
as it had been agreed by the board that he (Curtis) would 
answer any questions about the action that had been taken 
in the board meeting. At that time, I was just seeking in-
formation–Curtis had no way of knowing how I would re-
act–I was simply seeking to get the facts and get to the truth. 
Curtis had received a copy of Michael Hatcher’s e-mail to 
me (as Michael had sent his reply to me to him before he 
got my request—so he know (sic) it was coming. Thus, you  
(sic) speculation as to why Curtis did not answer is specu-
lation– nothing more and nothing less–and indeed without 
your knowledge of what I stated in my request.

Further, this is DIFFERENT to what you said last 
Thursday when your response was that Curtis was a “busy 
man” and didn’t check his e-mails (the same response you 
gave to me about any response from you). It is clear that 
Curtis DOES use his e-mail and responds when he desires to 
do so– indeed, I have seen copies of e-mails that he has writ-
ten. If he wasn’t going to use his e-mail–why have an e-mail 
address? Clearly you do use your e-mail address—since you 
responded quite quickly to my e-mail. I was sure that you 
did check your e-mail regularly otherwise you would not put 
your e-mail address in the church bulletin—which is where 
I was able to find it.

Manning: The same way you jumped on me at the res-
taurant when I said that I know what you have concern-
ing these matters. You started saying rather loudly, “Oh, 
you know ALL that I have? How can you know what I 
have?” (As if I claimed to be some kind of god). I as-
sumed I had your “facts” because there has been no new 
information published or posted on the “heretic detec-
tion” web sites or burned to CD that I haven’t already 
seen. But that didn’t stop you from jumping all over me. 
Am I going to be “written-up”— REACHER CLAIMS 
TO BE GOD!?

We were in a public restaurant. What if the wait-
ress went around to all the tables and told everyone 
that we were a bunch of preachers from the church of 
Christ. [?] Would they have been able to see that we 
were Christ’s disciples by the love we had for one an-
other (John 13:35)? I very much felt attacked and to the 
casual observer they would not have witnessed God’s 
love between us.
Chumbley’s Response: Jerry, it appears that something 

is wrong with your memory regarding the events at the res-
taurant—in front of witnesses. I didn’t JUMP you—indeed 
the boot was on the other foot!  Remember YOU told us 
about Ernie Richards and the “hate” that he had for breth-

ren (was that another example of your subjective reason-
ing?). You used VERY STRONG language to describe the 
situation regarding Ernie and the West Columbia Church 
— would the waitress have been able to say that about you 
and your statements BEFORE any discussion came up about 
the Dave Miller situation?

When we began to discuss the Dave Miller situation, a 
question was raised and you responded in the same way that 
you had done with regards (sic) to the matters concerning 
Ernie Richards. You brought up Contending for the Faith 
(calling it “Contentious for the Faith”) and indicating that 
Dub McClish “hated” Dave Miller. You did not like it when 
I questioned you with regards (sic) to whether you knew all 
of the evidence and information that I have. You made an 
ASSUMPTION then and continue it here, and a FALSE as-
sumption at that. You do NOT know all of the contacts that I 
had and the information that I gathered— ut you ASSUME 
to know EVERYTHING. Again, you continue your attacks 
against others—I assumed I had your  “facts”  because there 
has been no new information published or posted on the 
“heretic detection” web sites or burned to CD that I haven’t 
already seen.” As for “jumping all over” anyone—you 
chose to do that IMMEDIATELY because some of us even 
dared to question your pronouncements about Contending 
for the Faith and Dub McClish. Incidentally, Jimmy Aaron 
made a good point when he pointed out that you had thought 
a great deal of Dub McClish and his judgment, then, be-
cause of this one issue you turned and accuse Dub of hating 
Dave—based solely on your subjective interpretation of the 
tone of his voice in a telephone conversation. Since when 
has such subjective reasoning passed for sound evaluation 
of the evidence?

Manning: One thing that bothered me was the accu-
sation (several times) that I was defending an institu-
tion instead of defending Christ. I wasn’t defending an 
institution (MSOP). I was defending a brother, Curtis 
A. Cates. It is an honor and a privilege to do so. When-
ever the opportunity arises to defend a man-of-God or 
a woman-of-God I do so, as Barnabas defended Paul. 
Those who try and destroy such and their work, just 
hang millstones around their necks and become bitter.
Chumbley’s Response: Oh, you weren’t defending an 

institution? Numerous times you referred to the good that 
had been done by the school over the years in training men 
to preach and how wrong it was to criticize the school and 
those associated with it. You were NOT simply defending 
Curtis Cates. Just because an institution was worthy of sup-
port and did a good work in the past is NO proof that it is 
continuing to do so. Such can easily be proved by examining 
what has happened at the Christian colleges and universi-
ties (Abilene, Lipscomb, Freed-Hardeman—to name just a 
few). Yes, it is an “honor and a privilege” to defend a faithful 
brother— ut when by his words and actions he shows that he 
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is no longer faithful to the Lord then to continue to defend 
such is CONTRARY to the will of God (2 John 9-11). One 
example that can be quickly thought of is Rubel Shelly–once 
a faithful brother–but no more.

Those who continue to support such men and the works 
that they are involved with become those who do great harm 
to the cause of Christ. As for “bitterness,” I have seen such 
in your words (both spoken and written) as well as the words 
of others. 

Manning: I beg you brother Chumbley  to get out of 
this “dog-fight,” You are gnawing your own foot off.
Chumbley’s Response: Jerry—the one who needs to 

“get out” is you!  YOU are the one who is upholding those 
who have erred from the truth and the teaching of God’s 
Word.   

Manning: The evidence I would present to you are the 
articles you already have, but “seeing you will not see.” 
You need to go directly to Curtis Cates and talk to him 
about your “facts” concerning his sins, and do the same 
with Dave Miller. I refuse to be in this “dog-fight” ex-
cept to defend faithful brethren that I personally know 
when the opportunity arises. To get the proper informa-
tion you have to go to the source, which I have done. 
And when you go, don’t brink a loaded shotgun but an 
open mind. I will be glad to arrange a meeting when 
Curtis Cates comes in 2009 but I’m afraid by then you 
will have gnawed off both your legs.
Chumbley’s Response: Jerry, is this how you were 

taught at MSOP to respond when one asks for EVIDENCE? 
I know that such did not used to be the case, but has that 
changed? You made charges, unsubstantiated, concern-
ing  articles that had appeared in Contending for the Faith 
and when asked for evidence to substantiate those charges, 
this is your response. Is this because you do not have such 
evidence available to show that what is written are lies? If 
you are going to go around making such charges, as you did 
Thursday morning, you should have a[t] least ONE example 
ready to hand. Could it be that the reason you do not have 
such is that you are only repeating what you have been told?  
BTW—you avoid dealing with Dub McClish’s lecture at 
Bellview that you stated did NOT make reference to Dave 
Miller when we were together on Thursday. Why is that? Is 
that because you know that what you said is false? Or is it 
because you have not heard/read the lecture for yourself and 
were using “taking (sic) points” given to you by another? 

As for Curtis Cates, if he were a “man of his word” 
in this matter, he would have responded when asked when 
those things took place. Further, Curtis, and others have 
been asked on numerous occasions to meet to deal with 
these matters and in more than one venue–indeed, there was 
an offer made for such a forum to be held in Memphis but 
such requests to meet have been ignored. You need to, hon-

estly, ask yourself: Why do they refuse to meet?  Surely, if 
they have the truth on these issues, they should be willing to 
defend such in an open, full discussion? Jerry, maybe YOU 
are the man to get them to “come to the table”–hopefully 
before 2009–for their refusal to meet has gone on far too 
long already.

Manning: There is no doubt that you are consumed by 
this. Get it off your back so you can run the good race 
unimpeded.
Jerry Manning
Chumbley’s Response: Jerry, if anyone is consumed by 

this it is YOU. Your statements last Thursday when we met 
and the tone of this e-mail show that “thou are the man.”
My prayers go with you,

Chumbley’s Response to the whole e-mail: Jerry, I pray 
that you will be able to “get the blinders off” and see where 
your unqualified support to an institution and certain indi-
viduals has gotten you as is seen by your words (spoken and 
written).  I pray that you will repent before it is too late.
Ken Chumbley



Date: Wed, May 21, 2008 at 12:25 PM
Subject: Fwd: McClish and Hatred
Jerry,

I am still waiting for EVIDENCE regarding the lies that 
you state have been told in Contending For The Faith. This 
allegation was made in front of Sherman Offord, Matt Shel-
ton and Jimmy Aaron as well as myself. Your e-mail—see 
below did not provide such evidence. if (sic) it is there, you 
have an obligation to provide it or withdraw your allega-
tion.

I, also, would like a response to my e-mail in response 
to yours. 

You seem so sure that you are correct—so it should not 
be difficult for you to prove your case.

I await your response and your evidence. If there is no 
response that provides evidence, such will serve to show 
that your allegations are without foundation.
Ken Chumbley



Date: Mon., Aug. 18, 2008 at 3:53 PM
Subject: Dub McClish and Hatred
Jerry,

I am still awaiting the EVIDENCE of the lies that you 
have said were told in Contending For The Faith. It has now 
been nearly four months and none have been forthcoming. 
It must be you can’t find them or that you were simply par-
roting what you had been told at MSOP. If you can’t find 
them, ask Curtis Cates or Keith Mosher to point you to the 
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necessary articles.
On second thoughts (sic), YOU need to repent of the lies 
you told me and the others present that day—Jimmy Aaron, 
Sherman Offord and Matt Shelton.
Ken Chumbley



cc: Sherman Offord <offord48@gmail.com>
Date: Wed, Aug. 20, 2008 at 8:58 AM
Subject: Evidence Still Needed
Jerry,

It was clear when you spewed forth your venom against 
Dub McClish and Contending For The Faith at the restau-
rant in April, you had no idea that you were going to be 
challenged by three of those there. You have now had al-
most four months to produce the EVIDENCE to back up 
your statements. However, it was clear when Sherman Of-
ford and I spoke with you last night that you NEVER had 
any evidence since you stated that you would not take hours 
to find it! 

When one launches attacks on brethren and a brother-
hood publication one should have the evidence–not neces-
sarily at the time–but should [have it] quickly (sic) avail-
able. That you did not have such shows you were simply 
parroting what you had been told and your actions were, and 
remain such as are not Christlike. You may be able to fool 
some people–like Ed, one of your elders–but you can’t fool 
the Lord.

It is clear that you thought–and still do–that we should 
accept your HEARSAY—without EVIDENCE. Is that how 
you act with people in denominational error or is such re-
served for members of the Lord’s church? Do you expect 
people to “roll over” at your say so—without providing EV-
IDENCE? If that is the case—then you are self-deceived? 
(sic) If that is not the case–then provide the EVIDENCE–if 
you can.

It was abundantly clear that you were trying to avoid 
us tonight because you still have no desire to change your 
unchristian actions and words. I pray that you will repent 
before it is too late. You talked about souls–I am concerned 
about souls—I’m concerned about yours and thus I will pray 
for your repentance.
Ken Chumbley



cc: Sherman Offord <offord48@gmail.com>
Date: Thus, Aug. 21, 2008 at 8:22 AM
Subject: Dog Fight
Jerry,

You said you don’t want to get into “your dog fight.” 
However, I would remind you that YOU entered into this 
with your accusations against Dub McClish and Contending 

For The Faith. When challenged for EVIDENCE, you refuse 
to provide it. Instead, you hypocritically, say you are keep-
ing yourself above the fray and not getting into what you re-
fer to as a “dog fight” when you were the one who “yelped” 
when you brought up your false accusations (they are false 
since you do not have and refuse to supply evidence). You 
didn’t like it when Sherman Offord, Jimmy Aaron and my-
self didn’t just “roll over” and accept your accusations.

You like to “stir” the pot but when your stirring is chal-
lenged—you can’t stand the heat and try and hide under a 
cloak of false piety.

I pray you will repent of this attitude and your false 
charges.
Ken Chumbley



cc: Sherman Offord <offord48@gmail.com>
Date: Sat, Sept. 13, 2008 at 11:45 AM
Subject: 
Jerry,

You have repeatedly claimed that you “had no dog in 
this fight.” Yet it is clear that before you even met us you 
had picked your “dog”—and that you had done so without 
examining the evidence (proof). You brought up about Dub 
McClish and the Contending For The Faith with respect to 
Dub’s “hatred” and Contending For The Faith being “full 
of lies” but when you were challenged for proof you have 
REPEATEDLY failed to offer such proof—just as many oth-
ers who have offered similar “talking points.” Thus to say 
that you have “no dog in this fight” is a LIE and you need to 
repent not only of that but also, unless you can offer PROOF 
of your charges then you need to withdraw them.

Jerry, these are SERIOUS matters with eternal conse-
quences. I pray that you will indeed repent before it is ever-
lastingly too late.

You have picked your “dog” and it is the WRONG dog. 
Beware lest that dog “bite” you.
Ken Chumbley



[Eight months lapsed between last e-mail and this one.—Editor]

bcc: Sherman Offord <offord48@gmail.com>
Date:  Sat, May 23, 2009 at 8:19 AM
Subject:   Similarities
Jerry,
I see great similarities between you and Nancy Pelosi.
She accuses the CIA of lying–you accused Dub McClish of 
hatred and Contending for the Faith of being full of lies. Just 
like Nancy, when asked for evidence you refuse to give it.
I know from other sources that you and other students at 
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MSOP were being told this nonsense and that you were not 
to read Contending For The Faith.
I know that it is now over a year since you made these al-
legations–in front of witnesses–but they haven’t gone away 
and you still need to provide evidence and since the evi-
dence doesn’t exist you need to REPENT while you still 
have time and opportunity. I continue to pray that you will 
do this before it is too eternally too late.
Ken Chumbley



Date: Wed, May 27, 2009 at 1:21 PM
Subject:  Re: Similarities
Kenneth,

[T]he evidence has been printed in the pages of “Con-
tentious For the Faith.” I will give you an opportunity to 
speak directly with Curtis Cates here at the West Colum-
bia church of Christ regarding the lies and slander against 
him and his wife. They are coming to do a gospel meeting 
Sept. 13-16 (Sunday to Wed.). We can meet Monday, Tues. 
or Wed. afternoon and discuss this quietly and calmly in my 
office (not in the hallway after preaching, making a scene). 

What I did in front of witnesses was defend a brother 
from vicious lies and hatred and I made it quite clear that I 
had no intention of getting involved with the likes of men 
who would do such things. The sin is on them. If you want 
evidence then set up a meeting time and it will be presented 
by brother Cates himself. If you fail to do this then you will 
be the Nancy Pelosi.

Until then I will have no further discussion about it ex-
cept to confirm the meeting time.
Jerry Manning

 
Date:   Fri., Jun. 5, 2009 at 3:10 PM
Subject:   Re: Similarities
 Jerry,

You have made the accusation, repeated here, (“the evi-
dence has been printed in the pages of “Contentious For the 
Faith”) thus YOU have the obligation of proving your al-
legations? Where is your PROOF? For over a year you have 
refused to supply the same. However since you made the ac-
cusations against Dub McClish, David P. Brown and others, 
in front of witnesses, the onus is upon YOU to come up with 
the evidence of that which has been printed in Contending 
For The Faith that is “vicious lies” and the evidence of the 
“hatred” that you maintain that Dub McClish has for certain 
brethren. Nancy Polosi (sic) has made accusations but is un-
willing to provide evidence to back up her statements—even 
when pressed.YOU have made accusations against brethren 
and even when pressed, have refused to provide evidence to 
prove your accusations.

Now you suggest a meeting with Curtis Cates. He has 
also made similar accusations and, to this time, has refused 
(more than once) to meet in an OPEN FORUM with the 
brethren against whom he has made the accusations, where 
such can be fully discussed and evidence presented for all to 
see. By your own actions, you have aided and abetted him 
in his sin. 

At the meeting you have proposed, would you, and 
Curtis be willing for others to be present that you and Cur-
tis have accused (i.e. Dub McClish, David P. Brown, Dave 
Watson and Michael Hatcher and perhaps others) to discuss 
this with evidence being presented by yourself and Curtis 
and an opportunity for a response from those mentioned 
above against whom accusations have been made, as well as 
others? Further, such a meeting would need to be recorded 
for the protection of all participants so that none would have 
to rely on memory as to what was discussed. I would be 
willing to participate in such a meeting where the truth can 
be ascertained and recorded for all to examine.

I await your response.  Should you and Curtis be willing 
to meet, as outlined above, a written agreement from your-
self, along with a written agreement from Curtis would en-
able the plans for the meeting to go forward. You and Curtis 
would be welcome to have any others attend the meeting.

As for our previous discussion, after the meeting at 
North Columbia, you are not being truthful. It was NOT in 
the hallway–as you contend–but in the auditorium with Ed 
Keller ( at the time one of your elders at West Columbia) and 
Sherman Offord (from Hampton Avenue, Aiken—who was 
also present when you first made your allegations, unsup-
ported by evidence), and ourselves.This was AFTER others 
had left the auditorium and only you and Ed remained. It 
was at that time that brother Offord and myself entered to 
discuss your accusations and to remind you that you had not 
provided evidence for those accusations. Again, you refused 
to provide any.

You also wrote: “What I did in front of witnesses was 
defend a brother from vicious lies and hatred and I made it 
quite clear that I had no intention of getting involved with the 
likes of men who would do such things. The sin is on them.” 
It was NOT a matter of defense–YOU brought up the mat-
ter and made your accusations–before witnesses. You were 
then asked to provide evidence to prove your accusations. 
To date – over a year has passed–you have been unwilling to 
provide such even though you have been asked to do so by 
several means. Such action on your part is SINFUL. 

         (Continued on page 10)
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I await your response to my suggestions regarding the 
proposed meeting.
Ken Chumbley



Date: Thus, Jun. 11, 2009 at 9:20 AM
Subject: Re: Similarities
Kenneth,

I’ll run this by Curtis, my dearly beloved brother.
Jerry



Date: Thur., Jun. 11, 2009 at 10:28 AM
Subject: Re: Similarities
Jerry,

I will await hearing from you relative to the response 
that Curtis gives.

I would like to suggest that of the days you have sug-
gested, that Tuesday September 16, 2009 at 9.00 am would 
be best. Curtis and yourself will, of course, already be there 
but others attending would have obligations Sunday and 
Wednesday night. This would give time for travel to and 
from Columbia.  

If that is not acceptable to Curtis, and yourself, please 
suggest an alternative date and/or time.
Ken Chumbley



Date: Wed, Jul.. 1, 2009 at 9:15 PM
Subject: Meeting with Curtis Cates
Kenneth,

I met with brother Cates in Memphis and he said he 
would consider meeting with you if you agree to the follow-
ing terms:
1) You come alone and meet only with him and me in my 
office.
2) The meeting is conducted in the spirit of Christ.
3) There will be no recordings of any kind.
4) You will sign a written agreement that what is discussed 
will not be published or made public in any way (email [sic], 
website [sic], etc.).
5) Curtis Cates will present the evidence. If there are others 
interested in this evidence they can arrange to meet with him 
separately. 

I await your response,
Jerry



Date: True, Jul.. 7, 2009 at 9:51 AM
Subject: Re: Meeting with Curtis Cates
Jerry,

How gracious of brother Cates to “consider” meeting 
with me provided I agree to his terms!

I note that in your response you make no reference at all 
to what I had proposed for a meeting and that in your report-
ing of brother Cates’ “terms” he makes no reference to what 
I had proposed.

The second of brother Cates’ terms states: “The meeting 
is conducted in the spirit of Christ.” Jerry, the proposal to 
meet should also be “in the spirit of Christ,” but clearly that 
is not the intention of brother Cates and, I assume yourself, 
since you pass on his “terms” without comment.

The first term, states: “You come alone and meet with 
him and me alone in my office.” How can such be “in the 
spirit of Christ” when the terms state I must come alone, 
whereas Curtis and yourself would be in the meeting? That 
would be two against one when it came to what was said in 
the meeting. In other words, whatever I might report from 
the meeting that Curtis and yourself did not want to get out, 
it would be my word against that of you two. The third term 
compounds this by stating: “There will no recordings of any 
kind.” Thus there would be no evidence of what was said at 
the meeting. What does Curtis have to hide that he doesn’t 
want any recording that would provide evidence of what 
was discussed?  

The fourth term is “the icing on the cake”! Why is it 
that Curtis, and others (I know that such meetings have been 
proposed before) are so afraid of the full truth getting out? 
Surely there should be no problem with the truth being made 
known far and wide (or is this a problem?)! Further, the idea 
that anyone else must meet with him separately, and, I am 
sure, agree to his stipulated terms, is certainly one that is not 
conducive to resolving issues that are brotherhood wide.

Further, any thinking person would wonder why, if  
Curtis has incontrovertible evidence to prove the claims that 
you made of “hatred” in the voice of Dub McClish and that 
Contending For The Faith was “full of lies,” he would not 
want to spread this evidence far and wide. Instead, he (and 
yourself, as you are a party to this) prefer to cower behind 
the set of “terms” for a meeting that Curtis and yourself 
would demand before you would “consider” meeting with 
even one person. 

Jerry, it appears that Curtis Cates and yourself, by your 
insistence on private meetings, without the presence of 
those whom you have accused, are willing to deny brethren 
rights that the government, as well as the Bible, give for the 
accused to face their accusers. Are you and he prepared to 
defend such a position—i.e. that the accused has no right to 
face his accusers?

Those you have accused, Dub McClish, David P. 
Brown, David Watson and Micheal (sic) Hatcher are willing 
to travel, at their own expense, to defend their honor and 
their good names. Jerry, does this not cause you to wonder 
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that you might have been deceived? Or are you really so 
blind that you cannot see that Curtis and others do not want 
the whole truth to come out and that they are using you and 
others to help them deceive the brotherhood? I pray that you 
will open your eyes and that you will be willing to examine 
all the evidence and not allow Curtis and others to spoon 
feed you with what they want you to know, while demand-
ing  that you not read other information that they have not 
approved.

Jerry, if you haven’t realized it yet, I am not willing to 
go into a “hornet’s nest” for a private meeting with you and 
Curtis that would resolve nothing. There needs to be a FULL 
and OPEN discussion with all sides of these issues present 
that can be recorded and the information made available for 
others. This very thing was done in the Herald of Truth meet-
ing in 1973 that Garland Elkins and others called in Mem-
phis to discuss the liberalism that had come into the Herald 
of Truth program. I give those involved with the Herald of 
Truth due credit as they were willing to come and confront 
those with whom there was disagreement—some coming all 
the way from Abilene, Texas. They had more integrity than 
is now being shown by Curtis Cates, Garland Elkins and 
others in this current situation that has divided the brother-
hood over the fellowship with false teachers. These matters 
of division were not “done in a corner” (Acts 26:26). Paul 
was prepared to defend himself openly before his accusers 
as are Dub McClish, David P. Brown, David Watson and 
Micheal (sic) Hatcher, yet Curtis, with your approval and 
complicity, seeks to hide these matters in private meetings 
with no record of what takes place and without the pres-
ence of the accused. Who is acting more like Paul: Curtis, 
yourself and others or Dub McClish, David P. Brown, David 
Watson and Micheal (sic) Hatcher?

Jerry, you made accusations and allegations over a year 

ago in front of witnesses. When called upon to produce evi-
dence to back up your claims that Dub showed “hatred” in 
his voice in a telephone conversation and that Contending 
For the Faith was “full of lies,” you have repeatedly refused 
to do so. I, again, call upon you to repent or provide that evi-
dence openly and freely and join in an effort to have these 
matters discussed fully and openly that this division in the 
body of Christ might be healed.
Ken Chumbley



Date:   Wed, Jul.. 8, 2009 at 10:53 PM
Subject:  Re: Meeting with Curtis Cates
Kenneth,

You have accused me of sinning because I defended 
Curtis Cates against the lies and slander that were published 
against him and his wife. You insist upon seeing evidence 
and called me Nancy Polosi (sic) for not producing it. Well, I 
am producing it and it is Curtis Cates himself with evidence 
that he will present. This is not two against one. This is for 
you to hear and brother Cates to present. Neither one of us 
has to say a word. This isn’t a debate and this isn’t an at-
tempt to resolve the whole matter in a brotherhood meeting. 
This is between you and me and is personal. You want me to 
show you evidence and I will do that in the privacey (sic) of 
my office. My evidence is Curtis Cates and his documenta-
tion.

Why the terms? Why no recordings? Why no publica-
tion? Because this is between you and me and I want it to 
stay that way. Do you think I intend to publish something 
you might say or “write you up” and post it on the internet? 
I could no sooner do that than to go out and murder some-
one. However, I do believe that is your intention. The way 
you have twisted and manipulated my past comments and 
e-mails is appaling (sic) to me. I do not trust you and your 
intentions. Therefore, no hornets allowed. This goes no fur-
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ther than my office and we do not need recording devices to 
hear what Curtis Cates will present to you. If you refuse to 
come and see this evidence then you have nothing to charge 
me with and the matter is closed.



Date:   Thus, Jul.. 16, 2009 at 9:29 PM
Subject:  Re: Meeting with Curtis Cates
Jerry,

No, your sin was in saying that Dub McClish had “ha-
tred” because of his tone of voice on the phone and that Con-
tending For The Faith was “full of lies.” Even if, as you now 
claim, “I defended Curtis Cates against the lies and slander 
that were published against him and his wife,” that does NOT 
change the matter! 

Further, this is the FIRST statement that you have made 
identifying what you consider “lies and slander” respecting 
Curtis Cates and his wife, but again, NO EVIDENCE! One 
can make claims, but WITHOUT corroborating evidence, 
that’s all they are “claims,” and referring to what was actu-
ally published as being “lies and slander” is simply an accu-
sation that does not offer proof. Thus producing that which 
was published does not provide proof that it is “lies and slan-
der.”  Where is your evidence? Further, even if proof could 
be offered regarding the alleged “lies and slanders” against 
Curtis and his wife, such does not prove the allegations that 
you made—that Dub McClish had “hatred” in his voice or 
that “Contending for the Faith is “full of lies.” Neither would 
it eliminate the false teaching of Dave Miller or the fellow-
ship and endorsement of Dave Miller in his false teaching 
which is at the root of what is disturbing the peace and unity 
of the Lord’s church. Thus, your proposed meeting, wherein 
I would have to “hear” brother Cates and “not say a word” 
does NOT deal with the real problems that are dividing the 
precious body of Christ. 

Again you write, “You insist upon seeing evidence and 
called me Nancy Polosi(sic) for not producing it.” Jerry, what 
is wrong in demanding evidence?  Further, you need to check 
your facts before you start hitting the keyboard. Look at my 
e-mail “Similarities,” in which I indicated that you were 
LIKE Nancy Pelosi; I didn’t call you Nancy Pelosi. Yes, you 

were like Nancy in that you made accusations but when 
asked to produce evidence you refused to do so.

You state “Well, I am producing it and it is Curtis Cates 
himself with evidence that he will present.” Jerry, YOU 
are not producing it—it is NOT in your e-mail. If Curtis 
has evidence why has he not presented it PUBLICLY be-
fore now, and why does he now insist that any meeting to 
present such “evidence” be a private meeting with no re-
cordings and with a pre-signed agreement that nothing be 
published in any way about the meeting? Why should he, 
and you, want to hide this “evidence” if it could prove that 
Contending For The Faith was “full of lies” or even if it 
only showed what was published concerning Curtis Cates 
and his wife was indeed “lies and slander”?

Why would such a meeting, as proposed by Curtis (by 
the way you have still made no reference to what I proposed 
regarding a meeting) not be “two against one”? Only three 
would be present—Curtis, you and me. Further, according 
to your own words, it would be a situation for me “to hear 
and brother Cates to present.” According to this statement, 
I could not even open my mouth to ask a question, let alone 
provide any evidence that might disprove the claims that 
Curtis would make. Do you still insist that it would not be 
“two against one,” for surely, from what you have said in 
your e-mails, you would not be willing to counter anything 
your “dearly beloved brother” might state? 

You continue: “Neither one of us has to say a word. 
This isn’t a debate and this isn’t an attempt to resolve the 
whole matter in a brotherhood meeting.” No we both LIS-
TEN to Curtis and I have to sign a pre-meeting agreement 
that I will not discuss the meeting else where.” Don’t you 
see that the purpose of this “agreement” would be to silence 
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any opposition from me to what Curtis may present as “evi-
dence,” even if he cannot prove his case that “lies and slan-
der” about him and his wife were published in Contending 
For The Faith? I would ask, what would be wrong in hav-
ing a public debate about the whole matter of Dave Miller’s 
false teaching and the fellowship and support being given to 
this false teach (sic) that is contrary to Scripture (2 John 9-
11)? Why should the meeting not be “an attempt to resolve 
the whole matter in a brotherhood meeting,” as you might 
remember, I proposed? After all it is a brotherhood matter 
and it is dividing brethren. Why should there not be such a 
meeting to “attempt to resolve the whole matter?” Clearly, 
Curtis, and others have, a number of times, refused to be part 
of such a meeting in an effort to resolve thus brotherhood 
matter, including my recent effort. What are they afraid of? 
What do they have to hide? Why are they not willing to meet 
in a public manner where all would be documented (as in the 
Herald of Truth meeting in Memphis, TN in 1973—if you 
don’t know about that meeting ask Curtis Cates and Garland 
Elkins for they know all about it)? Do you not think that 
such a position is strange? Do you not think such a position 
is contrary to scripture (I Peter 3:15)? 

Jerry this is NOT “between you and me and is per-
sonal.” It is indeed a brotherhood matter. Furthermore it in-
volves others because your original statements were before 
witnesses, what you stated in the church building at North 
Columbia was not simply to me but also to Sherman Offord. 
Your attempts to make it personal do not work. It NEVER 
has been personal. This all started because of your state-
ments, before witnesses: “Dub McClish had “hatred” be-
cause of his tone of voice on the phone and that Contending 
For The Faith was “full of lies.” I have nothing against you 
personally. All I have sought to do is to have you provide 
evidence to back up your statements.

Again you state: “You want me to show you evidence 
and I will do that in the privacey (sic) of my office. My evi-
dence is Curtis Cates and his documentation.” Why must 
it be in the PRIVACY of your office?  What is wrong with 
making these matters public? Why wasn’t this “documenta-
tion” made public back when what you claim the “lies and 
slander” were published in Contending For The Faith? How 
can Curtis Cates be your evidence? Is simply being in his 
presence proof enough that “lies and slander” were stated 
about him? Further, if he has “documentation” that proves 
his allegations, why has he not made such public to refute 
those who made the statements?  Why does he have to show 
it in a private meeting and not allow any record of that “doc-
umentation” to be published? Again, what does Curtis have 
to hide? Why does he want to veil this whole matter in se-
crecy when the brotherhood is divided because of what took 
place back in 2005?

You state: “Why the terms? Why no recordings? Why 
no publication? Because this is between you and me and I 

want it to stay that way.” Jerry, I have already shown that 
such is not “between you and me.” Nor does this matter af-
fect the South Carolina/Georgia area but it is also a brother-
hood matter because of the division that exists. As for your 
statement, “I want it to stay that way,” this I can well under-
stand, considering the difficult position that you find your-
self in your support of Curtis Cates and others.

Further you write: “Do you think I intend to publish 
something you might say or ‘write you up’ and post it on the 
internet? I could no sooner do that than to go out and murder 
someone.” What would be wrong in publishing something if 
it is the truth or a truthful record of what was stated? How-
ever, given the fact that you have not always been truthful in 
what you have stated in your e-mails, I wonder whether what 
you publish would be accurate. The truth of the matter is that 
Curtis Cates and you are afraid of the truth getting out and 
thus you want your “private” meetings and “agreements” 
before you would even meet to present your “evidence.” As 
for going out to “murder someone” that can be done, figura-
tively speaking, by stating and/or promoting lies that seek to 
damage another’s reputation, as has been attempted by you, 
Curtis and others while at the same time “hiding” and not 
facing those you have accused.

You state: “However, I do believe that is your intention. 
The way you have twisted and manipulated my past com-
ments and e-mails is appaling (sic) to me. I do not trust you 
and your intentions.” Jerry, you can no more know my “in-
tention” than you can know that Dub McClish had “hatred” 
in his voice when he spoke to you on the phone, as you have, 
before witnesses, claimed. Jerry, you accuse me of having 
“twisted and manipulated” your past comments. You need to 
look in the mirror. It is you that sought to twist and manipu-
late what was stated when you originally made your allega-
tions before witnesses and what occurred when we spoke 
before others after the Gospel Meeting at North Columbia 
in your e-mails to me. Could it be that you intended for your 
e-mails to me to be sent to certain individuals, without my 
responses, so that it would look like you were reporting ac-
curately what had previously occurred?

You state: “Therefore, no hornets allowed.” I find that 
hard to accept given what you have previously stated both 
by spoken word and in writing. You write: “This goes no 
further than my office and we do not need recording devices 
to hear what Curtis Cates will present to you.” I ask, if Curtis 
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has the “evidence,” as you claim, why should it not go much 
further than your office? What has Curtis to hide? Again, you 
make it clear that this would be a “one way street”—Curtis 
“presents,” I “hear.” Such is NOT conducive to resolving 
these matters that have divided the Lord’s church.

You close by stating: “If you refuse to come and see this 
evidence then you have nothing to charge me with and the 
matter is closed.” Such is a bogus statement. That I won’t 
come into a “hornet’s nest” to “hear” Curtis and I will there-
fore have no opportunity to see/hear his “evidence” (actu-
ally it is you that should have and present the evidence since 
you made your charges to me and others), does not mean 
that I have nothing to charge you with. You have sinned and 
need to repent. Whatever you may or may not say or do, 
the matter will NOT be closed until such time as these mat-
ters are discussed in open forum and where evidence can be 
presented and where those that you, Curtis and others have 
accused might be present to respond to your accusations. 
Otherwise this matter will not be settled until the Judgment. 
Jerry, for your sake and for Curtis’ and others, I pray that 
such would be resolved before the Judgment. 

Please answer “yes” or “no”. Are Curtis and others will-
ing to meet as I proposed in my e-mail to you of June 5? To 
date you have ignored completely what was stated in that 
e-mail. 

I await your response.
Ken Chumbley



Date: Fri., Jul.. 17, 2009 at 11:26 AM
Subject: Re: Meeting with Curtis Cates
Kenneth,

I simply offered to present evidence that what was pub-
lished in “Contentious For the Faith” about Curtis Cates and 
his wife was untruthful and slanderous. Since you are not 
interested in seeing this evidence have no further contact 
with me.
Jerry



Date: Tue, Jul. 21, 2009 at 7:42 PM
Subject: Re: Meeting with Curtis Cates
Jerry,

You seem to have problems in remembering what you 
have said and written. When we first met and you brought 
forth your charges you stated that Dub McClish exhibited 
“hatred” because of his tone of voice on the phone and that 
Contending For The Faith was “full of lies.” Now it comes 
down to just this matter with Curtis Cates and his wife in that 
you claim that what was written about them was “untruthful 
and slanderous.” What has happened to providing evidence 
for your claim that Dub McClish exhibited “hatred” and the 

Contending For The Faith was “full of lies”? As stated in 
my last e-mail: 

“Further, even if proof could be offered regarding the 
alleged ‘lies and slanders’ against Curtis and his wife, such 
does not prove the allegations that you made—that Dub Mc-
Clish had ‘hatred’ in his voice or that Contending for the 
Faith is ‘full of lies.’ Neither would it eliminate the false 
teaching of Dave Miller or the fellowship and endorse-
ment of Dave Miller in his false teaching which is at the 
root of what is disturbing the peace and unity of the Lord’s 
church.”

In your first e-mail to me of  April 28, 2008, in response 
to my e-mail, you stated: “The evidence I would present to 
you are the articles you already have, but ‘seeing you will 
not see.’” Jerry, how can the evidence be the articles? What 
is needed are facts that would prove that what was stated 
was “untruthful and slanderous.” It is clear that you need 
to determine what the evidence is. Whether the evidence 
is the articles that were written or it is some documenta-
tion that would prove the articles erroneous. Had you had 
documentation that would have proved what was written in 
Contending For The Faith was “untruthful and slanderous” 
you would have presented it long ago. But all you could say 
was that the “evidence I would present to you are the articles 
you already have.” Again, said articles are not proof of your 
claims.

From your e-mails it is clear that neither you, nor Curtis 
Cates are honorable men who are willing to meet “face to 
face” with those you have accused, but instead would seek 
to perpetuate a divided brotherhood with private meetings 
where there would be no record of what takes place, while 
insisting upon a prior written agreement that all that is dis-
cussed would remain private. 

I pray that both of you would repent before it is eter-
nally too late.
Ken Chumbley



As of August 1, 2009, I have received no further commu-
nication from Jerry Manning. As indicated in the e-mail 
exchange, it is my prayer that Jerry Manning, Curtis Cates 
and others will repent before it is eternally too late.

—Ken Chumbley


I had a little dog I called September. September was fond 
of jumping at conclusions, especially at the wrong conclusion. 
One day he jumped at a mule’s conclusion. The next day was 
the first of October.

Retraction: To make one take back a statement. For exam-
ple: A newspaper headline said—“Half of the city council are 
crooks.” The city council demanded a retraction. The next day 
the headline said— “Half of the city council are not crooks.” 
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extremely guarded conditions that allow for no rebuttal. 
One of the things of interest in the Chumbley/Manning 

e-mails is the fact that brother Jerry Manning, who runs in-
terference for Curtis Cates in said e-mail exchange, does not 
care one whit about fairness or evidence. He handles facts 
as if they were opinions and truth as if it were a fairy tale—
thinking himself most wise and astute in doing it. If Manning 
actually cared about the facts in evidence as well as the truth 
he declares he loves, he would be demanding that Cates do 
what courageous Gospel preachers have always done—meet 
his accusers publicly with the evidence he says he has and 
expose them for the slanderers and liars he says they are. 

Manning said more than he realized when, concerning 
Chumbley’s proposal to meet with Cates, he would “have 
to run it by Curtis.” Why, we already knew that if “Curtis” 
met at all he would demand a controlled environment where 
he would sit as the presiding judge, and anyone not in lock-
step with his dictates during the meeting would be gaveled 
down and held in contempt of Judge Cates’ Court. Again, 
note the following conditions Cates arbitrarily dictated and 
supplied to Manning to which Chumbley must agree before 
he (Cates) would “consider” meeting with him.

1) You come alone and meet only with him and me in my 
office.
2) The meeting is conducted in the spirit of Christ.
3) There will be no recordings of any kind.
4) You will sign a written agreement that what is discussed 
will not be published or made public in any way (email 
[sic], website [sic] etc.).
5) Curtis Cates will present the evidence. If there are oth-
ers interested in this evidence they can arrange to meet 
with him separately. (Bold mine—Editor)

Could such a meeting under these conditions be correctly 
described as one that is open and above board? What is it 
that Cates et al., have to fear? Is it the truth?

For Cates to stipulate that said meeting must be “con-
ducted in the spirit of Christ” is ridiculous in view of the 
attitude of the one who conjured up such a self-serving, 
prejudiced and biased set of restrictions to which partici-
pants must agree before a meeting might be held. Why, then, 
should anyone expect such persons to practice the “spirit of 
Christ” in conducting the actual meeting? His points do not 
reflect “the spirit of Christ,” but they well reveal the spirit 
of Curtis Cates, et al., regarding protecting themselves at all 
costs—yes, even at the expense of truth.      

When one reads Manning’s comments, one immediately 
notices that Manning’s proof is whatever Cates has told him. 
Notice that Manning charges Chumbley et al., with telling 
lies, etc. about Cates and others, but he never tells how he 
knows they are lies—unless it is something such as: “Well 
Curtis said they were lies and that’s good enough for me.”

As is true of people who are not at all open to all of the 
facts in a case—Manning prohibits others from doing what 

(Editorial Continued From Page 2)
he permits himself to do.  He manifests his outrage that de-
rogatory labels are placed on others—but what does he do 
to remedy the matter? He rushes to engage in the same thing 
he thinks he sees in us and readily condemns us for doing. 
He and so many others of his stripe have no problem with 
labels, name calling, etc.—if you will agree with them as to 
whose names need to be called and the labels they assign 
to the condemned persons, no matter how slanderous those 
labels are. No dog in this fight, indeed! 

Bro. Manning has charged us with slandering and ly-
ing about bro. and sis. Cates as well as others. That being 
the case we challenge him to produce one instance of where 
CFTF has printed a falsehood about either bro. or sis. Cates, 
or anyone else for that matter. Though we do not knowingly 
print anything that is wrong, we have always been willing 
to correct any mistake we have made. But it may be that 
Manning will feel compelled to “run this by Curtis” as well. 
However, he  may find enough courage within himself to act  
alone and on his own initiative to site one case of where we 
have printed something that is not correct. 

Having made the preceding offer of the last paragraph 
to bro. Manning, will he be as generous with us? For in-
stance, does brother Manning want to continue to stand by 
his statement in his Mon., Apr. 28, 2008 at 2:37 PM e-mail 
to Ken Chumbley? In that e-mail he wrote, “Dave Miller/
Brown Trail did not teach or allow the congregation to have 
the authority to re-evaluate their eldership...”?  Does he con-
tinue to contend “That did not happen.”? We only ask that 
Manning deal with this one instance selected from his e-
mails to Chumbley. In view of his charges against us and our 
offer to him, are we asking too much from him? Of course, it 
may be that he needs to “run this by Curtis” as well.       

No better evidence of someone being led around by 
the nose exists than that of Manning and those who walk in 
his shoes in said matters. Most of his answers are based on 
“Curtis, told me so.” Without this hear-say Manning would 
have had very little to say in his e-mails to Chumbley—Man-
nings e-mails strongly testifying to the same. Indeed, if Cur-
tis Cates ate a cucumber, Jerry Manning would burp—ac-
companied by a host of like-minded burpers from others of 
Mannings stripe—and loud would be the burps thereof. 

—David P. Brown, Editor
 

INSULTED
“What do you mean,” roared the politician, “by publicly insult-
ing me in your old rag of  a paper? I will not stand for it, and I 
demand an immediate apology.
“Just a moment,” answered the editor. “Didn’t the news item 
appear exactly as you gave it to us, namely, that you had re-
signed as city treasurer?”
“It did, but where did you put it?—in the column under the 
heading ‘Public Improvements.’ ”



-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.

-Colorado-
Denver–Piedmont Church of Christ, 1602 S. Parker Rd. Ste. 109, Denver, 
CO 80231, Sunday: 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. www.piedmontcoc.
net,  Lester Kamp, evangelist. (720) 535-5807.

-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.

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

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841, www.belvederechurchofchrist.org; 
e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (803) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 
Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803) 279-8663.

-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, 1154 Park  Avenue, Murfreesboro, TN 
37129, 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 direc-
tions and other information please visit our website at www.murfreesboro-
churchofchrist.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 6, Denton, TX 76208. E-
mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 
7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.323.9797; tgjoriginal@verizon.net.

Evant–Evant Church of Christ, 310 West Brooks Drive, Evant, TX 76525. 
Office: (254) 471-5705; Jess Whitlock, evangelist (254) 471-5717.

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 a. m., 
10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

New Braunfels–225 Saenger Halle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30 
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
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Introduction
Is it valid for voters to question candidates for the office 

of President of the United States about their close associ-
ates? In the 2008 presidential campaign this question came 
to the fore, especially concerning Barack Obama. His twen-
ty-year membership in the extreme racist and anti-Ameri-
can Jeremiah Wright’s Chicago church and his defense of 
Wright have raised the guilt-by-association issue. Addi-
tionally, Obama’s continued close and amicable relation-
ship with William Ayers, the impenitent early-1970s radical 
Weather Underground Organization terrorist, further fueled 
the guilt-by-association charge. Political conservatives ar-
gue that such favorable associations imply agreement with 
the convictions and behavior of said associates and there-
fore culpability for the same. Predictably, liberal politicos 
jumped to Obama’s defense, denying the viability of the 
guilt-by-association principle. 

Is there such a thing as “guilt by association”? Some 
brethren have for years answered with a firm, “No,” deny-
ing any Scriptural basis for it and classifying it as unfair, 
prejudicial, and unjustified. Others have just as boldly and 
staunchly replied, “Yes,” arguing that the Scriptures teach 
the principle, both explicitly and implicitly. 

Let us define the terms of the disputed principle:
•  “Guilt”: A noun indicating accountability or responsi-

DOES THE BIBLE TEACH THE PRINCIPLE OF
“GUILT BY ASSOCIATION”?

DUB MCCLISH

bility for an offense, blameworthiness for wrongdoing, 
or error in morals, doctrine, or practice.
•  “By”: A preposition indicating the means through 
which an action, state, or situation occurs.
•  “Association”: A relationship between two or more 
persons or entities.

Given the foregoing definitions, is one to be held account-
able for the sins/errors of his associates? Does one incur 
guilt by association?

Various Usages of Guilt by Association
Guilt by association is the name of a logical fallacy by 

which one attempts to discredit a doctrine or practice by as-
sociating it with one who is in disfavor. To argue that fellow-
ship with denominational churches is sinful because Max 
Lucado engages in such demonstrates this fallacy. Another 
illustration of this fallacy would be the assertion that the use 
of mechanical instruments of music in worship is sinful be-
cause the apostate North Richland Hills Church of Christ 
near Forth Worth, Texas, employs them. The practices in 
both cases are sinful, but not because of who practices or is 
associated with them. These and other wrong practices  are 
wrong because the Bible forbids them or does not autho-
rize them, either implicitly or explicitly. Our examination 
of “guilt by association” does not pertain to this logical fal-
lacy.

 WHEN IN CONFLICT DOES MAN’S LAW NULLIFY GOD’S LAW?
 KEVIN CAULEY.............................................................................10  
 DPB’S 1992 SW BULLETIN ARTICLES ON MDR..........................11

A SORDID BIBLICAL PICTURE OF MODERN AMERICA – R. L. WHITESIDE................9
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Editorial...

WHO IS GOING TO APOLOGIZE 
TO BARRY GRIDER? 

Some of our readers may not know that in mid-
September of this year bro. Barry Grider resigned as 
the preacher for the Forest Hill – Irene (hereafter FH) 
Church of Christ in Memphis, TN, effective at the 
close of 2009. FH is the congregation that oversees the 
work of The Memphis School of Preaching (hereafter 
MSOP). Grider also served on the faculty of the MSOP. 
Following his graduation from the MSOP he served as 
the “youth minister,” or whatever they call that posi-
tion, with the old Knight Arnold Road congregation 
before it moved to its present meeting place at FH.

 We know how much bro. Grider longed for and 
earnestly desired to be the preacher for FH. He made no 
secret of that, telling people when he left the Southwest 
(hereafter SW) Church of Christ, Austin, TX several 
years ago to preach for FH that he would give up about 
anything to be the preacher for FH. But, recently Grider 
decided it was time for him to leave the FH pulpit and 
fulltime preaching in order to enter the funeral busi-
ness. However, he and his family will remain members 
of FH. But now comes the following question: Is there 
more than meets the eye regarding Griders’ decision to 
exchange the FH pulpit for a funeral director’s work?

Revisiting Dub McClish’s Article in the 
April 2009 CFTF 

In his article, “Is This What They Mean by Bal-
ance?,”  bro. Dub McClish examined a Grider article 
from the Feb. 19, 2009, FH bulletin, The Forest Hill 
News, entitled “I Got Used to It.” (Bro. McClish’s ar-
ticle also appears in the September 2009 Defender, a 
longtime publication of the Bellview Church of Christ, 
Pensacola, FL, editor, Michael Hatcher). In his article 
McClish made it clear that much in Grider’s article is 
good, but he also pointed out: “It is evident from his ar-
ticle that he has ‘got used to’ some things that he at one 
time had not ‘got used to’ and that he did not learn to 
‘get used to’ from either the New Testament or from his 
instructors at MSOP several years ago.” In his article 
Grider tells us that we should get used to such songs as 
“Sweet, Sweet Spirit.”  McClish points out that Grider 
“sees no difference between praising God for the Holy 
Spirit (as in “Hallelujah, Thine the Glory”) and in di-
rectly addressing the Spirit and praying to Him for His 
direct influence upon us (as in “Sweet, Sweet Spirit”)” 
[McClish’s bold]. McClish then points out that Grider 
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“specifically denies some of the principles I affirmed 
and even named some of the same songs I used as illus-
trations…” in his 2007 Bellview Lectureship chapter, 
“Building up the Church Through Singing.” McClish 
then exposes Grider for creating “a straw man of those 
‘resistant to any kind of change’ and condescendingly 
judges them to be of ‘weak faith’.” Then McClish frank-
ly pointed out “that some of us are not ‘resistant to any 
kind of change,’ but that some of us are still resistant to 
certain kinds of change, such as singing a Pentecostal 
song directed to the Holy Spirit demonstrates.”

Tyler Young’s Article
McClish then turned his attention to what he calls 

an “even more telling” article than Grider’s. It is an ar-
ticle by bro. Tyler Young, the present preacher for the 
North Walnut and Rusk Church of Christ, Roanoke, TX. 
Grider included Young’s article immediately following 
his own article, prefacing it with “Binding where God 
Has Not” and “the following editor’s note: ‘The follow-
ing article is an excerpt of material prepared by brother 
Young for the 2008 Lubbock Lectureship.’”  However, 
McClish informs us “that bro. Tommy Hicks, Lubbock 
Lectures Director had edited this material from Young’s 
MS because of sore disagreement with it” (McClish’s 
italics). McClish continued his article with the follow-
ing information bearing on Young’s article, but omitted 
by Grider. 

In spite of knowing of this disagreement, Young impu-
dently delivered the excised passages orally at the lecture-
ship anyway, much to the chagrin of Hicks and his elders. 
His doing so provoked a public rebuke by Hicks and an 
immediate stream of questions from various ones who 
heard the speech. Hicks’s elders were so concerned about 
this lecture that they had it removed in its entirety from 
the recordings so that no one who heard them could infer 
that the Southside church endorsed Young’s comments.
As in Grider’s article, there is much in Young’s essay 
with which all faithful brethren will agree. However, 
in his comments (endorsed by Grider, but rejected by 
Hicks, remember), he questions whether we should have 
fellowship concerns about various practices that faithful 
brethren must question seriously. According to Young, 
such  things as using the NIV for teaching and preaching, 
dismissing Sunday evening worship in favor of small 
group meetings or for the Super Bowl, serving coffee 
and doughnuts in Bible classes, or missing a meeting 
of the church to compete in a sporting event should not 
be considered signs of liberalism and should not affect 
fellowship. Space forbids further elaboration, but these 
comments indicate the “flavor” of the article. I applaud 
brother Hicks and the Southside elders for refusing to 
publish and endorse this material. I encourage readers 
to read the entire article.

The point just here is that Grider gave this article his im-
primatur; he is in full agreement with it. However, he was 
not through. Immediately following the Young article, he 
printed an article that has been around for many years, 
titled “I Drew My Circle Again.” It mocks the concept 
of recognizing fellowship restrictions. While the Lord’s 
people should not be self-righteously judgmental, this 
little ditty implies that one should make no judgments 
at all. Of course, the only justifiable basis anyone has 
for drawing lines of fellowship, whether circular, trian-
gular, square, rectangular or any other shape, is where 
the Lord has drawn them in His Word. I kindly suggest 
to brother Grider that he needs to draw that circle yet 
again. Over the past almost four years, it is obvious that 
he has considerably enlarged his circle of late. It seems 
to be much larger now than it was four or five years ago, 
and it seems be getting larger all the time. It is certainly 
larger than the Lord’s “circle” (Rom. 16:17–18; Eph. 
5:11; Tit. 3:10; 2 John 9 –11).
The only ones I have seen publish this little “Circle” 
piece over the years are folks who are much more 
broadminded than the Lord, mostly rank liberals and 
denominationalists. A quick Internet search located the 
“Circle” treatise on the Websites of a Christadelphian, 
a Nazarene, two Baptists, and three other churches of 
Christ. Ironically, one of them is the liberal German-
town, Tennessee, congregation, which is “just around 
the corner” from FH/MSOP, with which they have no 
fellowship. I assume that Grider knew exactly what he 
was doing when he printed the “Circle” note.
WHAT WILL THE FOREST HILL ELDERS DO?
In light of the above, what will the FH elders do? Do 
they agree with and stand behind their preacher in these 
articles? If they do, they have seriously altered their 
views concerning some of the things their preacher 
either said in his article, endorsed in Young’s article, 
and/or implied in the “Circle” article. Is this what they 
mean by balance? 
I had the privilege of delivering the 1998 MSOP gradu-
ation address. In my remarks, I addressed not only the 
students. I also specifically cautioned and reminded the 
FH elders to be vigilant for any drifting in their convic-
tions and/or direction, noting that if brethren began see-
ing signs of compromise in them, it would destroy the 
school’s and the congregation’s great influence for good. 
They, as well as the faculty, expressed great appreciation 
for my remarks at the time. (The tape of that speech is 
probably still stuck away in some dark and forgotten cor-
ner of a cabinet in the FH media room, unless someone 
has remembered [since mid-2005] to destroy it.)
Till the FH elders issue a disclaimer statement relative to 
the Grider/Young article? If they do not, surely, many are 
going to have grave concerns about their (and MSOP’s) 
implied endorsement of it and about their sincerity and 

          (Continued on page 8 )
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But as it is, I wrote unto you not to keep company, if any 
man that is named a brother be a fornicator, or covetous, 
or an idolater, or a reviler, or a drunkard, or an extor-
tioner; with such a one no, not to eat (v. 11, emph. DM). 
Paul gave this order, at least in part, to prevent any hint 

of further encouragement or endorsement of the brother’s 
sin, which encouragement had formerly characterized the 
Corinthian saints (vv. 2–6). The Scriptural proscription of 
association with the sinful brother is not absolute, however. 
Concerning those from whom the church must withdraw its 
fellowship, Paul instructed the Thessalonian church:

Now we command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw yourselves from every 
brother that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradi-
tion which they received of us.… And if any man obeyeth 
not our word by this epistle, note that man, that ye have 
no company with him, to the end that he may be ashamed. 
And yet count him not as an enemy, but admonish him as 
a brother (2 The. 3:6, 14–15, emph. DM). 
The prescribed treatment of the sinful person in verse 

15 implies at least some communication, if not association, 
in order to admonish (i.e., warn of wrongdoing) the erring 
brother or sister to repent. From the foregoing material it is 
clear that the mere act of association with one in sin, in and 
of itself, does not make the innocent party culpable.
Associations With Those Outside of One’s Local Congre-
gation

May one attend a religious assembly to hear for oneself 
a false teacher (whether or not he is a brother), so that he can 
perhaps learn better the way to expose and refute his errors? 
In 1961, two other brethren and I attended an Oral Roberts 
“Crusade” in Wichita Falls, Texas, specifically to observe 
and hear this reprobate so that we might better oppose his 
errors. Several years ago I attended a “Good Friday” service 
in the building of the First Baptist Church, sponsored by the 
local Ministerial Alliance in Denton, Texas. I specifically 
wanted to observe the actions and words of Don Browning 
(at the time, preacher for the liberal Singing Oaks Church 
of Christ in our city), who was a member of the Ministe-
rial Alliance and was one of the speakers (along with men 
from six “other” local denominations) for the occasion. (I 
later exposed his participation in an article in the Pearl Street 
congregation’s bulletin, The Edifier.) 

May a preacher accept an invitation to preach in a Gospel 
meeting or lectureship in order to confront error in the con-
gregation or in one or more of the speakers? Both the Lord 
and Paul did this very thing, as earlier noted. (If one denies 
that one can do so without engaging in fellowship with er-
ror, one must oppose the participation of faithful brethren in 
religious debates.) Does one sin who speaks on a lectureship 
with one who is a false teacher or who may be a fornicator or 
a crook without correcting or exposing him, not knowing he 
was such? (In May 2005 I was one of several brethren who 

Another facet of “guilt by association” is that wherein 
one actually may be led to commit a sin or embrace an error 
through the influence of his associates. Paul referred to this 
danger concerning the incestuous brother whom the Corin-
thian church was tolerating among them. He commanded 
them to purge him from their fellowship, stating the prin-
ciple, “A little leaven leaveneth the whole lump” (1 Cor. 
5:6). He stated it again in the same letter: “Be not deceived: 
Evil companionships corrupt good morals” (15:33). 
While multitudes over the centuries have been led to engage 
in evil and/or erroneous behavior through the influence of 
their companions, this is not the “guilt by association” with 
which we are concerned in this study.

The guilt by association which is the focal point of this 
essay, is that which may or may not be incurred merely as a 
result of one’s favorable association with one who is in error 
or sin. Does one, though not personally engaging in the sin-
ful practices or holding the errors of his associates, share in 
the guilt of said sinners by extending fellowship and encour-
agement to or defense or endorsement of such persons?

Mere Association Does Not 
Necessarily Imply Endorsement

It is abundantly clear from our Lord’s behavior that as-
sociation alone does not imply agreement with or endorse-
ment of one’s associates. He ate with and otherwise asso-
ciated with sinners (e.g., Mat. 9:10–13; Luke 15:1; John 
4:4–42), but such associations never involved Him in their 
sins or errors (Heb. 4:15). Paul consistently preached in the 
synagogues (e.g., Acts 13:14; 14:1; 17:1; et al.), not in order 
to endorse the Jews’ doctrine and practice, but to refute, cor-
rect, and convert. None can fairly accuse him of associating 
with the Jews in these cases in such a way as to be guilty of 
their errors. Let us test this principle by considering some 
other associations.
Associations With Those Who Are Not Christians

We cannot avoid all “association” with sinners, includ-
ing those who are guilty of immorality, theft, religious error, 
or other sins, without literally becoming hermits. We come 
in contact with such folk as we work, shop, travel, attend 
school, and/or eat in public places, with no means of even 
knowing of their sins. Paul stated the simple and obvious 
fact that to avoid “keeping company” with all such would 
require us to “go out of the world” (1 Cor. 5:9–10). Again, 
we see from the above that merely being in the company of 
those of the world does not imply complicity with their sins. 
(However, this fact in no way justifies a Christian to choose 
people of worldly thinking and behavior as his or her closest 
friends and companions, as already noted [1 Cor. 15:33].) 
Associations With Brethren in One’s Local Congregation

In the immediate context of the foregoing passage, Paul 
forbade God’s people to “keep company” with impenitent 
brethren (including eating with them): 

(Continued From Page One) 
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spoke on the Gulf Coast Lectures in Portland, Texas, with 
brother Joseph Meador. It was subsequently revealed that he 
was at that time engaged in an adulterous relationship with 
another man’s wife). Although there was “association” with 
those in sin or error in each of the aforementioned cases, 
there certainly was no participation in them. 

The Scriptural Principle of “Guilt by Association”
While we may engage in associations with those in er-

ror and sin without becoming culpable with them (as dem-
onstrated above), the Bible nonetheless emphatically sets 
forth the principle of “guilt by association” in certain cir-
cumstances. By this I mean that one may become guilty of 
the sin or error of his associates, even without personally 
teaching or practicing them. As we shall see, the determin-
ing factor is one’s association with and approving behavior 
toward those in sin or error, fully conscious of their errors. 
Don Browning, mentioned above, well illustrates this cir-
cumstance. He consciously, knowingly participated with 
denominational heretics in such a way as to endorse and 
encourage them. He reinforced their contentment in their 
doctrinal and practical errors. He thereby became a partaker 
in their errors and sins. One becomes culpable in such cases 
because he is an accessory, accomplice, collaborator, and 
abettor to the one in error and to his sin or error. Criminal 
law has long acknowledged this principle because it is both 
logical and just to do so. On this basis the driver of the get-
away car is as guilty of a crime as is his partner who robs the 
bank and shoots a teller in the process.
SOME APPLICABLE PASSAGES OF SCRIPTURES

Numbers 16:26
Numbers 16 records the insurrection Korah, Dathan, 

and Abiram led against the authority of Moses, God’s au-
thorized spokesman and lawgiver. In response to their chal-
lenge, Moses warned those still associated with them: “De-
part, I pray you, from the tents of these wicked men, and 
touch nothing of theirs, lest ye be consumed in all their 
sins” (v. 26). Those who continued their association with 
these rebels would be subject to the judgments against them 
because such association implied concurrence in their rebel-
lion. Even if some of the associates of these insurrectionists 
had not personally cried out against Moses, it is clear that 
to remain amicably associated with them would make them 
partakers in the guilt and consequent punishment of the reb-
els. 
Ephesians 5:6–11

In Ephesians 5:6, Paul wrote of the “sons of disobedi-
ence” upon whom God’s wrath would be administered. He 
then warned: “Be not ye therefore partakers with them” 
(v. 7). He further warned: “And have no fellowship with 
the unfruitful works of darkness, but rather even re-
prove them” (v. 11). To have fellowship with such persons 
would cause those so doing to partake of their guilt and the 

judgment against their sins. Such association would result 
in their guilt by association on two counts: (1) Fellowship 
with (i.e., partaking in) their errors and (2) failure to rebuke 
the one in error.
2 John 9–11

John declared the reality of guilt by association explic-
itly:

Whosoever goeth onward and abideth not in the teaching 
of Christ, hath not God: he that abideth in the teaching, 
the same hath both the Father and the Son. If any one 
cometh unto you, and bringeth not this teaching, receive 
him not into your house, and give him no greeting: for he 
that giveth him greeting partaketh in his evil works.

In recent years, liberals in the church, clamoring to em-
brace advocates of almost every stripe of error in their fel-
lowship, have conveniently redefined the teaching of Christ 
to mean the teaching about Christ (i.e., His Deity). However, 
respect for both the immediate and remote contexts of this 
passage demand its reference to the doctrine Christ taught, 
both personally and through others whom He inspired/au-
thorized to teach His Word—the entire corpus of New Testa-
ment doctrine.

Giveth him greeting (biddeth him God speed, KJV) is 
from a word that means to rejoice with or wish one well. 
Thus one who encourages the teacher of doctrines contrary 
to “the faith which was once for all delivered unto the 
saints” (Jude 3), becomes culpable for the errors of that 
teacher. An association/relationship that encourages or 
implies endorsement of a heretic renders one complicit in 
heresy. If no other passage relative to this subject could be 
found, this one is quite sufficient to make the case. The hon-
est exegete cannot escape the conclusion that one who will-
ingly, knowingly, consciously associates with individuals, 
congregations, or institutions so as, implicitly or explicitly, 
to encourage, endorse, or otherwise bid them Godspeed, is 
guilty of the error himself by said amicable association.

SOME PRACTICAL APPLICATIONS
OF THIS PRINCIPLE

Congregational Situations
•  A family moves to a new location in a job change. 
They find a congregation that outwardly seems to be 
faithful and place membership. After a few months, 
they discover that it provides financial support for Dave 
Miller, whom they know to be a false teacher. Yet this 
family says nothing to the elders about their concerns, 
presents no evidence of his errors to them, and contin-
ues to contribute money, time, and efforts to the congre-
gation. This family is guilty by association.
•  A congregation Scripturally withdraws from a brother 
for divisive behavior, but two members refuse to honor 
the withdrawal, continuing to associate with him so as 
to defend him and approve of his sin. They are guilty by 
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association with him, and if they will not repent, they 
likewise should be withdrawn from.
•  A brother receives an invitation to preach in a Gospel 
meeting where the preacher is a known impenitent for-
nicator/adulterer. The invited preacher does not hesitate 
to accept the invitation, making no attempt to restore 
the sinful brother either before he goes or while he is 
there. The visiting preacher thereby becomes guilty by 
such association.
•  An employee of Apologetics Press is invited to de-
liver a series of lectures on apologetics and evidences in 
a congregation with which he is not familiar (although 
one could easily familiarize oneself with any congrega-
tion in advance). He learns upon arrival that the church 
is very liberal in doctrine and practice. He delivers his 
planned lessons without any discussion with the elders 
of their liberalism and without any other attempt to ex-
pose or correct the church’s errors. He is guilty by as-
sociation.
•  A preacher is invited to preach in a Gospel meeting, 
and faithful brethren in the same city, learning about 
the meeting, warn him months in advance and provide 
dozens of pages of evidence of the church’s digression. 
Said preacher ignores the warning and chooses not to 
read any of the documents faithful brethren sent him. 
He not only preaches in the meeting, but he publicly 
praises the elders and the preacher, bids them Godspeed, 
and accepts their accusations against the faithful breth-
ren who issued the warnings. He makes himself guilty 
of the errors of the liberal church by his encouragement 
of their errors.   
Brotherhood Situations
•  Abilene Christian University invites a preacher gen-
erally known for his soundness in the faith to speak on 
its annual lectureship on some non-doctrinal subject. 
Faithful brethren beg him not to lend his influence to 
the school’s apostasy and point out that the school is ex-
ploiting him as a “token conservative.” Faithful breth-
ren also point out that some unthinking brethren will 
interpret his participation as endorsement of the school. 
He insists on accepting the invitation on the premise 
that he “can preach the Gospel anywhere.” He speaks 
on the subject assigned and does not expose any of the 
heresies of the faculty and administration. He is guilty 
by association in his implied endorsement of those in-
volved in grievous error.
•  A brother is invited to speak on the Lake Tahoe Fam-
ily Encampment. Knowledgeable brethren warn him 
that the program is stacked with liberals and that its di-
rector has long been involved in liberalism. The brother 
ignores the warnings, accepts the invitation, and speaks 
the Truth on his assigned topic, but he says not a word 

about the pervasive liberalism. In fact, he accepts an 
invitation to return the next year. He is guilty by such 
association.
•  A brother is invited to speak on the Spiritual Sword 
Lectures, the Truth in Love Lectures, and the Polishing 
the Pulpit program, knowing that a well-documented 
impenitent false teacher and encourager of liberals will 
also be speaking, and he accepts the invitation in spite 
of these facts. He preaches the Truth on his topic, shakes 
hands with and cordially greets the erring brother, sits 
down and eats with him, and never raises an objection 
to his errors, publicly or privately. Said speaker makes 
himself guilty by this kind of association.
•  The director of a school of preaching receives an 
invitation to speak on the Annual Schertz Lectures, 
Schertz, Texas, knowing that the local preacher has 
publicly taught gross error on marriage, divorce, and 
remarriage and that the Schertz congregation has been 
marked by faithful brethren for continuing to support 
its preacher. Said director attends, delivers his speech, 
never raises any question about the preacher’s error, but 
instead publicly praises and bids Godspeed to the errant 
Schertz preacher. Based on 2 John 10–11, the director 
participates in the guilt of the preacher.
•  A brother has in years past publicly opposed the elder 
reaffirmation/reconfirmation program as advocated and 
practiced by brother Dave Miller. With brother Miller’s 
appointment as Executive Director of Apologetics Press 
(AP), this brother, a dedicated supporter of AP, faces a 
dilemma. Determined to continue said support, he first 
suggests that he is supporting only AP, not its head or 
any errors of which he may be guilty. However, he soon 
realizes the folly of this excuse. He knows if he con-
tinues to oppose Miller’s errors he cannot support the 
institution of which he is the head. Likewise, he under-
stands that if he continues to support AP he must cease 
his opposition to its director. He resolves his dilemma 
by continuing to support AP, by beginning to defend 
and endorse Miller, and by claiming to continue to op-
pose elder reaffirmation/reconfirmation “as the liberals 
practice it.” He has become implicitly guilty of brother 
Miller’s errors, not to mention of flagrant hypocrisy, by 
such behavior.
•  A brother is invited to preach in a Gospel meeting at 
the Phillips Street congregation in Dyersburg, Tennes-
see, home of Online Academy of Bible Studies (OABS). 
He accepts, knowing that OABS abruptly broke its con-
tract with the Spring, Texas, congregation to broadcast 
all of its 2006 lectureship (including its Open Forum) 
via the Internet. The contract was breached because 
the director of OABS apparently feared the lecture-
ship would expose the errors of certain brethren who 
teach in OABS and/or some reputed to be “somewhat” 
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(Gal. 2:6). The invited preacher also knew that OABS 
unhesitatingly fulfilled its contract to broadcast the en-
tire Memphis School of Preaching (MSOP) Lectureship 
(including its Open Forum) only a few weeks after the 
Spring Lectureship. He further knew that OABS con-
tinued to broadcast the morning worship periods of the 
Forest Hill congregation, home of MSOP. He preached 
in the meeting at Dyersburg, thereby giving his en-
dorsement to OABS’s squelching of the truth about 
grave brotherhood fellowship issues and its continued 
encouragement of those who were/are violating God’s 
law concerning fellowship. Said preacher was guilty by 
such association, according to 2 John 10–11.
•  A preacher conducts a TV program, and brethren who 
operate the Gospel Broadcasting Network (GBN) invite 
him to air his program on their network. This preacher 
has rightly been opposed to the elder reaffirmation/re-
confirmation program and marriage error relating to 
“intent” as taught by brother Dave Miller. He knows 
that GBN fellowships, defends, and uses brother Miller 
in its programming. The preaching brother nevertheless 
joins with GBN and allows his program to become part 
of its broadcast schedule. Regardless of his claims to 
the contrary and in spite of his disavowal of the Miller 
errors, he incurs guilt by such association.

Conclusion
All of the above situations reflect actual and specific 

occurrences. Every one of them involves and demonstrates 
“guilt by association” as defined and described in 2 John 10–
11. We had an expression in central Texas where, in some 
of my childhood years, my family raised goats: “You can’t 
run with the goats without smelling like them.” This earthy 
expression is not far from the principle John enunciated. 

Tragically, many, if not most, of these men who are bla-
tantly involved in “guilt by association” are seasoned men 
who know better. They are men who for years preached and 
practiced the Truth found in such passages as Ephesians 5:6–
11 and 2 John 9–11. They would doubtless consistently and 
correctly apply these fellowship principles had Mac Deaver, 
Jeff Walling, or Rubel Shelly been appointed Executive Di-
rector of AP. However, by some means brother Dave Miller 
seems to have them and a host of others almost hypnotically 
in his thrall. A large number of brethren who know better 
refuse to call him to account for his errors, continuing to 
embrace him. In the minds of these brethren he has done no 
wrong, is doing no wrong, and perhaps, in their contorted 
view of matters, can never do any wrong. They bow before 
him almost as an idol and are quick to excoriate any who 
dare call attention to his errors and their encouragement of 
him.

So far as I know, these brethren who refuse to practice 
what the Bible teaches concerning fellowship still orally 
teach the Truth on the subject. However, I remind them one 

and all that what we are teaching by our practice is far more 
powerful than the mere words we mouth. The adage is old, 
but true: “Actions speak louder than words.” Brethren who 
continue to teach the Truth orally concerning fellowship, 
but refuse to honor that teaching with their behavior, are, 
plainly put, hypocrites.

For years liberals in the church have vociferously de-
nied the existence of guilt by association. They have spoken 
of this Biblical principle with the utmost contempt, barely 
able to spit the words out, they so despised them. Will those 
who have set out on this latest “unity in diversity” gambit 
that has rallied around brother Dave Miller now join those 
liberals in denying the Biblical affirmation of guilt by as-
sociation? Have they not already done so in deed, if not in 
word? According to 2 John 9–11, those who engage in this 
practice will be just as lost and Hell will be just as hot for 
them as if they had actually preached and/or practiced the 
errors of the purveyors of error they have endorsed and are 
endorsing.

—908 Imperial Drive 
Denton, TX 76209 
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FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making available a 

CD-ROM free of charge. Why is this CD important? 
ANSWER: It contains an abundance of evidentiary 
information pertaining to Dave Miller’s doctrine and 
practice concerning the re-evaluation/reaffirmation of 
elders, MDR, and other relevant and important mate-
rials 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 Contending for 
the Faith, P. O. Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or 
email us at dpbcftf@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.
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(Continued From Page 3 )
steadfastness in the faith. Their silence will only com-
pound the sore disappointment of many concerning their 
fellowship compromises since the summer of 2005, and 
will make the cloud over the congregation and the school 
even darker and larger than it has already developed. I 
suspect the Grider material has already provoked quite 
a stir among alumni who earnestly want FH and MSOP 
to be faithful to the Truth (as we all do). Is the Grider/
Young article what these “balanced” brethren mean by 
“balance?
To say the least, Grider’s bulletin article caused no 

little stir among certain alumni of MSOP. And, at least 
some, if not all, of the MSOP faculty members were 
chagrined at Grider’s sentiments. Of course, that does 
not include any of the MSOP faculty who took the posi-
tion regarding Grider that they did toward Miller, say-
ing, “They had no dog in this fight.” After all, here was 
the new editor of The “new” Gospel Journal (hereafter 
T“N”GJ), Curtis Cates, director emeritus of MSOP, who 
had at the time recently stepped down as president of 
T”N”GJ Board to take the place of the former Co-Edi-
tors John Moore and none other than Barry Grider, with 
Moore a new T”N”GJ board member. Also, continuing 
to sit on said board is Tommy Hicks, who had only a 
few months’ earlier edited out Young’s material from 
his lectureship book, rebuking him for including it in 
his oral lecture anyway. Then, what to their wondering 
eyes did appear, but the edited out material from Tyler 
Young’s Lubbock Lectureship book in, of all places, 
the FH bulletin, edited by bro. Barry Grider. To top it 
all off, Young’s material was commended by Grider 
and followed by the old article, “I Drew My Circle 
Again”—the denominational anthem for fellowshipping 
everything from Tom cats to Bed Bugs. How that would 
have thrilled the late Carl Ketcherside and certainly 
warmed the cockles of Rubel Shelley’s heart. That is 
what you call a Barry Grider “In Your Face” response. 
It certainly would be interesting to hear what the late 
MSOP director bro. Roy J. Hearn would have said about 
these shenanigans.

As 2009 progressed various protests continued to be 
directed toward Grider’s high jinks. And, whether it was 
meant to be or not, it was an astute political move on the 
part of MSOP to blot out the 2009 MSOP Lectureship’s 
Open Forum from the lecture schedule. Real open forums 
can be dangerous, as some US Congressman and Sena-
tors have learned in recent times. Yes, it is a dangerous 
thing to allow one’s supporters the freedom to speak in 
such gatherings—especially the liberty to ask probing 
questions. Double-minded characters cannot afford to 
let their supporters have too much freedom lest their 
constituents learn about all the “ways and means” of the 

inner circles of the “movers and shakers” of whatever 
organization is under scrutiny. As Moses said, “Be sure 
your sins will find you out” (Num. 32:23).
MSOP, FH, et al., Owe Brother Grider An Apology

Is it not a bit strange that for four years FH, MSOP 
et al., have gone into all sorts of mental contortions 
and out right contradictions of their previous teaching 
on the subject of fellowship to defend and protect the 
unrepentant Dave Miller? But, when it came to brother 
Grider’s troubles no such effort on their part was made 
on his behalf? Grider was standing with MSOP, et al., 
defending Miller and smiting such Philistines as your 
editor because of our opposition to fellowshipping an 
unrepentant false teacher. MSOP, Grider and friends had 
“gotten used to it,” but we had not. Moreover, some of us 
are not going to “get used” to such unscriptural conduct 
in Miller, Grider or anyone else.

But, how is it that Grider’s sins are any more heinous 
than those Miller committed and refuses to repent of? 
The answer to the preceding question is this—Grider’s 
sins are no worse than Miller’s. And, if certain brethren 
can seek to justify Miller in his errors (as they have been 
doing for four years), why did not Grider deserve the 
same treatment from those who have defended Miller? 
Where were Grider’s friends when he needed them? 
Why is MSOP alumnus Larry Powers NOT crying out 
loud and long “Inconsistent,” “Inconsistent” concern-
ing the treatment Grider received when contrasted with 
the treatment that Grider and friends extended to bro. 
Dave Miller? 

Miller did not bear the same relationship to FH 
and MSOP that Grider did. In moving to Apologetics 
Press in Montgomery, AL, Miller moved into a circle 
of fellowship with a host of brethren who were also 
supporters and friends of MSOP, GBN, et al. Thus, it 
was more profitable for MSOP, from their perspective, 
to support Dave Miller than to alienate many who sup-
ported AP and Miller—brethren who were also their own 
personal friends and big supporters. They could defend 
and “fellowship” Miller at a distance, but not so with 
Barry Grider. Brother Grider was a product of MSOP. 
He was a part of the inner workings of the FH, MSOP 
arrangement. Bro. Grider had to resign.

Many MSOP alumni salved their consciences to the 
point of ignoring Millers’s sins as they turned a blind eye 
to the unscriptural efforts of Cates, Elkins, Grider, and 
friends in their weak and insipid defense of why they 
extended their fellowship to the unrepentant Miller. But 
they could not abide Grider’s getting used to what Young 
said, much less telling them in no uncertain terms to get 
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used to it. And what were they to get use to? Grider’s 
ever growing circle of fellowship.

 Poor bro. Grider, all he was attempting to do in 
his defense of Tyler Young and in his fellowship circle 
article was consistently and logically make the same 
kind of defense for Young as he and others had provided 
for Dave Miller. How much more naïve could Grider 
be?  He did not realize that some of his own friends did 
not dare to consistently apply the same standard to him 
that they applied to bro. Miller? Thus, as it happened to 
the Nazis on D-Day, bro. Grider “was caught with his 
panzer circles down.”

The truth of the matter is this: In view of what 
Grider intended to accomplish as the preacher at FH, 
he was premature in expressing his views and, of all 
things, declaring them in the place that he did. In fact, 
Grider’s and Young’s articles confirmed what many of 
us have been saying and writing since about July 20, 
2005—that many of these fellows who are defending the 
unrepentant Miller, Crowley et al., are extending their 
fellowship to more and more brethren who are caught 
up to one degree on another in some sort of error.  More 
and more of this kind of unscriptural fellowship will, in 
time, reveal itself. Obviously Grider was ready to openly 
declare himself or he would not have printed what he 
did in the Feb. 10, 2009 FH bulletin, the collective mes-

sage of which was, “If you think we are fellowshiping 
folks of which you  disapprove of now, just see who we 
extend our fellowship to in the future.”  And, what did 
brother Grider pontificate to everyone regarding such big 
circle fellowship— “Get used to it.” And, guess what? 
Grider was right. Certain ones in FH, MSOP, et al., are 
all employing Grider’s big fellowship circle and they 
are making it larger with each passing day.

When one elder must hold his fellow elders’ feet to 
the proverbial fire in order to  dislodge a teacher of error  
from the pulpit, one knows that a sad day has come for 
that church. This is the case because: (1) all of the  elders 
of a church should have acted without such pressure and 
(2) the erring preacher scripturally disciplined and not 
allowed to resign as if the matter was a disagreement 
such as Paul and Barnabas had over John Mark. 

 No one should be surprised when such a fellow is 
found “sitting in the gates,” building on the support he 
already has, and patiently waiting until the necessary fu-
nerals take place. Then Absalom will take the kingdom. 
“Having eyes, see ye not? and having ears, hear ye 
not? and do ye not remember?” (Mk.8:18)

—David P. Brown, Editor



“For this cause God gave them up unto vile passions: for 
their women changed the natural use into that which is 
against nature: and likewise also the men, leaving the nat-
ural use of the woman, burned in their lust one toward 
another, men with men working unseemliness, and receiv-
ing in themselves that recompense of their error which 
was due.” (Rom. 1:26-27). 
Paul is not indulging in a lot of fanciful speculations nor 

presenting baseless theories. He is showing how the heathen 
nations had reached the lowest degree of moral degradation. 
When people cease to respect God, they will not long respect 
their own bodies. They give themselves up to passions of dis-
honor. Their women become abusers of their own bodies. The 
men indulged in the debasing practice of sodomy. 

We are told that this was a common practice among the 
prominent men of Greece, and also the Romans. When the 
greatest men of a nation descend to the lowest conceivable 

form of immorality, it shows how powerless education and 
philosophy are to save men from the deepest depths of moral 
pollution. 

A Sordid Biblical Picture Of Modern America

[Bro. Whiteside was a great force for God’s Truth during 
the first half of the 20th Century. One hundred years ago 
he was preaching for the College Church in Abilene, the 
only one there at the time. He had moved there to teach 
the Bible in the old ACC. After a brief interval he be-
came it’s president and began what came to be the annual 
ACC Lectureship. Unlike today, the struggling fledgling 
school was composed of brethren who loved the Word 
of God and sought the Old Paths. Bro. Whitesde passed 
away in 1951. What would he think of America and the 
Lord’s church today? —Editor]    

R. L. Whiteside
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The questioner is referring to Mt. 19:9. Jesus is stating 
what His law is regarding marriage and divorce. Jesus says, 
“And I say unto you, whosoever shall put away his wife, 
except it be for fornication, and shall marry another, com-
mitteth adultery: and whoso marrieth her which is put 
away doth commit adultery.” The questioner is also referring 
to a statement that I made in my sermon several weeks ago. In 
explaining what this verse means, I stated in the sermon that 
the one who puts away his or her spouse and remarries for rea-
sons other than fornication commits adultery. What this means 
is that they are not really divorced—they are still married to 
their first husband or wife as far as God is concerned. The ques-
tioner asks, “Where does it say they are not divorced?” The an-
swer is found in Mt. 19:6, “What therefore God hath joined 
together, let not man put asunder.” This verse says that they 
are not divorced. One can certainly pretend that he or she is 
divorced and even get a legal statement from our government 
in that regard but Mt. 19:6 states that that is not the case. When 
God joins a couple in marriage, the two are joined by God and 
no man has the authority to separate them. Thus, Jesus says 
that those who “divorce” (i.e. who seek an earthly dissolution 
to their marriage, not a heavenly one) and “remarry” (i.e. seek 
an earthly bond to their marriage, not a heavenly one) are actu-
ally committing adultery. The implication of the word adultery 
in this context is that they are NOT divorced as far as God 
is concerned, and that they are NOT married as far as God is 
concerned—they are living in a state of sinfulness that God 
calls adultery. As far as God is concerned, they are still joined 
to their original spouses because man has no authority to put 
asunder what God has joined together. So the answer to the 
question is that when you look at Mt. 19:6 in conjunction with 
Mt. 19:9, the scriptures clearly teach that the couple that com-
mits adultery (i.e. the ones who have “divorced” and “remar-
ried” without God’s authority) are not really divorced at all.

In relation to this we also note Heb. 13:4, “Marriage is 
honourable in all, and the bed undefiled: but whoremon-
gers and adulterers God will judge.” Notice that in contrast 
to marriage, there is what is called adultery. This verse thus 
defines adultery as something that occurs outside of a marriage 
blessed by God. So according to this verse, it is impossible 
for those who commit adultery with each other to be scriptur-
ally married to each other—the definition just does not allow 
for that. Applying this definition to adultery in Mt. 19:9 just 
further corroborates the point. Those who commit adultery 
in this passage are not divorced and married as far as God is 
concerned—they are in the relationship that God calls adultery 
(http://preachersfiles.com/in-matthew-19-where-does-it-say-
they-are-not-divorced/).

—8900 Manchaca Rd.
Austin, TX 78748

“In Mt. 19, Where Does It Say They Are Not Divorced? It Says They 
Committed Adultery, But I Cannot Find Where It Says They Were 

Not Divorced.”
Kevin Cauley

When Civil Law Conflicts With God’s Law Does 
Civil Law Nullify God’s Law, Thereby Becoming 
The Law To Which Men Are Amenable To God?

In his article bro. Cauley quoted Jesus, saying, “What 
therefore God hath joined together, let not man put 
asunder” (Mt. 19:6). He interpreted that sentence correctly 
and properly applied it to a case wherein one person had put 
away its spouse, but the spouse who was put away had not 
committed fornication. Cauley then rightly pointed out:

As far as God is concerned, they are still joined to their 
original spouses because man has no authority to put 
asunder what God has joined together.

I do not know what all bro. Cauley thinks is implied by 
what he taught except as he tells us in his article. But as long 
as a God-joined-Mt. 19:6-marriage exists, it is subject to, 
as the need arises, the application of Mt. 19:9. Thus, only 
when a “guilty-of-fornication-spouse” is put away for said 
fornication by the spouse who is innocent of fornication will 
God dissolve said marriage. Then, the “innocent-of-fornica-
tion-spouse” is scripturally authorized to contract another 
“Mt. 19:6-God-joined-marriage.” Human will manifested in 
civil court decisions, human legislation and/or degrees of 
monarchs do not make nor dissolve marriages. Only God 
makes and dissolves marriages. Man can attempt to do ei-
ther one contrary to God’s revealed Will, but he cannot do 
it.

Cauley is one of the instructors in the SWSBS and his 
father is one of the SW church’s elders. Over the years differ-
ent errors on MDR were taught by, at least, the now apostate 
Joseph Meador and Stan Crowley, preacher for the Shertz 
Church, Shertz, TX. Knowing that Crowley espoused error 
on MDR and was instrumental in dividing the Buda/Kyle 
congregation over his errors on the same, the SW elders al-
lowed him to graduate from SWSBS anyway. To this day 
the SW church has not obeyed God in marking those who 
came out from them teaching error on MDR.

While working with the SWSBS I wrote a series of ar-
ticles on MDR. They appeared weekly in the SW Church 
bulletin. I did not hear any criticism from SW members con-
cerning what I wrote. But, over the years various errors on 
MDR were taught in SWSBS by reason of which the way of 
Truth I taught and teach on certain aspects of MDR was evil 
spoken of. Begining on p. 11 those 1992 bulletin articles 
are once again printed for your study.

 —Editor 
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DAVID P. BROWN’S 1992
SOUTHWEST CHURCH OF CHRIST’S

 BULLETIN ARTICLES ON 
MARRIAGE, DIVORCE AND REMARRIAGE.

“WHAT…GOD HATH JOINED TOGETHER”
(Matt. 19:6)

What kind of persons will God “join together” to be hus-
band and wife?

1.   A single person who has never been married.

2.   A person whose spouse has died.

3.  A person (innocent of fornication party) who has 
“put away” (divorced) his/her spouse because said spouse 
was guilty of fornication (Matt. 5:32; 19:9).

God will “join together” anyone who is described by 
the above three categories with any other who is also de-
scribed by the above three categories as long as it is male 
“joined” or married to female. This is what is meant by 
scripturally qualified persons (Matt. 19:4-9).

When a scripturally eligible man and woman desire to 
have an “honorable” and “undefiled bed” marriage (Heb. 
13:4), they must be “joined together” or married by God. 
Such a marriage is until one or the other of them dies (Rom. 
7:2). This is God’s rule without His exception given in Mat-
thew 19:9 (Mark 10:11, 12).

God “joins together” a scripturally eligible man and 
woman who desire marriage as husband and wife when 
they have met the requirements of the civil state or what-
ever proper manner or means the two have at their disposal 
to announce the beginning of their life together as husband 
and wife. God expects all men to abide by the “laws of the 
land” in everything wherein those laws do not violate His 
laws (Rom. 13; Acts 4:19, 20). Said laws vary from nation 
to nation and in the U.S. from state to state. In fact, what the 
state required of my wife and me in order to be married has 
now been changed. Whatever way is acceptable to society 
(as long as God’s will is not broken) whereby a man and 
woman may declare their purposed resolve to be husband 
and wife, God, at that point, joins them together. Commonly 
in our nation, that point has been/is when the authorized of-
ficial pronounces them husband and wife.

Where there has been no civil law regarding marriage, 
men have always had some way of acknowledging a mar-
riage or the exact point when God “joined them together.” 
God joins the eligible couple together at the aforementioned 
point before and not with their first sexual intercourse (Gen. 
24:67; 29:21-23). Sexual intercourse is a privilege and re-

sponsibility within the marriage bond, not to bring the mar-
riage into existence (1 Cor. 7:2-4).
[The Southwesterner is published ... by the Southwest church 
of Christ in Austin, Texas: for the week of September 27, 
1992].



“WHAT ... GOD HATH JOINED TOGETHER” (2)

According to God’s word, there are two situations in 
which a “God joined together” marriage is dissolved: (1) 
When either the husband or wife dies (Rom. 7:2). (2) When 
an innocent-of-fornication spouse “puts away” (divorces) 
his/her guilty-of-fornication spouse (Matt. 19:9) the widow/
widower and the innocent-of-fornication spouse are autho-
rized by the scriptures to once again contract a “God joined-
together” or an “undefiled-bed” marriage (Matt. 19:6, 9; 
Heb. 13:4).

There are scripturally authorized marriages and there 
are unscripturally authorized marriages. If marriages are not 
authorized by the scriptures, then who or what authorized 
them? The answer to our question is, some form of civil 
government. Does a civil government-authorized-marriage 
mean that upon such authorization God joins the two scrip-
turally-ineligible parties as husband and wife (Matt. 19:6)? 
Absolutely not. If so, in a land where concubinage and po-
lygamy are legal, such marriages would be acceptable to 
God. Is anyone prepared to affirm that civil government is 
the only standard of moral conduct in the world? Also, are 
we prepared to affirm that on the basis of who the state joins 
together as husband and wife, so does God?

Matthew 19:9 forbids an eligible person from marry-
ing one who has been put away for fornication. Such is the 
significance of the latter part of the verse: “ ... and whoso 
marrieth her which is put away doth commit adultery.” 
Suppose that an eligible person “marries” a person who 
has been put away for fornication. Does God join the two 
together to form an “undefiled bed” marriage? Absolutely 
not. Such is nothing less that an adulterous union. What is 
the eligible party to do when he/she learns the error of his/
her “marriage”? Of course, the answer is to cease and de-
sist in the adultery in which he/she has thus far involved 
himself/herself. Desirous of obeying God, the penitent, eli-
gible-to-marry person ceases his/her adulterous “marriage.” 
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The question for next week’s article is, “Is such a person’s 
scriptural eligibility to marry lost when he/she engaged in a 
civil government-ordained ‘marriage’ (civil government-ap-
proved adultery)?”
[The Southwesterner...for the week of October 4, 1992].



“WHAT ... GOD HATH JOINED TOGETHER” (3)

In our last article we announced that in this third install-
ment we would address whether or not an eligible person 
who entered into a civil government-ordained or approved 
adulterous union (“marriage”), learned the error of his/her 
way and ceased the sinful union (“marriage”), would retain 
his/her eligibility to contract a scriptural marriage. Later we 
shall address this matter, but for now let us examine another 
important and timely subject.

The October issue of the Firm Foundation carried an 
article by Elton Holden of San Pablo, CA, that revealed a bill 
in Congress that if it became law would place homosexuals 
under the protection of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. Thereby, 
homosexuals would be considered a minority group in the 
U.S., just as Asians, Blacks and Hispanics. Homosexuals, 
therefore, would have all of the same rights and privileges 
in the U.S. as the aforementioned three groups. Hence, to 
speak out against homosexuals would be against the law. The 
terrible implications of this heinous bill are tremendous and 
far-reaching.

When studying the Bible with a homosexual, you show 
that the Bible condemns homosexuality as immorality, you 
would be in violation of the law and discriminating against 
that person. If said bill becomes law, this would be the same 
as telling a Black person that he/she is in sin because he/
she is Black. Federal indictments could very well be brought 
against anyone or any institution (the church) that opposed 
homosexuality.

Although for some time there has been before the Texas 
legislature a bill to legalize homosexual “marriages,” the 
aforementioned congressional legislation would make op-
position to such “marriages” a federal crime. If homosexual 
“marriages” do become legal, they will not be anything more 
or less in the eyes of God than fornicating partnerships. God’s 
people will deal with them accordingly. God will not make 
them marriages because man’s immoral thinking decides to 
call them such.

The faithful child of God knows that man-made laws do 
not supersede, alter or make null and void God’s law. Man 
is to obey the laws of the land only in so far as they are in 
harmony with God’s law (Rom. 13:1-7; Acts 5:29). God does 
not alter his truth on morality or anything else to comply with 
the laws that are in opposition to his word. This covers his 
existence, the deity of Christ, the inspiration of the Bible, the 
plan of salvation, the church (organization, worship, work, 
and destiny), Christian living or marriage, divorce and re-

marriage. (More to come)
[The Southwesterner...for the week of October 11, 1992].



“WHAT ... GOD HATH JOINED TOGETHER” (4)

In last week’s article we referred to a bill that is now 
before Congress that would place homosexuals under the 
protection of the 1964 Civil Rights Act. In the Senate that 
bill is S.B. 574. It is sponsored by Sen. Edward Kennedy. 
Its companion bill in the House is sponsored by Rep. Bar-
ney Frank, whose male lover ran a prostitution ring out of 
the congressman’s residence. If the bill becomes law, it will 
give a man who marries another man the same rights as a 
husband and wife.

In last week’s article we pointed out that “God will 
not make them marriages because man’s immoral think-
ing decides to call them such.” By this statement I mean 
that a scriptural marriage does not begin solely on the ba-
sis of civil law alone. Therefore, for man to think that he 
can legislate a marriage into being that is contrary to God’s 
law on marriage, and yet have it subject to God’s teaching 
concerning scriptural marriages, is palpably false. There 
are unscriptural marriages and there are scriptural mar-
riages (Matt. 19:6-9). The unscriptural marriage cannot, 
by its very nature, be dealt with as the scriptural marriage 
any more than an unscriptural church can be dealt with as 
a scriptural church. What is the nature of an unscriptural 
marriage? Where both parties have never had a scriptural 
marriage, they are two persons engaged in a perpetual for-
nicating partnership. Where at least one of the parties has 
had a scriptural marriage, said relationship would be an 
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adulterous union. In either case God has not joined together 
the parties. If God has not joined them together, then his 
laws pertaining to scriptural marriages do not apply. Where 
man’s will is in contradiction to God’s will, the will of man 
does not abrogate the will of God. It seems that some think 
that what man joins together God must alter his laws accord-
ingly. However, the Bible still declares: “We ought to obey 
God rather than men” (Acts 5:29).
[The Southwesterner...for the week of October 18, 1992].



“WHAT ... GOD HATH JOINED TOGETHER” (5)

As we continue our study of homosexual marriages, we 
want to emphasize a very important truth. Please consider the 
following statement: IF GOD JOINS TOGETHER ONLY 
THOSE PERSONS WHO ARE AUTHORIZED BY THE 
BIBLE TO BE MARRIED TO ONE ANOTHER; AND, IF 
HOMOSEXUALS ARE NOT PERSONS WHO ARE AU-
THORIZED BY THE BIBLE TO BE MARRIED TO ONE 
ANOTHER; THEN GOD DOES NOT JOIN TOGETHER 
HOMOSEXUALS IN MARRIAGE. It is true that God joins 
together only those persons who are authorized by the Bible 
to be married to one another (Matt. 19:6; Col. 3:17). Hence, 
God does not join together homosexuals in marriage.

Someone may ask: Since men are free moral agents, 
does not God give them the freedom to contract a marriage 
(homosexual marriage) that is not authorized by the Bible? 
Yes, he does. Civil government (men using their moral free-
dom) may enact laws that legalize homosexual marriages, 
bestial marriages or anything else immoral and spiritually 
corrupted men might decide to call a marriage. BUT, CIV-
IL LAW DOES NOT TAKE PRECEDENCE OVER THE 
MORAL PRECEPTS OF THE BIBLE. Hence, God’s moral 
law ALWAYS takes precedence over civil law. Man cannot 
legislate God’s laws out of existence! Thus, if God’s moral 
precepts are to take precedence over the civil, and they are, 

then we must look to the moral precepts of the Bible (not 
civil law) in deciding who and when one may marry, divorce 
a companion for fornication and marry another. (More to 
come)
[The Southwesterner...for the week of October 25, 1992].



“WHAT ... GOD HATH JOINED TOGETHER” (6)

PROBLEM: The civil government has legalized homo-
sexual marriages. Two men, A and B, who have never been 
in any kind of marriage, are joined together (married) by the 
civil government. They are taught the gospel. Both men (A 
and B) see their lost condition; believe in Christ; repent of 
their sins (thus, ceasing their sinful conduct); confess their 
faith in Christ; and are scripturally baptized. Because they 
are legally married (marriage license, etc.), they must ob-
tain a legal divorce, through the proper court. This they do. 
QUESTION: ARE EITHER OF THE AFOREMENTIONED 
MEN SCRIPTURALLY AUTHORIZED TO CONTRACT 
A SCRIPTURAL MARRIAGE? YES, THE SCRIPTURES 
AUTHORIZE EITHER ONE TO CONTRACT A SCRIP-
TURAL MARRIAGE. Why is such the case? BECAUSE  
if the law concerning divorce and remarriage as stated in 
Matthew 19:9 is a law which is from the beginning, then the 
law concerning divorce and remarriage as stated in Matthew 
19:9 can only be applied to a marriage which in the first 
instance patterned itself after the marriage which was from 
the beginning. 
 [The Southwesterner...for the week of November 1, 1992].

“WHAT GOD ... HATH JOINED TOGETHER” (7)
All that is meant when we teach that God joins together 

an eligible man and woman to be husband and wife is that 
both parties have complied with God’s moral principles per-
taining to when He (God) considers a man and woman to be 
married. These moral laws were established by God “at the 
beginning.”

“At the beginning” God “made them male and fe-
male...” Also “at the beginning” He had something to say 
as to why He made mankind “male” and “female.” God 
said that because He made mankind male and female that 
“a man” shall “leave father and mother” and “cleave to 
his wife.” Hence, “they two” (a male and female) “shall 
be one flesh” (a single unit in design, purpose and prac-
tice). Therefore, we conclude that a male and a female may 
live together as husband and wife only when they resolve to 
leave their parents and live together until death parts them 
(Rom. 7:2).

The Jews who introduced the whole discussion un-
derstood that they were dealing with one man and his wife 
(Matt. 19:3, 7). Jesus took them back to the explicit teaching 
of God “at the beginning.” He emphasized its implications 
and applied Matthew 19:9 to the kind of marriage instituted 
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by God “at the beginning.”
There is nothing any more mysterious about God join-

ing together an eligible man and woman to be husband and 
wife than the Lord adding to the church eligible persons (the 
saved, Acts 2:47). Notice the words, “the Lord added ...”  
and “God hath joined.” Why is one grouping of words any 
more mysterious than the other? When persons comply with 
God’s will pertaining to becoming a Christian, the Lord adds 
them to others who have done likewise. Over the years we 
have correctly taught that the forgiveness of one’s sins takes 
place in the mind of God solely on the basis of a person’s 
complying with God’s will pertaining to the forgiveness of 
sin. Thus, in God’s mind God adds those who are saved to 
others who have done likewise. Regarding marriage, God 
accepts as scripturally married only those persons who have 
complied with his authorized will. Our Lord made it clear 
in Matthew 19:4-6 that God established his law pertaining 
to marriage “at the beginning.” Hence, just as God in His 
mind forgives persons’ sins solely on the basis of their hav-
ing met God’s requirements for such, then when persons 
comply with God’s will pertaining to marriage, in His mind, 
He considers them married. More to come.
[The Southwesterner...for the week of November 8, 1992].



“WHAT ... GOD HATH JOINED TOGETHER” (8)
We are glad to offer the following material on our topic 

from the pen of brother Guy N. Woods. We deeply appreci-
ate his allowing us to print it.--D.P.B.

In the GOSPEL ADVOCATE, this question was raised: 
“If a man divorced his wife without cause and married an-
other, would the wife, being an innocent party, be free to 
marry if her former husband and not she obtained the di-
vorce?” I answered “Yes.” A brother wrote, “I disagree with 
your answer as Matthew 19:9 says, ‘And I say unto you, 
Whosoever shall put away his wife, except for fornica-
tion, and shall marry another, committeth adultery: and 
be that marrieth her when she is put away committeth 
adultery.’ The above scripture teaches me that the person 
who marries the woman that was divorced even though she 
was innocent would commit adultery.”

He has grossly misapprehended the teaching of our Lord 
in this passage. (1) He has ignored the exception which the 
Lord put into the verse. He strikes out the words, “except 
for fornication,” in order to deny what the Lord, by im-
plication, affirmed. It should read, in his view, “Whoso-
ever shall put away his wife even in the case of forni-
cation and marries another, commits adultery and he 
who marries her thus put away commits adultery.” (2) 
He disregards the grammar of the passage which makes the 
exception clause, except for fornication, modify the entire 
statement including the final clause, “He that marrieth her 
when she is put away committeth adultery.” (3) He rules 

out any occasion when an innocent party may properly and 
scripturally remarry. He is, therefore, in grave error in the 
conclusion drawn.

To put the matter in proper perspective let us assume the 
following instance: Jane and John, both single, neither hav-
ing been previously wedded, marry. John, of weak character, 
soon tires of Jane and abandons her though she is a good 
wife, and a faithful Christian woman. As soon as he can 
conveniently do so, he contracts another marriage. Not free 
to remarry, his relationship with the second woman, though 
legal, is adulterous. Jane, meantime, has remained free of 
marital relationship, and would have received John back at 
any time prior to the adulterous marriage into which he en-
tered. Being a Christian woman, she does not recognize the 
state’s legal grounds for divorce, willing only to accept the 
Lord’s ground—fornication. By unscripturally contracting 
marriage with the second woman, John is now guilty of the 
act constituting the exception clause of Matthew 19. Jane 
meets Bill, a fine Christian man never before married. May 
she scripturally marry him? Of course she may. To deny to 
her this is presumptuously to pass judgment on the validity 
of the Lord’s edict and take from her what the Lord granted. 
Jesus said, “Whosoever shall put away his wife, except for 
fornication, and shall marry another, committeth adultery 
and he that marrieth her when she is put away committeth 
adultery.”

If the objection is raised that Jane did not divorce John 
but John (the guilty party) divorced Jane, it should be re-
membered that divorce is a civil, legal action having nothing 
whatsoever to do with determining the moral. and religious 
principles involved. It is the Lord’s edict, not man’s, that 
governs. ‘But,” it may further be objected, “Jane and John 
were not living together at the time when the fornication 
occurred. “Who said they had to be? To inject this condi-
tion into the exception clause is to speak where the Lord has 
not spoken, is to legislate for him! Suppose, for example, 
that Jane, while married to John, had suffered mental illness 
and required residence and treatment in a mental hospital for 
five years. During this interval John cohabited with another 
woman. Would Jane, because she was not living under the 
same roof as John, be denied the right to put him away “for 
fornication”? He who so affirms has abandoned reason, rev-
elation, and good  sense!

The implications of scripture touching marriage and 
divorce are crystal clear. The New Testament teaches that 
when one of the parties of the marriage bond becomes guilty 
of fornication the other (the innocent one, not the guilty) 
may scripturally put away the offending party and remarry. 
Luke 16: 18 does not countermand Matthew 19:9, it simply 
supplements it.

Woods, Guy N., Questions and Answers. Vol. II. Nash-
ville: Gospel Advocate Co., 1986, pp. 45, 46. Used by per-
mission.
[The Southwesterner...for the week of November 15, 
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1992].


“WHAT ... GOD HATH JOINED TOGETHER” (9)
In our last bulletin we ran brother Guy N. Wood’s mate-

rial dealing with what some people call the “waiting game,” 
but in reality is not. In this week’s space we are glad to run 
an article by brother Robert R. Taylor, Jr., dealing with what 
in actuality is the “waiting game,” which waiting game is 
sinful — D.P.B.

WHAT ABOUT THE WAIT–AND--SEE GAME 
DIVORCEES PLAY?

Maritally unhappy people fall out of love; they fight and 
fuss constantly; they make each other more than miserable; 
vows taken at a marriage altar years ago no longer are taken 
seriously; they wish to write finis to their deteriorating mar-
riage. Neither has been guilty of fornication – the capital 
crime of matrimony. They divorce mutually. Each begins 
to play a wait-and-see game. Which one will stay single 
longer? Which one will forego sexual cohabitation longer? 
When one gives in to fleshly lusts and fornicates or enters 
into another marriage, then the other is elated and feels per-
fectly justified in contracting a new marriage and pleads 
Matthew 19:9 as the very ground for such justification. Such 
people abuse faith and misuse Matthew 19:9 as much as de-
nominational preachers do faith and baptism passages. Mat-
thew 19:9 allows divorce and remarriage FOR the innocent 
one UPON the GROUNDS of fornication. But their marital 
break-up was not “except it be for fornication.” The gram-
matical force of “except” here is “If and only if’ it be for 
fornication may the innocent one put away the guilty party 
and enter into another eligible marriage. The wait-and-see 
game is as lethal as it can be. Yet it has many practitioners 
and as many, if not more, defenders and promoters.
(Taylor, Robert R., Jr. Marriage, Divorce, and Remarriage. 
Seventeenth Annual Spiritual Sword Lectureship, 1992, p. 
63. Used by permission.)
[The Southwesterner...for the week of November 29, 1992].



“WHAT… GOD, HATH JOINED TOGETHER” (10)
Is it a new thing for some members of the church to 

teach that only God can truly dissolve a marriage? In com-
menting on Matthew 19:4-6, J. W. McGarvey wrote: “from 
these premises the conclusion follows (verse 6) that what 
God has thus joined together man shall not put asunder. Of 
course, God who joined them together may put them asunder 
by prescribing the conditions of lawful divorce, but man has 
nothing to do in the case except to obey God’s law. Any act 
of divorce, therefore, or any legislation by State or Church 
on the subject, inconsistent with the divine law, is open re-
bellion against the authority of Christ” [The New Testament 
Commentary, (Abilene: Chronicle Publishing Co., Inc. orig-

inally published in 1875), p. 164]. Later, in commenting on 
these same verses he wrote, “that no men or body of men, 
whether acting in private, civil or ecclesiastical capacity, can 
dissolve marriage otherwise than according to the decrees 
of God” [Fourfold Gospel, (Cincinnati: Standard Publica-
tion Co., n.d.), p. 539]. The Fourfold Gospel was published 
in 1905. In the Gospel Advocate set of commentaries, H. 
Leo Boles, writing in 1936, had these comments on Mat-
thew 19:6: “God’s laws by virtue of his creating them male 
and female take precedence over all human laws. The courts 
of the land dissolve many unions which God still holds as 
fundamental and abiding; the laws of the land grant divorces 
for causes which God does not permit. Man’s laws cannot 
change the mind of God or the fundamental laws of God; 
hence man’s laws cannot annul the marriage bonds which 
God has sanctioned” (The Gospel According to Matthew, p. 
387).  [The Southwesterner...for the week of December 6, 
1992].
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The preceding bulletin articles were written 17 
years ago. Since that time the following false doctrines 
have been espoused by some who were connected with 
SW and SWSBS. Some time ago the SW elders pub-
lished a statement  regarding MDR but they ignored 
these errors. The errors are: (1) In order for Mt. 19:9 to 
be applicable, the Scriptures teach that a spouse must 
commit fornication before the civil court decree of di-
vorce is granted. (2) When a civil court decree of di-
vorce is granted where neither spouse is guilty of for-
nication, the Mt. 19:6-God-joined-marriage remains 
intake, but if fornication later takes place, Mt. 19:9 has 
no bearing on such a case. (3) Men may dissolve Mt. 
19:6-God-joined-marriages when they divorce contrary 
to Mt. 19:9, but neither spouse in such a marriage is free 
to contract another marriage because they ended their 
marriage contrary to Mt. 19:9. (4) If fornication takes 
place when  a husband is separated from his wife for any 
reason and for any length of time without both being in 
mutual agreement to the separation,  Mt. 19:9 does not 
apply (Stan Crowley’s false doctrine). —Editor
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Introduction
Tennessee Bible College (hereafter, TBC), Cookeville, 

TN, publishes a monthly periodical it calls Living Oracles. In 
the May 2009 issue, Malcolm Hill, its editor (and the President 
of TBC), commented on some brotherhood problems. One 
paragraph particularly caught my eye:

Some brethren in general are now where we were 20 years ago. 
They are teaching what we taught and standing where we stood. 
We could not get them to do this 20 years ago, but now they 
see. There have been break-ups of parties among preaching 
brethren in the past 20 years and this has helped to get some 
to see the facts. Party politics has not been good for the church 
but when there is a break it sometimes works a blessing. There 
has been a sizable break with some preachers and Memphis 
School of Preaching. There has been a break within the Gospel 
Journal brethren. The Contending for the Faith brethren have 
had troubles within their ranks. Some East Tennessee brethren 
had a spiritual clique going and trouble has entered their group. 
Apologetics Press has been under fire over stands her director 
has taken. There are others we could point out but we have 
given enough to show what we have in mind. Tennessee Bible 
College has not been a part of these silly goings-on nor have 
we wanted to be. What a blessing to be out of such things and 
walking in the pure and undefiled way.

Various statements and/or implications of brother Hill’s com-
ments are little short of amazing and deserve some notice.

Boastful, Self-Serving, Condescending
 To hear him tell it, he and TBC have not altered their 

thinking or their course one-half a scintilla of one-half a de-

THOSE “SILLY GOINGS–ON”
DUB MCCLISH

gree over the past 20 years. Let me get this straight: He and 
those with whom he surrounded himself all of these years 
have alone been the sane and stable voices of truth in a fluid 
brotherhood, bravely standing when all others were floun-
dering around in compromise and confusion. Now none can 
gainsay that many brethren have compromised egregiously 
and at times, at a ferocious rate. Moreover, this sad situation 
stretches back double the 20 years he mentions. However, 
to boast (that’s all one can call it) that he and his little TBC 
conclave have been the sole watchmen on the walls the past 
score of years cannot be allowed to pass without challenge. 
It is as pompous as it is pretentious. Alas, it appears that the 
“I-alone-am-left” virus that momentarily plagued the fiery 
Elijah incurably infected our Tennessee brother years ago, 
and it has risen to the surface again.

Is he totally oblivious to how patronizing and conde-
scending his words are (or perhaps he does not care, he 
thought readers would not notice, or he considers himself so 
superior that he has the right to be condescending)? He sets 
himself and TBC up as the rock-steady standard-bearers of 
Truth to whom all of those brotherhood drifters, like prodigals, 
are now returning. Some brethren are finally doing what he 
has been doing and trying to get them to do for 20 years? I 
fervently hope not.

But bro. Hill waxed even more eloquent about his ac-
complishments in an earlier paragraph of his editorial (it is 
rumored that he has got an arm in a sling—nursing a dislo-
cated shoulder from patting himself on the back). In the earlier 
paragraph, he stretched his self-commendation as the great 
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Editorial...
CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH WISHES FOR 

ALL A HAPPY HOLIDAY SEASON AND
A PROSPEROUS 2010



As 2009 goes into the record books and we rush 
toward 2010, we do so with CFTF’s long time commit-
ment to comfort those who are afflicted for righteous-
ness sake as we Scripturally oppose, expose, rebuke 
and defeat all advocates of any error in and out of the 
church. We engage in the same as we continue to ear-
nestly plead, by the mercies of Jesus Christ, for erring 
church members to repent of and fully renounce their 
sins, returning to the “strait and narrow way” of God’s 
Truth in so doing (Mt. 7:13, 14). How much longer we 
have to continue this work before we are unable to do 
so or life’s little day is over is unknown, but fervently 
we will do what we can until night comes and our work 
on earth is done.

To our supporters we are most thankful. We covet 
your prayers to the end that all of us will love the Lord 
with all we are and love our neighbor as ourselves. Our 
goal is never to bind where God has not bound nor loose 
where God has not loosed. Also, we will turn from any 
real error in our own lives when it is pointed out to us. 
We are committed to teaching and defending all and 
only what our Lord has authorized in His last Will and 
Testament (Acts 20:26, 27). In doing so we will leave 
undone what our Lord and Master has prohibited as 
well as what He has not authorized while vigorously 
opposing error (Col. 3:17; Jude 3). More than that God 
does not obligate us to do. Less than that brings upon 
us spiritual ruin (Jn. 12:48; Mt. 7:21-23). 

The Lord’s church is worth its purchase price—the 
precious blood of Christ (Acts 20:28). Thus, the church 
belongs to Christ and not us. With that fact in mind we 
must determine our conduct in and toward it. Also we 
must desire, not only our own faithfulness to Christ, 
but also the faithfulness of all our brothers and sisters 
in Christ. The purity of the bride of Christ and what it 
takes to keep her pure cannot be overly emphasized. 
May those who think otherwise change their sinful 
thinking or be defeated in it. To that end we continually 
and consistently labor. May God help us to have a “thus 
saith the Lord” for all we believe and practice, making 
any sacrifice necessary to accomplish the same.

  —David P. Brown, Editor  
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Bro. Jim Waldron of Crossville, TN continues to hedge, 
dodge, and shuffle in an attempt to avoid the obvious. He has 
no real desire to debate openly the real issues that divide us 
on MDR. Instead, ignoring the facts that were published in 
the August 2009 issue of Contending for the Faith (CFTF), he 
has chosen to post an alibi for his behavior under an attach-
ment titled “MDR Questions” on the Waldron Mission Fund 
website (http://waldronmissions.org/index_files/Page14385.
htm) sponsored by the Crossville church of Christ. 

The complete title of his document is “MDR Questions 
between D. Brown, H.D., [sic] Denham & J. Waldron.” It is 
not titled “The Question of MDR between….” but “MDR 
Questions between…,” as we have noted. While the document 
does discuss the matter of MDR, Jim does not give or address 
any specific questions. When I first saw the title, I thought to 
myself, “At last, he may be going to answer at least some of 
the many questions we have put to him concerning MDR,” 
especially seeing that the document is advertised in by its title 
as concerning “MDR questions between D. Brown, H.D., [sic] 
Denham, & J. Waldron.” However, I was disappointed to see 
that he does not answer even one of our questions. To this 
day he still remains “as silent as a tomb” on them, including 
the numerous questions that I raised in my September 2008 
CFTF article that got him so stirred up with us. 

Evidently, someone else is raising questions for Jim to 
answer, and he seems to be attempting to answer them by his 
alibi piece. Interestingly though, he leaves a lot of pertinent 
facts out of his answers, but that is probably because to men-
tion them would have proven quite inconvenient to his alibi. 
We shall see if he intends at any later point to bring these 
details to light for his readers and whether he will finally 
address the questions that David and I have put to him. But 
for the present, we must content ourselves with examining 
and responding to what he has said on the subject, as it does 
definitely involve us. 

In his alibi, he posts three emails from me originally 
posted to the members of a website owned by bro. Keith Sis-
man. According to Jim, these posts were forwarded to him by 
some of his compatriots. He does not bother to tell his readers 
that these “gentlemen” violated the list rules in doing so. But 
that is really another matter, which addresses the ethics of the 
parties who did so when it comes to honoring agreements. 
In fact, I anticipated that there would be those with so little 
regard for keeping their word that they would forward my 

JIM WALDRON’S CONVENIENT ALIBI
 OR

 HOW TO AVOID INCONVENIENT FACTS
Daniel Denham

posts to Waldron, because I know some of those with whom 
he closely associates. Jim also circulated his own responses 
to these emails to addresses unethically obtained from the 
site. We can only conclude that his cronies aided him in this 
action. Apparently, civil laws are binding only in the areas 
they arbitrarily choose them to be. 

What I posted, regardless, was truthful and to the point, 
which facts have obviously occasioned Waldron’s turning 
into an “Alibi Ike” for his readers and supporters both by 
email and in his alibi on his website, to which we shall now 
respond seriatim.

(1) Waldron, after posting the three fraudulently obtained 
emails, commented: “Brethren I am not hiding in the hillocks 
and mountains of Tennessee (Item 2 above), although they 
are greatly to be admired; I am in the northeast part of India 
in the foothills of the mighty Himalayas teaching Romans 
to a class of thirteen student preachers.” The fact, however, 
is that he was “in the hillocks and mountains of Tennessee” 
when he had the postman mark our letter of June 5, 2009 to 
him as “Refused”! Thus, my first post, which would be Item 
#1 in keeping with Jim’s enumeration of them, was quite 
accurate as to the timing of his refusal to even receive the 
letter. That he went off to the Himalayas shortly after that 
does not change the fact that he has been ducking an hon-
est and open debate on the issues dividing us, while stirring 
strife among the churches over his error. While teaching 
Romans is a noble endeavor, the Himalayas had nothing to 
do with his refusal to even read our letter relative to the issue. 
Despite their impressive size, even the “mighty Himalayas” 
are not big enough to hide the obvious fact that Jim will not 
address the matter he stirred up and continues to stir up with 
his foolishness.

(2) Jim then retreats to his threadbare excuse that an 
article by Terry M. Hightower published in the Sept. 2002 
issue of CFTF by David Brown is what stirred him up to get 
involved in this controversy. Conveniently, he fails to tell his 
readers that in a letter to David and me, he admits knowing at 
the time of reading the Hightower article of the controversy 
already existing with the Southwest congregation in Austin 
over MDR. Conveniently again, he fails to tell his readers 
that Terry’s article was prompted by Southwest’s false teach-
ing on the subject. Then, also quite conveniently, he neglects 
to inform them that he knew that to be the case prior to his 
attacks on Terry Hightower, David Brown, and CFTF. Such 

      (Continued on page Eleven)
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(Continued from page One)
standard-bearer an extra decade—to “the past 25 or 30 years.” 
He particularly claimed personal credit for the faithfulness of 
Tennessee congregations in the “area where we have lived, 
preached, and taught.” I’m trying to figure which congrega-
tions would be on his “faithful” list. It would not happen to 
consist of only those that have remained in fellowship with 
and supportive of the Hill/TBC agenda, do you think? His 
claim must come as a great surprise to those congregations in 
the Cookeville area that have not drunk the TBC Kool-Aid for 
several years, but somehow, difficult as it may be to believe, 
have remained faithful nonetheless. 

What about bro. Hill’s boast that he and TBC have not 
altered their stance any over the past 25–30 years? That 30-
year figure is a good one to consider. Thirty years ago (1979), 
bro. Hill somehow persuaded (I never understood how) a 
number of then-respected scholarly brethren to relocate to 
Cookeville and join the faculty of TBC. These included the 
likes of Roy C. Deaver, Mac Deaver, Thomas B. Warren, 
Andrew Connally, Bert Thompson, and David Lipe. This 
impressive collection put TBC on the “brotherhood map,” 
but only very briefly. 

Alas, the honeymoon for TBC’s scholarly teacher corps 
was destined to be short-lived. Various factors, none of them 
complimentary toward bro. Hill, resulted in the implosion 
of his super-faculty for the most part by 1981. (About 20 
years ago, Hill ran up a trial balloon of criticism of Bert 
Thompson, one of the first faculty whistle-blowers to depart, 
which provoked Thompson to publicly warn Hill that further 
attacks would be met with publication of documentation con-
cerning Hill’s misdeeds during the acclaimed faculty’s brief 
stint. Suddenly, the Cookeville guns aimed at Thompson fell 
completely silent.) 

Of this imposing slate of instructors, as far as I have been 
able to ascertain, only the Deavers and Thomas B. Warren 
left Cookeville on friendly terms with bro. Hill when all the 
dust settled. The late Andrew Connally told me in a 1986 
conversation that he had no closer friends on earth than Roy 
Deaver and Tom Warren, but there was one subject he could 
not discuss with them—Malcolm Hill. He said, “They still 
refuse to see through him.” (Many others of us join bro. Con-
nally in amazement that men of such intelligence as brethren 
Deaver [both Roy and Mac] and Warren could be so undis-
cerning.) As far as I know, brethren Roy Deaver and Tom 
Warren, who have finished their earthly courses, remained 
friends with bro. Hill until they died. Mac remains closely 
tied to TBC and its president to this day. 

Hill has several times defended Mac Deaver in the pages 
of Living Oracles over the past dozen or more years, has 
published several of Mac’s articles in its pages, and regularly 
invites him to speak on TBC’s lectureship. Under a photo 
of Malcolm Hill and his wife, Mac wrote of this continued 
friendship: “When some others forsook us because of the 
controversy over the Holy Spirit, brother Malcolm continued 
to use us and loyally stood by us” (Mac Deaver, The Holy 

Spirit [Denton, TX: Biblical Notes, 2007], p. 366). Mac has 
returned the favor by bringing Kerry Duke (TBC Dean) and 
Malcolm Hill to Denton, TX, for meetings at the Sherman 
Drive Church of Christ (formerly Pearl St.), in Denton, where 
Deaver has preached since August 2005. Hill remains firmly 
embedded with Deaver. In the May issue of Living Oracles, 
quoted above, Mac has a lengthy article, beginning on page 
1. Hill and Duke teamed up with Mac and others of his Holy 
Spirit persuasions on the Northern New England Lectures in 
Tilton, NH, October 9–11, 2009. 

Mac Deaver Does the Texas One-step
Now let us test Hill’s claim of doctrinal and fellowship 

consistency (both of which he most certainly expects of oth-
ers). Did bro. Hill believe or fellowship those who believed 
that the Holy Spirit operates on the hearts of Christians 
directly, in addition to and apart from His Word in 1979? 
The late Roy C. Deaver wrote the following in 1989, several 
years after he had left TBC:

For near fifty years…I have preached the transforming 
power of the Holy Spirit in the lives of men, but the Spirit’s 
working always in and through, by means of, the written 
Word of God, both in the matter of conversion and in the 
guiding of the Christian—never separate and apart from 
the Sword of the Spirit, which is the Word of God. This I 
will continue to preach (Biblical Notes, March–April 1989, 
emph. DM).

His son, Mac Deaver, likewise opposed the doctrine of a 
direct, separate-from-the-Word operation of the Holy Spirit 
upon the Christian as late as 1993, so he did not believe any 
“direct-operation” doctrine while he taught at TBC. Note the 
clarity of his statement:

The Bible teaches that the Holy Spirit indwells the Christian, 
but it also teaches that He guides/directs the Christian 
through the word (cf. Eph. 2:22; 2 Tim. 3:16–17). Here we 
stand; and in opposition to any and all who deny this view 
(emph. his).

In a recent meeting of brethren…who are seriously 
concerned about doing what they can to prevent rupture 
in fellowship—it was stressed forcefully (after many hours 
of careful, prayerful study) that as long as we agree that 
the Holy Spirit convicts, leads, directs, and edifies only 
through the Word of God, whatever other differences there 
may be on the subject ought not to have the least effect on the 
question of our fellowship (Biblical Notes, Nov.–Dec. 1993, 
emph. DM).

No one to my knowledge has ever come forth with any 
statement to the effect that Thomas B. Warren (or any of the 
others of that august 1979 TBC faculty) believed anything 
different from the convictions stated above.

Had bro. Hill not agreed with the foregoing view of the 
operation of the Holy Spirit, he most certainly would not 
have invited these men to join his faculty. However, Mac 
Deaver reversed his (and his father’s) staunch Scriptural 
1993 position, first hinting at it in his 1994 debate with 
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Marion Fox. He was so settled, clear, and vocal in his 
position by 1996 that we ceased inviting him to speak on 
the Annual Denton Lectures thereafter. In 2000, he affirmed 
the following proposition in oral debate with Jerry Moffitt as 
part of the Annual Denton Lectures: “The Bible teaches that, 
in addition to His sanctifying influence through His Word, 
the Holy spirit operates directly to sanctify the heart of the 
faithful Christian”( emph. DM).

In spite of the fact that Mac Deaver reversed his posi-
tion and began espousing a fatal error relative to the work 
of the Holy Spirit—an error which Malcolm Hill would not 
have thought of espousing in earlier years (before 1994, in 
fact)—Hill continued and continues to defend, support, and 
fellowship Mac Deaver, as if he had never changed his con-
victions. I suppose his flip-flopping with Mac on this crucial 
subject is an example of Hill’s self-proclaimed consistency 
of  “teaching what we taught and standing where we stood” 
for decades. I would be very pleased to see one example of  
Hill’s advocacy of or sympathy for a doctrine of direct work 
of the Holy Spirit on the heart of a Christian before Mac 
Deaver began advocating it. It borders on being downright 
amusing to hear him defend Mac Deaver’s direct-operation 
foolishness as nothing more than a facet of the doctrines of 
the indwelling, prayer, and/or providence. 

Hill is not really Deaver’s friend, because “friends don’t 
let friends drive drunk.” A true friend would try to help 
Deaver see his error (not that he would pay any attention, for 
many of us who were once his friends have thus attempted). 
Rather than fellowshipping and defending him, Hill would 
“have no fellowship with [Deaver’s] unfruitful works of 
darkness” (Eph. 5:11). Instead, the TBC executive berates all 
of those who cannot/will not fellowship Deaver in his error 
as trouble-makers who get all excited about nothing. John’s 
inspired declaration of culpability for the error of the false 
teacher when one bids him Godspeed (2 John 9–11) means 
nothing to the Cookeville guru. He just lurches on like a bull 
in a china shop.  

Hill has periodically scolded all who have ceased to 
fellowship Mac over what he (Hill) considers to be innocent 
opinions. To so argue is to exhibit the inability to perceive the 
difference between black and white, or else to demonstrate 
such blind allegiance to a mere man that he is willing to follow 
his blind leader into his error pit (Mat. 15:14). Note it well: 
Deaver (in his 1993 statement above) clearly distinguished 
between the direct/immediate impact of the Spirit on the 
Christian’s heart and His work through the agency of His 
Word. He likewise made it abundantly clear that the Spirit  
guides, convicts, leads, directs, and edifies us only (Mac’s 
word) through His Word. He also distinguished between 
the issues of the guidance of the Spirit and the indwelling 
of the Spirit, rightly indicating that the former was one with 
fellowship implications, but the latter was not. One would 
think the president of a college (that awards Ph.D. degrees, 
no less) could also make these distinctions, especially since 

his bosom buddy had already laid them out for him. His at-
tempted defenses are nothing short of “pitiful” (to use one of 
the favorite expressions of his Denton, Texas, hero).

The Deaver Texas Two-step
In the April 1974 issue of Spiritual Sword, the late Roy 

C. Deaver penned an article titled, “Water Baptism—Not 
Holy Spirit—Is the One Baptism.”  He began his article as 
follows: “In this brief article we confidently affirm that the 
‘One baptism’ spoken of by Paul is water baptism—not Holy 
Spirit baptism.” He went on to discuss Ephesians 4:4–6, in 
which Paul declared, “There is…one baptism,” and other 
relevant passages. He closed his article by writing, “…there 
is now no such thing as Holy Spirit baptism.” 

Obviously, Tom Warren, editor of Spiritual Sword at the 
time, agreed with the Deaver assessment or he would not have 
published it. Warren doubtless assigned this topic to his dear 
friend, knowing he would write correctly concerning it. I 
know of nothing from the mouth or pen of either Roy Deaver 
or Tom Warren from 1974 until they departed this life (War-
ren in 2000, Deaver in 2007) to indicate any variance from 
Deaver’s 1974 article. Such was unquestionably the united 
conviction of  these men and of Mac Deaver when bro. Hill 
enticed them to join the TBC faculty five years later. This was 
therefore the conviction of Malcolm Hill, as well. Dare any-
one argue that Mac Deaver entertained or preached anything 
contrary to his father’s Scriptural conclusion on Holy Spirit 
baptism until recently, in the face of Mac’s own declaration 
of this fact (as I will subsequently document)? Had bro. Hill 
thought that any of these men held any other view of Holy 
Spirit baptism, he would not have given a thought to hiring 
them. If this is not the case, let Hill deny it.

As so often occurs with error, an initial misstep, dog-
gedly pursued and defended, paves the way for additional 
missteps. It has been sadly so with our bro. Mac Deaver. His 
sashay into error concerning the Holy Spirit did not stop with 
his direct-operation doctrine. As early as 2001, some of his 
closest associates (e.g., Glenn Jobe, the late Bob Berard, Todd 
Deaver) began trumpeting universal Holy Spirit baptism (as 
universal as water baptism). Before that time, only rank liber-
als or those tainted with Pentecostalism ventured to advocate 
any such thing among brethren. 

To his credit, for a few years, Mac apparently resisted 
before he succumbed to the second step of his Holy Spirit 
heresy, although one of his sons and some of his closest 
associates had embraced it. He finally went public with his 
“conversion” in 2006, at which time he tells us that in a de-
bate with a denominationalist, he “for the first time took the 
position in oral controversy that in becoming a Christian, one 
is baptized in water and in the Holy Spirit” (op. cit., p. 365). 
Thus his public espousal of this doctrine did not occur until 
more than a quarter century after Malcolm Hill hired 
him at TBC. Anyone who believes that the president of TBC 
would have given this heresy a pass in anyone besides Mac 
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Deaver and/or before he started spouting it, raise your hand 
and I will alert the white-coat patrol to gently cart you off to 
join the other folks in La-La Land. Yet astoundingly, bro. Hill 
claims that he and TBC have remained rock-solid, unchanged, 
constant, and consistent in their doctrine for 30 years. This 
time a Tennessean has outdone us Texans in manufacturing 
a whopper.

In his 2007 book, previously cited, Deaver devoted a 
chapter to his new-found Holy Spirit-baptism dogma. He has 
since become sufficiently confident in his stance to publicly 
defend it. Earlier this year, he signed an agreement to affirm 
the following in a public oral debate: “The Scriptures teach 
that in order for a sinner to become a Christian, he must be 
baptized in water and in the Holy Spirit.” (I suggest that he 
begin looking for a Pentecostal opponent for his next debate 
after the one just mentioned, and offer to affirm the same 
proposition. I can just hear the Pentecostal preacher now: 
“You want to affirm what, and me to deny what? Are you 
kidding? Obviously, you and  I agree on this issue; there is 
nothing to debate.”) 

Deaver is now teaching his doctrine to the general public. 
In a July 29, 2009 Denton Record-Chronicle article, titled 
(ironically), “According to the Bible…,” he commented as 
follows on John 3:3, 5 concerning the salvation of the sin-
ner:

He must be regenerated or made spiritually alive again. This 
happens when he is baptized into Christ (Tit. 3:5; 2 Pet. 1:40 
[perhaps he meant 1 Pet. 1:22–23. DM]). As his body is im-
mersed in water (Acts 8:38), his human spirit is immersed 
in the Holy Spirit (1 Cor. 12:13) (emph. DM).

Remember, Hill has boasted of his doctrinal consistency 
over a 30-year span. Pardon me for being a bit confused. Was 
he a closet universal-Holy-Spirit-baptism guy in 1979 and 
just hid it so as not to scare away the likes of the Deavers 
and Warren? Has he just been waiting all of these years for 
his friend Mac to fall for this Pentecostal error so he could 
come out of the closet on it? Or, perhaps Hill opposes this 
doctrine now, but is hiding his opposition in order to maintain 
friendship and fellowship with a false teacher. I have already 
noted the way bro. Hill rationalizes his support for the Deaver 
direct-operation error by misidentifying it as nothing more 
than the Spirit’s indwelling, answered prayer, and Divine 
providence. I am now very interested in seeing how he will 
attempt to mask Deaver’s Holy Spirit-baptism error so he 
can fellowship it. Will he rack it up to a further variation of 
the indwelling and providence doctrines? We need bro. Hill’s 
self-vaunted wisdom, faithfulness, and consistency to help us 
decipher all of this. 

If he has been doctrinally consistent the past 30 years, he 
either believed in Holy Spirit baptism then and still does, or he 
did not believe in it then and does not now. In either case, he 
has belied his boast of being unwavering in his doctrine and 
in his fellowship practices. Having said that, I must grant him 
consistency in the following: Clearly, bro. Hill, even in the 

face of Deaver’s latest doctrinal adventure, has not “batted an 
eye” relative to maintaining his fellowship with and support 
of this errant brother. He has invariably extended fellowship 
to Mac Deaver over the past three decades, regardless of how 
damnable his doctrinal shifts have been. That is something 
about which to brag if I ever heard it.

Now, About Those “Silly Goings-on”
In the mid-section of his editorial, bro. Hill refers to 

some developments among certain brethren and then states: 
“Tennessee Bible College has not been a part of these silly 
goings-on nor have we wanted to be.” (One can almost see 
him drawing himself up piously on his tip-toes, thumbs under 
arm pits.) Just what might be these things he calls “silly go-
ings-on”? He describes them as involving a “sizable break” 
among supporters of Memphis School of Preaching (MSOP), 
THE GOSPEL JOURNAL (TGJ, or THE NEW GOSPEL 
JOURNAL [TNGJ] as it has become), Contending for the 
Faith, East Tennessee School of Preaching, and Apologetics 
Press. His observation is correct; fellowship “breaks” have 
been, not only “sizable,” but grievous, and have occurred 
among those who were once united in support of most of the 
works he has named. While he failed to give a time frame for 
the beginning of these “breaks” or the cause(s) of them, I will 
do so. Now if these “breaks” are so much silliness, then the 
basis/bases for these “breaks” must be utterly inexcusable. 
Let us review what the “silliness” is all about, remembering 
all the while that the lily-white sage of Cookeville and his 
TBC have remained aloof from it all. 

The time frame for these “silly goings-on” began in late 
May 2005  when the brotherhood was stunned by the removal 
(even more so by its necessary reason) of Bert Thompson as 
executive director of Apologetics Press (AP). In the wake of 
the scandal, the remaining AP staff hit the phones, soliciting 
endorsements for AP’s survival, resulting in signatures of six-
ty brethren, many of them “reputed to be somewhat” (Gal. 
2:6), affixed to a “Statement of Support” for the beleaguered 
institution. Thompson had hired Dr. Dave Miller to join the 
AP staff three years earlier. His hiring cost AP considerable 
monthly income from knowledgeable brethren, aware that 
he was an impenitent teacher of crucial errors involving the 
eldership and MDR (also, as it turned out, serious fellowship 
compromises as well). These were errors of which at least 
some of the signers of the AP document were aware and 
which they had opposed—before the AP scandal broke. 
Miller himself helped solicit the names for the “Statement 
of Support.” 

In early June, AP officially announced the Thompson 
departure in a packet that included the list of sixty signers 
and a letter announcing that Dave Miller was AP’s new ex-
ecutive director. His appointment doubtless caught some of 
the signers by surprise, especially those who were on record 
as opposing Miller’s errors (including Curtis A. Cates). Now 
several among the sixty found themselves in a dilemma. If 
they continued to support AP by leaving their names on the 
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list, they would be supporting a false teacher (Dave Miller), 
inseparable from his errors. However, if they remained 
consistent (and Biblically right) in their opposition to Miller 
and his errors, they could no longer support AP. In the four 
intervening years, not one of those sixty men has recanted 
his support, which support has influenced many other 
brethren to ignore the Miller errors and to fellowship a 
false teacher.

Curtis A. Cates (then director of MSOP) and Joseph 
Meador (then director of Southwest School of Bible Stud-
ies) both signed the AP statement. Cates and Meador were 
president and vice president, respectively, of the board of The 
Gospel Journal, Inc., owner of TGJ, of which I was editor at 
the time. While they had opposed Miller’s errors before the 
AP upheavals, their names among the sixty implied their de-
fense/support/endorsement of said errors and their advocate. 
Their signatures also placed them in direct  conflict with their 
editor (me) because of my years of opposition to Miller’s er-
rors and because we had exposed Miller’s elder reaffirmation 
doctrine in TGJ. Rather than consistently (and Biblically) 
continuing to oppose Miller and his error, even if it meant 
opposing AP, Cates and Meador folded. (Actually, Meador 
was so doctrinally and morally corrupt by this time—though 
his immorality was not yet unmasked—that his even being 
on TGJ’s board was a travesty.) 

The first major after-effect of the AP scandal that eventu-
ated in grievous fellowship implications was my “encouraged 
resignation”—led by Curtis A. Cates—as editor of TGJ (and 
that of my esteemed associate editor, Dave Watson) on July 
20, 2005. (To his great credit, eight days following his part in 
our “resignations,” bro. Michael Hatcher resigned from TGJ’s 
board, rebuked the other board members for their behavior, 
and issued a public apology to bro. Watson and me for his 
part in the debacle.) 

The major changes involving TGJ signaled a new fellow-
ship direction for its board and for MSOP, since Curtis Cates 
was president of one and director of the other. Implications of 
these fellowship compromises with Miller and AP, typified by 
that of Cates, led to loud outcries from faithful brethren far and 
wide. These outcriers have included many MSOP alumni and 
other former close associates of Cates, MSOP, and the Forest 
Hill congregation, MSOP’s sponsor. The fellowship com-
promises to which that initial concession of signing the AP 
statement led have been many and, in some cases, stunning. 
Bro. Miller continues in wide circulation among brethren on 
lectureships and in other speaking engagements, greatly en-
couraged and given credence by those who “put their names 
on the dotted line” implicitly endorsing him. Many who before 
June 2005 were opposing him and his errors have now been 
overcome by a mysterious form of amnesia that has led to 
an acute case of lockjaw—serious spiritual maladies, indeed. 
The fellowship ripples have not ceased to the present. We 
could cite repeated instances of various congregations invit-
ing an increasingly doctrinally diverse menu of speakers to 

appear on their lectureships, which phenomenon was both 
unheard–and unthought–of by them or others before June 
2005. Once these brethren redrew their fellowship “circle” 
large enough to include Miller and his errors (to be as large 
as Barry Grider’s), it was large enough to encompass many 
others they had formerly (and rightly) shunned. (Note to bro. 
Hill: Don’t be surprised if you receive an invitation to speak 
on MSOP Lectures in the near future.) Many of us then had 
to redraw our fellowship “circles” relative to them in order 
to comply with such inspired edicts as Ephesians 5:7, 11 and 
2 John 9–11.

As much as Hill has ranted and raved about perceived (by 
him) fellowship compromises in others over the past quarter 
century, one would think that he would be just a bit concerned 
about such bold and in–your–face violations of Scriptural 
fellowship that have racked the brotherhood the past four 
years. Instead, he sees it all as “silly goings–on.” Perhaps the 
following explains why: “Fellowship compromises” actually 
occur and are worthy of lambasting only if Hill so perceives 
and defines them. Otherwise, even blatant compromises 
in fellowship that separate brethren who have worked in 
great harmony for decades are merely “silly goings–on.” 
After disdaining such “silly goings–on,” he sanctimoniously 
exclaims what a blessing it is to be “out of such things and 
walking in the pure and undefiled way.” This—from a man 
who has compromised Scriptural fellowship to the ultimate 
in continuing to defend and support one of the boldest false 
teachers of the past fifteen years. Did a strutting peacock ever 
exhibit more self-righteous plumage than Malcolm Hill in his 
statement? I wot not.

I remind bro. Hill of some of the bases for these “silly 
goings–on” that have produced these “sizable breaks.” 
Brethren involved with MSOP, TNGJ, Gospel Broadcasting 
Network, Florida School of Preaching, Southwest School of 
Bible Studies, and numerous congregations that host annual 
lectureships have engaged in: 

• Endorsement and defense of a false teacher (Miller) in 
order to support an institution (AP) 

• Endorsement and defense of doctrinal and practical 
errors that they formerly (and Scripturally) opposed

• Realignment of their fellowship to include those who 
support Miller and his errors

• Realignment of their fellowship to exclude those who 
continue to oppose them

• Broadening their fellowship lines well beyond Miller 
and his errors to those whom they formerly (and 
rightly) excluded from their fellowship

• Meeting with stony silence sincere, earnest questions 
about their new fellowship practices

• Refusing to meet with their questioners to discuss 
these fellowship issues in various open forums

Every item in the foregoing list (which is not exhaustive) 
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represents one or more violations of Scriptural mandates 
regarding fellowship and/or accountability for one’s actions. 
This behavior has resulted in egregious breaches of fellow-
ship, qualifying as Hill’s “sizable breaks” among brethren. 
To identify them, however, as “silly goings–on,” one must 
either not know or not care what the Bible teaches concern-
ing Christian fellowship. Perhaps some of both can be seen 
in bro. Hill’s record.

Conclusion
Were it not so patently anti-Scriptural, I would be tempted 

to refer to bro. Hill’s fellowship record over the past several 
years as a bountiful portion of “silly goings–on,” but it reaches 
far beyond “silly.” As previously noted, Hill was quick to 
defend Mac Deaver when he began openly trumpeting his 
“direct-operation-of-the-Holy Spirit” doctrine in about 1996. 
Also previously noted, more recently he has been quick to 
follow Deaver’s lead on Holy Spirit baptism. Hill has to 
know that these doctrines are not just error, but damnable 
error. As classmates at Freed-Hardeman College in the mid-
1950s we both sat at the feet of the same able and sound 

Bible teachers who taught us to recognize and refute such 
heresies. Furthermore, as also noted above, he undeniably 
opposed these doctrines earlier (as did Deaver), belying his 
claim that he has remained constant in doctrinal conviction 
and fellowship practice.

For bro. Hill to pontificate on what are and what are not 
“silly goings–on” with his record of doctrinal digression and 
fellowship compromises is downright comical. It is lamen-
table that Hill does not seem to realize (or refuses to admit) 
that, for just such behavior, he and TBC have for years been 
little more than a brotherhood joke, generally speaking. Those 
knowing little or none of the history of TBC and its president 
may be swayed by his statements of self-aggrandizement, 
but brethren whose memories go back several years will 
“consider the source” when they hear the crowing of the cock 
from Cookeville.

—908 Imperial Drive
Denton, TX 76209



A REQUEST CONCERNING FELLOWSHIP
Gary W. Summers

The Bellview Church of Christ in Pensacola, Florida pub-
lished an article by Johnny Oxendine (8-24-09) that raises again 
some important points concerning fellowship.  The intriguing 
title is: “The Hybrid Church And Why It Has a Real Chance 
to Succeed With Some.” He leads off with the following two 
paragraphs:

The title has probably caused some of you to have a puzzled 
look or a frown on the brow. What could possibly be meant by 
this phrase, the hybrid church? Today, we want to introduce 
you to this phenomenon with the understanding that this is 
a real amalgamation in the church. The hybrid church is a 
newcomer in the brotherhood. It is composed of brethren of 
all stripes who share a common denominator to not pass judg-
ment on the activities, errors, false teaching, or associations 
(fellowship) of others.
Hybrid means “a thing made by combining two different ele-
ments, a mixture”; these newly-combined elements are quickly 
transforming into a sector that will shortly (if they continue 
on this path) not resemble the Lord’s church at all.  There will 
probably be some identifiable remnants remaining, but what we 
see in the New Testament will be radically changed as a result 
of this new hybrid (or Greek mythology Hydra) church.
He then brings into view “the most recent flyer adver-

tising the Tahoe Family Encampment” (July 2009), and he 
comments on the names that are listed on it, wondering how 
it could be that, if they are on the same program, they are not 
in fellowship with each other. This is a good question, which 

some Scriptures later in this article touch upon.  Are brethren 
giving thought concerning whom they fellowship? How far 
does fellowship extend? If one fellowships a man affiliated 
with a certain work, is he not also fellowshipping it? 

The issue of fellowship ought to be of concern to all of us, 
since it is a Biblical topic. It has not been all that long since 
both preachers and churches agreed concerning what the Bible 
taught.  Now someone looking at us would probably wonder, 
“What do these people believe?” To demonstrate how things 
have changed, when I attended the Joplin Unity Summit 25 
years ago, someone asked me (before I had figured out what 
the true purpose for the occasion was) if I thought that Carl 
Ketcherside would be there. My immediate response was, 
“Not if they want anyone to take this unity effort seriously.”  
Ketcherside, like Leroy Garrett, had a name associated with 
compromise. Both men emphasized unity at the expense of 
truth; one wonders if the same thing is not now recurring.

Rubel Shelly decided in the early 80s that there were Big 
F and little f forms of fellowship, which basically resulted 
in fellowshipping false teachers. Even though Alan Highers 
wrote a book specifically against that concept and William 
Woodson wrote against “change agents” in the church, it seems 
that the idea of a broader fellowship has currently gained 
ground—even among those who once opposed it. So here is 
a crucial question: 

At what point does association with false teachers and false 
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doctrine constitute sin in the sight of the Lord?    
Brethren in most areas of the country need answers to 

that question. In Orlando, for example, every two years there 
is a Spiritual Growth Workshop. Are all the speakers flat-out 
liberals? No, but many are. For each event they invite men 
like Randall Harris and John Clayton—both of whom have 
been well-documented to be unsound with respect to many of 
their doctrines. Liberals attend this gathering of wolves, but 
brethren from non-liberal congregations also go! Why is this 
not fellowship on their part with error and false teaching?

The Jerusalem Spiritual Growth Workshop
Had there been a “workshop” in Jerusalem and a famous 

Sadducean orator was teaching that there were no angels and 
no resurrection, would Jesus have attended to “learn” from 
such a person? No. Had He been there at all, it would have 
been to oppose the doctrine.  However, Jesus did not go to their 
conferences; they came to Him (Matt. 22:23-33).  

But consider this foolishness a bit further. Suppose all the 
groups in Jerusalem “agreed to disagree” and have an ecumeni-
cal forum. A prominent Pharisee could speak on topics such 
as “The Value of Manmade Traditions,” “How to Make Long 
Prayers and Subtly Disfigure Your Face While Fasting,” and 
“Keeping Oneself Outwardly Pure.” The Sadducees could have 
someone speak on “Is the Rich Man in Torment?” The zealots 
could have classes on “Organizing Your Own Private Militia,” 
and the Herodians could do “Accepting Without Question 
Every Government Program.” 

The Galilee Family Encampment
If such an absurd event ever occurred, would Jesus or His 

apostles have advised anyone to attend?  If not, why not?  Per-
haps after the destruction of Jerusalem, some brethren hosted a 
Galilee Family Encampment. Of course, Paul, Peter, and most 
of the other apostles were already martyred, but what would 
Paul have thought if he had seen the apostle John on a program 
with Hymenaeus and Alexander, who had made shipwreck 
of the faith and had been withdrawn from (1 Tim. 1:18-20), 
lecturing on the grace of God? Paul would be no more kindly 
disposed toward Hymenaeus and Philetus attempting to prove 
that the resurrection was already past (2 Tim. 2:16-18).  

While scheduling this great annual event, no one would 
want to omit those two-legged dogs of the mutilation (Phil. 
3:1-2, 18-19). And wouldn’t Peter be surprised to see certain 
liberty promisers on the program, if he were alive (2 Peter 
2:17-22)? No encampment would be complete without scoff-
ers who insisted that all things had continued the same since 
the fathers fell asleep (2 Peter 3:1-9). Suggested topics for 
the Galilee Family Encampment are:  “The Pleasures of Car-
nal Living,” “The Earth is Eternal,” and “Did You Miss the 
Resurrection?” What a great time everyone would have! To 
make it complete, we just need to add: “What Did Paul Really 
Mean When He Said to Mark False Teachers?” Perhaps one of 
these illustrious figures could write a book: Big F and Little f 
F(f)alse Teachers.

Of course, if such an event had actually been scheduled 
in the first century, everyone would want to know, “Why is 

the apostle John associated with this endeavor?” Obviously, 
he would not, since he wrote: “Beloved, do not believe every 
spirit, but test the spirits, whether they are of God; because 
many false prophets have gone out into the world” (1 John 
4:1). Concerning this same group of men, the disciple whom 
Jesus loved wrote:

Whoever transgresses and does not abide in the doctrine of 
Christ does not have God. He who abides in the doc-trine 
of Christ has both the Father and the Son. If anyone comes 
to you and does not bring this doctrine, do not re-ceive 
him into your house, nor greet him, for he who greets him 
shares in his evil deeds (2 John 9-11).
Defenders of such encampments and workshops often say, 

“They will not be allowed to teach error here.”  Oh!  Apparently 
many of us have not seen that exceptive clause in 2 John 9-11.  
Which part of the passage is it that warns against encourag-
ing or using false teachers but then supplies the caveat: “But 
you can greet them and let them speak if they don’t present 
any error”? Under this logic Hymenaeus and Philetus could 
be asked to speak on the virgin birth, the Deity of Christ, a 
few dozen other topics. Of course, if they were used, faithful 
brethren would assume (erroneously) they were sound men in 
fellowship with the church.

What Makes Someone a False Teacher?
At this point it might be helpful for several brethren to 

offer a definition—if it is different from the one following.  
My philosophy is that a false teacher is one who teaches any 
specific doctrine that—if believed and followed—would cause 
someone to lose his salvation.

Teaching that the resurrection was already past was over-
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throwing the faith of some, therefore, Paul considered it harm-
ful to the well-being of the church. Peter showed the dangers 
of any doctrine that leads brethren into being carnal rather than 
spiritual. He also said that convincing brethren that the Lord 
would not be returning was deadly. For one thing, it would 
make everyone relax their moral guidelines rather than watch 
and pray (Matt. 24:42-51). Paul adamantly opposed those who 
tried to bind circumcision and other parts of the Law of Moses 
upon Christians. He said those who believed such a thing had 
fallen from grace (Gal. 5:4)! Jesus taught that religion that 
focused on externals was useless—that faith must be genuine. 
Any efforts to set aside God’s holy Word He condemned.

In light of these Scriptures, what was bro. Oxendine’s 
complaint?  He, like many of us, marveled at the conglomera-
tion of teachings held by those who spoke and fellowshipped at 
that event. He mentioned Brad Harrub of Focus Press. To my 
knowledge, no one has ever ascribed a teaching error to this 
brother. No false doctrine has ever been promulgated in the 
magazine he edits, Think.  But he has been associating himself 
with the other speakers on that program who do. 

One of the men who speaks annually is Truitt Adair of the 
Sunset Bible Institute. Some of Sunset’s instructors have taught 
error on divorce and remarriage for decades. Is that something 
over which a person could lose his soul? Yes! If two people are 
committing adultery, having been unscripturally divorced and 
married again (as with Herod and Herodias), then they are in 
an unlawful situation that will cause them to be lost—unless 
they repent of it by leaving the situation. What Adair himself 
believes may be the truth, but the institution he heads has had 
false teachers in it who have never repented. Would Paul fel-
lowship such a one?

Besides, Adair will not condemn error. The following 
information may be verified by doing an Internet search of 
Sunset International Bible Studies.  Select the “External Studies 
Overview” from the list of options. It will be first or near the 
top. In the bar across the top, select “Resources” and under 
it “Christian Chronicle Interview.” One year Sunset did not 
participate in the Tulsa Soul-Winning Workshop (a promoter 
of just about everything liberal), and the Christian Chronicle 
interviewed Truitt Adair about it. That year they had scheduled 
to speak on Friday evening Max Lucado and from the Christian 
Church, Bob Russell. Adair commented thus:  

We were told by workshop planners that each evening there 
would be a speaker to represent the “Church of Christ” and one 
to represent the “Independent Christian Church.” As with any 
program of this kind, planners endeavor to select speakers and 
topics that advance the message they are trying to communi-
cate. Though we would have chosen differently, the program 
and speakers selected by workshop planners seem to be con-
sistent with the purpose and agenda of this year’s workshop 
as we have understood them in our conversations.
First, one wonders which of these men was supposed to 

represent the Lord’s church. If the answer is Max Lucado, 
such is preposterous! Second, Adair could find no fault with 
the program (which is bizarre in itself)—except he would 
have chosen different speakers. Third, he says the speakers 

were consistent with their agenda. In this he is correct; Tulsa’s 
“agenda” for years has been compromise. Why is Adair not 
troubled by that? Can sound brethren fellowship him?  

The Sherrod Avenue Church of Christ in Florence, Ala-
bama, that Kerry Williams is part of, lists on their Website 
links to all “Christian” colleges associated (no matter how 
loosely) with churches of Christ. Why? Most of us would not 
recommend Abilene, Pepperdine, or Rochester under any cir-
cumstances. Perhaps they could explain why they have links 
to those institutions who have been leaders of apostasy.

Then there is the Edmond Church in Oklahoma. This con-
gregation is associated with Oklahoma Christian University, 
the Christian Chronicle, and the television program, In Search 
of the Lord’s Way. Information regarding the university has 
been plentiful, and all anyone needs to do is to read the news-
paper to know that it should be called the Liberal Christian 
Chronicle. Phil Sanders has written for conservative publica-
tions, such as Think and Spiritual Sword, but now that he is 
working with In Search of the Lord’s Way, how is his name 
not to be associated with the liberal Edmond Church and the 
Christian Chronicle?  If someone is not a false teacher, can he 
fellowship those who are? 

World Bible School
Glenn Colley was another speaker at Tahoe. If one goes 

to the website of the West Huntington (Alabama) Church, 
they have an entire page that spotlights World Bible School 
as one of their works. If one then goes to worldbibleschool.
net, one finds across the top of the page the fifth heading, 
“church enrichment.” On the left-hand side, there are three 
menus: the second heading is “Info Menu.” Click on “Who 
Are we?” and be prepared to be amazed. The answer is “the 
Center for Church Resources,” which “operates in association 
with Abilene Christian University” and is directed by Dr. Ian 
Fair. Under Web Links are ACU, Christian Chronicle, and 
Heartlight.  Does anybody think Glenn Colley is supportive of 
ACU?  No, but why have fellowship with World Bible School, 
who thinks they are great?

Apologetics Press
Glenn Colley, Memphis School of Preaching, and many 

other brethren endorse Apologetics Press. No one has ever 
expressed any complaints against the work that Apologetics 
Press does. They have some talented people who work for 
them, and the materials they produce are of good quality. 
But the current head of AP is Dave Miller, whose name has 
become synonymous with two false doctrines—the re-evalua-
tion and reaffirmation of elders, which he defended and never 
has admitted to be false, and the “marital intent” doctrine that 
he used to defend a colleague who ”married” a cousin to get 
into the United States, after which they separated, Millering 
declaring they were never in a Matt. 19:6 mariage. Many 
brethren protested Bert Thompson’s hiring of bro. Miller, but 
the protests were waved off.

It is true that he issued a “statement” concerning these 
things in 2005, but the statement does not include any admis-
sion of wrongdoing. One of the elders who oversees Gospel 
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Broadcasting Network asked me: “Even if it were true that 
Dave taught these doctrines, would it be worth splitting the 
church over?” Of course, I was shocked by such a question.  
One of the first departures from God’s Word in the second 
century involved false teaching regarding the eldership. How 
can one fellowship a brother who teaches that elders can re-
main or retire according to the results of an approval rating 
by the congregation? (Another GBN worker wondered in 
their last bulletin why they do not have their 7,000 monthly 
contributors yet.)

So now we return to the original question, written in bold 
on page one. It is a serious question. If anyone holds a differ-
ent position regarding fellowship than what has been set forth 

here or can explain the liberal connections that some have, it 
would be wonderful to hear it. If ours is wrong, then it needs to 
be corrected. Anyone who wants to write anonymously is free 
to do so. Many of us would like to concentrate more on love 
and unity, but we did not originate these false doctrines—and 
we are not going to fellowship them. Any legitimate rationale 
would be helpful. Until something changes, we will maintain 
our current position, marking (rather than fellowshipping) 
false teachers (Rom. 16:17-18).

—5410 Lake Howell Rd.
Winter Park, FL 32792-1097

garysummers@spiritualperspectives.org



(Continued from page Three)
conveniences there must be afforded by the heady atmosphere 
of the Himalayas!

But Jim is not done with his convenient memory lapses. 
He asserts concerning Terry Hightower: “In presenting his 
views he stated that some viewed his teaching as being ‘men-
tal divorce,’ then proceeded to accept that conclusion.” We 
answered this charge in our exchange with Jim. Conveniently 
again, Jim fails to provide our answer to this false charge. He 
is acting on pure supposition in the matter. Terry’s use of the 
phrase was the equivalent to our frequent responses to the 
liberals who accuse us of teaching “legalism.” The response 
is, “If you call that legalism, then so be it!” It is not a tacit 
admission to being legalists in the common sense of that term 
any more than Terry’s statement, which we provided in situ, 
was an implicit admission that the view of MDR he affirmed 
was actually “mental divorce” as depicted by the Southwest 
church at the time. Jim is being deceitful and disingenuous in 
holding forth this canard as his best line of defense. 

Furthermore, Jim conveniently omits the fact that he 
participated in the White Oak Church of Christ, Chatanooga, 
TN, discussion in which brethren from the Crossville church 
claimed they would cease using the pejorative phrase “mental 
divorce” to the opposing view. Jim was even present when the 
statement by Mike Glenn vowed not to make further use of 
that phrase. Yet Jim offered no word of protest against Mike’s 
statement, but rather left every impression that he concurred 
with it. Why then does he continue to use it? He will have 
to answer that, brethren. I know that he knows better, and he 
knows it too! 

His entire house of cards rests on his false charge and 
the quibbling his use of it engenders. He prattles on in his 
alibi about Brown “signing off” on Terry’s alleged “mental 
divorce” confession. Again, the charge is false, and Jim’s 
position is morally bankrupt in depicting it in such prejudicial 
and unjust terms.

It is interesting that Jim points people to his MDR packet, 
including his copy of the Hightower article and exchange 

with him, without noting our responses in CFTF to his 
charges. Why does he not want people to see the other side 
of this dispute? Why does he not want folks to consider his 
“information” packet without considering the responses to it 
from us in CFTF with which Terry is in full agreement? Why 
does he not make that material answering his false charges 
part of his “information” packet? Might it be due to a desire 
to present only the material that is “convenient” for the oc-
casion? Again, he must answer that! 
      For certain, however, he does know that he has been an-
swered and answered quite well. In fact, he has been answered 
so well in our exchanges that he desires not to even attempt to 
allow his members to be exposed to our answers in person! A 
debate on the real issues would address these matters fully and 
fairly, but Jim will have none of that, especially at Crossville. 
Were he to defend his convictions on the subject in debate 
before the brethren, his errors would be exposed – and he 
knows it. Ah, yes, the convictions of convenience!
      (3) Waldron also appeals to his Sep. 2008 Bulletin Briefs 
article on 1 Corinthians 7:11, which was not only poorly 
written but terribly flawed. He seems to have tried to impress 
a querist with his command of the Greek syntax of the text, 
but only succeeded in showing how little he really knows 
about it and the Greek terms employed in it. He stated that 
“Brown published an article in CFTF consisting of eight 
columns by Howard Daniel Denham in which he wrote many 
words in opposition to what” he “had written.” Yes, indeed, 
I did write many things refuting his “exposition” of the text 
among other things. He has yet to deal with any of it, and we 
note that he does not post that material on his site so that his 
readers can see it for themselves, while we have taken the 
time to post his material in total along with our responses 
(CFTF,  Aug. 2009). This, by the way, is what honest debate 
is all about – a laying bare of all the pertinent data, rather 
than the special pleading that Jim seems to specialize in on 
MDR these days.  
      (4) Waldron then presented to his readers the two propo-
sitions that he submitted that, as we noted in our earlier ex-
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change with him (which he conveniently does not post), do 
not touch top, side, bottom, or edge of the issues involved. He 
submitted a proposition that called upon us to deny a state-
ment that is true and with which we agree “as far as it goes,” 
as we noted to him. The other proposition he submitted for 
us to affirm would have obligated us to defend his false and 
foolish depiction of our position. For the sake of comparison, 
we asked him if he would be willing to affirm in debate with 
a Baptist debater that the Scriptures teach the doctrine of 
baptismal regeneration. He does not tell his readers that he 
rejected propositions we submitted which clearly deal with the 
real points of dispute. Again, why? Well, Jim, here is another 
one, why? Good brethren need to ask themselves, “What is 
he trying to hide from his readers?” 
      (5) Instead, he again referenced his ridiculous depiction 
of the Hightower article by asserting that David, in rejecting 
Jim’s propositions, repudiated Terry’s position. No, folks, it is 
rather the case that David rejected Jim’s ridiculous depiction 
of Terry’s position, a simple truth that Jim Waldron simply 
cannot handle. Again, the full facts speak for themselves, 
as inconvenient as they may be for Jim’s revisionism. Terry 
Hightower is in full agreement with the position we were 
ready to affirm in debate with Jim Waldron. This fact troubles 
Jim to no end because it exposes the falsehood he has perpe-
trated in order to justify in part his crusade against faithful 
brethren on this subject. In fact, remove the Hightower article 
completely, and what is Jim left with as a foundation for his 
case? Absolutely nothing! Jim has to demonize his opponents 
by foisting upon Terry’s material a meaning that Terry neither 
affirmed nor intended to affirm. Jim has read into it what 
he wanted for whatever purpose at the time. He is trying to 
rewrite the history of the matter as he wishes it had happened 
and not as it did happen. This is reminiscent of the practice of 
postmodernists who are devoid of substance in both evidence 
and argument. But, as we have noted elsewhere, to change 
now would require him to make a number of corrections 
that would be most embarrassing not only to him, but also 
to the good brethren at Crossville who supported him in his 
reprehensible crusade. 
      By the way, Jim conveniently ignored in his alibi piece 
the fact that it has been pointed out to him that, given his own 
definition of the phrase, he himself has affirmed the Scriptural 
authority of “mental divorce.” Waldron affirmed in a letter to 
Terry Hightower that a woman who is being put away under 
the civil law by an adulterous husband could claim the divorce 
as her own putting away of the adulterer simply by telling him 
that such is the case when she signs the divorce papers.
       By the way, I have yet to find any law that requires such 
signing of the divorce papers envisioned by Jim for any state 
in the union or, for that matter, any country on earth. This is a 
total fabrication of Jim’s mind to try to deal with a situation 
that he knows he cannot otherwise justify under his current 
dogma. But rather than admitting the falsification of his er-
ror, he has concocted a theory that he thinks gets around its 
self-created dilemmas. 

      But let us grant his fabrication for argument’s sake! Where 
then, folks, is the specific “divorce for fornication” in the 
foregoing situation? It is certainly not in the case as filed by 
the adulterous husband – he is the fornicator who is putting 
away, as per civil law, the innocent party. Neither is it in the 
proceedings of the court based on that suit, nor is it in the 
decree as gaveled by the judge. It is also not in the written 
document that registers the divorce in the state records on 
behalf of the civil authorities. In fact, it does not exist in any 
tangible or material form as so ruled, recognized, and granted 
by the civil state! Given Jim’s own view, it would exist only in 
the mind of the woman. According to Jim’s own definitions 
and descriptions of things, that would have to be the case. 
It would not even necessarily exist in the mind of the guilty 
adulterer, if the man rejected her contention, according to Jim. 
By Jim Waldron’s own criteria, the innocent wife divorced by 
her fornicating husband would have the right to “claim” a 
“mental divorce.” The only requirement, according to him, 
is to sign the (non-existent) paperwork, which would (non-
existently) reflect the fact that the husband actually is the one 
who obtained the divorce instead of her. Let him deal with 
it. I suspect that the mountains of the Himalayas will erode 
away to beach sand before he really addresses this glaring 
self-contradiction and brazen hypocrisy on his part! 
      Furthermore, that our brother does not address the numer-
ous contradictions existing between his view and those of 
Eddie Whitten and Mike Glenn in the material that comprises 
his self-prized “information” packet offered as support for his 
crusade and as a “fig leaf” for his alibi should also be noted. 
Evidently, Jim will not allow contradiction, absurdity, and 
logical fallacies to get in the way of the story he wishes to 
tell. Such inconveniences must simply be ignored by him and 
his cronies, it seems. 
      (6) Jim also asserted relative to the propositions that he 
submitted to Brown and me: 

“The two propositions above represent the very essence of 
the differences between those who hold to the very words of 
Christ (e.g. Matt. 5:32; 19:6-12; Mark 10:5-12; Luke 16:18; 
cf. I Cor. 7:11; Rom. 7:1-3) and those who believe that one 
may mentally claim divorce because of adultery which takes 
place expost-facto to the actual divorce.” 

Let brother Waldron, however, now apply this statement to 
the aforementioned scenario that he claims is Scriptural! Let 
him apply his reasoning [?] to the case of a woman who is 
put away by her husband on grounds other than fornication 
while he himself has been guilty of adultery. Let us watch 
the mental gymnastics and observe the verbal legerdemain to 
which he will resort in order to fit that scenario into the texts 
as he has interpreted them. Let him demonstrate that a woman 
has the Scriptural right to put away her adulterous husband 
by the same act in which he put her away in the sight of the 
civil authorities and by the very decree of the judge of the 
case! Let him even show that the passages involved imply the 
right of an innocent woman to put away her guilty husband 
at all. When he begins to engage in his exercise he will meet 
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himself coming back, which is why he will not do it in public 
debate with propositions that truly reflect what we believe 
and teach, rather than his pathetic and puerile performance 
thus far. What he allows for himself he disallows for others 
in the matter. Yet his view, we are told, does not violate “the 
very words of Christ.” Again, let him find “in the very words 
of Christ” sanction for his position relative to the put away 
woman of the preceding scenario! 

      (7) Waldron also claimed in his alibi piece: 
Proposition one I have been affirming both publicly and 
privately in many countries and cultures across the world in 
debate, preaching and writing since 1977, yea many years be-
fore that date. Here I stand. As I noted Brown paid lip service 
{sic} Proposition one, but when I admonished him to sign it 
and let us shake hands of {sic} the point he did not. 

Fascinatingly, Waldron again omits certain facts of the case. 
What David and I both affirmed is that we agreed with the 
proposition “as far as it goes.” The problem is that it did not 
go far enough. As we noted, we were in “basic agreement,” 
but that does not mean that we did not consider the proposi-
tion flawed and fallacious, especially since the purpose of the 
debate was to address the points of difference in our views 
instead of points of agreement. The proposition, as written, 
flatly contradicts the scenario above that Waldron himself 
put forth in his exchange with Terry Hightower. That Jim has 
repeatedly failed even to see this is amazing! We do not make 
a habit of shaking hands on propositions that are flawed due 
to some imprecise wording or incomplete structure, which at-
tends this proposition as it relates to the issues between us. 
      The central issue is whether civil law trumps God’s law 
in MDR. Waldron implicitly affirms – but evidently will not 
do so in public debate – that it does. We deny that it does and 
are willing to defend that conclusion. A second crucial issue 
(which, in fact, is ancillary to the former and which attends 
the texts of Matthew 5:32 and Matthew 19:9 in particular and, 
consequently, the subject of MDR in general) is the applica-
tion of the dependent or subordinate adverbial clause to the 
second independent clause of the texts in Matthew. Waldron 
wants to ignore the force of that construction. Again, it is yet 
another inconvenience for his view.
      We answered Jim’s sophomoric ploy in part as follows 
in our letter of April 9, 2009, which explanation is conve-
niently lacking from Waldron’s alibi piece: 

“Your proposition makes no provision for the exceptive clause, 
much less as it pertains to civil law, other than in your mind. 
Further, you have not even specified what you mean in your 
proposition by such terms as unscriptural, divorce, any suc-
ceeding marriage, invalid, and especially the term adulterous. 
The SW brethren, for example, have frequently used the term 
adultery, as well as its cognates, to refer to something other 
than a sexual sin. Also, if a couple divorced for an unscrip-
tural reason, could they remarry one another? That would be, 
given what you have said elsewhere, a “succeeding marriage.” 
Brother Waldron, we do not intend to enter a debate wherein 
the opposing party reserves the right to define his proposition 

only as it strikes him for the transient occasion. Surely, like 
us, you are not desirous of a battle over semantics, which is 
why propositions must be precisely stated and defined up 
front. The only statement we would sign then relative to your 
proposition is that statement which we have already made, 
and that is assuming only a strict definition of terms – “the 
specific parameters” to which we referred and which you have 
ignored. We suspect that such really does not suit what you 
wanted out of your ploy. Would you agree to sign approvingly 
the proposition we submitted for ourselves to affirm? If not, 
why not? If you agree with it, then why not sign it? If you do 
not agree with it, then why not deny it? “What’s sauce for the 
goose is, at the very least, salad dressing for the gander.” There 
is one large difference, however. Our propositions actually do 
address the essential differences between us. We suspect that 
the real reason why you will not sign them is because they 
are so precisely stated that those who hear the debate will 
be thereby clearly able to discern the truth of our position. If 
you are unwilling to affirm our wording of your position, then 
submit a proposition that genuinely reflects your view (as laid 
out in your own materials and those which you sent to Daniel) 
on the role of civil law relative to MDR. You know quite well 
that Daniel’s article, which offered the challenge to debate, 
dealt with that specific point on MDR.”

      We invited Jim to shake hands with us on our propositions, 
but, alas, that too proved to be an inconvenience he must 
ignore – both in the doing and the reporting! Below are the 
propositions that we submitted to him. He can either shake 
hands or sign them. Or, will he say but do not and thus add 
one more act of hypocrisy to his growing list?
1. Resolved: The Scriptures teach that a Matthew 
19:6 God-joined marriage remains intact in the sight of God 
when a civil divorce has been granted on grounds other than 
fornication.

Affirm: David P. Brown
Deny: ____________

2. Resolved: The Scriptures teach that every divorce 
granted by civil courts is also granted and honored in 
the sight of God. 

Affirm: _________
Deny: David P. Brown

Now, if bro. Jim agrees with proposition one, then let him 
shake hands with us on it. If not, then he knows what to do. If 
he rejects the second, then let him say so, and we will shake 
hands on his agreement with us that it is a false doctrine. 

(8) Waldron then adds a lie to his tale of woe. He wrote 
once more regarding the earlier propositions he submitted: 
“Both Denham and Brown countered these propositions 
claiming that they both believed number one…” As I have 
noted, we replied to Jim that we were in “basic agreement” 
with number one. We also pointed out in the very letter that 
Jim refused to read that the term “basic” is central to our 
refusal to sign it or shake hands on it. Since he refused to 
read the letter, it is not our fault that he has decided to act 
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dishonestly.  We never claimed to be in full agreement with 
whatever assertions, ideas, or notions that he wished to 
attach to his affirmative proposition. Neither did we claim 
that the proposition properly reflected the full force of the 
exceptive clause in Matthew 5:32 and Matthew 19:9 upon 
which the dispute actually centers.

It is not an either/or situation as is supposed by Waldron 
in the case. His proposition is not precisely stated relative 
to the central issue of the exceptive clause. His affirmative 
proposition, in not taking the proper force of the exceptive 
clause into consideration, is therefore incomplete and 
flawed. Jim’s assertion thus commits the either/or fallacy, 
which is why we said that we are in “basic agreement” with 
the proposition. It simply does not go far enough!

But Jim apparently prefers to ignore such qualifying 
terms as adjectives and adverbs, when they get in the way 
of melodramatics. They are inconvenient here, but are 
nonetheless crucial to the issues. Whether it be our use of 
the adjective basic or the Lord’s use of the adverbial clause 
except it be for fornication, these forms create problems for 
both Jim’s false doctrine and his alibi. But let us not let facts 
get in the way of our brother’s story!

(9) So then Jim, like “Johnny One-note,” trumpets that the 
second proposition he submitted “sums up the very doctrine 
that Hightower affirmed and Brown approved and published 
in September 2002, and that for the whole brotherhood to 
read and accept.” Yet one more knot in his convoluted tale! 
It is clear that Jim does not care about the facts of the case. 
It is equally clear that he does not mind misrepresenting 
his opponents in this matter. As we have noted, he must 
misrepresent or else be found out, and he refuses to allow 
the latter. Again, let him apply his definitions and depictions 
to his own aforementioned scenario concerning the put away 
woman with the adulterous husband. His hypocrisy in this is 
simply stunning, brethren. 

(10) Finally, Waldron classified his two propositions as 
“very fundamental” to the issues that divide us. This is not 
only laughable, it evidences how really out of touch he is 
with the subject, and how disingenuous he has become in 
pushing his wicked crusade in dividing churches, in particular 
throughout eastern Tennessee and northern Georgia. 

He also asserted that our propositions “would amount to 
a striving about words to no profit.” The brethren (including  
Waldron) who attended the White Oak discussion dealt with 
these same basic propositions in part or in whole. Were they 
“striving about words to no profit”? Is that how Jim really 
views the issue of the role of civil government in MDR? 
Is that what he thinks about the brethren who expressed 
concern over these very matters in the face of the absurdities 
of his own position taken at White Oak? 

Does Jim really believe that it makes no difference at all 
as to what the whole truth is about the proper application of 
the exceptive clause in Matthew 5:32 and Matthew 19:9? Is 
he so jaded in his thinking as to believe that God is obligated 

to recognize and thus honor everything that civil law calls 
a marriage or a divorce? Is debating such matters but a 
“striving about words to no profit”? I am persuaded that Jim 
Waldron has told us far more than he intended as to just how 
bankrupt his view really is relative to MDR! His alibi has 
instead become a mea culpa. 

His article ends, after noting his absurd recommendation 
for one four-night debate with half in Texas and the other half 
in Tennessee, his letter of Feb. 23, 2009 (to which our letter 
of April 9, 2009 was the response), and his letter of May 25 
(which occasioned the June 5 letter that he refused). That he 
chose not to see the evidence in particular in the latter only 
confirms the fact that Jim has made up his mind that he will 
split the church over his error rather than even consider the 
possibility that he is in error, much less defend his views 
in open and fair debate. But why did he not publish our 
letters alongside of his alibi? If he is genuinely concerned 
about getting all of the evidence before his readers, then one 
would think that he would have done so. Even if he himself 
has chosen to refuse to consider the evidence offered by his 
opposition, why would he refrain from providing access to 
it to his readers if he it were his earnest desire to address 
the questions between us before his readers? But, wait, how 
can he do that when he has refused to consider all of the 
evidence himself? 

The inconvenient and incontrovertible fact then must be 
that his refusal to read our June letter shows that his website 
document is not really about dealing openly and honestly 
with the questions between us, but is really  about providing 
cover for his blunders. It certainly is not to get the whole 
truth of the matter out before his readers.

It ought to strike the mind of any honest observer that 
while we have been completely aboveboard in laying out 
our case concerning Jim’s false doctrine before our readers 
in CFTF, our brother has chosen both to ignore critical 
evidence and even suppress it from his own readers. This is 
indeed the sad part of his sad tale – that he finds it necessary 
to practice the ancient art of coverup. But, like the fig leaf 
aprons of Adam and Eve, his alibi does not and cannot cover 
nearly enough. Perhaps, he will wish to add more to his 
tale when brethren ask him about our response to his alibi, 
but he has already said enough to show that he is certainly 
straining greatly to justify his actions, absurdities, and self-
contradictions. It would be much easier (not to mention, 
proper) if he would just repent! 

—607 72nd St.
Newport News, VA 23605



The first law that ever God gave to man, was a 
law of obedience; it was a commandment pure and 
simple...From obedience and submission spring all 
other virtues, as all sin does from self-opinion and 
self-will. —Montaigne
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2010 SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST CFTF LECTURES
“Profiles In Apostasy #1”

FEBRUARY 28—March 3, 2010
David P. Brown, Director

          SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 28
    9:30   AM  David P. Brown: The Worldly Church by Alan, Hughes & Weed 
   10:30 AM  Terry Hightower: Facing Our Failure: The Fellowship Dilemma in Conservative Churches of Christ by Todd Deaver    
   NOON MEAL PROVIDED BY THE SPRING CONGREGATION
   5:00   PM   Lester Kamp: Down, But Not Out by Al Maxey    
   6:00   PM   Lynn Parker:  Free In Christ by Cecil Hook  
          MONDAY, MARCH 1
    9:00   A M  Skip Francis: The Core Gospel by Bill Love   
   10:00 AM   Daniel Coe: Don’t Shoot We May Be On The Same Side! by Marvin Phillips
   11:00 AM   Bruce Stulting: Shall We Splinter? by James D. Bales
       *10:00 AM  Sonya West: Women in the Church: Reclaiming the Ideal by Carroll D. Osburn #1
   LUNCH BREAK
   1:30   PM   Daniel Denham: Errors on MDR by Several Authors   
   2:30   PM   Extended OPEN FORUM—BARRY GRIDER’S ARTICLE IN THE 12/1/09 THE FOREST HLLL NEWS  
        DINNER BREAK
   6:30   PM  CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
   7:00   PM   Ken Chumbley: Our Heritage of Unity and Fellowship by W. Carl Ketcherside & Leroy Garrett       
   8:00   PM   Paul Vaughn: The Stone-Campbell Movement: The Story of the American Restoration Movement by Leroy Garrett   
          TUESDAY, MARCH 2
    9:00   AM  John West: Rebaptism by Jimmy Allen     
   10:00  AM  Danny Douglas: In Search of Peace, Unity and Truth by Olan Hicks    
       *10:00 AM  Sonya West: Women in the Church: Reclaiming the Ideal by Carroll D. Osburn #2  
   11:00 AM  Gene Hill: They Smell Like Sheep: Spiritural Leadership for the 21st Century by Lynn Anderson  
   LUNCH BREAK
   1:30   PM  Doug Post: The Cruciform Church by C. Leonard Allen    
   2:30   PM  Wayne Blake: Leadership in the Kingdom: Sensitive Strategies for the Church in a Changing World by Ian Fair     
   3:30   PM  OPEN FORUM 
        DINNER BREAK
   6:30   PM  CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
   7:00   PM  Michael Hatcher: Sermon on R & R of Elders Delivered at the Brown Trail Church of Christ  by  Dave Miller    
   8:00   PM  Johnny Oxendine: Come to the Table: Revisioning the Lord’s Supper by John Mark Hicks       
         WEDNESDAY, MARCH 3
    9:00   AM  John Rose: What Would Jesus Do Today by Mike Cope & Rubel Shelly     
   10:00 AM  Jimmy Gribble: Daring to Dance With God: Stepping into God’s Embrace by Jeff Walling   
   11:00 AM  Lee Moses: Righteousness Inside Out  by Mike Cope   
   LUNCH BREAK
   1:30   PM  Gary Summers: The Fire That Consumes by Edward Fudge   
   2:30   PM  Jess Whitlock: The Peaceable Kingdom by Carroll D. Osburn   
   3:30   PM  OPEN FORUM           
   DINNER BREAK
   6:30   PM  CONGREGATIONAL  SINGING
   7:00   PM   Dub McClish: The Way of Salvation and The Gist of Romans – KC Moser  
   8:00   PM   Gary Summers: Who Is My Brother? by F. LaGard Smith    
 

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 Secretary: Sonya West

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST, PO BOX 39–1327 SPRING CYPRESS ROAD, SPRING, TX 77383

Church Office Phone: (281) 353-2707   *LADIES ONLY                E-mail:sonyacwest@gmail.com
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-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., P.O. Box 131, Holly Pond, 
AL 35083,  Sun. 10:00 a.m.,  11:00 a.m., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., (256) 
796-6802, (205) 429-2026.

-Colorado-
Denver–Piedmont Church of Christ, 1602 S. Parker Rd. Ste. 109, Denver, 
CO 80231, Sunday: 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. www.piedmontcoc.
net,  Lester Kamp, evangelist. (720) 535-5807.

-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.

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

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841, www.belvederechurchofchrist.org; 
e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (803) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 
Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803) 279-8663.

-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, 1154 Park  Avenue, Murfreesboro, TN 
37129, 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 direc-
tions and other information please visit our website at www.murfreesboro-
churchofchrist.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 6, Denton, TX 76208. E-
mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 
7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.387.1429; tgjoriginal@verizon.net.

Evant–Evant Church of Christ, 310 West Brooks Drive, Evant, TX 76525. 
Office: (254) 471-5705; Jess Whitlock, evangelist (254) 471-5717.

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 a. m., 
10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

New Braunfels–255 Saengerhalle Rd. Sun: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30 
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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