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The December 2008 issue of The Christian Worker, Vol. 
94, No. 12, published by the Southwest Church of Christ in 
Austin, TX, was totally dedicated to a discussion of fellow-
ship including withdrawal of fellowship. Considering the 
current digression in the area of fellowship, a detailed study 
of this subject is needed. Much of what was taught in said 
issue was Scriptural. However, there is an article by Kevin 
Cauley entitled “Having The Right Attitude Regarding Fel-
lowship” with which we must take issue.

In this article, bro. Cauley discusses “two extremes” in 
the brotherhood. One extreme is to “…almost completely 
abandon any meaningful concept of doctrine.” He continues 
with a brief discussion of this extreme to which we would 
agree. The other extreme (which is the focus of his article) 
is to “…almost completely abandon any meaningful con-
cept of love.” Regarding the latter extreme, Cauley states:

These seek to purge the church of all elements which dis-
play weakness, ignorance, frailties, and foolishness/stupid-
ity. These have forgotten that Christ died for an imperfect 
people whom He desperately loves and for whom He was 
willing to sacrifice all that they might be saved (Eph. 5:25). 
Yes, it was and is His desire to perfect the church. However, 
that perfecting process involves patience, longsuffering, for-
bearance, and love. That process recognizes that individuals 
and churches need to grow and mature in Christ (2 Pet. 3:18) 
and that no one person, other than the Lord, has so lived as to 
claim perfect maturity.

HAVING THE RIGHT ATTITUDE REGARDING FELLOWSHIP
 (A Review)
Bruce Stulting

Before we discuss the foregoing, we remind the reader 
that Cauley’s article is dealing with “The Right Attitude Re-
garding Fellowship.” His first extreme deals with those who 
allow just about anyone into fellowship by going beyond 
the Scriptural limit set by God. He then turns his attention to 
those who restrict fellowship by “unscripturally” withhold-
ing from some who deserve it. Here we point out and em-
phasize that the only thing that disrupts Scriptural fellow-
ship is SIN (Eph. 5:11; 2 John. 9-11; 1 Cor. 5:1-13). Now we 
will review some of the aforementioned statements.

Can Christians Purge The Church And/Or
Reach Maturity?

Cauley stated, “These seek to purge the church of all 
elements which display weakness, ignorance, frailties, and 
foolishness/ stupidity”. It is true that Paul commands, “Now 
we exhort you, brethren, warn them that are unruly, 
comfort the feebleminded, support the weak, be patient 
toward all men” (1 Thes. 5:14). However, this does not 
mean that we ignore brethren’s sins resulting from “weak-
ness, ignorance, frailties, and foolishness/stupidity.”

Such characteristics describe the one who is “overtak-
en in a fault [“trespass”– ASV. 1901]” (Gal. 6:1a). Vine 
defines “overtaken” as, “…being overtaken in any tres-
pass,” Gal. 6:1, where the meaning is not that of detecting 
a person in the act, but of his being caught by the trespass 
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Editorial...

PURR WORDS AND SNARL WORDS
On page three of this issue of CFTF there is a statement 

from the Forest Hill (Hereafter FH) Church of Christ elders, 
Memphis, TN and a bulletin article from bro. Barry Grider. 
Their writings speak for themselves. Beginning on page four 
are responses from Dub McClish, your editor and the Spring 
Church of Christ elders, Spring, TX to the FH elders’ state-
ment and Grider’s first article. These documents also speak 
for themselves. At this writing the closest thing to a response 
from FH is Grider’s second bulletin article printed in this 
issue of CFTF on page seven. In it he continues to declare 
how wretched we are and, thus, unworthy of an answer—
even though his article is an answer. Space forbids us from 
dealing with everything in Grider’s articles in this issue of 
CFTF, but the Lord willing we will deal with them. 

In the FH elders’ statement and in Grider’s articles 
nothing is said about the real problems—Dave Miller’s 
unrepented of errors on the re-evaluation/reaffirmation of 
elders, his marriage intent doctrine and the efforts on the 
part of Grider, FH, MSOP, et al., to fellowship Miller and 
those who advocate fellowshipping him although he refuses 
to repent of his errors. They hold the same view toward Stan 
Crowley of the Schertz, Texas Church of Christ regarding 
his MDR errors also.

Because the FH elders, Grider, MSOP, et al., cannot 
show Bible authority for the r&r of elders, etc., and being 
unwilling to repent of the same, they have only one recourse 
left to them—to deliberately attack the characters of those 
who expose them for their unscriptural actions and press 
them accordingly regarding their errors. They abhor us of 
our steadfast exposure of the false fellowship they are ad-
vocating and defending. Therein is the reason that Grider 
wrote of us, “to be so preoccupied with the affairs of others 
is not normal.” Not normal from whose perspective—the 
rebellious brethren who feel the sting of truth or those who 
love the truth, the whole truth and nothing but the truth on 
any subject? We are quite sure that the fornicating man and 
woman through whom Phinehas ran his javelin thought the 
fellow to be somewhat radical and acting to the extreme, but 
their thinking was not the thinking that mattered and in this 
life they had little time to think it (Num. 25:6-8).

In view of the fact that Bro. Grider has concluded that 
one is necessarily “not normal” if he is “preoccupied with the 
affairs of others”, he needs to take a journey back through 
the archives of CFTF to see how much bro. Rice was truly 
“preoccupied with the affairs of others”.  Clearly, according 
to Grider’s logic in this matter, he must conclude that bro. 
Rice was “not normal”. If not, let him explain per his own 
logic, why he would conclude otherwise? 

In the September 2005 issue of CFTF, p. 10. sis. Annette 
Cates reported a comment her husband, bro. Curtis Cates, 
made to her about the function of CFTF. Bro. Cates was ex-
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From the Elders

Because the Bible clearly teaches us to “mark them which 
cause divisions and offenses contrary to the doctrine which 
ye have learned and avoid them” (Rom. 16:17) we, the elders 
of the Forest Hill Church of Christ, hereby, have found it 
necessary to mark David P. Brown and H. W. (Dub) McClish 
for their continual pursuit of sowing discord among brethren 

From the Preacher

It has been a busy month of preaching and teaching. I 
had the opportunity to preach in two gospel meetings during 
October. One meeting was with the Lake City Church of Christ 
in Lake City, Florida and the other was with the Southwest 
Church of Christ in Austin, Texas. It was my privilege to close 
out the Spiritual Sword Lectures here in Memphis in mid 
October. I returned to Texas in early November to preach on 
the Schertz Lectureship near San Antonio. After that, I spoke 
two nights at the Willette congregation northeast of Nashville 
on subjects related to the home. Last week I preached in a 
meeting at the Jasper, Tennessee Church of Christ. All of these 
opportunities were a blessing for me and I pray a blessing to 
those who were present. It was good to be back in the pulpit at 
Forest Hill this past week. I appreciate those who have filled 
the pulpit during my absence and, especially I am grateful to 
my associate here at Forest Hill, Matthew Jones, for his work 
on a daily basis on behalf of this congregation. 

On page four of this bulletin you will read where our 
elders have publicly marked brethren David P. Brown and 
H. W. (Dub) McClish. These two brethren in recent years 
together have been on a vendetta attacking faithful brethren 
throughout the Lord’s church through their venomous articles. 
The most recent issue of their publication took aim at this 
writer for whom they hold much disdain. Brown’s outlandish 
comments were filled with evil surmisings concerning my 
recent resignation. The whole article was a total fabrication 
built upon nothing but lies. These brethren would have us 
believe they are protectors of truth when in fact they have 
no respect for truth whatsoever. Through their writings and 
behavior they have demonstrated an attitude that is totally 
devoid of anything Christ like. They continually violate 

the clear teachings of our Lord concerning love, kindness, 
truthfulness, and forgiveness. They cannot love the church 
for which Jesus died and behave as they do. They are rude 
and crude. They are hateful and haughty. Furthermore, to be 
so preoccupied with the affairs of others is not normal. In 
reality, they behave like spoiled children who don’t get their 
way. We gave them one of their last platforms of influence, 
through our lectureship and The Gospel Journal and now that 
has been taken away and so they must pitch a fit in order to be 
heard. The fact is, however, no one pays them much attention 
nor should they. The two have been isolated and marked, as 
they should be. All we can do is pray that they will repent of 
their behavior before it is everlastingly too late. 

What I will be doing at the beginning of the new year is 
something I am excited about. Had the opportunity not arisen, 
I would be continuing on as the local preacher of this church. 
However, this new opportunity still leaves room for much 
preaching and teaching, both at Forest Hill and in gospel 
meetings. More time will be devoted to writing, as well. 
Furthermore, no doubt to the dismay of Brown and McClish, 
I will continue to be a faculty member of the Memphis 
School of Preaching. The truth is our elders, this preacher, 
along with our faculty, have operated in peace and harmony 
to this present hour. For this reason it is right to identify and 
mark those, who, like Brown and McClish, through their 
lies, innuendo, and evil surmisings would seek to disrupt the 
unity of this congregation through seeds of discord. I salute 
our elders for this decision and stand with them.

—Barry Grider
(“From the Preacher,” The Forest hill News. Vol. 36, No., 48, 
Dec. 1, 2009, p. 1 Memphis, TN)

and for their outright lies concerning our elders, evangelist, 
the Memphis School of Preaching, and this congregation. 
This was evidenced once again in the most recent issue of 
their publication, Contending for the Faith, October, 2009. 
While we pray for their repentance, we stand united in our 
opposition against their conduct and urge faithful brethren 
everywhere to do the same. (The Forest Hill News. Vol. 36, 
No., 48, Dec. 1, 2009, p. 4, Memphis, TN)



plaining to sis. Cates why there was a need for a new paper 
(The Gospel Journal). He said to her that  “...CONTENDING 
FOR THE FAITH fills the niche of dealing with specific is-
sues threatening the purity of the church.” He went on to say, 
“We need a general interest paper that does not compete with 
the role of CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH. There is room 
and need for both.” Sis. Cates went on to write, “I, along with 
countless others, understood the unique, discrete purpose of 

 

each periodical.” CFTF continues to fill that “niche” even 
when we must expose and refute the errors of those who 
at one time approved of our actions. Of course, we were 
not dealing with their sins at the time they pointed out our  
“niche” and the importance of it in the brotherhood.    

The Fallacy of Special Pleading
Among other things Grider’s articles are prime exam-

        (Continued on Page 8)



4                                Contending for the Faith—Jan./2010

RESPONSE TO THE FOREST HILL CHURCH OF CHRIST ELDERS’ 
“MARKING” OF DAVID P. BROWN AND DUB MCCLISH

December 18, 2009

Introduction
In 2005, a great division occurred among brethren who 

formerly worked shoulder-to-shoulder in proclaiming the 
saving Gospel of Christ and defending it against those pre-
ferring a perverted gospel. The division involved primarily 
the defense by Memphis School of Preaching and others of 
Apologetics Press and its executive director, David Miller, the 
most renowned proponent of the doctrine of elder reevalua-
tion and reaffirmation and perhaps the only proponent among 
brethren of the “marriage intent” doctrine. 

Two things are certain. First, we have openly opposed 
both of these doctrines since becoming aware of them prior 
to June 2005, and we will continue to oppose them publicly. 
Second, MSOP and Forest Hill opposed the so-called elder 
R&R doctrine (and, we are confident, the “marriage intent” 
doctrine as well; if they did not do so, they can so declare) 
before June 2005, but have since either embraced this doc-
trine, or continue to verbally oppose it while fellowshipping 
those who uphold it.

Furthermore, MSOP and FH have assumed a stance of 
confidentiality and nondisclosure. We want transparency; they 
want to keep it quiet. The following statement and letters to 
the FH elders are made available to you in furtherance of our 
effort at transparency. We call upon the FH elders and MSOP 
faculty to make public all the documentation in their posses-
sion claimed to sustain their position, and to engage in an 
open discussion of the same. You, the reader, would thus be 
properly equipped to evaluate the evidence for yourselves. 

Statement Dated December 10, 2009
By the Elders of the Spring Church of Christ

Regarding the “Marking” of Brethren Brown and 
McClish By the Elders of the Forest Hill Church of Christ

The elders of the Forest Hill Church of Christ (“FH”) 
announced in the December 1, 2009 issue of The Forest Hill 
News (“TFHN”) that they had marked brethren David P. 
Brown and H. W. (Dub) McClish. Both are overseen by the 
Spring elders.

In the announcement, the FH elders asserted that brethren 
Brown and McClish have engaged both in a “continual pursuit 
of sowing discord among brethren” and in telling “outright lies 
concerning” the FH “elders, evangelist, the Memphis School 
of Preaching,” and the FH congregation. The evidence for 
such was purportedly to be found “once again” in the October, 
2009 issue of Contending for the Faith (“CFTF”). The “once 
again” descriptive would imply, at least, that evidence may 
be found in other issues of CFTF.

Since 2005, many brethren including, but not limited to, 
those at Memphis School of Preaching, Southwest School of 
Bible Studies, Schertz, Texas Church of Christ, and by impli-
cation at least, their overseeing elderships, have engaged in 
fellowship practices not authorized by the New Testament. 
CFTF has chronicled and exposed these compromises in 
scripturally authorized fellowship. We are fully aware of what 
brethren Brown and McClish have written in opposition to 
these compromises and commend them for their efforts.

In the February 10, 2009 issue of TFHN, Barry Grider, 
currently the pulpit minister of FH, wrote two articles entitled 
“I Got Used to It” and “I Drew My Circle Again”. These ar-
ticles, which, in effect, question the singularity of the Lord’s 
church and its doctrine, were critically reviewed by Dub Mc-
Clish in the April 2009 issue of CFTF. In his editorial in the 
October 2009 issue of CFTF, David Brown again referred to 
these two articles. In the same February 10th TFHN bulletin, 
Grider also included an article by Tyler Young excerpted 
from Young’s manuscript for the 2008 Lubbock Lectureship. 
The import of Young’s article supported Grider’s two articles 
and was likely included for that reason. Young was publicly 
and appropriately rebuked by Tommy Hicks, director of the 
Lubbock Lectureship, for presenting this material there when 
he had been expressly forbidden to do so by Hicks (Hicks 
had excised this material from Young’s manuscript prior to 
its inclusion in the lectureship book). As a matter of informa-
tion, Hicks is in close fellowship with the staff of Memphis 
School of Preaching and likely the FH elders. We assumed 
that the FH elders were opposed to the sentiments expressed 
in these bulletin articles as were Hicks and others. We were 
wrong. Not only do the FH elders not oppose the loose views 
expressed in these articles, but by virtue of their “marking” 
action, they agree with and endorse these views. 

With our assumptions now corrected, it is still the case 
that assertions are not proof. In order to be credible, the FH 
elders must provide adequate evidence to support the as-
sertions made in their “marking” announcement. In a letter 
to them of this date, we have invited them to provide such 
proof. As a matter of record, previously we have invited the 
principals at MSOP, SWSBS, Schertz, Apologetics Press, et 
al, to participate in an Open Forum, but such efforts were 
spurned or ignored.

If the response to our letter to the FH elders is either 
silence, dismissal, or a soliloquy similar to the self serving 
lead article of the above mentioned December 1st bulletin, 
then we must assume that the “marking” has no merit.

As a further comment, we express surprise at the timing 
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of this “marking”, the necessity of doing it formally, and the 
limitation of the same. The fellowship issues that have divided 
us began in 2005. We have not had fellowship with MSOP, 
FH, SWSBS, Southwest Church of Christ (Austin, Texas), 
Schertz Church of Christ, AP, and others similarly disposed, 
from the time they demonstrated that they would condone 
or practice, or both, unauthorized fellowship. So why now? 
Also, they have “marked” brethren Brown and McClish but 
not the elders who oversee their work. Do the FH elders still 
consider themselves in fellowship with the Spring elders? 
Will they now mark all those who remain in fellowship with 
Brown and McClish? In the marking of brethren Brown and 
McClish, the proper approach would be to provide the Spring 
elders with the adequate evidence to substantiate their action. 
Once proved, they should then call upon us to act accordingly 
in a disciplinary action against Brown and McClish. In our 
humble opinion, their marking action will likely extend far 
beyond their expectations and result in consequences that are 
both unanticipated and uncontrollable. 

Perhaps our aforementioned letter will prompt them to 
do what they have thus far failed to do. We wait, hopefully 
not in vain, but certainly not in idleness. 

/s/ Kenneth D. Cohn, Elder
/s/ Buddy R. Roth, Elder
/s/ Jack T. Stephens, Jr., Elder

 Letter Dated December 10, 2009
From Brethren David P. Brown and H. W. (Dub) McClish

To the Elders of the Forest Hill Church of Christ

Dear brethren:
We are in receipt of your December 1, 2009, edition of 

The Forest Hill News (TFHN) in which you announced you 
have “marked” us as unworthy of fellowship on the basis of 
Romans 16:17. We assure you that we believe in following 
and count very important what the New Testament teaches 
regarding the marking and withdrawing of fellowship. You 
accused us of two things in your announcement: “sowing 
discord” among brethren and telling “outright lies” concern-
ing yourselves, your evangelist, MSOP, and Forest Hill, seri-
ous allegations indeed. While granting for the moment that 
our words/deeds may have caused discord, as you brethren 
know, doing so is not inherently evil (Mat. 10:34–39; Luke 
12:51–53). 

We are truly thankful that you have clarified your position 
regarding your past, present and continued support of brother 
Barry Grider. Your public statement of implied support for 
brother Grider’s doctrine and conduct dispels any idea on our 
part (and should do so on anyone else’s part) that any one of 
you disagrees with and/or opposes him. Contrariwise, your 
statement implies to all that the Forest Hill eldership, the 
Forest Hill church and MSOP faculty are in full support of 
brother Grider’s doctrine and conduct. We assure you that 
any suggestions to the contrary we have made regarding the 

same were based on information at hand (which we believed 
to be reliable) and with no intent to deceive. 

We will publicly correct our misconceptions of this mat-
ter on the pages of Contending for the Faith and trust that 
you will forgive our erroneous suggestion. It has always been 
the policy of Contending for the Faith to make appropriate 
acknowledgments and corrections when we become aware of 
any misstatement. Regarding such matters, we have expected 
that same Scriptural attitude in and conduct from others, 
but have sadly found that, all too often, others are unwill-
ing to make necessary corrections when they have not only 
been charged with error, but have been proven guilty of said 
charges. Lamentably, many who are guilty of sin and/or error 
seem to be far more interested in attempting to justify their 
erroneous conduct than repenting of it. 

You did not specify the “lies” of which you accused us, 
making it difficult for us to repent of unspecified offenses and 
leaving us to guess at what they might be. In brother Grider’s 
article that accompanied your announcement, he pointedly 
expressed his frustrations with us, but in the venting of his 
spleen, he was no more specific in his charges against us than 
were you men. To simply throw out invectives as brother 
Grider did only proves (if it proves anything at all) that he 
can throw out invectives without specificity. It is strange that 
he did not deal with specifics, but chose rather to deal only 
in caustic generalities. 

From reading brother Grider’s recent article, it appears 
that you and he were most disturbed by the following (which 
he termed a “lie”): Our suggestion that one or more of you 
men and/or one or more of the MSOP faculty members may 
have sorely disagreed with brethren Grider’s and Young’s 
February 10, 2009, TFHN articles. Brother Grider stated in 
his December 1 article:

The truth is our elders, this preacher, along with our 
faculty, have operated in peace and harmony to this present 
hour.

We accept brother Grider’s claim, and stand corrected as 
previously noted. We are in brother Grider’s debt for setting 
us straight. Taking him at his word in writing, you and the 
entire MSOP faculty “have operated in peace and harmony 
to this present hour.” Simply put, we did not think that any 
(much less, all) of you men could ever approve of the February 
10 articles. While we have apparently misstated the case in 
this regard, this hardly makes us liars, for a liar is one who 
makes “a false statement with deliberate intent to deceive.” 
We ask your forgiveness for suggesting that there may have 
been disagreement within the eldership and that some of you 
and some of the faculty may have been displeased with brother 
Grider because of his February 10 articles.

We must therefore regretfully accept the fact that all of 
the Forest Hill elders and all of the MSOP faculty are now 
on record as being in full agreement with and as having no 
objections whatsoever to the following things advocated in 
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the Grider and Young articles: (1) Singing the song, “Sweet, 
Sweet Spirit” in your assemblies (which song directly ad-
dresses and prays to the Holy Spirit for his direct impact upon 
the singer), (2) allowing teachers, preachers, and preacher 
students to use whatever Bible version(s) they choose in your 
pulpit and classrooms (including MSOP), (3) dismissing your 
Sunday evening worship assemblies in favor of small group 
meetings in homes, (4) moving or canceling your Sunday 
evening worship period on “Super Bowl Sunday,” (5) serving 
coffee and doughnuts during your Bible classes, (6) teaching 
your members and preacher students that they may forsake 
the assembly in order to participate in sports activities, (7) 
enlarging your fellowship “circle,” and (by implication) (8) 
teaching in the classes at MSOP that the foregoing practices 
and teachings are mere incidental and optional matters.

With your official public statement, along with brother 
Grider’s December 1 article, we now know exactly where you 
stand and what you advocate concerning some of the things 
brother Grider advocated himself and that he defended in 
brother Tyler Young’s teaching in the February 10 articles. 
Your statement also gives us greater insight concerning your 
attitude toward brother Dave Miller’s errors and toward those 
who fellowship him.

While we continue to have difficulty believing that you 
brethren countenance such things, brother Grider’s declaration 
of your perpetual “peace and harmony” leaves us no alterna-
tive but to believe that you do. So that brethren may know of 
our admission of mischaracterizing you brethren as defined 
and set out in this letter, please distribute our admission in 
this regard as widely as you have distributed your statement 
of marking. This distribution, however, must include this 
letter in its entirety.

Sincerely yours,
/s/ David P. Brown     
/s/ H. W. (Dub) McClish
P.S. We were a bit surprised that you took more than four 

years to mark us as unworthy of your fellowship. Because of 
your fellowship compromises, we have not been in fellowship 
with you since you began (in 2005) defending, endorsing, 
and extending fellowship to brother Dave Miller in spite of 
his errors and of his steadfast refusal to repent of the same. 
We know of nothing that proves brother Miller’s repentance, 
confession of sin, and/or his request for brethren to pray for 
his forgiveness.  If you do know of such precise and specific 
evidence, please make that evidence available to us. We would 
greatly rejoice in his repentance as we would rejoice in your 
repentance as well for extending your fellowship to him and 
to those who fellowship him in his unrepented-of errors. Until 
such a time, even if you should “unmark” us, you will remain 
“marked” by us and by all who refuse to show “respect of 
persons for the sake of advantage” (Jude 16).

Letter Dated December 10, 2009
From the Elders of the Spring Church of Christ

To the Elders of the Forest Hill Church of Christ

Dear brethren:
Thank you for informing the Spring elders by means 

of the December 1, 2009 issue of The Forest Hill News 
(“TFHN”) of your markings of brethren David P. Brown and 
H. W. (Dub) McClish. You sent the bulletin to the offices of 
Contending for the Faith (“CFTF”) with which we are as-
sociated as an eldership only by sentiment. (Brother Brown 
expeditiously hand delivered the bulletin to the elders. Please 
note above the correct mailing address of the Spring Church 
of Christ. [Letterhead in original letter omitted here]) Both 
brethren are, however, overseen by the Spring elders.

We, as well as brethren Brown and McClish, were operat-
ing under the assumption, proved by you brethren to be false, 
that you and perhaps some of the faculty of the Memphis 
School of Preaching (“MSOP”) were not in full agreement 
with the articles appearing in the February 10, 2009 issue of 
TFHN. As distasteful as it is to us, your action in marking 
these brethren has forced us to recognize the harsh reality 
that you indeed have endorsed and are in full agreement with 
said articles. What is further distressing is that the implica-
tions and repercussions of your endorsement and agreement 
extend far beyond the subscribers of TFHN. Please extend our 
gratitude to brother Grider for informing us that you elders, 
the MSOP faculty, and he are even to the present operating 
in peace and harmony.

Any marking is a serious matter. This one is especially so 
because its implications are broader than just the congrega-
tions of Spring and Forest Hill. For that reason, and in order 
for us to fulfill our obligations as elders having oversight 
over two whom you have marked, we respectfully request 
that you, collectively but endorsed individually, provide us 
in writing the specific information you considered and the 
reasoning from the Scriptures you employed in arriving at 
your decision. Surely you “proved all things” prior to your 
action. Prove it not only to yourselves, but to us, David, and 
Dub as well. If only for the sake of David’s and Dub’s souls, 
surely you are willing to do this.

We reference your announcement in the December 1, 
2009 issue of TFHN. You accuse them of a “continual pur-
suit of sowing discord among brethren.” Even a “continual 
pursuit” must have a beginning. Please tell us just when this 
“continual pursuit” began. What were the actions, words, 
and the like, that constituted “sowing discord”? We are not 
concerned with sowing “discomfort” if such is deserved. 
Paul did not say “Have I become your best friend because I 
tell you the truth?”

You accuse them of telling “outright lies” concerning 
you, the Forest Hill elders, the Forest Hill evangelist (which 
we assume to be Barry Grider), MSOP (Did you mean just 
the faculty, the students, former students, or all inclusive?), 
and the Forest Hill congregation (Did you mean each and 
every member, individually, or the aggregate?). You further 
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state that the evidence of such lies (and perhaps respecting 
the “continual pursuit” statement as well) was to be found 
in the October 2009 issue of CFTF. Please enumerate each 
and every statement made by Brown or McClish or both, 
whenever or wherever made, but particularly in CFTF, known 
by you to be a lie respecting each group mentioned in your 
announcement. Also, please clearly state the reason such 
statement is a lie and the truth pertaining thereto. Although 
you may believe the task to be unduly burdensome, do not 
let that be a deterrent to an honest effort. In order that our 
understanding may not be lacking, your responses may be 
the occasion of further questions.

It is important for us in fulfilling our obligations as elders 
and for all faithful Christians everywhere to be provided the 
foregoing in order that all may consider the merits of your 
action. We certainly do not want such egregious conduct, if 

indeed it is, to go uncontested.
Given the far reaching implications of your action and the 

need of the brotherhood to be adequately informed, in your 
response, do not invoke a right of confidentially. It will not 
be honored. Likewise, we claim no right of confidentiality 
for ourselves. You may distribute our communications with 
you as widely as the distribution of TFHN. We stipulate only 
that our communications with you be reproduced in their 
entirety.

Trusting that your response will be timely and thorough, 
we remain
Yours truly,

/s/ Kenneth D. Cohn, Elder
/s/ Buddy R. Roth, Elder
/s/ Jack T. Stephens, Jr., Elder

LET THEM ALONE

Our Lord Jesus Christ was the most courageous man 
who ever lived. He knew His mission and his mission was 
the cross of Calvary. Nothing ever deterred Him from fulfill-
ing what He came to accomplish. Through His death He dealt 
a fatal blow to Satan, fulfilling that first Messianic promise 
(Gen. 3:15; Heb. 2:14). Through His death salvation would 
be extended to all men (John 3:16; Luke 19:10). Through 
His death the church would be purchased (Mat. 16:18; Eph. 
5:25). Through His death a new covenant would be provided 
(Mat. 26:28; Heb. 9:15). In the Garden of Gethsemane you 
remember His prayer, “O my Father, if it be possible, let this 
cup pass from me: nevertheless, not as I will, but as thou 
wilt” (Matt. 26:39). The Father’s will was for Jesus to die 
and He submitted Himself to the will of the Father (Phil. 
2:8; Heb. 5:7,8).

Jesus was courageous but He was also wise. In the book 
of divine wisdom we read, “Answer not a fool according to 
his folly, lest thou also be like unto him. Answer a fool ac-
cording to his folly, lest he be wise in his own conceit” (Pro. 
26:4,5) The two verses are not contradictory. Faithful chil-
dren of God do not lower their standards and engage conten-
tious people with frivolity. If they do answer them, they do 
so by exposing what such people are doing and moving on. 
The Pharisees were Jesus’ constant critics. They hated the 
Lord with every passion of their being. They were guilty of 
telling lies about the Lord. They engaged in evil surmisings 
and innuendo. They are well described in the following pas-
sage. “And as he said these things unto them, the scribes and 
the Pharisees began to urge him vehemently, and to provoke 
him to speak of many things: Laying wait for him, and seek-
ing to catch something out of his mouth, that they might ac-
cuse him” (Luke 11:53,54). Did these Pharisees really have 
an interest in truth? Absolutely not! They despised the Lord 

and as a result would twist and pervert His words and ac-
tions to suit their own evil agenda, which was to try and de-
stroy Him. Jesus was wise and gave us an example to follow 
when He refused to answer such individuals. “And when he 
was accused of the chief priests and elders, he answer noth-
ing” (Mat. 27:12).
Several years ago a publication ran an article about me that 
was filled with ugliness, sarcasm, and smartalakness (sic). 
I read some of the article to the late, great gospel preacher  
Wendell Winkler. Brother Winkler responded by saying, “see 
Barry there is nothing at all Christian about that.” I asked 
him, “Do you respond to something like that?” Without any 
hesitation or equivocation, he said, “Absolutely Not! Don’t 
even acknowledge such!” I appreciated what that seasoned 
veteran preacher shared with me and have tried to follow 
it. My heroes have always been and always will be faith-
ful gospel preachers. Men who have proclaimed the truth 
faithfully, but who are also discerning and wise. Men whose 
lives are pure and are filled with kindness. Such individuals 
follow the model of our Lord and that is very good model 
to follow.
Yes, sometimes certain brethren have to be marked because 
they engage in lies, innuendo, evil surmisings, and divisive 
conduct. Do you get down in the dirt and wallow in it with 
them? No! We must follow the admonition of the Lord, who 
said of the Pharisees, “LET THEM ALONE: They be blind 
leaders of the blind. And if the blind lead the blind, both 
shall fall into the ditch” (Mat. 15:14).

—Barry Grider

(“Let Them Alone,” The Forest Hill News. Vol. 36, No.51,  
Dec. 22, 2009, p. 1 Memphis, TN)
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(Continued From Page 3)

ples of the use of the fallacy of Special Pleading. Much of 
the efforts to defend fellowshipping Dave Miller fall into 
that category. In explaining this fallacy T. Edward Damer 
wrote. 

This fallacy consists in applying principles, rules or criteria 
to another person, while failing or refusing to apply them to 
oneself or to a situation that is of special personal interest....If 
a double standard is to be applied, some reason must be given 
for treating differently what appear to be similar cases (At-
tacking Faulty Reasoning. 2nd edition. Belmont, CA: Wad-
sworth Publishing Co., 1987, p.82).
Damer hits Grider, et al., directly between the eyes in 

the following explanation of this fallacy as he describes how 
highly they think of themselves, but the very low estimate 
they have of us. Damer writes:

While I (and my friends) are confident, you are arrogant; I am 
aggressive, you are ruthless; I am thrifty, you are cheap; I am 
frank, you are rude; I am flexible, you are inconsistent; I am 
clever, you are conniving; I am thorough, you are picky; I am 
curious, you are nosey; I am excited, you are hysterical, I am 
firm, you are pig-headed; I am friendly, you are flirtatious; I 
am a free spirit, you take license (Ibid, p. 83). 
Having no way they can successfully refute the facts, 

the Scriptures and the logic bearing on Dave Miller’s 
unrepented of errors (Stan Crowley’s MDR errors too); not 
being able to show New Testament authority for their con-
tinued fellowship of those who refuse to repent of their er-
rors; unwilling to see the Truth exposing their actions in this 
matter; and, determined at all costs to remain in fellowship 
with Miller, Crowley, et al., they are left with only one al-
ternative—impugn the motives and attack the characters 
of those they cannot by fact, Scripture and logic refute. 
Thus, while denigrating denigration, they denigrate those of 
us who oppose their unscriptural actions.    

This denigration is readily seen in Grider’s articles. In 
reading them please notice his:
 Strongly worded condemnation of us for engaging 

in strongly worded condemnation of Dave Miller, et al.
 Very negative comments made in opposition to 

those of us he condemns for our negative comments.
   Use of biting and devouring language on us for what 

he sees as our “biting and devouring” others.
 Judging of us for judging others.
 Being obnoxious and disagreeable while criticizing 

us for being “obnoxious and disagreeable”.
 Use of caustic and radical terms in railing against  

us for being “caustic and radical”.
 Seeking to “crush” us because he says we are “crush-

ing” other brethren.
Indeed, bro. Grider has no problem in promoting him-

self and his friends as “loving, tolerant, kind, truthful, for-
giving, open-minded, balanced and non-divisive, while, ac-
cording to Grider, we are hateful, intolerant, close-minded, 
disruptive and divisive to peace and unity.” In his Dec. 1, 

2009 FH bulletin article appearing on page three of this 
paper Grider does not mind pursuing his own “vendetta” 
against us, making “outlandish comments” about us, writing 
“venomous” words to describe us, expressing his “disdain” 
for us, declaring that he knows we are liars — those who 
deliberately tell falsehoods with the full intent to deceive 
others, that we “have no respect for the truth whatsoever”, 
that we are “devoid of anything Christ like”, that we “cannot 
love the church and behave as [we] do”, that we “are rude 
and crude”, “hateful and haughty”, etc., etc. ad infinitum, ad 
nausnam. Clearly bro. Barry thinks that God is most pleased 
with his behavior toward and his language describing us. 
Even though he condemns and declares such conduct and 
language on our part to be unchristian and sinful, he has 
no problem employing it, thinking himself most holy in so 
doing. 

The real reason bro. Grider wrote as he did regarding us 
is a simple one—his pride is hurt and he is very angry at not 
being able to refute the facts, scripture and logic condemn-
ing his and his friends’ unauthorized fellowship of Miller, 
et al. The poor fellow is reduced to inconsistency and self 
contradiction in his actions and words. But, no one can cor-
rectly say that bro. Grider engaged in surmising at all–evil 
or otherwise–can one?

Grider and friends have joined a host of erring brethren 
in their method of opposing CFTF’s opposition to and ex-
posure of error and false teachers over the last forty years. 
Proof of which is made crystal clear in the following letter 
to the late editor, Ira Y. Rice, Jr.  

Mac D. Culver, minister, Front Royal Church of Christ, Front 
Royal, Virginia. “I received your special issue of Contending 
for the Faith in which you had a ‘report’ on the Herald of 
Truth and the Highland Church of Christ, Abilene, Texas.
“It is sickening and disgusting that anyone would print such 
for mass distribution to the Lord’s church. Such actions seem 
to be in total violation of every passage of scripture given 
concerning how one should treat a brother and indeed seem 
to be an attempt to divide the Lord’s body and to have them 
rally around one man. Was not this the same type of thing 
Paul wrote against in 1 Corinthians 3?
“How anyone can place himself in the position of all-wise 
and all-knowing in opposition to the Bible and God is ap-
pointed elders of a local congregation is beyond me.
“I have in my possession a document signed by the elders of 
the Highland church that seems to be in direct opposition to 
those things you print. Who am I to believe, the elders of the 
Lord’s church who have been ‘ordained by the Holy Spirit’ 
or a group of self-appointed malcontents who place self and 
self-pride above the welfare of the church?
“It seems that to some, as long as they agree with your or ‘my 
position’ and will do exactly as that ‘little group’ says, all is 
well. However, when they exercise the principles of God’s 
word with the liberty God allows in opposition to the ‘doc-
trine’ of the little group, they are written up.
“It is my prayer that we will cease listening to those who set 
themselves up as judge and jury over the Lord’s body and 
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realize that there is but one Judge, God the Father.
“Further, since when does a group of preachers and elders in 
Memphis have the authority to tell the elders of the Highland 
church or any other church how they are to oversee the flock? 
Is this the beginning of a ‘denominational headquarters’ along 
with the ‘screening board of orthodoxy’? It certainly seems as 
such. Possibly you can tell me to which group of men we as 
local congregations have to answer to? Also, I am wondering 
just who it was that God gave the authority to to (sic) change 
the scripture—you or those of the Memphis group?
“It is my prayer that you will see the damage you are causing 
and the division you are creating within the Lord’s people 
and publicly repent and ask God’s forgiveness before it is too 
late “ (CFTF, Vol. IX, No. 10, Oct. 1978, p. 14). 

Change a few facts in Culver’s 31-year old letter and direct 
it toward bro. Dub McClish and me and the FH elders along 
with Barry could have signed it. At the very least, before 
Culver began his attack on bro. Rice’s character, he men-
tioned the topic that had upset him—CFTF’s opposition to 
the errors within the Herald of Truth.

 In their documents addressed to us the FH elders and 
Grider would or could not be as specific as was Culver.  For 
instance, did Grider give the names of the “faithful brethren” 
we have attacked? The answer is a resounding No. Which 
of our comments were “outlandish”? No answer. In what 
way was my “whole article a fabrication”? No answer. What 
makes Grider surmise (evil or otherwise) that we have “no 
respect for the truth whatsoever”? Please be specific. But, 
there is no answer. Precisely what is it in our “writings and 
behavior” that “demonstrated an attitude that is totally de-
void of anything Christ like”? Please be specific. But there 
is no answer. Did our writings differ from Grider’s Dec. 1, 
2009 FH bulletin article? Let him be specific and show us 
the difference in them. If Grider’s article is Christ like and 
ours unChrist like, please designate clearly the error in our 
articles and how that error is not to be found in Griders’s 

articles. Since Grider knows that such is the case, it should 
pose no problem for him to show us the difference in his and 
our articles. On and on we could go, but does anyone seri-
ously think that Grider and friends will respond at all to us, 
much less be specific? Whether you answer a fool accord-
ing to his way or not, in his second article, Grider certainly 
judged us to be fools and labeled us accordingly.

If we had written the same article Grider wrote against 
us, only directing it to Grider, or Garland Elkins, or Bobby 
Liddell, or Curtis Cates, or the FH elders, or anyone else at 
MSOP, these brethren would have immediately demanded 
specifics and details from us—and they would have had 
every right to demand such from us. And, we would have 
been obligated to provide such to them. Although each one 
of Grider’s articles attacked our characters, he conveniently 
and completely ignored the real problem—Dave Miller’s 
unrepented of errors and their continued fellowship of a 
false teacher. And, since the FH elders have made it official 
that they support what all bro. Grider does and teaches, they 
must agree also fully with Grider’s approach in dealing with 
said matters. 

Let it be emphasized again, we are not the ones who 
taught and/or practiced these false doctrines. Unlike Grider, 
et al., we have not advocated fellowshipping those in error, 
who, for going on five years, have refused to repent of the 
same. Grider, MSOP, et al., advocate the fellowship of at 
least two unrepentant false teachers—Dave Miller and Stan 
Crowley. Grider, FH, MSOP, et al., are the brethren who 
cannot stand it because we will not sit by quietly and say 
nothing against their sins. 

In the Oct. 1978 CFTF, p. 2, bro. Rice posed the follow-
ing question in bold print: “Will somebody show us in the 
Bible where anyone EVER demonstrated patience with 
any wilful false teacher?” Maybe the FH elders, Grider, 
especially Bobbly Liddell, or someone else at MSOP will 
attempt to answer Rice’s question. After all their patience 
seems to know no end when it comes to Dave Miller’s 
unrepented of errors.

In the May, 1978 CFTF, p. 14, Rice printed the follow-
ing in bold, placing it in the middle of his “Notes & Quotes”. 
“When some well-intentioned, however misguided, 
brethren write that they ‘can’t hardly stand’ this paper, 
my reaction is that such should ‘stand all you can!’ ” My 
sentiments exactly! (The Lord willing, there will be more for 
some people to stand next month.)
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The mail of December 22, 2009, brought my December 
copy of the Memphis School of Preaching (MSOP) publica-
tion, Yokefellow. On the front page, and continuing on page 
three, was an article by the school’s director, bro. Bobby 
Liddell, entitled “Longsuffering (II).” This article is to be 
continued in the January 2010 issue, but, personally, I am 
not longsuffering enough to wait for that issue before re-
sponding to this cowardly piece of hypocritical fluff. The 
fourth paragraph of this article will be the focus of my re-
marks. It reads:

Note that longsuffering requires lowliness and meekness. 
Haughty egotistical men are not longsuffering, but sin in 
their anger and haste to accuse, and unwillingness to forgive. 
Such men destroy their own brethren (cf. Acts 9:4) by sowing 
discord and dividing congregations through malicious words 
and evil surmising, all the while claiming they are the only 
faithful ones, and assuring their deceived followers that they 
are ever on guard for the latest supposed heresy and heretics. 
Their attitudes are so disagreeable and so distasteful (to those 
who refuse to be gullible enough to follow them blindly) that 
they end up meeting with a handful in their own homes, or if 
they do stay with a church for any length of time, they deci-
mate the congregation by their disagreeable hypocrisy and 
arrogance. What a difference longsuffering would make! Let 
us all learn from their ungodly lack of bearing fruit, and be 
patient with one another, willing to forbear, as taught by the 
Holy Spirit. 
The very title of this article implies the guilt of the au-

thor’s position. Who is it that must demonstrate longsuffer-
ing, a person who is in the wrong or one who is in the right? 
Manifestly, it is the person in the right. By attacking his un-
named, but whose identities are well known to all, brethren 
for their need to be longsuffering, he by implication admits 
that their position is right, and his is wrong. The author fur-
ther admits this is the case by pointing out these “Haughty, 
egotistical men are” unwilling to forgive. Their unwilling-
ness to forgive implies that these “haughty and egotisti-
cal men” have at some point been wronged, and therefore 
have someone they need to forgive. However, as we learn 
from Luke 17:1-4 and other passages, forgiveness cannot be 
forthcoming unless the offender first repents. Who is it the 
“haughty egotistical men” need to forgive? Is it Dave Miller 
for his false teaching? Maybe it is the longsuffering breth-
ren who have flung about labels such as liars, toxic loyalty 
circles, and a vile group. Then again, maybe it is the Forest 
Hill elders they need to forgive, who inappropriately marked 

Dub McClish and David P. Brown as brethren who are to be 
avoided. Evil surmising will be avoided here, but this writer 
cannot help but wonder why that eldership did not mark that 
other bro. David?   

Does a longsuffering brother, whether he is right or 
wrong about his position, judge the motives of those he ac-
cuses? Bro. Liddell does just that. “Malicious words” are 
words that are deliberately harmful. They are words that are 
motivated by, or resulting from, the desire to inflict harm 
or pain. Our illustrious longsuffering brother might as well 
avoid mincing words. Let him say what he means, that these 
brethren are deliberately dividing congregations. No, they 
are trying to get brethren to see the facts of the case; the 
false teaching and practice that has transpired regarding the 
unscriptural reevaluation/reaffirmation of elders. For one, 
this writer wonders how much more widespread the unau-
thorized practice might have become, if brethren loyal to the 
necessity for a “Thus saith the Lord” were not speaking out 
on this matter.  

The next thing that comes to my attention in this article,  
I take as a false charge against a number of brethren, myself 
included. Our lowly, loving, longsuffering brother cannot 
avoid the temptation to end his ad hominem attacks against 
just the “haughty, egotistical brethren.” In his omniscience, 
he is able to discern that those who agree with the “haughty, 
egotistical brethren” are deceived followers; they are gull-
ible and blind!

Speaking for myself, I arrived at my own decision about 
Dave Miller’s involvement in the re-evaluation and reaffir-
mation of elders through my own investigation. I did see an 
article entitled: “The reevaluation/reaffirmation of Elders,” 
but without reading a single word of the article, without any 
need to look up any verses of Scripture, but having sufficient 
knowledge of the Scripture, I immediately said to myself, 
“There is no authority for that.” I then read the article which 
included the charges raised against bro. Miller, and what did 
I do? I went on the Internet and read the transcript of the ser-
mon delivered by bro. Miller on April 8, 1990. Bro. Miller’s 
own words both defended the practice and revealed his part 
in it at the Brown Trail Church of Christ in Bedford, Texas. 
I then heard that some brethren claimed that bro. Miller had 
admitted he was involved in the process, but had repented. 
They referred to a statement he released on September 23, 
2005. Not wanting to reach a conclusion without seeing the 
evidence (as many are unwilling to do), I read the statement. 

SUFFER LONG WITH MSOP AND OTHERS
IN THEIR REFUSAL TO REPENT

(A response to Bobby Liddell’s article in the December 2009 Yokefellow)
Charles Pogue

Editor, The Issues of Life
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toration”. This fact implies that fellowship is broken by sin 
and must be restored. We must not and cannot extend fel-
lowship to those in sin, even during the restoration process. 
Thus, Paul cautions, “considering thyself, lest thou also 
be tempted”.

Should we seek to “purge the church of all elements 
which display weakness, ignorance, frailties, and foolish-
ness/stupidity”? It depends on your definition of terms. If 
the foregoing characteristics lead one to sin and refuse to re-
pent, then the answer is: “Yes!”  Regarding sin in the church 
at Corinth, Paul commanded, “Purge out therefore the old 
leaven, that ye may be a new lump” (1 Cor. 5:7). Of the 

through his being caught off guard” (153). Here we have 
a brother who through “weakness, ignorance, frailties, and 
foolishness/stupidity” is “overtaken in a fault”. What re-
sponsibility does the faithful have toward such a brother? 
Paul commands, “…restore such an one in the spirit of 
meekness; considering thyself, lest thou also be tempted” 
(Gal. 6:1b). Vines defines

“restore” as “to mend, to furnish completely, is translated “re-
store’ in Gal. 6:1 metaphorically, of the restoration by those 
who are spiritual, of one overtaken in a trespass, such a one 
being as a dislocated member of the spiritual body (290).

Notice that the person in the trespass is in need of “res-

(Continued From Page 1)

All the brother did in that statement was claim to do what 
the liberals do, only differently. He then defended what he 
did. The last time I looked up the meaning of fruits of re-
pentance and a description of its fruits, it did not describe 
a penitent man as one who defended what he did. I will not 
engage in the evil surmising that those deceived, gullible, 
blind followers—endearing terms referring to former stu-
dents of MSOP—who refuse to walk the line and utter the 
“newspeak” talking points of the school, but neither would 
we be excluded from the blind, gullible group just because 
we are graduates. No, bro. Liddell, I am not a deceived, gull-
ible, blind follower of David Brown, Dub McClish, or any 
other man, but I trust I am rather a follower of the Lord and 
His inspired Word.

In the last paragraph, bro. Liddell writes:
Hateful, self serving men will not patiently endure with oth-
ers, nor will they be slow to anger. They will not extend 
mercy, but will seek opportunity to advance themselves or to 
avenge themselves at the cost of others and the church.

 I wish someone would explain to me how one taking an 
unpopular stand for the truth, such as opposing fellowship 
with a brother who has taught and practiced error, and who 
refuses to repent of it, but rather retains the fellowship of a 
large number of brethren, could possibly be characterized 
as advancing one’s self. It is totally ridiculous on the very 
face of it! I know of no brethren falling into Liddell’s sights 
who are unwilling to extend mercy. Bro. Liddell admitted at 
the beginning of the article that he, not the ones whom he 
describes as not being longsuffering, is in the wrong. The 
only people who need vengeance are those who have been 
wronged. Who is it that is a hateful man, one who warns 
brethren against error, or one who rejects the error and at-
tacks the messenger? To ask is to answer. It is loving and 
longsuffering to point out error for 4½ years, maybe too 

longsuffering. It was certainly longsuffering enough for the 
guilty to finally decide to mark and avoid the innocent.

Please notice that in the entirety of Bobby Liddell’s 
character assailing article, he never once addresses even a 
single facet of the facts and circumstances that have resulted 
in the present breech among brethren. It is a truth, and it was 
pointed out to me when I was a student at the MSOP, that 
when an opponent in debate cannot answer the argument 
the only thing he has left to do is attack the messenger. It is 
time for all of those long-silent brethren who continue to de-
fend Dave Miller’s error to cease their ad hominem attacks, 
look at the facts, and come to repentance.

—12868 Bryant Lane
Rogers, AR 72756

cdpogue@inwordordeed.com
(479)372-4327



Newberry, Grider, Liddell—What’s The Difference? 
CFTF Oct., 1982, p. 14, Ira Y. Rice, Jr, Editor—“Please remove 

our name from your mailing list immediately. Do not send us any 
further issues, special or otherwise. We have read “Contentions for 
the Faith” for the past few years. You fairly well strain out the gnat 
and swallow the camel. I have yet to witness such reckless abandon 
in the use of “facts” all in the name of faithfulness. You would de-
stroy and entire field of wheat to uproot one weed.

“Such a shameful display of “Christian love” will not be allowed 
to permeate any spiritually minded Christian here. “Out of the same 
mouth proceedeth blessings and cursing. My brethren, these 
things ought not so to be. Doth a fountain send forth at the same 
place sweet [water] and bitter. This wisdom descendeth not from 
aabove, but is earthly, sensual, devilish” (James. 3:10, 11, 15).

“Once again, terminate immediately any future plans to send any-
thing to this congregation. In the Master’s service, (signed) Ron W. 
Newberry, minister.”
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individual, Paul stated, “If a man therefore purge himself 
from these, he shall be a vessel unto honour, sanctified, 
and meet for the master’s use, and prepared unto every 
good work” (2 Tim. 2:21).  

Cauley stated, “These have forgotten that Christ died 
for an imperfect people whom He desperately loves and 
for whom He was willing to sacrifice all that they might be 
saved.” What does Cauley mean by “imperfect people”? Paul 
stated,

But God commendeth his love toward us, in that, while 
we were yet sinners, Christ died for us… For if, when we 
were enemies, we were reconciled to God by the death of 
his Son, much more, being reconciled, we shall be saved by 
his life (Rom. 5:8,10).

 Thus, Christ died for “sinners” and “enemies”. Is this 
what Cauley means by “imperfect people”? While it is true 
that Jesus died for an “imperfect people”. He never intend-
ed for them to stay “imperfect”. Regarding the sacrifice of 
Christ, the Hebrews writer stated, “For by one offering he 
hath perfected for ever them that are sanctified” (Heb. 
10:14). Jesus promised to save us from our sins – not in our 
sins.  

It seems that Cauley is trying to make allowances for sin 
on the part of some who are “weak, ignorant, frail and fool-
ishness/stupid”. His entire point is that we must not “purge” 
the church of “imperfect” people. Is he suggesting that we 
should ignore sins that are committed due to “weakness, ig-
norance, frailties and foolishness/stupidity”? Who is to de-
cide which sins fall into this category?  

Cauley stated, “Yes, it was and is His desire to perfect 
the church”. He amends this by stating that the process: (1) 
involves patience, longsuffering, forbearance, and love; (2) 
recognizes that individuals and churches need to grow and 
mature; and (3) no one person, other than the Lord, has so 
lived as to claim perfect maturity. Notice that it is Jesus’ de-
sire to perfect the church, but according to the last point it is 
impossible for Him to do so. Is bro. Cauley implying here 
that we must accept/tolerate some sin in the church because 
we cannot obtain “perfect maturity”? Let us look at how the 
words “perfect” and “complete” are used in the Scriptures.

“Noah was a just man and perfect in his genera-
tions, and Noah walked with God” (Gen. 6:9). “Perfect” 
means, “without blemish, complete, full, perfect, sincerely 
(-ity), sound, without spot, undefiled, upright (-ly), whole” 
(Strong’s H8552). If Noah could obtain “perfection” under 
the Patriarchal system, can those living in the church today 
obtain “perfection” under the Christian system, which is far 
superior? God told Abram, “walk before me, and be thou 
perfect. And I will make my covenant between me and 
thee, and will multiply thee exceedingly” (Gen. 17:1,2). 
Since God fulfilled His covenant, it must be true that Abra-
ham obtained “perfection”. Other examples could be given, 
but these are sufficient to demonstrate that “perfection” was 
possible in the Old Testament.

Jesus stated, “The disciple is not above his master: 
but every one that is perfect shall be as his master” 
(Luke 6:40).  “Perfect” here signifies “right ordering and 
arrangement” and “points out the path of progress” (Vines 
174,176). The “path of progress” for the disciple is to “be as 
his master.” According to Cauley, the disciple can “be as his 
master” in every way accept maturity! Yet, that is the very 
point that Jesus was making in this verse. Paul’s farewell 
words to the Corinthians were, “Be perfect” (2 Cor. 13:11).  
Was Paul asking for the impossible?  

It is God’s desire that the church be perfected and the 
individual Christians reach maturity. To the church at Ephe-
sus, Paul wrote:

And he gave some, apostles; and some, prophets; and 
some, evangelists; and some, pastors and teachers; For 
the perfecting of the saints, for the work of the ministry, 
for the edifying of the body of Christ: Till we all come in 
the unity of the faith, and of the knowledge of the Son of 
God, unto a perfect man, unto the measure of the stature 
of the fulness of Christ:  (Eph. 4:11-13).

All of this was done “That we henceforth be no more 
children, tossed to and fro, and carried about with ev-
ery wind of doctrine, by the sleight of men, and cun-
ning craftiness, whereby they lie in wait to deceive” (v. 
14).  Again, according to Cauley, we cannot obtain the level 
of maturity that God has provided. Contrary to what Paul 
wrote, Cauley would have us believe that the Christian will 
remain immature and susceptible to all of the above.  

It is true that Paul stated, “Not as though I had al-
ready attained, either were already perfect” (Phil. 3:12).  
However, this is an entirely different word and indicates 
that Paul had not yet obtained his heavenly goal (Strong’s 
G5048 teleioo as apposed to kataritzo previously). Paul 
contrasts this with those who are on the journey with him 
when he states, “Let us therefore, as many as be perfect, 
be thus minded” (Phil. 3:15). The meaning of perfect here 
is “complete (in various applications of labor, growth, men-
tal and moral character, etc.); neut. (as noun, with G3588) 
completeness: – of full age, man, perfect” (Strong’s G5046 
telios). Thus, those on the journey to heaven must strive 
for maturity. For this cause, Paul preached Christ “warn-
ing every man, and teaching every man in all wisdom; 
that we may present every man perfect in Christ Je-
sus”  (Col. 1:28). Paul reminded the church at Colossae 
that Epaphras was “always labouring fervently for you in 
prayers, that ye may stand perfect and complete in all 
the will of God” (Col. 4:12). Many other verses could be 
used, but these are sufficient to prove that the church and/or 
Christian can reach maturity.

Since every Christian is “complete” in Christ (Col. 
2:10), they are everything that God desires them to be re-
gardless of their level of maturity. However, Peter says that 
those who fail to progress are “blind, and cannot see afar 
off, and hath forgotten that he was purged from his old 
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sins” (2 Pet. 1:9). It is thus necessary to “give diligence to 
make your calling and election sure: for if ye do these 
things, ye shall never fall” (2 Pet. 1:10). We must remem-
ber, the growth process is slow and we must be patient. Yet, 
that is never an excuse to overlook or tolerate sin.
Can The Bride of Christ Be Without Spot and Wrinkle?

Cauley continues his discussion of fellowship by dis-
cussing the church as the Bride of Christ. In doing so, he 
asked the readers to consider their own marriage. In this re-
gard he stated, 

Do we constantly berate and criticize our spouses when they 
make mistakes or commit errors…Moreover, when our spous-
es make such mistakes, do we immediately threaten with the 
dissolution of the marriage?…And when we do consider dis-
solution of marriage it is only for the gravest of offenses and 
those conducted by an impenitent heart (Matt. 5:32, 19:9).

Notice that he uses the words, “errors”, “mistakes” and 
“offenses”.  It is possible for one to make certain errors, mis-
takes, or offenses and not sin. However, his article is dealing 
with the limits of fellowship, which is determined by one’s 
relationship to sin. Thus, we must conclude that the above 
terms are synonymous with sin. There can be no doubt that 
the use of these words is intended to soften our attitude to-
ward some sins. This is true because he states that it is only 
for the “gravest of offenses” that we would consider the dis-
solution of marriage. As far as separating one from God, are 
some sins “graver” than others? In marriage, do we toler-
ate some sins and not others? Since this is an illustration of 
“The Right Attitude Regarding Fellowship,” should we tol-
erate some sins and not others? Let us see how bro. Cauley 
answers this last question. Notice his application:

If we consider that there is any meaning to the relationship 
set forth by Paul in Ephesians 5:32, that the relationship be-
tween Christ and the church is like the marriage relationship, 
then we ought to consider that it isn’t for just any old reason 
that Christ would cut off a member of his body, that he would 
divorce himself from his spouse, the church and her mem-
bers. That is not to say that there is no reason to ever do such, 
but rather, that such an action is so drastic that it is reserved 
for only those offenses so rank and grave and which are in-
tentionally and knowingly committed.

Notice that Cauley states Jesus would not cut off a mem-
ber of His body “for just any old reason” but such drastic 
actions are reserved for “rank and grave” offenses that are 
“intentionally and knowingly committed”. What we need to 
ask at this point is, “What constitutes a ‘rank and grave’ of-
fense?” Once again, bro. Cauley needs to define his terms.  
It appears that he is making a distinction between sins. The 
fact that bro. Cauley indicates that Jesus will “cut off” only 
those who commit “rank and grave” offenses implies that 
He will overlook those who are guilty of “lesser” offenses.  
Remember, according to Cauley, Jesus will not cut off a 
member for “just any old reason.”

Cauley states, “One who is seeking to live faithful and 

obey the Lord ought to be encouraged to grow and mature 
instead of being censured for his weakness, ignorance, frail-
ties, and sometimes foolishness/stupidity.” In the following 
quotation we can see what Cauley means by this statement: 

Yes, he has a responsibility to learn and repent, but he needs 
to be allowed to personally work out his own salvation (Phil. 
2:12), not as a result of collective pressure placed upon him 
by external forces; otherwise, there is no growth. 

While it is good that Cauley recognizes that the sinner 
has “a responsibility to learn and repent,” he greatly blun-
ders when he states that the sinner “needs to be allowed to 
personally work out his own salvation”. His appeal to Phi-
lippians 2:12 does not help support his case here since, in 
the context, Paul is encouraging continued obedience even 
in his absence. Although repentance would be included in 
continued obedience, it was not the primary topic under con-
sideration.  

Cauley states that learning and repentance should not 
be “as a result of collective pressure placed upon him by 
external forces”.  To this, we ask, “Why?”  If what Cau-
ley says is true, this would restrict: (1) elders from guiding/
feeding the flock; (2) preachers from preaching the whole 
counsel of God; and (3) spiritually-minded brethren from 
restoring those overtaken in a fault. These activities are to be 
performed in the event that brethren sin—regardless of the 
level of maturity or the nature of the sin! When the activities 
are carried out, collective pressure is placed upon the sinner 
to repent. Positive peer pressure is one of the greatest tools 
we have to use in our efforts to restore erring brethren ( See 
2 Cor. 2:6).

Cauley implies that those who encourage weak brethren 
to repent have “almost completely abandoned any meaning-
ful concept of love”. In doing so, he misrepresents and/or 
judges the motives of others. It is love in its highest form 
that motivates the faithful to help restore the erring.   Re-
member, “For whom the Lord loveth he chasteneth, and 
scourgeth every son whom he receiveth” (Heb. 12:6).  
God chastens and scourges EVERY son whom he receives.  
Surely, Cauley would not say that God ignores the sin of 
some! In fact the context teaches that if God does not chas-
ten us, we are not true children, but illegitimate! 

Remember, we are discussing the beautiful Bride of 
Christ. Cauley has already implied that sins related to “weak-
ness, ignorance, frailties, and sometimes foolishness/stupid-
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ity” do not qualify as “spots and wrinkles”. He emphasizes:
We should note that we are not discussing matters that would 
compromise the Lord’s worship, organization of the church, 
or the Lord’s plan of salvation. Nor are we considering sins 
done intentionally and knowingly by individuals seeking to 
undermine the doctrine of Christ (Heb. 10:26)

Here we have Cauley’s list of sins worthy of our at-
tention. Are these the “rank and grave” offenses to which 
he keeps referring? What happens if someone commits one 
of these sins through “weakness, ignorance, frailties, and 
sometimes foolishness/stupidity”?  Let us consider the ex-
ample of Simon the former sorcerer (Acts 8). Simon and 
the other Samaritans were converted by Philip’s preaching 
(Acts 8:12,13). All would agree that Simon was a new, im-
mature Christian. He sinned when he tried to buy the ability 
to impart the Holy Spirit by the laying on of hands.  Did he 
know ahead of time that this was a sin?  If not, he committed 
a sin of ignorance. Were his actions foolish and/or stupid? 
Yes, they were! Now, if he committed his sin in ignorance 
and/or acted foolishly/stupidly, then, according to Cauley, 
he should have been left to himself to “work out his own 
salvation”. If not, why not? However, we know that Peter 
rebuked him saying,

Thou hast neither part nor lot in this matter: for thy heart 
is not right in the sight of God. Repent therefore of this 
thy wickedness, and pray God, if perhaps the thought of 
thine heart may be forgiven thee. For I perceive that thou 
art in the gall of bitterness, and in the bond of iniquity 
(Acts 8:21-23).

Ouch! Was that too harsh for a young immature Chris-
tian to hear? Perhaps Peter should have taken “love lessons” 
from Cauley before he dealt with Simon! The fact is, and 
Cauley knows this, Peter acted lovingly and appropriately. 
Furthermore, Peter gained the desired result: “Then an-
swered Simon, and said, Pray ye to the Lord for me, that 
none of these things which ye have spoken come upon 
me” (Acts 8:24).

Cauley and “The Security of The Believer”
Cauley uses a lengthy quote from a sermon titled, “The 

Security of the Believer” by the late bro. Guy N. Woods. In 
this quotation, Woods is making application to 1 John 2:1, 
2, which states,

My little children, these things write I unto you, that ye 
sin not. And if any man sin, we have an advocate with the 
Father, Jesus Christ the righteous: And he is the propitia-
tion for our sins: and not for ours only, but also for the 
sins of the whole world.

Although we will not reproduce this quote here, it is needful 
that we consider some of Cauley’s application. 

If the Lord can be patient, forbear, and have love for us 
enough so that even when we sin, albeit through “weakness, 
frailty, ignorance, foolishness/stupidity”, His blood contin-
ues to cleanse us of our sins and He continues to be our 

advocate before the presence of the Father, then may we not 
maintain such an attitude toward our brethren and maintain 
fellowship with them?

Cauley makes these comments based upon the fact that 
Jesus is our “mediator” and “propitiation”. Now this begs 
the question: “Does the fact that Jesus is our mediator and 
our propitiation mean that He will ignore the unrepentant 
sin of the weak, frail, ignorant and foolish/stupid?” If that 
is the case, what did Jesus mean when we said, “I tell you, 
Nay: but, except ye repent, ye shall all likewise perish” 
(Lk. 13:3,5). Remember, Cauley is talking about faithful 
Christians maintaining fellowship with those in sin.  And he 
tries to justify said fellowship, because (according to Cau-
ley) Jesus is in fellowship with them. Cauley stated, “…we 
may extend fellowship to those who have committed sin 
unintentionally, through ignorance, as a result of weakness, 
due to frailties, or even on account of foolishness or stupid-
ity.” It must be pointed out here that sin separates us from 
God and the wages of sin is death (Isa. 59,1, 2; Rom. 6:23).  
While it is true that the blood of Jesus will cleanse the sin of 
those walking in the light, this does not exclude repentance 
on the part of all Christians. In fact, part of walking in the 
light is to acknowledge one’s sins and turn from them (1 
John. 1:7-10; Acts 8:22).

Conclusion
It seems that there is no end to man’s attempt to circum-

vent God’s fellowship law. Cauley’s position encourages 
people to ignore sin and compromise the faith. Furthermore, 
if his position is true, it would be better for all of us to remain 
weak, ignorant and stupid, for in doing so, we would never 
be lost even though we sin. No faithful Christian would ever 
believe such is the case. Rather, “let us go on unto perfec-
tion” (Heb. 6:1).  

Cauley’s arguments are not new, nor are they surprising. 
This is just another vain attempt to justify the unscriptural 
fellowship practices of the Southwest congregation in Aus-
tin, TX where he is employed as an instructor at the SWSBS. 
They along with the Forest Hill congregation, Memphis, 
TN, and other like-minded churches are championing this 
error regarding fellowship. It is my hope and prayer that bro. 
Cauley and all who hold his false views will in all honesty 
restudy this matter and turn from it. Perhaps if bro. Cau-
ley would do so, he might be in a position to encourage the 
Southwest elders to return and stand “…in the ways, and 
see, and ask for the old paths, where is the good way, and 
walk therein” (Jer. 6:16) — in all things spiritual and not 
just in some or most of them.

—925 Fish Hatchery Rd.
Huntsville, TX 77320-7009
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FEBRUARY 28—MARCH 3, 2010
David P. Brown, Director

SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 28
  9:30 AM David P. Brown: The Worldly Church by Allen, 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 AM Skip Francis: The Core Gospel by Bill Love
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 #1
11:00 AM Bruce Stulting: Shall We Splinter? by James D. Bales
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 December 1, 2009, The Forest Hill 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 Daniel Coe:  Don’t Shoot We May Be On The Same Side! by Marvin Phillips
*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: Spiritual 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



-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–Cambridgeshire—Cambridge City Church of Christ, 
meeting at The Manor Community College, Arbury Rd., Cambridge, 
CB4 2JF. Sun., Bible Study--10:30 a.m., Worship-- 11:30 a.m.; Tue. Bible 
Study--7:30 p.m. www.CambridgeCityCoC.org.uk. Keith Sisman, Gospel 
Preacher. Contacts: Keith Sisman [From  USA, Toll Free: (281) 475-
8247); By phone inside the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  
Alternative Cambridge contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101; Matt. 
Shouey (Lakenheath) - 01638-531268. Postal/mailing Address - PO BOX 
1, Ramsey Huntingdon, PE26 2YZ United Kingdom 

-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.

Pensacola–Eastgate Church of Christ, 2809 E. Creighton Rd., 
{emsacp;a. F; 32504, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m. Tim Cozad, evangelist, (850) 477-4910

-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–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.
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SANCTIMONY AND PROJECTION GONE TO SEED
Dub McClish

Introduction
In recent articles originating from the eastern edge of 

Memphis, TN, certain writers have spent considerable ink 
describing and reproving the behavior of certain brethren. 
The writers at times name and at other times do not name 
their reprehensible (to the writers, at least) targets. Only those 
incredibly dull and/or incredibly ignorant of brotherhood 
events over the past four-plus years will fail to comprehend 
the intended recipients of their barbs, even when they remain 
unnamed. 

The Forest Hill (FH) church in Memphis sponsors (and 
its elders oversee) Memphis School of Preaching (MSOP), 
and the FH preacher, bro. Barry Grider, serves on the 
MSOP faculty. Since the summer of 2005, various brethren 
have been calling upon the director of Memphis School of 
Preaching (first, bro. Curtis Cates and now his successor, 
bro. Bobby Liddell), its faculty, and the FH elders to “give 
an answer” (1 Pet. 3:15) concerning their new position of 
defense and support of our well-known erring bro. Dave 
Miller. (For the uninitiated, before the May-June 2005 
Apologetics Press (AP) crisis [precipitated by the dismissal 
of bro. Bert Thompson, its director at the time], the MSOP 
folks opposed Miller’s elder re-evaluation/reaffirmation 
error; after Miller succeeded Thompson at AP, MSOP’s 
opposition abruptly turned to defense and support of Miller, 
and by implication, of his error.) Though they are culpable 
in these matters, all of the FH/MSOP are brethren beloved 
whose behavior has deeply saddened their former close 
associates (among whom I am one) in the greatest Cause.

Many interested saints have plied these brethren and 
their think-a-likes with questions concerning their amazing 
turnabout, only to receive woefully feeble answers, if any 
at all. At least four distinct overtures have been made to 
them (and to those of their mindset) to meet with some of 
their querists/accusers in a public forum to discuss these 
problems to the end that the sundered fellowship caused by 
their behavior might be repaired. Reminiscent, however, 
of apostate Israel in Elijah’s day, “they answered…not a 
word” to such invitations (1 Kin. 18:21).

Pressing the Issue
Bro. David Brown, editor of Contending for the Faith 

(CFTF), has rightly continued to press these matters through 
its pages (as has the Bellview church, Pensacola, FL, through 
its Defender, edited by bro. Michael Hatcher). Agreeing 
with this policy, I have addressed these grievous barriers to 
fellowship in several articles, many of which have appeared 
in these pages, especially during 2009. One of those articles, 
“Is This What They Mean by Balance?” appeared in the 
4/09 issue. It particularly exposed the compromising articles 
Grider wrote/published in the 2/10/09 issue of The Forest 
Hill News (FHN). My article inquired if the FH elders and/
or the MSOP faculty were going to imply their agreement 
with these compromises by remaining silent, or would they 
let a concerned brotherhood and MSOP alumni association 
know of their disapproval. Every family at FH received that 
issue of CFTF. Not one word of disapproval of the Grider 
material was ever issued by the FH elders or any of the 
MSOP faculty, at least not publicly.
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Editorial...

 DOES PROVING CHARGES
REALLY MATTER?

(1 THES. 5:21)
In the 1/2010 CFTF we began a review of two articles 

by bro. Barry Grider. These articles are printed in full in the 
1/2010 CFTF. They originally appeared in two issues of the 
The Forest Hill News (TFHN)—12/1&22/2009. TFHN is the 
official bulletin of the Forest Hill Church of Christ (FH) for 
which Grider is the preacher. As most of our readers also know 
the Memphis School of Preaching (MSOP) is the work of FH 
in which Grider also serves as a part time teacher. If you have 
not read the 1/2010 CFTF we urge you to read it in order to 
get the background for this issue of the paper.

Backed up by the FH elders, the MSOP and their friends, 
Grider made some very serious charges against bro. Dub Mc-
Clish and your editor. But at best they were generic charges 
that Grider needed to prove. However, he did not even attempt 
to do so. Our incorrect positions, we corrected, but to date the 
FH elders and Grider have not acknowledged said correction. 
It should be noted that Grider has failed to give specific ex-
amples (persons, places, dates, times, etc.) of the sins of which 
he alleges we are guilty. Surely, he has certain instances in 
mind concerning who, what, when, where, and how said al-
leged sins were committed. How is it that the FH elders do not 
see the snarling words Grider carefully chose to describe us 
and to reference our actions, but almost in the same key stroke 
condemned brethren for referencing others in the same way he 
does?  Also, why cannot those same men see Grider’s failure to 
even make an effort to prove his rank charges? How is it that 
they do not see that Grider’s conduct at best is inconsistent and 
at its worst is hypocrisy? How is it that the FH elders and their 
friends fail to see that to judge people guilty without proving 
them guilty is not only unchristian but unAmerican. But the FH 
eldership should have extra help, if such is needed, in two of 
their elders because they are also attorneys. Surely they know 
the difference between accusations, assertions or charges and 
that which is proved to be the case. Whatever happened to one 
being innocent until proven guilty? One would think that be-
fore the FH elders produced such a statement as found in the 
12/1/09 TFHN they would have complied with such Scriptures 
as Col. 3:17 and 1 Thes. 5:21. Moreover, they were asked to be 
specific in said charges, but they have thus far refused to do so. 
A strange way for officers of the court to think and act, much 
less unbiased and nonprejudicial elders. 

In examining the statements wherein Grider alleged, 
charged or affirmed that we had sinned, we will note some of 
the necessary things involved in proving one’s case. By placing 
his generic charges in precise statements he helped us in our ex-
amination because, in effect, he has put them into propositional 
form. Knowing that every precisely stated proposition is either 
true or false (there is no middle ground), Grider has affirmed 
what he thinks is true about us in his statements, propositions, 



Contending for the Faith—Feb./2010                      3

or assertions. In studying Grider’s affirmative propositions (for 
in reality that is what they are), we can see what Grider has 
obligated himself to do if he is to be successful in proving his 
charges/propositions. (1) He must define the terms of his prop-
ositions/charges. This Grider did not do. (2) In affirming his 
accusations/propositions Grider has obligated himself to prove 
(not simply assert) that they are true. Grider did not discharge 
that obligation, either. Moreover, he cannot do so. To begin the 
proving process (3) he must appeal to and employ the proper 
authority governing the case. Although he cites the Bible as the 
proper authority, he makes no effort to show how we  violated 
any one of its direct statments, approved examples or implica-
tions, which violations are necessary to prove his accusations/
propositions—he simply asserts and asserts and asserts that 
we are  guilty of various and sundry sins. (4) He must also 
provide adequate evidence and/or credible witnesses in order 
to prove his case. This he did not and cannot do. (5) In order 
to prove his case he must set up an argument proving that what 
he has affirmed, alleged, and asserted in his statements about 
us are true. This he failed to do and he cannot do. Of course 
when one thinks a proposition is false, he is declaring that such 
has not been proved to be true. By his actions it is clear that he 
thinks all he needs to do in order to “prove” his case is declare, 
“I, Barry Grider, have declared repeatedly in the strongest of 
terms that Brown and McClish are wicked because they have 
violated God’s Word. More than that no one needs to know 
and no one has the right to question my assertions, ‘thinking’ 
(?) and conclusions about them.”    
  1. T F Brown and McClish “have been on a vendetta 
attacking faithful brethren throughout the Lord’s church with 
venomous articles.” Grider should define his terms and provide 
proof that such is the case? Please name the brethren who are 
not guilty of unrepented of sins that we, as Grider says, have 
“attacked.” Does Grider say that the apostle Peter attacked 
Simon, the former Sorcerer, when he rebuked him as he did in 
his efforts to bring Simon to repentance? Also, prove that we 
have failed to correct our errors. We certainly have the proof to 
show that we have corrected any error of which, according to 
the Scriptures, we were guilty. We wish we could say as much 
about Miller, Crowley and all those who fellowship them in 
their sins.
 2. T F Brown and McClish “have no respect for the 
truth whatsoever.” A) Grider is affirming a negative. B) The 
term “whatsoever” covers all things pertaining to truth. There-
fore he is affirming that we “have no respect” for any and all 
truth no matter the subject. C) Does bro. Grider not realize he 
is claiming omniscience in order to affirm said statement? D) 
How would he go about proving this statement? But, he must 
think he can prove it—talk about an exercise in futility. 
      3. T F By Brown and McClish’s “writing and behav-
ior they have demonstrated an attitude that is totally devoid of 
anything Christ like.” Give us an example of such “writing and 
behavior.” If this statement is true where is the proof of it?
  4. T F Brown and McClish “continually violate the 
clear teachings of our Lord concerning love, kindness, truthful-
ness, and forgiveness.” Give us an example of such a “viola-
tion.” Where is the proof that such is the case?

 5. T F Brown and McClish “cannot love the church 
for which Jesus died and behave as they do.” If this statement 
is true where is the proof that such is the case?
 6. T F Brown and McClish are rude. What does 
Grider mean by “rude”? Why does he not readily define his 
terms? Why will he not give us an example of our “rude” con-
duct? If this statement is true where is the proof that such is the 
case? 
 7. T F Brown and McClish are crude. How does 
Grider  define “crude”? We give the same response to this as-
sertion as we did to question #6. 
 8. T F Brown and McClish are hateful. We give the 
same response to this assertion as we did to question # 6.
 9. T F Brown and McClish are “haughty.” We give 
the same response to this assertion as we did to question # 6.
 10. T F Brown and McClish are preoccupied with the 
affairs of others. We give the same response to this assertion as 
we did to question # 6.
 11. T F Brown and McClish “behave like spoiled 
children who don’t get their way.” If this statement is true 
where is the proof that such is the case? In order to answer 
this question he must define his terms. 
 12. T F “We gave them one of their last platforms of 
influence, through our lectureship and The Gospel Journal.” If 
this statement is true where is the proof that such is the case?
 13. T F Brown and McClish “must pitch a fit in order 
to be heard.” If this statement is true where is the proof that 
such is the case? Why does not Grider give us an example of 
what he means by our “pitching a fit” and if his example dif-
fers from his 12/1 article?
 14. T F It is a “fact” that “no one pays them  [Brown 
and McClish] much attention nor should they.” If this state-
ment is true where is the specific proof that such is the case? 
Besides, Grider’s logic means that Noah was a failure. Out 
of all of those living at the time of the flood how many people 
believed Noah’s preaching? How many even listened to him? 
We are not in the nose-counting business in determing who is 
right and who is wrong. One would think that such a one as 
bro. Grider would have learned that long before now. 
 15. T F “The two [Brown and McClish] have been 
isolated and marked, as they should be.” For one to be able to 
answer this question one must know what bro. Grider means by 
“as they should be.” Does he mean “isolated and marked” on 
the sole basis of  his and his friends’ mere assertions, for that is 
all they have thus far offered. We acknowledge that those who 
refuse to prove their case have marked us, but that does not 
prove that God takes the same view of us as the Griderites do 
—brethren who seemingly do not know the difference between 
proving and asserting something to be thus and so. But I do 
know who continues to call for  “transparency,” openness and 
compliance with 1 Thes. 5:21; Col. 3:17, et al. I also know who 
works for “nondisclosure” and surreptitious conduct. Thus we, 
not they, are writing the history of these matters—of those 
who have proved their case and those who have not proved 
it.

—David P. Brown, Editor   
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(Continued From Page 1)

Having known these men over many years, bro. Brown 
and I could not imagine that the FH elders and the MSOP 
director and faculty could approve of the practices Grider 
had endorsed in 2/2009, yet the months dragged on and 
they remained mum. In the 10/2009 issue of CFTF, bro. 
Brown repeated the challenge to these brethren to disavow 
the practices their preacher had endorsed, quoting at length 
from my April article. He also stated his opinion (with 
which I fully agreed) that (1) those 2/10/09 articles in FH 
most likely produced some objections from the MSOP 
faculty and the FH eldership and (2) bro. Grider’s 9/1/09 
resignation announcement that he would leave the FH pulpit 
to enter mortuary training at the end of the year was likely 
not merely a coincidence. Each FH family also received the 
October CFTF. 

Still No Answers, But a Response

After attempting to ignore us (or at least our pleas 
for answers) out of existence, it seems that  our pleas 
and questions have not been altogether ineffective. Our 
persistent questions and our insistence that these men 
were Scripturally obligated to give some answers finally 
moved them to respond, if not to provide answers. In the 
12/1/09 issue of FHN, the FH elders announced that they, 
based on Romans 16:17, had “marked” brethren Brown and 
me for “the continual pursuit of sowing discord” and “for 
their outright lies” relating to the FH church, its elders and 
preacher, and MSOP. They have thus far neglected to be 
more specific in their accusations, although we have asked 
them by certified, return-receipt mail, to do so, as have the 
elders of the Spring, TX, congregation (see these letters in the 
1/2010 issue of CFTF). They also conveniently overlooked 
the specific procedure Scripture mandates before marking 
such sowers of discord as they perceive us to be—at least 
two admonitions before the marking (Tit. 3:10). Although 
Scripturally we deserved none, from their point of view 
we apparently did not even deserve one, much less two 
admonitions (obviously, certain passages do not apply when 
the brethren involved are undeserving). 

As CFTF readers noted in the 1/2010 issue in that same 
12/1/09 FHN, bro. Grider spent the first paragraph of his 
lengthy “From the Preacher” article (about ¼ of it) praising 
himself and his accomplishments the two previous months. 
He spent the remainder of the article praising the elders for 
their “marking” action against bro. Brown and me, calling 
our names (three times) so there would be no mistaking to 
whom he had reference. Among other things, he assured 
his readers that he, the FH elders, and the MSOP faculty 
“have operated in peace and harmony to this present hour.” 
He thus denied Brown’s suggestion that at least some of the 
FH elders and some of the MSOP faculty must have been 
displeased with the 2/10/09 FHN material. He also thereby 
denied that his Feb. bulletin material had any bearing on his 
leaving the FH pulpit for mortuary school. Of course, his 
statement also meant that the FH elders and MSOP faculty 

agreed with Grider’s advocacy of some strange practices, 
including the broadening of his fellowship “circle.”  

In his article, he raked us and/or our behavior over the 
coals with such terms as vendetta, attacking, venomous, 
evil surmisings (twice), fabrication, lies (twice), protectors 
of truth, no respect for truth, un-Christlike, haters of the 
church, rude, crude, hateful, haughty, spoiled children, fit-
pitchers, innuendo, unity-disrupters, and discord sowers. (I 
will assume that all of these appellations were written from 
a heart overflowing with love and goodwill and in a Christ-
like spirit.) One is tempted to ask, “Bro. Barry, why don’t 
you tell us what you really think of us?” 

However, he has not been alone in his loving descriptions 
of those who have dared point to bro. Miller’s errors and call 
to account those who insist on defending and fellowshipping 
him. Grider’s compadres have not spared the colorful 
brandings of their questioners over the past four years, 
including self-proclaimed defenders of the faith, radicals, 
caustic, arrogant, unkind, obnoxious, disagreeable, far right 
leaning, judgmental, censorious, self-righteous, unforgiving, 
fight-pickers, slanderers, damaging, vicious, those who are 
seeking to crush others, intent on making someone look 
stupid, are more dangerous than liberals, and are wholly 
obsessed with fulltime heretic detection, not to mention the 
toxic loyalty group moniker.

Is it not passing strange that this brother and his kind 
can aim all of these intemperate judgments at us and in the 
same breath say of us: “They continually violate the clear 
teachings of our Lord concerning love, kindness, truthfulness, 
and forgiveness”? Let me see if I understand: It is unloving, 
unkind, and unChrist-like when we ask him, his elders, and 
his fellow MSOP faculty members legitimate questions 
and use plain terms to describe their stonewalling, but they 
remain loving, kind and Christ-like, whatever verbal blasts 
they aim our way. Is that it? This implied double-standard is 
the stock-in-trade of every liberal and/or wannabe-liberal—
in politics and religion—who ever lived. 

In a certain way, I do not blame the FH elders, bro. 
Grider, or the MSOP brethren for finally reacting. They 
must be very weary of having the mirror of God’s Word 
held before them (Acts 20:28; 1 Tim. 4:16). They must be 
tired of being reminded that we are only holding them to 
the same standard to which they held (and presumably hold) 
such men as Rubel Shelly, F. LaGard Smith, Max Lucado, 
Buster Dobbs, and Mac Deaver. Our refusal to allow them to 
hide in the shadows, stained by the sins of compromise and 
fellowship with a false teacher, must be a severe thorn in the 
sides of those engaged in training men to preach the Gospel. 
(How do the MSOP faculty quote and apply such passages 
as Eph. 5:7, 11 and 2 John 9–11 in their classroom lectures 
without choking on the words?) So what is their reaction? 
Instead of responding to the message of Truth that should 
produce repentance (or at the very least some answers), they 
attempt to shoot the messengers. They should be apprised: 
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We are not dead yet.
In the course of Grider’s 12/1/09 diatribe there is 

much material worthy of response besides the preceding 
material.  Among such is the following astounding statement 
concerning Brown and me:

We gave them one of their last platforms of influence, through 
our lectureship and THE GOSPEL JOURNAL [TGJ] and now 
that has been taken away and so they must pitch a fit in order 
to be heard.

Raw arrogance and condescension are on parade in these 
words: “We gave them one of their last platforms of 
influence….”  My, how big of “them”! It was especially 
“big” of Barry Grider, since he had nothing whatsoever to 
do with our invitations to be on even one of the numerous 
MSOP lectureships on which I spoke every year (1985–2005). 
The invitations came the first several years from bro. Curtis 
Cates and the last three or so years leading up to 2005, from 
bro. Bobby Liddell. Grider not only misrepresents matters 
by implying that he had a voice in our invitations, he makes 
it almost appear that Brown and I were graciously granted, 
perhaps even grudgingly because we were in fact unworthy, 
the privilege of speaking on MSOP Lectures each year only 
after we begged for the invitations. He could not be more 
wrong—and he knew it when he wrote it. Brethren Cates and 
Liddell eagerly invited the lectureship participation of both 
David and me and lavishly praised (as did the FH elders and 
all of the MSOP faculty—including bro. Grider, mind you) 
our manuscripts and our preaching therein.

Bro. Grider needs to go back and read and heed his own 
article, “A Time To Be Silent” (FHN, 7/28/05), in which he 
advised certain folks (who dared tell the truth about why 
Bert Thompson was forced to leave AP) to sit down and shut 
up. He makes matters worse by making it sound as if he had 
something to do with my becoming editor of TGJ and that 
I was granted that post upon applying for it, both of which 
deny the facts. As with the lectureship invitations, Barry 
Grider had not the least little tiny bit of a sliver of say-
so in the inception of TGJ, much less in my becoming its 
founding editor. Furthermore, I never asked to be editor of 
TGJ (which his words imply). I in fact resisted the invitation 
to become such, as those who became the original board 
could testify if they would, but they (Curtis Cates included) 
insisted that I alone should fill that post and would have it no 
other way. Grider ought to be ashamed to imply what he did, 
but pride is a huge stumbling block to experiencing shame 
or accepting blame. They gave us such platforms! What a 
crock! They were overjoyed to have us working with them 
as long as we were promoting them and their projects 
and not questioning their endorsement of Dave Miller 
and AP.

I call your attention to an incidental, albeit significant 
admission (shall we say, a big “oops”) in Grider’s 
condescending statement. He said of TGJ and my editorship 
of it: “Now that has been taken away….” Oh, but hold on, 

bro. Grider. Have you forgotten? TGJ was not taken away 
from bro. Dave Watson and me; we simply up and resigned 
out of the clear blue…Why, our resignations were a big 
surprise and mystery to TGJ board. The Grider statement 
stands as a direct contradiction of TGJ board’s position, 
as bro. Tommy Hicks (TGJ board member) stated in his 
7/26/05, e-mail to bro. Kent Bailey: 

You did not use the word “fired,” but you used “dismissal” 
which, to me, implies the same. Neither Dub nor David 
[Watson] was “fired.” Furthermore, neither was asked to 
“resign.” By their own volition, both did resign (e-mail to 
Kent Bailey, 7/26/05, emph. DM).

Now which is it? Both of these statements (Grider’s and 
Hicks’s) cannot be true (unless one is a postmodernist, of 
course). Apparently, Hicks reflected the “official” TGJ board 
position. Only one who was on TGJ board at that time, bro.
Michael Hatcher, has contradicted the Hicks “spin” on these 
events, thus the rest of them apparently agreed with his 
assessment. In his resignation statement from TGJ board,  
Hatcher confirmed the Grider claim that TGJ was “taken 
away” from us (which only TGJ board had the power to do) 
by means of the pressure put upon us to resign. He wrote 
to TGJ board on 7/29/05:

The “spin” that the board has put on this is just that—“spin.” 
The fact is everyone knows that it is also. While we are stating 
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 basically 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 [Watson]) were placed in a position in which they 
were forced to resign….

Now, by his statement, Grider has inadvertently, but 
most certainly, blurted out the truth of the matter, just as 
Hatcher originally stated it, contrary to the board’s errant 
explanation. This Grider slip tells us that he and TGJ board 
have been telling brethren a tale they knew to be false all 
along, namely, that we had no choice but to resign. Bro. 
Grider needs to straighten things out with TGJ board, with 
which he is still intimately associated (bro. Cates is THE 
NEW GOSPEL JOURNAL’s current editor). Had these men 
any honor, they would issue a public statement correcting 
their attempts to deceive brethren about the circumstances 
of our departure from TGJ’s editorial chair.

Here We Go Again
Grider just could not let well enough alone. As noted 

earlier, he indicated a few months ago that he would leave 
the FH pulpit at year’s end to enter mortuary school. It 
appeared that the temptation was simply too great to resist 
taking one last blast at his favorite targets before he ceased 
writing material for FHN (subsequently [1/12/10], he has 
announced a change of plans to remain the FH preacher 
and has thus “buried” his undertaking career). He titled his 
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12/22/09, article, “Let Them Alone.” 
If I may be permitted a bit more “evil surmising,” it 

somehow seems a bit more than coincidental that his article 
came on the heels of the FH elders’ having received a letter 
from Brown and me and a separate letter from the elders of 
the Spring, TX, congregation (mentioned earlier). Further, 
it is possible that all of the FH members had by 12/22/09 
received a copy of the “Special Bulletin” the Spring elders 
prepared (published in the 1/20/10 CFTF), mailed to every 
FH family. (All of these documents were sent to their 
respective recipients in response to the 12/1/09 “marking” by 
the FH elders and the accompanying article by bro. Grider.)

The title of the Grider article comes from the Lord’s 
charge to the apostles, pertaining to the Pharisees who had 
been offended by Jesus’ straightforward rebuke of them. 
He called them blind leaders of the blind, both of whom 
were bound for the pit (Mat. 15:14). Now bro. Grider did 
not name any names, but as I indicated above, only the dull 
or the ignorant can fail to comprehend his intended targets. I 
get the impression that he does not like us very much, as he 
identifies us with those Pharisees that constantly bedeviled 
the Lord. I suppose if Brown and I are the Pharisees, then 
Grider perceives himself and his companions-in-compromise 
as the Lord (or at least the apostles) in the parallel. So, as 
those Pharisees hated the Lord “with every passion of their 
being,” lied about Him, engaged in “evil surmisings and 
innuendo,” and “urged him vehemently …to provoke him to 
speak of many things,” Grider depicts us in relation to him 
and his colleagues.

We have no interest in truth. We despise the Lord (and, 
therefore, them). We twist and pervert words and actions to 
suit our “own evil agenda,” only seeking to destroy them. In 
a further grievous misapplication of Scripture, Grider then 
seeks refuge from earnest questions behind the Lord’s refusal 
to answer the chief priests and elders on one occasion (Mat. 
27:12). Grider recalls an article written about him “several 
years ago” that was “filled with ugliness, sarcasm, and 
smartalakness [sic.]” (he must have a larger dictionary than 
mine). (I am confident I know to which article he refers.) He 
mentioned a late Gospel preacher who advised him not to 
respond to or even acknowledge the article. 

Granted, silence is appropriate in some circumstances, 
but by far, it was the exception in the way the Lord responded 
to questions and accusations. This has become the ironclad 
rule with these brethren. Bro. Grider and his crowd had 
never before 6/05, at least to my knowledge, sought to avoid 
completely justified, Scriptural questions about Biblical 
issues by thus wresting the Scripture. I believe they do so 
“to their own destruction” (2 Pet. 3:16), rather than to 
ours, as they seem to intend. 

If there were any doubt about who he had in mind in 
his tirade, he makes it clear as he mentions the necessity 
of marking “certain brethren” because “they engage in lies, 

innuendo, evil surmisings, and divisive conduct.” He then 
admonishes, “Let them alone.” Pardon me if I find it a bit 
strange that he continues to call so much attention to (and 
with such virulent terms and arraignments) those concerning 
whom he advises all others: “Let them alone.” He cannot 
bring himself to follow his own counsel.

An “Amen” to Brother Grider
When bro. Bobby Liddell became director of MSOP, he 

also became editor of The Yokefellow, the school paper. With 
his 12/2009 article (no. 2 in a series on “Longsuffering”), he 
could not resist the temptation to join his brother across the 
FH driveway. As with others who have not dared to attempt 
any defense of their fellowship compromises (after all, they 
are indefensible), he attacks men and attempts to destroy 
their character instead of dealing with the pertinent issues 
involved. 

What he writes in defining longsuffering (and what it is 
not) is good material (I have never seen anything but good 
material from this beloved brother, incidentally). However, 
with the application of his terms of definition and description, 
I do most heartily demur. Here we go again, with strident 
terms thrown out with no named objects, but objects clearly 
in mind and implied. To bro. Liddell, the “unlongsuffering” 
(shortsuffering?) men are haughty, egotistical, angry hasty 
accusers, unwilling forgivers, brethren destroyers, discord 
sowers, congregation dividers, malicious speakers, evil 
surmisers, deceivers, heresy/heretic seekers, disagreeable, 
distasteful, hypocrites, arrogant, ungodly, and fruitless 
(whew!). Text message to our brother: You really should 
learn some new pejoratives; almost all of these are merely 
well-worn repeats. 

I think it fair to ask if Liddell was “haughty and 
egotistical” when he planned and directed those several 
lectureships at the Bellview congregation (Pensacola, FL), 
so many of which were very forceful in their exposure of 
errors and compromises (at least some of which he now finds 
permissible). Was he guilty of “shortsuffering” when he was 
“unwilling to forgive” the Ensley, Florida congregation 
across town for their acceptance of those who divided the 
Bellview church before he arrived there? Was he perhaps 
“unwilling to forgive” (and rightly so) because they refused 
to repent? Could Liddell be implying, in his unwilling to 
forgive slam at us, that Dave Miller has repented, but we old 
hard-hearted Pharisees just will not forgive him? Hmmmmm? 
We continue to beg and plead for the first ounce of evidence 
of his repentance. Our unwillingness to forgive is not the 
problem. His unwillingness to repent is the problem. Next 
to that problem is the willingness of so many hundreds of 
otherwise rational brethren to pretend either that he never 
sinned or that he sinned, but has repented (take your choice). 
If bro. Miller would make a clear, without-excuse statement 
of his repentance, we would almost stampede in our rush to 
forgive.
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One other thing Liddell said was indicative of an 
exceeding contempt for at least some of his brethren who 
have dared question him and others about their change of 
direction. He referred in a very uncomplimentary way to those 
who “end up meeting with a handful in their own homes.” 
Before the summer of 2005, I think this brother would 
never have cast such aspersions on those who, for sake of 
conscience and faithfulness, have been forced to begin new 
congregations where they live. Is it now his conviction that 
only congregations larger than one family and/or that meet 
somewhere besides in a home can be considered faithful to 
God? If so, perhaps he will tell us the minimum number 
of families/members or the minimum size of their meeting 
places that now qualify by his ipse dixit. 

But, please understand, we are not to suppose there is 
any display of arrogance in such declamations! Only those 
who dare declare that the FH elders and preacher and the 
MSOP faculty are sinning by fellowshipping Dave Miller 
and by fellowshipping those who fellowship him (2 John 
9–11) are arrogant, unforgiving, and…. It pains me to say it, 
but in Liddell’s attitude we see arrogance personified.

Conclusion
My dictionary defines sanctimony as “affected piety or 

righteousness.” The definition of projection is “the act of 
ascribing to someone or something else one’s own attitudes, 
thoughts, etc.” I suggest that we are seeing both traits in 
these untoward reactions to our earnest and honest questions. 
The sanctimony of these brethren is seen in their holding 
themselves “above” questioning and accountability. They 
obviously consider themselves to be the chief exhibitors 
and arbiters of “piety and righteousness,” but affectation 
is a poor and pitiful substitute for actuality. In their minds, 
they have taken “the high road.” Contrariwise, how does 
fellowshipping error and refusing to answer questions about 
it represent “the high road” for people who profess to honor 
the command to be “ready always to give answer” (1 Pet. 
3:15)? Their assumed piety and righteousness does not 
comport with their attitudes and behavior. They display, in a 
word, sanctimony.

Likewise, they are projecting upon us their own attitudes 
and behaviors. I have neither seen nor heard from their 
questioners most of the terms they have repeatedly employed 
to describe us, as quoted in this essay. Rather, the very 
attitudes and behaviors they ascribe to us are found to be the 
ones they continue to evince. “Arrogant,” they say of we who 
have invited them multiple times to discuss the issues that 
divide us. Where is the arrogance in such sincere invitations, 
and even in our continued questions about their convictions 
and behavior? I suggest that the height of arrogance is seen 
in their ignoring our invitations and offering no answers to 
our questions, but after four years responding by “marking” 
us (without any call to “repentance”) and verbally scourging 
us for daring to question them. They have projected their 
own arrogance upon us. These, incidentally, are the very 

tactics of the ultra-liberals (such as Rubel Shelly) when 
faithful brethren have called them to account.

Bro. Liddell calls us “church-dividers.” I tell you who 
the actual church-dividers are: Bro. Dave Miller and those 
who have exalted him as their unassailable spiritual hero, 
such as brethren Grider, Cates, Liddell, and company have 
done and continue to do. Their behavior has divided and 
continues to divide brethren (both on a personal and a 
congregational level), yet they project their own behavior 
to others. Various others of their tactics illustrate the same 
phenomenon.

It appears that a large segment of our brotherhood has 
adopted a philosophy Washington politicians arrived at in 
late 2008—the too-big-to-fail philosophy of government 
and economics. Certain banks, insurance companies, and 
auto manufacturers were just “too big to fail”; they therefore 
had to be propped up, supported, defended, and salvaged at 
whatever cost and regardless of their transgressions. This 
large group of brethren actually got the jump on Congress 
by more than three years (maybe Congress learned from 
them!). When it appeared that Apologetics Press might 
fail because of a scandal involving its director, 60 brethren 
rushed to sign a statement of support; AP was “too big to 
fail.” When an erring bro., Dave Miller, was appointed to be 
its new head (some of whose errors had been widely known 
and publicly exposed for years), he then, with AP, became 
“too big to fail.” (Never mind that some of those who signed 
the AP “Statement of Support” had been opposing his errors 
before he became the head of AP.) The attitude of many 
“notables” became that, at whatever cost, and regardless of 
transgressions, he (and AP) must be propped up, supported, 
defended, and salvaged. The cost to the Lord’s body has 
already been inestimable, and it is still mounting.

Mark it down: No person who has ever been or ever will 
be in the kingdom is “too big to fail” when he errs. Paul did 
not believe Peter was “too big to fail” when he dissembled 
with the Jews at Antioch (Gal. 2:11–14). Likewise, no 
human religious institution is “too big to fail” when it (or its 
head) goes astray. If/when we reach the point that a paper, a 
school of preaching, a college, or a so-called “para-church” 
organization is “too big to fail,” we have lost our way, 
perhaps so badly we will not find it again.

The FH elders need to understand that in marking  
Brown and me, they have marked a much larger number 
of brethren than the two of us. They have, indeed, marked 
some of their own alumni from MSOP (some of whom have 
requested of these men that they issue a revised “marking” 
announcement that will include them). Some alumni have 
been stunned by the behavior of the men who taught them 
as they have seen their fellowship compromises and their 
refusal to respond to Bible questions with Bible answers. 
Now some of the ex-students are in the position of having 
to try to teach their instructors who have let various factors 
(friendships, family members, money, prestige, power, 
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pride, et al.) blind them to their duty.
My heart breaks to have to write such things, but it 

breaks more so because of the dreadful events that have 
caused the great schism in a once harmonious conservative 
brotherhood. Refusing to answer questions, hurling verbal 
mortars at perceived enemies, and marking the sincere 
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questioners will not correct the problems or bring us together. 
Until we begin to get some answers, our erring brethren must 
expect us to keep asking the questions, as uncomfortable as 
this may make them. 

—908 Imperial Dr.

How Far Will They Go?
John West

During the open forum of the 4/08 Dresden, TN Church 
of Christ lectureship, bro. Larry Powers, the preacher for 
the Sharon, TN Church of Christ, who is also active in the 
Memphis School of Preaching (MSOP) Alumni Associa-
tion, challenged David Brown and Dub McClish’s views 
on fellowship. Although Powers opposes bro. Dave Miller’s 
false doctrines, he believes the Bible authorizes Christians 
to continue in fellowship with those who defend Miller and 
advocate fellowshipping him, which MSOP, his alma mater, 
does.1 Although 2 John 9-11 teaches it is sinful for the faith-
ful to even bid God’s speed to false teachers, for in doing 
so one partakes of their error, Larry  teaches to the contrary. 
Thus, he refuses to fellowship those who do not fellowship 
MSOP because the school is in fellowship with Miller. 

It is putting it mildly to say that Powers did not like 
David, Dub and many others withholding their fellowship 
from MSOP because, in part, MSOP continues to fellowship 
the unrepentent Miller. After using faulty “logic” concern-
ing the  application of 2 John 9-11, Larry asked  Brown and 
McClish, “How far are you going to go?” 

Now that FH has marked Brown and McClish unwor-
thy of fellowship, Larry and others who hold his false view 
on fellowship must ask themselves, “How far are [we] go-

ing to go?” Based on Power’s convoluted, confused and un-
scriptural application of 2 John 9-11, how can he and those 
who think (?) as he does consistently oppose anyone who 
continues to fellowship those men FH has marked?

Also, since Powers embraces Grider’s large circle of 
fellowship found in his 2/10/09 FH bulletin article (dismiss-
ing worship for Superbowl Sunday, and so on), then surely 
he and Barry can draw a circle large enough to accomodate 
those who remain in fellowship with those brethren FH has 
marked. If that is not following Powers’ example in his con-
tinued fellowship of those who remain in fellowship with a 
proven unrepentent false teacher (as MSOP is doing with 
Miller), then what is it?  

Where is Larry’s proof that FH, MSOP, and friends are 
Scripturally fellowshiping Miller? Also, where is his proof 
that we are wrong in withholding fellowship from those who 
extend it to Miller—a brother whom Larry admits is a false 
teacher. How far will Larry, and those who believe as he 
does, go in marking all those who remain in fellowship 
with those brethren FH has marked? 

They Got Used To It
When someone starts wavering in his faith, practice and 

respect for the authority of God’s Word (Col. 3:17), he al-
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lows himself to get used to things that he formerly would 
have condemned. That is the case with FH/MSOP, Grider 
and others. I have already referred to bro. Grider’s 2/10/09 
FH bulletin. It is entitled, “I Got Used To It”. In it he refers 
to many “errors, innovations, and apostasies” people often 
“get used to” and eventually accept. Although early on in the 
article he condemned certain sins he later wrote,

Unfortunately there will always be an element in the brother-
hood who because of their weak faith are always resistant to 
any kind of change. While some changes are unnecessary, in-
expedient, and unscriptural, not all change is bad (“I Got”).

What kind of change does Grider consider Scriptural? 
In his article Grider refers to singing in the assembly and to 
some songs under the area of “expediency and judgment” 
(“I Got”). He writes that “most can sing ‘We Praise Thee 
O God, for Thy Spirit of Light’ but refuse to sing ‘Sweet, 
Sweet Spirit.’ Why, he asks? According to Grider they are 
used to singing one, but the other they are not used to sing-
ing. Clearly in this matter Grider fails to understand the 
words of his own mother tongue. To praise God “for Thy 
Spirit of Light” is simply to praise God because of what he 
has done for (on behalf of) us in revealing to us his enlight-
ing Word (Psa. 119:105; Acts 26:18; 2 Cor. 4:4). Thereby 
Christians are “children of light” because they live as the 
New Testament teaches them to live (Eph. 5:8, 14; Col. 
3:17). However, note some of the words from Sweet, Sweet, 
Spirit, a song Grider says is no different from the song We 
Praise Thee O God—save for the fact that we have not “got-
ten used to it.”

Sweet Holy Spirit
Sweet Heavenly Dove
Stay right here with us

Filling us with your love

If words have meanings, and they do, then these words of the 
song have the singers asking for the Holy Spirit to come to 
them personally for the express purpose of directly impress-
ing upon their inward man a “sweet  spirit”—whatever the 
writer of those subjective words meant by them and what-
ever the singer today thinks they mean. This direct action of 
the Holy Spirit will bring, so the song says, “sweet expres-
sions on each face.” (If such is the evidence of a spirit work-
ing on one’s inward man or spirit, from some of the facial 
expressions of certain brethren I have seen, the ghost that 
was after them was not holy.—Editor) Such words as previ-
ously quoted are requesting the Holy Spirit to do something 
to them (to their own spirits) so “that certain feeling” can be 
created in them and enjoyed by the singers. Note more of the 
words from the song. 

There’s a sweet sweet spirit in this place
And I know that it’s the spirit of the Lord
There are sweet expressions on each face

And I know that it’s the presence of the Lord

The singers of Sweet, Sweet, Spirit are asking God to do 
something directly to their inward man in order for those 

“sweet expressions to appear on each face.” Never mind that 
there can be other reasons for such facial expressions, none 
of which can be attributed to a direct or, for that matter, an 
indirect work of the Holy Spirit on the singer. But, for em-
phasis we again note that the song, We Praise Thee O God 
is expressing praise and thanksgiving for God’s guiding 
light of Truth found only in His Word (Eph. 6:17; Heb. 4:12: 
John 12:48). “Sweet, Sweet, Spirit” is asking the Spirit to do 
something to the singer to bring a smile to his face. 

Are brethren “weak” in their faith because they refuse 
to sing a song which is unscriptural? While I was a student 
in the MSOP, the song Sweet, Sweet Spirit was discussed in 
a class in which the instructor (Keith Mosher, if my mem-
ory is correct) condemned, as only bro. Mosher can do, to 
be unscriptural. He told us it would be wrong to sing it.2 It 
makes me wonder if MSOP has now just “got used to it.” So, 
Mosher must, per Grider’s view, think Sweet, Sweet, Spirit is 
now scriptural. Since the FH elders and the MSOP fully ap-
prove and endorse the sentiments expressed by Grider in his 
2/10/09 FH bulletin articles (the one he wrote and the one he 
recommended), they must now be “used to it”.

 How far will FH/MSOP and their support-at-any-cost- 
friends go with Grider’s new doctrine? Will they get used 
to singing Just A Little Talk With Jesus or Jesus Is Coming 
Soon? (Jesus is Coming Soon is now endorsed by Malcolm 
Hill, president of TN Bible College. It is one of many songs 
on a DVD being sold by TN Bible College to raise funds 
for “needy students” who desire to attend the Cookville, 
TN school—Editor). Those were songs that were also con-
demned while I was a student at MSOP, but given the chang-
es taking place at FH and MSOP, those songs may be accept-
able now or in the future per Grider’s doctrine. One must 
remember, according to Grider, “we must be very careful 
not to bind where our Lord did not bind” (“I Got”).

With the new Grider mandates in place that the FH el-
ders, the MSOP, and their support-the-school-at-all-costs- 
friends fully endorse, when will “praise teams” or the like, 
be brought in? If one can go as far as accepting unscriptural 
songs in the worship, who is to say that praise teams, etc. 
are not in the future for FH? If they do not do these things 
it will not be because Grider’s “get used to it” doctrine does 
not imply their use—it is only a matter of enough time to 
get used to them before they do. According to Grider, one 
must be careful not to “legislate for others where God has 
not legislated, simply because we may not be used to doing 
something a particular way” (“I Got”). What does he really 
mean and how far will they go with the Grider doctrine?

On page two of the 2/10/09 FH bulletin, Grider ran 
an article by Tyler Young titled, “Binding Where God Has 
Not” in which Young gives his view on matters he con-
siders optional and expedient. This article was an excerpt 
from Young’s manuscript for the 2008 South Side Church 
of Christ Lectureship, Lubbock, TX. It was edited out of 
Young’s manuscript (ms) for the book by the editor, Tommy 
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Hicks. This was done because Hicks thought the material 
was erroneous. Nevertheless Grider, saw fit to include the 
excised part of Young’s ms in the FH 2/10/09 bulletin. This 
placed Grider and Hicks in opposition to one another re-
garding Young’s material. Remember Grider had been the 
co-editor of The New Gospel Journal (TNGJ). From the 
paper’s beginning Tom Hicks has served and continues to 
serve on the The Gospel Journal board.  Why would Grider, 
former co-editor of TNGJ, put an article in his bulletin that 
had been rejected because of its error by the editor of his lec-
tureship book—who is also the director of the Lectureship 
and one of the Gospel Journal board members. Furthermore, 
when the speaker included the excised material in his oral 
presentation, the director was compelled to follow him into 
the pulpit and refute that material. But seeing that all of them 
continue in fellowship with one another, one cannot help but 
wonder if Hicks has also “got used to it” in order to keep 
peace within their larger fellowship circle? 

Young’s article carries the Grider torch by accusing oth-
ers who oppose them of being “guilty of legalistic distortion 
of God’s law” for requiring or forbidding what God has not 
and “elevating them above God’s law” (Young 2). Young 
places the blame on the “past generation or so by those who 
erred in forbidding what God’s word authorizes” (Young 2). 
In his examples, he discusses the “anti” brethren who bind 
where God has not bound on certain issues. Further in the  
article he writes that “we can also become legalists if we 
bind our judgments or preferences on others, making them 
‘test of fellowship’” (Young 2). Yes, we can. But what he of-
fers and Grider endorses is not proof that it has happened in 
the areas of concern he mentions in this article.

What does Young believe to be a matter of judgment? 
According to the article choosing a translation of the Bible is 
only a matter of your preference. He asked “Which transla-
tions of the Bible are permissible for teaching and preach-
ing?” (Young 2). While I was a student in MSOP, the school, 
as did the church, had a policy on what version was to be 
used. Only the KJV or ASV versions of the Bible could be 
used.  If that position was expeditious when I was a stu-
dent what has  changed to  make it inexpedient now? How 
far will FH/MSOP go with their version policy (per Tyler 
Young’s article)? I would not have a problem with the NKJV 
being added to the list for the same reason that the KJV and 
the ASV are permitted. But, will  the NASB, NIV, or other 
modern (per)versions be permited? Does anyone actually 
think that the Living Bible Paraphrased is a true transla-
tion of the original languages?  Since the FH elders and the 
MSOP agree with Grider, will they announce a new ver-
sion policy in the FH bulletin or in the Yokefellow (MSOP’s 
publication)? In the 12/01/09 FH bulletin, Grider wrote that 
the elders, preacher and faculty “have operated in peace 
and harmony to this present hour” (“From the Preacher”). 
Since they are all in “harmony to this present hour,” there 
must be full agreement about Young’s article as it applies 
to Bible version issue. Since so many changes are taking 

place at FH/MSOP it will not be a surprise to many of us if 
the Bible version policy changes too. If not, then according 
to Young (and Grider by implication), they will be binding 
“judgments” or “preferences” and will be “legalists.” And, 
with the new broader fellowship circle they have drawn they 
cannot afford to be called legalists.

Young continued in the article and asked: “May we have 
small group meetings on Sunday night instead of a second 
general assembly?” (Young 2). Curtis Cates (former Direc-
tor of the MSOP) wrote a book titled, Worship: Heaven’s 
Imperative Or Man’s Innovations? in which he stated that 
“Fellowship today is of vital importance…How long would 
faithfulness continue if we went our separate ways?” (31). 
In this section of his book he dealt with divided assemblies 
and continued by saying that 

“we work together, study, sing, pray, give, edify each other. 
If we met separately, what would be the result? Love would 
wax cold, we would stumble with no one to lift us: it would 
be ‘every man for himself’ and the Devil would be the only 
beneficiary!” (31).

Has Cates changed his thinking about this subject? 
Does he now fall in line with this new Grider/Young doc-
trine on small group worship rather than the whole church 
coming together into one place? According to Grider, not 
only are he and the FH elders in “peace and harmony to 
this present hour,” but also the faculty of the MSOP. If there 
is no disagreement, then Cates no longer believes what he 
wrote in 1993. In his book, Cates gave certain implications 
of this false doctrine that include: (1) bringing about “seeds 
of congregational destruction; (2) causing “many to miss 
great blessings”; (3) failing to “encourage family together-
ness and worship”; and (4) bringing about “destructive im-
plications upon church organization, function and growth” 
(34). He concluded this section by asking: “Brethren, are 
you ready for this? You can be assured of one thing—the 
Lord is not ready for it!” (Cates 35). Amen, bro. Cates! The 
Lord is not ready for it, but the Grider/Young doctrine is 
ready for it as soon as enough time passes for brethren to 
get used to it. Once again, since the FH elders, preacher and 
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the faculty of the MSOP continue to be “in peace and har-
mony to this present hour,” how far will they go in advocat-
ing “small group” worship on Sunday night? As a matter of 
fact, when will they start practicing it on Sunday morning 
with “children’s church”? According to the implication of 
Young’s article, both are parallel and can be practiced at FH. 
If they do not do so it will not be because their doctrine does 
not imply that they can do it when they get used to the idea.

Young’s article also advocates changing or dismissing 
evening services on “Superbowl Sunday.” (Young 2). Re-
member, Young states that a person is a legalist by binding 
“judgments or preferences” and making them “tests of fel-
lowship” of which the above mentioned activity is included. 
It seems to be getting more popular to dismiss or abbreviate 
the evening service on Superbowl Sunday. Many congrega-
tions are doing this to appease the young people and sports 
addicts. However, where is the authority for this (Col. 3:17)? 
Who are we to put first—the Lord or football? I wonder if 
Grider, Young, or those who believe this foolishness have 
read Matthew 6:33. How can we put the kingdom first in 
everything when services are dismissed for football games? 
If it can be done for football, can the same be done for holi-
days, birthdays, anniversaries? I know of denominational 
churches who dismissed their Sunday services entirely be-
cause it fell on Christmas day. When will Tyler Young write 
and advocate this doctrine? If he does, surely Barry will be 
on the bandwagon to run the article in the FH bulletin. If not, 
why not? How far will they go with this doctrine? We have 
already seen how far they have gone with their fellowship 
of Miller. Why not go farther and add Young’s suggestions?

Young also advocates having “coffee and doughnuts 
during Bible class” as an area of judgment. I wonder which 
deacon or deacon’s wife will be pushing coffee and dough-
nut carts up the aisles at FH during Bible class. Since the 
students at MSOP must stay active at FH, they may have 
to do their duty and push the beverage and refreshment cart 
from time to time. Surely since they have “operated in peace 
and harmony to this present hour,” the elders and faculty 
are in full agreement with this new idea. Again, I must ask, 
“how far will they go”—till they get used to the idea?

Tyler also advocated that it is not a sin to miss services 
to compete in sporting activities and to travel. He writes, “Is 
it necessarily a sin to miss a weekly service of the church 
to compete in a sporting event, or a second Sunday service 
while traveling?” I wonder what he and Grider were taught 
in preaching school about this idea. Has either of them stud-
ied Heb. 10:25? Or, maybe the question to them should be, 
do you believe what you read? Since God’s Word condemns 
the willful forsaking of worship, should he even include 

this in the article? I heard one of Barry’s favorite preachers, 
Wendell Winkler, advocate this false doctrine several years 
ago. He said he allowed his son to miss some assemblies 
occasionally because he wanted him to be “normal.” The 
other kids on the ball team would think he was not “nor-
mal” (according to Winkler) if they missed a ball game in 
order to attend worship or Bible study. The question that 
really needs to be asked is, “What does God think is normal 
when it comes to forsaking the worship of Him for sporting 
events or even traveling?” Christians are to seek first the 
kingdom (Mat. 6:33). We are taught that willfully forsak-
ing the corporate worship assemblies of the church is sinful 
(Heb. 10:25). And, again, Mat. 6:33 teaches that God’s busi-
ness comes before our business.  How is God being put first 
when one believes and teaches that it is not “necessarily a 
sin to miss” worship for sporting events and traveling. How 
far will Grider/FH/MSOP take this new doctrine? 

The article closes by Tyler issuing his opinion about the 
matter. He writes:

We may have strong convictions about these and other, simi-
lar issues (and this writer most definitely has serious concerns 
with several of these items); but can we demand conformity 
to our views in areas where there is room for judgment or 
disagreement within the boundaries of God’s law? To do so 
moves us beyond the law of God into legalism, legislating for 
God (Young 2).

Tyler must not have too many strong convictions about 
these matters, other than to defend them. How can he write 
that he has serious concerns “with several of these items” 
if they are all in the realm of judgment? According to him, 
if our views do not match his in the areas about which he 
wrote, we are moving “beyond the law of God into legal-
ism.” Who has made Tyler Young the authority about what 
is or is not judgment? Where is his authority for advocat-
ing some of the foolishness he did in this article? Further-
more, where is the authority of Barry Grider, FH elders, and 
the MSOP faculty for supporting such baseless arguments? 
Since they are all in agreement, per Grider, then all parties 
mentioned must fully support all that Tyler Young wrote and 
that Barry Grider “graciously” ran in his bulletin.

There are more implications to the Young article than 
most at FH/MSOP want to support. However, we must con-
tinue to ask, since they are in full agreement, How Far Will 
They Go? They have set their course and only time will tell 
what all they can get used to that at one time they thought 
was sin. What is to stop Grider’s fellowship circle from ex-
panding (per his page 4 article I Drew My Circle Again). 
And it looks as if he is taking the FH church and the MSOP 
with him. How far will they go under the guise of “unity” 
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before some jump ship or before Grider is removed from the 
controls of the “good ship fellowship”? Since all seem to be 
in agreement, and as they get used to new things, they will 
continue to sail the ship into destruction (Mat. 7:13).

NOTES
1.  Powers wrote a chapter in the 2005 Bellview Church of Christ Lecture-
ship book marking and opposing Miller’s doctrine to be false. He also 
printed the same in a series of articles in the Sharon Church bulletin. He 
placed the whole series of articles on the Sharon Church of Christ website, 
http://www.sharonchurchofchrist.com/bulletin.php. At this writing those 
articles continue to be on the Sharon Church web sight, where it has been 
for about four years.

2.  I contacted a fellow alumnus who was in school at the same time I was 
and he verified this detail.
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—22823 Red Leo Lane
Spring, TX 77389

An Open Letter To the Forest Hill Church of Christ Elders
Dennis “Skip” Francis

 

Dear Elders,
I have read your 12/1/09 edition of The Forest Hill News 

(TFHN), in which bro. Barry Grider, with your full support, 
cast aspersions on the persons and character of David P. 
Brown and H. W. (Dub) McClish. Also found in TFHN was 
your own statement marking these two men.

It seems to me that you bypassed certain necessary steps 
in the scriptural process of marking those in error. Clearly the 
Scriptures teach that such action is a “last resort” preceded 
by other necessary steps. Since you accused them of “sow-
ing discord,” which is  equivalent to being heretical, a signal 
passage that you should have considered is Titus 3:10, “A 
man that is an heretick after the first and second admoni-
tion reject.” Again I must ask when you, or your preacher, 
Barry Grider, or anyone associated with works you oversee, 
have made the first effort to admonish brethren Brown or 
McClish regarding these matters? Also, when did you make 
the second admonition? One does not mark brethren as you 
did precipitously, but only as a last resort—after every other 
available option has been exhausted. Let us examine whether 
or not such options have been available to you.

In 2006, you and all the key persons involved with the 
MSOP were invited to participate in the Open Forum held 
at the Spring Church of Christ in Spring Texas during the  
Spring Contending For the Faith (CFTF) Lectures. Not one 
of you or anyone from FH or MSOP attended. This invitation 
was not without precedence as several of those you elders 
oversee attended the 2005 Spring CFTF lectureship. They 
were: Keith Mosher, Daniel Cates, Billy Bland, Bobby Lid-
dell, and B. J. Clarke. Until the 2006 open forum invitation 
was issued, the Memphis School of Preaching  (MSOP) was 
well represented among the speakers on the Spring CFTF 
Lectures. Similarly, in 2007, you and MSOP, were invited 
to  attend the Open Forum of the Mountain City, TN Church 

of Christ lectures, but again you were no-shows. That same 
year bro. Lynn Parker of the New Braunfels, Texas Church 
of Christ sent you a letter dated 4/3/07. It was a request for 
a meeting be held in your own building on these matters 
and that a recording of it to be made available to the public. 
But you have, to date, not responded to bro. Parker’s invita-
tion. I am not certain whether it was because of your lack 
of desire to meet, or because of the requirement to make 
the results public, or some other reason, but you failed to 
respond to bro. Parker’s plea. There have been efforts put 
forth to keep statements by and/or discussions with breth-
ren Curtis Cates and Garland Elkins secret. This kind of 
action further indicates a desire on their part, and dare I say 
your’s too, to remain out of the public eye in dealing with 
these matters. Since you have the oversight of these men, 
was it your decision they were following when they sought 
to keep there comments from the public? Hopefully you 
will not consider the previous question to be “evil surmis-
ing” on my part. And, regardless of who started it, it is the 
basic policy governing your dealing with this matter. Since 
I personally know brethren Brown and McClish, as well as 
others who made those overtures for a meeting with you, I 
can say un-categorically that they and we have no fear of 
the light of day on this or any other like matter.

Your preacher, Barry Grider, obviously does not like 
to come into the light either. In one of his latest efforts in 
TFHN, 12/22/09, entitled “Let Them Alone,” he makes an 
impassioned plea for you and everyone to let us alone and 
not listen to a thing we have to say. Now that is what you 
call “being open and above board”? No wonder you do not 
have an open forum during your lectureship any longer.  
What is incredible, however, is that he attempted just that 
very thing in his 12/1/09 TFHN article! But he and you FH 
elders are the ones who spoke up in that same TFHN.  Then 
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Grider did it again in his 12/22/09 TFHN article. In handling 
this matter all of you are like the fellow who throws dust in 
the air and then complains to all that he cannot see.

Further, Grider gives far more credence to a now de-
ceased preacher, Wendell Winkler, than he does to the Scrip-
tures. It matters little what advice someone else may offer, 
what does matter is that one is fully compliant with the 
demands of the Bible. 1 John 4:1 reads: “Beloved, believe 
not every spirit, but try the spirits whether they are of 
God: because many false prophets are gone out into the 
world.” Does bro. Grider think that he and certain others 
are above such testing? Those who can stand the light of day 
will not hesitate to step into it for a fair examination. Barry 
is trying to avoid such scrutiny. Thus, in vain he attempts to 
side step it by misuing Proverbs 26:4-5. The passage reads: 
“Answer not a fool according to his folly, lest thou also 
be like unto him. Answer a fool according to his folly, lest 
he be wise in his own conceit.” It is interesting that Grider 
adheres to the first half of this statement while ignoring the 
second half. If he were truly knowledgeable of this passage 
he would know that the passage teaches us to exercise wis-
dom in answering people—but he must answer them. How-
ever, not only does he fail to answer, like you elders, he does 
not  provide evidence of his generic accusations, nor does 
he provide specific instances of what he thinks constitutes 
sinful conduct in other peoples lives. But he certainly knows 
how to assert guilt!

Clearly you and those who stand where you do in these 
matters have had several opportunities to meet with Brown, 
McClish and others, but you rejected them. As far as I know, 
you have not attempted to meet with these men even once 
since Curtis Cates, then the Director of MSOP, in 2005 pub-
licly endorsed Apologetics Press and its Director, bro. Dave 
Miller—still an unrepentent false teacher with at least two 
false doctrines to his “credit.”  

Beside the fact that you “jumped the gun” when you 
bypassed certain steps in the marking process, you have also 
failed to prove your allegations against Brown and McClish  
as well as offer what you think proves that Dave Miller is 
faithful to God in these matters. Since this would involved 
public activity on the part of yourself and those you oversee,  
as far as you are concerned that is out of the question  Again, 
to accuse men publicly of “sowing discord,” one needs to 
provide an actual statement or event in which such has been 
done as public as your accusations were made—public in 
your accusations, but clandestined with your “proof.” You 
write they are guilty of writing “outright lies,” (while ig-
noring the definition of a liar) but again fail to provide any 
evidence of such in the TFHN you mailed to the public. Will 
you tell us how you know that they knew something was false 
but told it for the truth with the intent to deceive others? Will 
you cite one instance where they are guilty of being “A false 
witness that speaketh lies, and soweth discord  among 
brethren” (Prv. 6:19)? Further, is it always wrong to be in-
volved in that which brings about division when such is the 
result of teaching the Truth, defending it and exposing false 
teachers and their erroneous conduct? Would it be “sowing 

discord” if someone publicly identified a brother who had 
begun  endorsing the Pope? Or, if a brother began to praise 
Peter Gilmore, the current head of the Church of Satan?

See the FH elders 12/1/09 TFHN statement in the 
1/2010 issue of CFTF, page three. Regarding it, I was ab-
solutely appalled by your recent unscriptural actions taken 
against Brown and McClish. You accused them of falsehood 
and discord yet have done a poor job of looking in the mirror 
at yourselves. Did David or Dub “move” from their stance 
on the firm foundation of God’s Truth or did you? They have 
not moved from their positions on these matters. Since Mc-
Clish had publicly “marked” Dave Miller in 1997, and had 
printed articles about his false doctrine in The “old” Gospel 
Journal in 2002, I am certain that Dub has not “moved.” 
Brown did the same regarding Miller and the r&r of elders 
in several issues of CFTF in 2001 and 2002. At that time 
sis. Annette Cates, the wife of Curtis Cates, was a regular 
writer in CFTF and a bundle of the paper went each month 
to MSOP. Did you or anyone from MSOP oppose such op-
position to these matters at that time? None of you did. But 
why did you not do so seeing they are today where they were 
then? Also, Brown and McClish were regular speakers on 
the MSOP Lectureship as were those of MSOP on lectur-
ships these men directed. Dub and David stood then where 
they do today on this matter. They have taken many stands 
over the years against those who preach false doctrine as 
well as endorse them, why, then, should it be strange to you 
for them to oppose one more false teacher? They have not 
moved. On the other hand, the venerable FH elders, over-
seers of MSOP, who would not have practiced fellowship 
with those in error only a few years ago, have now begun to 
do so. In actuality, who has moved?

What takes this entire situation from the ridiculous to 
the absurd is the 12/1/09 TFHN article written by none other 
than Barry Grider. It is a prime example of fellowship with 
and endorsement of false teachers. Is this still another ex-
ample of Barry having to “redraw his fellowship circle,” 
enlarging it enough to include more doctrinally diverse peo-
ple? This is what Grider said he was doing and clearly he is 
staying true to his promise.

In view of your charge that Brown and McClish are 
guility of telling “outright lies” let us hold the mirror up to 
you men and study the reflection. It is one thing to make an 
allegation. It is quite another thing to prove it. When breth-
ren Keith Mosher and Curtis Cates, et al., were called upon 
to answer questions regarding fellowship with Dave Miller 
certain charges were publicly made at the West Kentucky 



14                                 Contending for the Faith—Feb./2010

Lectures Open Forum in 2006, that labeled the writers of 
various publications to be “vile” and “liars.” When Keith 
was pressed to prove that any “lie” was told, he made no 
attempt to prove his charges. But the apostle Paul said that 
we must do so regarding all things, including allegations (1 
Thes. 5:21). With two of you elders being attorneys I would 
think that such would be “second nature” to you. When Mi-
chael Hatcher took bro. Mosher to task about his unproven 
charges, Mosher told Hatcher that he was not talking about 
Defender, the long time monthly paper that is a work of the 
Bellview Church of Christ with Michael as its editor. Mosh-
er’s response is interesting since Defender, Standing Fast 
and CFTF are the only publications of which I am familiar 
that have stood against Miller and his supporters. None of 
the other former defenders of the faith publications oppose 
Miller’s false r&r doctrine or his erroneous marriage intent 
doctrine. 

We Will Not Meet But We Will Mark  
As previously noted, since the sad events of 7/05 Brown, 

McClish and others have made several attempts to get those 
at FH, MSOP and others to meet in order to discuss fellow-
ship with Miller and his supporters, but to no avail. The real 
question here is: “Who is REALLY the cause of discord?” 
David and Dub who have not changed, but someone obvi-
ously has. In Grider’s previously mentioned article there is 
further evidence of these fellowship problems. He begins 
his article with the following statements: 

It has been a busy month of preaching and teaching. I had the 
opportunity to preach in two gospel meetings during October. 
One meeting was with the Lake City Church of Christ in Lake 
City, Florida and the other was with the Southwest Church of 
Christ in Austin, Texas. It was my privilege to close out the 
Spiritual Sword Lectures here in Memphis in mid October. I 
returned to Texas in early November to preach on the Schertz 
Lectureship near San Antonio.
A casual glance at the Lake City website demonstrates 

their ongoing support of Apologetics Press, Gospel Broad-
cast Network, and the publication known as “House to 
House, Heart to Heart.” All these groups and programs are 
in fellowship with the unrepentent false teacher Dave Mill-
er. The Gospel Broadcast Network was suspect even before 
they aligned themselves with Apologetics Press because of 
their affiliation with Mack Lyon and “In Search of the Lord’s 
Way.” Do you consider the Edmond, OK church, of which 
Mack Lyon is a member to be sound in the faith, especially 
when it comes to who all they fellowship? 

The Southwest (SW) Church of Christ, Austin, TX, one 
of their works being the Southwest School of Bible Stud-
ies (SWSBS), has also had numerous problems in recent 
years, not the least of which was their acceptance of Joseph 
Meador’s involvement with practices of Eastern Mysticism 
and Gestalt Psychology, both of which are rooted in athe-
ism. They did nothing about these matters until Meador 
had left his wife for another woman—much too little done 
much too late. Legitimate questions about their position on 
fellowshipping false teachers regarding marriage, divorce, 
and remarriage (MDR) continue to crop up.

One such example concerns another in bro. Grider’s 
fellowship circle—the Shertz Church of Christ, Shertz, TX 
Lectureship. It is public knowledge that the Shertz preach-
er, Stan Crowley, a graduate of SWSBS, espouses a false 
doctrine (in fact more than one) regarding the MDR issue. 
Crowley teaches that the mere act of “distancing” oneself 
from one’s spouse without that spouse’s consent is, in effect, 
the “putting away” mentioned in Matthew 19:9. According 
to Crowley, if you were to leave your house because of an 
argument with your wife, that departure on your part means 
you have “put away” your spouse. He further states, “Once 
that has happened, it cannot happen again.” Crowley also 
subscribes to the false belief that a man and woman are not 
married until the sex act is consummated. This means that 
the preacher who pronounces them “husband and wife” is in 
error, and should they sign the hotel register on their wed-
ding night “Mr. and Mrs.,” they along with the preacher are 
lying. At what point were you elders and your wives mar-
ried?  

Stan Crowley’s errors were fully documented in several 
different ways. An eye witness, the former preacher and for 
a time one of the elders of the Buda/Kyle Church of Christ, 
Buda, Texas, Tim Kidwell, wrote in 2005 that Crowley 
said his own new definition and application on MDR was 
“worth splitting the church over” (CFTF 8/05). Crowley 
was a member and had been the preacher for this church 
before he attended SWSBS. Because of Crowley’s MDR er-
rors the Buda/Kyle church split. Bro. Ken Ratcliff, an elder 
at Schertz, was contacted by brethren Dub McClish, Ken 
Chumbley and others about this matter. Also, in Spiritual 
Perspectives bro. Gary Summers wrote about and refuted 
Crowley’s false doctrine. Bro. Lynn Parker addressed Crow-
ley’s error in a 65 page chapter, lecturing on it during the 
2005 Spring CFTF Lectureship Spring, TX. Bro. Ratcliff 
was a writer and speaker on the same lectureship with several 
from the MSOP speaking on it as well. He even commended 
Bro. Parker for presenting that information. At the request of 
bro. Ratcliff, the Spring elders and David Brown met with 
the Schertz elders and other Schertz brethren (one of whom 
is a speaker on your 2010 lectureship) in an attempt to per-
suade another one of the Schertz elders of Crowley’s error. 
Because the Schertz eldership would not discipline Crowley 
the New Braunfels, TX Church of Christ withdrew fellow-
ship from the Schertz congregation. Such false teachers as 
Crowley and the erring Schertz congregation are included in 
your preacher’s ever enlarging fellowship circle. 

Grider also mentions The Spiritual Sword (TSS) Lec-
tureship. While the TSS has, in times past, had a great repu-
tation among the faithful brethren for its stand against error 
and  its propagation of the Gospel, such is no longer the case. 
Many a venerable Gospel preacher wrote excellent articles 
for TSS. However, the current editor, bro. Alan Highers, not 
long ago, was willing to be listed alongside all manner of 
false teachers without any word of public explanation before 
the fact. This he was willing to do so he could deliver a les-
son (that I am sure was Scriptural) on singing in worship. 
The occasion was the David Lipscomb Summer Lecture se-
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ries, “Summer Celebration 2006.” His name was alongside 
the names of such rank false teachers as Jeff Walling, Joe 
Beam and Lynn Anderson. He later stated he was not a part 
of the lecture program but was there at the behest of 21st 
Century Christian. Nevertheless DLU proudly announced 
his participation in their lecture program.

Of late it was announced in the TSS that Highers had 
established a scholarship at Freed-Hardeman University 
(FHU), a school that is ever moving toward the stance of her 
sister institutions, Lipscomb, Harding and the like in their 
liberalism. How can a faithul child of God put one penny 
into any of the so-called and mis-labled Christian universi-
ties operated by the brethren? If you want your children to 
be encouraged to stray from the Truth, simply send them to 
any of these schools, encourage them to drink deep from 
what they teach regarding the Bible and religion and watch 
them become weaker in the faith. Truly some are worse than 
others and some of them are much worse than others of 
them when it comes to asking for “the Old Paths,” but none 
of them are where they were doctrinally when they began 
and for many years thereafter. But fellowship FHU, you do. 
Obviously, bro. Grider has drawn his fellowship circle big 
enough to encircle FHU.

Highers also wrote that “balance” was “one of the MOST 
important themes we have featured” in the TSS (emp. Mine). 
But when he defines his term by his actions, we wonder at 
his concept of balance. Should not God’s Truth on any sub-
ject always be more important than the subjective and rela-
tive concept of what is and what is not “balanced teaching?” 
It is God’s Truth that brings about God’s unity for the church  
Balanced preaching is nothing more or less than preaching 
the whole counsel of God on whatever the subject.  

Among the current TSS writers there is Phil Sanders, 
who currently works with the Edmond Church of Christ, 
Edmond, OK. He is one of the speakers on In Search of the 
Lord’s Way, the heir apparent to the founding and long time 
speaker for the program, bro. Mack Lyon. Phil is on record as 
stating that members of the Christian Church are his “breth-
ren.” Also, before going to Oklahoma he served for years at 
the Concord Road Church of Christ in Brentwood, TN. They 
conduct children’s church, support Lads to Leaders/Lead-
erettes, Churches of Christ Disaster Relief, Inc., even giv-
ing endorsement to Heartlight on their website, all of which 
have no Scriptural authority to exist. Is there any doubt as to 
how big Grider’s circle is going to be drawn—Phil Sander’s 
is a speaker on the 2010 MSOP Lectureship. And, from your 
2010 lectureship speakers he only begins the list of those in 
Grider’s big unity in diversity circle. 

Brethren, as you “marked” brethren Brown and Mc-
Clish, did you first bother to take the “beam from thine own 
eye?” Did you look in the mirror and see who was really 
being truthful and who was sowing discord “contrary to the 
doctrine?” Even the singular example you gave concerning 
the alleged “outright lies” told by Brown and McClish fell 
far short of proving your charges. My question for you is 
this: What lies were told in the 10/09 CFTF?  I have read the 
article and am reading it again as I write and find no  hint of 

a lie in it. Did Tommy Hicks edit out of the manuscript writ-
ten by Tyler Young—the very material included by Grider in 
the 2/10/09 TFHN bulleing in question? Was this a lie? Did 
bro.Grider agree with the contents of the Tyler’s article? If 
not, why did he print it? Was this a lie too?    

What seemed to be one of the greater, if not the greatest 
sticking points with you brethren, is Brown’s question in his 
editorial in the 10/09 CFTF—“Is there more than meets the 
eye regarding Griders’ decision to exchange the FH pulpit 
for a funeral director’s work?” Of course Grider’s departure 
from the FH pulpit, then his rapid return to the FH rostrum 
makes such a moot point anyway. However, it is a fact (not 
“evil surmising on my part”) that Grider changed his mind 
from what he called his “exciting” “new opportunity”  to a 
desire for his old job back. And, we dare not wonder at the 
reason(s) for Grider’s quick turn around lest we are judged  
quilty of surmising with an evil motive. 

Now as such was printed in the 1/2010 CFTF, Brown 
and McClish have accepted your corrections and in no un-
certain terms made their apologies to you, asking your for-
giveness for even thinking that somebody remained at FH 
or MSOP who opposed Grider and Young’s views so clearly 
set out in Grider’s 2/10/09 TFHN article. But this in no wise 
settled the matter of your continued Biblically unauthor-
ized fellowship of the unrepentent Dave Miller and others 
as previously indicated in this open letter. As I understand 
it, to date, you elders have not even acknowledged Brown 
and McClish’s correction of error referred to by Grider in 
his 12/1/10 TFHN article. Why is that? Also, why have you 
brethren made no effort to comply with 1 Thes. 5:21 regard-
ing your allegations against Brown and McClish? Am I 
guilty of “evil surmising” to wonder why Grider and you 
elders operate as you do in dealing with such matters?        

For your own spiritual well-being, it is my hope and 
the hope of many brethren that you rescind this unscriptural 
marking forthwith. Please, do not remain guilty of shoot-
ing God’s messengers! David Brown and Dub McClish have 
only been “walking point” in this patrol. Many of us are  
concerned over the direction being taken by you and those 
you oversee during the past four or more years. I assure you, 
we only have the best interest of your souls and those you 
oversee in mind as we ask you to “believe not every spir-
it, but try the spirits whether they are of God: because 
many false prophets are gone out into the world” (1 John 
4:1). Take a good, biblical and honest long look at those 
you fellowship and ask yourselves the question: Would I 
have been in fellowship with them 10 years ago?

Yours in Him,

/s/Dennis (Skip) Francis

—1334 Carpenter Dr.
Liberal, KS 67901-2202





-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–Cambridgeshire—Cambridge City Church of Christ, 
meeting at The Manor Community College, Arbury Rd., Cambridge, 
CB4 2JF. Sun., Bible Study--10:30 a.m., Worship-- 11:30 a.m.; Tue. Bible 
Study--7:30 p.m. www.CambridgeCityCoC.org.uk. Keith Sisman, Gospel 
Preacher. Contacts: Keith Sisman [From  USA, Toll Free: (281) 475-
8247); By phone inside the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  
Alternative Cambridge contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101; Matt. 
Shouey (Lakenheath) - 01638-531268. Postal/mailing Address - PO BOX 
1, Ramsey Huntingdon, PE26 2YZ United Kingdom 

-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.

Pensacola–Eastgate Church of Christ, 2809 E. Creighton Rd., 
{emsacp;a. F; 32504, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m. Tim Cozad, evangelist, (850) 477-4910

-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–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.
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PRAYER, PROVIDENCE, AND
A COLLEGE PRESIDENT — PART TWO

Daniel Denham

In the November/December, 2004 issue of Contending 
for the Faith, I responded to an absurd article by Malcolm L. 
Hill, president of Tennessee Bible College in Cookeville, TN. 
His article was designed to try to prove the doctrine of direct 
help advocated by his cohort in apostasy, bro. Mac Deaver. 
In my response I showed the failures of Malcolm’s attempt 
by demonstrating the logical absurdities, self-contradictions, 
and grievous errors prevalent in his position.

Brother Hill has decided to weigh in again on the subject 
of providence in a more covert attempt to establish the direct 
help heresy. In an article titled, “The Work of the Holy Spirit” 
(published in the October, 2009 issue  (vol. 19, No. 7) of his 
publication, Living Oracles), Malcolm, who professes to be 
able to straighten all of us out on the subject of providence,  
has once again demonstrated an amazing failure to grasp the 
real issue of the subject. 

The Retired Deity Diversion
The first paragraph of Hill’s errant article begins with a 

misrepresentation of those who oppose his nonsense. It is the 
bogus claim that those who do so believe that the Members of 
the Godhead “are in retirement today.” This is so ludicrous, 
and yet so typical of false teachers on the work of the Holy 
Spirit. 

It is sad to see a preacher for the Lord’s church resorting 
to the hackneyed diatribes of Holy Roller preachers, claim-

ing that those who oppose them do not really believe God 
is doing anything at all today in the realm of providence, et 
al. Hill begins on this note and toots it till the very end of 
his article. In fact, he states in the final paragraph: “God has 
the universe in His hand. He has you and me, brother, in His 
hand. Let us never try to limit His work.” The old Pentecostal 
debaters, like Marvin Hicks and D.L. Welch, could not have 
stated their position any more clearly. 

The final paragraph of his article reveals the real purpose 
of it. It is not simply to affirm the work of the Holy Spirit 
in providence, as he would have folks to believe. It is sur-
reptitiously to open the minds of unsuspecting readers to the 
possibility that this work involves the direct and immediate 
contact of the naked Spirit of God upon the human spirit of 
the saint to effect certain conditions and results that otherwise 
could not obtain. Otherwise, his final paragraph is completely 
out of place. Malcolm Hill, like Mac Deaver (who is lead-
ing Malcolm and the TBC staff around by their noses as he 
regularly modifies his own heresies on the Holy Spirit) must 
prattle on against his opponents and charge them with trying 
to limit the power of God. The connection between Mac and 
the TBC bunch is so acute that, as Foy Wallace would have 
put it, “when” Mac “eats cucumbers, they belch.”

The issue on this matter is: Does not God reserve the right 
to limit Himself in some fashion? Or, are we to conclude that 
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Editorial...

AN EGREGIOUS ERROR
The late Thomas B. Warren had the following to say 

about the importance of defending the truth.
We must stand up and be counted in the matter of the fact 
that truth must be defended. We sometimes hear the view 
expressed, “Truth will take care of itself; it doesn’t need 
to be defended. Besides, debating is unchristian.” This 
view is false. Jude exhorted God’s people to “contend 
earnestly for the faith...” (Jude 3). The expression “con-
tend earnestly” signifies that we should regard ourselves 
as combatants in the great battle of defending the truth 
against all who attack it. The word “earnestly” indicates 
that the battle should be carried on with great intensity 
—that it involves a real fight! ...
Jesus Himself was a great controversialist and debater, 
being almost constantly involved in the defense of what 
is true and right as over against that which is false and 
wrong. ...
We must adopt a militant attitude and carry the truth to 
the world. ...
Here is a very stimulating statement which Francis A. 
Schaeffer makes. He says that this statement has been 
attributed to Martin Luther:

 If I profess with the loudest voice and clearest exposition 
every portion of the truth of God except precisely that little 
point which the world and the devil are at that moment 
attacking, I am not confessing Christ, however boldly I 
may be professing Christ. Where the battle rages, there 
the loyalty of the soldiers proved, and to be steady on 
all battlefields besides, is mere flight and disgrace if he 
flinches at that point. Francis A. Schaffer, The God Who 
Is There, page 18.

I agree with the sentiment therein expressed, because I 
believe it is in harmony with plain Bible teaching. We 
must defend the truth and we must defend it at the very 
point at which it is being attacked! (Warren, 45, 46).

Only a few years ago certain brethren understood 
and practiced defending the Truth, as bro. Warren empha-
sized—“at the very point at which it is being attacked!”   
Thus, no matter what the error was, wherever it raised its 
ugly head and no matter the person propagating it, it was 
met, exposed, refuted and the person(s) teaching it cor-
rectly marked as a false teacher(s). But some who formerly 
believed and practiced the truth as set out in the preceding 
sentence have turned from that biblical view. In the case of 
Dave Miller, from the aforenoted persons  come now the 
following erroneous reasons for condoning Miller. Further, 
according to which person one is dealing determines the 
response given regarding why Miller’s errors should not 
be opposed. They are: (1) Miller never taught that with 
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which he is charged; (2) He has repented of his error; (3) 
His re-evaluation and reaffirmation of elders doctrine was 
and is nothing more than an expeditious way of making 
sure that elders are qualified to serve; (4) One cannot know 
what happen at the Brown Trail Church of Christ regarding 
what they practiced concerning the r&r of elders and why 
they did it, so we  should ignore it and continue in fellow-
ship with Miller; (5) Yes, Miller’s doctrine on the r and r 
of elders is wrong, but it is not something over which the 
church should divide.  All five points cannot be correct. The 
truth of the matter is that all of them are wrong. However, 
it does not seem to bother those who make them that they 
hold contradictory views as to why they should continue in 
fellowship with Miller. All they are interested in is this—de-
fending Miller and opposing those who are exposing Miller 
for the unrepentant false teacher that he is. Indeed, they 
refuse to deal with the facts in the case and choose to center 
in on the characters and motives of those opposing Miller. 
However, even then they engage in clandestine backbiting 
rather than honest and open criticism.   

One brother erroneously reasoned in the following 
manner. He began by posing the following question: 
“Who has done more harm to the church by their false 
doctrines—Rubel Shelly or Dave Miller?” This question 
admits that Shelly and Miller are false teachers. The querist 
assumes that we will agree that the many Shelly errors 
have done more harm to the church than has Miller’s very 
few errors. The conclusion the querist expects all to reach 
in answering his question is this: Since Miller has done 
much less harm to the church than has Shelly, then we 
should remain in fellowship with Miller and one another. 
Together we should, then, oppose Shelly, et al., because 
they are doing much more harm to the church than is Miller. 
Thus, their implied false premise is this: “Fellowship may 
only be broken if a brother advocates a multiplicity of 
errors (obligatory matters) impacting the whole church.” 
Or, “Fellowship is to be maintained if a brother teaches 
only two errors (obligatory matters).” It does not seem to 
bother those who have deceived themselves into accepting 
such erroneous absurdities that they must have a way to 
determine the amount of errors accepted before one falls 
into the category of a Rubel Shelly type false teacher and, 
thus, worthy of being disfellowshipped. At this time the 
brethren at MSOP, AP, GBN, Southwest School of Bible 
Studies, and such like institutions have elevated themselves 
to sit in council, deciding what is and what is not error and 
how much error the church can tolerate in a person before 
fellowship with said person is to be broken. 

Let us go back to the mistaken brother’s “Shelly or 
Miller argument” to further set out how erroneous his po-
sition actually is. Consider the following question, “Who 
did more harm to the children of Israel through their er-
rors—Balaam or Nadab and his brother Abihu?” Because 

Balaam’s wicked influence caused the Israelites to sin  God 
killed 24,000 of them (Num. 22-25). Nadab and Abihu  
had sinned by using unauthorized (strange) fire to burn 
incense. God, who sees all and knows all, killed these 
errant priests for their sins. No one else in Israel suffered 
for Nadab and Abihu’s sins. However, God used the errant 
priests and their capital punishment for their sin to make 
the great point that He is to be sanctified in Israel by only 
acting at the Law of Moses authorized them to act (Lev. 
10:1-7).

According to the reasoning of our errant brother, God 
should have taken note of Nadab and Abihu’s sin, con-
demned it, but remained in fellowship with them. He then 
should have informed all Israel to remain in fellowship 
with the brothers because their sins did not cause Israel 
to engage in such unauthorized acts. On the other hand,  
because Balaam’s sin of many years later influenced all 
Israel, Balaam and those who were influenced by his ac-
tions should have been punished. The truth of the matter is 
this, if all Israel had learned the lesson God taught them 
about the matter of Nadab and Abihu’s sins, they would 
not have been influenced by Balaam’s advice to Moab’s 
King Balak.

Question: Why were the two errant priests and Balaam 
punished? Answer: Because they sinned. Question: Where 
is it revealed in the Scriptures that God punished people 
for their sins only if their error impacted a great number of 
people? Answer: Such is not found in the Bible. In fact, the 
very opposite is found. Question: Who is it that is going 
set himself or themselves up to decide which sins and how 
many demand that the fellowship of the faithful be with-
drawn from the sinners? Answer: Obviously in the case of 
Shelly and Miller, MSOP, GBN, SWSBS and their friends 
have decided that Shelly is unworthy of fellowship, but 
the erring and unrepentent Miller is not. According to our 
mistaken brother such is the case because Shelly’s many 
sins impact the church overall, but Miller’s couple of sins 
do not. Therefore the errant brother falsely concludes that 
Miller’s sins must not be a fellowship issue.  

In the matter of Achan’s sin, about which no Israelite 
would have known if God had not revealed it to them, God 
made it clear that this one man’s sin had hurt all of Israel 
and that the sinner had to be punished (Joshua 7:1ff). In 
fact only one man of the Israelites had sinned. However, 
the inspired report of the matter begins with, “But the 
children of Israel committed a trespass in the accursed 
thing:...”  In sentencing Achan for his sins Joshua said 
to him, “Why hast thou troubled us?” (vs. 25). What 
wresting of the Scriptures some, who should know well 
these Bible Truths, will do in their futile efforts to justify 
one man’s sin!      

     (Continued at the Bottom of  Page 8)
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Our sister in Christ, Faye Tar-
bet, passed from this life to the next on 
January 27 after failing to recover from 
complications following surgery about 
six weeks earlier. Her memorial service 
was conducted at the Central Church of 
Christ building in Denison, Texas, Janu-
ary 29, with burial in Colbert, Oklahoma. 
She was 76 years old, 58 of which she 
was the devoted wife of Don, known and 
appreciated by a multitude of saints for 
his soundness in the faith and capabilities 
in preaching the Gospel. A son, a daugh-
ter, four grandsons, and several brothers 
and sisters of her immediate family also 
mourn her passing. She was one in a fam-
ily of 14, five of whom preceded her in death. After rearing 
her own children, it fell her lot in her mid-60s to become 
“mother” again to her youngest grandson, a role in which 
she was still serving when she died. She did so lovingly and 
without complaint. She had a special affinity for butterflies, 
which fondness she demonstrated by wearing butterfly jew-
elry on her clothing and often in her hair. 

Faye was a great encourager and supporter of Don in 
his preaching work through the years. Other Gospel preach-
ers who got to know her received her encouragement as 
well—as long as they were true to the Word, that is. She 
knew and loved the Truth and had little patience with those 
who merely professed to do so, all the while perverting or 
compromising it. She took great delight in sound Gospel 
preaching. She was very thoughtful of others. There is no 
way to calculate the amount of money she spent on postage 
and cards for the handwritten notes she sent to various ones, 

especially those who were ill. She was a 
capable business woman. Over the past 
37 years she served as secretary, sales 
clerk, and manager of Colonial Monu-
ment Company in Denison. 

The writer of Proverbs 31 must have 
had a Godly woman such as Faye Tarbet 
in mind, especially in the following state-
ments:

A worthy woman who can find? For 
her price is far above rubies. The heart 
of her husband trusteth in her, And he 
shall have no lack of gain. She doeth 
him good and not evil All the days of 
her life…. Grace is deceitful, and beau-
ty is vain; But a woman that feareth 

Jehovah,   she shall be praised. Give her of the fruit of her 
hands; And let her works praise her in the gates (vss. 10–
12, 30–31).

These inspired words summarize the greatest of all 
achievements of Faye’s life: She was a woman who feared 
Jehovah. We extend our expressions of sorrow, sympathy, 
and comfort to brother Don Tarbet and to all of his and 
Faye’s family. 

[CFTF joins with brother McClish in extending our heart-
felt sympathy to brother Don and his family in the loss of sister 
Faye. Brother Don is one the Lord’s faithful servants and what 
a blessing it was for him to have sister Faye for his suitable help 
for all these years as they labored together in the kingdom of the 
Lord. May God in His infinite mercy extend to Don the comfort 
that comes from His good Word as he continues to press on in the 
full expectation of an obedient faith in Christ—eternal life and 
the great reunion of God’s faithful in glory some sweet day.]

 —David P. Brown, Editor  

IN MEMORIUM OF FAYE TARBET
Dub McClish

 

A WONDERFUL MOTHER
God made a wonderful mother,
A mother who never grows old;
He made her smile of the sunshine,
and He molded her heart of pure gold;
In her eyes He placed bright shining stars,
In her cheeks, fair roses you see;
God made a wonderful mother,
And He gave that dear mother to me.

—Pat O‛Reilly

DEATH IS A DOOR
DEATH IS ONLY an old door
Set in a garden wall;
On gentle hinges it gives, at dusk
When the thrushes call.
Along the lintel are green leaves,
Beyond the light lies still;
Very willing and seary feet
Go over that sill.
There is nothing to trouble any heart;
Nothing to hurt at all.
Death is only a quiet door
In an old wall.

—Nancy Byrd Turner  



Contending for the Faith—March/2010                         5 

(Continued From Page 1)
God is compelled to operate in the exact same way and to the 
exact same degree in all respects in every age? What does 
the sage of Cookeville have to say on this? If he asserts that 
God does not do miracles today, then, given his quibble, has 
he not just in some way limited God, as miracles were part 
of “His work”? Certainly, God does not do miracles today. 
Malcolm admits as much in his second paragraph, but his 
statement directly contradicts that admission. Is not Malcolm 
by denying the miraculous today become guilty of limiting 
the power of God, given the Retired Deity quibble? Or will 
he qualify his statement? Yea, verily! 

Malcolm is compelled himself to qualify his statement 
– a qualification that actually defeats his attempt to shame his 
opponents into silence. But bad arguments are bad arguments, 
and the argument by way of his fallacious enthymeme is in-
deed a bad argument! But these folk seem to be hide-bound 
to such at present, as I have seen in Mac’s own poisonous 
tome on the Holy Spirit.

Malcolm’s argument is a flawed and misguided appeal 
to the omnipotence of God. It does not follow that simply 
because God is all-powerful He must do everything that He is 
capable of doing (i.e., has the innate power to do) all the time 
in every age. God certainly has the power to create man from 
the dust of the ground, just as He did Adam, but He does not 
do so today. In fact, He only did it once in the very beginning 
of the human race, and He created the first woman from that 
first man’s rib. He has created no other women by the same 
process. If that is the case (and it is), and if I recognize that 
fact (and I do), then when I teach that such is the case, I am 
not limiting the work of God in creation. Rather I am simply 
recognizing the fact that the omnipotent God has limited 
Himself in this regard. 

Now, unless Malcolm can show us wherein God has 
repeatedly and is repeatedly creating men from the dust of 
the ground directly and immediately and women from the 
ribs of these men just as directly and immediately, then his 
statement is shown to be absolutely absurd. Our brother needs 
to spend more time in reality rather than borrowing from 
snake-handling Holy Rollers to bolster his pathetic teaching. 
But this claim of “retiring” God is a common theme among 
the Deaver disciples and shows the duplicity of the lot. They 
know better than to make that claim, but it works among the 
unthinking; so they use it!

      Praying Differently from the Way
 They Believe and Teach Diatribe

In his first paragraph, Malcolm also states:
These same brothers work with churches that pray differ-
ently from what they believe and teach. They teach their false 
belief where they can get by with it. If churches knew what 
these brothers believe and teach, they would cease to receive 
support. Brethren pray for things in the public worship of the 
church that these brethren do not believe and they refuse to 
open their mouths in opposition because they know if they 
did, their support would be cut off.

Just who are these brethren who are guilty of this hypoc-
risy? Where is the survey and documentation for Malcolm’s 
claim? 
      More importantly, since when is the way in which people 
pray the standard for determining what is authorized in our 
religious beliefs and practices? Malcolm’s charge presumes 
that these brethren who are praying contrary to what their 
preachers believe and teach are the ones who are in the right 
on the matter. Before launching his diatribe, why does not 
Malcolm first set forth the case from the Scriptures that 
the way in which a person prays is what determines whether 
or not he holds to the Truth on Divine providence? Or does 
the testimony of the Scriptures actually get in the way of yet 
another pathetic argument? 
      Is it not possible that folks can be guilty of praying “amiss” 
for any number of reasons (cf. James 4:1-4), including the 
possibility that they may be in error in their understanding 
or beliefs as to what God may do (and in fact does) in the 
realm of providence? If they are in error, would not teaching 
to the contrary be called for in order to seek to correct those 
misconceptions and false notions? Or are we to accept the 
idea that miracles happen because some well-meaning but 
ill-informed brother botches a prayer by praying for God to 
perform a miracle in healing someone? Surely, we would 
concur that brethren need to be better and carefully taught 
on the subject, rather than their errors accommodated with 
silence. On more than one occasion I have taken a brother 
aside and corrected him relative to such matters. I know of 
others who have lovingly done the same. Perhaps Malcolm 
is dealing with a different sort, and may clarify that if he ever 
responds to my rebuke of his diatribe. 
      Regardless of what some preachers may personally believe 
and teach relative to the way God operates in providence, it 
does not follow that we are obligated as God’s people to ac-
cept as the truth whatever and however a given brother may 
pray. When someone addresses a prayer to the Holy Ghost, 
are we now duty bound to teach that such is Scriptural? Or 
if he should address his prayer to Mary as “Co-Mediatrix” 
and/or “Co-Redemptrix,” are we now obligated to teach that 
she is such in God’s eyes today? 

A Stunning Self-Contradiction
Malcolm next makes a crucial admission that, as I have 

noted above, contradicts his closing paragraph, but, even 
more amazingly, contradicts his preceding diatribe against 
brethren relative to the way members of the church may 
pray. He writes:

We do not believe in the apostolic miracles for today such as 
those found in Mark 16:17-18. But we do believe the Bible 
teaches God works in supernatural ways today. When God 
works in supernatural ways this does not always mean miracles. 
In fact, all that God has ever done has been supernatural, that 
is, above the working of men.”

This statement contradicts his previous diatribe that implies 
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we are obligated to accept and abide by whatever or however 
a person may pray. 

If the brother leading the public prayer clearly prays for 
a miracle to be done, Malcolm has implied that the preacher 
and the congregation are obligated to teach and act in keep-
ing with that errant prayer. Now, while Malcolm certainly 
does not believe that such is the case, his charge has implied 
it nonetheless. That he will reject the implication does not 
make it simply go away.

What is a Miracle?
Furthermore, this statement raises the question, “What 

then constitutes a miracle or miraculous sign?” Malcolm, like 
Mac Deaver, is often heard to say that he does not believe 
in present day miracles, but getting him to define what con-
stitutes a miracle in contrast with his direct help view is like 
trying to find hen’s teeth. Both Malcolm and Mac seem to be 
scrupulously avoiding providing a clear, distinctive definition 
that delineates between the two kinds of action. 

Malcolm asserts that supernatural always means “above 
the working of men,” but what about other items and entities 
in the natural realm? Is a tornado, for example, then a super-
natural act because it is “above” what men can do? For people 
who pride themselves on precision of speech, both Malcolm 
and Mac are woefully silent on the distinctiveness between 
their direct help notion and the nature of the miraculous. 
While it is true that God is supernatural, does it follow that 
He therefore cannot do anything through the means of the 
natural order, as Malcolm seems to be asserting? 

The word supernatural, as its etymology clearly shows, 
properly means “the quality of being above or beyond the 
natural (i.e., the natural realm or order).” This is what the 
term denotes. Connotatively, however, it has other uses that 
flow from this basic idea. While the word supernatural may 
contextually be used in a broader sense to describe all ac-
tions of Deity, including miraculous signs, one of the most 
common uses in everyday parlance is as a synonym for the 
miraculous in a more limited way relative to causation or, 
more precisely, cause and effect relationships. Sometimes the 
word, also, is simply used to delineate between the two orders 
of things under God’s Divine government of the Universe. 
For example, we often distinguish between natural revela-
tion and supernatural revelation – the former referring to the 
material Creation as revealing God’s eternal Godhood and 
power (Rom. 1:20) and the latter contemplating the giving 
of the Bible as the fuller revelation of God’s essential nature 
and character (1 Cor. 2:9-13; Gal. 1:11-12). Even though 
both the material Creation and the inspiration of the Bible 
involved miraculous activity in their origination, there is a 
subtle distinction made in the order of things involved in each. 
The former is spoken of in this regard as involving a natural 
order of things and is viewed as so limited, while the latter 
involves or relates to a higher (hence “supernatural”) order 
of things. This latter connotative usage is an application or 
extension of the denotative meaning.

      Malcolm Hill, like his mentor, Mac Deaver, slips and 
slides between these uses of the word supernatural without 
noting any of the differences in meaning and scope. The dif-
ference between denotation and the multiple connotations 
that the word often bears is the heart of the matter. One may 
connotatively define supernatural as relating to all actions 
of Deity, but one may also define supernatural by another 
usage (that is what connotation is all about), as relating to all 
actions of Deity that are particularly miraculous, as well 
as all actions of Deity that are outside of the natural order of 
things, which follows more closely the denotative meaning. 
These latter uses of the term, as noted earlier, have been the 
most common ones over the past two centuries by writers ad-
dressing the subject of miracles and providence. Semantically 
speaking, the terms supernatural and miraculous can be used 
connotatively as synonyms (and indeed are so used), even 
though the terms actually denote differing ideas. Holy Rollers 
have tended to try to blur the distinctions, which appears to be 
the tactic followed by the Deaverites in general and Malcolm 
Hill here in particular. They use this approach in seeking to 
persuade brethren into accepting the notion that God can 
and does heal the sick today by a direct, immediate touch of 
His Spirit – without the use of means (e.g., medicines, etc.) 
– upon their naked human spirits and bodies without such 
being miraculous. Yet, what would distinguish that action 
today from that form of clearly miraculous healing in the first 
century involving the very same process? 

Spirit Only – Another Holy Roller Malady
Next Malcolm claims in paragraph three that God and 

Christ have always operated through the Holy Spirit alone 
to do anything on earth. He states:

God has always been the Great Designer and Christ has been 
the Contractor, and the Holy Spirit did the work. This was 
true in the creation of all things and it was true about the plan 
to save man. If God is doing anything today, it is being done 
by the Holy Spirit.

But, brethren, who died on the Cross? Was it the Holy 
Spirit who was nailed to the cruel tree? Was it He who had 
the thorny crown plaited upon His brow? Was it He who sat 
with the disciples and ate of the honeycomb and the fish? 
Had the Spirit even been given at that time (John 7:39)? Yet, 
Malcolm argues that everything that God designed and Jesus 
contracted to be done was always done personally through 
the Holy Spirit, and therefore the work that the Father and 
the Son do is done only through Him today! 

Interestingly, Mac Deaver has often claimed that if one 
believed that the Holy Spirit indwelled the Christian only 
through the Word that such a person implied that the Holy 
Spirit really did not indwell the Christian at all. Is Malcolm 
then not implying that the Father and the Son are not doing 
anything at all today? If not, then why not? “What is sauce 
for the goose…,” you know, does have some bearing here. It 
seems Malcolm has now retired two Persons of the Godhead 
according to his own teaching!
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And, if they are not really doing anything today, then is 
Malcolm saying that they “are in retirement today…in heaven 
waiting for the time clock to tick away and the end of time 
take place”? Do we not then see yet another self-contradic-
tion from the sage of Cookeville who would straighten all 
of us out on the Holy Spirit? To this kind of tomfoolery, the 
saying, “Physician, heal thyself!” comes readily to mind. 
Malcolm needs to get his own views straightened out before 
so pompously preening and prattling about the supposed 
failings of those who will not swallow the doctrinal poisons 
he now peddles. 

A Disputing over Nonsense

TBC’s hapless president then writes:
The question is: Is the Holy Spirit working today? We 
are not asking how the Holy Spirit works in providence 
today. This we cannot explain. We know He does not 
work apostolic miracles for sure, since they cannot be 
duplicated.

But, if Malcolm cannot give a precise definition of a 
miracle so as to distinguish it from what God does in the 
realm of providence, then how can he even claim to know 
that miracles “cannot be duplicated” today? On the contrary, 
his own position so blurs the line between the two that the 
Holy Roller could claim that miracles, on the contrary, are 
being duplicated in the very actions that Malcolm calls provi-
dence. Thus, his own distinction has no real difference, unless 
he can give a solid definition to each action that delineates 
clearly between miracles and providence. I am not holding 
my breath waiting for it. I have learned that Malcolm is long 
on pontification, but short on insightful exegesis of Biblical 
texts relating to the Holy Spirit.

But carrying the matter further, relative to Malcolm’s 
exercise in absurdity, he claims that he is not disputing the 
way the Holy Spirit works in providence, but whether He 
does or not. Yet, I know of very few brethren who oppose 
Malcolm’s and Mac Deaver’s direct help heresy who would 
deny that Deity works in providence. I for one do not. Dub 
McClish, David Brown, Michael Hatcher, Gary Summers, 
Terry Hightower, and a host of other faithful preachers do not 
reject the doctrine of Divine providence. Yet, Malcolm sent his 
article both to brethren McClish and Hatcher in an apparent 
slap at what he supposes them to believe and teach! 

If there is no dispute over the fact that Deity works in 
the realm of providence, then the dispute must be over the 
means by which Deity works in providence. But Hill admits 
that he does not know how Deity does so, but he is certain 
that brethren who deny his direct help doctrine are wrong. 
If that is really the case, then he has by himself reduced his 
entire article to a disputing over nonsense. He knows the 
Spirit works in providence, but he does not know the way 
He works, though he knows it must be direct! He is like 
the proverbial blind man in a dark room looking for a black 
cat with a crooked tail that is not really there. 

Malcolm’s Crushing Admission
The sad fact is that Malcolm must contend that he does 

know, at the very least, some things as to the way the Spirit 
operates in providence in order to arrive at his conclusion 
that the Holy Spirit operates in such a way as to directly, im-
mediately affect the human spirit of the saint in providence. 
He must know, at the very least, that no means at all is 
involved in the chain of causality that Deity puts in motion 
so that He can directly, immediately affect the human spirit of 
the saint. He must know that there are specific cases wherein 
God’s naked Spirit touches directly without any intermediary 
person or device the naked human spirit of man so as to effect 
some result that otherwise would not exist. Simply, asserting 
that God has the power to do so does not establish the case 
(1 Thess. 5:21-22; 1 Peter 3:15).

At any point wherein means (i.e. any agency or object 
beyond God Himself) is utilized to affect the human spirit 
in order to produce a given effect, the process – the chain of 
causality – ceases, by the obvious definition of the terms, 
to be direct and immediate. Thus, direct help for the human 
spirit of the saint by the Holy Spirit does not occur in such a 
case. In order to claim that he knows that direct help for the 
human spirit of the saint by the Holy Spirit does occur, then 
Malcolm must know that the Holy Spirit directly, immedi-
ately touches the human spirit of the saint without the use 
of any means external to Himself to effect this help! Yet, 
he has admitted that he does not know the way in which the 
Spirit does anything in the realm of providence beyond the 
fact that it is non-miraculous.

However, despite his own self-admitted lack of knowl-
edge in this regard, he claims by implication to know that the 
direct help doctrine is nonetheless true and that those who 
oppose it are in serious, damnable error. Thus, in his own ig-
norance, he professes to have the answer for these opponents! 
What mighty ignorance it indeed must be!

By definition, the direct help doctrine rules out any in-
termediary persons or things external to Deity involved in 
effecting healing (e.g., doctors, medicines, healthy exercise, 
and therapeutic treatments) for the human body and the hu-
man spirit. How can the action be direct and immediate, by 
definition, when the action obviously involves other people 
or things rather than the direct, immediate, and naked action 
of Deity? Direct and immediate cannot mean “direct” and 
“immediate” in such cases. If a means (whether a person or 
thing) is used, then the action is by definition indirect and 
not immediate. Why is it so difficult for the Deaver bunch to 
grasp that simple, logically-demanded fact? 

Questions, Questions – So Many Questions!
Malcolm then puts forth questions that once answered 

are supposedly calculated to prove that the Holy Spirit does 
work in providence and, thus, that the direct help doctrine 
is true. But since Malcolm has admitted that he does not 
know anything as to the way in which the Spirit works in 
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providence, he has successfully rebutted his own article and 
answered his own questions with a remarkable agnostic “I 
don’t know” on each point!

All of his questions also commit, in some measure, the 
fallacy of begging the question relative to the position of his 
opponents. Each question presumes that those who oppose his 
direct help doctrine deny the work of Deity in the realm of 
providence. Again, the issue is not over whether or not God 
operates in providence. Malcolm has created a straw man to 
attack in this regard. 

The issue is whether or not the naked Holy Spirit in the 
realm of providence directly and immediately touches the 
naked human spirit of the saint so as to produce some moral 
change or condition in the saint that could not otherwise ex-
ist. Unless Malcolm seeks to affirm that the Scriptures teach 
that…

1) The naked Spirit directly and immediately (hence 
without means) affects the naked human spirit and body of 
the saint today so as to effect healing in response to prayer, 

2) The naked Holy Spirit directly and immediately (with-
out means) so impacts the human spirit and body of the saint 
today as to preserve him in his physical travel,

3) The naked Holy Spirit directly and immediately (again 
without means) affects the naked human spirit and body today 
so as to give strength in response to prayer, 

4) The naked Holy Spirit directly and immediately (with-
out means) affects the naked human spirit and body today of 
the Gospel preacher to give him the information needed or the 
capacity to understand the information he already possesses 
in his preaching of the Gospel, and so on, …then he has no 
real case to make here that is of any benefit to his cause. 
Everything thus is but so much balloon juice.

Remember, Malcolm has admitted that he has not a clue 
as to what the Spirit actually does in providence, except that 
he knows what He doesn’t do – that it is not miraculous! 
He says this while defending Mac Deaver’s direct help non-
sense to the effect that he knows the naked Spirit of God so 
directly and immediately – without means – impacts the naked 
human spirit of the saint so as to bring him strength that he 
otherwise could not receive, to cause him to do things that 
he otherwise could not do, and to remember things that he 
otherwise could not recall.

Conclusion
Once more we stand, as at the time of our last article on 

the ramblings of the TBC president, in absolute awe of the 
utter hubris of the man and the equally great foolishness to 
which he will resort to promote an error that he has to know 
quite well is false. To affirm that he does not know the way 
in which the Spirit works in providence, but he is certain that 
it must be direct and immediate relative to contact with the 
human spirit of the saint, shows just how far into metaphysical 
absurdity Malcolm is willing to go to remain a Deaverite.

Were it not for his allegiance to the “enlightened one” 
of the Sherman Drive church in Denton, Texas, and perhaps 
also to the prophet of Schaumburg, Illinois, Malcolm would 
have never considered this error, which places him closer and 
closer to the camp of the Shellyites almost with each passing 
day. One of the stunning things in all of this is to compare 
the views of Mac Deaver and coterie on the Holy Spirit with 
those of Rubel Shelly and company, who openly admit their 
own dependence in some measure on the teachings of John 
Calvin and John Wesley, but then, that is another article! 

—607 72nd Street
Newport News, VI 23605

Thus, such men have begun their journey through the same 
wide gate and down the same broad way which Shelly, et 
al., began to walk many years ago. The fundamental dif-
ference in Shelly and his wide open “unity in diversity” 
belief and the men who are defending Miller today is 
found only in the amount of error accepted and who it is 
that teaches it.

It has happened to them as it did to the rich young ruler 
of Luke 18:18-25. When his faith in Christ was put to the 
test, he learned that it and his love for Jesus were woefully 
lacking when it came to his doing what Jesus told him to 
do. In their efforts to preserve their influence over and 
funds from, a much divided church wherein the faithful 
are fewer every day, they have proven their willingness to 
compromise—all the time drawing their fellowship circle 
larger with each passing year. Sadly, they are now best de-
scribed in Jude 16 to be those who— “speak great swelling 
words, having men’s persons in admiration because of 

advantage.” Barry Grider, Bobby Liddell, Curtis Cates, 
Garland Elkins and their friends have been and continue 
to use the same  derogatory terms to describe us —terms 
that only a few years ago Shelly and friends applied to 
them. It was Shelly who described Garland Elkins, Robert 
R. Taylor, et al., as The West Tennessee Mafia. And, why 
were such words used against them? Because, they stood 
then where we continue to stand today. But in  “having 
men’s persons in admiration because of advantage” 
they have, as Rubel Shelly did, given up their strength as 
much as Samson did when Delilah finished his haircut. 
They will deny such regarding themselves, but they cannot 
successfully deny their own fruits.      
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Bro. Tom Moore wrote the article under review.  As of 
this writing it can be found on the Southwest Church of Christ, 
Austin, TX web site—http://swcofc.org/contending-for-
the-faith/fighting-but-not-striving-2/. In the first paragraph,  
Moore discusses the “very prominent theme of soldiers fight-
ing for Christ and opposing Satan and his angels,” which 
discussion is found throughout the epistles of 1 & 2 Timothy 
and Titus. In connection with being a good soldier and fighting 
the good fight of faith, bro. Moore states:

Interestingly, though, in 2 Timothy 2:23-24, Paul tells Timothy 
not to gender strife—but to be gentle.  Is it possible for us 
to fight for Christ and yet not gender strife and be gentle?  I 
believe we can and must…

What I found “interesting” is that Moore lifts “not strive; 
but be gentle” from the context of the chapter. Consider the 
context, beginning in verse 22:

Flee also youthful lusts: but follow righteousness, faith, 
charity, peace, with them that call on the Lord out of a pure 
heart. But foolish and unlearned questions avoid, knowing 
that they do gender strifes. And the servant of the Lord 
must not strive; but be gentle unto all men, apt to teach, 
patient (vv. 22-24).

Paul’s instruction to Timothy was threefold: (1) flee; (2) fol-
low; and (3) avoid. These directives are given as guidance 
regarding fellowship.  Timothy was to “flee (run away from) 
youthful lusts,” but he is to follow (pursue) “righteousness, 
faith, charity, peace.”  He was to pursue the foregoing 
together with those who “call on the Lord out of a pure 
heart.” In contrast, he is directed to avoid (shun) “foolish 
and unlearned questions” that “do gender strifes.” Thus, 
when Paul states that the “servant of the Lord must not 
strive; but be gentle” he is instructing Timothy not to pursue 
such questions and avoid those that ask them.  In contrast, the 
servant of the Lord is to be “apt to teach” and “patient.”  

Was Paul using this verse to dictate the manner in which 
one is to defend the faith?  If so, then, at best, we can say that in 
defense of the faith one must not use “foolish and unlearned 
questions” that “gender strifes.” Rather one must defend the 
faith by aptly teaching God’s Word with forbearance. This 
understanding is in keeping with the context of the chapter.  
People will often ask questions to tempt us or try to entangle 
us in our speech.  Questions, at times, are asked to cause strife 
or even to try and teach false doctrine (2 Tim. 2:23 and Titus 
3:9). In fact, some tried these tactics with Jesus. When this 

occurred, Jesus did not try to appease the questioner offering 
a “politically correct” answer; nor, did He ignore the question.  
Rather, when they tried to entangle Jesus in His speech He 
responded by saying: “…Why tempt ye me, ye hypocrites?” 
(Mat. 22:18).  When they tempted Him by asking about mar-
riage in the resurrection Jesus responded by saying, “Ye do 
err, not knowing the scriptures, nor the power of God” 
(Mat. 22:29).  If a preacher today were to accuse someone of 
being ignorant when asked a question, they would be accused 
of causing strife and being abrasive, cruel and harsh. Would 
they dare say the same things about Jesus?

In his third paragraph, bro. Moore gives us his under-
standing of what Paul meant when he instructed Timothy not 
to “strive, but be gentle.” He has in mind:

…those who keep a cool head while in the midst of fighting, 
those who are aware of the innocent parties involved and try 
to keep them from being hurt.  This is the type of person who 
will not drop an atomic bomb when a hand grenade (or even 
a pea-shooter) would easily have done the job.

One is left to wonder what is meant by his metaphor of the 
atomic bomb, hand grenade and peashooter.  Does this re-
strict harsh words, strong actions, marking sinners by name 
and displays of righteous indignation?  Is there ever a time 
to use an “atomic bomb” or a “hand grenade” instead of a 
“peashooter?”  If so, when is it appropriate and who decides 
the difference?  

Biblical Examples Of Defenders Of The Faith
First, let us consider Jesus. Bro. Moore, when Jesus 

stated, “Ye are of your father the devil, and the lusts of your 
father ye will do” (Jno. 8:44) was he using: (a) an atomic 
bomb; (b) a hand grenade; or (c) a peashooter? Because 
the disciples thought Jesus’ teaching was hard, the record 
reads, “From that time many of his disciples went back, 
and walked no more with him” (Jno. 6:60,66). Was this a 
time when Jesus should have used a peashooter instead of a 
hand grenade or atomic bomb? Furthermore, did Jesus vio-
late Paul’s principle to “not strive and be gentle” when He 
said, “unto the twelve, Will ye also go away?”  When Jesus 
said of the Pharisees, “Beware the leaven of the Pharisees 
which is hypocrisy,” “blind leaders of the blind,” “child 
of hell…whited sepulchers…full of hypocrisy and iniq-
uity…generation of vipers” (Lk. 12:1: Mat. 15:4; Mat. 23), 
was he at fault for not being “aware of the innocent parties 
involved?” Bro. Moore, is this type of language ever called 

A REVIEW
OF

“FIGHTING BUT NOT STRIVING”
Bruce Stulting
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for today and, if so, when?
Second, let us consider Paul. When Saul and Barnabas 

arrived in Paphos,
…they found a certain sorcerer, a false prophet, a Jew, 
whose name was Barjesus: Which was with the deputy of 
the country, Sergius Paulus, a prudent man; who called for 
Barnabas and Saul, and desired to hear the word of God 
(Acts 13:6).

Here is a perfect example of how to deal with a sinner 
in the presence of an “innocent party.”  Following is what 
happened:

But Elymas the sorcerer (for so is his name by interpre-
tation) withstood them, seeking to turn away the deputy 
from the faith. Then Saul, (who also is called Paul,) filled 
with the Holy Ghost, set his eyes on him, And said, O full 
of all subtlety 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?  And now, behold, the hand of 
the Lord is upon thee, and thou shalt be blind, not seeing 
the sun for a season. And immediately there fell on him a 
mist and a darkness; and he went about seeking some to 
lead him by the hand (vv. 8-11).

I cannot imagine a harsher rebuke that could be given.  
What effect did this event have on Sergius Paulus? “Then 
the deputy, when he saw what was done, believed, being 
astonished at the doctrine of the Lord” (v. 12).  It is ironic 
that Elymas was stuck blind, yet, bro. Moore stated, “We do 
not want to have the attitude of some, it seems, whose at-
titude declares, ‘Let me at that false teacher so I can rip his 
eyeballs out!’” Was Paul “beaten with many stripes,” cast 
into prison, stoned and reviled on every hand because he 
was such a mean, hard-hearted, caustic and disrespectful, 
witch-hunting fanatic? Certainly not!

Third, let us consider Stephen. Stephen dropped an 
atomic bomb on his hearers when he accusingly stated,

Ye stiffnecked and uncircumcised in heart and ears, ye do 
always resist the Holy Ghost: as your fathers did, so do ye 
(Acts 7:51).  When they heard these things, they were cut to 
the heart, and they gnashed on him with their teeth…Then 
they cried out with a loud voice, and stopped their ears, 
and ran upon him with one accord, And cast him out of 
the city, and stoned him (vv. 54,57, 58).

If Stephen had only read Moore’s article, he would have 
known to use a peashooter instead of an atomic bomb.  

Fourth, let us consider John the Baptist. John the 
Baptist rebuked Herod for committing adultery with his 
brother Philip’s wife (Mk. 6:17,17). Herodias, Herod’s partner 
in adultery, became so angry that she schemed to have the 
head of the preacher. To bad brother Moore was not there to 
advise John to “just let things alone and give them time to 
work everything out. John if you are too harsh you are going 
to cause strife. Just be patient and kind toward them even 
though they were living in adultery and you might win them!” 
This is that rabid, uncouth, uneducated rabble-rouser of whom 

Jesus said “Verily I say unto you, Among them that are 
born of women there hath not risen a greater than John 
the Baptist” (Mat. 11:11).

Fifth, let us consider other examples. When Ananias 
and his wife Sapphira lied to the apostles (thus, the Holy 
Spirit) they were stuck dead (Acts 5:1-10). Again, we ask, 
“Could there be any harsher rebuke?” How did this affect the 
innocent bystanders? “And great fear came upon all the 
church, and upon as many as heard these things” (v. 11). 
Other examples include Pharaoh hating Moses and Elijah 
emphatically condemning the sins of degenerate Israel, and 
as a result was hated by Ahab, who called him a “trouble- 
maker” (1 Kings 18:17).

We Are At War!
We are in the midst of a spiritual war! We are fighting 

a battle that we cannot afford to lose! There is no place in 
Christ’s army for pacifists, conscientious objectors, cowards 
or those who would collaborate with the enemy.  Our enemy 
is described for us on the pages of the New Testament as: (1) 
ravening wolves in sheep’s clothing – Mat. 7:15; (2) brood 
of vipers – Mat. 23:35; deceitful workers – 2 Cor. 11: 13; (3) 
child of the devil, enemy of all righteousness – Acts 13:10; 
(4) grievous wolves – Acts 20:29, etc.  We must use every 
weapon at our disposal in the fight against evil.  I recognize 
that different situations call for different tactics; however, we 
must not allow this to cause us to become soft on the enemy.  
Nor, should we become so “politically correct,” that we fail 
to act or “pull our punches”!  Knowing that souls are at stake 
ought to motivate us to fight to win! 

When Jesus confronted false teachers, He did not pull 
any punches; rather, He “…put the Sadducees to silence…” 
(Mat. 22:34). “Silence” translates the Greek word phimoō  
and literally means to “muzzle” like a dog. When confronted 
with “gainsayers,” elders are to “rebuke them sharply, that 
they may be sound in the faith” (Titus 1:13). Notice, the 
manner of the rebuke is to be “sharply” from the Greek word 
apotomōs, which is a derivative of a compound of apō (de-
notes separation, departure, cessation, completion, reversal, 
etc.) and temnō (to cut).  According to Strong’s, the meaning is 
“abruptly, that is, peremptorily: (peremptorily means, barring 
further action, debate, question, etc.; final; absolute; decisive 
— BLS) – sharply.”  Thus, they must be “cut off” completely. 
Elders must “be able by sound doctrine both to exhort 
and to convince the gainsayers… Whose mouths must be 
stopped…” (Titus 1:8, 11). Instead some church members 
(elders and preachers included) strive to stop the mouths of 
those who are obeying these and like Scriptures.

According to bro. Moore, “‘Seek and destroy missions’ 
have no place in Christianity.” However, John demands, “Be-
loved, believe not every spirit, but try the spirits whether 
they are of God: because many false prophets are gone 
out into the world” (1 Jn. 4:1).  Regarding the church at 
Ephesus, Jesus stated, “I know thy works, and thy labour, 
and thy patience, and how thou canst not bear them 
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which are evil: and thou hast tried them which say they 
are apostles, and are not, and hast found them liars” (Rev. 
2:2). The implication of these verses is that we are to seek out 
those who are in error.  But, what are we to do when we find 
them? The answer is, “Their influence must be destroyed.” 
However, Moore believes that such activity has “no place 
in Christianity.” The fact is, we had better know where the 
enemy is so we can warn our brethren of their presence. We 
must seek out erring brethren and false teachers and encour-
age them to repent.  If they refuse, they must be marked and 
avoided so their influence can be destroyed (Mark 16:17,18; 
1 Cor. 5; Titus 3:10,11).

Conclusion
As Christians we must follow the approved examples 

that we find in the Scriptures.  In doing so, we will rebuke 
false teachers sharply (Titus 1:13).  We will not walk on “egg 
shells” when talking about them; nor preach wimpy sermons.  
Remember, soft soap in the pulpit never cleansed a sinner in 
the pew! It is often the case that those spoken against will 
ignorantly proclaim that their accuser is being hateful. They 
will blame their accuser for their apostasy and claim that he 

is driving people away from the Lord’s church. And to make 
matters worse, many brethren run to the defense of the sinner 
and condemn the just as being too harsh, unkind and/or hate-
ful. Too many brethren want to turn the “Sword of the Spirit” 
into a “feather duster,” thereby handicapping the soldiers of 
Christ in their God given work.  

Those who take a stand and oppose error are often 
considered unkind, unloving and ungodly.  Those who stand 
condemned accuse them of engendering strife.  This is merely 
an attempt to discredit those who would defend the faith. It 
is interesting that those who would consider some brethren 
unloving use words like, toxic, liars, vile, etc. in their retorts.  
Where is the consistency in that? After all, you will never 
know what hate is until you have been hated by our “love” 
brethren. Is bro. Moore in this category? From his article, it 
is hard to tell, but I certainly hope he is not! If he is, I en-
courage him to repent and return to the good fight before it 
is everlastingly too late!

—925 Fish Hatchery Rd.
Huntsville, TX 77320–7009

On Feb. 10 – 20 of this year the Affirming The Faith 
Seminar was held at the North MacArthur Church of Christ 
in Oklahoma City, OK. This event is a cooperative effort 
of the Oklahoma City churches. The speakers and a brief 
edited biographical sketch of each one is listed below. For 
emphasis sake we have italicized certain matters in their bi-
ographies that should be of interest to faithful brethren. 

Kent Allen graduated from Oklahoma Christian Uni-
versity with a B.S. in Bible and served the Memorial Road 
Church of Christ for 25 years as one of its ministers. Dur-
ing that time, the congregation grew to over 2,200 members. 
He has led campaigns to England, Zimbabwe, Kenya, Gua-
temala, Brazil and the Bahamas. Kent currently serves as 
Senior Gifts Officer at OC and is an Elder for the Memorial 
Road Church of Christ. Kent is a former Trustee of Okla-

homa Christian University.
Leon Dennis is currently in his 35th year as a minister 

for the Westside church of Christ in Norman, Oklahoma. 
...  He worked for 6 years as the Bible Chair director for 
S.W.O.S.U. He has held over 250 gospel meetings plus nu-
merous family seminars. Leon is a National Certified Coun-
selor and has devoted much of his life to marriage and fam-
ily counseling.

David Duncan has served as the Pulpit Minister of the 
Memorial Church of Christ in Houston since 2006. Before 
moving to Houston, he served as the Outreach Minister at 
the Edmond Church of Christ in Edmond, OK and as an ad-
junct instructor at Oklahoma Christian University for seven 
years. Prior to his work in Oklahoma, David and his wife, 
Barbara, worked with three other couples in Vitoria, Bra- 

 THE FELLOWSHIP CIRCLE GROWS LARGER
AT THE MSOP AND SOUTHWEST LECTURES

AS IT DOES ELSEWHERE
David P. Brown

     (Continued on Page 13)
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zil from 1992 to 1999 to plant a church. David graduated 
from Oklahoma Christian with a BA and a MA in Bible and 
Ministry and is currently a candidate for the Doctorate of 
Ministry at Houston Graduate School of Theology. ...

Terri Fanning is a Christian Counselor and past a Di-
rector for the Metropolitan Christian Community School in 
Mexico City as well as the Dean of Women and an instructor 
for Sunset International Bible Institute. A native of Clinton, 
Oklahoma, Terri received her education from Oklahoma 
Christian College and Southwestern Oklahoma State Uni-
versity as a nursing major. She is also a 1996 graduate of 
the Sunset School of Preaching and Biblical Studies. Terri 
and her husband of 33 years, Terry, served with a team in 
Los Quijotes para Mexico for 8 years establishing congre-
gations. She is a frequent speaker at women’s retreats and 
conferences dealing with life’s questions and struggles.

Virgil Fry serves as Executive Director for Lifeline 
Chaplaincy, a ministry of Churches of Christ in Houston, 
Dallas, Austin and Ft. Worth hospitals. He has served in 
this capacity for 25 years and is an associate member of the 
Association of Professional Chaplains. Virgil is a graduate 
of Abilene Christian University and Austin Presbyterian 
Theological Seminary and serves as an adjunct professor 
for Pepperdine and ACU with the course entitled Ministry 
in Times of Crisis. He is a frequent presenter at lectureships 
and seminars, and is the author of two books: Disrupted: 
Finding God in Illness and Loss, and Rekindled: Warmed 
by Fires of Hope. He also is a contributing writer for Good 
Shepherds: More Guidance for the Gentle Art of Pastoring. 
[He is] member of the First Colony Church of Christ...

Brad Harrub serves as the Director and co-founder of 
Focus Press and as co-editor of Think magazine, a monthly 
magazine on Christian evidences. He serves as a faculty 
member of the Bear Valley Bible Institute in Denver and 
has authored several tracts and articles for various journals. 
Brad has written [several] books. Brad holds a B.S. in bi-
ology from Kentucky Wesleyan College, and a doctorate 
degree in anatomy and neurobiology from the College of 
Medicine at the University of Tennessee in Memphis. He 
is a popular speaker on Christian evidences at lectureships, 
and youth rallies, speaking in over 46 states and five dif-
ferent continents. He and his  [family] attend the Woodson 
Chapel Church of Christ in Nashville, TN. 

Jerry Houston is a native of Shreveport, Louisiana and 
holds a Doctorate of Theology degree from Buxton Univer-
sity, a Masters of Divinity in counseling and Biblical stud-
ies from Harding Graduate School of Religion, a B.A. from 
Harding University A.A., and a 3rd year Bible Certificate 
from Northeastern Christian College. He is a certified Chap-
lin having served in the armed forces and in hospitals in 
the Memphis area. Jerry currently serves the East Henrietta 
Road Church of Christ...,Rochester, NY.

Evertt Huffard serves as Vice President/Dean and 
Professor of Missiology at Harding University Graduate 

School of Religion where he has taught church growth, lead-
ership and missions for 24 years. After graduating from 
Harding University Graduate School of Religion (M.A. 
and M.Th.) he served the church in Nazareth, Israel and 
taught Bible at the Galilee Christian High School. He com-
pleted a Ph.D. in Inter-Cultural Studies at Fuller Theological 
Seminary in 1985 with a focus on the “Muslim-Christian En-
counter.” He has ten years of urban ministry experience in 
Los Angeles and Memphis. Evertt is an elder of the Church 
of Christ at White Station in Memphis. 

Dan Jenkins currently serves as minister for the Palm 
Beach Church of Christ in West Palm Beach, Florida. He 
has completed degrees from Freed-Hardeman College 
(A.A.) and David Lipscomb College (B.A.). Dan is active in 
mission work, having served in New Zealand, Fiji, Western 
Samoa and India. He is coauthor of the Engraving Heavenly 
Truths Bible class material. He has also authored correspon-
dence course material used in various mission fields.... 

Phillip Johnson began full-time ministry after serving 
as a public school teacher and administrator for 4 years. His 
ministry began in Mannford, Oklahoma where he served for 
3 years before moving to the Westside Church of Christ in 
Norman, Oklahoma to serve as the University Minister. In 
January of last year, Philip began serving as the full-time 
pulpit minister at Westside. He holds a B.A. in education 
from the University of Oklahoma and an M.A. in education 
from Oklahoma State University.

Chuck Monan preaches for the Pleasant Valley church 
of Christ in Little Rock, Arkansas where he has served since 
2001. Chuck has served churches in Michigan and Okla-
homa and is a contributing writer to The Gospel Advocate. 
Chuck is a graduate of Oklahoma Christian University with 
a B.A. in History and an M.A. in Ministry and has done 
graduate work at Michigan State University.

Howard Norton and his family served as missionaries 
in Sao Paulo, Brazil for 16 years before returning to Okla-
homa where he served as professor of Bible and Missions 
and Dean of the College of Bible at Oklahoma Christian 
University. In 1997 he joined the faculty of Harding Univer-
sity and served as Lectureship Director for 12 years. He has 
served churches in Texas, Oklahoma, and Brazil. Howard 
has also served as editor for the Christian Chronicle, Arkan-
sas Christian Herald, and Church and Family magazine. He 
has authored and co-authored several books and articles on 
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missions. He is a graduate of Abilene Christian University 
(B.A.), the University of Houston (M.A.) and the Univer-
sity of Sao Paulo (PhD). Howard and his wife now live in 
Tegucigalpa, Honduras where he serves as president for the 
Association Amicus, which includes the Baxter Institute of 
Biblical and Cultural Studies and the James Moody Adam 
Clinic.

Dan Owen holds a B.A. in Bible and Biblical Languag-
es from Oklahoma Christian University, an M.A. in Greek 
New Testament from Harding Graduate School of Religion, 
and a Ph.D. in curriculum, instruction, and program evalu-
ation from Southern Illinois University. Dan has preached 
full time for churches in Mississippi, Texas, and Kentucky. 
He has taught at the Bear Valley Bible Institute of Denver 
and for the Appalachian Bible Institute in Pikeville, Ken-
tucky. Since 1987 he has served as the pulpit minister for 
the Broadway Church of Christ in Paducah, KY. Dan has 
published numerous articles on biblical studies in various 
publications and is the author of a book on John’s gospel 
entitled That You May Believe. He has preached meetings, 
held seminars, and done training sessions in many states and 
several nations around the world. He serves as an adjunct 
instructor for the Bear Valley Bible Institute of Denver, Col-
orado... 

Neal Pollard preaches for the Bear Valley church of 
Christ in Denver, Colorado and serves as director for the 
“Future Preachers Training Camp” as well as the Bear Val-
ley Lectures. He has studied at Faulkner University, Freed-
Hardeman University and the Bear Valley Bible Institute. 
He is the author of Rise Up and Build and has preached in 
twenty-three states and six foreign countries. 

Bill Watkins has served with the Crieve Hall church 
of Christ since 2005. He has studied at Freed-Hardeman 
University, David Lipscomb University, Southern Christian 
University, and Florida International University. Bill has 
worked with churches in Florida, Tennessee, Alabama and 
Texas... 

Joe Wells has worked with young people as a youth 
minister and has spoken at various youth events. Joe has 
traveled extensively on mission trips and has also served 
as a pulpit minister and education minister. He holds a BS 
from Middle Tennessee State University and has done Mas-
ter level work at Bear Valley Bible Institute and completed 
a Masters of New Testament from Freed Hardeman Univer-
sity. Joe and his [family] live in Spring Hill, Tennessee.

Charles Williams, a native Texan, began preaching in 
1953 while a student at Abilene Christian University. He 
[and his wife] have served with churches in Texas, New 
York, and Oklahoma. His home is in Oklahoma City, where 
he has served for the past 33 years.

(As of 3/10/2010 this information was found on the follow-
ing Internet site: http://affirmingthefaithok.com/speakers.
php.)

MSOP AND SOUTHWEST SCHOOL OF BIBLE 
STUDIES BEGIN TO ADOPT THE

UNITY IN DIVERSITY IN DIVERSITY POLICY
Please notice on the preceding pages that brethren Neal 

Pollard and Joe Wells spoke alongside Evertt Huffard of 
Harding Graduate School of Religion, Memphis, TN who 
champions of the Community Church Movement. Which 
one of the speakers on the Affirming the Faith Seminar has 
a problem with the liberalism that has taken over the higher 
education institutions operated by liberal brethren?  If they 
do have a problem with it, what are thy doing about it? 
Please note, Pollard and his wife, Cathey appeared on this 
year’s MSOP lectures. 

Affirming the Faith Seminar Speaker Joe Wells works 
with Brad Harrub in Focus Press and as co-editor with Har-
rub of Think magazine, a monthly magazine on Christian 
evidences, published by Focus Press. Wells conducts the 
Confronting Culture seminar designed to give Christian 
teens the weapons they need to live in the world and still be 
faithful to God.

Brad Harrub serves as the Director and cofounder of 
Focus Press. He is a faculty member of the Bear Valley Bible 
Institute, Denver, CO where he teaches students on the Pen-
tateuch, Christian Evidences, How We Got the Bible, and 
Ethics. Then notice the 2010 Tahoe Family Encampment 
speaker and teacher line up: Glen Collye (sic), Huntsville, 
AL, Matt Heupel, Florence, AL, Caleb O’Hara, Ripon, CA, 
Truitt Adair, Lubbock, TX, Kerry Williams, Florence, AL, 
Jim Gardner, Fresno, CA, Brad Harrub, Nashville, TN, Ken 
Wilson, Washington State, Joe Wiley, Montgomery, AL, 
Donny Hilliard, Montgomery, AL, Jim Gardner, Henderson, 
AL. Glen Colley spoke on the 2010 MSOP lectures. 

Tommy Hicks, who has made no secret over the years 
of his opposition to Sunset and has in times past written in 
this paper against certain errors at Sunset, now is happy to 
fellowship those who fellowship Sunset, those participating 
in the Affirming the Faith Seminar and the Tahoe Family 
Encampment. Also Hicks fellowships Barry Grider who 
supports and prints the material from Tyler Young that he 
(Hicks) as editor of the South Side Lectureship, Lubbock, 
TX, removed from their lectureship book. And, when Young 
in his oral presentation put the material into it, Hicks mount-
ed the pulpit after Young’s sermon and spoke against what 
Young said. Further, the South Side elders stopped the tape 
of Young’s message from being circulated.

Phil Sanders recently spoke at the Sunset Workshop in 
Lubbock, TX. Since Hicks has not fellowshipped Sunset for 
several years because of their liberalism, how can he not fel-
lowship the Sunset Workshop where Phil Sanders spoke and 
to whom he extended his fellowship, but then fellowship 
him at the MSOP lectureship where both  spoke this year? Is 
this is not hypocritical on his part? If it is not, what would it 
take for him to be hypocritical? If Phil Sanders is in fellow-
ship with those liberals at Sunset and other places, and Hicks 
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is in fellowship with him, why not repent of withdrawing 
from Sunset and start supporting their workshop? And since 
Sanders is speaking on the 2010 Southwest Church of Christ 
Lectureship, we also put that same question to the movers 
and shakers as the Southwest Church of Christ. 

Regarding such matters as previously addresed, please 
read the following article by Johnny Oxendine from the San 
Mateo, CA Church of Christ bulletin where he preaches       

FROM APOLOGETICS TO MEMPHIS TO SUNSET 
THROUGH TAHOE IS NOT HARD TO SEE…
In the December 8, 2009 Forest Hill Church (home of The 

Memphis School of Preaching) bulletin an article appeared by 
Phil Sanders that was both coy and deceptive. “The Great Com-
munion” takes issue with an event scheduled by the Disciples of 
Christ and goes on to draw distinct lines of demarcation between 
the churches of Christ and that organization. This unity event 
calling for some common ground for fellowship between the 
Disciples of Christ, the Independent Christian Church, and the 
churches of Christ was, in Sanders’s eyes, asking brethren “to set 
aside their convictions on a number of serious biblical issues and 
grant fellowship to some in error and some who are not Chris-
tians at all (according to the teaching of Scripture).” That Forest 
Hill reprinted this article (originally in the November 2009 Gos-
pel Advocate) was no surprise. They have been embarrassing 
themselves for sometime now embracing Dave Miller (and his 
error on elders and marriage), Tyler Young, and anyone else who 
opposes Biblical standards for fellowship. That Sanders (who 
has had articles in Brad Harrub’s Think magazine) is featured 
with this head-fake article is an abysmal attempt at credibility. 
Sanders has the glib gall to distance himself from one group (the 
Disciples) while he has stated that he believes there are some 
(?) in the Independent Christian Church who are our brethren 
(in error). They (Sanders claims) “preach the same gospel.” In 
an e-mail he pointed me to a 1939 article by Leo Boles, (“The 
Way of Unity between the “Christian Church” and Churches of 
Christ), as proof of [the] concept! Sanders “informed” me that 
there was a similarity (obviously missed on my part) in the dif-
ferences between the seven churches of Revelation 2, 3, (“These 
congregations disagreed greatly over doctrine but were in the 
same body.”) and the differences between the church of Christ 
and the Christian Church (“People who disagree may neverthe-
less be in the same [sic] body”). This is an incredulous statement 
in the given context for a gospel preacher to make, but Forest 
Hill/Memphis School of Preaching and others have greeted 
him with open arms (Sanders is on the upcoming MSOP lec-
tureship).This is pathetic chauvinism on the part of Forest Hill. 
They are now puffed up with pride that they have “withstood” 
the charge of a compromising fellowship with Miller and oth-
ers (a sad departure from their former glory days). The current 
actions put them and their like-minded brethren barely one step 
removed from Abilene, Pepperdine, Lipscomb, Richland Hills 
(TX), Providence Road (N.C.), the Manhattan Church of Christ, 
and concurring others. That Sanders, Brad Harrub, Joe Wells, 
Mack Lyon and others can participate on a programlike the 
Tahoe Family Encampment (in 2009) with perennial speakers 
(Truitt Adair) from Sunset International Bible Institute and con-
gregations that are partnered with Sunset is abominable. Sunset 
is represented there every year; and yet these men shamelessly 
fellowship with them and then head off for lectureships at “con-
servative” congregations that apparently do not consider such 
activities as fellowship. Sounds a lot like the Rubel years to me. 
As Michael Hatcher wrote recently in the Bellview Beacon: A 
couple decades back, Rubel Shelly began teaching some strange 

doctrines. Rubel Shelly was known for his soundness; so many 
refused to believe anything of a negative nature concerning him. 
However, faithful brethren were showing the errors and con-
tradictions with his previous writings and views. Many people 
were pleading for patience with Rubel instead of marking and 
avoiding him as God teaches: “Now I beseech you, brethren, 
mark them which cause divisions and offences contrary to 
the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid them” (Rom. 
16:17). Plug in Dave Miller and others of his stripe.

Regarding such matters Robert R. Taylor, Jr. wrote:
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 conservative 
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 courageous and highly 
commendable if they went to unmask their errors and uphold 
Truth with militant majesty; yet this they do not do as a gen-
eral rule. There may be a few exceptions along the way but not 
many for sure. ... Yet each year there are a few more conserva-
tive brethren who agree to speak...and with the backing of their 
elderships respectively. If they went there with the spirit of Eli-
jah before Ahab or the false prophets of Baal, the spirit of noble 
Nathan 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? 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 con-
stantly 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. Such 
is extremely hard to attain and then maintain while giving tacit 
endorsement to liberalistic forces (From the Annual Denton Lec-
tureship Book, Studies in Joshua, Judges, and Ruth, pp. 528, 
529).

To this present hour we believe and practice the Truth 
that bro. Taylor wrote in the preceding quotation. BUT 
BRO. TAYLOR, AS WELL AS MANY OTHERS WHO 
ONCE TAUGHT AND, WE THOUGHT, CONSISTENTLY 
PRACTICED THE PRECEDING SALIENT TRUTHS, DO 
NOT BELIEVE AND PRACTICE THEM ANY LONGER! 
He flocks with the rest of the “birds of a feather” and forgets 
about the Old Testament account of the Old prophet who 
lied to the young prophet (1 Kings 13:18).

Moreover, it will do no good for them to declare, “We 
have obeyed God!”—as did the spiritually corrupt King Saul 
to faithful Samuel when the latter confronted the king about 
his disobedience in the matter of the execution of the Ama-
likites and all they had. If and when they declare their faith-
fulness IN THE MATTER OF SCRIPTURAL FELLOW-
SHIP, we shall simply ask them, “What means the lowing 
of the cattle and the bleeting of the sheep” of the errant 
unrepentant brethren with which you hasten to flock (1 Sam. 
15:14)? Why have you ceased to believe the Truth you once 
taught and obeyed?

—P.O. Box 2357
   Spring, TX 773832357



-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–Cambridgeshire—Cambridge City Church of Christ, 
meeting at The Manor Community College, Arbury Rd., Cambridge, 
CB4 2JF. Sun., Bible Study--10:30 a.m., Worship-- 11:30 a.m.; Tue. Bible 
Study--7:30 p.m. www.CambridgeCityCoC.org.uk. Keith Sisman, Gospel 
Preacher. Contacts: Keith Sisman [From  USA, Toll Free: (281) 475-
8247); By phone inside the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  
Alternative Cambridge contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101; Matt. 
Shouey (Lakenheath) - 01638-531268. Postal/mailing Address - PO BOX 
1, Ramsey Huntingdon, PE26 2YZ United Kingdom 

-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.

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.

Pensacola–Eastgate Church of Christ, 2809 E. Creighton Rd., {emsacp;a. 
F; 32504, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Tim Cozad, 
evangelist, (850) 477-4910

-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–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.
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Profiles in Apostasy #1 is one of best reference works 
of this century, and within two weeks (at this writing) it has 
already generated quite a response. For years various name 
brand liberals have been writing books to influence breth-
ren away from the Scriptures, and occasionally a lectureship 
book has reviewed a few of their materials, but this volume 
of 608 pages is the most thorough one available; it contains 
reviews of 24 books—from those of K. C. Moser (1932) to 
Todd Deaver in 2008. The 25th review is not of a book but 
rather a sermon delivered in 1990.

One of the charges already made is that those review-
ing the books had not read them, which is absurd. A few of 
the speakers mentioned publicly that they had read the as-
signed material not once but two or three times. One lengthy 
tome was read so thoroughly that quotes from the author’s 
footnotes are cited. In at least two instances, speakers had 
to borrow the books from others, which would be pointless 
if they had no intention of reading it. Some of the reviews 
are 25 to 40 pages long, and that amount of material cannot 
be presented at a lecture. Perhaps someone watching the re-
view on-line might think that, since certain aspects were not 
covered, the critic had not read the information, but no one 
could come to that conclusion from reading the book itself.  
Numerous references are cited in each chapter.

A second criticism is that the writers/speakers had never 

RECOMMENDED READING:

PROFILES IN APOSTASY #1
Gary W. Summers

met or talked with the actual authors of heresy. So?  Each one 
published a book for others to read, and they all employed 
the English language to do so; words have meaning.  This 
charge would have weight if a reviewer took something out 
of context or misrepresented the author, but great care was 
taken to avoid such mistakes. If someone’s work was not 
handled carefully, the simplest response would be to furnish 
the evidence of such. Otherwise, it does no good to mouth 
vague charges while providing no proof. The problem for 
liberals is that the light was shined upon what they truly be-
lieve. Embellishment is not needed; the truth will do.

The first book reviewed is Todd Deaver’s Facing Our 
Failure: The Fellowship Dilemma in Conservative Church-
es of Christ. Many do have concerns about fellowship (or 
should have), but Todd does not supply workable solutions.  
Relying on typical scholarly language (what George Or-
well might have called Ed-Speak), Deaver advocates that 
churches of Christ “acknowledge the failure of the tradi-
tional paradigm” (3). Apparently, he would disagree with his 
grandfather, Roy C. Deaver, who wrote an excellent booklet, 
Ascertaining Bible Authority. Of course, Todd has developed 
nothing with which to replace those Biblical principles.

Terry Hightower penned this review (he actually has 
known Todd for years), and it is thorough. As he has been 
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Editorial...

“SPOTS IN YOUR FEASTS
OF CHARITY, FEEDING

 THEMSELVES WITHOUT
FEAR, ...” —JUDE 12

Al Maxey is a typical liberal—by his false doctrines he 
looses where God’s Word binds. He seeks unity, or more ac-
curately union (unity in diversity in obligatory matters) at 
the  expense of the absolute, objective, humanly attainable 
Truth of God’s rightly divided Word; denies that the New 
Testament is a Divine blueprint or pattern; despises the com-
municative nature of language that is necessry for any lan-
guage to authorize anyone to do anything (except when he 
is communicating his errors); opposes logic when it opposes 
him, then attempts to use logic to reason with his readers 
regarding, of all things, that implication is simply human 
opinon—my how Maxey hates implication; is consistently 
inconsistent; upholds all kinds of music in the worship of 
God; fellowships the pious unimmersed; opposes placing 
labels on people, but then falsely labels brethren because 
they have accurately labeled him and his ilk for the false 
teachers they are; teaches that the “having been put away 
fornicator” of Mat. 19:9 is free to marry; “Desiring to be 
teachers of the law; understanding neither what they 
say, nor whereof they affirm” (1 Tim. 1:7); wresting “the 
Scriptures to their own destruction” (2 Pet. 3:15, 16) and 
on, and on, and on we could go enumerating Maxey’s false 
beliefs and actions. Then surprise of surprises he declares 
that he  does not believe in oral debating. Of course, if I were 
in his shoes I would not believe in it either.

From time to time Maxey e-mails his electronic paper to, 
according to him, one of the largest e-mail lists in the world. 
If most of those who comprise that list are in their thinking, 
beliefs and actions in religious matters anything like Maxey, 
it must be one of the largest lists of religious lunatics in the 
world. It is basicly through this medium that he propagates 
his errors, criticizes and castigates the faithful brethren, and 
crows loud and long about his accomplishments. This year 
he bubbled over with joy and could hardly contain himself 
because of his invitation to speak on the annual Tulsa, OK 
convention of those who “speak great swelling words of 
vanity”...who “promise liberty,” but in actuality they “are 
the servants of corruption” ( 2 Pet. 2:18,19). 

NEW TESTAMENT WARNINGS ABOUT THE AL 
MAXEYS OF THIS WORLD    

Of such characters James warned, “A double minded 
man is unstable in all his ways” (James. 1:8). Paul further 
described such persons to the Thessalonians in the following 
words:
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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 Thes. 2:10-12).

In the recent 2010 Spring CFTF Lectureship Maxey’s 
MDR errors were exposed and refuted orally and in the 
lectueship book. Also, in at least one of the open forums his 
true character was documented. The apostle Paul by inspria-
tion described such men as “speaking lies in hypocrisy; 
having their conscience seared with a hot iron” (1 Tim 
4:2). The inspired apostle Peter pictured those who had “es-
caped the pollutions of the world” but were “again entan-
gled therein and overcome” as “dogs returning to their 
own vomit” and “sows that were washed to their wallow-
ing in the mire” (2 Pet. 2:20-22). Obviously the Holy Spirit 
and the apostles Paul and Peter believed in accurate label-
ing and in so doing provided a divine pattern for the faith-
ful to follow regarding recognizing and labeling the same 
characters today.

BEFORE GOING FURTHER SEE THE TWO
E-MAILS AT THE BOTTOM OF THIS PAGE.  
Stinging under the severe and much deserved rebukes 

Maxey cannot successfully refute, he e-mailed me (as he 
sometimes does) the twisted and perverted views of two of 
his fans who, like him, “speak evil of those things which 
they know not” (Jude 10). For they too “have gone in the 
way of Cain and ran greedily after the error of Balaam 
for reward, and perished in the gainsaying of Core” 
(Jude 11). For some strange reason Maxey thinks that com-
ments from the unfaithful are in some way or another go-
ing to persuade me to leave the simple, plain, unadulterated 
Truth of the Bible for the error that he and his friends love 
so much. And, I suppose if I determined what is right and 
what is wrong, who is on God’s side and who is not, on the 
same basis that Maxey does such things would mean some-
thing to me. But I do not and, thus, they do not. For those 
who choose evil over good as the Bible defines the good and 
the evil such remarks from those who have “done despite 
unto the Spirit of grace” (Heb. 10:29) make no more dif-
ference to me than did the death of Ananias and Sapphira 

From a Professor at Pepperdine University: 
Bro. Al, I have been reading your Reflections for about two years now, and I always appreciate your study and thoughtfulness 
on the issues you discuss (especially when we might disagree on a particular matter). I am writing to you today, though, in 
regard to the CFTF lectures that recently took place. I listened to many of the lectures at their Archives page (out of what, I am 
sure, was more a perverse sense of curiosity on my part than anything) and heard pretty much what I expected to hear. It was 
disheartening, and many of the things that need to be said about that event have already been noted by your readers! However, 
there was one moment that, as low as my expectations were, truly floored me, and it revealed why these men are so dangerous. 
It was a brief moment, but none the less revealing for that fact. It took place near the end of the “Open Forum” on Tuesday 
(right at the 55 minute mark). David Brown was speaking about how Truth was a “narrow” thing (as narrow as him, presum-
ably), when he unknowingly gave the game away by saying, “The gospel preached in its purity as it appears on the pages of 
the NT, that every faithful member of the church is charged to believe and practice, was not only designed to bring a certain 
caliber of people into God’s family, but it was also designed to keep a certain caliber, or calibers, of people out of God’s family. 
The church is an exclusive institution.” 

It’s been a long time since I’ve heard a more satanic statement uttered by someone purporting to be a speaker for God!! Despite 
all their disclaimers that “liberals” charge them with “legalism,” every syllable of this ungodly statement, every molecule of air 
that he used to utter this wicked arrogance, is suffused with a sense of merit. A “certain caliber” of people?! Would to God there 
had been someone in that audience who had stood up and shouted that tax collectors and prostitutes will enter the kingdom 
before the representatives of such an attitude! I only mention all this because I think this revealing moment would be a good 
subject for an exposé by you, proving to any and all who doubt it that these men are dangerous and deadly, regardless of the 
occasional truths they might speak. I even imagine that your experience in combat in Vietnam as a doorgunner (Thank You for 
your service, by the way!) could give you some apt words about “high-caliber Christians.” Again, while I do not always agree 
with you on every issue, I thank you for your tireless efforts to expose these men and their venomous, damning “gospel” of 
perfectionist merit, and I wish you well in Christ.



From an Elder/Minister in Texas: 
Brother Al, I have been a reader and fellow student of the Word with you for a couple of years now. You continually challenge 
me through your writings, and I am very grateful to you for your love for Truth, the Lord, and His called out body of believ-
ers. The recent news of what took place down at the Spring, Texas Church of Christ (the CFTF lectures) has been particularly 
distressing to me. My grandfather served as one of its shepherds many years ago, when the congregation was a loving, growing 
and active body of the Lord’s people. To see what these current leaders there have done to the cause of Christ in Spring just 
breaks my heart. My prayer is for you and for the cause of Truth and for the oneness of the Body of Christ. I look forward to 
meeting you, Lord willing, at The Tulsa Workshop. God be with you. 
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did to the Lord’s church in Jerusalem—save for the fact that 
the church was far better off without them (Acts 5:1-11).

Thus, beginning in the next paragraph is my response to 
Al. It was sent to him via e-mail some time ago. It appears 
here with some changes made in it because I thought of some 
other things to say to Maxey and the two “irenic” brethren 
who wrote the e-mails appearing on page three. By the way, 
one of the games Al loves to play is this: he enjoys identify-
ing those he disagrees with and hiding the identity of those 
who compliment and agree with his pernicious ways. So I 
wrote the following to Al and through him to his friends.  

Why not get your loving, merciful, and “full of grace” 
Pepperdine professor and whomever the other person is that 
you quoted to explain why there were only eight people 
saved from the flood by God’s grace through their faith in 
Him on Noah’s Ark? No one who truly believes the Scrip-
tures to be the plenary verbally inspired Word of God can 
successfully deny that Noah and his family were saved by 
God’s grace (favor) through their obedient faith (Gen. 6:8, 
22; Heb. 11:7). Included in Noah’s Ark were all those hu-
mans of that day who believed and obeyed the Truth that 
Noah preached to them before the flood. All the people of 
that time who were not on the Ark were excluded from it be-
cause they did not believe and obey the Truth Noah preached. 
And, no matter how much they may have professed their 
love for Noah, they did not love him or his any more than 
they loved God and His Word that was faithfully and lov-
ingly preached by Noah. But, it was God’s saving Grace (fa-
vor) that was extended to them through the message Noah 
preached. In His Omniscience our loving God knew who 
and how many would believe and obey Noah’s Holy Spirit 
inspired message. Thus, the Ark was large enough to include 
all those who did believe and obey the Truth Noah preached 
to them in that long ago day. As already noted, in that day, 
as it is today, God’s grace (favor) is extended to mankind 
through the avenue of God’s Truth (Jno. 8:31, 32; 17:17; 
Lk. 8:11, 15; Eph. 6:17; 2 Tim. 4:2; Heb. 4:12; Jno. 12:48). 
Al, is that too difficult for you to grasp? In fact, no one, 
not even you Al, would or could know a thing about God’s 
Grace without it being revealed by God to us in His infal-
lible, objective, final, complete, humanly attainable, Holy 
Spirit plenary, verbally inspired and rightly divided Word (2 
Tim. 3:16, 17; 2 Tim. 2:15). Thus the Gospel, God’s power 
to save, must be preached to every creature today in order 
for God’s saving grace to reach them (Rom. 1:16; Mark 
16:15; Eph. 2:8-10; Titus 2:11, 12). As to whether mankind 
believes and obeys the Gospel (the only way to benefit from 
God’s favor —favor undeserved and impossible for him to 
earn or merit), or repudiates it, remaining in rebellion to God 
and doing despite to the spirit of God’s Grace—is strictly 
up to them. Yes, Al, the Grace of God came teaching an 
exclusive/inclusive message—“teaching us that denying 
ungodliness and worldly lusts (Al, there goes your Pep-
perdine professor’s practicing prostitute and his cheating 
tax collector—DPB), we should live soberly, righteously, 

and godly, in this present world” (Al, these are they who 
by their obedience to the teaching of Christ in the Gospel 
are the beneficiaries of His Grace and thus are included in 
God’s Ark of  the saved—the church of Christ, as that term 
is defined and used in the New Testament—Mat. 16:18; Acts 
2:38, 41, 42, 47; Acts 20:28b)—DPB).  But I suppose the 
foregoing Truths are too complicated for you, your Pepper-
dine professor and that other “loving” person you quoted. It 
is either that, or you and they simply reject the Truth on the 
matter. And, I am sorry to say, it is more than likely the latter 
in your and their cases.

Although it has been some time since I have said it to 
you, I have told you on more than one occasion that you too 
can be saved, but like those folks who died in the flood you, 
your Pepperdine professor, and that other unknown “loving” 
person will not be saved because you hate the Truth. Only 
you and they can change your and their disposition toward 
the Truth of God’s rightly divided Word and, thus, God’s 
saving Grace. It is a shame that all of you will not do so. 
But that is the way it is with those who have free moral 
agency—you can take it or leave it. Obviously, in most cases 
your crowd leaves it.

In view of the preceding Truths, please inform your 
Pepperdine professor that a prostitute can and should enter 
the kingdom, but not expecting and planning on continuing 
in her or his, as the case may be, prostitution—and in doing 
so begin a “Turning Tricks for Jesus Ministry.” Also, the 
kind of tax collectors the Lord had in mind should also be 
in the Lord’s church, but they must give up their evil ways 
in order to do so. Of course, if you believed the Truth of the 
Gospel regarding repentance you would know that. Thus, in 
becoming a Christian, this is the reason repentance precedes 
Scriptural baptism (Acts. 2:38). This is about as basic and 
fundamental as it gets, but you fail to understand it or you 
reject it out right. The latter being most likely true. Al, Peter 
wrote of your ancient spiritual kinfolks of the First Century 
regarding their torture of some of Paul’s writings and other 
Scriptures as well in the following inspired verse. 

“As also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these 
things; in which are some things hard to be understood, 
which they that are  unlearned and unstable wrest, as 
they do also the other scriptures, unto their own destruc-
tion” (2 Pet. 3:16). 
When King Agag saw the faithful, loving, fervent, and 

zealous Samuel approaching him with drawn sword, do you 
think that Agag thought highly of God’s man at that time? 
But when the faithful and good Samuel began his Godly 
hewing of that wicked man he did not have long to think 
about anything, did he, Al? But, there is at least one thing in 
which you have become very adept and may be counted on 
with regularity to do—trample the pearls of God’s Truth un-
der your feet, then seek to rend the purveyor of them. What 
a shame that you and many others have, like the Jews of 
Paul’s day, judged yourselves unworthy of salvation (Acts 
13:46). But we will keep exposing you and yours for the 
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false teachers you are as the longsuffering of God continues 
to wait in our day (2 Pet. 3:9). At least you should know that 
you are helping the cause of Christ by giving us ample op-
portunities through your writings to teach the unadulterated 
Truth as we expose and refute your warmed over and sour 
denominational soup—though such involvement by yourself 
in so doing will profit you nothing. “For there must be also 
heresies among you, that they which are approved may 
be made manifest among you” (1 Cor. 11:19). As God used 
Nebuchadnezzar to purge Judah’s sins, He can and does use 
you and other heretics to purge the church of its dross.  

If some day your hatred of us exercises you so much 
that you overcome your cowardly mindset to the point that 
it motivates you to desire a four night public oral debate, 
do not hesitate to contact us. But I do not think even your 
outrage over the Truth we preach and our exposure/refuta-
tion of you and your friend’s errors can overcome your cul-
tivated cowardly character to the point of your being willing 
to enter into any kind of fair, public, orderly, oral discussion. 
Your yellowness is apparent to the most casual observer of 
your conduct, as is the low down cowardliness of the other 
spiritual malignant dwarves with which you love to run—in-
cluding the Pepperdine professor whose outrage like yours 
will never be such that he will be driven to meet us on the 
polemic platform to defend his twisting of the Truth. But, 
since he is at Pepperdine it may be that he has developed 
a doctrine for the churches that seeks to justify what God 
forbids—continuing in sin that God’s Grace may abound 
(Rom. 6:1). (Here my e-mail to Maxey ended.) 

Apostate Rubel Shelley and his friends have renounced 
every New Testament identfying mark of the church along 
with the authoritative nature of the New Testament. In an e-
mail exchange with one of Spring’s elders prior to the 2010 
Spring CFTF Lectureship Rubel Shelly had some choice 
words of “love and grace” for the lectureship. Shelley’s at-
titude toward us is clearly revealed in his words from his 
e-mail that follows. He wrote:    

...I tell you quite sincerely that I am praying for those of you 
who feel it necessary to subject yourselves to the venom and 
evil spirit of such a program.
The hatred for your brothers you evidence as “love for God” 
makes me sick to my stomach. I refuse to return evil for evil, 
but I have no hesitation in being as dismissive of your lec-
tureship program and intentions as Jesus was of those who 
were similarly guilty of misrepresenting the Father’s heart in 
his own time. 
And here is another objective truth to ponder: The children 
and grandchildren of those of you who assemble for the hate-
filled spectacle you have announced are fleeing your churches 
in droves. (But you already know that!) Sadly, many of them 
will not join the Baptists or Presbyterians or Community 
Churches. They will embrace unbelief instead and will say, 
“If what those people are doing is Christianity, I want no part 
of it!” (They are too spiritually sensitive to fall for the sort of 
nonsense your lectureship tries to peddle.)
I hope they will come to see that what you are doing isn’t 

Christianity at all—just a sorry perversion of it. It is alter-
nately narcissism and pharisaism. It is altogether unhealthy. 
It fosters the very unbelief you think you are fighting. May 
God have mercy on you—and even more on the generations 
you are forcing to give up on Christ because of your silly-yet-
evil misrepresentation of him.
/s/Rubel Shelly

Now notice the attitudes and criticism of those liberals 
who at this stage of their digression have only repudiated 
some obligatory matters set out in the New Testament. Some 
of these men are Dave Miller, Barry Grider, Bobby Liddell, 
Curtis Cates, et al. Of us Barry Grider wrote:

... These ... have been on a vendetta attacking faithful breth-
ren throughout the Lord’s church through their venomous ar-
ticles. ... Brown’s outlandish comments were filled with evil 
surmisings. ... The whole article was a total fabrication built 
upon nothing but lies. [They] would have us believe they are 
protectors of truth when in fact they have no respect for truth 
whatsoever. Through their writings and behavior they have 
demonstrated an attitude that is totally devoid of anything 
Christ like. They continually violate the clear teachings of 
our Lord concerning love, kindness, truthfulness, and for-
giveness. They cannot love the church for which Jesus died 
and behave as they do. They are rude and crude. They are 
hateful and haughty. Furthermore, to be so preoccupied with 
the affairs of others is not normal. In reality, they behave like 
spoiled children who don’t get their way. ... they must pitch 
a fit in order to be heard. The fact is, however, no one pays 
them much attention nor should they. The two have been iso-
lated and marked, as they should be. ....
... through their lies, innuendo, and evil surmisings [they] ... 
seek to disrupt the unity of  this congregation through seeds 
of discord.... (See CFTF, 1/2010, p. 3  for complete article)
Then there was bro. Bobby Liddell’s Dec. 2009 Yoke-

fellow article. Notice the words Liddell chose to describe 
us: haughty, egotistical, angry hasty accusers, unwilling 
forgivers, brethren destroyers, discord sowers, congre-
gation dividers, malicious speakers, evil surmisers, de-
ceivers, heresy/heretic seekers, disagreeable, distasteful, 
hypocrites, arrogant, ungodly, and fruitless (Bold mine–
DPB). All of these terms of “love and grace” from those 
who do not believe in labeling others with harsh terms! 

We stand today where we have always stood and speak 
as we have always spoken. Now, in the light of Shelly’s let-
ter and the Grider/Liddell articles, I ask, “Who has moved 
closer to whom”? Are Grider, Liddell, et al., as Shelly 
wrote, “coming to see that what [we–DPB] are doing isn’t 
Christianity at all—just a sorry perversion of it. It is alter-
nately narcissism and pharisaism”? Barry Grider’s fellow-
ship circle continues to encompass more and more of what 
The Memphis School of Preaching and Forest Hill church  at 
one time strongly opposed.

—David P. Brown, Editor


Men are more often bribed by their loyalties and
ambitions than by money. —Justice Robert Jackson 
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known to do in other situations, he composed four true – 
false questions that are easily answered, which get at the 
heart of the matter.  Who knows if Todd will make any better 
reply than others who have been asked even fewer questions 
by Terry?  They may seem simple, but they make obvious 
what some are trying to hide: Are the following statements 
true or false?

1.  NO matters of Bible teaching are heaven/hell is-
sues.
2.  ALL matters of Bible teaching are heaven/hell is-
sues.
3.  SOME matters of Bible teaching are heaven/hell is-
sues.
4.  SOME matters of Bible teaching are NOT heaven/
hell issues (21).
The first two are false, and the second two are true.  Any 

reasonable person must give these answers, although liber-
als gravitate toward #1. When stated as it is above, however, 
it shows that the only disagreement that can logically ex-
ist is what each of us might include in the “SOME” that 
are fellowship issues. Hightower offers excellent analysis 
of a serious subject, making humorous comments along the 
way. Todd’s thesis, if believed, would lead people astray and 
cause their souls to be lost, which is the reason for the re-
view. 

Edward Fudge first published The Fire That Consumes 
in 1982. While the book is scholarly, it is not without bias, 
but the reader should know that those outside the churches 
of Christ consider that Fudge has “become well-known as a 
leading advocate of the view that when the wicked die, their 
punishment is ‘eternal’ in the sense that the consequences 
last forever, not in the sense that the wicked experience un-
ending torment” (86).

Fudge’s arguments, spread out over 500 pages, are ex-
amined carefully. Much of what he writes is irrelevant, but 
he also considers most New Testament passages. It is point-
ed out that, as with most false teachers, he redefines key 
words and phrases in order to establish his case.  Thus, ever-
lasting destruction (torment that continues forever) becomes 
annihilation that cannot be reversed (in other words, one’s 
extinction is irreversible). Since Fudge has had an impact 
both in and out of the church, it is important to consider this 
review carefully.

At the root of much of today’s heresy are the teachings 
of K.C. Moser (no relation to Keith Mosher of the Memphis 
School of Preaching, as the different spelling indicates).  
The two books he is known for (and they are quite similar) 
are The Way of Salvation and The Gist of Romans. The head-
ings in this chapter provide an indication of what his false 
doctrines were: Under “Calvinist Inclinations” are “Antino-
mianism” (referring to the maximization of grace and the 
minimization of obedience), “Imputed Righteousness,” and 
(surprisingly) “Direct Operation of the Holy Spirit.” Also 

from Moser’s teachings came “The Man or The Plan” dis-
cussion in the early 1960s.  Much historical data is included 
that provides a context for this discussion.  

One might wonder, “Why are all of these books by 
apostates under review?  Who cares? None of these things 
affects me or where I worship.” People who make such com-
ments are undoubtedly sincere but, regrettably, shortsighted.  
In the first place, while a Christian may be confident that 
he and the church he attends is unaffected by various false 
doctrines, he will at some time be caught off guard by a fel-
low member asking him if he has read one of those books. 
Second, what happened with Moser’s writings could happen 
with anyone else’s.

Seeds can lie dormant for years or even centuries, await-
ing the right conditions to germinate and spring to life. The 
power is in the Gospel seed (Luke 8:11), and, unfortunately, 
in the seed of error as well (106).

Third, all Christians have the responsibility to contend 
for the faith (Jude 3).  How can we do so if we do not know 
what the enemy is doing or the ways in which he is attack-
ing? Not only have Christians received this charge, but el-
ders are especially commissioned to protect the flock from 
the wolves (Acts 20:28). How can they be effective if they 
have no idea what some of the leading wolves have writ-
ten?

Marriage, Divorce, and Remarriage
In the past 35 years, books promoting loopholes so that 

unscripturally divorced people could remarry have prolif-
erated. Daniel Denham’s 64 pages on several authors are 
enormously helpful. The amount of research he has done 
(not only in the Greek, but in several other languages) is im-
pressive (the “Works Cited” contains 59 entries).  The mate-
rial he presents is not too technical for most people, and the 
evidence is so compelling that the liberals who disagree will 
not be writing a refutation any time soon.

At the forefront is Olan Hicks (What the Bible Teaches 
about Marriage, Divorce, and Remarriage), who has, per-
haps, written and debated more than anyone else on this 
topic. Brother Denham analyzes several of the passages 
that Hicks abuses: 1 Cor. 7:2, 27-28 and Matt. 19:6, 9 (152-
80).  Also reviewed are the works of James Woodroof (The 
Divorce Dilemma), James D. Bales (Not Under Bondage), 
Lewis Hale (Except for Fornication), Rubel Shelly (Divorce 
and Remarriage: A Redemptive Theology), and Al Maxey 
(Down, But Not Out). Although Denham devoted 6 pages to 
Maxey, another entire chapter also analyzes this material. In 
fact, Olan Hicks gave high praise to Maxey’s book, saying 
that it was written with “an objectivity that is refreshing” 
(455). Hicks would likely call refreshing anyone’s views 
that echoed his.

Two adjacent chapters deal once more with fellowship.  
The first of these was also penned by Olan Hicks and is titled 
In Search of Peace, Unity, and Truth. You should remember 

(Continued From Page 1)
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that Hicks has no problem fellowshipping those who use 
musical instruments in worship, which accounts for his vain 
efforts to negate the value of lessons we all use from Noah 
and the ark, Nadab and Abihu, and Uzzah (216). Like Todd 
Deav-er, F. LaGard Smith (Who Is My Brother?) likewise 
has difficulty determining which doctrines and practices fall 
into the SOME that are heaven/hell issues and which may be 
listed in the SOME that are not. Smith proposes five levels 
of fellowship, but his thinking is both flawed and contra-
dictory. Although he affirms that calling someone a brother 
does not make him one (244), he clearly wants those who 
are not baptized for the remission of sins to be saved anyway 
(255, 263).

Along these same lines is the book by Jimmy Allen, 
Rebaptism? What One Must Know To Be Born Again. The 
reviewer of this work pinpointed the essence of the book 
precisely when he wrote: “Allen’s book is his way of con-
vincing the brotherhood that the church needs to be more 
accepting to the person who defends his sectarian baptism” 
281). Allen thinks that, despite what the New Testament 
teaches, a sufficient reason to be baptized is to obey Christ, 
thus ignoring Acts 2:38. Carroll Osburn also questions the 
purpose for baptism, whether it is “for” or “because of” the 
remission of sins in his The Peaceable Kingdom (241). He 
also urges fellowship even if there is disagreement on in-
strumental music or premillennialism (558).  Osburn was a 
“distinguished” professor at Abilene Christian University.  

A Summary
Another of Osburn’s books, Women In The Church, was 

reviewed for the ladies; this 40-page chapter contains 24 
sources in the “Works Cited.” Other professors from Abilene 
have also written books, although some of them have now 
departed the school. Among them are Ian Fair’s Leader-
ship in the Church; its author thinks that leaders ought to be 
“agents of change” (498). Others include C. Leonard Allen’s 
The Cruciform Church: Becoming a Cross-Shaped People in 
a Secular World and his The Worldly Church, which he co-
wrote with Richard Hughes and Michael Weed. This latter 
book contains the denominational error that the “indwelling 
Spirit…enlightens our minds to the things of God” (338).  

The ACU Press published Bill Love’s The Core Gospel: 
On Restoring the Crux of the Matter—another attempt to 
loosen the boundaries of fellowship for some short list of 
unspecified, essential doctrines. Lynn “Big, Sick Denomina-
tion” (which he spoke in Abilene in 1973) Anderson’s book, 
They Smell Like Sheep, also receives attention; one of the 
book’s errors is approval of re-evaluating elders or just rotat-
ing them in and out “by democratic process” (356).  Another 
Abilene apostate is Mike Cope, and his book sounds like it 
might be Biblical: Righteousness Inside Out: The Sermon 
on the Mount and the Radical Way of Jesus.  Despite the in-
clusion of some good material, Cope misinterprets Matthew 
23:23 (as most liberals do) (273) and thoroughly perverts 
Matt. 7:13-14 (277).

Teaming up with Rubel Shelly, Cope also co-wrote What 
Would Jesus Do Today? At the risk of sounding unschol-
arly, a “Valley Girl” response from the early 80s comes to 
mind: “Barf me out!” The authors simply try to make Jesus 
be “a proponent of their errors” (523).  Instead of fantasizing 
about what Jesus might do today, brethren would profit more 
from a study of what Jesus actually did do!  Equally silly is 
Marvin Phillips’ Don’t Shoot, We May Be On the Same Side.  
Most of us know where we stand, and it is nowhere near 
the vicinity of Marvin Phillips. He frequently makes the 
statement that the instrumental music question will never be 
settled on earth. That issue “was settled by inspiration in the 
first century” (360). Somehow, Marvin missed it. 

No list of heretics would be complete without a mention 
of the modern founders of waywardness: W. Carl Ketcher-
side and Leroy Garrett, who co-wrote Our Heritage of Unity 
and Fellowship, that rests upon their erroneous dichotomy 
between gospel and doctrine.  Garrett’s book on The Stone-
Campbell Movement is a separate chapter.  Cecil Hook pub-
lished the Ketcherside-Garrett collaboration, and his own 
work, Free in Christ, is examined; Hook was another one of 
several who believes that, if “one is to be saved, it must be 
totally by grace” (441). Many of these men are walking con-
tradictions; Hook, for example, wrote that a “man need not 
have New Testament writings to know the will of God for 
holy living” (450) but then took issue with the proponents 
of homosexuality because it contradicts the New Testament 
(451-52). 

One of Todd Deaver’s mentors, John Mark Hicks, wrote 
Come to the Table: Revisioning the Lord’s Supper. Yes, he 
revisions it, all right, advocating that the reader can use 
whatever he likes (whatever he finds meaningful) in place 
of the unleavened bread and fruit of the vine.  The reviewer 
concludes of Hicks:  “Logic escapes him, and sincerity is be-
yond his reach” (314).  Another book relating to fellowship 
is James D. Bales’ Shall We Splinter? that contains some 
misinformation and is a defense of his own actions.  

The last book (mentioned in this review) is endorsed 
by Rick Warren, Max Lucado, and F. LaGard Smith; what 
could possibly be wrong with it?  Daring to Dance with God 
was penned by Jeff Walling. No, he is not still promoting the 
Macarena; as Max Lucado put it: “…dancing with God is 
learning to let go” (533). He advocates that worship be spon-
taneous, unpredictable, and full of surprises. Right!  Sounds 
just like what Jesus told the woman at the well, doesn’t it?

The Tape
All of these reviews have centered on the books that 

apostates have written, but one chapter is written about a 
sermon that was given at Brown Trail on April 8, 1990 on 
the subject of the re-evaluation and reaffirmation of elders.  
The sermon that Dave Miller preached that day is included 
in the chapter (127-39). The one crucial piece of information 
that the reader must remember when reading this sermon 
is that the sermon must be viewed in the context of what 
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Brown Trail practiced! It cannot be divorced from that situ-
ation in order to try to give Dave Miller an alleged benefit of 
the doubt. There is no doubt!  While considering this chap-
ter, the reader must remind himself that Dave Miller has told 
brethren repeatedly, “I have never done anything wrong (in 
connection with this practice) that I need to repent of.”

Following Miller’s Brown Trail sermon is the statement 
released by Dave Miller, which many of his defenders have 
erroneously called his statement of repentance. It is no such 
thing; remember, he asserts he has nothing of which to re-
pent. Dub McClish’s careful and thorough analysis of that 
statement follows. The reader would see many problems 
with the statement for himself, but McClish’s keen scrutiny 
brings to light a number of important points worthy of con-
sideration.

All of those who have been assured by Dave that he 
never did anything wrong (one preacher recently lost his job 
because the congregation he was working with, in their na-
ivete, believed what Dave told them) should think about his 
guarantees while reading this chapter. Why would anyone 
accept a personal assurance in lieu of facts? The situation 

could not be any clearer, and Dave (by his own admission) 
has never repented of it (since he never did anything wrong).  
Why, then, are brethren so eager to fellowship a brother that 
is clearly in error? Does genuine brotherly love overlook 
someone’s sins? 

The value of this book is several times the meager price 
of $20 plus shipping. The hours of research that went into 
its production will only be worthwhile if brethren buy it and 
read it. Elders especially need to know the teachings of these 
false teachers—before they surface in their own congrega-
tions—and how to deal with the various doctrines highlight-
ed in this volume. It may be ordered from Contending For 
The Faith at (281) 350-5516; e-mail dpbcftf@gmail.com.

—South Seminole Church of Christ
5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792

The clown usually gets more applause than the sage, for 
people would rather be entertained than caused to think.

Jim Waldron Ain’t No Brer Rabbit*

Daniel Denham



cifically the idea of “Br’er Rabbit” to use the briar-patch 
for cover in order to keep from being made into a plate of 
hasenpfeffer? Is this Jim’s point? Is he admitting to dodging, 
hiding, and cowering from David Brown like a rabbit run-
ning from a fox? In fact, he even shows a picture of himself 
holding a copy of the August CFTF while he stands in a 
briar-patch. I suspect, though, he did not really go very far 
into the briar-patch. 

Still, Jim Waldron is really no “Br’er Rabbit.” And his 
alibi still does not touch the material that we have put forth 
dealing with his thoughtless butchering of the MDR texts of 
the Bible, especially Matthew 5:31-32, Matthew 19:9, and 1 
Corinthians 7:10-11. 

But, you know, the image does have some illustra-
tive usefulness. Down on the farm we had what we called 
a “bush-hog” that was very effective in dealing with briar-
patches of all kinds. Whenever we needed to clear a field, 
we just hitched it up behind the tractor and took off. And 
guess what happened to the rabbits hiding in the field? They 
had to run for more cover elsewhere! CFTF, just like that 
old bush-hog, keeps mowing down Jim’s hiding places and 
driving him deeper into the thorns and thickets of his own 
deceit. 

Jim Waldron issued yet another alibi attempt for his 
scurrying from the debate negotiations with David Brown 
on the subject of MDR, this one from Jim’s October 2009 
Bulletin Briefs (BB). It was in response to the August 2009 
issue of Contending for the Faith (CFTF), edited by David. 
Jim began his alibi by reprinting the story of “Br’er Rabbit 
and the Briarpatch,” by Joel Chandler Harris. Jim has some 
strange notion that he is “Br’er Rabbit” and either the editor 
of CFTF is or I am old wily “Br’er Fox.” 

That Jim has decided to leave the Himalayas (see our 
previous article dealing with his first attempt at an alibi) to 
travel to fairy-tale land is somewhat entertaining, but hardly 
addresses the many blunders, self-contradictions, and di-
lemmas inherent in his warped teaching on MDR. Jim now 
claims that he likes it down in the “briar-patch,” but he 
has evidently never experienced some of the briar-patches 
of South Alabama (LA, or Lower Alabama, as it is known 
to the locals). The only reason I would go into them is for 
blackberry picking. It would probably be most entertaining 
to see him actually navigate through one of them, but the 
way he has been dodging, ducking, and running for cover, 
that may just be what he would like! In fact, is that not why 
“Br’er Rabbit” sought by his form of “reversed psychology” 
to be thrown by “Br’er Fox” into the patch? Was it not spe-
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This newest foray into forging an alibi begins with his 
denial that he believes “that man’s law countermands God’s 
law.” What was stated is that his doctrine implies that to 
be the case. If he does not believe that it does, then it is 
only because he has chosen to be inconsistent relative to the 
consequences of his doctrine. That we cannot help! It is not 
“the imaginations of” our hearts but the implications of his 
doctrine that are troubling “Br’er Jim” as he scurries about 
looking for refuge.

Next “Br’er Jim” accuses his detractors of holding to 
“the doctrine of the neo-waiting game known as ‘mental di-
vorce’.” Jim seems proud that he has concocted two names 
for his opposition in order to misrepresent and demonize 
their position rather than dealing with it. I answered these 
false charges in a lecture at Spring, TX a couple of years 
ago in the lectureship on FELLOWSHIP: FROM GOD OR 
MAN. The material refuted this blatantly dishonest charge 
by Jim is in the lectureship book and is fully documented. 
To this day neither Jim nor any of his cronies have tried to 
answer it. When one can only fall back on clichés and con-
trived nomenclature as Jim does, it demonstrates how both 
morally and logically bankrupt his teachings are. 

Let Jim pop up out of his rabbit hole and deal with the 
material, and then let us have at it! Until then he is the one 
seeking to hide his “discomfiture” by deceits and lies rather 
than dealing with what we actually have said on the sub-
ject. Our convictions are on the record, both orally and in 
writing! We have written numerous articles and delivered a 
number of recorded lectures dealing with this subject, and 
yet Jim Waldron and his comrades have not sought to ad-
dress even one argument that we have made on the subject 
of MDR at odds with their position. The evidence speaks for 
itself.  Instead, he wants us to adopt his warped perceptions 
and contrived depictions regarding what we believe, and not 
deal with the real facts of the case. He is not being honest in 
the matter.

After poisoning the wells by his contrived depictions 
of our position, Jim claimed that it “flies in the face of the 
very first thing recorded from our Lord’s lips on the question 
of marriage, divorce, and remarriage (MDR)….” He then 
quoted Matthew 5:31-32 as the text in question. He makes 
his assertion but makes no real argument to show that we 
reject the teaching of the text. But “Br’er Jim” needs to dem-
onstrate that we do not believe what the Lord taught in Mat-
thew 5:31-32. He has made the accusation. Let him prove it! 
If he cannot prove it, then he needs to repent of the lie. The 
fact is that we believe all of the words of the text, evidently 
more than he does, because we apply the exceptive clause 
properly to the text while he ignores the full force of it. Is the 
woman in the second independent clause the same woman 
put away in the first independent clause? Let Jim answer 
it, if he dares, and see what comes! But I will not hold my 
breath waiting for him or his colleagues to address it. 

Even in his BB article, instead of dealing with the text 

and making a cogent argument upon it, he merely quoted it 
and asserted that he has thus proved his case. He then had 
the added gall to claim: 

It deeply grieves these brethren that I apply the term, “mental 
divorce,” to their doctrine, but I had not heard of such until I 
read it in an article published by Brown in 2002, from the pen 
of brother Terry Hightower in which he himself applied it to 
his teaching on MDR (See CFTF, September 2002). 
No, what bothers us is the fact that the charge of be-

lieving in “mental divorce” is false, and Jim knows that to 
be so. We established that fact in our exchange with him 
reprinted in the August 2009 issue of CFTF. As I noted in 
my previous article dealing with Jim’s alibi on his web site, 
this is the only note he seems to be able to blow upon his 
trumpet. He misrepresents us and he misrepresents Terry 
Hightower on the matter, as Terry’s letter to him in Jim’s 
divorce packet also shows. Furthermore, Jim even misrepre-
sents and rewrites the history of the matter as to his involve-
ment in the dispute. He claimed that he had never heard of 
this phrase before Terry’s article, yet he admitted in writing 
to David Brown and me that he knew of the controversy be-
tween CFTF and the Southwest church in Austin, TX over 
MDR. He also knew that Terry’s article was in response, at 
least in part, to the errors of and the charges made by some 
from the Southwest church, especially from the school, and 
a particular false teacher, Stan Crowley, a Southwest alum-
nus and preacher for the church in Schertz, TX. Also, this 
false charge of “mental divorce” has been leveled by some 
of the anti-cooperation brethren against some of their own. 
The claims he made here are but more attempts to find cover 
instead of addressing the real issues. But “be it hedge, or log, 
or e’n miry bog,” Jim cannot hide from the Truth.

As his alibi search progressed, Waldron then tried to 
bring his own material to the attention of his readers – never 
mind that such in logic is called “special pleading” when 
one seeks to suppress the contrary facts of a case. We have 
been aboveboard in publishing full documentation of all 
pertinent materials, including the writings of Jim Waldron 
himself, to our readers. Why does Jim not want all of the 
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facts to be seen and weighed? He clearly is upset over the 
August 2009 issue of CFTF. Why should he be, if he has 
nothing about which to be concerned? Why would he not 
want to post our material on his web site alongside of his, so 
that his readers could decide for themselves instead of being 
propagandized? Might it be that he realizes how lame his 
case really is in the face of the proper exegesis of the texts 
involved and the numerous self-contradictions and blunders 
of his own position? Did we see “Br’er Jim” bob his head or 
pat his foot? Or maybe it was a bit of twitch of his nose we 
saw as he tries to determine which way to run now!

For example, Jim affirmed in some of his material in 
his self-celebrated “Mental Divorce Packet” that a civil di-
vorce that is not on the grounds of fornication severs a Mat-
thew 19:6 marriage bond, regardless of God’s will in the 
matter, provided one of the spouses in the marriage is the 
one who initiates the divorce instead of the civil state. He 
also endorsed the material of Mike Glenn, a co-worker of 
Jim’s who teaches the same error (see below). Yet Jim also 
endorsed the material of Eddie Whitten, which denies that 
very teaching! 

But that is not all there is to Jim’s hypocrisy on this 
subject. In the debate book he advertises right along with his 
“Mental Divorce Packet” he affirms that a civil divorce that 
is NOT for fornication does NOT sever a Matthew 19:6 mar-
riage bond. Let him address this self-contradiction honestly 
and openly rather than hiding behind his clichés and con-
trived monikers. Let him address the text of Malachi 2:14, 
wherein Malachi declares that the woman unscripturally di-
vorced by her Hebrew husband is still his “companion and 
wife by covenant.” Jim knows that to do so is deadly to his 
doctrine. Yes, indeed, those briars would be feeling mighty 
cozy when the rabbit doesn’t want to be found out! 

Jim closed his second alibi piece with a monologue about 
his suffering, but did not address even one salient point in 
the dispute. Poor ole “Br’er Jim”!  His self-pity party is both 
demeaning and deceitful. One would think that Jim Waldron 
and his supporters are the only ones who have suffered “the 
slings and arrows of outrageous fortune.” What is truly sad, 
brethren, when one who has preached the Gospel as long as 
Jim Waldron has done now feels compelled to replace argu-
ments with assertions, reason with historical revisions, and 
evidence with whining. Jim had no problem when the editor 
of CFTF took to task the likes of Rubel Shelly, Mac Deaver, 
and Max Lucado; in fact, Jim even authored articles in the 
past for the paper. But now “the Crossville Bunny” wants to 
warn one and all because the editor would dare question the 
substance of his case. 

In fact, Jim claims now that “many God-fearing men 
have endured the wrath of those at CTFT [sic]…” As he 
does not name these “many God-fearing men,” we are left 
to wonder if he has reference to the aforementioned Rubel 
Shelly, Mac Deaver, and Max Lucado, among others. May-
be he even refers to folks like Al Maxey, John Mark Hicks, 

Rick Atchley, and possibly even Olan Hicks, who shares be-
lief with Jim that a civil divorce that is not for fornication 
severs a Matthew 19:6 marriage.  

Ironically, Olan Hicks, the very one whom Jim debated 
in 1977, also affirms, like Jim, that man, by a civil divorce 
that is not for fornication, can – has the innate ability to – put 
asunder what God has joined together. Hicks teaches that 
Matthew 19:6 does not mean that man cannot put asunder 
what God has joined together (cf. Olan’s book What the 
Bible Teaches about Marriage, Divorce, and Remarriage, 
pp. 10ff.). 

As I have noted, Mike Glenn, co-worker of Jim Wal-
dron at Crossville, also affirms in Jim’s special MDR pack-
et, “Some people erroneously take the phrase, ‘let not man 
put asunder,’ as saying that it is impossible for man to break 
up a marriage,” and then proceeded to try to prove that con-
tention (“Explicit and Implicit Truths of Matt. 19:1-9 with 
Diagrams,” The Mental Divorce Packet, edited by Jim Wal-
dron, p. 20), which Jim obviously embraces despite his own 
statements in the Waldron-Hicks debate back in 1977.  In-
terestingly, Jim has also claimed that he still holds the same 
view he affirmed in that debate, despite the fact that he also 
endorses the contrary view of Mike Glenn. He cannot have 
it both ways. The two views are simply not compatible! 

Mike Glenn’s view of the marriage bond is the exact 
same as that of Olan Hicks. Why then has Jim not withdrawn 
from Mike Glenn over this error? Instead, he approvingly 
includes Mike’s false doctrine in his divorce packet thus un-
dermining the truth through it. It is no wonder that Waldron 
does not want to deal with propositions that show this obvi-
ous correlation with the teaching of Olan Hicks relative to 
the nature of the marriage bond!  I wonder if Jim believes it 
to be a “badge of honor” to hold the exact same view as Olan 
Hicks on this matter? No, rather than being “a dead opos-
sum” drying in the sunshine, Jim has chosen to be a running 
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rabbit looking for some hidey holes on the issue. 
One thing can be said relative to Olan Hicks that cannot 

be said about Jim on this point. Olan is, at the very least, try-
ing to be consistent with his many other errors on the subject 
of MDR, while Jim is involved in a clear self-contradiction 
on this point that he does not intend to correct. He knows 
that to correct his self-contradiction would be disastrous for 
his other theories, especially relative to the application of 
the exceptive clause in Matthew 19:9 to the second indepen-
dent clause. His subterfuge in trying to paint his opponents 
as denying that fornication is the only Scriptural ground for 
divorce does not hide this fact. 

How can God view a second marriage as “adulterous” 

in the literal sexual sense of the term, unless the original 
marriage is considered by Him to still be intact? Jim is being 
deceitful about this glaring self-contradiction in his position, 
which has been brought forcefully to his attention. Some of 
those holding to Jim’s view, also like Olan Hicks, are now 
redefining the meaning of “adultery” rather than give up 
their false view concerning the marriage bond. Meanwhile, 
instead of proving his own case, “Br’er Jim” scurries about 
looking for better cover. All the while, the bush-hog keeps 
mowing down the briar-patch!

—607 72nd Street
Newport News, VI 23605 

*My copy of Harris’ work omits the apostrophe in “Brer.”
 



Our Enemy Never Sleeps
Roelf L. Ruffner

that there had been a split and some of the elders had re-
signed. I do recall that Dave taught this doctrine in class 
sometime during my second year. As I remember it was 
unanimously rejected by the students in that particular class 
and Dave did not mention it again. Marriage Intent was also 
discussed briefly by Dave in class one day. Unfortunately, I 
have found no documentation for these classes so far in my 
records, only my memory. 

I last saw Dave in February of 2006. I had spoken at 
the Annual Spring Lectures in Spring, Texas, and was wait-
ing at Bush Intercontinental Airport to fly home. He was on 
his way to the West Coast. We greeted one another and he 
asked me what I was doing in Houston. I explained. He then 
said, “You don’t believe what they are saying about me do 
you?” I responded, “I don’t know Dave, you tell me?” As 
he turned away from me he said, “You need to contact the 
elders (Brown Trail?)”. With his back to me my final words 
were “Dave, I’m praying for you”. I remember the encoun-
ter distinctly, as if it were yesterday. (Recently, I learned that 
Dave recalls the encounter differently, saying that I was the 
one who rejected his attempts to explain things. Perhaps he 
is confusing me with someone else.) 

In August 2007 my family and I moved to Cheyenne, 
WY, to work with the brethren at the High Plains church of 
Christ. I believed that we were blessed with a good work. 
The brethren seemed to desire straight Bible teaching and 
preaching. They were good to me and often complimented 

It is amazing how Satan strives to enter into all of the 
affairs of men on this earth. He is truly our “adversary” (1 
Pet. 5:8). Whatever good and fruitful work we are involved 
in as Christians, he pokes his head into it. 

As with many of you I have followed the controversy 
over bro. Dave Miller since its inception in 2005. It grieved 
me thoroughly since I am a graduate of the Brown Trail 
School of Preaching (BTSOP), class of ‘92. Dave was an 
instructor at the school during those years and director the 
last year I was there. Overall I must think he did a good job 
as instructor during my time there. I had maintained some 
contact  with him since then, but not close contact. I read 
his book Piloting the Strait and recommended it to others. 
About 2003 or 2004 I started hearing about the upheaval at 
the Brown Trail church of Christ and the school that involved 
Dave Miller. Some students were dismissed and most of the 
full time faculty quit. I tried to talk with some of my former 
teachers about what was happening but they all remained 
mute. One said that he would not go back to the school as 
long as Dave was in control. At the last lectureship at Brown 
Trail I attended Dave spoke at the alumni meeting but the 
issue was not broached by him. 

In 2005 as the Dave Miller/Apologetics Press saga un-
folded I was disgusted by what I read. When I had attended 
BTSOP the split in the church caused by the false doctrine 
of Elder Re-evaluation/Reaffirmation (Elder R/R) was not 
discussed and unknown to me until much later. I only knew 
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my sermons. During my stay of 29 months ten souls were 
baptized (five by the members). Unfortunately, we had to 
withdraw fellowship from five brethren (2 Thes.3:6). One 
brother’s wife left him and we helped him to pick up the 
pieces of his life. I believe that my time at High Plains was 
some of the most productive years of my preaching life.

Yet Satan never sleeps. He is always around the next 
corner causing harm. The salary for the preacher at High 
Plains had been overseen by the eldership of the Morrison, 
TN Church of Christ since about 2000. They had also helped 
them to remodel their current building. They had been very 
fair and prompt in dispersing the support funds to me. In re-
turn I sent a bimonthly report of my work to them as well as 
a copy of the weekly church bulletin to one of the elders by 
e-mail.

This relationship changed in June of 2009 when I con-
tacted the elders at Morrison (Dawson Campbell, Johnny 
Parker and Glenn Woodlee) and asked to finally meet them 
and perhaps speak before the congregation. A few days lat-
er I was contacted by bro. Campbell who agreed for me to 
come and speak “if it will not violate your conscience.” I 
was taken aback and asked why. He said that they supported 
Gospel Broadcasting Network (GBN) and Memphis School 
of Preaching (MSOP). (On occasion I had put articles in our 
bulletin concerning the issue of fellowshipping Dave Miller. 
Why they did not inform me of their fellowship practices ear-
lier, I do not know.) I asked him if I could come anyway and 
talk with them. He agreed for me to come the last weekend 
in August.

I traveled to Tennessee with much apprehension. But I 
was determined to give the eldership the benefit of the doubt 
concerning this issue of fellowship and, to  honestly and fair-
ly present the facts to these brethren and so give them the 
opportunity to change their minds. “Recompense no man 
evil for evil. Provide things honest in the sight of all men” 
(Rom.12:17). I intentionally told none of the men of the con-
gregation of my ultimate plans. I wanted to find out the po-
sition of the elders before I accused them of anything. The 
brethren knew that Dave Miller was a marked, false teacher. 
Everyone in the congregation received CFTF and brethren 
Jess Whitlock, Tim Cozad (who was the local preacher for 
several years before me), David Brown, and Danny Douglas 
had spoken on this issue during gospel meetings in Chey-
enne. I had preached two sermons on the subject myself. 

I was treated graciously by bro. Dawson and his wife 
where I stayed. Sunday morning I spoke at two congrega-
tions in the area who were supporters of the High Plains 
work and I spoke that evening at Morrison. Before my ser-
mon that evening I met with two of the elders (bro. Woodlee 
was absent) and a deacon for almost an hour. I informed the 
brothers that I was speaking for myself, not the High Plains 
congregation. As thoroughly as I could in that limited time 
period, I explained the issue of fellowshipping Dave Miller 
and the unscripturalness of the false doctrines he has taught. 
I was met with almost total silence. I intentionally stopped 

several times and asked if there were any questions. All 
they would say is that they had already talked to someone 
about this matter. (One brother did question a reference I 
made to brother Garland Elkins. He had held gospel meet-
ings at Morrison in the past. I promised to send him further 
information.). As I finished I added these words, “Brethren, 
I have nothing to gain and everything to lose by talking 
with you.” I left these brethren with a packet of informa-
tion: a CD of sermons and articles gathered by bro. Mi-
chael Hatcher, copies of articles, a list of MSOP graduates 
& former honorary alumni who reject MSOP’s fellowship 
practices and a personal note by me. I asked them out of 
respect for me to examine the evidence thoroughly and let 
me know their decision. 

I determined not to inform the brethren at High Plains 
of the particulars of my meeting until the elders contacted 
me first. Finally, on Wednesday evening, October 21st at 
9:00 p.m., I received an unscheduled conference call from 
all three of the elders (Campbell, Parker and Woodlee) as 
well as the preacher at Morrison, bro. Roger Comstock. Bro. 
Parker informed me at the beginning that the call was being 
tape recorded. I agreed. At the end of the call I requested a 
copy of the tape. The elders refused this expected courtesy 
unless I agreed not to share the tape with anyone. I refused 
and my protests were ignored. This is why my writing of 
the conference call will be from recollection. 

Once again the elders were silent during the whole 
hour. It turned out to be a two way conversation between 
myself and Roger. Most of what I heard was the standard 
arguments of defenders of Dave Miller. Roger did indicate 
that he had personally talked with Dave recently (a rare in-
terview!). He said that there was no procedure in the Bible 
for the removal of elders, so such was an internal matter. 
I kept bringing him back to the unscripturalness of Elder 
R/R. Roger indicated that he had problems with brethren 
“marking” others as false teachers. He asked me if I real-
ized that my “circle of fellowship” was growing smaller 
and smaller. I maintained that as long as the Lord was in 
that circle I was satisfied. 

I do distinctly recall asking the elders and Roger if they 
had examined the packet of information I had left with them 
in August. None of the elders indicated that they had looked 
at it. I rebuked them for this slovenly behavior (cf.1 Thes. 
5:21). Roger claimed that he had listened to part of one of 
Dave Miller’s sermons and had also read an article by bro. 
Dub McClish. He said that Dub had falsely written that Acts 
Chapter 6 applied to the selection of elders. Later, it came to 
me that this was the argument Dave Miller had made in his 
sermon on Elder R/R, not bro. McClish!

I promised the elders that I would discuss this with the 
men of High Plains at our next men’s business meeting (I 
had already planned to do this before they phoned.). At the 
November 8th meeting I informed the men of my meetings 
with the Morrison elders over their fellowship practices. I 
remember making this statement, “I can’t fellowship these 
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brethren, and I hope you can’t either.” I requested that the 
men make a decision whether or not to continue receiving 
support. If they did decide to maintain their relationship 
with Morrison I would have to move. The men unanimously 
agreed to support me directly from the church treasury until 
they could come to a decision. In the meantime I recom-
mended that they allow me to look for another congrega-
tion to oversee my support. They agreed. In the meantime 
I agreed to supply them with information concerning Dave 
Miller and the false doctrines he has taught and promoted. I 
was relieved by their attitude, but not for long. 

A week later, Saturday, December 15th, I received a call 
from one of the brethren that the men had decided to contact 
the eldership in Morrison by a conference call and I was 
not invited. What followed were a series of secret, unan-
nounced meetings by some of the men. I was informed by 
two of the men that they needed more information. I read-
ily complied by passing out information before worship and 
sending e-mails to all the men who had access to a computer. 
One of the men, bro. Kurtis Briggs, showed himself to be 
the ringleader of this rebellion. He personally called a busi-
ness meeting one Sunday evening where I was thoroughly 
castigated. I defended myself from the Scriptures; which the 
defenders of Dave Miller claimed I was using to avoid an-
swering questions. I remember one exchange over whether 
or not Dave had repented. Some maintained that Dave may 
have repented privately to God. Kurtis made this heretical 
statement, “I guess Dave Miller needs to pray to you, Ro-
elf.” I rebuked him before the men.

I soon realized the main reason for their opposition 
– family and friendship ties. Some of the men mentioned 
that they had friends and relatives in congregations that fel-
lowship Dave. They said that I was forcing them to disfel-
lowship them. I said that was not my intent. Only they could 
make that decision. They should supply them with the infor-
mation about what Dave has taught.

I think that there were many clandestine, unannounced 
men’s meetings which I was not informed of. There were 
probably many visits and phone calls made concerning this 
matter. I was witnessing a sordid example of “church poli-
tics.” I was determined to not take that road. I was available 
to anyone who wanted to learn the truth. During this period 
a few members contacted me, very few in my opinion. I was 
not on the phone or visiting members seeking their support. 

One Sunday Kurtis had it announced that any of the 
men who wanted to listen to the tape of my conversation 
with the Morrison elders should meet at the building that 
afternoon. I had heard that the elders had sent a copy of the 
tape to one of the men of the congregation. I attended that 
meeting. After several minutes the tape was not played and 
two of the men motioned for me to come to the foyer. There 
they insisted that I leave because “I already knew what was 
on the tape.” I protested since I was a member of the congre-
gation and had a right to hear the tape. I soon saw that my 
objections were futile and left. 

I also learned from one of my supporters, bro. Gary 
Summers, that he had been contacted by someone at Morri-
son saying that he was invited to a meeting of my supporters 
to discuss my work at High Plains. I knew nothing of this 
meeting. In my last conversation with the Morrison elders I 
brought this to their attention and asked why I was not in-
formed of the meeting and allowed to defend myself. They 
tried to tape this meeting as well but I refused. After a heat-
ed conversation bro. Parker declared that since I would not 
“change,” any support from them would stop immediately. 
But that did not end my contact with the eldership. A few 
days later, on November 24th, I received my support as was 
usually the case that time of the month. I immediately tried 
to contact the deacon at Morrison who usually oversaw this. 
He never returned my call. After a waiting a week I mailed 
a personal check for the amount to Morrison, assuming that 
a mistake had been made. After several days waiting for my 
check to clear the bank, I called bro. Campbell and politely 
asked him to please cash my check. He replied “Yup!” and 
that was the extent of the conversation. 

The crisis came to a head the first week in December 
2009. I found out later that most of the men of the congrega-
tion were in a December 3rd conference call with the Mor-
rison elders and Dave Miller. Dave Miller came off as “hon-
est and sincere” to some. There it was learned that Dave 
thought he had nothing to repent of by teaching and promot-
ing Elder R/R. 

I received a phone call from bro. Will Armagost on 
Saturday night December 5th asking me to appear before 
the men at the church building. I refused since this was not 
a scheduled announced meeting. Since I would not come 
to the meeting he proceeded to read a prepared statement 
which accused me (among other things) of “usurping au-
thority” by meeting with the elders at Morrison without the 
knowledge of the men. (I had previously apologized before 
the men if I had offended anyone by meeting with the elders. 
I thought my apology was accepted.) I cannot recall all the 
particulars of the statement since I never saw it. I asked him 
if all the men had agreed to it. He claimed that the three 
men who were not present had agreed to it by phone. I later 
learned this was not accurate. I acknowledged the statement, 
then I said goodbye and hung up the phone. 

Sunday morning, December 6th, I was prepared to re-
sign at the close of the worship service. My plan was to go 
as quietly as possible. I assumed I would be given time to 
find a place to preach. Before Bible study was to begin I was 
asked to go to the small office room in the back. Most of the 
men of the congregation were present. I was told that since 
I “hung up on them” (I did not!) the night before they want-
ed to inform me that I would neither preach nor teach that 
morning. I was accused of bringing division to the church 
and other ridiculous charges. I told the men of my plan to 
resign that morning and to start searching for a place to 
preach. Kurtis said that for me to stay I must agree to accept 
money from Morrison. I refused to violate my conscience. 
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(The only man present who stood up for me in that meeting 
was bro. Mike Allen. Later two of the men apologized to 
me.) After a time I realized that it was useless to reason with 
them so I told them my family and I were leaving because 
we could not worship God in such an atmosphere. The next 
week I was handed a check for 1 ½ month severance pay by 
one of the members. 

I know that many of you have undergone ordeals worse 
than mine. Many of my preaching brethren have been treat-
ed far worse than I was. But the sense of betrayal and the 
unchristian attitude I witnessed was heartbreaking. Yet what 
happened to me is secondary to the violation of the bride of 
Christ in Cheyenne, WY and in Morrison, TN. Forsaking the 
Truth for the sake of family, friendship and money has been 
a constant theme throughout the Dave Miller/Apologetics 
Press/ GBN/MSOP/OABS debacle. It is the naked thrust for 
power, the lack of Christian leadership, the unscriptural/un-

ethical treatment of brethren and the rejection of the Savior’s 
law of brotherly love.

But I am also thankful. I am thankful that I was given 
the privilege of defending God’s Word publicly and private-
ly. I am thankful for prayer and God’s Word that sustained 
me through those difficult months. I am thankful that this 
chapter in my life has taught my family and me the value of 
Truth and the preciousness of His church. I am thankful for 
those few faithful brethren that I confided in and the good 
counsel they provided. 

Let us pray for the peace of spiritual Israel and the re-
pentance of bro. Dave Miller, my former teacher and friend, 
and his protectors. Most of all, let the faithful remain so and 
help to build up what remains of the bride of Christ in our 
country.

—11651 246th St.
Lawrence, KS 66044



In editing the paper Seeking the Old Paths (STOP) bro. 
Robinson and his writers correctly oppose many false doc-
trines and CFTF commends that action on their part. In this 
article he has done a great job in setting out the Truth of 2 
John 9-11. He clearly and correctly points out what he un-
derstands the passage to teach and states specifically what 
those points are. But I am going to go through his article and 
pose some questions for him based on his correct conclu-
sions regarding the teaching of 2 Jno. 9-11. My questions  
and comments will be in italics.   

Second John 9-11 reads: 
Whosoever transgresseth and abideth not in the doctrine 
of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the Doctrine of 
Christ, he hath both the Father and the Son. If there come 
any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not 
into your house, neither bid him God speed. For he that 
biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil deeds.
Many of my brethren act as if these three verses did not 

exist in the Bible. Surely they have been there all along. I 
know they have as long as I have lived. Actually, it is God’s 
inspired Word written by the apostle John. All of God’s Word 
is inspired and profitable to equip us to be beneficiaries of 
that heavenly home (2 Tim. 3:16–17; 2 Pet. 1:3).

According to the practice (actions speak louder than 
words—Mat. 7:16) of many brethren, we now believe the 
denominational doctrine of “once saved always saved.” It 

seems that no matter what one may teach as doctrine he is 
still accepted and used by congregations, schools, and broth-
erhood papers. One can teach anything anymore and some 
will still use him. What must one teach before he no longer 
teaches the doctrine of Christ? How far must one go before 
brethren will cease to count him faithful and “bid him God 
speed?” If one taught theistic evolution, instrumental music, 
Christians in all the denominations, facets of Pentecostal-
ism, the Bible is not inspired, or the church of Christ is a 
“big sick denomination,” would this be going too far? Not 
according to many! Yet we have brethren teaching these 
very things that are still used every day and counted as faith-
ful “Gospel” preachers. If this is not “once saved always 
saved,” I would like to know what it is. Is there such a thing 
as a false teacher (preacher) among the churches of Christ 
today? Not according to many! Many act as if there is no 
such thing! It seems that everyone is accepted. Brethren, let 
me tell you, there is an over abundance of false teachers! If 
there was one, it would be too many. But we know there will 
be some (2 Pet. 2:1–3) and that they are necessary that “they 
which are approved may be made manifest among you” (1 
Cor. 11:19). [Does bro. Robinson believe he has been guilty 
of the same thing in his failure to refute Dave Miller’s er-
rors and openly oppose those who advocate the continual 
fellowship of Miller although he has never confessed his 
sins regarding the r&r of elders and his errors on mar-

EXAMINING  GARLAND  ROBINSON’S  ARTICLE

UNDERSTANDING 2 JOHN 9–11
David P. Brown 
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riage, divorce and remarriage? Does Robinson think that 
he has an obligation to oppose Miller, et al., on the pages 
of STOP?]

Perhaps I misunderstand what 2 John 9–11 teaches. If 
I do, I wish someone would please correct me. Do I misun-
derstand? [Is it not the case that Robinson sees the Truth of 
the passage, but fails to consistently apply what it teaches 
to all to whom it applies—David Miller, et al.?] 

I understand this verse to mean that any person who 
does not hold to and teach the Doctrine (Gospel, teaching) 
of Christ is not in fellowship with God. That is, he is out of 
favor with God, does not meet God’s approval, and conse-
quently is lost in his condition. Is this a misunderstanding? 
[Does Dave Miller and all those who continue to extend 
fellowship to him “meet God’s approval?”]

I understand that no matter how much good one has 
done or maybe even is doing in some areas does not over-
shadow (out weigh the bad) the fact that he may hold to 
and/or teach some false idea concerning the New Testa-
ment. This soul may be teaching thousands about Christ and 
still transgress (go beyond, against) Christ’s law in another 
area. Is this a misunderstanding? [Does Dave Miller, Curtis 
Cates, Bobby Liddell, Garland Elkins, Barry Grider, the 
Memphis School of Preaching, the Forest Hill congreg-
tion, the Southwest congregation, Austin, TX, the South-
west School of Bible Studies, the Gospel Broadcasting 
Network, Apologetics Press, et al.,  fall into the category 
of people Robinson has described in the preceding para-
graph? If not, why not?]

I understand the passage to mean that one who believes, 
teaches and abides in the Doctrine of Christ has both the Fa-
ther and the Son; that the individual who does so is in good 
standing with God, meets His approval, and will therefore 
be saved eternally if he continues in his present condition. 
Is this a misunderstanding? [Is this the condition of those 
noted at the end of the last paragraph?]

I understand that if one comes to me (or anyone else, 
for that matter) and does not hold to and teach the doctrine 
of Christ, I am not to receive him as if he were a faithful 
teacher of God’s Word, and if I do, I am as wrong as he is. Is 
this a misunderstanding? [Is this the spiritual condition of 
Miller, Cates, Liddell, et al. ?]

I understand that I am not to “bid God speed” to anyone 
who does not teach the Truth. I must not give my approval 
to them nor desire success in their efforts toward which they 
work. If I do, have sinned. Is this a misunderstanding? [Does 
Robinson tacitly “bid God speed” to Miller, Cates Liddell, 
et al.?] 

I understand that if I aid and encourage them in any way, 
I am just as guilty as they are concerning their false teaching 
even though I may believe and teach the truth myself. Is this 
a misunderstanding? [Does it apply to Robinson in that he 
has failed to oppose Miller and his supporters?]

I understand the things in which they are involved are 

“evil deeds” as far as God is concerned, no matter what they 
may say to the contrary or what we believe about it. Is this 
a misunderstanding? [Does Robinson believe  Miller, et al., 
are involved in “evil deeds” ?]

I understand that I must not fellowship those who know-
ingly fellowship false teachers because they are partakers of 
their evil deeds and end up just as lost as the false teachers 
themselves. Is this a misunderstanding? [Does it apply to 
those who fellowship Dave Miller, et al.?]

I understand I must not “turn my head” to things taught 
by some “well known” preacher among us. That anyone can 
stray away from the strait and narrow is a fact established 
by our Lord. Is this a misunderstanding? [Has Robinson 
“turned his head” to things taught by some “well known” 
preacher among us? Have I misunderstood his failure to 
openly oppose Miller, et al.?] 

I understand I must not remain silent when error has 
been (or is) taught but rather speak the truth in boldness and 
love. This is to be done whether the false teacher is some-
one personally unknown to me or someone whom I know 
and love deeply. The obligation remains the same. Is this 
a misunderstanding? [Has Robinson “remained silent” in 
regard to Miller’s errors and sealed his lips rather than 
speak out about those who are extending fellowship to 
Miller and friends? If he has not remained silent where is 
the evidence of it?]

Do I misunderstand 2 John 9–11? I want to go to Heav-
en and take as many with me as I possibly can. I do not want 
to allow more than God does. What about you?

I believe I understand the passage correctly. [I think 
he understands it correctly too, but does he and many oth-
ers consistently and without respect of persons abide by it?  
Where MSOP, GBN, AP, their supporters, et al., predomi-
nate it is hard to take a stand against them, hard to raise 
funds, hard to find preaching jobs, etc., but the next time 
you sing “heaven is worth it all” please compare and con-
trast yourself with “Therefore to him that knoweth to do 
good, and doeth it not, to him it is sin” (James. 4:17) .

—2007 Francis Ferry Rd.
McMinnville, TN 37110

If I profess with the loudest voice and clearest 
exposition every portion of the truth of God ex-
cept precisely that little point which the world 
and the devil are at that moment attacking. I am 
not confessing Christ, however boldly I may be 
professing Christ. Where the battle rages, there 
the loyalty of the soldiers proved, and to be 
steady on all battlefields besides, is mere flight 
and disgrace if he flinches at that point. —Fran-
cis A. Schaffer, The God Who Is There, p. 18; 
As quoted by Thomas B. Warren in A Time of 
Sound Doctrine in A Day of Liberalism. Warren 
Publications, Henderson, TN, 1971.



-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–Cambridgeshire—Cambridge City Church of Christ, 
meeting at The Manor Community College, Arbury Rd., Cambridge, 
CB4 2JF. Sun., Bible Study--10:30 a.m., Worship-- 11:30 a.m.; Tue. Bible 
Study--7:30 p.m. www.CambridgeCityCoC.org.uk. Keith Sisman, Gospel 
Preacher. Contacts: Keith Sisman [From  USA, Toll Free: (281) 475-
8247); By phone inside the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  
Alternative Cambridge contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101; Matt. 
Shouey (Lakenheath) - 01638-531268. Postal/mailing Address - PO BOX 
1, Ramsey Huntingdon, PE26 2YZ United Kingdom 

-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, 

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.

Pensacola–Eastgate Church of Christ, 2809 E. Creighton Rd., 
{emsacp;a. F; 32504, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m. Tim Cozad, evangelist, (850) 477-4910

-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. Goins; DJGoins@gmail.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.
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Brethren:
As was true with me, one of the highlights of your 

life was undoubtedly the two years you spent at Memphis 
School of Preaching. The verse by verse study of the Bible 
in our classes was greatly beneficial. The related curriculum, 
including Bible Archeology, Logic, The Preacher and His 
Work, and Greek has also proven to be helpful through the 
succeeding years. In many ways, we will always recognize 
a sense of gratitude for those two years of study.

Even though I look back on the two years I attended 
MSOP with appreciation, I was not entirely comfortable 
with everything at the school then, and am now gravely 
concerned over the direction our alma mater is headed. My 
concerns began the very first day of the fall initiation pro-
cess for new students. If you recall, we were told that even 
if a student preached on a regular basis for a congregation 
in the area, the bulk of his contribution should go to Knight 
Arnold (now Forest Hill). I never abode by that suggestion, 
because I personally believed it was unscriptural as well as 
dictating a rule that neither the school nor its director had the 
authority to make.

 I was personally privy to a discussion that dealt with 
the Holy Spirit error of Mac Deaver. The gist of that conver-
sation was to take a wait and see attitude instead of taking 
a stand. One comment that was made was, (and I am not 
putting this in quotes because I cannot remember it word for 

AN OPEN LETTER TO MY FELLOW 1995
AND OTHER MSOP GRADUATES

Charles Pogue, Editor: The Issues of Life

word), let’s let those crazy brethren in Texas fight it out. We 
will see then where to come down on the thing. 

Do you remember when we were told singing hymns 
with the accompaniment of mechanical instruments of mu-
sic outside of the worship service was a matter of scruple, 
and after the instructor said that in class, he categorically 
refused to even discuss it? He would not have answered had 
any of us asked, but have you ever wondered why he refused 
to discuss it? I have not, and cannot reason to any good an-
swer he could have given.

Surely, you must remember that one of the human in-
novations often condemned was the use of dramatic skits. 
How many of you are aware that while we were students, a 
dramatic skit reenacting the conversion of Eunuch was pre-
sented at the youth day on Saturday preceding the lecture-
ship? I am well aware it was not a regular worship assembly, 
but still it was hypocritical. 

How many of you know that an instructor took the posi-
tion that Rahab was justified in lying about the spies accord-
ing the so-called concept of the greater good? That was not 
in our class, but in the one that followed us. Is that not either 
the human philosophy of utilitarianism or of pragmatism? 
I was told about this by a student in the class immediately 
after it happened.

None of you know this, but while I was a student at 
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Editorial...

SUMMER BIBLE CAMPS
Bible camps have scriptural authority to exist be-

cause they aid parents in discharging their God given 
obligation to rear their children “in the nuture and ad-
monition of the Lord” (Eph. 6:4). As long as the Truth 
is taught by faithful church members at such gatherings 
they are helpful. They should not and will not be support-
ed or patronized by faithful brethren if they fail to teach 
the Truth overall, or any component part thereof, or they 
teach false doctrine, or their activities are not scriptural, 
or the people directing and teaching in them are not liv-
ing Christian lives. Engaged in such errors they cease 
to be “good works” as the Bible uses and defines those 
words (Col. 3:17; Eph. 2:10; Titus 3:18; Heb. 10:24; 1 
Peter 2:12; John 12:48). Unless they correct their errors 
they ought to cease their existence.

Summer Bible camps are not obligatory, but option-
al—they constitute one way parents and others may dis-
charge their God given duties to children. As such Bible 
camps are to benefit children spiritually and morally. 

A Word of Caution 
All of us are familiar with little league ball teams. 

Certainly when all other things are scripturally equal 
they can be wholesome activities. But how many times 
have certain parents tried to turn little league ball teams 
into something other than a way for children to have 
organized and supervised fun as they learn team work, 
etc.? Some parents, coaches and others forget that little 
league ball teams are for the good of the kids, not some-
thing for  the adults to manipulate to their own self-grati-
fication. Thus, at times parents, et al., strike out in the 
eyes of their young players because of their self-serving 
attempts to make the ball game their own.

Those who run summer Bible camps and such like 
have an obligation to God, the campers, their parents and 
all involved to promote biblical unity and fellowship, ex-
emplifying Godliness rather than engaging in self serv-
ing ways. We must remember that such endeavors are for 
the ultimate spiritual good of the campers. In this day 
of much evil in the Lord’s church cooperative optional 
efforts must promote scriptural unity and the fellowship 
of the same—always beginning with and governed by 
God’s Truth. Personal desires, plans, aspirations and the 
like must not be allowed to disrupt such activities. Such 
should be put aside for the good of all involved. With 
these salient points in mind regarding summer Bible 
camps we are pleased to recommend The Lone Star Bi-
ble Camp introduced to our readers on page three. 

—David P. Brown, Editor
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The Lone Star Bible Camp 
Helping to Spiritually Mold Our Children Now And For The Future

Bruce Stulting

“Lo, children are an heritage of the LORD” (Psa. 127:3). This being the case, the Lord has placed parents in a position of 
stewardship over His possession.  “Moreover it is required in stewards, that a man be found faithful” (1 Cor. 4:2). Children 
are to be brought up “in the nurture and admonition of the Lord” (Eph. 6:4). Therefore, parents, who are faithful stewards, will 
provide for the physical and spiritual needs of their children. For whatever reason when parents fail to discharge their obligation to 
their children, this responsibility passes on to grandparents, other family members, and/or faithful members of the Lord’s church 
(2 Tim. 1:5; James 1:27).

Parents must take advantage of every available Scriptural opportunity to develop and strengthen their children’s faith. Be-
sides the exemplary living of godly parents, such opportunities would include: (1) public worship on Sunday morning and eve-
ning; (2) Bible study classes provided by the church on Sunday and Wednesday; (3) special efforts such as vacation Bible school, 
lectureships and gospel meetings; and (4) home Bible studies. Each of the above events provides a unique opportunity for parents 
to make sure that their children are receiving the proper foundation that will help ensure years of faithful service (Prov. 22:6). 
There is another opportunity that parents often overlook – summer Bible camp.    

I would like to recommend The Lone Star Bible Camp to the readers—sponsored by the Fish Hatchery Road, Huntsville, TX 
and Spring, TX Churches of Christ. The camp is located east of Columbus, TX just off of Interstate 10 on Hwy 102, traveling to-
ward Eagle Lake. The camp is situated in the Lower Colorado River Valley – Gulf Coast Area. The Lone Star Bible Camp uses the 
facilities of the Gulf Coast Christian Camp. We emphasize Bible study, fellowship, edification and spiritual development. Bible 
classes and devotionals will be conducted everyday and the week will culminate in a group review of the material studied.  

The Lone Star Bible Camp offers opportunities for Bible classes, physical recreation and guidance from a faithful and experi-
enced camp staff. There is a dining hall and an up to date kitchen with Teresa Duggins supervising the kitchen. A covered pavilion 
housing a full court basketball and volleyball area is also available. Campers will enjoy the large (50’x30’) swimming pool staffed 
with licensed professional life guards. In keeping with biblical modesty boys and girls swim separately. And, all involved in the 
camp have a dress code by which they must abide. There is also a  camp nurse, Lori Mikeska, RN, on duty throughout the week. 
Furthermore, there is a beautiful outdoor amphitheater in a majestic live oak grove where each evening the campers and staff as-
semble for worship and a sermon. It is also available for other devotional services.

The 2010 camp session is June 20-25. Our study theme is: Moral Living In An Immoral World.  All involved with The Lone 
Star Bible Camp invite and urge you to send your children, grandchildren or other children to join us for a week of Bible study, 
fellowship and fun. I have the privilege and responsibility of serving as the camp director and I extend my personal invitation to 
you to be a part of this Christian endeavor. For more information or to receive registration forms please contact me at: bruces_
1@netzero.com or at my address found at the end of this article. It is The Lone Star Bible Camp staff’s desire and prayer to assist 
parents, grandparents and other child care providers in spiritually strengthening the youth of today who truly are the future of the 
Lord’s church.

—925 Fish Hatchery Rd.
Huntsville, TX 77320-7009

Worship, Bible Study and Enjoying One Another’s Company Are Important Parts of Bible 





4                                Contending for the Faith—May/2010

Religious extremes have grappled with the nature of 
Christ for centuries, from the early heresies of the Gnostics to 
the more recent “Jesus Seminar,” where one extreme denied 
His humanity and the other His Deity. Most Bible students, 
however, accept the God–Man concept of the Person of Christ. 
After all, Jesus was both Divine and human at the same time, 
a fact clearly established in Scripture.  The “beloved” apostle 
provides a sufficient summary of the nature of Christ: “And 
the Word became flesh and dwelt among us” (John 1:14). 
Quite simply, God became human. This theological concept 
was earlier understood by both Jews (Isa. 7:14; Mat. 2:4-5) 
and Gentiles (Col. 1:16-17; Phi. 2:5ff). Jesus Christ pos-
sessed all the attributes of humanity while possessing all of 
the attributes of Deity. Both human and Divine natures 
conjoined in one Person. 

Without being fully human, Jesus could not be one of 
us, yet without being fully God neither could the Christ save 
us. Therefore, the “Incarnation”—the coming together of 
both the human and divine natures—was not only a histori-
cal fact, but a necessary reality. Aside from His miraculous 
conception and Mary being “found with Child of the Holy 
Spirit” (Mat. 1:18), the physical development of Christ was 
completely human. Actually, one could say that His human 
development, from birth to adulthood, was completely nor-
mal. Luke writes, “And Jesus increased in wisdom and 
stature, and in favour with God and man” (Luke 2:52). 
This is the natural human progression—the normal progres-
sion for both non-Christians and for Christians, or at least 
ought to be (cf. Eph. 6:1-4). 

Various passages of Scripture clearly identify Jesus as 
being a man. In addressing the Jews, the apostle Peter declared 
Jesus as a “man approved of God among you by miracles 
and wonders and signs” (Acts 2:22). Moreover, the apostle 
Paul writes, “For there is one God and one mediator be-
tween God and men, the man Christ Jesus” (1 Tim. 2:5). 
These two verses depict two facts about our Lord. First, Christ 
is identified as a man while He was on earth. Second, His 
human nature continues to be identified as such even while 
sitting at the right hand of the Father in heaven. We know this 
because the apostle Paul was writing many years after Christ’s 
ascension, and, yet, by inspiration refers to Him as “the man 
Christ Jesus.”  While detailing the superiority of Christ and 
His Word (the New Covenant), the writer of Hebrews also 
highlights His human nature. In chapter two of the book of 
Hebrews we read the following: 

For it became him, for whom are all things, and by whom 

Shared Humanity
What is true of Jesus is true of us - Dispelling Direct Operation Dogma

Doug Post 

are all things, in bringing many sons unto glory, to make 
the captain of their salvation perfect through sufferings. 
For both he that sanctifieth and they who are sanctified are 
all of one: for which cause he is not ashamed to call them 
brethren, Saying, I will declare thy name unto my breth-
ren, in the midst of the church will I sing praise unto thee. 
And again, I will put my trust in him. And again, Behold 
I and the children which God hath given me. Forasmuch 
then as the children are partakers of flesh and blood, he 
also himself likewise took part of the same; that through 
death he might destroy him that had the power of death, 
that is, the devil; And deliver them who through fear of 
death were all their lifetime subject to bondage. For verily 
he took not on him the nature of angels; but he took on him 
the seed of Abraham. Wherefore in all things it behoved 
him to be made like unto his brethren, that he might be 
a merciful and faithful high priest in things pertaining to 
God, to make reconciliation for the sins of the people. For 
in that he himself hath suffered being tempted, he is able 
to succour  them that are tempted (Heb. 2:10-18). 
There are at least six reasons established for the Christ 

becoming fully human and sharing with our humanity:
1.    He had to suffer as a human before bringing many 

sons to glory (v.10). 
2.    He had to become one with us in order to call us 

brethren (v.11). 
3.    He had to fully share in flesh and blood to destroy 

the devil and death (v.14).
4.    He had to partake of our human nature, choosing to 

help mankind (i.e. Abraham’s seed), and like us, was made a 
little lower than the angels (v.16; cf.2:6-7). 

5.    He had to become human in order to reconcile man 
to God and to continue being fully God in forgiving our sin 
and making atonement for us (v.17). 

6.    He had to share in our humanity in order to be 
tempted and suffer just as we do, yet without sin (v.18).

Two Significant Propositions
Like today, the first century church had to deal with its 

share of false teaching, especially with the heretical move-
ment known as Gnosticism. One of the pillars of Gnosticism 
was in the denial of the humanity of Jesus Christ. These false 
teachers were teaching that Christ could not have shared in 
humanity because it was impossible for Deity to take on flesh 
and blood. In combating the early stages of Gnosticism in the 
church, the beloved apostle of the Lord declared: 

            (Continued on Page 8)
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MSOP a sister in Christ, who taught me in Bible class when 
I was four or five years old, had gotten herself caught up in 
the error of the Richland Hills Church of Christ. I went to an 
instructor and had him listen to an awful tape of a “sermon” 
preached by Rick Atchley that was a defense of instrumental 
music. The aforementioned sister had given the tape to my 
parents, and they passed it on to me. I hoped the instruc-
tor would be some help in dealing with the situation. What 
did he do? He wrote a letter to Rick Atchley, read it to me, 
but then never even mailed it. I was left alone to write the 
sister a ten page letter (which I would have done anyway). 
From that day forward she would turn her back on me, and 
refused to even speak to me from then until the day she died. 
Perhaps the help of the instructor would not have changed 
anything, but couldn’t he at least have tried?  

Brethren, how many times were we made to feel that 
we had an obligation to raise money for the school once we 
graduated? You know as well as I do we were told we had a 
debt to Knight Arnold and MSOP that we could never repay. 
Since our graduation, the school has been more and more 
about money. Money was important enough to compromise 
the lectureship roster in order to secure the N.B. Hardeman 
library. What the enormous amounts of money MSOP has 
spent on the present facilities, and must spend on upkeep and 
maintenance I am not even willing to guess. MSOP, through 
its extravagance, is redirecting enormous funds from hun-
dreds of congregations that ought to be spent funding ef-
forts to spread the gospel. Instead, Forest Hill and MSOP 
are intent on building expensive facilities in which to turn 
out robotic preachers, who have been virtually brainwashed 
to toe the institutional line and back and promote the school 
no matter how far it moves, especially in fellowship, to the 
liberal left. How many of you knew that as far back as 1987, 
MSOP was willing to accept funds from a congregation that 
had hired a preacher who had been withdrawn from for his 
rebellion against his elders. While MSOP claimed to honor 
the withdrawal, they nevertheless accepted the funds from 
the congregation. A portion of those funds went to a student 
the entire time he was in school. As an older and wiser man, 
the student now regrets that he accepted that support. Don’t 
let B.J. Clarke know that he now understands his mistake; 
he would be chided for not coming to his present knowledge 
23 years ago!

Brethren, you know as well as I do that MSOP does 
now, and always has, been as intent on producing graduates 
who see their task as promoting the school as much as the 
Gospel of Christ. Consider this statement from the July 1, 
2008 Forest Hill News: 

When these men (over 1,000 of them now) complete their 
studies, they go out and spread the word concerning the 
Memphis School of Preaching. As they faithfully discharge 
their duties as evangelists, they represent the Lord Jesus and 
the school very well. 
Before I entered the MSOP, I attended one session at 

another school of preaching. I started over at Memphis, be-

cause the director in the other school had decided to leave, 
and the future of the school was in doubt. Brethren, not even 
once in the other school were we ever told that we owed 
them and the host congregation a debt. Why? Because they 
at least realized that if they were conducting a school of 
preaching, it is because the debt was theirs. They understood 
they owed the cause of Christ the work of training preach-
ers. It was never suggested that once we graduated that we 
had any responsibility to raise money for the school. Why 
the difference at Memphis? Because brethren, as much as I 
hate to say it, Memphis is, and for too long time has been, 
too much about money. I was informed that a past director 
of Memphis insisted on having a $1,500.00 office chair pur-
chased for him. Not only was that at a time when the school 
could hardly afford such an extravagance, no one needs a 
chair costing that much!

In recent months, your fellow graduate has adopted a 
saying I wish I had realized and applied a long time ago: 
Foot dragging is the gait of the lame. I should have begun 
speaking up a long time ago, and am writing this letter to 
you now in an attempt to redeem the time I lost. As you all 
must know, there is now a controversy surrounding MSOP’S 
continued support of Dave Miller who preached a sermon 
advocating, and was involved in, the unauthorized practice 
of reevaluation/reaffirmation of elders, at the Brown Trail 
Congregation in Bedford, Texas. Contrary to some things 
that have been said, he was involved by preaching a sermon 
and active participation in that unscriptural practice under-
mining the authority of the eldership. Also, contrary to what 
has been said by some of the same ones who deny he was in-
volved, he has never repented of that involvement. It strikes 
us as odd that individuals would claim a man has repented 
of something they allege he never did. Brother Miller also 
contrived what has been called an intent doctrine in the mat-
ter of marriage, and attempted to justify the act as a scheme 
by which a foreign student was brought into this country 
to attend Brown Trail School of Preaching. Some students 
at Brown Trail objected, and one was even thrown out of 
school for making criticisms in related matters. That act, if 
not an outright violation of federal law, was at the very least 
blatantly deceptive. Those who continue to support brother 
Miller, including GBN, MSOP, and of course, Apologetics 
Press, who made him director, despite the warnings of many 
brethren to the contrary, are guilty of fellowshipping his er-
ror, and thereby under the condemnation of 2 John 9-11.

How many of you brethren know that virtually all, if not 
all, of the instructors at MSOP spoke out against the elder r/r 
procedure. Some of them were among the 60 brethren who 
signed the letter of support of Apologetics Press after the 
sad situation with Bert Thompson. At the time they did not 
know that Dave Miller would be appointed as the new direc-
tor. If they had, some of them, maybe all of them, would not 
have signed the letter. But, instead of admitting to a mistake, 
they changed their tune, and began to support brother Miller. 
Why? Brethren, if the matter of money does not play some 

(Continued From Page 1)
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ticed, or tolerated when we were students at MSOP. You also 
know that a few years ago, brother Liddell would not have 
appeared on a lectureship with those men.

If all of the above information were not disappointing 
enough, there is still more. On February 10, 2009, in the 
Forest Hill bulletin, brother Barry Grider included three dis-
turbing articles. The first one was entitled, “I got used to 
it.” In that article, brother Grider defended the song, “Sweet 
Sweet Spirit.” He denied the song makes any reference to 
a direct operation of the Holy Spirit, but anyone who can 
read, and understand what he reads, immediately recognizes 
that it does. The second article was by brother Tyler Young, 
and entitled, “Binding Where God Has Not.” Brother Grider 
informs us that the material in the article was prepared for 
the 2008 Lubbock, Texas Lectureship. What brother Grider 
neglects to mention, though, is that the material was so far 
to the left that brother Tommy Hicks, the preacher for the 
Southside congregation in Lubbock which hosted the lec-
tureship, refused to include the material in the lectureship 
book. When brother Young delivered the material orally 
anyway, the Southside elders would not allow the lecture to 
be included on the DVD with the other lectures. The mate-
rial suggested that it may be legalism to bind that it would 
be wrong to change (even dismiss, one would have to con-
clude) the Sunday evening worship to accommodate breth-
ren who do not want to miss any part of the Super Bowl. It 
questions whether it is wrong to forsake a worship assembly 
to participate in a sporting event, defended dismissing the 
Sunday evening service in lieu of small group gatherings 
instead, and expressed disdain for regulating which versions 
of the Bible can be used in preaching and teaching. Again, 
brethren, this does not sound like the Knight Arnold con-
gregation, or the Memphis School of Preaching you and I 
attended. The third article was a rendition of an old poem, 
“I Drew My Circle Again.” The poem sarcastically criticizes 
the limiting of fellowship only to those who are right on 
all points of doctrine and practice. This is the same kind of 
heretical thought expressed in the book, Facing Our Fail-
ure: The Fellowship Dilemma In Conservative Churches 
of Christ, by Todd Deaver. Whether it was viewed as a go 
ahead from the lofty Forest Hill Irene church we know not, 
but since Grider published the poem it has been showing up 
in quite a few church bulletins. According to Grider, the For-
est Hill elders and his fellow faculty at MSOP have been in 
complete working harmony up until the present time. If this 
is true brethren, the MSOP brethren agree with the February 
10, 2009, bulletin material; if that is true, your alma mater 
and mine has changed, and not for the better.

Although strange, uncertain, and completely hereti-
cal sounds have been raised in many places, a few years 
ago, many would have been surprised that now those places 
include Forest Hill and MSOP. Please read the following 
excerpt from page 2 of the February 14, 2006 Forest Hill 
bulletin, and then answer this question: Is this an indication 
of things still to come?

role in that, the skies are not blue, the grass is not green, and 
the wind does not blow in March!

Many brethren over the past five years since the unwar-
ranted forcing out of Dub McClish and David B. Watson 
as editor and co-editor of the original Gospel Journal re-
spectively, have up until the present time focused almost ex-
clusively on the matter of fellowshipping the false teacher, 
Dave Miller. Now, though, they are beginning to realize that 
that issue only touches the hem of the garment respecting 
what is transpiring at Forest Hill Irene and MSOP. 

The Forest Hill congregation and the school are seri-
ously changing their position on the crucial matter of fellow-
ship. The lectureship this very year featured speakers who 
have also appeared on programs of some of the most apos-
tate schools, including Sunset Bible Institute in Lubbock, 
Texas. Some speakers are affiliated with schools and con-
gregations who practice things which in and of themselves, 
would have excluded them from appearing on the lecture-
ship when you and I were students. For instance, on January 
10, 2010, Phil Sanders now the speaker on In Search of the 
Lord’s Way, spoke on the Sunset Bible Institute Workshop. 
Faithful brethren withdrew from Sunset years ago. At the 
close of his remarks, brother Sanders very plainly extended 
the hand of fellowship to those at Sunset.

 Have you brethren read what Phil Sanders said in a 
February, 2006, Christian Chronicle, interview? Here is 
his response to the question of how he perceives members 
of the Independent Christian Church denomination: “I can 
only speak for myself here. I believe baptized believers in 
the Independent Christian Church are my brethren, since 
everyone who is scripturally born of water and the Spirit 
is a child of God. I love my brethren, but I grieve that they 
have clung to an unscriptural [instrumental music] practice. 
I wish we could find biblical and hermeneutical unity once 
again.” The same Phil Sanders spoke on the MSOP lectures 
on March 31, 2010. 

Herb Alsup, who spoke on the MSOP lectures this year, 
also spoke on the lectures at Tennessee Bible college in 
2007. TBC is a supporter of the direct operation of the Spirit 
error of Mac Deaver. Who spoke on the same TBC program 
with brother Alsup, in fact, immediately after him? None 
other than Mac Deaver himself!

In 2009, brother Bobby Liddell spoke on the Bear Val-
ley Bible Institute of Denver Lectureship. Among the other 
speakers was Robert Oglesby, of Richardson, Texas. Ogles-
by is involved with a Sunset Bible Institute Satellite school. 
Another speaker on that program was Rick Walker of Gold-
en, Colorado. Brother Walker preaches for a congregation 
that utilizes the divided assembly; Children’s Bible Story 
Time, they call it. It is unclear if this is done on both Sunday 
morning and evening, or one or the other of the two wor-
ship periods. The congregation also is involved in the small 
group Bible study practice. Brethren, you know as well as I 
do that these things would never have been condoned, prac-
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70th Annual Freed-Hardeman Lectures
This past week several thousand Christians gathered in Hen-
derson, Tennessee for the 70th Annual Freed-Hardeman Lec-
tures. As they have done for many years, our students in the 
Memphis School of Preaching, attended the lectures on Tues-
day, as did I. Throughout the day I heard some wonderful 
preaching from the Book of Hebrews by outstanding evan-
gelists such as James Watkins, James Meadows, Dan Win-
kler, and Winford Claiborne. It was good to see many friends 
and acquaintances, along with a number of graduates of the 
school of preaching who are now doing local work in various 
locations. The highlight of the day, perhaps of the week, was 
the William Woodson Appreciation dinner. Brother Woodson 
is a man who is highly regarded for his soundness and schol-
arship. I have benefited greatly from his lectures and writ-
ings. Brother Billy Smith served as master of ceremonies for 
the dinner. Those who spoke commending the life and work 
of brother Woodson were Tom Holland, Alan Highers, Dan 
Winkler, and Hardeman Nichols. It was my pleasure to be 
asked to sit close to the front at a reserved table, along 
with Jim and Sherry Brown, Everett and Doris Day, and 
Buster and Matilene McGuire. I owe this honor to our 
dear sister McGuire. Sister McGuire is a multi-talented 
lady. She is a superb organist and provided the entertain-
ment for the event. After an enjoyable, yet exhausting day, 
I could not help but realize that our own lectureship is not 
far away (March 26-30). We look forward with great an-
ticipation to a marvelous week together with friends and 
loved ones far and near. [emphasis Mine–C.P.].

Barry
I know this was not a worship service, but it was a re-

ligious activity, and the implication that entertainment on 
this occasion was an organist is very troubling. I believe it 
adds more fuel to a liberal fire that is already beginning to 
flame at Forest Hill Irene and MSOP. I would ask my for-
mer classmates and all graduates of MSOP, to consider these 
things very carefully. Be honest with yourselves. Ask your-
selves this question, and answer yourself truthfully. Is this 
the MSOP I attended? I think not!

In the December 10, 2009, Forest Hill bulletin, a scath-
ing notice of withdrawal of fellowship was announced 
against brethren David Brown and Dub McClish. All these 
two faithful Gospel preachers have been guilty of is call-
ing upon Forest Hill, MSOP, and many others, to repent of 
their support of a false teacher who is not even willing to 
admit that he did something wrong in the eyes of God, much 
less repent of it. I am totally confident that in the years of 
1993-1995 all of those who are involved in the Memphis 
work would have been shoulder to shoulder with these two 
brethren in calling for brother Miller to repent of his preach-
ing in favor of elder r/r and his participation in the process. 
The only thing different that I can see now is that if they 
speak out, and brother Miller does not repent, and Apologet-
ics Press retains him, and GBN continues in fellowship with 
AP, Memphis would stand to lose the support, including fi-
nancial support, of many brethren. Put it all together with 
the pressure while attending as students and as graduates to 

raise money for the school, and brethren, I fear that MSOP 
has lost its way and for nothing more than the pursuit of the 
huge amounts of money they need. No wonder the apostle 
Paul warned Timothy that the love of money is the root of all 
kinds of evil (1 Tim. 6:10). But it isn’t just the love of money 
that springs forth in evil. Putting one’s self or an entity in the 
position of needing more money than is responsible does the 
same thing. This, in my view, is what has happened to Mem-
phis School of Preaching. And unless and until repentance is 
forthcoming from them, they do not have the fellowship or 
support of this graduate.

In the early 1990’s, I received a form letter from the 
now totally apostate, Rubel Shelly. In that letter, Shelly 
claimed that he had not changed in doctrine, only in atti-
tude. Everyone knows now that his claim was a pure fabri-
cation. I am not sure if the Forest Hill elders, Barry Grider, 
and the MSOP, would even admit to undergoing a change 
in attitude, but the truth is, they have not only changed in 
attitude, they have changed in actions, too. The words and 
deeds of Forest Hill Irene, and the presence of false teachers 
on the MSOP lectureship (and 2010 is not the first time it has 
happened), conclusively proves this to be the case. Some of 
you may blindly follow the lead of the school, others may 
be deceived, and still others may understand and agree with 
the fellowship compromises. If you are in either of the first 
two categories, I plead with you to do some open-eye and 
mind investigation. If you are in the third class of individu-
als, you, along with the brethren at the school need to repent. 
Apostasy begins in different ways, including compromise in 
fellowship. Compromise in fellowship cannot help but lead 
one to the conclusion that one really cannot determine what 
issues are matters of fellowship and which are not. Ultimate-
ly, the only conclusion to which it can lead an individual 
is that the New Testament does not constitute a pattern at 
all. Perhaps they would deny it, and maybe you would, too, 
but, my brethren, that is the direction Memphis School of 
Preaching has been heading for a considerable number of 
years. I implore you to join with your fellow classmate and 
graduate, and plead with the school to face how they have 
changed and turn them back from it, before it is too late to 
salvage.   
Yours in Christ,
/s/Charles Pogue

—12868 Bryant Lane,
Rogers, AR, 72756



Even if worry could get you anywhere, you would 
then be worried about how to get back.

Don’t kick a man when he is down: you might be aw-
fuly surprised at his size when he gets up!
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In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with 
God, and the Word was God” … “And the Word was made 
flesh, and dwelt among us, (and we beheld his glory, the 
glory as of the only begotten of the Father,) full of grace 
and truth (John 1:1,14).    
John reinforces the Truth of Jesus being fully human, 

sharing humanity with us. This doctrine remains a founda-
tional tenet of Christianity. If one does not believe that Deity 
became flesh in order to save mankind, then that individual 
does not belong to God. John indelibly impresses this fact 
upon our minds when he writes: 

And every spirit that confesseth not that Jesus Christ is 
come in the flesh is not of God: and this is that spirit of 
antichrist, whereof ye have heard that it should come; and 
even now already is it in the world (1 John 4:3). 
While the humanity of Jesus Christ is truly a complex 

topic, there is a basic characteristic uniquely common to all 
humans (including Jesus) and that is our moral accountabil-
ity to God. Since Jesus was, indeed, human, then this was 
no less true for Him. The Bible tells us that He came to do 
the will of the Father (Heb. 10:7) and the will of the Father 
was for Him to be the perfect sacrifice for mankind, (i.e, as a 
human He had to remain sinless in order to be the sacrificial 
“unspotted lamb).” The only way for Jesus to remain sinless 
was to obey the Father (Heb.5:8-9), personally obeying “from 
the heart” (Rom. 6:17) whatever the Father asked of Him. 
But was the Savior’s will actually determined directly by his 
own “humanness” or was His personal will taken over by His 
nature as Deity as some allege? This concept becomes sig-
nificant when contemplating the humanity of Christ, because 
whatever was true of Jesus as a human must also be true of 
us.  Since Jesus was completely human and was accountable 
as a human being (Heb.4:15), two significant propositions 
naturally follow:  

1.  Human beings do not require direct supernatural 
help in order to accomplish the following:

• To be strengthened in order keep from sinning.
• To produce "the fruit of the Spirit”.
• To receive illumination to understand and interpret 
Scripture. [We are not talking about divine inspira-
tion here, whereby some were chosen to receive 
direct operations of the Spirit in order to speak and 
write God’s Truth as they were controlled as to the 
message by said Spirit].

2.  Being human does not automatically mean imper-
fection in that we have to sin. 

First Proposition
James informs us that “God cannot be tempted with 

evil” (Jam. 1:13). Thus, when Jesus was on earth as a human 
being (as a man), the victories which He won over tempta-
tion could not have been won by resorting to His omnipotent 
power as the Son of God, or from receiving an equivalent 

direct help from Deity. Rather, He won His victories over 
temptation in exactly the same way you and I must win our 
victories; by a personally determined will to apply the Word 
of God to our hearts as a result of the faith we have gained 
from both General Revelation and especially the Scriptures 
in knowing that “after ye have done the will of God, ye 
might receive the promise” (Heb. 10:36). If Jesus had to 
resort to using the powers of Deity, then it cannot be said He 
overcame temptation as a human being. If Jesus, as a man, 
had to receive direct supernatural help from heaven, or if He 
resorted to using His own powers of Deity, then it cannot be 
said that He accomplished His sinlessness as a human being. 
Moreover, Jesus must have produced the fruit of the Spirit 
from the same human vantage point, by His own human will, 
otherwise it cannot be said He produced such fruit as one of 
us.  If Jesus was forced into resisting all temptation by virtue 
of His Deity (rather than in spite of His humanity), then the 
power of His sinless life as a human being is robbed of its 
power and meaning, and the significance of His “Humility” 
is irrevocably diminished (Phi. 2:5ff). Though He did not 
“empty” Himself of Deity (i.e., the divine metaphysical 
and/or moral attributes) in becoming human, He did give up 
the independent exercise of such outward glory). He did His 
efficacy as our sin-bearer and propitiation, and this must ab-
solutely rest in the fact that He did not sin as a human being, 
and did so without direct supernatural help (2 Cor. 5:21; 1 
Pet. 2:22; 1 John 3:5). If Jesus had to overcome all tempta-
tion by direct supernatural means, then the descriptions of 
His humanity and his sinless life are not only tarnished, but 
eradicated.  Although Jesus was Deity in the flesh, it was His 
human nature that was tempted, and it was His human nature, 
which was forced to resist those temptations without the aid 
of direct Divine help. In this fact lies the extraordinary beauty 
of His sinless life and His expiatory sacrifice for our sins. 
Additionally, if the humanity of Jesus forced Him to receive 
Divine Illumination (i.e. a direct operation of Deity upon 
His mind) as a requirement in order to understand Scripture 
(aside from the normal processes of human learning involv-
ing educational growth and study (cf. Luke 2:52), then He 
did not come to know Scripture as a human being, truly as 
one of us. We should ask ourselves: Did not our Lord know 
some Scripture and produce at least some fruit of the Spirit 
even BEFORE He received the Holy Spirit without measure 
of power (John 3:34; Mat. 3:16)?

Similarly, if (as some erroneously claim) we as human 
beings today must and do have direct, enabling help from 
the Holy Spirit (Deity), being directly infused with power 
in order to produce the fruit of the Spirit (Gal. 5:22) (i.e. 
required human ethical characteristics or traits); or to be im-
mediately strengthened in order to overcome temptation and 
sin (Eph. 3:16); or to receive direct supernatural wisdom or 
illumination in order to comprehend or interpret the Bible 
(1 Cor. 2:10-13), then why are we not now in possession of 
almost sinless perfection? How can it be argued, as some do, 

(Continued From Page 4)
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that we “sin all the time”? Though divine inspiration gave a 
person the ability to combine spiritual things with spiritual 
words (1 Cor. 2:13), even this did not give one such alleged 
direct enablement in order to refrain from sin and produce the 
fruit of the Spirit (Gal. 2:11-14), so why would anyone claim 
such for “divine illumination”?! Having this alleged direct 
power from Deity, how is it even possible for a Christian to 
legitimately be blamed for sin? If humans, Christians in par-
ticular, must be enabled by Deity, needing a direct operation 
of the Holy Spirit for all our spiritual victories in this earthly 
life, then the blame for our sin and failure cannot be placed 
strictly upon us, but upon Deity, and such is the consequence 
and theological failure of the doctrine of the modern day direct 
operation of the Holy Spirit. The “direct operation” doctrine 
assumes that the role of the Holy Spirit is for the express pur-
pose of enabling the Christian with power and ability above 
and beyond mere humanity; and without this necessary direct 
infusion of “supernatural steroids,” Christians could never 
remain sanctified and make it to heaven. This dogma seems 
to assume an inherent design defect with humanity as well, 
almost mirroring Augustinianism and its error of “original 
sin.” Of course, prior to sinning, Adam and Eve lived sinless 
lives, and being formed directly by the “hands” of God, they 
were “born” in total hereditary righteousness (as opposed to 
total hereditary depravity and the impossibility of them  being 
able to do any good on  their own), how could they possibly 
sin and commit any evil at all? Quite simply as human beings, 
they chose to sin. They did not have to make that choice and 
they certainly did not have to sin.          

Suggesting that Jesus’ own moral existence as a human 
required direct supernatural help, or that He was forced to 
use His Divine nature in order to accomplish His will in all 
of the previously mentioned areas found in the human realm, 
is tantamount to admitting Gnosticism. The idea completely 
rejects the humanity of Jesus. However, Jesus was indeed 
human and did not require direct supernatural help in all of 
these areas. Just like Jesus, who is our example, we also are 
not in need of supernatural help to accomplish His will and be 
pleasing to God. If the human nature of Christ (i.e. His human-
ity) needed direct help of the Holy Spirit to enable Him to be 
holy, then Jesus had an insufficient innate capacity for holi-
ness in Him, which is an absolutely erroneous view, because 
it simply eradicates His true humanity. Further, if the Spirit 
does the work, then why is Jesus the One credited with it? The 
same principle would be true of the Christian. If the Spirit is 
the One who makes up the difference for the Christian, hav-
ing to do what the Christian is personally commanded to do, 
then WHO is really doing it?  It certainly could not be called 
obedience from the individual human heart (Rom. 6:17), but 
rather a direct supernatural, “programmed” response. 

Second Proposition
The example of the humanity of Jesus also demonstrates 

that we, as human beings, do not have to sin. In His humanity, 

Jesus was completely pure, both in mind and deed. Though 
faced with temptation, Jesus never sinned. His sinless life, 
therefore, is an example for us in overcoming temptation. How 
did Jesus overcome temptation and not sin? Quite simply, 
He loved the Word of God (cf. 1 The.2:10). He learned the 
Scriptures and applied them to His heart each day of His life. 
This is eternally illustrated during His “desert temptations” 
when He said, “It is written” (Mat. 4:4-10). Influenced by 
God’s Word and allowing it to reign and dominate His mind, 
Jesus fought temptation, not allowing Himself to give in to 
it (Heb. 4:15). This particular point is troubling for “direct 
operationists” because it reveals that the man Jesus (though 
using any and all indirect providence afforded Him such as 
His godly parents, the synagogue and Temple worship, the 
beauty of nature, etc.) relied centrally and primarily upon the 
Word of God in overcoming temptation and sin, not upon a 
direct supernatural enabling power. This example, therefore, 
is fundamentally antithetical to the “direct operation” dogma. 
Some, however, aver that the example of Jesus overcoming 
sin solely by the Word of God and other indirect providential 
influences, cannot be applied to Christians because we, as 
humans, are “weaker” than Jesus was. And, although most 
of these folks accept the idea of “free will” or free moral 
agency, they, nevertheless tell us that due to our humanity, it is 
impossible for Christians to live a sinless life. In other words, 
all Christians must sin sooner or later by virtue of just being 
human. They seem to read what Paul wrote as if he said: “for 
all have to sin and have to fall short of the glory of God.” 
But, of course, Paul actually wrote: “for all have sinned and 
fall short of the glory of God” (Rom. 3:23).

In addressing the presumption that all Christians must 
sin, a few questions naturally arise. At what point in life do we 
enter into a situation where we have no choice but to sin? Is 
it ever impossible for us not to sin? If so, how can Christians 
be held accountable for something we have no choice in do-
ing? Since all human beings have been designed with voli-
tion (i.e., the ability to choose correctly or incorrectly), this 
freedom underscores the fact that Christians can choose not 
to sin and choose to live a sinless life. Moreover, the “direct 
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“Laugh and the world laughs with you,” are immortal 
words from the pen of Ella Wheeler Wilcox. But Jesus wept 
over a world staggering under a load of sin, and stumbling on 
toward hell. The plight of a lost, dying world and a worldly 
church, laughing hysterically and seeking amusement at the 
expense of God’s Truth, is not a picture that will move a true 
Christian to laughter!
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operation” dogma and the position of humans having to sin 
by virtue of our humanity is shown biblically to be false. The 
apostle Paul writes: 

There hath no temptation taken you but such as is common 
to man: but God is faithful, who will not suffer you to be 
tempted above that ye are able; but will with the tempta-
tion also make a way to escape, that ye may be able to bear 
it (1 Cor. 10:13).

 The fact we are promised a way of escape from tempta-
tion means we can choose the “way of escape” from sinning. 
Yet, some admit they do not know if or when they receive 
their alleged “illumination” and fail to see that there would 
therefore be no way in which their human spirit would be 
able to resist a Spirit-upon-spirit (alleged) “strengthening” 
or enlightenment should they desire to go against it.

 Being vulnerable to sin (as all Christians are) and having 
to sin are two vastly different theological concepts, and the 
humanity of Jesus bears this out. We are as human as Jesus 
was, and sharing in the same humanity with Him means we 
are on the same level with Him – His humanity and ours are 
parallel. His humanity and our humanity are either the same 
in every aspect or it is not (which must be proved), and if His 
humanity is not parallel with ours, then it cannot be said He 
was completely human. Jesus was not made a “programmed” 
robot and neither are we. As Paul says, “What shall we say 
then? Shall we continue in sin that grace may abound? 
God forbid. How shall we, that are dead to sin, live any 
longer therein?” (Rom. 6:1-2). 

 Jesus, certainly, had to fight temptation and remain sin-
less as a human being. To deny this point is to deny and reject 
the humanity of Jesus and place Him on some level above 
mankind much like the Gnostics did. However, since Jesus 
was as human as we, and we are as human as He, it stands to 
reason that human beings do not receive direct, immediate 
help outside of ourselves upon our own personal volition. 
For instance, Scripture records that when the Lord dealt with 
those who wished to “accuse him” regarding the man with 
a withered hand (Mark 3:1-4), “when he had looked round 
about on them with anger, being grieved at their hard-
ness of heart” (Mark 3:5) the Savior healed him. How is it 
that the Christ refrained from violating the principle of “be 
ye angry and sin not: let not the sun go down upon thy 
wrath” (Eph. 4:26) ? Was it because another entity, the Holy 
Spirit, stepped in to directly augment His human  weakness 
in order to keep Him from going over the line? If so, couldn’t 
anyone remain sinless (Heb. 4:15) under such circumstances? 
No, like Jesus, we do not receive such direct supernatural help 
from the Holy Spirit in order to maintain our moral purity 
(which includes overcoming temptation, producing the fruit 
of the Spirit, and comprehending Scripture). Rather, humans 
as believers or unbelievers maintain moral purity today from 
their innate ability and willpower as it relates to the will of 
God as revealed by Him to us. 

Insofar as one is going to argue that Jesus maintained 
moral purity because His moral qualities and virtues were “di-
rectly infused” supernaturally, then one denies His Humanity 
and thus denigrates His remarkable personal accomplishment 
(Heb. 1:3,8-9; Phi. 2:8-11). Similarly, if one argues that we 
must have moral qualities and virtues “infused” directly by 
the Holy Spirit, then even our own humanity is just that much 
also denied, which is not only false but absurd in regard to 
individual human accountability. Again from Romans chapter 
six, Paul writes: 

Likewise reckon ye also yourselves to be dead indeed unto 
sin, but alive unto God through Jesus Christ our Lord.
Let not sin therefore reign in your mortal body, that ye 
should obey it in the lusts thereof. Neither yield ye your 
members as instruments of unrighteousness unto sin: but 
yield yourselves unto God, as those that are alive from the 
dead, and your members as instruments of righteousness 
unto God. For sin shall not have dominion over you: for ye 
are not under the law, but under grace. What then? shall 
we sin, because we are not under the law (of Moses DP), 
but under grace? God forbid.  Know ye not, that to whom 
ye yield yourselves servants to obey, his servants ye are to 
whom ye obey; whether of sin unto death, or of obedience 
unto righteousness? But God be thanked, that ye were the 
servants of sin, but ye have obeyed from the heart that form 
of doctrine which was delivered you (Rom. 6:11-17).

 According to Paul the Christians at Rome were them-
selves responsible for accomplishing the above, especially in 
their dying to sin, not allowing sin to reign in their lives, (and 
above all) in their not yielding to temptation. Anything less 
could not be considered genuine, legitimate, accredited obedi-
ence “from the heart.” However, we must take notice of the 
fact that these Christians were responsible for keeping them-
selves from sin and each Christian was individually charged 
with that duty. Their common humanity was addressed and 
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Paul was appealing to their innate human ability in putting 
to death sin in their lives. Obviously, these finite human 
beings had the capability of carrying out Paul’s directives 
themselves, otherwise why ask them to do something they 
were incapable of performing? It is just here I am reminded of 
Calvinism, which teaches that “fallen” humanity is incapable 
of responding to the gospel message until and unless they are 
“zapped” directly (i.e. “divinely illuminated”) by the Holy 
Spirit. Once “zapped,” hearts are opened and understand-
ing is directly supplied to them so they can respond (But, if 
humanity is too wicked to understand the message without 
a direct operation, then why did Jesus even attempt to teach 
the people?). Who is actually responding here? It is Deity (on 
behalf of the human being) responding to Deity—this makes 
about as much sense as Christians (or non-Christians) having 
to receive direct supernatural help to become more spiritual 
and remain sanctified. In the final analysis, if I am personally 
charged with having to produce obedience, but Deity must 
step in and do that which I am required to accomplish, then 
this simply amounts to nothing more than “Substitution or 
Proxy Obedience” (sometimes termed “Replacement Theol-
ogy”), whereby the will of another is substituted in place of 
my own. 

In light of this “direct operation” doctrine it is incredible 
to think as some claim that a non-Christian must solely use his 
own reasoning skills and intellectual ability in understanding 
the gospel in order to “get in” (i.e., remission of sins), but 
once the individual crosses the threshold of conversion he or 
she must be enabled with direct supernatural help, infused 
with Divine power (i.e., “supernatural steroids”) in order to 
“stay in” (sanctified). In other words, the individual is “on 
his or her own” to think things through and make sense of 
Scripture PRIOR to conversion, but once the line is crossed 
following baptism, the individual can no longer think well 
enough for himself in order to abide in the Word of Christ, 
but must have a direct operation of the Holy Spirit, having his 
mind infused with raw supernatural power, reasoning ability, 
and even intelligence. This can easily be called the “Christian 
Enhanced–Willpower Theology.”  The lowly non-Christian is 
not similarly aided, as is the “supercharged” Christian, in his 
attempt to study and learn the meaning of any Bible passage, 
including Acts 2:38, Mark 16:16, or John 3:16. Instead, they 
must use and rely solely upon their natural intellectual pow-
ers—their unaugmented and unenhanced humanity, which 
creates two hermeneutical procedures in interpreting the text 
— one for the sinner and one for the saint.   

“Precision Obedience”
Related to the above is the concept of “precision obedi-

ence” or doing what God has commanded in exactly the way 

He commanded it. Some brethren—actually despise the idea 
of having an exacting hermeneutic that we must be precise 
in our obedience to God. This liberal mindset has produced 
such heretical doctrines as the “core gospel,” the “Man and 
not the plan,” “Christocentrism,” etc., ad nauseum. The 
question then becomes, what does genuine obedience mean 
if it does not inherently imply accuracy? Obedience without 
accuracy is like holding target practice without having to 
take aim, and advocating “almost obedience” still falls short 
of obedience. This would be silly if it was not so serious 
considering the ramifications involved with such an antino-
mian movement attempting to circumvent the methodology 
of precision hermeneutics. This current movement simply 
seems to despise conformity to Biblical patterns, basically 
rejecting them outright.  

However, the example of our Lord should forever settle 
the matter in regard to “precision obedience.” Let us take the 
version of the Bible most exalted by liberals (those who by 
their doctrines loose men from what God has bound on them) 
and notice what it reveals about “precision obedience.” In 
the upper room discourse the NIV translators translate what 
Jesus told the apostles accordingly—“but the world must 
learn that I love the Father and that I do exactly what my 
Father has commanded me” (John 14:31). Notice that the 
NIV renders Jesus did exactly what the Father commanded 
Him, and did so as a human being. If the humanity of Jesus 
can produce exactness, and if Jesus is our human example, 
can we do no less? The point is this—Jesus is, indeed, our 
example and we can follow Him in doing exactly what God’s 
word instructs. In another passage, the beloved apostle John 
also advocates the idea of exact obedience in obeying the 
Word when he says:

I have written unto you, fathers, because ye have known 
him that is from the beginning. I have written unto you, 
young men, because ye are strong, and the word of God 
abideth in you, and ye have overcome the wicked one (1 
John 2:14). 

This passage demonstrates that a Christian overcomes the 
devil, temptation, and sin, by continuing to abide in the Word 
of God. John is simply repeating the principle set out by Jesus 
which he recorded in his gospel account: “If ye continue in 
my word, then are ye my disciples indeed; And ye shall 
know the truth, and the truth shall make you free (John 
8:31-32). The Christian is Christ’s disciple when He abides 
in the Word of Christ and by knowing the Truth of His Word 
is set free from sin and the grip of the devil. A Christian is 
made strong and defeats the “wicked one” when he allows 
the Word of God to abide in his heart. By allowing the Word 
of God to rule and reign and have dominion in the heart, we 
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will defeat the devil and be assured of heaven. However, for 
one to allow the Word of God to rule their heart, one must 
accurately obey the Lord. 

John again writes: “He that saith he abideth in him 
ought himself also so to walk, even as he walked.” The very 
same word the NIV translates as “exactly” in John 14:31, is 
also used here. The original idea of kathos is that of “accord-
ing as” in view of its combination from kata and hos. The 
latter term means “so, thus,” while kata is used to strengthen 
the force of hos. The full idea of the word can be rendered 
“exactly, precisely, in this manner, according to this fashion, 
or in this way” The use of “exactly” and/or “precisely” in the 
passage captures the emphatic force of the adverb. It stresses 
manner and also, by implication, the degree of compliance or 
coordination. Therefore, “precision obedience” is definitely 
enjoined by its use here just as Jesus Himself was obedient. 

 Liberals in the Lord’s church often scoff at the principle of 
“precision obedience.” The very thought of having to conform 
to the Word of God in any kind of exacting measure seems 
to make them uneasy. In their objection to precisely handling 
God’s Word, they typically ask: “Is precision obedience neces-
sary for salvation”? The simple answer is yes. For instance, 
the word “baptism” means “immersion,” and since this is true, 
is it possible for one to be “sprinkled” and it be accurately 
(Scripturally) called baptism? Obviously, “sprinkling” is not 
immersion and, therefore, the answer is “no.” In this basic 
example, one needs to be precise when speaking of “baptism” 
and the forgiveness of sins. Along the same line, can a person 
be saved who was immersed into Moses? Would it matter? To 
ask is but to answer. Aside from the beliefs of James A. Warren 
and Jimmy Allen, would it matter if one was baptized for (eis) 
the purpose of becoming a prophet, or to work miracles, or 
simply for ice cream? If one has merely obeyed the command 
to be baptized, does it matter what PURPOSE one is baptized 
for? For most rational people the answer would be “yes.”  It is 
passing strange that some among us would contend strongly 
for the right candidate and mode, but be lax concerning the 
known reason for baptism!

However, since our liberal brethren are wont to circum-
vent any form of hermeneutical precision and categorical 
Scriptural conformity, the burning question now becomes: 
Does anyone have to be precise about the liberal justification 
of imprecise hermeneutics due to the imperfections of mankind 
in order to go to heaven? If the answer is “yes” then our liberal 
brethren have violated their own rule of thumb, since we now 
must be exactly right (“precise”) as to their (false) view on 
the matter. However, if the answer is “no,” then these same 
“imperfectionist wannabes” will have given up their position 
altogether. Either way their argument implodes. In other words, 
their view implies that no one need pay any attention to their 
inherently contradictory interpretive position.  

The All-Sufficient Scriptures
The Holy Spirit, Himself, tells us that the Scriptures make 

us complete and thoroughly equipped. They are all-sufficient, 
“for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruc-
tion in righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:16-17), that is absolutely 
comprehensive in scope. The Bible meets our every need.
The Word of His grace strengthens us (Acts 20:32) and the 
Scriptures comfort us (Rom.15:4). In a good and honest heart, 
the Word of God (i.e., the seed, the Gospel—Luke 8:11; 
Rom. 1:16) produces fruit (i.e., fruit of the Spirit—(Luke 
8:15).  The Holy Spirit, through Scripture, reveals Christ 
to mankind. Along with other indirect Providential actions 
operating in the world, it is specifically Scripture that makes 
us complete in procuring and maintaining salvation. It is not 
the Bible and something directly affecting our personal will, 
either in motivation or in action. It is not Scripture plus direct 
illuminations, revelations, messages, promptings, prodding, 
and signs from God. This false, denominational concept 
circumvents the Scriptures—the very source which the Holy 
Spirit says makes us complete. 

Psalm 19 is a miniature of Psalm 119. In the first six vers-
es God reveals Himself in nature (i.e., General Revelation), 
but in verses seven through fourteen God reveals Himself 
through Scripture (i.e., Special Revelation), and it is in this 
particular passage where the all-sufficiency of Scripture is 
underscored. The God-breathed Word is called several names 
and is synonymous with: the law of the Lord, the testimony 
of the Lord, the statutes of the Lord, the commandment of the 
Lord, the fear of the Lord, and the judgments, or ordinances 
of the Lord. From this passage, there are at least ten things 
the Word of God can do for the individual: 1. It is complete 
in converting the soul (v. 7); 2. It makes the simple, wise (v. 
7); 3. It causes the heart to rejoice (v.8); 4. It enlightens the 
eyes (v. 8); 5. It causes one to fear and respect (v. 9); 6. It 
offers completeness (9); 7. It warns or protects (v. 11); 8. It 
offers great reward (v. 11); 9. It purifies the heart (v. 2); 10 
and, it restrains one from sin and apostasy (v. 13). 

The Scriptures are so comprehensive that when internal-
ized and followed by one’s Self they transform one’s life. 
It gives life to the inner man—the mind. It is sufficient for 
conversion, for transformation, for restoration, for spiritual 
birth and spiritual growth. The Word can mold a soul into 
precisely what God desires. Coupled with one’s own personal 
belief and volition, the Word of God can take the naive, un-
discerning, uninformed, and ignorant and give them wisdom 
to live a godly life. It is the only source for all that is finally 
necessary applying God’s will to our lives in either becoming 
or remaining a faithful Christian. 

The Bible is the place where we can go to find joy, relief, 
and happiness. Jeremiah, in the midst of tremendous stress 
and rejection, gave great testimony to the joy that comes 
through the Word of God by saying, “Thy words were 
found and I did eat them and Thy word was in me the 
joy and rejoicing of my heart” (Jer. 15:16). John writes, 
“These things are written that your joy might be full” (1 
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John 1:4). God gives testimony to the fact that His Word is the 
source and definition of joy.  Even in our attempts to further 
understand “love” (agape), which we are commanded to have 
and express, we soon realize that even this kind of love is a 
result of one’s submission to the Word of God. John writes:

By this we know that we love the children of God, when 
we love God, and keep his commandments. For this is the 
love of God, that we keep his commandments: and his 
commandments are not grievous (1 John 5:2-3).

 Elsewhere we read,
And hereby we do know that we know him, if we keep his 
commandments. He that saith, I know him, and keepeth 
not his commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not in 
him. But whoso keepeth his word, in him verily is the love 
of God perfected: hereby know we that we are in him” (1 
John 2:3-5).
This kind of love is present as we keep the command-

ments of the Word of God. The process begins when the hu-
man mind processes and accepts the message of the Word, 
and, based upon this information, elicits the rational and ap-
propriate response (the height and depth) of love (agape). The 
human mind wills to express love (Mat. 22.37) but ultimately 
humanity’s required and complete love is the consequence 
of the Word of God. In fact, as a consequence, love actually 
submits to the authority of the Word of God. 

In his letter to the Corinthians, Paul said that the Spirit 
revealed the teaching of God to them. Paul described it this 
way, “These things we also speak, not in words which 
man’s wisdom teaches but which the Holy Spirit teaches, 
comparing spiritual things with spiritual” (1 Cor. 2:13). 
The wisdom of God did not originate from human sources. 
Rather, it came from God through the Holy Spirit. The Spirit 
inspired Paul (and others) to reveal the mind of God to the 
church at Corinth. God’s revelation of His will was written 
by Paul (in Scripture), and provided to the Corinthians. This 
body of wisdom, as found in Scripture, is so comprehensive, 
effective, and complete, that we can judge, appraise, and 
evaluate all things (2:15) that truly matter. We can compre-
hend every essential spiritual thing based upon the knowledge 
of the word of God. 

Paul concludes the matter saying, “For who has known 
the mind of the LORD that he may instruct Him? But we 
have the mind of Christ” (2:16). Did you catch that? Do you 
understand the implications of what Paul is saying? Paul says 
we have the “mind of Christ.” What an amazing thought!. 
In fact, it is exhilarating because there are no insufficiencies 
with the mind of Christ, no limitations, and no weaknesses. 
There is nothing superior to the mind of Christ. The mind 
of Christ is complete and Paul says we have it. The inspired 
apostle made known the mind of Christ by revelation and 
we have the mind of Christ in Scripture. We have the mind 
of Christ when we abide in His Word, having it written in 
our own minds (John 8:32; cf. Heb. 8:10). There is nothing 

more complete than having the mind of Christ and knowing 
that Scripture makes us spiritually complete (2 Tim. 3:17). 
Do we need anything else in addition to this? Those suggest-
ing that Christians need something in addition to Scripture, 
like a direct operation of the Spirit and/or an infusion of 
immediate supernatural power into our minds, are implying 
that the blessing of having the mind of Christ is not enough 
(i.e., insufficient). The implication is that the mind of Christ 
is incomplete and not nearly enough (especially for the elite 
liberals among us!). Evidently, it’s not enough for them to 
reject the Word of God, the very power that offers salvation 
and all its attendant blessings (2 Tim. 3:16-17; Rom. 1:16-17; 
Jam. 1:21; 1 Pet.1:22-25; Luke 8:11, 15; etc.), they are now 
implicitly rejecting the mind of Christ as well.  

Of course, many liberals and/or “direct operationists” do, 
indeed, despise the fact that the Scriptures make Christians 
“complete and thoroughly equipped.” They argue that Paul 
had in mind in 2 Tim. 3:16-17 the Old Testament Scriptures 
ONLY.  However, like Martin Luther, they are guilty of adding 
this word “only.” Paul uses the phrase “Sacred Writings” 
(2 Tim. 3:15), and in the next verse he uses the phrase “All 
Scripture.” Therefore, Scripture and Sacred writings are the 
same thing, and things equal to the same are equal to each 
other. These “Sacred Writings” or “Scripture” must include 
both Old and New Testaments. To underscore this fact, Pe-
ter declares all of Paul’s writings to be “Scripture” (2 Pet. 
3:15-16), and this would include First Timothy. Furthermore, 
Scripture is the final basis by which we determine spiritual 
Truth because it is “profitable for teaching, for reproof, for 
correction, for training in righteousness; that the man of 
God may be complete, thoroughly equipped for every good 
work” (2 Tim. 3:16-17, NKJ). Peter says God has provided us 
with “all things that pertain to life and godliness” (2 Pet. 
1:3). Therefore, everything pertaining to our spiritual life is 
provided for us through Scripture, though there certainly are 
(as mentioned earlier) other indirect influences that can be 
involved in the total picture of human circumstances. Again, 
while General or Natural Revelation is involved, the Special 
Revelation of the Scriptures make us complete. The word 
“complete” translates the Greek word artios meaning “per-
fect, complete, adequate, or fitted.” The phrase “thoroughly 
equipped” translates the Greek word exartizó meaning “to 
finish out, equip fully, to be thoroughly equipped, and to be 
accomplished.” Paul describes the “man of God” (human 
being) as being made “complete” (literally “fitted out”) or 
“thoroughly equipped” or “furnished.” It carries the idea of 
finality, absoluteness, and totality. By repeating the use of the 
same root word, Paul is emphasizing that the “man of God” is 
literally “fitted” and “fitted out.” In modern parlance we might 
say that a person is made “completely, complete,” and if one 
is made complete, and thoroughly so, then there is absolutely 
nothing to add that will make this person “more” complete. 
Too, Paul is saying that the Scriptures (the Word of God) are 
the cause of why the “man of God” is made “complete, thor-
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oughly equipped.” In the context, the Holy Spirit, Himself, 
teaches us what the work of the Word of God truly is: to make 
mankind  complete and furnished completely. The Scriptures 
accomplish this when coupled with private volition, not a 
direct operation of the Holy Spirit upon one’s heart.               

Paul makes a similar case in 2 Corinthians 3:5: “Not 
that we are sufficient of ourselves to think of anything as 
being from ourselves, but our sufficiency is from God.” 
Our sufficiency is not from human wisdom. Our sufficiency 
is not merely from human resources. Our sufficiency is from 
God. Just what does “our sufficiency” mean? It means that 
the capability of living life in God’s Word, in order to please 
Him, is from God. How do we get this sufficiency from 
God? Our Lord has provided us a resource to turn and refer 
to, and that resource is of a Divine nature. This is the point 
Paul makes in the context of 2 Corinthians 3. In this chapter, 
Paul is contrasting the Old Covenant and the New Covenant. 
In verse six he calls the Old Testament “the letter,” which 
“kills,” and contrasts that with the New Testament which he 
calls “the Spirit,” that “gives life.” He calls the Old Testa-
ment “the ministry of death, written and engraved on 
stones” (v.7), and the New Testament “the ministry of the 
Spirit” (v.8). Again, he calls the Old Testament “the ministry 
of condemnation” and the New Testament “the ministry 
of righteousness” (V.9). The context continues into chapter 
four. Paul now calls the New Covenant “this ministry” (4:1), 
“the word of God” and “the truth” (4:2). Ultimately, Paul 
defines the New Covenant as “our gospel” (4:3) or simply 
“the gospel” (4:4). Therefore, what does this entire context 
mean? Just this! Paul says “our sufficiency” is from God, and 
then explains that our sufficiency comes only through the New 
Covenant, the gospel of Jesus Christ—the word of God.   

Again, Paul writes: “Above all taking the shield of 
faith with which you will be able to quench ALL the fiery 
darts of the wicked one” (Eph. 6:16, DP). Paul also tells 
us that our faith comes from the Word of God (Rom.10:17). 
Therefore, our faith, produced by the Word of God, quenches 
all the fiery darts from Satan. “All means All,” and there is, 
therefore, no “fiery dart” from Satan that the Word of God 
does not have the ability to “quench” since our faith derives 
from the Word of God. There are no “leftover” darts requiring 
a direct supernatural “extinguisher” to quench. The Word of 
God, producing our faith, defeats anything and everything 
Satan hurls at us, and this makes the (alleged) need for a direct 
operation of the Holy Spirit redundant and useless.

Conclusion
In the long ago, the Spirit through Isaiah proclaimed: 

“To the law and to the testimony” (Isa. 8:20). These words 
ought to be the marching orders for every faithful child of God 
today. God’s people are encouraged to go to the Scriptures 
to satisfy their minds, rather than relying upon the mystical 
false doctrines of men, including the wishful thinking of a 
direct illumination by the Holy Spirit. The “direct opera-

tionists” among us today are actually guilty of rejecting the 
comprehensive nature and work of Scripture by relegating 
the powerful work of God’s Word to minority status. God 
Almighty elevated His Word to lofty heights and so must 
we. The Psalmist wrote: “I will worship toward thy holy 
temple, and praise thy name for thy lovingkindness and 
for thy truth: for thou hast magnified thy word above 
all thy name” (Psa. 138:2). God raised His Word to such a 
high status because, just as God cannot be fully known apart 
from His Word, all spiritual Truth cannot be known apart 
from His Word. 

A remarkable thought to meditate on is that Scripture uses 
the terms “God” and “Scripture” interchangeably. Consider 
Paul’s words in Galatians: “And the scripture, foresee-
ing that God would justify the heathen through faith, 
preached before the gospel unto Abraham, saying, In thee 
shall all nations be blessed” (Gal. 3:8). The Scripture says 
“all nations be blessed.” However, in the book of Genesis 
we learn that it was God who said those Words (Gen. 12:2). 
In the context, God is equated with Scripture. The power of 
God and the power of His Word cannot be separated.  

In our humanity, “we are more than conquerors” and 
our victories over our adversary, temptation, and sin, are 
won by wholly and personally committing ourselves (Luke 
10:27; Rom. 12:1-2) to obeying the Lord’s Will, exactly, as 
we abide in doctrine of Christ – the Word of God. It is because 
of our shared humanity that we can truly say that whatever 
is true of Jesus regarding His humanity is true of us. God is 
no respecter of persons (Acts 10:34).
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Back To The Bible 
35th Annual Bellview Lectures 

June 12 - 16, 2010 
 

SATURDAY, JUNE 12  
7:00 pm Back To The Bible                           Tim Cozad  
7:45 pm  Back To Biblical Authority           Daniel Denham 

SUNDAY, JUNE 13 
9:00 am  Back To Biblical Music               Michael Hatcher  
10:00 am  Back To Biblical Living                         John Rose  
 Lunch Break  
2:00 pm  Back To Biblical Preaching           Danny Douglas  
3:00 pm  Back To The Bible View Of Communion  
         Ken Chumbley  
 Dinner Break  
7:00 pm  Back To Biblical Grace                     Dub McClish  
7:45 pm  Back To Biblical Faith                    Charles Pogue 

MONDAY, JUNE 14 
9:00 am  Back To Biblical Prayer                         Lee Moses  
10:00 am  Back To Biblical Attitudes            Danny Douglas 
11:00 am  Back To Biblical Speaking                Wayne Blake  
 Lunch Break  
1:30 pm  Back To Biblical Warfare                  Lynn Parker  
2:30 pm  Back To The Biblical View Of The Holy Spirit                                                 
                                                                           Daniel Denham  
3:30 pm Open Forum:  
 Dinner Break  
7:00 pm   Back To The Biblical View Of Immodesty  
                                            John West  
7:45 pm  Back To Biblical Repentance            David Brown 
 

 

 
TUESDAY, JUNE 15 

9:00 am  Back To Biblical Morality  
                                                               Dennis “Skip” Francis  
10:00 am  Back To Biblical Giving                    Wayne Blake  
11:00 am  Back To Biblical Respect                      Tim Cozad  
 Lunch Break  
1:30 pm  Back To Biblical Translation         Charles Pogue  
2:30 pm  Back To Biblical Fellowship          Ken Chumbley  
3:30 pm Open Forum:  
 Dinner Break  
7:00 pm  Back To The Biblical Organization Of The 

Church                                                    John West                                                  
7:45 pm  Back To Biblical Confession                  Gene Hill 

WEDNESDAY, JUNE 16 
9:00 am  Back To Biblical Eschatology          Dub McClish  
10:00 am  Back To The Biblical View Of God      John Rose  
11:00 am  Back To Biblical Homes                         Gene Hill  
  Lunch Break  
1:30 pm  Back To Biblical Peace                          Lee Moses  
2:30 pm  Back To Biblical Priorities               David Brown  
3:30 pm Open Forum:  
 Dinner Break  
7:00 pm  Back To The Biblical Work Of The Church           
                                         Dennis “Skip” Francis 
7:45 pm  Back To Biblical Baptism                 Lynn Parker 
 
 

Bellview Lectures Information 
Housing 

The Ramada (7051 Pensacola Blvd; Pensacola, FL 
32505) is providing a special rate for those attending the 
Bellview Lectures. The price (tax not included) is $55—to 2 
people per room. Their phone number is 850/476-9091. Tell 
them you are attending the Bellview Lectures when making 
your reservations. If you are planning on attending the 
lectureship you may want to make your motel reservations 
early. 

Meals 
The women of the Bellview Church of Christ will 

provide a free lunch Monday – Wednesday. For all other 
meals, a list of restaurants will be available at the 
registration tables. 

Books 
The lectureship book, Back To The Bible, will be 

available for purchase. The price of the book has not yet 
been determined. The book will contain 15 chapters. This 
will be a soft-cover book that can be used for teaching 
purposes. Everyone will want to purchase a copy and 
perhaps additional copies for gifts. 

 

Books-on-CD 
The Bellview lectureship books (1975-1976, 1978, 1988-

2005, 2007-2010) will be available on CD in Adobe PDF. 
The price of the CD has not yet been determined. The CD  
will also include the Defender (1970, 1972-2009), Beacon 
(1972, 1974-2009), and other material. 

DVDs 
All lectures will be recorded on DVDs. They may be 

purchased during the Bellview Lectures or by mail order 
afterwards. (We request the cooperation of all who attend 
the Bellview Lectures in keeping the pulpit area free of 
privately-owned recorders and microphones.) If you would 
like to make your own recordings, please see one of our 
sound technicians in the sound room. 

Transportation 
If you will be flying to the Pensacola Regional Airport 

and will need transportation, please call or write our office. 
We will arrange to meet you, at no charge, if we know 
when, where, airline, flight number, and the number in 
your party. 



-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–Cambridgeshire—Cambridge City Church of Christ, 
meeting at The Manor Community College, Arbury Rd., Cambridge, 
CB4 2JF. Sun., Bible Study--10:30 a.m., Worship-- 11:30 a.m.; Tue. Bible 
Study--7:30 p.m. www.CambridgeCityCoC.org.uk. Keith Sisman, Gospel 
Preacher. Contacts: Keith Sisman [From  USA, Toll Free: (281) 475-
8247); By phone inside the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  
Alternative Cambridge contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101; Matt. 
Shouey (Lakenheath) - 01638-531268. Postal/mailing Address - PO BOX 
1, Ramsey Huntingdon, PE26 2YZ United Kingdom 

-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, 

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.

Pensacola–Eastgate Church of Christ, 2809 E. Creighton Rd., 
{emsacp;a. F; 32504, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m. Tim Cozad, evangelist, (850) 477-4910

-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; Wednes-
day 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.387.1429; tgjoriginal@verizon.net.  
www.northpointcoc.com

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. Goins; DJGoins@gmail.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.
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The View From Planet Deaver #1 
Terry M. Hightower

Were Jesus’ Moral Qualities Infused Virtues?
The Bible plainly declares that angels are ministering 

spirits (Luke 16:22; Heb. 1:14) who came and ministered 
“unto” Jesus after His temptation (Mat. 4:11)—likely to 
strengthen Him with food (1 Kin. 19:5,7) and protect Him 
from wild beasts (Dan. 6:22; Mark 1:13). Luke reports that 
in Gethsemane that He “kneeled down and prayed, say-
ing, Father, if thou be willing, remove this cup from me: 
nevertheless not my will, but thine, be done. And there 
appeared unto him an angel from heaven, strengthening 
him” (Luke 22:41-43, emph.TMH). As a human with all the 
characteristics and weaknesses as any one of us (Heb. 2:14: 
Phi. 2:8-9), does this mean that the Lord had reached a point 
in which He needed more than indirect help-to-the-mind (i.e. 
roundabout providential actions and means) coupled with 
His own volition in order to carry out His assigned task? 
Did He have to have the Father to give Him supernatural 
Spirit-on-spirit power by means of a Direct Operation upon 
His heart so that He could go on through with His death 
by the hands of the Romans? Did He really have a “sub-
liminal movement” not ultimately subject to or powered by 
His “internal Self” (i.e., to forces under His personal con-
trol)? Remember, that everyone who truly longs for heaven 
“hath this hope set on him purifieth himself, even as he is 
pure” (1 John 3:3; emph. TMH) by personally obeying the 
Father’s will.

From the Total Context of the Bible, ought we to con-

clude that in effect this angel totally or even partially directly 
infused the Lord with strength? Or, was the mere fact of the 
angel’s presence nearby Him comforting to Him because He 
realized such a being could only have come from His Father 
[plus any words of encouragement he might have offered 
(cf. Acts 27:23-24)? Did the angel perform a Direct Opera-
tion upon Jesus’ human spirit “in conjunction with” God’s 
Word, coupled with God’s additionally provided indirect, 
circuitous providence? Should we not properly understand 
that whatever the angel did to strengthen the Lord, such 
did NOT involve an immediate-to-the-heart operation at all 
since the Lord Jesus is Himself credited with maintaining 
His own personal moral obedience in that He aligned His 
human will up with the will of the Father (Heb. 7:27; 5:8-9; 
1:3,8-9; 2:8; Phi. 2:8-9) as set out by God’s Word? The Holy 
Spirit can do a lot of things (i.e., namely His assigned role 
on behalf of the salvation of mankind), but He will not do 
what men must personally do for themselves, no matter what 
our Calvinistic friends say, either in or out of the church!
Your Choice: Active Or Passive Internal Sanctification?

While most of us in the church realize the serious error 
involved in any similar attempt to insert a “direct sense” into 
any Bible verse (e.g., Eph. 3:16) whereby deity is alleged 
to be directly instilling courage or any other moral virtue 
above and beyond a person’s own volitional application and 
control, the view from planet Deaver  is that even when one 
is directly infused or enabled by the Holy Spirit to act be-
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Editorial...

LOVE AND AUTHORITY 

Jesus made it clear that the Biblical love principle never 
rises higher, sets aside, nor makes null and void the authority 
principle. He emphasized that principle when he said, “If ye 
love me, (ye will–ASV, 1901) keep my commandments” 
(John 14:15). John, the inspired apostle of love, wrote the 
same thing about the relationship of love in a Christian’s life 
to Christ’s authoritative Word when he wrote: 

And hereby we do know that we know him, if we keep his 
commandments. He that saith, I know him, and keepeth 
not his commandments, is a liar, and the truth is not in 
him. But whoso keepeth his word, in him verily is the love 
of God perfected: hereby know we that we are in him... 
By this we know that we love the children of God, when 
we love God, and keep his commandments. For this is the 
love of God, that we keep his commandments: and his 
commandments are not grievous (1 John 2:3-5; 5:2, 3).

Major Premise: Jesus and the Apostle John said that when a 
person loves God he will keep His commandments.. 
Minor Premise: Brother Famous Preacher is a person who 
will not keep God’s commandments.
Conclusion: Therefore, Jesus and the Apostle John said 
that brother Famous Preacher is a person who does not love 
God. 

When anyone explicitly teaches that one’s love of God 
excuses him from obeying God, or that God loves us so 
much that He is not concerned about our obedience to Him, 
we know that person is a liar and the Truth is not in him. 
Also, any doctrine that implies that one’s love for God or 
God’s love for him excuses him from obeying God, that per-
son is a liar too (Ecc. 12: 13, 14; 1 Cor. 11:2; Heb 5:8, 9).

 Among all the great component parts of love (agape)  
listed in 1 Cor. 13, not one of them permits disobedience to 
God’s commandments. Please notice that Paul tells us that 
love “rejoiceth not in iniquity, but rejoiceth in the truth” 
(verse 6). When men teach that faithful children of God are 
pleasing to Him when they fellowship brethren who are dis-
obedient to God, refusing all the time to repent of their er-
ror, they lie. Christians are authorized to fellowship only 
those brethren who are in fellowship with God. But a church 
member who refuses to obey God is not in fellowship with 
God. Thus, the faithful are not authorized (in fact they are 
forbidden) to fellowship those who refuse to obey God (2 
John 8-11; John 8: 31, 32; 12:48). 

There is nothing intellectually challenging involved 
in arriving at a correct understanding of these great Truths. 
Problems arise only when men refuse to accept them without 
prejudice, respect of persons, and/or bias. Then, of course, 
the principles must consistently be applied to every case 
calling for their application. To do otherwise is also to sin.

—David P. Brown, Editor
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MARTHA BENTLEY

Our dear sister in Christ, Martha Bent-
ley, 85, passed to her reward after suffer-
ing a massive heart attack early on Monday 
morning, April 26, 2010. At the time of 
her death she lived in Knoxville, TN. She 
was preceded in death by her husband, of 
62 years, Ernest L (Ernie) Bentley and step 
daughter, Tommie Pafford. She is survived 
by her nephew, Jay Caldwell and his wife, 
Debbie and their daughter, Jacie. She is 
also survived by a stepdaughter, Ann Bent-
ley, of Charlotte, NC and stepson, Ernest 
Bentley, Jr., of Johnson City, TN; several 
step grandchildren and step great-grand-
children and several nieces and nephews. 
The funeral services were held in the Click 
Funeral Home Farragut Chapel with Kent 
Bailey, long time Gospel preacher and dear 
friend of the Bentley’s, officiating. Grave-

ers and their families, faithful brethren and 
the church of Christ.

There was no pretense or sham about 
sister Martha and one had no problem 
knowing where she stood on any religious 
subject. She was apalled at those who com-
promised their preaching and life to keep 
friends, obtain money, and to sit in the chief 
seats prized by the worldly minded. No 
taint of hyprocrisy was to found in brother 
and sister Bentley‘s lives.They went about 
doing good because they were good as the 
Bible defines the same. 

Sister Bentley was an excellent writer, 
authoring one book, Mother, Where Art 
Thou?, and numerous articles. She was a 
regular writer for CFTF and a speaker to 
her Christian sisters on many lectureships. 

side services were held on Thursday at Fremont Cemetery 
in Union City, TN with Harrell Davison, long time evange-
list and family friend presiding. Memorials may be made to 
Spring Church of Christ, P. O. 39 Box 77383 (earmark for 
“Contending for the Faith” publication). 

When I remember sister Bentley I think of a woman 
who loved her Lord and proved it by her uncompromising 
stand for and obedience to the Truth of God’s Word. She 
loved the Gospel, Gospel preaching, faithful Gospel preach-



REMEMBER SHILOH
During the time of Joshua’s leading Israel to possess the 

land God had promised them, the Ark of the Covenant was 
kept safely at Gilgal. After the conquest it was removed to 
Shiloh in Ephraim and remained there from the last days of 
Joshua to the time of Samuel (Josh. 18:10; Judges 18:31; 1 
Sam. 4:3).

After the death of Joshua the people turned to idolatry 
in direct defiance of God’s commands to have no part with 
other nations and their gods, “That ye come not among 
these nations, these that remain among you; neither make 
mention of the name of their gods, nor cause to swear by 
them, neither serve them, nor bow yourselves to them” 
(Joshua 23:7). 

“...if ye do in any wise go back and cleave unto the remnant 
of these nations even these that remain among you, and shall 
make marriages with them, and go in unto them, and they 
to you: know for a certainty that the Lord your God will 
no more drive out any of these nations from before you...” 
(Joshua 23:13).

The Ark of the Covenant was taken from Shiloh and 
carried into battle against the Philistines and because of the 

sinfulness of Eli’s sons, Hophni and Phinehas, was lost. 
God’s anger was greatly kindled and Shiloh after that was 
lost in insignificance.

Behold ye trust in lying words that cannot profit. Will ye 
steal, murder, and commit adultery, and swear falsely, and 
burn incense unto Baal, and walk after other gods whom 
ye know not; and come and stand before me in this house 
which is called by my name, and say, We are delivered to 
do all these abominations? Is this house, which is called by 
my name, become a den of robbers in your eyes? Behold 
even I have seen it, saith the Lord.

But go ye now into my place which was in Shiloh, where 
I set my name at the first and see what I did to it for the 
wickedness of my people Israel. And now, because ye have 
done all these works, saith the Lord, and I spake unto you 
rising up early and speaking, but ye heard not; and I called 
you, but ye answered not; Therefore will I do unto this 
house which is called by my name, wherein ye trust, and 
unto the place which I gave to you and to your fathers, as 
I have done to Shiloh (Jer. 7:8-14; 1 Kings 9:6-7).
God was patient and allowed enough time for repentance 

,but the time came when the promised destruction came just 
as promised (Gen. 6:3). God’s promises are sure and certain 
(2 Pet. 3:9).

She was truly ready unto every good work. 
To Jay and Debbie, who helped so much in the last 

months of her life, we wish the best and urge them to be 
faithful to the Lord in all things. We are thankful they were 
in a postion to help sister Bentley. 

Below you will find one of sister Bentley’s good ar-
ticles, the message of which is a fitting tribute to her faith-
fulness to the Lord. She is and will be greatly missed.  

—David P. Brown, Editor
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Tragic Fellowship Compromises
Lynn Parker

Recorded history is plain in telling us how God has 
dealt with his people who disregarded his laws and trampled 
on his commands. These things are written for our learning 
(Rom. 15:4) and just as certain as those in the Old Testament 
suffered promised punishment, so shall we if we continue to 
ignore the written word.

All too many today obey the first principles of the Gospel 
and get no farther than coming out of the baptistry and attend-
ing Sunday morning worship. Many are continuing to sow 
discord, rebel against godly elders, fail to study on a daily 

basis, and continue to fellowship those who “sound good.” 
Many have closed their minds to the false teachers of today, 
thinking “They preach truth,” though not the whole truth. The 
sheep are being ravaged by wolves and “my people love to 
have it so” (Jer. 5:31).

God reminded back-sliding Israel to remember what he 
did to Shiloh. He has given us warnings also (Rev. 20:12, 
21:8). Remember Shiloh!

—Her works do follow her.

 

      Recently we have seen several brethren criticize and cas-
tigate what they have termed “A to Z Fellowship.” Rather 
than deal in generalities, we will be specific so that all know 
the positions taken. We do not want to wage battle against 
straw men. Neither do we want to misrepresent any brother 
or that brother’s position, even when the brother is in error. 
First, notice a few pertinent points:

1.  We are not urging that people rush to withdraw fel-
lowship from every brother who holds to error. 
2.  We believe in, and have practiced, patience while 
correction is being made and where a brother is teach-
able and penitent. 
3.  At issue is not a fellow who sits down to eat with an 
unknown brother, from an unknown town, who holds 
to unknown doctrines.  Herein we are discussing those 
situations where brethren know what Rubel Shelley, 
or Max Lucado, or Dave Miller, or Joe Beam, or Phil 
Sanders teach. 
4.  Patiently bearing with a brother and giving him 
to time to repent is not what many are practicing as 
they say nothing and do nothing. That is just so much 
smoke. How many years are some going to wait while 
false teaching continues to spew forth to lead souls 
astray and certain men say nothing? What some appar-
ently mean is that they hope someone else, somewhere 
else, somehow, and sometime over the next decades 
will broach the subject with the false teacher. Nobility? 
Hardly. More like cowardice.

       Tom Wacaster wrote the following which may be repre-
sentative of the position we now scrutinize:  

Because a brother chooses not to become embroiled in a cer-
tain conflict in the brotherhood does not mean that he has 
compromised the truth; nor does it suggest that he has some-
how aided and abetted the enemy. The following scenario 

would actually present a problem of fellowship to some: 
Brother “A” was on lectureship “X” with brother “B” who 
himself appeared on lectureship “Y” with brother “C,” who 
last year appeared on lectureship “Z” with brother “D,” who 
has taught error concerning marriage and divorce. Conclu-
sion? Brother “A” has become soft on the truth because he 
was associated with brother “B” who himself fellowshipped 
brother “C” who evidently was not concerned about what 
brother “D” teaches on marriage and divorce! Here is another 
scenario that has caused good brethren to “withdraw” from 
another: Brother “A” serves as a missionary in the church. 
But this brother has never once publicly said anything about 
Dave Miller or the AP controversy. Hence, this brother has 
been accused of being no better than “Max Lucado” or “Jeff 
Walling” – in fact, he is even worse because at least the fla-
grant false teacher is more easily recognized (Tom Wacaster, 
Biting And Devouring One Another, www.churchsoftware-
plus.com/Archives/BiteDevour.pdf).

Here we will examine some points brought up by Tom 
Wacaster such as the brother who “chooses not to become 
embroiled in a certain conflict in the brotherhood,” the mis-
sionary who never publicly takes a stand against Dave Mill-
er (a false teacher), and the depiction of fellowship between 
brethren “A,” “B,” “C,” and “D.”

Those Who Choose Not To Become “Embroiled”
Surely care must be taken when deciding whether or not 

to involve yourself in a brotherhood “conflict.” If a contro-
versy is about opinion/option, then all are well-advised to 
give it a wide, tolerant berth. If, on the other hand, at stake 
is a doctrinal (obligatory) matter that affects salvation, one 
has no choice but to take a stand. But then, that’s the differ-
ence that makes a difference, isn’t it?  In the Dave Miller 
and the Apologetics Press controversy, either we are dealing 
with matters of opinion/option or we are dealing with mat-
ters of faith/obligation. Do not confuse the two. Countless 
times the church has been attacked by denominations over 
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his convictions do not run deep enough to cause him to cry 
out with a voice like a trumpet against the sin and division 
caused by these rebellious leaders(?) and that he is refusing to 
abide by the divine revelation of God. On the other hand if a 
man openly opposes the ring leaders of digression, refuses to 
attend their hodgepodge assemblies, obeys the Lord’s injunc-
tion to MARK them that are causing division and occasions 
of stumbling, contrary to the doctrine which was learned, and 
TURNS away from them, and preaches with all his might that 
there is BUT ONE CHURCH and not 300 plus, people know 
where this man stands.... (George E. Darling, Sr., “WHY?,” 
Defender, June, 1972).

“A man is known by what he promotes, condones, 
and opposes.” Was brother Darling wrong? Now brother 
Wacaster defends an unnamed missionary who “has never 
once publicly [bold emphasis mine–LP] said anything about 
Dave Miller or the AP controversy” (is Tom Wacaster speak-
ing of himself?) and now this missionary is held in suspi-
cion. Why doesn’t this missionary just come out publicly 
and plainly and state what he believes, thus removing any 
doubt? Can you really tell where a man stands by not only 
what he supports but also what he opposes? Brethren used to 
think so—and some of us still do. More importantly, God’s 
word teaches the principle. Tom Wacaster wrote,

As for the brotherhood problems, I stand where I stood more 
than three decades ago when I began preaching. I think David 
Miller is a false teacher regarding marriage and divorce, and 
his reaffirmation of elders, and I think the brethren who 
are ignoring this undeniable fact are in fellowship with a 
false teacher [bold emphasis mine – LP].  I think Stan Crow-
ley teaches error and I have emailed him until I am blue in 
the face and he gives no response.  I opted out of the Shertz 
lectures two years ago and have not been invited back for 
2006 or 2007.  I wrote the folks at AP and told them that 
I would not be subscribing to R&R again, and asked some 
questions regarding all that has been happening, but again, 
silent as a tomb  I did speak on the Lubbock lectures two 
years ago and talked to Tommy about Dave Miller’s so-called 
“statement,” and curiously he has not invited me back either 
(Email letter from Tom Wacaster to Michael Hatcher, dated 
July 27, 2007). 

Somebody changed. It was March, 2010 when Tom 
Wacaster spoke on the Memphis School of Preaching Lec-
tures, expressing his respect for men there, his appreciation 
for being given the opportunity to speak, and feeling hon-
ored to fill the pulpit. Conspicuously missing from brother 
Wacaster’s sermon was any rebuke of the false teachers and 
their supporters at Memphis. Memphis School of Preaching, 
through its faculty and overseeing eldership, has more than 
amply demonstrated support for false teacher Dave Miller, 
and Stan Crowley at Schertz, TX., another marked false 
teacher. They had Phil Sanders, a man who has been known 
as a truth compromiser and one in fellowship with those not 
in fellowship with God, on this very lectureship with Tom 
Wacaster.  

the use of mechanical instrumental music in Christian wor-
ship. What denominations (and some of our erring brethren) 
view as a matter of opinion/option, we know to be a matter 
of faith/obligation. Some in the brotherhood are confusing 
the doctrine of elder reaffirmation/re-evaluation with a mat-
ter of opinion/option, such as the color of the church build-
ing carpet. 

Our brother Tom Wacaster laments, 
Here is another scenario that has caused good brethren to 
“withdraw”  from another: Brother “A”  serves as a mis-
sionary in the church. But this brother has never once pub-
licly said anything about Dave Miller or the AP controversy. 
Hence, this brother has been accused of being no better than 
“Max Lucado” or “Jeff Walling”  – in fact, he is even worse 
because at least the flagrant false teacher is more easily rec-
ognized.
Do I have a choice about whether to become “em-

broiled” in a fight where souls are at stake? You know the 
answer. God had something to say about those who would 
remain neutral in times of war. “Curse ye Meroz, said the 
angel of Jehovah. Curse ye bitterly the inhabitants there-
of, Because they came not to the help of Jehovah, To the 
help of Jehovah against the mighty” (Judges 5:23). The 
late George Darling wrote, 

Maybe, it’s because I’m a little older, or maybe it’s because 
I appeal to the younger preachers as a sounding board. Many 
times I have preachers come to me bemoaning the fact that 
they are mistrusted. These men are sad because the brethren 
seem to have so little confidence in them. They condemn the 
elders and others for being skeptical of them and their actions. 
There is a remedy for just such situations. It can be remedied 
once and for all by this method. (The same remedy will work 
for the congregation that is wondering “WHY” they do not 
have the fellowship and cooperation of sister congregations) 
When someone doubts your orthodoxy just come out into 
the open, hiding nothing and make a clear statement of just 
where you stand. If one makes a clear statement of his posi-
tion then both the Christian and the modernist and liberals 
know where he stands. There will be no doubt anymore, but 
as long as a man persists in playing in both camps, and car-
rying water on both shoulders, riding two horses at once and 
doing the “split” he can expect to be treated with “care.” The 
reason why men are mistrusted is almost invariably because 
they refuse to take a definite stand.

...A man is known by what he promotes, condones and op-
poses! More commonly you hear this expressed, “A man is 
known by both his friends and his enemies.” If a man, (please 
keep in  mind that the same rule applies to a congregation or 
an eldership), upholds unscriptural works or heretical teach-
ers, whether this be in the form of a denominational min-
isterial association or a project concocted by our brethren 
designed to draw away disciples from the old paths, taking 
his place among them, recognizing them as his brethren in 
Christ, you can know that that brother does not promote New 
Testament Christianity! If he merely condones this mongrel 
association and says nothing for or against you can know that 
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you ever considered your association with such? Have 
you considered that your name and soundness are pos-
sibly being used? Have you considered the fact that your 
appearance on such seminars or in such meetings may be 
causing brethren to question your soundness? [bold em-
phasis mine - LP]

We appeal for all who are concerned about the truth to care-
fully examine their association with others and be certain that 
they neither encourage nor support the false teacher. Some 
may say, “Wouldn’t you go preach in a Methodist church?” 
Yes, I would, but my sermon would demonstrate beyond 
question that I neither supported nor endorsed them in their 
denominational error. And it is very doubtful that I would 
ever be asked to speak for them a second time.

In matters of opinion let us cultivate the widest liberality; in 
matters of doctrine let us cultivate uncompromising firmness. 
(William Cline, Guilt by Association, Defender, June, 1972)

“A” Fellowships “B,” Who Fellowships “C”...
But now to the matter of fellowship and lectureship ap-

pearances. Remember, we are not discussing here just ap-
pearing on a lectureship with a false teacher. We are saying 
that if that happens, the faithful child of God will come out 
clearly against the errors of the false teacher. No one will 
leave the auditorium without knowing that the false teach-
er is just that! Brother Robert Taylor, recently known for 
his compromise in this area, once upon a time came down 
strong on men who would appear on lectureships with false 
teachers without publicly rebuking their false doctrines. As 
brother Cline stated, “my sermon would demonstrate be-
yond question that I neither supported nor endorsed them 
in their denominational error. And it is very doubtful that I 
would ever be asked to speak for them a second time.”

Some are making fun of the principle of guilt by asso-
ciation (more accurately it is, “guilt by fellowship” (2 John 
9ff). To them it is really an inconvenient doctrine. We’re not 
talking here of an Apollos who received correction when 
he had taught error (Acts 18:25ff). We are speaking here of 
someone who has been corrected and had opportunity to re-
pent. We’ll call him brother “A.” This is not someone who, 
with time and patience, is coming around. Nope, the way of 
truth has been explained to him and he has been given time 
to amend his ways and teaching. (Sounds like the situation 
with Dave Miller, doesn’t it?) Brother “A” stubbornly re-
fuses to repent and persistently remains in his error. Now is 
“A” in fellowship with God? No, of course not (2 John 9ff)! 
Can brother “B” fellowship “A”? No (2 John 9ff). Well, now 
brother “B” says, “ ‘A’ is my brother and I don’t agree with 
him but I’ll fellowship him anyway.” (Sounds like Memphis 
School of Preaching, et al., doesn’t it?) Is “B” at liberty to 
do this? Of course not (2 John 9ff). Is “B” in fellowship with 
God? No (2 John 9ff). So neither “A” nor “B” is in fellow-
ship with God or God’s faithful children (2 John 9ff). Now 
that is simple enough. 

It gets back to guilt by fellowship. Are we guilty of sin 
when we fellowship those in error? Now one more time we 
will state that we are not at all saying that in given situations 
and certain circumstances you cannot work with those in 
error while they learn better and repent. Sure—rebuke, re-
prove, admonish. But do not silently condone their error and 
thus partake of their evil deeds! And if he won’t repent the 
Bible is clear (Eph. 5:11; Rom. 16:17; 2 Thess. 3:6; 2 John 
9ff). Bill Cline wrote:

Is there such a thing as guilt by association? When brethren, 
especially preachers, continually seek the services and fel-
lowship of those who are known false teachers, is there any 
justification in questioning their doctrinal soundness? Breth-
ren, if the New Testament is going to be our only rule of faith 
and practice, then lines are going to have to be drawn and 
their boundaries adhered to!

The New Testament teaches that the false teacher is to be 
marked (Rom. 16:17). If any man does not obey the teachings 
of the Christ, we are not to have any company with him (2 
The. 3:14). We do not need to wait until judgment to find out 
who the false teacher is so that we can mark him. We have the 
responsibility to make that decision here and now!

In 2 John 10-11 John wrote, “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” (ASV). May we all understand 
that to give countenance and sanction to a false teacher is 
to share his guilt. How judicious and cautious the Christian 
must be! In this passage God forbids us to do anything 
that would in any way encourage or support the false 
teacher and his doctrine! There is such a thing as guilt by 
association and the doctrine of Christ plainly teaches it.

Someone may counter, “Jesus associated with sinners”  (Luke 
15). Yes, He did, but His association with them was in no 
way an encouragement, an endorsement, or a support of 
them in their sin!

We may share the false teacher’s guilt by SILENCE. Not long 
ago I heard a preacher tell a story about Jesus talking to a 
young man and telling him to shave off his beard! Before the 
service was over the man was forced to make correction of 
the false doctrine. To have remained silent would have been 
wrong for every supporter of the truth in the audience. ...

There are other ways we may share the false teacher’s guilt. 
We may share such guilt by INDOLENCE, UNCONCERN, 
PUBLIC COUNTENANCE, INWARD APPROBATION, 
OPEN APOLOGY and ASSISTANCE. We must be careful 
of our soul’s welfare in its association with the false teacher.

Churches need to examine the man they secure for gospel 
meetings. If they have already scheduled men who have now 
turned out to be liberals, they need to write them and tell 
them their services will no longer be needed and tell them 
why they aren’t needed. And gospel preachers, check on 
the places you go. Some of the liberal churches are using 
sound gospel preachers in their meetings. The same can 
be said for many of the seminars. They sprinkle the staff 
of lecturers with a few sound speakers. Brethren, have 
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Matters  Of
 The  Faith

EDITOR

“B” tainted because he fellowships “A?” If tainted means 
“in sin,” then the answer is “yes!” Is C tainted because he 
fellowships B? Of course, seeing that B is not in fellow-
ship with God. What if twenty-five men followed a false 
teacher, or extended the right hand of fellowship to those 
who are supporting the false teacher? Could twenty-six 
men, represented by letters “A–Z” be in sin for disregard-
ing God’s laws regarding fellowship (2 John 9ff; Eph. 5:11; 
Rom. 16:17)? Then you can have twenty-six men in sin! Re-
member brother Wacaster’s scenario of four men (A, B, C, 
and D) that appeared variously on three lectureships? Let us 
test that in light of Bible principles. For sake of clarity, we 
present the following chart:

Along comes brother “C” who is fully aware of A’s er-
ror. C is fully aware of B’s compromise. But “C” reasons, 
“I don’t agree with A, and I wish B wouldn’t buddy up to 
him but I’m not gonna break fellowship with B over it.” 
That, friends, is basically a primer in how you allow false 
teachers free course to influence. It surely is possible for 
each succeeding person, from brother Abel to brother Zech-
ariah, to be out of fellowship with God and thus out of fel-
lowship with God’s people if each disregards God’s law of 
fellowship. This could all be stopped at some point by “B” 
or “C” saying, “No more! Teach false doctrine, fellowship 
false teachers, or otherwise persist in sinful behavior, and I 
cannot, out of respect for God’s word, fellowship you.” Is 

CONCLUSION
It brings me no pleasure to expose brother Wacaster’s er-

ror (and those who hold to his doctrine). I have, in years past, 
counted him as a dear friend and brother. We have worked 
together in several efforts. Tom asked me to moderate for a 

debate he had with a Baptist preacher some years ago (I was 
unable to moderate due to secular employment). But Tom 
and those of like persuasion, are wrong, grievously wrong in 
their position and actions. This compromise on God’s laws 
of fellowship is an aid to false teachers. It allows false doc-
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trines to gain momentum and acceptance in the brotherhood. 
If Tom Wacaster and others persist in their current course of 
conduct, they will lose their souls and no doubt, take many 
down with them. It does not have to happen.
END NOTES
1As quoted in CFTF, March, 2010, p. 15, Robert Taylor wrote:

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 conservative brotherhood. Yet on 
a continuing and even increasing basis they will appear with them 
on lectureships, workshops, seminars, and other occaions. It would 
be wonderfully courageous 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 exceptions 
along the way but not many for sure. ... yet each year there are a 
few more conservative brethren who agree to speak...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 they would not have the 
welcome mat extended to them for repeat performances. Will any 
doubt? 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 associ-
ate 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. Such is extremely hard to 
attain and then maintain while giving tacit endorsement to liberal-
istic forces (From the Annual Denton Lectureship Book, Studies in 
Joshua, Judges, and Ruth, pp. 528, 529). 

—1650 Gander Slough Road
Kingsbury, TX 78638

LIPSCOMB UNIVERSITY CREATES THE
INSTITUTION FOR CHRISTIAN SPIRITUALITY

Lloyd Gale



The opening sentence of a letter dated February 12, 2010 
from Earl Lavender, Executive Director of the Institute for Chris-
tian Spirituality, Lipscomb Univerity, Nashville, TN., states: “Lip-
scomb University is pleased to announce the opening of the IN-
STITUTE FOR CHRISTIAN SPIRITUALITY.” Lavender goes 
on to say,

Through this institute, Lipscomb will offer its second doctor-
al degree and several certificate programs for Christians who 
want to deepen their walk with God. Programs are designed 
for everyone from the church leader who needs a safe place 
to grow and discern God’s call in his or her life, to the be-
ginner in the faith journey who is eager to grow. Lipscomb is 
pleased to offer fresh resources that will nuture deeper spiri-
tual lives. (Bold  mine – L.E.G) 

To celebrate this new institute John Ortberg, a nationally 
known speaker and author in spiritual formation, will be here 
on March 2nd.for many exciting engagements which are list-
ed on the postcard below. You are invited to join us on the 
Lipscomb campus and participate in these events throughout 
the day. 
Being aware of how far Lipscomb has departed from 

the once delivered faith, caused me to doubt that this “na-
tionally known speaker” was even a Christian. Is it possible 
for someone to be a spiritual person who has not obeyed the 
Gospel of Jesus Christ and who is a member of some human-
ly conceived church; a person who does not believe what the 
Holy Spirit inspired apostle Paul recorded in Eph.4:1-6: 

I therefore, the prisoner of the Lord, beseech you that ye 
walk worthy of the vocation wherewith ye are called. With 

all lowliness and meekness, with longsuffering, forbear-
ing one another in love; Endeavoring to keep the unity of 
the Spirit in the bond of peace. 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.

Could a person be called a spiritual person who does 
not believe, teach and practice these inspired words? Is a 
person a spiritual person who denies, and has never obeyed, 
the Lord’s instructions pertaining to what one must do to be 
saved—one, therefore, who has never been cleansed from 
his sins by the blood of Jesus Christ? 

Is it not true that the spiritual person is the person who 
believes and obeys implicitly all of God’s teachings pertain-
ing to his salvation; that the spiritual person is the person who 
walks in harmony with the instructions of the Spirit. Not 
just some of His instructions but all of them that have to do 
with faithful Christian living? “For whosoever shall keep 
the whole law, and yet offend in one point, he is guilty of 
all” (James 2:10) This great spiritual state is reached by a 
diligent study, learning and obeying God’s Word concerning 
becoming a Christian and in living the Christian life (Mat-
thew 8:31; 1 Cor. 15:58; Rev. 2:10). 

Is it not true that our Lord Jesus Christ built His church 
about 2,000 years ago to house all the saved and to save 
others by preaching the Gospel, edification of the saints, 
and  by engaging in benevolent works? The Lord’s institute 
for spirituality is the church. He promised to build it, did 
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in fact build it, and purchased it with His own blood (Matt. 
16:18; Acts 20:28; Acts 2:38, 41, 42, 47). Is not the action of 
Lipscomb another effort to repudiate what the Bible teaches 
concerning New Testament Christianity? 

So who is this  “nationally known speaker and
author in spiritual formation” John Ortberg? 

He currently serves as the pastor at Menlo Park Pres-
byterian Church in California. Prior to that he served as 
teaching pastor at Willow Creek Community Church South 
Barrington Illinois, one of the largest congregations in the 
nation. So now we know that some who claim to be mem-
bers of the church of Christ are going to be taught about 
“spirituality” by a man who has never obeyed the gospel, 
who is not in a covenant relationship with God, and is not 
himself spiritual. Quite remarkable! 

I wonder if John Ortberg is aware of a recent survey of 
members of the Presbyterian church that found one out of 
three Presbyterian do not believe one must be a Christian to 
be saved? Presbyterian doctrine does not teach that one must 

obey the Gospel and be added to the blood purchased church 
of Christ by the Lord (Acts 2:41, 47). So one who denies 
John 14:6 and Eph. 4: l-6, along with many other Scriptures,  
back in March taught some apostate Christians and no tell-
ing who else about spirituality. Will wonders never cease? 

It appears that many Americans are recognizing what is 
happening as the progressives in our government are ignor-
ing and violating our Constitution and Bill of Rights. They 
are rising up in protest and demanding a return to the Law of 
the land. I pray for the day when once faithful members of 
the Lord’s church, and others, recognize how far many have 
departed from the once delivered faith (Jude 3). Pray that 
they open their eyes and see the disaster that awaits if they 
continue down this road. It seems that no matter how radical 
the departure from the faith is some refuse to see it. Must 
they wait until they open their eyes in eternal torment before 
they realize their sins? Pray that such may not be the case. 

—1186 Martha Leeville Rd.
Lebanon, TN 37090-8265



(Continued From Page 1)
yond one’s own ability relative to an assigned task—such 
action still is accredited as morally virtuous for that indi-
vidual just as if he had done it by himself. So we can safely 
assume that all those opting for Passive Internal Sanctifica-
tion must accept the notion that Christ’s behavior as the son 
of man need not totally have been caused by self-determined 
inner states (wherein the action is free and the agent morally 
responsible—hence personally virtuous) as He progressed 
through life, but that actions in His life could be caused by 
non self-determined inner states (wherein the action is not 
free and the agent is NOT morally responsible—hence is 
NOT personally virtuous by that act).  Now here, brethren, 
is the “Deaver doctrine” in all of its unbiblical glory! Make 
your choice for either ACTIVE INTERNAL SANCTIFICA-
TION or for PASSIVE INTERNAL SANCTIFICATION! 
I have previously upheld and will continue to contend for 
the active version for both non-Christian and Christian—in-
stead of what might be accurately described as “Virtue by 
Association” or “Virtue by Proxy”—will you? 

Should the reader attempt to foist the absurd (i.e. false) 
notion that I have in essence become an “anti-cooperation-
ist” in that I allegedly refuse to allow God to help the Chris-
tian as Mac has accused me of, then I would hasten to “An-
swer a fool according to his folly, Lest he be wise in his 
own eyes” (Pro. 26:5) by pointing out that Mac is the one 
who holds the “saints only” viewpoint regarding God’s di-
rect-to-the-mind operation and not me! [Yes, it’s true that I 
actually laughed out loud when I first came across this “an-
swer and response” from Mac. I have also needed Drama-
mine to just watch (much less to study) the Deavers’ lurch 

to the left–which induces more motion sickness than a State 
Fair dive bomber to those of us who have known them for 
years. In recent days, Mac and Weylan are likely having to 
take Dramamine in observing Todd’s further leftist pendu-
lum swing! From their own discord I am forced to conclude 
that either the Holy Spirit is confused (just as He seems to 
be among rank Pentecostals who are also in disagreement 
with one another while each claims a Direct Operation) or 
that NONE of them are actually getting a Direct Divine Il-
lumination of the Spirit! I think you know my answer (cf. 1 
Cor. 14:33)!

Deaverite Fellow Travelers
Despite a small chorus of Deaverite “cheerleaders” who 

specialize in not even being aware of the primary writings 
by myself and others, most folks have had the good sense 
to “see through” this erroneous choice of passivity instead 
of activity regarding moral action! Malcolm Hill has dis-
played a singular ignorance of the detailed case that has 
been mounted by many of us against this doctrine of ethical 
passivity, following the “Pied Piper of Denton” in falsely 
accusing us of upholding an “inactive Deity.” Yet, quite 
strangely, it never seems to dawn upon those breathing the 
rarified air of Planet Deaver that they maintain this same al-
leged “inactive” view of the Spirit of God towards any and 
all (i.e., billions!) non-Christians! Thus, while God directly 
blows a wind into the saint’s sails, the non-Christian is left 
to paddle his own canoe by means of the Word only. But I 
would ask what kind of meaningful response can you have 
toward your opponents if they have not taken time to inform 
themselves adequately about it? Malcolm’s feet are firmly 
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planted in midair on “planet Deaver” so that he seems to be 
responding not to people and ideas as they really are, but to 
a construction in his own mind and of his own imagining. (I 
suspect he has become a bit like a crazy uncle who used to 
be able to be somewhat reasonable and articulate, but now is 
only an embarrassment to the family).

Lack of space forbids a complete exposition, but the 
reader can surely see that something more is at stake here 
than simply one’s own personal virtue and culpability! We 
can see that without a voluntary choice and carrying through 
by one’s Self as to what is right (both negatively and posi-
tively), there can be no such thing as virtue. NOTE: puppets 
and dogs are incapable of virtue because they act without 
conscious thought and control! Ask yourself if you agree 
with Mac’s version of human “freewill” which includes a 
“morality” based upon factors beyond man’s conscious 
thought! Without that freedom of choice and “hands-on” 
control, there is no morality and no love but only an au-
tomated, mechanical response. Once again we turn to the 
burning issue: Was Jesus the way He was because some 
force outside His own volition so ‘infused Him with virtues’ 
or accomplished (i.e., carried out) the virtue for Him that 
He could do nothing but good?

The Spirit and Hebrews 4:15
If your answer to the above question is “Yes”, then what 

is the true meaning of Hebrews 4:15: “For we have not a 
high priest that cannot be touched with the feeling of our 
infirmities; but one that hath been in all points tempt-
ed like as we are, yet without sin”? When we examine 
Jesus’ life, we find a pervasive and powerful presence and 
activity of the Spirit throughout, including His birth (Luke 
1:35) and John’s announcement that Jesus would baptize 
with the Holy Spirit (Mark 1:8). The Spirit is present in dra-
matic form from the very beginning of His public ministry, 
for there was a perceivable coming of the Holy Spirit upon 
Him at that time (Mat. 3:16) in fulfillment of Old Testament 
prophecy (Isa. 42:1). But did Jesus have His moral qualities 
for Himself, or did the Spirit directly help or “inject” Him 
with such attributes as strength and love? Did the Spirit “do” 
the courage and “do” the love?

Immediately after His baptism, “Jesus, full of the Holy 
Spirit, returned from the Jordan, and was led in the Spirit” 
into the situation where the temptations took place (Luke 
4:1). Mark’s statement is forceful: “And straightway the 
Spirit driveth him forth into the wilderness” (Mark 1:12). 
The rest of the ministry of Jesus as well (including His teach-
ing) was conducted in the power and by the direction, either 
directly or indirectly, of the Holy Spirit. Peter told Cornelius 
about “Jesus of Nazareth, how God anointed him with 
the Holy Spirit and with power: who went about doing 
good, and healing all that were oppressed of the devil; 
for God was with him” (Acts 10:38). Jesus declared: “If 
I by the Spirit of God cast out demons, then is the king-

dom of God come upon you” (Mat. 12:28). Such was done 
directly by God’s Spirit.

When the seventy returned and reported that even de-
mons were subject to them in His name (Luke 10:17), even 
Christ’s emotions were said to be in or by the Holy Spirit: 
“In that same hour he rejoiced in (by—ASV) the Holy 
Spirit (v.21; cf. 1 The.1:6; emph. TMH). While no one 
doubts Jesus’ inspiration, the question is: Did the Holy Spirit 
directly infuse or cause the ethical fruit of the Spirit we call 
JOY in Him here? Question: Was Christ only able not to sin 
but did avoid sinning, or was He not able to sin? Is it the 
case (as some affirm) that Jesus is God with a quasi-human 
character upon which the Holy Spirit acted so that it would 
be physically possible but morally impossible that He would 
sin? Incredibly, some brethren (like those on planet Deaver) 
agree with those Calvinists who answer: “Yes!” According 
to Dallas M. Roark, Louis Berkhof defended Jesus’ sinless-
ness

on the basis of the essential bond between the human and 
divine natures… In doing so he altered the nature of Jesus’ 
temptations, especially in the wilderness and in Gethsemane, 
and reduced the significance of Jesus’ will in his obedience 
to the Father.

This is to alter the nature of our Lord’s temptations all 
right, and, in fact, to do away altogether with any signifi-
cance of Jesus’ will in His “obedience” to the Father. Berk-
ouwer contends that:

One must hold…that those are wrong who are content to say 
that Christ was able not to sin…. The moment the Scripture in-
troduces the temptation in the wilderness it mentions Christ’s 
being filled with the Holy Spirit. In his life there is a mysteri-
ous incapacity for sin stemming from his love and mercy.

Roark says:
The truth of the life of Jesus could be stated in terms of an 
analogy in which gold is tried, but it is part of its nature that it 
always stands the test…. Therefore, the human nature would 
be under the realm of enabling grace (presumably—don’t you 
see—through the direct operation of the Holy Spirit—TMH) 
in which it could not sin (emph. TMH).

Everyone involved in this latest Holy Spirit controversy 
which began in 1994 will remember the disquieting “trac-
tate scoldings” we were privileged to receive from those 
on Planet Deaver concerning “enablement,” the meaning 
of which was exactly the same as Berkhof, Berkouwer, and 
Roark, but only set forth in different verbiage.

A Hellish Lie: To Misinterpret Heb. 9:14
to Uphold “Theistic Determinism”

Please note the strong parallels between the Deaver 
view of Ephesians 3:16 and this crucial verse: “How much 
more shall the blood of Christ, who through the eternal 
Spirit offered himself without blemish unto God, cleanse 
your conscience from dead works to serve the living 
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God?” (Heb. 9:14; emph. TMH). Since our Lord had the 
Spirit without measure (John 3:34), does this verse really 
teach that the Holy Spirit DIRECTLY moved Jesus to of-
fer Himself up unto God? From their allegations concerning 
New Testament Christians, we need to ask those on Planet 
Deaver if they really want to affirm that God is attempting 
to change the human heart by His direct sovereign power or 
by persuasion? Surely we all know that we MUST uphold 
“Self-Determinism” and not Deaverism’s “Direct Theistic 
Determinism” of morality! Perhaps just here a definition of 
“persuade” is in order: “1. to cause to do something, esp. by 
reasoning, urging, or inducement; prevail upon; 2. to induce 
to believe something; convince.” 

Despite their logical pedigree which has always stressed 
PERSUASION by evidence, the Deavers actually have end-
ed up affirming that the faithful Christian only decides by his 
own direct will up to a point (i.e., he “pre-decides”) that he 
wants or desires to do right and then the Holy Spirit goes on 
to DIRECTLY enable or move him to do the moral or right 
thing. Once again, those on Planet Deaver affirm such both 
positively (e.g., from love through self-control as fruit of 
the Spirit—Gal. 5:22-23), and yes, even negatively (e.g., to 
refrain from works of the flesh!—Gal. 5:16-21)! Thus, while 
(I assume) they still rightly reject deterministic, mechani-
cal external forces upon the human heart as the prevailing 
cause of ethical action, the Deavers substitute in its place 
the living, non-materialistic power of the Holy Spirit! Pure 
and simple this is to deny that man is the actual choicemaker 
in virtue or goodness and is in fact to make an “end run” 

around such verses which falsify such a position (and which 
quite strangely the Deavers affirm about non-Christians). 
Paul said: “let us cleanse ourselves of all defilement of the 
flesh and spirit, perfecting holiness in the fear of God” (2 
Cor. 7:1) and Peter also affirmed that humans are to “be like 
as he who called you is holy, be ye yourselves also holy in 
all manner of living” (1 Pet. 1:15). Along with other faith-
ful brethren, I have rejected the “Let go and let God” poppy-
cock all of my life when argued by denominationalists and 
by Christians, and I reject the same when coming from the 
marvel which is Planet Deaver! May God help us never to 
get wedded to ANY doctrine (or interpretational procedure) 
that implies such a hellish lie, especially about our Lord’s 
great moral accomplishment in His truly personal sacrifice 
of Himself on Calvary’s cross! While it may be truthfully 
said that under the Holy Spirit’s influence Jesus went to the 
cross, rose from the dead, ascended in the heavens, and there 
made an offering for the sins of the world, as Milligan con-
cluded, “it was not to any extraneous influence, but to the 
personal dignity, glory, and Divinity of Christ himself, that 
the infinite value of his offering is to be ascribed,” Though 
certainly cognizant of and accepting of the fact of influences, 
the view of self-determinism maintains that a person’s acts 
by which he will be judged are in the final analysis caused 
by himself—by that person acting by means of his own will. 
The difference between “Direct Theistic Determinism” and 
this viewpoint is the difference between error and Truth. 
(More to follow). 

—P.O. Box 244
Vega, TX 79092-0244

Is Todd Deaver Also Among The Prophets,
Or Maybe Even The Apostles?

Daniel Denham

As we continue to follow and chronicle the development 
of the Deaver doctrine, we have watched each new stage in 
this development with both intense wonder and profound 
sadness. Roy C. Deaver was a mentor and friend, but his son 
Mac Deaver has brought about a sullying of his name in a 
way that it may never be able to recover. 

We have watched over the past year the progression 
(actually digression) of Todd Deaver over into the Emerging 
Church camp with the likes of Al Maxey, John Mark Hicks, 
Rubel Shelly, and Jay Guinn. Todd is the youngest son of 
Mac, and is, along with Glenn Jobe, credited by Mac him-
self with convincing the latter to accept the idea of present 
day Holy Spirit baptism. Now another milestone has been 
reached by Todd, and it causes one to ponder whether Mac 

will not be far behind his son on the matter.
Todd has become a member of the postmodernistic lean-

ing Missional Outreach Network headed by James Nored, 
and involving among its regular bloggers such liberals as 
John Dobbs and Sixto Rivera (cf.  http://www.missionalout-
reachnetwork.com/xn/detail/2422312:Event:32693?xg_
source=activity). Todd even has his own webpage with 
this program (cf. http://www.missionaloutreachnetwork.
com/profile/PhilipToddDeaver). It promotes the idea of 
present day spiritual gifts including that of apostolic author-
ity (http://www.storyofredemption.com/page20.html). The 
following link will take one to a document on the Internet 
that outlines their error on this point and even presents the 
feminist dogma that women were also apostles in the same 
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sense and with the same authority as the others (http://www.
storyofredemption.com/The%20Gift%20of%20Apostolic_
Missional%20Leadership.pdf). They affirm that “Junias, a 
female” was an apostle (cf. Rom. 16:7). They fail to note that 
the term “apostles” is masculine gender. If Junias is female, 
then she fails to qualify on that account. But the term Junias 
can be either masculine or feminine. These brethren are thus 
seeking to build their case on something that they cannot 
even be certain about relative to the identity of this person 
(cf. A. T. Robertson, Word Pictures in the New Testament, 
vol. IV, pp. 426-427). Junia would actually be the feminine 
form, and Junias properly masculine (H.A.W. Meyer, Criti-
cal and Exegetical Hand-Book to the Epistle to the Romans, 
p. 567). 

But even more to the case is the fact that the construc-
tion states that the Andronicus and Junias mentioned by 
Paul were “of note among the apostles.” The idiom does not 
mean that they were apostles! It simply means that they had 
a good reputation “among the apostles.”  The Greek phrase 
episeemoi en tois apostolois does not demand that they were 
“among the apostles,” but indicates only that they were “of 
note,” viz., held in high esteem, “among the apostles.” Mey-
er, especially, discusses at length the force of the idiom and 
translates it as “distinguished, i.e. most honourably known 
by the apostles” (italics his, p. 568). So also concludes Moses 
Lard in his Commentary on Romans (p. 456). Even the vast 

majority of commentators who take it to refer to an inferior 
class of apostles (a class not in the same category and did 
not possess the same authority as the twelve) apply it to two 
men here and not to a woman at all. Only in recent years, 
due to feminism’s influence and the egalitarian liberalism 
rife in our schools, has this new view been postulated af-
firming that there were female apostles in the full authorita-
tive sense of the word. 

But even more alarming about Todd’s new defection 
is the implicit claim now to possess gifts that in Biblical 
teaching were clearly miraculous in nature. How long will it 
be before Todd and his new cronies are hopping pews, bark-
ing like dogs, running into walls, and belting out the “holy 
laugh” like the Third Wave Charismatics in the Emerging 
Church Movement they are following? How long will it be 
before Mac and company join in the frolics with this “new 
breeze of the Spirit” blowing through the liberal churches? 
Remember folks a couple of months ago I reviewed and an-
swered an article by Mac’s buddy, Malcolm Hill, president 
of Tennessee Bible College in Cookeville, TN, who dispar-
aged anyone who would dare “limit the power of God.” 
Are they preparing for the next quantum step in abject Holy 
Rollerism? We will see in due time. Sad indeed! Todd is 
well on his way. Will Daddy be following?

—607 72nd St.
Newport News, VA 23605   

MAXIMUM  AL
Gary W. Summers

The April issue of Contending for the Faith published 
my recent review of the February lectureship book, Profiles 
in Apostasy #1.  I had previously printed it in Spiritual Per-
spectives on March 21, 2010; it is also on our web site, www.
spiritualperspectives.org.

This lectureship and book have elicited something quite 
unusual—responses. Most of the time, liberals just ignore ev-
erything that faithful writers say. In fact, silence is common; 
Max Lucado has used it for years. But for some reason, put-
ting together a collection of reviews of their various nefari-
ous works has really gotten under the skin of a few. One of 
those who has taken sharp exception to the book reviews is 
Al Maxey, who because of his exceeding passion shall herein 
be referred to as Maximum Al. This is not necessarily a de-
rogatory phrase. Although he is in error, one must admire the 
fact that he is moved to write about what he believes when 
most others will not defend their doctrines. A few comments 
will suffice regarding his reply. 

He begins his review of the April issue of CFTF thus:
I suppose I will never cease to be amazed by the antics of 
the hardened legalistic patternists who profess to be devoted 
disciples of Jesus Christ, but who in reality are little more 
than rabid, rigid religionists. Their numbers are shrinking 
daily (thankfully), and at some point in the not too distant 
future they will be little more than a footnote in the history 
of our movement.

As the saying goes, “You have never been loved until 
you have been loved by a liberal.” Generally, when they 
are not preaching on love (Perverted concept of it–Ed.), 
they are trying to convince their audiences not to be judg-
mental (usually against those preaching heresy).  It never 
occurs to them that, when they say such passionate things 
against those conscientiously trying to follow Jesus, they 
are themselves judgmental. Maximum Al, however, is not 
even wound up yet. Although he is capable of penning a 
good alliteration (rabid, rigid religionists), such epithets 
cannot take the place of evidence. I’m surprised he did not 
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say, “legalistic logicians,” but he does find fault with those 
who believe there is a Divine pattern given to us in the New 
Testament. Was God a “legalistic patternist” when He in-
structed Moses: “See that you make all things according 
to the pattern shown you on the mountain” (Ex. 25:40; 
Heb. 8:5)?

He may actually be right about the shrinking numbers.  
However, it might be good to ask the question, “Did the 
number of the faithful to God shrink before the time of the 
Flood?” or “Did the number of the faithful shrink before the 
time of the captivity?” When an unscriptural organization 
began to permeate the churches in the fourth through sixth 
centuries, was there a Maximum Alphonsum who wrote 
about legalistic patternists who could not accept men to rule 
over numerous congregations? Did he express thanks that 
their numbers were shrinking daily and would soon be noth-
ing more than a footnote?  It happened just that way. Num-
bers do not prove correctness of doctrine or clarity of think-
ing. Most people think that salvation is by “faith only.”

Perhaps Maximum Al has a movement, but genuine 
Christians are simply trying to live by the teachings of the 
New Testament (Matt. 28:18-20; 2 Tim. 2:2; et al.), that has 
been the case since the first century.  

Perhaps we should have added the descriptive word 
relentless in front of maximum, also. Al continues his ver-
bal tongue-lashing of us for several more sentences, clos-
ing with: “and the Lord will deal with whatever is left of 
them when He returns” (the dwindled down number).  Since 
I know and talk regularly with many of the men who gave 
reviews for the lectureship, I can say confidently that they 
are ready for the Lord’s return at any time.  We have nothing 
to fear.

He claims that “these people” hate those who are grace-
centered, Christ-centered, and proclaim liberty in Christ.  He 
also calls us Diotrepheses (3 John 10), who want to impose 
our will on others and silence them. I must apologize for not 
taking some of these charges seriously, but they are so over 
the top as to be laughable. Diotrephes was so arrogant as to 
refuse to accept the apostle John. The liberals, not us, have 
that problem—particularly when that same apostle wrote 
about those who refused to abide in the doctrine of Christ 
in 2 John 9-11. Liberals fall all over themselves in an effort 
to make the passage say something—anything—than what 
it actually teaches.

The fact is that liberals have bombarded the brother-
hood with books that are filled with error, yet we are trying 
to silence them? Well, we’re not doing a very good job if 
that is our goal. Rush Limbaugh has received this same type 
of criticism for decades for his exposure of politically lib-
eral ideas. As he puts it (and this is paraphrased): “I get up 
in the morning and see what institutions and beliefs I hold 
dear are under attack, and I offer a defense.” We do the same 
thing. The liberals have assaulted the Biblical teaching on 

marriage and divorce, the doctrine of eternal punishment, 
the distinctive nature of the church, and we defend the Truth 
with respect to those crucial matters.

Limbaugh does not make things up. He plays sound 
clips of what political liberals say; then he responds to it. The 
writers of Profiles in Apostasy #1 do the same thing. They 
quote from the liberal’s own material and show, through the 
Scriptures, where the error is. Furthermore, we do not want 
liberals to be silenced; we want them to debate so that others 
can hear firsthand what they teach.

In his review of the April issue of CFTF, Al decides to 
call it Contentious for the Faith, which is not original; most 
of us have heard that phrase for three decades. Al, can’t you 
be a little original? How about calling it Cantankerous for 
the Faith, or Crabby for the Faith?  

 The Review
Now that Maximum Al is warmed up, he devotes at-

tention to my review of the book, which he calls a “shame-
less plug.”  Well, what did he think “Recommended Read-
ing” would be—a plea to ignore the book because it is so 
crummy? Shameless is inappropriate, however, because 
the review highlighted some of the best material presented 
therein. 

“Mr. Summers begins the article by declaring (and I as-
sume he does so with a straight face), Profiles in Apostasy 
#1 is one of the best reference works of this century.” Yes, 
the comment was straightforward—and accurate.  Nowhere, 
to my knowledge, have such evaluations been gathered to-
gether into one handy volume, with abundant quotes from 
the authors under review.

Maximum Al takes issue with what I wrote concern-
ing his book, Down, But Not Out: “For years, various name 
brand liberals have been writing books to influence brethren 
away from the Scriptures.” Al claims that his book “sought 
to do just the opposite….” Well, of course he would say that.  
Wolves usually claim to be sheep, but the claim does not 
make them sheep.  Max. Al writes:

The book is filled with references to both OT and NT pas-
sages pertaining to the topic of marriage and divorce (in fact, 
I have dealt with every passage within the Bible pertaining to 
this subject, something, to my knowledge, no other book on 
this topic has ever done).

Okay, so Maximum Al deserves credit for being the 
most thorough heretic on this subject. Of course, he claims 
that he is leading people away from the “traditional misun-
derstanding and misapplication” of brethren back to what the 
Scriptures actually teach. In truth, however, brethren were 
once united on what the Scriptures taught—until James D. 
Bales, James Woodroof, Olan Hicks, and others began lead-
ing people away. Al is simply one of several to follow in 
their footsteps (although he may be more thorough). Cover-
ing every passage does no good if your presuppositions are 
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faulty to begin with.  He continues:
Olan Hicks, a very dear friend, who wrote the Foreword to 
my book and with whom I was blessed to spend some time 
at the recent Tulsa Workshop, stated within his comments, 
“This is no slanted, narrow-scope treatment. This book puts 
the matter in the context of the entire Bible and of history! 
Each Old Testament book is summarized separately and a 
perspective is drawn from each by sound exegesis. The New 
Testament text is also treated with a thoroughness that is rare 
and an objectivity that is refreshing. ... It is very much textual 
and contextual” [Down, But Not Out, p. 5]. 
Max. Al says much more than he may have intended 

here. First of all, faithful brethren do not attend the Tulsa 
Workshop (at least not for the reasons that Al does–Ed.); it 
has been a haven for liberals for decades. Second, for Maxey 
to seek Olan Hicks’ endorsement is somewhat like Boo Boo 
calling Yogi Bear as a defense witness when charged with 
stealing a picnic basket. Third, since Maximum and Olan are 
such good friends, does Al also believe that the use of instru-
mental music is all right? Olan does. [See the 7-part series 
concerning the debate I had with Olan Hicks (see October 
and November, 2005 on our web site).]

The next thing that Max. Al complains about is that I 
must not have read his book. That much is true. I did, how-
ever, read the book that I reviewed, and two brothers who 
did read Maxey’s book analyzed it. They gave good evi-
dence for their conclusions, and I trust their judgment and 
their correct use of evidence. Besides, Olan Hicks would not 
endorse a book that did not hold a position similar to his.

Most of the rest of Big (as in Maximum) Al’s article 
takes issue with the writing of Daniel Denham and David 
Brown in the same April issue of CFTF...

The Pattern
As indicated previously, Maximum Al is not much on 

patterns (Emily Dickenson might be disappointed; come to 
think of it, she might agree).  He says that he does “deny that 
the New Testament is a divine blueprint or pattern.”  Really?  
Then what is it? This is a curious position. Jesus told the 
woman at the well that true worshipers would worship the 
Father in spirit and in truth. How does one worship in truth 
without specific commands or an example that serves as a 
pattern?

To illustrate, we have an example of the church in Troas 
meeting on the first day of the week (Acts 20:7). Is that a 
pattern that we may follow? The Corinthians were obvi-
ously meeting regularly, and Paul told them to lay aside a 
gift on the first day of the week. Is that a pattern or a co-
incidence?  If it is not part of a pattern, upon what day of 
the week should we meet? Does the day matter? Could we 
just select Tuesday and proudly proclaim, “We don’t have a 
pattern for what we are doing, and all of you pattern-hating 
brethren can feel free to join us”?

Does it matter when we observe the Lord’s Supper?  
Can we observe the Lord’s death in that way every night of 
a gospel meeting? Or can we do it like many denominations 
do—just a few times a year? If we don’t believe in Divine 
patterns, then what are the answers to these questions?

What about giving? How often should that practice 
be observed? Should it be on the first day of the week? On 
Tuesdays? When? Paul tells brethren to give generously (2 
Cor. 9:6-7). Now if we only knew when to do so!

If there is no Divine pattern regarding worship, can we 
gather at the gymnasium and let various members of the 
congregation divide up into teams and play basketball for 
worship? The rest of us could cheer. We can open and close 
with prayers, sing during the quarter breaks, and have a de-
votional during half time. Probably more effort would be put 
forth on the part of some worshipers than is usually given, 
eh?  

Is the organization for a local congregation, one of el-
ders and deacons, something the church today must follow?  
Do we even need to have these functions today? Paul gave 
qualifications for these roles of leadership in the church. Is 
that organization intended as a pattern, or are we now free 
to disregard it? Can women lead in the church and in wor-
ship?  Could we not have one man, or a council of men, rule 
over several congregations in an area? How about having 
one man rule over all the churches, if we are discarding Di-
vine patterns?

Back to the Simple Teachings
Big Al said that his book was designed to lead people 

back to the simple teachings of the Scriptures. Really? Let’s 
take this excerpt from Maximum Al’s book, as quoted in 
Lester Kamp’s review. Al wrote in his book the following 
words:

When Jesus declares that adultery has been committed, He 
is stating far more than the fact of two people engaging in 
a physical act, He is declaring the fact of a broken covenant 
between the husband and wife. Although sexual infidelity 
may well have ultimately been the cause of some of those 
disunions, there is little doubt that in some of the Lord’s state-
ments about divorce and remarriage sexual infidelity is not 
even remotely being alluded to when he utilizes the word 
adultery… (122-23, Emphasis mine, LK) (467).

What? Oh, sure. How many times have you read Jesus 
using the word adultery and said to yourself, “I bet He’s not 
talking about the physical act”? Apparently, claiming that 
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adultery does not refer to the physical act is Maximum Al’s 
way of returning to the simple meaning of the Scriptures.  
Must we cover every passage? Okay.

In Matthew 5:27, Jesus refers to the quote from the 
Law, as do Matthew 19:18, Mark 10:19, and Luke 18:20: 
“You shall not commit adultery.” Was that covenant break-
ing or the literal act? Already the definition of the word 
adultery is clear in 4 out of 12 times Jesus used it. In Mat-
thew 5:28, He says that a man who lusts after a woman has 
committed adultery with her in his heart. Right! How many 
worldly-minded men, when a beautiful woman passes by, 
begin thinking of breaking a covenant? Or are they imagin-
ing a literal action?

Matthew 5:32 and 19:9 define marital adultery (an un-
scriptural divorce followed by an unauthorized marriage).  
The newlyweds are living in an adulterous relationship.  
Mark 10:10-11, along with Luke 1618, deal with that same 
sin.

The final two times are found in John 8:3-4, when the 
woman was taken in the very act of committing adultery.  
Was she covenant breaking? Maxey’s statement that Jesus 
was not alluding to sexual infidelity is preposterous.  Of 
course, He was.  And no one, reading the Scriptures, would 
think otherwise. One needs to have help from men like Olan 
Hicks and Al Maxey in order to arrive at some other expla-
nation.

We have no appreciation for Al’s doctrines, but we do 
appreciate him for sending an e-mail with his response to 
my book review in it. Although we are confident that the 
teaching of his book, if believed, would do great harm, we 
do appreciate the fact that he spoke up to defend himself, 
which is more than can be said of most other liberals. We 
have no personal ill will toward him whatsoever and pray 
that he and the others whose books were reviewed will come 
to see the truth and abide in it, as most of them once did. 

—5410 Lake Howell Rd.
Winter Park, FL 32792-1097
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We have previously noted in this journal two hapless at-
tempts by Malcolm Hill, former president of Tennessee Bi-
ble College (TBC), to establish the doctrine of “direct help” 
postulated by their off-campus guru, Mac Deaver, late of 
the apostate Sherman Drive church in Denton, TX, and now 
of the equally apostate Sheffield church in the same state. 
Malcolm in classic self-contradiction affirmed in his second 
article that 1) he knew that the Spirit worked in providence, 
although 2) he admitted that he did not know anything as to 
how, even though 3) he was certain it was direct.

Despite this obvious self-defeating position, Malcolm 
went on palavering about this imagined work without setting 
forth any real evidence as to its truth. Somehow, he does not 
seem to get the simple fact that unless the action involves di-
rect and immediate (i.e., without means) contact of the Holy 
Spirit upon the human spirit of the saint, then he cannot es-
tablish his case, and pleading, as Mac so frequently does, 
from the vantage of argumentum ad ignorantiam does not 
avail his case. If any means is employed separating the Holy 
Spirit from the human spirit in proximity, then BY DEFINI-
TION the action is indirect and not direct. It is mediate and 
not immediate. It is natural, as we have previously defined 
that term, and not supernatural, as we have also previously 
defined that term.

KERRY DUKE’S TURN AT BAT
In an article posted on the web site of the West End 

church of Christ in Livingston, TN, Kerry Duke, teacher and 
dean at TBC under Malcolm Hill, weighs in with his attempt 

The Holy Spirit Issue – “Kerry at the Bat”*
Daniel Denham

to further the “direct help” heresy. The article is titled “How 
Important Is The Holy Spirit Controversy?” and smacks of 
the same self-serving pleading of Malcolm’s failed posts in 
Living Oracles. Like the poetic Mighty Casey, Kerry takes 
his turn at bat to save the day for the Cookeville Nine, but 
does he really fare any better than his former boss, Malcolm 
Hill? 

KERRY’S BASIC APPROACH
 Kerry begins by tossing some dust in the air with inane 

rambling first over Abraham’s mental processes in the of-
fering of Isaac in Genesis 22 and then by speculating about 
the methodology of Satan in influencing human beings to 
sin. He asks a series of questions, which he himself does 
not deign to answer, but which he obviously believes serves 
his purpose. After almost two full pages of single-spaced 
gibberish, he finally asserts: “Dividing over how the unseen 
hand of Satan works is no more ludicrous than dividing over 
how the unseen hand of God works” (p. 2). 

Does it matter what one thinks and teaches as to how 
the Devil works in enticing people to sin? Kerry says that it 
does not. What if the party believes and affirms explicitly or 
even implicitly that Satan works in such a way so as to over-
ride human free will or impede its operation so that men are 
not really morally responsible for their sin. In fact, suppose 
one’s position implies that sin is not even a thing the indi-
vidual is truly responsible for doing, so that it is all Satan’s 
fault, according to his teaching. Surely, brother Duke would 
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Editorial...

In exercising the authority delegated to them by Christ, 
God’s elders (presbyters, pastors, bishops) are to superintend 
the church—to see that what God has obligated the church 
to do is done in the quickest and best way possible—expe-
dited (Acts 20:28). Thus, the eldership leads the church to 
do only what the New Testament authorizes it to do, leav-
ing undone what is unauthorized or forbidden  (Col. 3:17; 1 
Tim. 4:13; 5:17; Titus 1:7; 1 Peter 5:1-2). Also, they are to 
teach the Word (1 Timothy 3:2; 2 Timothy 3:13-17;  4:2; Ti-
tus 1:9;), protect the church from false teachers (Acts 20:17, 
28-31), visit and pray for the sick (James 5:14; Acts 20:35),  
judge doctrinal issues (Acts 15:16), and live exemplary lives 
before all. 

Herein we will concentrate on the elders responsibility 
to protect the church. Whatever the church does the elders 
should be knowledgeable of it. In the use of the building 
elders must know who is using it and for what it is being 
used. Another congregation of God’s people may be using 
it—such as an Spanish speaking congregation. Would a 
faithful eldership remain silent while the church they over-
see fellowshipped brethren engaged in sinful acts of worship 
whether in the same building or not? If the Spanish speak-
ing church used mechanical instruments of music in their 
worship should the Anglo church extend fellowship to the 
erring Hispanic church or vice versa? Of course, the faith-
ful brethren would be obligated to God and the church they 
superintend to do all they could to correct the brethren in 
error. However, if the erring congregation refused to repent 
of their error, the faithful church would have no choice but 
to withdraw fellowship from their unrepentant and erring 
brethren. If not, then why not? 

Furthermore, whether a congregation uses the same 
building with another congregation or not, faithful brethren 
are obligated before God to know what their brethren be-
lieve and practice. Indeed, only a casual reading of the New 
Testament epistles reveal the deep concern of the inspired 
writers regarding the spiritual status of brethren no matter 
the congregation or the geographic distance between them. 

It is also our prayer that the Truth of the New Testament 
concerning the sober responsibility of elderships every-
where to be vigilant in not only knowing what the churches 
they oversee believe and practice (that is their first responsi-
bility), but also what their sister congregations believe and 
practice too. This is the case because God has not given any 
church the right to be wrong—the Seven Churches of Asia 
(Rev. 2 and 3), and erring churches infect faithful churches.

—David P. Brown, Editor

ELDERS AND
 SCRIPTURAL FELLOWSHIP
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The View From Planet Deaver #2 
Terry M. Hightower

Does the Spirit Directly Operate
 To Change One’s Natural Ability?

Amazingly, as the leading devotee of what can be right-
ly called “Post-Baptismal Divine Illumination”, Roy Deaver 
pointed out in 1995 that:

The point is simply this: the inspired word of God is all-suf-
ficient! But, sufficient for what? It is all-sufficient to accom-
plish that for which God gave it [emphasis in orig.]! But, the 
word will not forgive my sins. The word will not sing for me.      
The word will not pray for me. The word will not observe 
the Lord’s Supper for me. The word will not “…visit the 
fatherless and widows in their affliction” for me. The word 
will not on its own go into all the world and preach the 
gospel to every creature. The word cannot believe for me, 
cannot repent for me, cannot confess for me, cannot be 
baptized for me. But it is all-sufficient to give me the divine 
instruction which I need and must have in order to become a 
Christian, to worship as God requires, to live as God wants 
me to live, and to explain the blessings which I have in 
Christ, in the church of Christ, upon the terms of the gospel 
of the Christ…[emph. TMH, except as where noted].1

I remember thinking when I first read this: “Who on 
Earth ever thought such as this about the inspired Word of 
God in the first place?” And, “What does this have to do 
with the Biblical objection that humans must exert just their 
own moral volition or will to accomplish the various deeds 
ascribed to THEM?” 

Is It OK If Only “Partial”?
Our beloved brother needed to ask himself if the Holy 

Spirit can directly operate upon his mind in order to even 
partially: sing, pray his private prayers, observe the Lord’s 
Supper, visit orphans and widows, go and preach the Gospel, 
believe, repent, confess, or be baptized for him. Remember 
that the view from Planet Deaver is that the Holy Spirit can 
DIRECTLY have part of my strength for me (per a misuse 
of Eph. 3:16) and from the same reasoning process have part 
of my love for me (per a misuse of Rom. 5:5). Those who 
have designed and broadcast “maps” of this morality scheme 
will usually ask: “Who’s to say He cannot go all the way 
with His direct enablement going beyond our own moral vo-
lition in “helping” us to accomplish such required tasks?” 
In fact, the Deaver view is that He does so, but the ethical 
flaw is in thinking that the HUMAN will then get the credit 
for consummating said execution. I expect to hear any day 
now that while those on Planet Deaver hopefully still op-
pose the use of steroids by all non-Christians, they would 
uphold their use by a “baptized-into-Christ” Mark McGwire 
in hitting baseballs. After all, if the saint can get a “little di-
rect help” in his spiritual accomplishments from his friend 

the Spirit, then why not in the physical realm if God wants 
to do so? Never mind that it is obviously in effect “cheat-
ing” against the other human players devoid of such moral 
enablement! But why would we regard this as such a terri-
bly unfair viewpoint when the Deavers defend the principle 
as applying generically in the moral realm? I do know that 
Mac first announced his heresy to the world in the 1994 
Fox-Deaver Debate. It may just be coincidence, but 1994 
is the same year Danny Glover did a remake of Angels In 
the Outfield where a young boy prays for a chance to have a 
family if the Angels win the pennant, whereupon angels are 
assigned by God to make that possible. A cute movie, but 
with terrible ethics! 

Two False Teachings
What one must realize is that in the view from planet 

Deaver, one is desperate to somehow prove and maintain 
two strange teachings as if they were the truth of God’s 
Word. First, one must hold that God categorically refuses 
by direct means of the Holy Spirit to affect the mind of any 
non-Christian, including those who are sincerely seeking 
salvation (e.g., Cornelius) and even those who have just 
reached the age of accountability! As I said in my first arti-
cle, the non-saint must “paddle his own canoe”! Absolutely 
NO non-Christian has any firsthand (i.e., direct) influence 
of the Spirit exerted within his heart enabling him to: (1) 
understand any Bible passages nor (2) provide immediate 
strength and/or courage concerning sins in either a negative 
or a positive sense. Second, one must simultaneously hold 
that one ought to accept the notion regarding a Christian 
that a direct, “personal influence of the Spirit is meant by 
God to be exerted within the heart of every faithful saint” 2 

in order for him or her to properly understand at least some 
Biblical texts and to adequately possess the internal strength 
to refrain from some sins and to accomplish certain posi-
tive actions. I call this “Calvinism Lite.” Faithful brethren, 
despite a few wayward souls who admittedly somehow 
strayed from the plain teaching of Acts 10:34, have histori-
cally and rightfully held regarding any and all accountable 
humans (i.e., Christians and non-Christians) that the Word 
of God was sufficient to accomplish one’s needed salvation 
simply when coupled with one’s own personal, non-directly 
affected will. 
     Despite the false charges which the Deavers have at-
tempted to foist upon myself and other opponents, we have 
held and openly taught that providential actions of God may 
be occurring in the world today—even some which may in-
volve Deity’s personal, direct action behind the scenes such 

          (Continued on Page 10)
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(Continued From Page 1)
not accept someone’s claim, “The Devil made me do it,” as 
the old Flip Wilson line had it, in defense of an act of murder 
or adultery, would he? If brother Duke committed adultery 
against his wife, would he expect her to ignore his part in 
the act because he believed that Satan overpowered his will, 
according to his own perception of things, if he held such a 
view? Would he expect her to go back and reread his article 
and conclude that therefore she would have no right to put 
him away because of his perception of the matter? I suspect 
that he would not. I suspect also that she would not fall for 
the ploy either, if he tried it. Kerry understands that ideas 
have consequences. He also knows that the possible conse-
quences often determine whether an idea is truly dangerous 
or not. Does not the apostle Paul, in fact, say of himself and 
certain others that “we are not ignorant” of Satan’s “de-
vices” (2 Cor. 2:11), thus indicating that we need to be aware 
of how Satan does entice people to sin? 

Clearly, any view that would encourage an individual, 
whether explicitly or implicitly, to sin either by doing that 
which he must not do or by failing to do what he is obligated 
to do is an inherently dangerous doctrine. Kerry Duke does 
not seem to grasp that fact, regardless of whether it relates 
to one’s beliefs and teachings on the work of Satan or on 
the work of God. When it comes to the unseen hand of God 
in the conviction and conversion of the alien sinner, Kerry 
believes that he knows that these things are carried out only 
through the Word, unless I am seriously mistaken as to how 
far the TBC crew is now willing to go with their current 
Spirit mania. 

Does it not make a difference, brethren, as to what one 
believes and teaches relative to the work of the unseen hand 
of God in these matters? Kerry Duke needs to give an answer 
here to this very basic point! His answer will either sweep 
away all the debris of his article designed to obfuscate or it 
will confirm suspicions by some who think that maybe TBC 
and other Deaverites are ready to accept direct operations 
on alien sinners as well, especially in view of Mac’s present 
day Spirit baptism doctrine.

TOUCHED (IN THE HEAD) BY AN ANGEL
 Next Kerry spends time about the work of angels in a 

similar vein as his ramblings on Abraham’s thinking con-
cerning the offering of Isaac and Satan’s modus operandi in 
enticing men to sin (pp. 2-3). He states that we all agree that 
angels “do not work miraculously,” but at one time they did 
work miraculously, or was the striking of the men of Sodom 
blind by the angels at Lot’s house some sort of non-miracu-
lous parlor trick? Did they just throw dirt in their eyes? 

If Kerry Duke is going to argue that angels may do 
things in the realm of providence in a direct and immedi-
ate way simply because we do not see their “unseen hands” 
at work, then how could he know that they are not doing it 
miraculously? Yes, the age of miracles has ceased, but that 
would then imply so has direct contact with angelic beings 

in the world today. Surely, Kerry believes that we can pray 
for brethren who have certain maladies of the eye (e.g., mac-
ula degeneration, retinal tear, glaucoma, or other problems 
caused by diabetes or injury). Requests for such are made all 
the time. How would an angel go about actually carrying out 
God’s answer to such prayer? Remember, Kerry is affirm-
ing direct spirit on spirit contact – that is the very heart of 
the Deaver “direct help” doctrine, which Kerry endorses. As 
he is quibbling about the involvement of angelic agency in 
such an operation in response to the prayers of saints, what 
would be the essential difference between an angel striking 
a man directly blind as in Genesis 19 or an angel directly 
touching with his finger, as it were, a saint’s optic nerve, the 
macula, or whatever portion of the eye adversely affected by 
injury or disease today so as to help restore or speed repair 
of his eyesight in response to prayer? Why is the former mi-
raculous and the latter non-miraculous, if we are to accept 
what seems to be Kerry’s implication that such kind of direct 
contact occurs in response to a saint’s prayers today without 
it being miraculous? What kind of contact is required for the 
result to be a miracle rather than a case of natural, providen-
tial healing? 

To quibble about the degree of power will not get the job 
done, as that simply raises yet further problems for Kerry’s 
doctrine. For example, at what point on a power scale would 
it pass from being merely providential to miraculous? Can 
Kerry give us this mysterious point of departure or distinc-
tion between the two levels, especially seeing that in both 
cases the contact or action producing the effect takes place 
in the same way in the head of the object of the activity in 
both cases? What is the essential difference between Jesus 
literally, physically touching a man with a withered hand 
and the Holy Spirit literally contacting (touching) the physi-
cal heart of a saint to help him recover from a severe heart 
attack? Will Kerry contend that it is only in the degree of 
power exercised by God in the matter? If so, then let him tell 
us at what point does one pass from an action being purely 
providential to that which is miraculous. 

He may quibble that the difference is simply one of 
visible discernment or verification – viz., the first action is 
more directly observable as to its effect than the latter and 
so is miraculous, while the latter is not. Thus, it would be, 
according to this quibble, simply a matter of observation 
rather than amount of power (or, at least, a combination of 
the two) that makes a specific action miraculous as opposed 
to non-miraculous. But this quibble suffers from an implicit 
limiting of the miraculous only to that which is observable. 
While the word seemeion (“sign,” mark,” or “token”), as 
also the word teras (“wonders”), involves this idea of vis-
ible or tangible observability, there are other terms (e.g., du-
namis, charisma) for miraculous acts that are not necessarily 
visibly observable. The word dunamis refers mostly to mi-
raculous power or working in a general sense, whether ex-
ternally observable or not. It could be used (and was) of any 
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extraordinary power (i.e., any power that was beyond the 
ordinary power available in the natural realm, including the 
innate abilities and power of man) expended to accomplish 
a particular act. The word charisma or charism is used of the 
spiritual gifts imparted by the Spirit, many of which clearly 
involved an interior working of the Spirit upon or within the 
human spirit. Some of the miraculous gifts of the Spirit list-
ed in 1 Corinthians 12 fall within this latter category of mi-
raculous activity. Prophecy, for instance, was a miraculous 
gift (charisma) available through the Spirit, but the action 
involved in it took place within the spirit of the human agent 
under the direct control and guidance of the Holy Spirit. The 
inspired Record says, “…holy men of God spake as they 
were moved (lit. borne along) by the Holy Spirit” (cf. 2 
Peter 1:20-21). Certainly, when the prophecy involved the 
foretelling of future events that were to occur within an ob-
servable time frame for the parties involved there was then 
some measure of observability as to the effect in the long 
term; however, the miraculous action itself was otherwise 
unobservable. Much of prophecy also involved forth-tell-
ing, inspired preaching. This was, without doubt, its most 
common use. How then would visible observation verify 
the miraculous activity involved in the process? The use of 
the teras and seemeia kinds of miraculous workings was, in 
such cases, then the principal means of verifying these other 
kinds of workings going on internally (cf. Heb. 2:2-4; Mark 
16:20). Miraculous wisdom was also available to certain in 
the first century A.D. (1 Cor. 12:8). Certainly, one could in 
time see the benefits of the activity but the miraculous action 
itself may have actually occurred days, months, weeks, or 
even years prior to any practical fruition of the exercise of 
the gift in a specific instance. 

I know for certain that Mac Deaver’s book teaches that 
God directly – without means – touches both the mind and 
the body of the saint so as to effect healing today (The Holy 
Spirit, pp. 215-226). I would assume that Kerry agrees with 
Mac on this matter. He implies that he does on page 3 of his 
article. Kerry admits that the angels “do not reveal them-
selves today as they did in Bible times; they do not deliver 
verbal revelation today,” but seems to hedge on the matter 
of their “ministering” to the saints. Do they make direct con-
tact with the mind and body of the saint? Kerry needs to tell 
us plainly whether he believes such is the case, or else his 
meanderings here, like that on Abraham and Satan, is just so 
much folderol, misdirection, and smokescreen. 

Are we seriously to believe that there are “angels in 
the outfield” pulling back foul poles, as it were, or causing 
pitchers to throw “dipsy doodles” that otherwise would not 
occur? Kerry’s speculations tend to such conclusions.

SPECIAL PROVIDENCE AND
MORE MEANDERINGS

Kerry in the midst of the same lengthy paragraph on 
angels suddenly switches to a discussion of “special provi-

dence.” Like the batter who is constantly moving his feet 
and hopping in and out of the batter’s box in a baseball game 
to confuse the pitcher or throw off his timing, our brother 
seems more to be intellectually fidgety and unable to focus 
on matters at hand. He just strings together these roaming 
and disconnected thoughts that somehow are supposed to 
lend to the conclusion he asserted earlier concerning how 
“the unseen hand of God works.” 

The argument he ultimately is trying to fashion is actu-
ally a species of argumentum ad ignorantiam. It is implied 
by Kerry that if one does not know everything as to how 
God does a particular act or causes a particular effect to ob-
tain then he cannot ever say that he knows it is not direct 
or immediate in relation to the mind, body, and spirit of the 
saint. Yet, Kerry has admitted that he himself knows that 
whatever happens it is non-miraculous, thus implying that 
one can know certain things about the matter without having 
to know everything about it. 

Notice the following statement and questions from him 
in this regard: 

Consider the broader subject of God’s special providence. Do 
we comprehend how it works? Do we even begin to under-
stand how God answers prayer and intervenes in the world 
without removing man’s free will? (p. 3). 
One will observe his use of the word comprehend, 

which refers to a complete (hence comprehensive) knowl-
edge of all matters pertaining to the subject in question. Its 
use implies that one must have such a degree of knowledge 
on the subject of special providence before he can reject 
the direct help doctrine to which Duke and company are so 
wedded. Again, the implied argument is a species of argu-
mentum ad ignorantiam.  Because one may not know every-
thing about a matter, it does not follow that he cannot know 
anything about it. There is a much better word for use here 
– apprehend. One can apprehend certain things on a given 
subject without having to comprehend the subject. I can ap-
prehend certain facts about God’s operation in providence 
without having to comprehend every aspect of the subject. 
I can know, for example, that God exists, and yet not know 
everything about the nature of God. I can thus apprehend the 
fact of God. I can apprehend that God works in providence. 
I can even apprehend certain logical limitations (in addition 
to Scriptural ones) that necessarily inhere in how God oper-
ates in special providence. Yet, I do not have to claim (and 
am not obligated) to know everything about special provi-
dence in order to apprehend these logical (and necessary) 
facts. Perhaps, Kerry Duke should go back and re-read Mac 
Deaver’s booklet, Can We Know Truth?. This epistemologi-
cally agnostic approach he has taken in his article makes a 
mighty poor defense for their Holy Spirit theories. 

Yet here goes Kerry Duke again: “Do we know how 
God protects us when we pray, ‘Lord, please keep us safe as 
we travel’?” There are some things we can know that bear 
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on this point, despite Kerry’s obvious attempt to bury the 
subject in agnosticism. We can know, for example, that God 
is not going to suspend the four basic laws of motion. We 
also know that He is not going to set aside the law of gravity 
or the two laws of thermodynamics. We know further that, 
on the basis of what has been termed the Divine principle of 
the utility of power, God is not going to buckle up the seat-
belts for us, if we should forget. Maybe Kerry would have us 
to believe that guardian angels do such mundane things for 
the saints in response to prayers. 

But Kerry is not done with this agnostic defense. He 
asks, “Do we understand how God answers a brother’s 
prayer like ‘Lord, please help the speaker to remember what 
he was prepared to say’?” This is a prayer that Deaverites 
appeal to as proof that a direct operation of the Spirit on 
the saint must occur, simply because some brethren may 
periodically pray it. Obviously, truth is not, however, estab-
lished by how an uninspired person may pray. If a child of 
God mistakenly were to pray directly to Mary would that 
make her a Goddess in the real and meaningful sense? Is 
she a Co-Mediatrix as Roman Catholicism teaches, simply 
because some may pray a prayer to that effect? Prayer must 
be according to God’s will, which certainly includes what 
God has authorized concerning prayer, for it to be accept-
able (1 John 5:14-15). We know that whatever the brother 
is praying for it cannot be that which involves God plac-
ing in the mind of the individual the words to use in the 
lesson, for such, by definition, would be inspiration (cf. 1 
Cor. 2:9-16; 2 Tim. 3:16-17; 2 Peter 1:20-21). In fact, was 
not the function of the Holy Spirit in the apostles to “bring 
all things to” their “remembrance whatsoever” Christ had 
“said unto” them (John 14:26)? Does brother Duke take 
this prayer to include that kind of reminding? If Kerry is im-
plying that God actually “prods” the memory (mind) by giv-
ing it words (i.e., information), which formerly it knew but 
forgot, in a direct and immediate Spirit upon spirit fashion, 
then what is the difference between this and the inspiration 
promised to the apostles in John 14:26? Does Kerry believe 
that Christians today have exactly what the apostles had in 
John 14:26? And if God directly, immediately by His Spirit 
operating upon the human spirit gives even one word to the 
saint’s memory (mind), then why not two? If He may un-
der the current system of special providence give two, then 
why not three? And so on, until everything He has ever said 
is brought to remembrance in response to the prayer? If he 
answers in the affirmative, would not Kerry then be say-
ing that this is the way in which God answers that prayer 
– by giving information directly to the mind? Furthermore, 
when one asks for help in understanding God’s Word does 
that mean that God answers the prayer by giving additional 
information on the subject essential to its understanding in 
fulfillment of the prayer? If so, then why would that not be a 
case of Divine revelation, which again implies inspiration? 
Let Kerry wrestle with these matters for a while before so 

arbitrarily pronouncing any knowledge on this subject to be 
out of bounds. 

Yet, here he goes again, stating: “Anyone who thinks 
he has the answers to these questions is unaware of his own 
ignorance” (p. 3). Amazingly amazing! Does Kerry profess 
to know that God gives direct information to the mind of the 
person for whom the brother prays? (Mac certainly makes 
such grandiose claims in his book.) Or, is the TBC Dean 
confessing that he is “unaware of his own ignorance” in the 
matter? 

Although he pleads ignorance here, does he not else-
where actually seek to convince us that he has certain knowl-
edge, which knowledge he contends  completely eludes the 
rest of us? If so, it is then a feigned humility that Duke pro-
motes here. It is stunning how these brethren present them-
selves as the voices of reason and humility, while at the 
same time being so obviously unreasoning and tooting their 
horns announcing their act of spiritual alms giving in being 
willing to fellowship us ignorant folks. We are reminded of 
Malcolm Hill’s own arrogantly-stated and self-contradictory 
postulates that 1) we cannot know anything as to how the 
Holy Spirit operates with regard to helping the saint but 2) 
he knows that it must be direct and immediate Spirit upon 
spirit contact, and if one does not believe that then he does 
not really believe that the Spirit is doing anything. Mac 
Deaver spends a couple of chapters in his book on this latter 
theme alone (chapters IV, V, pp. 59-95). 

But watch carefully now that very attempt – much 
sooner than one would have expected, and with such arro-
gance so as to deny utterly the ability of others to know the 
truth to these questions, while arrogating to themselves such 
knowledge. He writes:

And a pat answer like “well, God does these things through 
natural law” is a hollow response. If God actually works 
through the physical environment to accomplish His provi-
dential purposes, then He must act upon that environment, 
that is, He must do something to it. Brethren are often im-
precise and incorrect in their choice of words on this topic. 
They sometimes make statements about providence without 
realizing, much less believing, the implications of what they 
have said; and yes, it is good to clarify the nature of provi-
dence because of this misunderstanding (p. 3). 

Yea, verily! Our brother is a classic example of his own 
criticism! The principal issue over the direct help doctrine 
is the matter of direct Spirit upon spirit contact to effect 
an outcome that otherwise could not obtain. The question 
is not whether God can operate within the scope of nature, 
for most certainly He can. But at the point that He employs 
means beyond Himself and thus His own raw, innate power 
to do a thing, then the activity ceases to be direct in any 
meaningful sense and therefore by definition becomes in-
direct. What Kerry Duke, like Malcolm Hill, clearly fails to 
grasp is the fact that the direct help doctrine depends on di-
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rect Spirit upon spirit action. Postulating an action involving 
a chain of causality that terminates in the use of means will 
not establish the “direct help” doctrine. The action at the 
point of contact is then by definition indirect. In fact, at the 
point means is used a chain of causality ceases to be direct.  

In quibbling about providence, Kerry, like both Malcolm 
Hill and Mac Deaver, is in reality then making a red-her-
ring argument to divert the issue from that of the nature of 
moral influence, which pertains to right and wrong choices 
and the functioning of man’s moral faculties, to the realm of 
special providence, which though somewhat interrelated is 
nonetheless a distinctly different subject relative to Divine 
activity. Also, they are guilty of fallaciously arguing from 
ignoratio elenchi, the fallacy of proving or trying to prove 
the wrong conclusion. Let us suppose, for example, that one 
could prove that God directly and immediately heals a per-
son without the use of any means (e.g., medicines, doctors, 
rest, exercise, diet, therapy, et al.) intervening between Him-
self and the saint in the realm of special providence. How 
does proving that demand the conclusion that Deity directly 
through the personal contact of the Holy Spirit upon the hu-
man spirit of the saint strengthens him spiritually so that he 
is empowered to choose to do a specific act X or avoid a 
specific temptation Y or overcome a specific trial Z? There 
is no necessary relationship between the two premises so 
that the former demands the truth of the latter. So we pass 
on from the rest of Duke’s ramblings here to the real crux of 
the matter – the work of the Holy Spirit. 

THE DEVIL IS IN THE DETAILS
Kerry asserts: “If dividing over how the devil tempts 

us is unjustified, then so is dividing over how God the Holy 
Spirit helps us” (p. 3). Oh, really? Well, we have dispensed 
with the Devil tempting us quibble earlier by answering his 
assertions on how the Devil influences people to commit sin. 
Unless Kerry is ready to take the position that Satan gives 
the exact words and formulates the precise thoughts from 
his mind to the mind of the human agent directly and imme-
diately by contact of his evil spirit upon the human agent’s 
spirit, then Kerry has no real parallel in his argument. 

I must say that reading his article has influenced a de-
sire in me to want to watch some Flip Wilson reruns. Kerry 
may be giving credence to Geraldine’s axiom of behavior 
after all (NOTE: written with tongue firmly in cheek!). 

POINTS OF AGREEMENT? -- THE
HIDDEN BALL TRICK

There is an old play in baseball called the hidden ball 
trick. A fielder hides the ball and holds it waiting for an op-
ponent, who is a base-runner, to step off base far enough so 
that the fielder can tag him with the ball for an out. It is a 
rouse. It is designed to deceive – to lull an opponent to relax 
enough to get caught off base. 

Now brother Duke pulls his own version of the hidden 

ball trick by going through several points of supposed agree-
ment. These are designed to emphasis the union that ought to 
exist despite differences over this subject by reminding his 
opponents of their many points of possible agreement. This 
approach too is fallacious in that it fails to address their real 
essential difference, which places the two views poles apart. 
It is like a proponent for the use of the mechanical instrumen-
tal in worship arguing for acceptance and tolerance of  the 
piano on the basis that his opponents hold numerous views 
similar to or the same as his concerning worship – e.g., both 
(supposedly) believe that Bible authority is essential, both 
believe that we must please the Lord in our worship, both 
believe that worship must come from the heart, and both 
believe that we must therefore be sincere, so that sincerity 
is essential in our worship, et al. However, just like with the 
MI crowd, the reasoning simply does not get Kerry where he 
wants to go. There are more than sufficient reasons why that 
doctrine must be rejected by all right thinking people – one 
of which is the Bible doctrine of personal accountability, but 
that is reserved for other articles to address more fully. Back 
to brother Duke’s attempt for now!

Duke thus writes in his article:
We agree that He {God the Holy Spirit} does not work mir-
acles or impart revelation today. We agree that the strength-
ening of Ephesians 3:16 is non-miraculous. We agree that it 
does not violate man’s free will. We agree on the nature and 
limits of this strengthening, and yet brethren quarrel endless-
ly and refuse to fellowship each other over the question of the 
unseen hand of God in this matter! (p. 3).

One of the self-apparent problems with Kerry’s state-
ment is that his position implies just the opposite about what 
he claims to be in agreement with us. His position implies 
that the direct actions of the Holy Spirit are miraculous, de-
spite what Kerry claims to the contrary. His position also 
implies that the strengthening of Ephesians 3:16 is miracu-
lous. And, further, his position implies that man’s free will 
is violated by the Spirit in this direct operation. Finally, we 
also definitely do not agree “on the nature and limits of this 
strengthening.” In fact, these specific points are at the very 
heart of the dispute over the doctrine. Kerry contends that 
the action involved in the strengthening is direct and im-
mediate, and that it thus involves direct contact of the Holy 
Spirit upon the human spirit of the saint. While he may ver-
bally limit it to a “non-miraculous” effect, he does not define 
just what the term miraculous really even means here. We 
are left to take his word and conclude that he means basi-
cally the same thing that we mean. Well, Todd Deaver held 
to this same view and stated the same limitation but is now 
out in spiritual Lalaland involved with an apostate bunch 
promoting present day spiritual gifts, including the gift of 
“apostolic authority.” I feel certain that Todd would most 
likely differentiate between these supposed spiritual gifts 
and miraculous powers like raising the dead or causing the 
congenitally blind to see in regard to the degree of power 
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expended through the actions, but time will eventually erode 
even that distinction. It should be noted that Todd is one 
of the people credited by Mac as having convinced him of 
present day Spirit baptism. How far behind his advance into 
apostasy in these matters are Mac, Malcolm, and Kerry? 

Kerry needs to read Mac’s book a little more carefully 
as well. Mac has made it quite clear that he holds his doc-
trine to be absolutely the truth and that failure to accept it 
will doom the church to failure. Hear him: “If we have a 
future at all, we will have to come back to the truth on ef-
fectual prayer and the work of the indwelling Spirit” (p. 334; 
cf. p. 338). He made this statement just after a lengthy dis-
sertation contrasting his view with that of those who oppose 
him. Kerry Duke then cannot have it both ways. He cannot 
contend that this is a dispute over matters of indifference, 
matters of judgment, while  they make statements that imply 
that unless one accepts their view then the church has no 
future. One cannot claim, as Mac has done against his op-
ponents, that they are “killing churches,” and expect us to 
take seriously Kerry’s words here. Mac never has repented 
of that diatribe, and even defends it in his book. 

Kerry Duke, like Malcolm, resorts to a phony appeal for 
tolerance, despite the fact that Mac has repeatedly shown to 
be one of the most intolerant in the dispute. Talk to preach-
ers who have lived in areas where the Deaver doctrine is 
strongly held and see how they have been treated when they 
voiced concerns about it! Go to Denton, TX, and see the 
results of Mac’s tolerance and that of his cohorts at Sher-
man Drive! Talk with brethren who have been the targets of 
attack from the prophet of Schaumburg, IL, one of Mac’s 
biggest supporters, and his allies in that area! No, brethren, 
the tears for tolerance are crocodile tears. Liberals cry for 
peace and tolerance when they have little power in areas, but 
intolerantly flaunt power when and where they have it. 

IS IT REALLY “MUCH ADO ABOUT NOTHING”? 
Kerry takes a final big swing at finding common ground 

with Mac’s opponents. But the ground is really doctrinal 
quicksand for the Lord’s people. 

If one were to believe Kerry Duke, the entire controver-
sy over the Holy Spirit centered on the teaching and work of 
Mac Deaver is overblown hype. But is that really the case? 
Listen to Kerry once more try to convince folks that they 
need just to chill out and let Mac run about teaching his 
doctrines without calling him and his supporters to task for 
it. Kerry writes: 

One brother says the Spirit acts providentially on the physical 
realm to affect the Christian’s spirit. Another brother says the 
Spirit affects the Christian’s spirit in a spiritual way without 
the link of the physical medium. But the effect is the same. 
The result is non-miraculous and non-revelatory. In either 
case, God is acting. The theories differ, but the basic beliefs 
and the end result are the same. Why on earth are brethren 
acting as if this difference in theory is a weightier matter of 

the law and the greatest doctrinal challenge to the church of 
the Lord in this century? (p. 3).

Of course, Mac Deaver and his compatriots are the ones 
affirming that “the Spirit affects the Christian’s spirit in a 
spiritual way without the link of the physical medium.” 

It will be observed that Kerry adopts seemingly innocu-
ous language to describe it. He scrupulously avoids the idea 
of direct and immediate Spirit upon spirit contact as being 
necessarily involved in the theory. He also ignores the fact 
that this direct operation of the Holy Spirit is designed to af-
fect the Christian’s moral choices and actions. 

If the Spirit is directly in this fashion supplying even a 
modicum of power, above and beyond the natural, native, 
and latent powers of man to respond to God’s Word, in order 
to enable a Christian to decide to do or actually do a moral 
action that he otherwise has insufficient power to choose to 
do or insufficient power to execute, then in some measure, 
according to this theory, his free will is being affected, de-
spite Kerry’s claims to the contrary. At the very least it is 
being subverted in some measure by the Spirit’s operation, 
for the party is being caused to choose to do something that 
he otherwise could not choose or empowered to do some-
thing that he otherwise could not do. If the Spirit does this, 
then in reality it is not the individual saint choosing to do 
it, but rather being made or compelled in some measure to 
do it. If such be so, then what kind of obedience is that? As 
this then affects the doctrine of salvation as it concerns the 
moral choices and actions of the saint in remaining saved, 
then is it not really a big deal after all? How can it not be? 
If a doctrine implies a fatal doctrine, then does not that 
doctrine concern a “weighty” matter? Furthermore, if God 
makes this power available to the saint to keep him saved, 
then why not also to the alien sinner to save him in the first 
place? Indeed there are challenges to living the Christian 
life wherein strengthening is needed, but even so there are 
challenges also to one’s choosing to become a child of God, 
especially in the face of brutal persecution. If the alien sin-
ner has the natural, native, and latent power in himself to 
choose to do what is right in becoming a child of God, then 
certainly the saint has the natural, native, and latent power 
in choosing to live as a child of God ought to live. Or, are 
we to believe that becoming a Christian robs the latter of his 
natural, native, and latent powers? 

No, the two “theories” that Kerry describes are not ulti-
mately the same. They are poles apart in their final conclu-
sions. The first maintains the integrity of the doctrine of hu-
man freedom of will, while the second implicitly impeaches 
it. 

 Again, Kerry also needs to re-read Mac’s book wherein 
he rails against the former view repeatedly as deistic, self-
contradictory, robbing the church of any real future, et al. 
To Kerry, as to Malcolm, I say, “Physician, heal thyself!” 
Brother Duke needs to tend first to the crowd with whom he 
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hangs in this matter, if he is so genuinely concerned about 
what each group is saying about the other. 

Furthermore, he needs to address Mac’s teaching that 
the Holy Spirit directly, immediately enhances “the capac-
ity” of the saint (thus above and beyond his natural, native, 
and latent powers) “to comprehend” the Word of God by this 
Spirit upon spirit contact (Deaver, pp. 108-110, 224-225).  
Mac also implicitly affirms in his book that information that 
is necessary for the saint to understand God’s Word is also 
given by this Spirit upon spirit contact, though it is not new 
“source” information. He claims that the Spirit was direct-
ly, immediately reminding him as to “what to say and how 
to say it” in his debate with Bill Lockwood (p. 224). Well, 
“what is said” is words, and “how to say it” also implies the 
use of words, which are the medium of human speech. So, 
Kerry’s claim that Mac Deaver’s view is “non-miraculous 
and non-revelatory” is purely bogus. Opposition to it is re-
quired, regardless of whether or not Kerry thinks this is “the 
greatest doctrinal challenge to the church of the Lord in this 
century” or a doctrinal challenge to the church at all.

The Dean of TBC needs also to re-read Mac’s book 
relative to the issue of present day Holy Spirit baptism and 
tell us plainly whether or not he agrees with Mac’s doctrine 
in this regard. And he needs to stop obfuscating that this is a 
dispute over just how the Holy Spirit indwells the Christian. 
It is not. There are many opponents to the Deaver doctrine 
who believe firmly and sincerely in the personal indwelling 
of the Spirit. Yet they are not in agreement with him on his 
direct help theory, as well as his present day Spirit baptism 
heresy. The indwelling is yet another red herring argument. 
A dean in a school designed to train preachers ought to know 
better. 

CONCLUSION
Once more we have been treated to an attempted de-

fense of the indefensible doctrines of Mac Deaver by an as-
sociate of his at TBC. Obviously, the school is intent on car-
rying his water in this matter, and its administration seems 
determined to alibi for Mac’s error with some of the most 
silly claims, self-contradictory assertions, and self-serving 
special pleadings that we have been exposed to in many 
years on the subject of the Holy Spirit. 

I came out of hard core Calvinism, and to be certain 
Mac Deaver’s doctrine is not Calvinism. Rather it is Wes-

leyan Arminianism, also simply called Wesleyanism after 
John Wesley. One would think that a Bible college would 
have at least one competent student of church history who 
would be able to see the self-evident marks of this teaching 
in their own midst.      

No, friends, “there is no joy in” Cookeville – mighty” 
Kerry “has struck out.”*

*My apologies to Ernest Lawrence Thayer, author of the charm-
ing poem Casey at the Bat (http://www.poets.org/viewmedia.php/prm-
MID/15500). 
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tism, but they at times simply didn’t know what they were 
doing with regard to the Spirit at all! 
     So according to “Passive Sanctification Mac,” it would 
have especially helped if Tom Warren had been silent in-
stead of moderating for and helping David Lipe be so vo-
cally powerful in teaching that to claim Holy Spirit baptism 
equaled claiming the miraculous. See this in his well-known 
1976 debate (still in print!) with the United Pentecostal (Je-
sus Only-in-the-Godhead) Billy Lewis. Though having it 
right on other fundamental issues, Mac must maintain that 
neither Warren nor Lipe ever learned that they were so prej-
udiced against Lewis that they missed his “truth” about ev-
ery Christian getting Holy Spirit baptism (cf. “all flesh” on 
Charts M-5, M-5A, and M-5B)! One should buy this great 
debate and in particular notice Charts M-10, M-18A, M-20, 
M-22, M-23, M-24, M-26, M-130, and H-10, because we 
are now expected to believe that Mac has “got it right” in 
affirming with Lewis (cf. Chart M-130) against Lipe and 
Warren (and Roy!) that we can get TWO (water and Holy 
Spirit) baptism out of the “ONE baptism” of Ephesians 4:5. 
The Warren-Lipe Chart M-130 (on Eph. 4:5) was headed 
“LEWIS REJECTS THE BIBLE” for Lewis’ getting ONE 
out of THREE on the Godhead and for getting TWO out of 
ONE on baptism! So Thomas B. Warren held the position (as 
most of us still maintain) that “MAC DEAVER REJECTS 
THE BIBLE” too! It is just too bad that Warren and Roy 
Deaver are not around today to help Lipe debate this with 
Mac. Though I’m quite sure that Billy Lewis did not get his 
“two-out-of-one” doctrine from the “Schaumburg (Illinois) 
Seer,” I do know that Mac’s source for such was his fel-
low Divine Illuminationist in that city—Glenn Jobe). I hope 
that the reader will realize that both Jobe and the Pentecostal 
preacher Lewis got such a notion from the same source (cf. 
John 8:44), whereas Tom’s, David’s, and Roy’s came from 
the Bible. 

When Being Silent Would Have Helped
Would to God that such men as Roy, Mac, Weylan, 

Todd, and Glenn Jobe had simply been silent, instead of 
“enlightening us” during their ever-changing odyssey of dis-
covery from (alleged) darkness into (alleged) daylight about 
the Holy Spirit! Where we once were united without such 
(purported) superior knowledge and information from Plan-
et Deaver, we are now tragically divided. For some curious 
reason even those of us maintaining a literal indwelling of 
the Spirit have not gotten the SAME (alleged) divine illumi-
nations as these mighty thinkers! In fact, even Todd Deaver 
has now defected to new, liberal positions on Christian fel-
lowship in opposition to Mac, Weylan, and Glenn.6 Who 
then can blame myself and others for being confused as to 
the Spirit’s (alleged) direct operation upon these men and 
where it has or may take them in the future? BUT PLEASE 
NOTICE: The rest of us who deny any such (alleged) direct 
action by the Spirit upon our human spirit are just holding 

as the creation of the soul (Zec. 12:1; Ecc. 12:7; Isa. 57:16) 
or unseen actions by angels (as in Luke 16:22) but NOT 
those of the movie Angels In the Outfield unfairly affecting 
physical outcomes nor any directly affecting human moral 
actions.3 To my knowledge no faithful, thinking Christian 
has ever maintained that there are no indirect actions to 
the human mind which may occur in the world that could 
aid man’s accomplishing salvation in addition to (or likely 
stemming from) the teaching of the Scriptures. What we do 
adamantly deny is that the Spirit today works directly upon 
the mind of the saint OR non-saint to enable them to per-
sonally understand or obey God’s written Word. This is cer-
tainly more consistent than those on Planet Deaver who are 
in actuality only One-half (i.e., Saints Only) Anti-Calvin-
ists! Faithful Christians have always rightly opposed the de-
nominationalist in his claim of a need for a Direct Operation 
of the Spirit as a sort-of “STP additive” above and beyond 
God’s divine Word in order to bring about the sinner’s salva-
tion. This has commonly been called “The All-sufficiency of 
the Bible”!

Division On Planet Deaver
     Our beloved brother Roy is now deceased, but his son 
Mac Deaver assumed the role of “brotherhood revisionist” 
regarding the Holy Spirit and has gone much further than 
Roy, even to the point of believing that God directly affects 
his mind during his sermons and Bible classes, and more 
recently to arguing that all Christians are baptized in both 
water and the Spirit today.4 Just to read the introduction 
to his 2007 volume is to be amazed at how Mac’s ego has 
somehow compelled him to make incredible condescending 
and outlandish statements, some of which could have easily 
come from the mouth of those whom even Mac regards as 
liberal concerning the Holy Spirit. Taking a page from the 
typical leftist and forgetting that none of his degrees are in 
psychology, Mac “couches the contender” by way of psy-
choanalysis in saying: 

…the Holy Spirit has been the much neglected member of 
the Godhead during my lifetime….the enormous importance 
of ‘getting it right’ has evaded the brotherhood during my 
day, generally speaking. While we ‘got it right’ on other fun-
damental issues and even contested these in public debate, 
whenever there was a public test of the accuracy of our views 
on the Spirit, it was usually with a member of a denomina-
tion, whose views on other matters so prejudiced us against 
him that any truth with regard to the Spirit that he held was 
likely to be overlooked….I have lived to see that ‘gospel 
preachers’ at times simply do not know what they are doing 
with regard to the Spirit at all. If such men would simply be 
silent, that would be a help.5 

This can only mean that based upon their beliefs and ac-
tions brethren like Thomas B. Warren and Roy C. Deaver (in 
earlier years) not only neglected studying the Holy Spirit, al-
lowed prejudice to cloud their thinking in opposing any and 
all claims by denominationalists to possess Holy Spirit bap-

(Continued From Page 3)
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what these men themselves uphold in regard to non-saints 
(in addition to the fact that these same men themselves at 
one time even agreed with us about the saint)! Thus, most 
of the objections applied to our position in reference to the 
saint in this matter will also apply to their own position in 
reference to the non-saint, but strangely they have been logi-
cally “dense” as to recognizing this truth and making this 
application.7 They, in fact, have started sounding like error-
ists who deny amenability to the gospel by non-Christians!
     Yes, I have seen Mac’s hollow and almost hilarious at-
tempts to explain why the non-Christian does not get sim-
ilar help.8 He answers “not a peep” about a still innocent 
child who has just reached the age of accountability who 
is encountering temptation and is also studying the Bible 
for help and answers from God. Mac does quote from A.B. 
Jones who argues that “The reason then, that the Holy Spir-
it does not come directly to the heart of the [alien] sinner 
in conversion is grounded, not in an arbitrary law of God, 
but in a necessity growing out of the moral condition of the 
[alien] sinner, his unfitness for this fellowship.”9 Despite 
both of them receiving the Spirit’s Direct Operation, it has 
apparently never dawned on either of these two men that: 
(1) a pure, innocent youth just after becoming accountable 
is NOT morally unfit since he has not yet sinned, but mor-
ally NEEDS a correct understanding of the Bible and moral 
strength not to sin!; and (2) an apostate Christian thereby 
becomes morally unfit for this fellowship, too, due to HIS 
“moral condition.” Though the Spirit will NOT operate di-
rectly upon this youth’s heart for knowledge or strength, He 
(allegedly) will still do so on the apostate’s heart so long as 
he is “cooperative”!

Acts 10:34: Must Anything Be the Same?
     In attempting to further explain why the alien sinner does 
not get so much as an ounce of direct Holy Spirit help in 
either understanding Scripture which he MUST understand 
in order to be saved, nor an ounce of direct help enabling 
him to have the courage and strength needed to obey it, Mac 
has actually had the nerve to stand up and declare: “It’s eas-
ier to become a Christian than to remain one.” When I first 
heard this I immediately thought of Roy Deaver’s material 
against Bales wherein he described the African gentleman 
who wrote concerning his marital condition—which includ-
ed seven wives with which he had produced progeny. For 
a man growing up in such a pagan culture, never having 
owned a Bible, with no “church” help and support, would 
this situation requiring him to give up the last six wives re-
ally be easier than for an apostate Christian who was for 
many years similarly involved in polygamy? An old joke 
says that when the American missionary tells a chief in just 
such a situation: “Go and tell your last six wives you must 
divorce them,” that the chief replies: “YOU go tell them!” 
No, this bifurcation between saint and non-saint is surely 
an error concocted by people on Planet Deaver in order to 
“stay with” what can, contrary to A.B. Jones and Mac, ac-
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pp. 2-3. as quoted in my chapter “Paul’s Prayer To And Praise To 
God,” in Studies in Ephesians, ed. Dub McClish, (Denton, TX: 
Valid Publications, 1997), p. 186. CORRECTION: In my previ-
ous article last month the word “active” should be changed to 
“passive” in footnote # 4. I apologize for failing to catch this error 
before it went to press.
2. Mac Deaver, The Holy Spirit (Center of Controversy—Basis of 
Unity), (Denton, TX: Biblical Notes Publications, 2007), p. II of 
the Introduction.
3. Terry M. Hightower, “”Does God Really Hear and Answer 
Prayer?” in Studies in 1,2 Peter and Jude, ed. Dub McClish, (Den-
ton, TX: Valid Publications, Inc.., 1998, pp. 659-660. See also 
footnote 17. 
4. Mac Deaver, The Holy Spirit, pp. 291-304.
5. Ibid, p. I of the Introduction.
6. Terry M. Hightower, “An Expose’ of Todd Deaver’s Facing Our 
Failure,” in Profiles In Apostasy #1, ed. David P. Brown, (Spring, 
TX: Contending For The Faith, 2010), pp. 3-50.
7. This would include Mac’s foolish accusations that I am paral-
lel to “antis” who disallow church cooperation on the basis that 
churches doing so with one another forfeit their autonomy, espe-
cially when HE is the one upholding his across-the-board Saints 
Only position as to Divine Illumination. Why a “just-now-account-
able” young person or a sincere, seeking alien sinner couldn’t have 
the same “cooperative effort” with God that is offered the saint 
(even a rank apostate one) wherein they also “do what they can, 
but He directly helps us do better” is unknown. But more on this 
will have to wait for another article. 
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curately be described as grounded “in an arbitrary law of 
God” wherein the alien sinner and others (i.e., innocent chil-
dren) are regarded by the Deity inequitably regarding basic 
moral accountability in reference to His help in meeting His 
demands. The same inequity exists with this view as when 
false teachers on MDR try to separate saint from sinner. Let 
us all continue to uphold the principle of Acts 10:34 and that 
Biblical ethics center on whether one is an accountable HU-
MAN individual or not, and not on the basis of categorizing 
them as Christian or non-Christian.
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AN OPEN LETTER TO THE “new” GOSPEL JOURNAL, 
ITS BOARD OF DIRECTORS AND CURTIS A. CATES

The purpose of this writing is to clear the name and reputa-
tion of the church of Christ located in Evant, Texas. For many 
years the congregation in Evant, Texas has been known as a 
church that stands forthright for the cause of Truth, that does 
not compromise with error, and that will not endorse either 
false teachers or false doctrines. It is our desire that the brother-
hood understands that such continues to be the case this first 
day of June, in the year of our Lord, 2010.

The “new” Gospel Journal, hereinafter designated as 
TNGJ, included the Evant church of Christ in the church listing 
section of that publication for the years 2006 and 2007. The bill 
had been inadvertently paid. Mike Mallett, one of the elders 
wrote under date of December 17, 2007 to request that money 
be returned. Why? Because the elders had dropped the con-
gregational subscription  to TNGJ, following the dismissal of 
brethren Dub McClish and Dave Watson, as editor and co-edi-
tor. According to the policy of TNGJ, only those churches with 
congregational subscriptions would be listed in the “church 
directory” section without charge. The elders had never re-
quested that the Evant congregation be included in the church 
list. Under the capable leadership and editorship of brother Dub 
McClish, it had been a pleasure to be listed with sound congre-
gations. However, after the bushwhacking of Dub McClish and 
Dave Watson, it did not take TNGJ long to depart from God’s 
Truth. It would be sometime before the congregation in Evant 
would ever see any money from the new paper.

In that letter, brother Mallett stated in clarion terms: “Un-
der the present leadership of The Gospel Journal we do not 
wish to have any association with this publication or its board 
of directors. Please remove our church name from this direc-
tory.” What is so difficult to understand about that request? (1) 
The Evant church of Christ does not desire to be associated 
with TNGJ…, (2) Please remove our church name from this 
directory, and (3) Quote: “As we did not authorize your pub-
lication to list us in your directory for the past two years we 
are requesting that The Gospel Journal refund the payment of 
$240.00…”

As far as anyone here knew, that was to be the end of the 
matter. However, under date of February 11, 2010 the church 
in Evant received a note of “thanks” from Paul Sain, Business 
Manager, for TNGJ. Brother Sain also included a bill in the 
amount of $128.00. Remember, the paper still owed the con-
gregation in Evant, Texas $240.00. The bill was for the “church 
listing” in 2009. We assume that 2008 issues of TNGJ included 
such listings. 

Under date of March 6, 2010, the elders requested that 

I respond to brother Sain’s correspondence. I reminded him 
that since the sad events of 2005 the Lord’s church in Evant, 
Texas has had no association with TNGJ. The letter pointed 
out that neither he nor the editor had any business putting 
the Evant church in their directory. We requested (again) that 
the name of the Evant church of Christ be removed from the 
pages of TNGJ. We asked for an immediate correction of that 
blatant oversight.

After twenty days had passed, with no acknowledgement 
whatsoever, another letter was sent to brother Sain under date 
of March 26, 2010. We asked for a cessation of all such ads 
and a statement that the Evant congregation does not lend 
support to TNGJ. We let him know that copies of all this cor-
respondence were being sent to brother Curtis A. Cates, and 
to the elders of the Forest Hills church of Christ. We requested 
a deadline for both of these matters to be resolved no later 
than the last day of April, 2010. We desired that the name of 
the Lord’s church in Evant, Texas be cleared as quickly as 
possible.

March 26, 2010 we asked Curtis A. Cates as the editor of 
TNGJ, if he would assist us in clearing up this matter. March 
26, 2010 we also asked the elders of the Forest Hills congre-
gation (Memphis, TN), for their assistance in resolving this 
injustice. We have never received one word from brother Paul 
Sain, nor any of the elders of the Forest Hill congregation.

Curtis A. Cates did respond to the elders of the Evant 
congregation with an apology and a statement that the church 
here was released from all supposed debts for which the 
church had been erroneously billed. He had in his possessions 
copies of the correspondence, showing that TNGJ still owed 
the Lord’s church in Evant, Texas $240.00.

Under date of April 5, 2010 a letter of thanks was sent 
to brother Cates for both his apology and release from the 
“obligation” to pay the $128.00. Also, we reminded him that 
a statement needed to be placed in the pages of TNGJ, to al-
low brethren to realize that although our church name was 
in the “directory” for three or four years, that the church in 
Evant, Texas did not go along with the new liberal stance of 
the paper, and its obvious support of false teachers and false 
doctrines. The congregation here does not fellowship those 
things that are freely fellowshipped by TNGJ, and its current 
board of directors.

The elders of the Evant church of Christ received a note 
from brother Cates under date of April 16, 2010. The note 
included a check in the amount of $240.00 from the personal 
checking  account of  Curtis A. Cates. He  stated  that he was 
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sending his personal check to the church in Evant, Texas “to 
clear this matter up…” Therefore, we sent another letter of 
thanks to brother Cates under date of April 24, 2010. Once 
more, we reminded him that several attempts had been made 
with him and brother Sain to have some sort of retraction print-
ed within the pages of TNGJ, to let those who still received 
that publication, (which that month still contained the Evant 
congregation information in its directory), that the church in 
Evant, Texas does not support nor endorse the new direction 
of TNGJ. The letter explained that “the elders here do not wish 
to leave the mistaken impression that the Lord’s church en-
dorses or supports the extremely liberal views of fellowship as 
upheld by the board of directors, the current editor, nor any of 
the writers…”

The final correspondence was sent to brother Paul Sain 
under date of April 26, 2010. The elders wanted the business 
manager, brother Sain, to know that the original false bill, in 
the amount of $240.00 had been reimbursed by brother Cates 
from his personal funds. We would not want to falsely take 
$240.00 from TNGJ. Once more, we included a reminder 
that some sort of statement needed to be made in the pages 
of TNGJ, informing the brotherhood that the congregation in 
Evant, Texas could no longer support nor endorse the digres-
sive directions of the TNGJ. 

Please understand that the board of directors, the elders 
of Forest Hill, brethren Curtis Cates, and Paul Sain all knew 
of our intent to have a public retraction made within the pages 
of TNGJ. The elders of the Evant congregation also informed 
brother Sain that  the $240.00 has been placed in our mission 

fund, which helps with the support of brother Dub McClish.
The month of May is now gone. TNGJ has finally re-

moved the name of the Evant congregation from the church di-
rectory within its pages. We are thankful for this. As of today’s 
date there has been no statement and no word (could we say 
silence?) from the editor, the business manager, or any of the 
board of directors about such a statement. This deafening si-
lence suggests to us that there will be no such statement placed 
within the pages of TNGJ. 

Therefore let it be known to faithful brethren and church-
es of Christ throughout the world, that the church of Christ 
located in Evant, TX does not support or endorse  the TNGJ, 
the current editor, board of directors, or elders of the Forest 
Hill Church of Christ in their numerous departures from the 
powerful Word of God. We wish to stand in fellowship only 
with those who are in fellowship with God. Those who have 
let it be known that they are no longer in fellowship with God 
and His holy teaching, are not in fellowship with us. Since our 
many requests for such a message to be included in the pages 
of TNGJ have fallen upon deaf ears, please help us to spread 
this message throughout the borders of His kingdom. Let us 
pray that the time will come when TNGJ will return to the old 
paths and be counted as standing on the Lord’s side, in the way 
that once it did!
Because of a cross,
/s/Jess Whitlock
Evangelist, Evant Church of Christ

—310 W Brooks Dr.
Evant TX 76525

Society’s Worst Enemies Are those Who Would      
Destroy The Biblical And Moral

 Foundations Of It To Gain “Equality.”

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

Guilt  By
 Association

A 19 page tract by 

Lester Kamp
EDITOR: Matters of The Faith
25¢ EACH OR $20 PER 100, PLUS POSTAGE

 Order from:

 Lester Kamp · PO Box 440297 
aurora, co 80044
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Calhoun “Church of Christ” Fund Raiser
The following is reported by Ron Hall, an elder of the Northside Church in Calhoun, Georgia. The “Calhoun 
Church of Christ” had a fund raiser for their school and sold raffle tickets to raise money. — Editor

In two articles appearing in the Calhoun Times on March 
10, 2010, was revealed the first bits of public information 
I have seen about the Northwest Georgia Christian Acad-
emy fund raiser event.  The first article reported that this 
event “drew more than 500 people to the Calhoun Church of 
Christ.” As you can see from the previous quote  our com-
munity believes this was an event of the Church of Christ. 

Also, if the amount raised, as reported in the article, 
was only $10,000 then I must admit that I was surprised 
that it was that low. I would have thought it would have 
been much more than that. If this was all they were able to 
raise after resorting to gambling and bringing in a sectarian 
speaker to talk about his faith experience, I have to wonder 
was it worth it? Was it worth it to present the Lord’s church 

to our comunity as one who endorses such 
ungodly activities as they promoted and 
endorsed during this little fundraiser. The 
distinctive nature of the Lord’s church has 
been damaged because of their ungodly ac-
tions – and for what – $10,000!  

The second article was written by 
Coach Jerry Smith, a local sports writer for 
the Calhoun Times. According to Smith’s 
article the Calhoun elders brought in Frank 
Mills to introduce the event and explain 
the function and purpose of the Northwest 
Georgia Christian Academy. Smith went  
on to comment about the highlight of the 
event was the Dave Stokes (long time local 
sportscaster for WEBS radio station) inter-
view with coach Richt. Smith (an unfaith-
ful member of the church) continued, “It 
was a conservation of warmth, inspiration 
and challenges. That conversation provid-
ed a look up-close and personal to the per-
son (Mark Richt) with a deep faith.” With 
this  acceptance of men who teach dam-
nable doctrines, is there any wonder why 
the Calhoun Church of Christ is thought of 
as being just another denomination! This 
ungodly event cast a dark shadow over the 
Lord’s church in our area.

As Advertized On
The Calhoun Times Web Page 

Fundraiser brings in more than $10,000
University of Georgia Football 
Coach Marck Richt (left) talks with 
Dave Stokes about faith and fam-
ily during the first Northwest Geor-
gia Christian Academy fundraiser. 
The event, “An Evening With Coach 
Richt” drew more than 500 people to  
Calhoun Church of Christ. Richt 
spoke on his faith and family; he be-
lieves in Christian education, and all 
five of  his  children  attend Christian

Schools. A silent auction took place 
to start the evening off, and the NW-
GCA students presented Richt with 
a scrapbook of hand written thank 
you letters. To close the event, Richt 
drew the winning ticket for a 2010 
Ford Mustang, donated by Prater 
Ford. The winner was Melany Webb. 
More than $10,000 was raised to 
benefit the academy during “An Eve-
ning With Coach Richt.”  

 

Northwest Georgia Christian Academy presents “A Night with Coach Richt” 
Feb. 23 at 7 p.m. at the Calhoun Civic Auditorium. Door open at 5:30 p.m. 
University of Georgia Football Coach Mark Richt will be drawing for a 2010 
Mustang from Prater Ford. General admission tickets: $25. Mustang draw-
ing tickets: $50. Proceeds benefit Northwest Georgia Christian Academy. For 
ticket information, visit NWGCA.com or call 706-625-8677. 
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NOT THE BIBLE BELT:
WORLD CONVENTION OF CHURCHES OF CHRIST

You may not have ever heard of the organization known 
as the World Convention of Churches of Christ. However  
such an organization has existed since 1930. It is composed 
of members and leaders of Disciples of Christ (Christian 
Church), Independent Churches of Christ (Christian Church) 
and churches of Christ. Every four years people from these 
churches convene somewhere in the world. This informa-
tion alone should be sufficient to enable faithful members of 
the church to realize that such is no place for them.

You might wonder why I am discussing this matter at 
this time. The reason is that earlier  this  year  Gary  Hollo-
way, Ijams Professor of Spirituality at  Lipscomb University 
(the school dropped “David” from its name and lists Hollo-
way as Professor of Bible) and the preacher of the Natchez 
Trace Church of Christ in Nashville, TN was appointed Ex. 
Dir. of  the Convention. That Holloway is professor at Lip-
scomb University is another clear  indication of the school’s 
deliberate departure from the founding  principles on which 
David Lipscomb and James A. Harding founded the school 
around 120 years ago, known then as the Nashville Bible 
School. Brother Lipscomb, as editor of the Gospel Advocate 
was  a leader  in the opposition to the apostasy that became 
the Disciples of Christ/Independent Christian Church. The 
division came over matters such as the missionary society, 
mechanical instrumental music in worship, women serving 
as preachers, elders and deacons, fellowshipping the denom-
inations and in general embracing theological liberalism. 
Why would a professor at Lipscomb want to serve as the 
Ex. Dir. of this organization? Also, why would the admin-
istration and board of trustees of Lipscomb allow Holloway 
to serve in this capacity? Why would the elders of the Nat-
chez Trace church allow their  preacher  to take this position 
with a denominational group? Why would the organization 
want to hire Holloway? Could it be that they share the same 
views? One thing is certain, the Disciples of Christ/Chris-
tian Church has not renounced the direction they took well 
over 100 years ago and returned to the Truth of God’s Word. 
In fact, they have moved further and further away from New 
Testament Truth as the years have gone by.

Sadly, Lipscomb University is not alone in its aban-
donment of the faith once delivered to the saints (Jude 3). 
Furthermore, the Natchez Trace Church of Christ is  not  
alone among congregations that have and are abandoning 
that faith. Faithful brethren need to stand fast  for  the Truth 
concerning the church our Lord established and purchased 
with His blood that was shed on Calvary’s cross (Matthew 

16:18; Acts 20:28).
—1131 Terrace Cir.

North Augusta, SC 29841-4350

The following article by Ken Chumbley addresses the fallacious idea that churches of Christ in the “Bible Belt” states 
today are more knowledgeable of the Bible and better grounded in a correct understanding of New Testament

Christianity. Obviously it is not the case with Lipscomb University and many churches of Christ in the South .—DPB

[The following information about the World Conven-
tion of Churches of Christ is taken from the Convention’s 
web site under the heading of “Our Ministry” (http://www.
worldconvention.org/wp/?page_id=2). 

Global Fellowship: Christian – Churches of Christ – Disci-
ples of Christ congregations are found in over 168 countries. 
In a number of countries they have joined uniting churches.
‘World Convention’ aims to build up a sense of fellowship 
(‘continuing convention’) amongst these churches.

Family Understanding: The Christian Churches, though 
they began as a movement for unity, have become a diverse 
group. Their origins lie in both Britain and the USA. Those 
(mainly Commonwealth) with British links are usually called 
Churches of Christ. Within the USA two major divisions have 
occurred creating the churches of Christ (A Cappella), the 
Christian Churches (‘Independent’) and the Christian Church 
(Disciples of Christ). These streams are now represented in 
many countries beyond the USA. World Convention builds 
up fellowship and understanding amongst these groups, in-
cluding those within united churches.

The Wider Church: The church universal is like a global 
jigsaw with its denominations, divisions and regional group-
ings, and the many parachurch organizations. World Conven-
tion helps relate the tradition of the ‘Christian’ family to the 
wider church, and the activities of the wider church to our 
family.

Future Directions: Each part of the church has its own re-
sponsibility for its own future, but World Convention seeks to 
provide support for discovering our ‘together’ destiny.

This man-made outfit calling itself the World Conven-
tion of Churches of Christ is foreign to the Word of God. 
And, it all began with the first step away from the divine 
pattern that is the New Testament. That first step may seem 
insignificant to man, but this silly Convention dedicated to 
rebellion to God and His Word is the end result for all those 
who walk in the way of Cain. If anyone desires to see where 
brethren who repudiate New Testament authority will lead 
those who run after them, this “unity in diversity” conven-
tion of spiritual rebels is a prime example. May God help us 
to always oppose such towers of Babel and ever call men 
back to the clear simplicity of  the New Testament’s teaching 
regarding salvation and the Lord’s church. — Editor]     



-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–Cambridgeshire—Cambridge City Church of Christ, 
meeting at The Manor Community College, Arbury Rd., Cambridge, 
CB4 2JF. Sun., Bible Study--10:30 a.m., Worship-- 11:30 a.m.; Tue. Bible 
Study--7:30 p.m. www.CambridgeCityCoC.org.uk. Keith Sisman, Gospel 
Preacher. Contacts: Keith Sisman [From  USA, Toll Free: (281) 475-
8247); By phone inside the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  
Alternative Cambridge contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101; Matt. 
Shouey (Lakenheath) - 01638-531268. Postal/mailing Address - PO BOX 
1, Ramsey Huntingdon, PE26 2YZ United Kingdom 

-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, 

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.

Pensacola–Eastgate Church of Christ, 2809 E. Creighton Rd., 
{emsacp;a. F; 32504, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m. Tim Cozad, evangelist, (850) 477-4910

-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; Wednes-
day 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.387.1429; tgjoriginal@verizon.net.  
www.northpointcoc.com

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. Goins; DJGoins@gmail.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.
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Brother Frank Gunnels, fresh from his pitiable and di-
sastrous visit to the annual 2010 Spring CFTF Lectureship 
on March 3rd  (conducted by the Spring Church of Christ, 
Spring, Texas), has evidently decided that his blunderings 
there were not sufficient evidence of his obvious lack of un-
derstanding of the matters broached on that occasion. A more 
confused man I have rarely seen than our brother Gunnels. 
Trying to reason with him is like trying to paint with chunky 
peanut butter.

Frank had traveled to Spring especially to attack one of 
this year’s lectureship speakers, Barry Lynn Parker, and con-
vince one and all that Lynn had misrepresented the teaching 
of the late Cecil Hook. He never accused Lynn on this occa-
sion, as I remember, of lying about the book, though he did 
accuse him of misquoting it in two places and misrepresent-
ing the meaning of Hook’s book in various places. 

Frank also stated before the assembly at the open forum 
that he was not there to defend Hook’s book, because he did 
not agree with everything it taught. However, he never did 
tell us with which things he agreed and with which things he 
did not agree. Instead, he spent much of his time defending 
the book, especially its grace only theme, despite his initial 
claim. His presentation in regard to both his attack on Lynn 
and his defense of the book was weak, convoluted, and of-
ten outright absurd. Lynn’s lecture and Frank’s open forum 
appearance can be found at the following link: http://www.
churchesofchrist.com/lectures2010.php. 

Interestingly, in his opening comments Frank effusively 
praised the Spring eldership, congregation, and preacher, Da-
vid Brown, for the lecture program, and for the desire and ef-
fort to defend the truth against error. He even praised Michael 

FRANK GUNNELS’ TIRADE AGAINST LYNN PARKER
AND OTHER FAITHFUL BRETHREN 

Daniel Denham

Hatcher and the Bellview congregation of Pensacola, Florida, 
for its fine lectureship. He praised the theme of CFTF being 
for those who love the truth and hate error, while he pointed 
to the banner expressing the dual thought. He proclaimed 
himself to be in agreement with that sentiment. Against this 
background, his words attacking Lynn Parker had the air of a 
verbal ambush by our self-proclaimed “loving” brother. 

Having left his Bible at home, Frank attempted to speak 
from prepared notes. In doing so he attempted to limit the 
scope of his initial attack only to page 4 of Hook’s book, 
rather than taking into consideration the whole of the ma-
terial which more fully revealed Cecil’s real intentions and 
meaning. Whether it was Gunnels’ intention or not, by his 
actions he gave the appearance that at least part of his agen-
da was to monopolize the open forum for his own purposes. 
Furthermore, Gunnels was totally unprepared to handle any 
direct questioning or cross-examination on the occasion that 
dealt with any pertinent Biblical texts or even specific quo-
tations and their implications drawn from the Hook book. 
This was clearly demonstrated later in the open forum by 
Ken Chumbley, Lee Moses, Don DeLong, and Daniel Coe in 
their responses to Frank’s claims. Dub McClish pointed out 
the failure of Frank, as with Cecil Hook, to properly define 
“legalism” and other such terms, which terms were used by 
Cecil Hook throughout his book and which are often used as 
buzz words to attack those who believe that men must obey 
the commands of God in order to be right with God. It was on 
the whole a pathetic presentation on the part of Frank Gun-
nels. Although he took over 30 minutes of the approximately 
hour open forum later, he complained that he did not have 



2                           Contending for the Faith—August/2010

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: 
Any congregation entering each family of its entire member-
ship with single copies being mailed directly to each home 
receives a $3.00 discount off the Single Subscription Rate, 
i.e., such whole congregation subscriptions are payable in 
advance at the rate of $11.00 per year per family address. 
Foreign Rate: One Year, $30. NO REFUNDS FOR CANCEL-
ATIONS OF SUBSCRIPTIONS.

ADVERTISING POLICY & RATES
CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH was begun and continues 

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 
anything to the contrary. Hence, we reserve the right to refuse 
any offer to advertise in this paper.

All setups and layouts of advertisements will be done by 
CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH. A one-time setup and layout 
fee for each advertisement will be charged if such setup or 
layout is needful. Setup and layout fees are in addition to 
the cost of the space purchased for advertisement. No major 
changes will be made without customer approval.

All advertisements must be in our hands no later than 
two (2) months preceding the publishing of the issue of the 
journal in which you desire your advertisement to appear. To 
avoid being charged for the following month, ads must be 
canceled by the first of the month. We appreciate your under-
standing of and cooperation with our advertising policy.

MAIL ALL SUBSCRIPTIONS, ADVERTISEMENTS AND 
LETTERS TO THE EDITOR-IN-CHIEF, P. O. Box 2357, Spring, 
Texas 77383-2357. COST OF SPACE FOR ADS: Back page, 
$300.00; full page, $300.00; half page, $175.00; quarter page, 
$90.00; less than quarter page, $18.00 per column-inch. 
CLASSIFIED ADS: $2.00 per line per month. CHURCH DIREC-
TORY ADS: $30.00 per line per year. SETUP AND LAYOUT 
FEES: Full page, $50.00; half page, $35.00; anything under 
a half page, $20.00.

CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH is published monthly. 
P. O. Box 2357, Spring, Texas 77383-2357 Telephone: (281) 
350-5516.

Ira Y. Rice, Jr., Founder 
August 3, 1917-October 10, 2001

Editorial...
WHY ONLY ONE ARTICLE IN 

THIS ISSUE?
The answer to the question serving as the title to this 

editorial is a simple one. Although Daniel Denham's article 
is an answer to a specific apostate brother’s duplicitous con-
duct, it is much more than that. It also reveals the pathetic 
rebellious and dishonest mindset of the average liberal mem-
ber of the church. For this brother is not a preacher or an el-
der, but a member who has stayed long at and drank deeply 
from the devil’s cauldron—a corroded pot boiling over with 
a warmed over and soured soup of liberal doctrine, seasoned 
with the rancid doctrines of denominational theology and 
the false philosophies of men from Satan’s own larder. For 
almost half a century this devil’s brew has been dished out 
to the church from Satan’s soup kitchens—the higher edu-
cational institutions, certain publications, workshops, even 
preacher training schools, and the like.

If one desires to see the end product of what the liberal, 
post modernist, Dr. Frankenstein’s desire for every member 
of the church to be, then the man exposed, refuted, rebuked 
and exhorted by brother Denham in his article is a par-ex-
cellent example of that church member. His is an irrational 
mind set, and a dishonest heart. He is one who is devoid of 
the right division of the Bible (2 Tim. 2:15), who has lost the 
fear of God, who is totally confused by his liberal education, 
but who seeks to turn every member he can into the same 
mental and spiritual dullard that darkens his own mind. He 
has no problem binding on others what he will not attempt 
to consistently apply to his own life. He hates the idea that 
the New Testament is God’s divine blueprint or infallible 
pattern for man’s salvation. Furthermore, he and his post 
modern family have lost their ability to see opposites and 
likenesses (common sense).

This poor brother is a prime example of what happens 
to those who give up Bible authority, (especially the New 
Testament) as the final rule of faith and practice all the while 
giving it all kinds of lip service (Col. 3:17; John 12:48; 
14:15; 2 The. 2:10-12).

With his rejection of Bible authority he has repudiated 
the communicative element of language (direct statements, 
implication, and examples). But as is true of his liberal in-
structors and mentors, when he attempts to communicate 
his false views he is forced to employ the same. This is the 
case because therein is the communicative element of all 
languages. Talk about an effort in utter futility, this is it.

Thus, besides this editorial there is only brother Den-
ham’s article giving us a real life picture of what the liberals 
hope all church members will be and many, I tell you even 
weeping, have already made the transition. He that hath ears 
to hear let him hear!

—David P. Brown, Editor
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4. Frank continues: “The following is a narrative of what 
I had intended to discuss at the lectureship as well as with 
the Spring Elders…” (emphasis his, HDD). He then states: 
“During the 3:30 P.M. Open Forum www.churchesofchrist.
com/lectures2010.php I attempted to provide evidence that 
Apostate Barry Lynn Parker along with other apostate speak-
ers sinned at this lectureship.”

THE REAL TRUTH IS: It will be observed that clearly 
Frank does not even here set forth a “narrative” dealing with 
the matter. He simply makes a disconnected assertion, while 
launching into an attack upon the lectureship’s director, Da-
vid Brown (see # 4 below). 

Eventually, Frank does return to the central point of his 
document, but this is simply more proof as to the disjointed, 
rambling, and confused nature of his own thinking and ap-
proach to the matter. Some 34 minutes and 14 seconds of 
the open forum were spent with Frank fumbling through his 
presentation ostensibly to correct Lynn’s misrepresentation 
of the Hook book. 

Even though Frank claimed he did not really accept ev-
erything in the book and thus was not there to defend it, he 
proceeded to do just that. Despite David Brown’s best efforts 
to keep him on topic and to correct Frank’s own muddled 
thoughts, Frank wandered off into liberal “Lala Land.” No 
wonder the eldership at Spring wanted a clearly written state-
ment submitted beforehand before discussing anything with 
him! Frank could not even do that here in this statement, and 
he has had several months to think about it. 

At the open forum Frank did not lay out any cogent or 
coherent case against Lynn’s review of the Hook book. He 
simply asserted that Lynn had misrepresented Hook’s teach-
ing, in particular the meaning of a Cecil Hook quotation from 
page 4 of the book. At the time, he did not accuse Lynn of 
lying. 

The inconvenient truth for Frank is that it is Frank who 
misunderstood the implication of the quotation cited by Lynn. 
In fact, it is obviously the case that Frank does not grasp the 
force of implication itself. Liberals do not seem to have a 
grasp on this aspect of verbal interpersonal communication, 
whether oral or written. 

Once again, it will be also observed that Frank has pro-
nounced his own judgment that Barry Lynn Parker is an 
apostate. Frank also refers to “other apostate speakers.” They 
too are thus adjudged by Frank to be apostates. Keep in mind 
that Frank is going to excoriate Lynn later for something that 
he considers so incredibly heinous relative to judging.

5. Frank then writes: “THE TRUTH IS: Apostate Lec-
tureship Director P.H.D. (sic) David P. Brown INTENTION-
ALLY did not allow me to do so” (emphasis his, HDD). 

THE REAL TRUTH IS: David P. Brown, who does 
happen to have an earned Ph.D., did not keep him from ad-
dressing what Frank claims he intended to address. Frank’s 
rambling and muddled nonsense took Frank off topic and 
kept him there. 

enough time to present his view. 
Having failed at whatever he intended to do in the open 

forum, Frank decided to engage in an email smear campaign, 
not only against Lynn Parker, but other speakers in the 2010 
Spring CFTF Lectureship as well as anyone else who oppos-
es him concerning his review of the poisonous book Free in 
Christ, authored by Hook.

In this article, we shall respond to Frank’s points one af-
ter the other and in keeping with his own method of contrast. 
It should be carefully noted, as we enter into this examination, 
that truth by definition is that which accords with reality and 
that just asserting a thing to be true does not make it so. It 
is our intent to use the occasion of his outburst not only to 
answer his ludicrous charges but to do some teaching on 
matters broached by them.

1. Frank begins his rambling accusations against Lynn 
by first attacking the eldership of the Spring congregation. 
He states: “At the conclusion of the open forum I requested a 
meeting with the Apostate Spring Eldership.”

THE REAL TRUTH IS:  He did not actually approach 
the Spring eldership, but only one elder from that eldership. 
(See point # 2) below. 

It will also be noted that Frank in this statement has al-
ready adjudged the eldership at Spring to be apostate. Now 
this will be a key point to remember, as well as his other 
pontifications as to just who specifically he calls apostate 
throughout his diatribe in view of one of the specific charges 
he lays at the feet of Lynn Parker. We shall come back to these 
statements as proof of the brazen hypocrisy of liberalism on 
two key counts. 

2. He continues: “At first they agreed…”
THE REAL TRUTH IS: As noted, Frank had discussed 

having a meeting with only one of the elders and had not ap-
proached the entire eldership as he his whining accusation im-
plies. The one elder agreed, but the other elders had to be con-
sulted before a meeting would be set. The eldership (perhaps 
Frank needs a lesson on the authority residing in the eldership 
as a unit) agreed to meet on the stipulation that Frank men-
tions. They did not agree to meet and then changed the rules 
after the fact as Frank intimates. Frank has misrepresented the 
matter, whether willfully or otherwise. 

3. The stipulation was “they wanted (Frank) to first put 
in writing what (he) wanted to talk about with them prior to 
meeting with them.” Well, after Frank’s rambling monologue 
in the March open forum, which is recorded and online at 
Spring’s web site, this proviso made perfect sense. If Frank 
could not come to the point in some 30 plus minutes at the 
open forum, there was little hope of him doing so in reason-
able fashion in a meeting with them. The eldership, under-
standably, did not want to waste their time chasing Frank’s 
rabbits. There is nothing in the Scriptures that obligates an 
eldership to listen to pure tripe and puerile babble just because 
a sorehead desires to vent his spleen over the reproof of some 
of his pet false doctrines. 

(Continued From Page 1)
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David tried mightily to keep him on point, and directed 
specific questions to this end, correcting errors in Frank’s 
own teaching on the occasion. Frank was so ill-prepared for 
the forum, though he claims to have been otherwise, that he 
failed even to bring a copy of the Bible ostensibly to discuss 
a Biblical topic! Frank defended a number of silly ideas pro-
moted in Hook’s tome. For example, he affirmed the proposi-
tion that, because everyone commits some sin, then no one 
could withdraw fellowship over the doctrinal errors or even 
any specific sins committed by others. The irony of this situ-
ation was not missed by this writer, as here was Frank attack-
ing Lynn Parker for ostensibly being in error and committing 
sin! It seems that this proposition taught by Hook and cham-
pioned by Frank must only apply to the errors or sins of his 
liberal mentors and buddies.  

Frank also affirmed that God’s grace would cover all of 
the sins committed by children of God even without them 
having to repent. But again, if that were true, then why did 
Frank get so bent out of shape over the supposed sins with 
which he charges the “apostate” Spring eldership, the “apos-
tate” Barry Lynn Parker, the “apostate” David P. Brown, and 
“other apostate speakers” on the lectureship? It seems that 
these supposed sins lie outside the grace of God, while those 
of Frank and his coterie are just coated in it. Frank’s teaching 
in this regard implies the very error that Paul expressly de-
nied in Romans 6:1-2, “let us sin that grace may abound.”

6. Frank next proceeded to charge David P. Brown, with  
having a) “contradicted his (and others) recent and prior 
statements that a person could have a FAIR hearing at their 
(CFTF) lectureships,” b) “willfully and intentionally LIED 
not allowing (Frank) to have a FAIR hearing,” and c) “denied 
(Frank’s) request (towards the end of the Forum) to have (3) 
minutes (uninterrupted) to complete my obligatory rebuke…
TIME 51:5” (emphasis his, HDD).

THE REAL TRUTH IS: Frank was given the lion’s 
share of time at the open forum (over 34 minutes in a 50 min-
ute program). David cannot be held responsible for Frank’s 
bungling of his own presentation! Frank needs to grow up 
and realize the world does not revolve around him. David 
gave him ample time to address the matters he deemed im-
portant, but Frank proved astonishingly ineffective in being 
able to even stay on point, much less address the appropriate 
questions demanded by his own statements and assertions. 
When one deigns to participate in an open forum concerning 
Bible subjects, then he ought to have, at the very least, a copy 
of the Bible with him. Frank had none. Further, it is implicit 
in the nature of such forums that one be prepared to answer 
questions demanded by whatever statements he makes. This 
is what is fair and proper.  What was seen from Frank was a 
sad display of complete and utter incompetence in both his 
handling of the Word of God and in dealing with the osten-
sible reason for coming in the first place. It had all of the 
appearance of one who came to be seen for its own sake with 
the assumption that he could just dominate the occasion as he 
saw fit. Frank, obviously, did not like having to play by the 

rules. (The truth is liberals do not like rules for themselves. 
They are above them, but they do like making them for oth-
ers, as we shall see relative to the behavior of one Frank Gun-
nels.)

Frank seems to think that “fair” meant that he should be 
able to say whatever he wanted to say without being ques-
tioned about it, challenged on it, and/or called to prove his 
contentions from the Bible. To Frank the open forum was his 
“play purty” to do with as he pleased. His behavior showed 
that he felt he should not have been expected to be held to the 
same rules as everyone else. This is typical of liberal conceit. 
Liberals view themselves as privileged characters. Frank ap-
pears to be no exception. 

Also, his request made at the close of the open forum 
was patently absurd on three grounds. First, it would have 
extended the program the additional minutes requested. Lec-
tureships have schedules. Let us suppose that everyone had 
made the same request at each of the open forums. Let us 
suppose that Freed-Hardeman University or MSOP (assum-
ing the latter still had one) adopted Frank’s new self-made 
rule for its open forum. The program could be virtually in-
terminable. Thus, Frank’s request clearly presumed that no 
one else would have a right or time to respond to or answer 
whatever silliness he yet desired to present. In fact, the desire 
that his time be “uninterrupted” supports that contention. If 
Frank could have had three more uninterrupted minutes, then 
why not all of the other men then present have the same con-
sideration? Would Frank not have then presumed that he had 
the right to respond yet again to each one for three more un-
interrupted minutes or even as long he wished? The process 
could go on ad infinitum.

Second, Frank had already wasted over 30 minutes “chas-
ing his own rabbits.” Three more minutes would not have 
helped such inanity as had been flowing from his lips already. 
His case could have been summarized in one statement. We 
may only conclude by Frank’s actions that he saw the open 
forum as his personal, uncontested venue to vent without be-
ing held responsible for what he wanted to say.  

Third, there was no assurance that Frank would have been 
satisfied with the three uninterrupted minutes once granted. 
From all evidence he would have still been seeking more time 
whether anyone answered his foolishness or not. As it was, he 
had to be repeatedly called back to topic as he sought to take 
over the forum. Frank’s own behavior in the forum was all 
that was needed to show that no amount of extra time for him 
would do what he really wanted to do or would provide any 
more light on the subject(s) then at hand. I suggest that Frank 
spend his own money and have his own lectureship and as-
sign himself all of the time he wants. Maybe Al Maxey would 
go hear him “bump his gums.”

Frank considers his tirade at the forum to have been 
“obligatory.” But obligatory for whom? Again, if he wants 
to carry on with such on his own dime and in his own space, 
then let him exercise his freedom to do so. Trying to hold the 
Spring open forum hostage for his own petty purposes is a bit 
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self-indulgent, to say the least. 
7. Frank states: 
In the book Free in Christ by Cecil Hook (deceased) the 
author writes in the first paragraph on page four “The very 
message which we proclaim in hopes of creating unity has 
been the cause of division by its nature.” *** Barry Lynn 
Parker SINNED lying publicly that Cecil Hook taught “…
the BIBLE causes needless division.”…..TIME 8:15 This is 
important because Barry Lynn Parker’s (sinful and slander-
ous) claim that the aforementioned statement of Cecil’s on 
page four would “…make this the platform for the rest of 
his comments throughout the book.” TIME 7:50 (emphasis 
here, HDD).

THE REAL TRUTH IS: Lynn Parker was right on target. 
Cecil Hook opposed Bible teaching, despite his claim to be a 
proponent of it. The problem here is Frank’s failure to grasp 
a simple concept that seems to bother all liberals – the idea of 
IMPLICATION. If the Bible teaches that one must obey the 
commandments of God in order to go to Heaven, and yet a 
specific person denies (and even ridicules) that teaching, then 
said person is opposing the Bible, regardless of his claims to 
the contrary. If he accuses the preaching of that teaching as 
causing unnecessary division, then BY IMPLICATION he is 
accusing the Bible of causing unnecessary division. Such is 
precisely the case of the book by Cecil Hook!  Sound breth-
ren have known this for over 20 years. Where has Frank Gun-
nels been hiding all of these years? 

Hook’s poisonous tome is filled with diatribes against 
“commandment keeping,” “law keeping,” etc. One of his 
favorite buzz words was “legalism,” which he never really 
defines. He used it repeatedly to slander the Gospel preach-
ing done by the Lord’s people over the past 200 or so years. 
He took a broad-brush approach to promote his own error by 
trying to stifle opposition. He ridiculed and parodied preach-
ing that demanded obedience to the doctrine of Christ or that 
stressed the necessity of unity on the basis of that doctrine. 
Clearly, his basic message was the idea of “unity in diver-
sity,” and by diversity he just as clearly had reference to doc-
trinal diversity – a system of heterodoxy, if you please. Hook 
sought to couch his subtle attack on obedience to God’s com-
mands under the guise of promoting their underlying “prin-
ciples” of the commands. Hook implied that the commands 
could be flaunted, as long as we observed in some fashion the 
“principles.”

But what are the principles to be learned and observed? 
We are, unfortunately, left to find that out from liberals like 
Cecil Hook, Frank Gunnels, Rubel Shelly, John Mark Hicks, 
and Al Maxey, I suppose. They set aside Bible authority in 
abeyance ultimately to their own authority in religion and 
morals. The subjectivism of the post modern liberal holds that 
the individual is the final arbiter of what is truth for himself 
– hence, their dictum, “what may be true for you may not be 
true for me.” But how do they know that this “truth” is true? 
Well, because they say it is, and anyone who does not agree 
is simply too stupid to worry about. 

But, while we await there Olympian pronouncements, 
let us compare such texts as Matthew 7:21-27; John 14:15, 
23; 15:14; 1 Corinthians 9:21; Galatians 6:2; James 1:21-25; 
Hebrews 5:8-9; 10:9; 1 John 5:3; 2 John 9-11; and Revela-
tion 22:14 with the following statements from Cecil Hook, 
Franks’ hero:

A special reasoning has developed which produces and de-
fends this lamentable condition. It begins with a legal ap-
proach to the Scriptures and justification. According to this 
line of thinking, since salvation depends upon rightly keeping 
of law, each point of the law must be known and practiced in 
detail. There is no room for difference of understanding or 
practice. Unity and fellowship are based upon total doctrinal 
agreement, ruling out any thought of unity in diversity. (p. 
4)
God’s purposes in His directives have been overshadowed by 
emphasis on lawful requirements. Binding incidental details 
often becomes more important than the love without which 
we cannot be bound together. Doctrine, instead of the Savior, 
has become our center. (p. 8)
This all leads us to a striking and exciting conclusion: It is the 
principle that should rule our conduct rather than the com-
mand. A “command” promoting no principle is not really a 
command. The immature in perception may still prefer the 
command approach, seeking legal specifications. But the 
more mature will be seeking to accomplish the good fostered 
by the directive rather than trying to gain a score of righteous-
ness by keeping the technicality of the law. The difference in 
approach will determine whether we gain the approval or de-
nunciation of our Savior. (pp. 13-14)
No examples are binding! (p. 14) (NOTE: What about 

the example of Christ, as per 1 Peter 2:21ff.?, HDD)
If we keep 99% of the law, but fail in the remaining one per-
cent, what happens? We are back to zero! So it is all by grace! 
If one is to be saved, it must be totally by grace. One cannot 
be saved partly by law keeping and partly by grace…Grace is 
not a quality of law. (pp. 18-19)
One legal system did not replace another. The law was given 
through Moses; grace and truth came through Jesus. Grace 
and truth were not a system of law to replace the old one. 
God did not send another law, but He sent His Son in whom 
we may be justified…Ours is a personal relationship in Him 
instead of a legal relationship. (p. 19)
On we could go citing similar statements throughout his 

book, including his pathetic defense of the warped Ketcher-
side doctrine that the New Testament doctrine and the Gospel 
of Christ are two separate things (pp. 52-56). 

Hook spends an entire chapter quibbling that while we 
are under the covenant of Christ that covenant does not in-
volve any law. But he turns around and claims that “the law 
of Christ” is love alone (pp. 21-22). Does that mean then that 
love is not part of the new covenant? That would have to be 
the case, if there is no law in the new covenant. I am con-
vinced he did not even understand the system he was trying 
to promote. The liberalism popular among our brethren is 
a really hodgepodge mixture of raw and modified Calvin-
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ism, hard and soft Arminianism, muddled Wesleyanism, and 
just plain old Holy Rollerism wrapped up in a post modern 
shell glazed with an agnostic sauce heavily seasoned with the 
rankest elements of form criticism, higher criticism, histori-
cal criticism, and textual criticism, et al.  In such a theologi-
cal stew self-contradiction abounds. Hook appeared to be an 
accomplished master at such self-contradiction.

Hook admitted, for example, that there is a “rule of ac-
tion” (p. 20) involved in the covenant, even though there is no 
law that is part of it. But “rule of action” is the basic diction-
ary definition of “law.” 

Furthermore, he states that we are not saved by keep-
ing commandments, while, at the same time contending that 
“Christ’s law is love” (pp. 21-22) and must be obeyed in or-
der for us to go to Heaven! So, no commandment keeping is 
essential but it is essential that we keep the commandment 
to love one another (pp. 22-23)! No wonder Cecil Hook is 
Frank’s patron saint, because Cecil was as confused as Frank 
is on the subject of salvation. 

Hook self-contradictorily stated on page 23: 
We are justified by grace through faith in obeying the gos-
pel. Efforts to be justified by law would nullify the grace of 
Christ. Our response to God’s grace is the love which God 
initiates in us.
But obedience implies a response to some obligation or 

commandment. It involves then by definition some degree of 
commandment keeping. Even if one restricts this to “love,” 
as Hook tries to do, he implies that there is at least one com-
mandment to be kept that is essential to salvation and so ef-
fectively refutes his own claim that we are not saved by com-
mandment keeping. He also implicitly admits that unanimity 
must exist on both knowledge and obedience to that com-
mandment – that specific body of doctrine, however small 
– for unity and fellowship to exist. 

But true Bible love is not simply an emotion. It requires 
action (1 John 3:17-18). How then does one know what ac-
tion is or actions are in keeping with this commandment, and 
so, by extension, are contemplated within it? Is it not by way 
of some “rule of action,” or law, that illuminates just what ac-
tion is or what actions are so contemplated? Does not Gospel 
obedience itself involve specific commands beyond simply 
feeling good about the Savior in order for one to truly obey? 
Is repentance, for example, not a command to be obeyed 
(Luke 13:3, 5; Acts 17:30-31)? Most certainly, even though 
Frank contended at Spring that the sins of a child of God are 
forgiven without it. 

A critical fact is that no one, not even Lynn Parker, can 
necessarily help Frank’s inability (or else unwillingness) to 
use basic deductive reasoning on these matters. Lynn is ex-
cellent in logic. So is David Brown. Terry Hightower excels 
in it. But the three of them together may not be able to help 
Frank’s seeming inability (or is it unwillingness?) to grasp 
the force of deductive reasoning and especially implication.

Let Frank agree to debate the teaching of Cecil Hook’s 

book in a public venue, and maybe he will be compelled to 
start reasoning as he ought rather than giving a knee-jerk re-
action borne of abject ignorance. (Al Maxey might even be 
his moderator, since he so seemingly concerned about Frank’s 
case. He too could benefit from the experience of having re-
ally to think for a change rather than misrepresenting his ref-
erence sources as he does on MDR.) But there is more to this 
than meets the idea immediately, as we note in what follows.

It will also be observed that Frank has no problem ad-
judging that Lynn not only sinned, but also “lied publicly,” 
which implies that Frank knows that Lynn knew what he was 
saying was not so. But how does Frank know that is the case? 
He had to draw that conclusion by some form of implicature, 
even though he drew it wrongly. In other words, Frank had to 
draw the conclusion from what he believed the facts to indi-
cate by way of an implication. Yet he failed to see in Lynn’s 
presentation that such was precisely the basis of Lynn’s state-
ment in view of Hook’s own writings. 

Frank also judges Lynn to be guilty of “sinful and slan-
derous” speech relative to his statements on Hook’s book. It 
seems Frank believes that he has the right not only to make a 
determination as to the moral nature of Lynn’s claim but also 
of Lynn’s motives. Such wonderful love flows from the mind 
and then through the keyboard of Frank Gunnels! 

We also wonder why the same grace that he claimed 
would cleanse his sins, even if Frank failed to repent of 
them, would not cleanse the supposed sins of Lynn Parker? 
HMMM?  Evidently, this kind of grace only works for sins 
committed by liberals. 

What Frank is mad about is that Lynn Parker dared ex-
pose the fallacies and errors of a man whom Frank obviously 
would canonize if he were a pope. The modern pantheon of 
liberals surely includes one Cecil Hook, whose error, like 
“the way of Cain,” still leads people into perdition. And, yes, 
Frank, Cecil Hook does know better now – just as Cain does! 
If one can draw that conclusion relative to Cain, then he can 
draw that conclusion relative to one who has gone “in the 
way of Cain,” the way of rebellion (Jude 11).

At the 2010 Spring CFTF Lectureship open forum, 
Frank actually contended that the quotation was misquoted 
by Lynn. When Ken Chumbley challenged him on the matter, 
Frank was at a loss to show that the quotation was misquoted. 
To this date Frank has not repented of that misrepresentation 
of Lynn’s statement. What is “sauce for the goose” ought to, 
at the very least, “be salad dressing for the gander.”

As to the current charges from Frank, to be precise here, 
there is no dispute over the accuracy of the quotation in this 
document by Frank. The dispute is over the implication of the 
quotation, which Frank clearly misses – whether willfully or 
otherwise. 

8. Frank writes further: 
THE TRUTH IS: WHAT CECIL HOOK WAS REFER-
RING TO AS “THE VERY MESSAGE” IS CLEARLY EX-
PLAINED IN HIS THIRD PARAGRAPH. CECIL HOOK 
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Matters  Of
 The  Faith

EDITOR

WROTE: “There is no room for difference of understanding 
or practice. Unity and fellowship are based upon total doctri-
nal agreement, ruling out any thought of unity in diversity.” 
…….PAGE 4 (emphasis his, HDD)
THE REAL TRUTH IS: Frank does not give the com-

plete picture as to what Hook meant by these expressions (see 
above). In fact, page 8, it will be recalled provides the fol-
lowing statement in the same chapter expanding on Hook’s 
explanation from page 4:

God’s purposes in His directives have been overshadowed by 
emphasis on lawful requirements. Binding incidental details 
often becomes more important than the love without which 
we cannot be bound together. Doctrine, instead of the Savior, 
has become our center. (p. 8)
As we have noted, Hook’s attack by implication is on the 

Bible itself. The very word “doctrine” simply means “teach-
ing.” If it is taught, it is doctrine. If it is taught in the Bible, 
then it is Bible doctrine. As the text of the Bible (and spe-
cifically for our age the New Testament) is couched in words 
that teach, then the Bible (and thus the New Testament) is 
doctrine. To deny the essentiality of doctrine to salvation is 
to deny the essentiality of the Bible, pure and simple. What 
is so hard for Frank and his cronies to grasp about that? Do 
they believe that one must believe the doctrine of the vicari-
ous death of Christ in order to be saved? If so, then they admit 
that there is at least one doctrine essential to salvation, and so 
goes down forever their house of cards! In reality, Cecil Hook 
tried to have it “both ways.”

Observe the following absurd comment from him in a 
section titled “Jesus is the Creed”:

Our belief is not in efficacious tenents (sic) of faith which we 
call the gospel – belief in the Sonship, atonement, resurrec-
tion, and ascension. These have no saving power though it be 
declared that the gospel is God’s power to save (Rom. 1:16). 
The power is in Christ who is the Good News of salvation. 
But deny any of these facts and you destroy the creed because 
you have taken away the basis of hope in Christ. He that be-
lieves not shall be damned. (p. 60).
This is pure nonsensical double-talk. Hook affirmed that 

belief in these doctrines is not essential to salvation, but if 
you disbelieve them then you “destroy the creed because you 
have taken away the basis of hope in Christ.” Thus, you can-
not be saved. So they are essential and yet not essential at 
the same time and in the same way to one’s salvation. This is 
clearly a self-contradiction.

Jesus said, “Except ye believe that I am” (eigo eimi, 
Greek text), ye shall die in your sins” (John 8:24). Paul de-
clares in Romans 10:9 that we must “believe in (our) hearts 
that God hath raised Him from the dead” in order to be 
saved. These and a myriad of other texts show the absolute 
folly of Hook’s previously noted opening statement. As with 
so many liberals, he was so determined to get away from the 
necessity of certain propositional truths that he resorted to 
perverting God’s Book to do it. Yet, he had to turn around and 
admit them back in under the rubric of his last two sentences. 

Such self-contradiction is found throughout this book, and no 
amount of alibis by Frank Gunnels or anyone else can change 
or cover up that fact. 

      Furthermore, is it not the case that Paul taught that 
one can be saved by “taking heed to himself and unto the 
doctrine” (1 Tim. 4:16, emphasis mine, HDD)? What would 
Frank’s answer be to this question? What could it be, given 
his defense of Hook’s error precluding doctrine from salva-
tion?

9. But Frank persists in pursuing his wild goose chase 
anyway, by adding:

THE TRUTH IS: THE VERY MESSAGE CECIL WAS 
REFERRING TO WAS NOT THE BIBLE. IT WAS NOT 
THE BIBLE THAT HAS BEEN THE CAUSE OF DIVI-
SION. THE “CAUSE OF DIVISION WAS “…how foolish 
our claim for doctrinal unity is.” (PAGE 4, emphasis his, 
HDD)
THE REAL TRUTH IS: Frank is involved in wishful 

thinking. He has ignored the rest of the book, which clearly 
involves an implicit attack on Bible authority. Frank ignores 
the abundant evidence of Hook’s disdain for New Testament 
doctrine, which by definition is the very body of the New 
Testament itself. Let Frank put forth one item revealed in 
the New Testament that is not by definition revealed through 
teaching. Is love taught in the New Testament? Then it is 
part of New Testament teaching or doctrine. In fact, the Lord 
taught on love in the great Sermon on the Mount, which itself 
is described in Matthew 7:28-29 as doctrine. Let Frank wres-
tle with that simple thought a while. One would have thought 
that having a few months he would have developed a better 
case on the matter than his diatribe here shows.

10. But Frank, his case battered and bruised by inconve-
nient facts, presses on, by claiming once more: “Lynn Parker 
LIED again when he said Cecil teaches: ‘If you are dedicated 
to obeying the Law of Christ Hook says (on page 14 of his 
book) you are immature, you are just immature.’……TIME 
31:07.” 

THE REAL TRUTH IS: Lynn Parker did not lie, which 
again is yet another judgment claim made by our loving 
brother, Frank Gunnels. Hook, after having spent about three 
pages on this thought of immaturity, states expressly: 

The immature in perception may still prefer the command 
approach, seeking legal specifications. But the more mature 
will be seeking to accomplish the good fostered by the di-
rective rather than trying to gain a score of righteousness by 
keeping the technicality of the law.
What does Frank not grasp here? Is he accusing Lynn of 

misquoting Hook? If so, then he needs to say so. The fact is 
that Lynn was not quoting any lengthy statement on the mat-
ter, but merely summarizing Hook’s position. Hook had spent 
three pages before stressing this distinction between those 
whom he considered immature and those whom he consid-
ered mature. The immature to him clearly were those who 
sought to be precise in their obedience to the law of Christ. 
He stated, for example, on page 12: “We see both levels of 
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responsibility and obedience in God’s family. Our immaturity 
has been evident. We often search earth and heaven to find all 
the legal requirements and limitations.” 

More such quotations contrasting those whom he depict-
ed as immature with those whom he considered mature can 
be adduced from the book. Certainly, Hook believed that any 
who sought to keep God’s Word as it is written were imma-
ture. He constantly stressed the importance of principle over 
the means by which the principle was expressed and without 
which the principle could not even be known. In fact, he ap-
peared to be at a loss as to how to identify the principle when 
it came to actually applying his new hermeneutic to the text. 
Frank seems to have the same shortcomings. 

By the way, one does not have to “search earth and heav-
en to find all the legal requirements and limitations.” All one 
has to do is “search the Scriptures daily” (Acts 17:11; John 
5:39; 2 Tim. 2:15; 3:15-17; 1 Peter 4:11). 

11. Frank concludes this portion of the diatribe by stat-
ing:

THE TRUTH IS: BARRY LYNN PARKER PROVES HIS 
SPIRITUAL IMMATURITY WITH HIS SINFUL TWIST-
ING OF CECIL HOOK’S ACTUAL TEACHINGS. I THINK 
THAT ANY NORMAL PREACHER CAN SEE THAT (IN 
CONTEXT) CECIL WAS CONTRASTING SPIRIT OF 
THE LAW VERSUS THE LETTER OF THE LAW. (em-
phasis his, HDD)
 THE REAL TRUTH IS:  Frank confirms Lynn’s point. 

Yes, indeed, Hook was contrasting the spirit of the law – at 
least, his conception of that spirit – with the letter of the law. 
But, how does one come to understand what the spirit of a 
law is except by proper exegesis and application of the let-
ter of the law? Once again, Frank in his own inept way has 
blundered into confirming the very point of Lynn’s critique. 
Hook’s book is an attack on the letter of the law, the Bible. 
Thank you, Frank, for this marvelous unsolicited and un-co-
erced testimony to Hook’s rank liberalism! You have done 
the Cause of Christ a great service by your admission. This 
is Lynn’s point precisely! The supposed spirit of the law, ac-
cording to Hook, is above and more important than the law 
itself! Talk about a “sinful twisting” of one’s teaching! Cecil 
Hook twisted and Frank Gunnels twists the Scriptures as it 
suits them. Of course, Hook does know better now, and un-
less Frank repents he too will know better as well, the hard 
way (Rev. 22:18-19; Gal. 1:6-10; 2 Peter 3:16). It is Frank 
who is not only immature, but he has regressed into sectarian 
error with his mentor.

12. Now appears the brazen hypocrisy of Frank Gunnels, 
as he fumes: “Lynn Parker SINNED when he made himself 
JUDGE over Cecil Hook’s soul when he stated: “Right now 
(at this very moment) Cecil Hook knows what he taught is 
false doctrine.”… TIME 14:34 (emphasis his, HDD)

THE REAL TRUTH IS: Frank has just condemned 
himself! He has practiced throughout his personal attack on 
Lynn, David Brown, and the eldership at Spring (and since 
then on several other preachers and churches in numerous 

emails – Editor) what he condemns Lynn of supposedly do-
ing—“With what measure ye mete, it shall be meted unto 
you again.” Frank set himself up, given his definition of 
terms, as the JUDGE over their souls, as well as all the oth-
ers whom he excoriates. Hypocrisy, clear and simple! 

The fact is Cecil Hook does know that what he taught 
was false doctrine, if the Bible’s teaching about the punish-
ment of the false teachers is true (and it is, cf. 2 Peter 2; Jude 
4-19). It is turn or burn! That is the real truth that Cecil now 
understands, despite the false teaching of Edward Fudge and 
Al Maxey on the nature of this punishment. 

Frank arrogates to himself a power that he forbids to his 
opponents—typical liberal thinking and conduct. Evidently, 
we are to conclude that Frank has elevated himself to the 
White Throne of Judgment, given his previous statements 
regarding these folks in view of his statement here. But some-
how many others and I failed to get the heavenly memo that 
proclaimed Frank as Jesus Christ re-incarnate. There must 
have been such, for surely our loving brother would not have 
presumed to do what he now condemns! 

13. Frank states: “THE TRUTH IS: GOD ALONE IS 
THE JUDGE OVER MEN’S SOULS.” 

THE REAL TRUTH IS: Yes, God is the Judge over 
men’s souls, and He will do right! But He has given abun-
dant evidence as to what happens to those who persist in sin, 
including those teaching false doctrine. Lynn simply drew 
the conclusions, as we all should, demanded by the inspired 
Standard of Judgment, to which Cecil Hook in teaching and 
practice was in rebellion up until his death (John 12:58; Acts 
17:30-31). We are able, yea commanded, to make “righteous 
judgment” in such matters in as much as our observations 
accord with the Scriptures (John 7:24; Ma. 7:15-16), wherein 
the righteousness of God is revealed (cf. Rom. 1:16-17). If 
we are to snatch people “out of the fire,” as per Jude 23, then 
it is self-evident that we then must be able to and, therefore, 
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can (have the ability to) observe one’s behavior and know 
whether or not he is in such danger. And, if we can do that, 
which the text presupposes, then we can also know that if that 
one has not repented when this life is over, then he has passed 
into the fires of hell.  

The inspired apostle John implied that we could even 
know that one does not know God and is a liar in profess-
ing to, by virtue of his failure to keep the commandments of 
God (1 John 2:3-4). In fact, the one who “makes a practice of 
keeping His Word” (the force of the Greek verb tense) is the 
one in whom love for God is perfected (mature or complete), 
according to 1 John 2:5. Talk about maturity versus immatu-
rity! Jesus had a distinctly different idea of the matter than 
Cecil Hook would have had folks to believe than that advo-
cated by his hapless follower, Frank Gunnels, et. al.

14. Frank, undaunted by his own absurdities, continues: 
“THE TRUTH IS: MANY APOSTATE MEN GAVE AN 
‘AMEN’ AT LYNN PARKER’S CLAIM TO BE JUDGE 
OVER CECIL HOOK’S SOUL.” (emphasis his, HDD)

THE REAL TRUTH IS: They did not “amen” a lie. 
Neither were these men “apostate,” as Frank asserts. He is 
claiming to know something for which he has no evidence at 
all, and is again demonstrating a most profound hypocrisy in 
passing judgment on these men. To him we say, “Physician, 
heal thyself!” 

Also, Lynn never made a “claim” (Frank’s word) to be 
the judge of Cecil Hook’s soul. Thus, Frank lied here against 
Lynn, who merely stated what the Bible itself implied con-
cerning brother Hook. This is due to what the Word of God 
teaches concerning the condition of one who dies a false 
teacher, as Cecil did. Frank ought to be bemoaning Cecil’s 
awful state and realize that those warnings apply as much 
to him as anyone else, if he persists in his errors. Instead, he 
gets mad at those who simply state the truth of the matter 
and makes unfounded, hypocritical, and self-righteous accu-
sations. 

15. But Frank presses on, despite his apparent hypocrisy 
and in blind arrogance. He writes: “Lynn Parker SINNED 
again lying when he wrongfully condemned Cecil Hook say-
ing: ‘Then he is going to mishandle the scriptures and show 
a great disrespect for them as well.’ …..Time 33:55”

THE REAL TRUTH IS: Lynn was absolutely correct. 
Hook’s book demonstrates a most troubling misuse of the 
Scriptures and a monumental disrespect for their authority. 
Frank obviously has not read the book! Or, if he has done so, 
he did not read it carefully. The fact that he seems oblivious 
to his own blatant self-contradiction concerning the matter of 
judging may give us a clue as to his real problem here. Frank 
may not see the problems with Hook’s tome simply because 
he does not want to see them. So he glosses over the self-con-
tradictions, absurdities, inanities, and abuses of the Scriptures 
by his obvious hero. It is a serious matter, regardless of the 
motive, to lie against the Word of God! Hook’s book does so 
almost on every page, Franks’ attempted apology notwith-

standing.
16. Again, hear Frank judge Lynn Parker:
THE TRUTH IS: IT WAS BARRY LYNN PARKER WHO 
REPEATEDLY TOOK CECIL’S TEACHINGS OUT OF 
CONTEXT (IN AN ATTEMPT TO WRONGFULLY AND 
SINFULLY CONDEMN CECIL) FOR SOMETHING CE-
CIL DID NOT TEACH. (emphasis his, HDD)
BUT THE REAL TRUTH IS: Lynn dealt with Cecil’s 

teaching in situ (Latin for “in the place where it is found and 
not been moved”). Again, let Frank submit and sign prop-
ositions to defend Cecil Hook’s book in public debate. He 
certainly believes that he could carry the day on the issues 
involved by virtue of his appearance at Spring and his writ-
ten statements on the matter. Let him give account as a man 
ought to under these circumstances rather than running from 
direct questioning and having to face up to Hook’s blunders 
under fire. Instead, all Frank does is act like a spoiled brat 
taunting an opponent from across the playground. The docu-
mentation in Lynn’s manuscript alone refutes the foolishness 
of Frank’s statement here.

17. Next Frank blubbers: 
Lynn Parker SINNED again when he intentionally quoted 
Cecil (out of context) “A man need not have New Testament 
writings to know the will of God for Holy living. That is a 
quote.” …..PAGE 135……TIME 33:05 
The New Testament Scriptures, which are a blessing to us, 
will not be necessary as they continue to call on their God 
in Christ. …… PAGE 136 …. TIME 34:23 (emphasis his, 
HDD)
THE REAL TRUTH IS: These are verbatim quotes 

from Cecil hook’s book. Frank simply cannot accept the fact 
that these quotes imply a profound disrespect for New Testa-
ment teaching. These quotes also form conclusions for uni-
versal application that Hook drew. Lynn is not responsible for 
Hook’s blunder. Let Frank defend these quotations in public 
debate and show that Cecil was misrepresented by Lynn. 

Go back to pages 34 and 37 and notice Hook’s teaching 
of situation ethics. He stated on page 29, “Even the most rigid 
of God’s laws were not always inflexible. There are examples 
showing that in certain circumstances there was elasticity in 
the most absolute laws.” He also wrote: “These ‘violations’ 
became good because of the higher motives which prompted 
them” (p. 32). And again, he said, “Sometimes it is easier to 
keep legal specifics than to make responsible decisions” (p. 
32). He went on to state, “No one can prove when life begins 
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by the Bible” (p. 34). Would Frank like to test that in public 
debate? Is Frank ready to defend abortion on demand simply 
because Hook claimed that the Bible did not identify when 
life begins? 

In the lectureship’s open forum, Frank claimed that 
Lynn had misquoted the second statement by adding another 
“phrase.” While it is true that Lynn stated that the New Testa-
ment Scriptures “are a blessing to us” in the clause “which 
are a blessing to us.” It is really misreported by Frank as part 
of the quote itself. It is parenthetical, and given as an aside 
comment on the importance of the NT Scriptures in contrast 
with Hook’s obvious disrespect toward them. It was spoken 
and not written. Lynn did not set it aside as clearly as one does 
when he gives it in written form. In speech it is more difficult 
to do, because punctuation is not expressed. In some cases, it 
is completely unable to be expressed in normal speech. 

The crucial fact concerning this clause, however, is that 
it does not change the essential meaning of the statement by 
Hook one iota. The central thought is not changed. It also does 
not by itself place the quotation in a bad light, unless Frank 
does not believe that we are blessed by the NT Scriptures. 
The criticism by Frank is just another example of carping. 

18. Frank then claims:
Lynn Parker continues his SINFUL actions while condemn-
ing Cecil Hook when he says ‘Those are astounding state-
ments aren’t they? That someone (who claims to be loyal to 
the word of God, one who says then that he is a Christian) 
would ever say something like that’……TIME 34:35
THE REAL TRUTH IS: The statements by Cecil Hook 

cited by Lynn are indeed “astounding.” They are deeply trou-
bling to folks who do care about Bible authority. That Frank 
does not find them troubling really says more about Frank 
Gunnels than Lynn Parker. It is a genuine concern that es-
pecially someone like Cecil Hook, who supposedly was a 
Gospel preacher, would make these kinds of statements. As I 
documented earlier, he taught situation ethics. He asserted a 
position that implies that abortion on demand may be all right 
and even sanctioned by the Bible. He affirmed a doctrine that 
holds that we can just go by what we lovingly think is best 
rather than by what the Bible specifically states on a given 
matter. This is definitely astonishing stuff, and that Frank, as 
well as his supporter Al Maxey, sees no problem with it only 
adds to our astonishment. 

19. But that is not the only thing astonishing about Cecil 
Hook’s teaching. It is also the spin that liberal Frank is will-
ing to put on it in order to try to sanitize Hook’s obvious error 
that is equally “astounding,” to borrow Lynn’s term. Frank 
Gunnels has the audacity to further alibi for Hook, by writ-
ing:

THE TRUTH IS: CECIL IS TEACHING (in the context) 
WAS {sic} ABOUT THE CONVERSION OF THE ETHIO-
PIAN EUNUCH……. PAGES 133-136 
CECIL’S COMMENT CONCERNING (the Ethiopian, NOT 
US) {sic} NOT NEEDING THE NEW TESTAMENT WRIT-
INGS WAS APPLICABLE TO THE: “poor treasurer doesn’t 

have a copy of the New Testament Scriptures, either, because 
NONE were in existence.”……PAGE 134
What will God require of that noble Saint in his remote land? 
He will want him to continue to believe in Jesus and to grow 
in that Faith. His Old Testament Scriptures WILL SERVE 
that need, even as they served other Disciples then and now. 
(emphasis his, HDD)
THE REAL TRUTH IS: What does that have to do with 

the price of eggs in China? The statements are still astound-
ing and troubling to anyone who truly holds dear the author-
ity of God’s Word! Yes, the specific subject matter concerned 
the Ethiopian Eunuch, but what does that have to do with the 
issue at hand? Hook could have just as easily been using and 
perverting the Bible’s teaching on the conversion of Saul of 
Tarsus, or even made use of one of Aesop’s fables to draw the 
absurd conclusions that he does. The crucial fact is that Cecil 
Hook taught false doctrine and propounded it by perverting 
the Biblical Record to do it.  

Cecil Hook is the one who extrapolated from his recount-
ing of the conversion of the Ethiopian Eunuch the conclusion 
represented in his statements that one does not need the New 
Testament in order “to know the will of God for holy living.” 
In doing so, Hook seems to have missed (or else ignored) 
the implication of his own recognition on page 135 that the 
Eunuch, who had gone up to Jerusalem “for to worship,” 
was already practicing many things that were right by virtue 
of Old Testament teaching. The ethical principles of the Old 
Testament are also part of the New Testament, and it is under 
that law that the Eunuch now operated rather than the for-
mer. But also the Eunuch did have access to New Testament 
teaching on holy living in the person of the inspired preacher 
Philip. He had the New Testament, at least as much as had 
been thus far revealed to him and other inspired men, not in 
the form of the inspired Book, but in the form of the inspired 
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preacher (1 Cor. 2:9-16). According to early Christian histo-
ry, Matthew went down to Ethiopia as well and preached the 
Gospel. He easily could have known this man personally. In 
fact, that is where Matthew was martyred according to early 
tradition. We do know that by A.D. 63 the Gospel had gone 
“into all the world,” which would certainly include Ethiopia 
(Col. 1:6, 23). 

Does Frank claim to know everything that Philip actu-
ally taught the Eunuch on this occasion? Does he even know 
how long Philip spent teaching the Eunuch? Can he tell us 
precisely the length of time embodied in the statement, “And 
as they went on their way…”? We do know that what Philip 
taught was more than what is expressly stated by virtue of the 
Eunuch’s question: “See, here is water; what doth hinder 
me to be baptized?” (Acts 8:36). Cecil Hook took an awful 
amount of things for granted in formulating his foolishness, 
but then liberals often do! 

It was Cecil Hook, not Lynn Parker, who made the ap-
plication to what he (Hook) thought was the meaning of the 
text to everyone today by the troubling statements that Lynn 
cited. Frank’s anguish over Lynn pointing out the absurdity of 
the false conclusion reached by Cecil is not Lynn’s problem. 
It is Frank’s. He needs to reread what Hook did with his study 
on the Eunuch. Cecil has pulled the wool over Frank’s eyes 
or else Frank again fails to understand the implication of his 
teaching. 

The sentence immediately preceding the first statement 
cited in this section by Lynn shows the real force and scope 
of it. The first statement, it will be noted, held “A man need 
not have New Testament writings to know the will of God for 
holy living” (p. 135). Notice, “a man” – not just the Ethio-
pian Eunuch as Frank would have us to believe! Cecil Hook 
was making a universal application here. But the sentence 
directly before it states: “God still wants the same response 
from man.” Does Frank know the meaning of “still”? Does 
Frank not understand the use of the word “man” in this sen-
tence? Does he not perceive any connection at all between the 
two sentences, which stand in such close relationship in the 
very same paragraph, as to meaning and the use of the noun 
“man”?  Cecil Hook was not just talking about the Ethiopian 
Eunuch. He was drawing a conclusion that he was applying 
to everyone. 

The second statement cited by Lynn leads to the same 
conclusion and application. The opening sentence of the 
paragraph in which it stands shows that to be the case. Hook 
wrote: “Hopefully, the treasurer will influence his family 
and friends so that they will accept Christ” (p. 135). Hook is 
not just including the Ethiopian Eunuch in this, but now his 
“family and friends.” He went on to state in the next sentence: 
“Then in their (Whose?— DD) discipleship, together they 
(Who?—HDD) will engage in such activities as will strength-
en their (Again, whose?–HDD) faith and encourage them 
(Whom?—HDD) in fulfilling God’s timeless law in their 
(Whose?—HDD) lives” (pp. 135-136, emphasis mine, HDD). 
Clearly, he refers to the Eunuch’s “family and friends.” Ul-

timately, it would have to include also those who would in 
turn be so influenced by them as the Eunuch had influenced 
his “family and friends.” It is then that Hook stated: “New 
Testament Scriptures will not be necessary as they continue 
to call on their God in Christ.” Cecil wanted to convince folks 
that we today are not to “look upon” any “pattern of confor-
mity as sacred” (p. 136). This is the real purpose of his state-
ments that Lynn cited. Cecil Hook’s concept of being “free in 
Christ” really implied freedom from God’s Word, pure and 
simple (2 Peter 2:18-19)! Frank will, most certainly, not like 
that assessment, but that is just as certainly the implication of 
Hook’s “argument” here. The second statement summarizes 
the universal application that Hook obviously intended. Ce-
cil Hook, in the next to the last paragraph of his book (that 
comes immediately after the paragraph bearing the quotation 
currently in question), stated: 

All of this seems too simple to be true, yet I am not going to 
accuse the Spirit of poor judgment just because I have been 
confused. Effort was not lost in converting the Secretary of 
the Treasury of Ethiopia. And if the Spirit’s way will suffice 
for the Ethiopian nobleman, surely it will suffice for you and 
me. (p. 136, italics mine, HDD)
Undeniably, the conclusion drawn in the preceding para-

graph about the New Testament being unnecessary for them 
“to call on their God in Christ” was intended by Hook to ap-
ply universally, including both to him and to his readers. So, 
Frank’s ruse in seeking to limit its scope to the Eunuch is 
false to its very core.

Astonishingly, Cecil Hook did not catch (or else ignored) 
another glaring self-contradiction in the paragraph bearing the 
second citation in dispute. It will be observed that he stated 
that these folks, the “family and friends” of the Eunuch, would 
be strengthened and encouraged “in fulfilling God’s timeless 
law in their lives” (italics mine, HDD). So, they would be 
law-keepers — and obviously with Cecil Hook’s approval! 
So, law keeping is not that awful, terrible thing that Hook has 
been railing against throughout his book. These people would 
be law-keepers, people holding to a “pattern of conformity.” 
But they were supposed to be examples of just the opposite, 
given Hook’s own position that we are no longer under law 
because we are under grace alone (pp. 18ff.). 

Also, it will be observed that the statement dismissing 
the need for the New Testament text hints at some form of 
the available light heresy of Leroy Garrett and Al Maxey. 
The Devil has long known that to get men—and not just the 
Ethiopian Eunuch, Frank—away from God he must first get 
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them away from God’s Word. That form of attack started with, 
“Yea hath God said…?”  (Gen. 3:1ff.), back in the Garden of 
Eden and now focuses on attacking either the text of the New 
Testament itself or the obligation of men to that text. Unfortu-
nately, Frank Gunnels has apparently become an unconscious 
supporter of this nefarious effort of the evil one by way of his 
loyalty to a false teacher who paraded himself as a messenger 
of light, the late Cecil Hook. 

20. The carping nature of Frank’s case against Lynn Park-
er is seen in the following statement from Frank. He writes: 
“Lynn Parker SINNED again when he derogatorily (sic) re-
ferred to fellow Christian Cecil saying: ‘…Gospel preacher 
and I use that term loosely here.’ ……..TIME 35:15.” (em-
phasis his, HDD). 

THE REAL TRUTH IS: Get real! Frank has been de-
rogatory toward Lynn and others throughout this document. 
Liberals have a tendency to think that using any form of con-
demnatory speech concerning someone is forbidden, except, 
of course, when they do it.

Now, think a bit, Frank! Did Jesus sin for calling Herod 
a “fox” (Luke 13:32), which was definitely not a complement 
to Semitic peoples despite one of its connotative uses today? 
Is being derogatory always a sin? Did Elijah sin when he 
mocked the prophets of Baal in 1 Kings 18? Will Frank lay a 
charge against him in the matter? Did Paul sin when he spoke 
of his fellows Jewish Christians among the Judaizers as those 
of “the concision” or “cutting off,” a not so polite allusion to a 
botched circumcision (Phil. 3:2)? 

Further, does not Frank here commit the same sin against 
Lynn that he accuses Lynn of having committed, if such were 
the case, since he does what Lynn did? Is this not a classic 
case of “the pot and the kettle”? Again, liberals bind burdens 
on others that they are not willing to bear. They do not be-
lieve that their self-made rules apply to them but only to those 
whom they view as enemies. 

21. Yet, again, Frank complains: “Lynn Parker SINNED 
again when he condemned Cecil Hook saying: ‘Now here is a 
man that says you do not need the scriptures and he devalues 
the scriptures’….. TIME 36:55.” (emphasis his, HDD). 

THE REAL TRUTH IS: One does not sin by simply 
speaking the truth. We have established that Cecil Hook def-
initely did teach by implication that one does not need the 
New Testament Scriptures in order to call upon God in Christ, 
know the will of God concerning holy living, and such like. 
Throughout his book, Hook disparages obedience to the Scrip-
tures as legalism, commandment-keeping, etc. Frank simply 
does not get it, and does not want to get it! He would rather 
carp and complain against imaginary slights to his hero, as in 
his next supposed “truth” premised on the preceding charge:

THE TRUTH IS: THE MORE LYNN PARKER PUBLICLY 
REVIEWED CECIL HOOK’S BOOK THE MORE LYNN 
CONDEMNS HIMSELF SPOUTING FORTH LIE AFTER 

LIE AFTER LIE AS THE TRUTH. (emphasis his, HDD)
I believe we have shown who is the one lying, if anyone 

is, and it is not Lynn Parker. Frank’s outburst here is childish 
and puerile, but this is what he considers as proof of Lynn’s 
moral corruption and depravity. At times one feels as if he 
is in the Twilight Zone or an episode of the Outer Limits in 
trying to reason with Frank.

22. But such silliness persists as the real substance of 
Frank’s case. He gives us yet another of his bizarre “truths” 
in the following:

THE TRUTH IS: BARRY LYNN PARKER (A HIGHLY 
EDUCATED MAN WHO ADMITS HE) (sic) HAS READ 
THIS BOOK NUMEROUS TIMES. (sic) HE HAS NO EX-
CUSE (BACHELOR’S DEGREE IN BIBLE) FOR SAY-
ING THE THINGS HE HAS SAID. (emphasis his, HDD)
THE REAL TRUTH IS: Frank is resorting to pure sil-

liness in his case against Lynn Parker, who was right on tar-
get in his critique of Hook’s poisonous book. Frank needs 
to get a life and move on. It also almost seems that Frank 
especially has some sort of axe to grind concerning people 
with an education. It makes one wonder if he got beat up by 
someone who had a Ph.D. or Masters or something and is 
holding a grudge. 

23. Yet, he has to give us another puerile “truth,” by 
claiming:

THE TRUTH IS: I ASKED THREE PEOPLE TO READ 
(ONLY) PAGE FOUR OF HIS BOOK. ALL THREE PEO-
PLE {sic} READILY UNDERSTOOD THAT CECIL WAS 
NOT REFERRING TO THE BIBLE AS CAUSING DIVI-
SION. 
ALL THREE PEOPLE {sic} READILY UNDERSTOOD 
THAT CECIL WAS REFERRING TO A CLAIM OF DOC-
TRINAL UNITY AS THE CAUSE OF DIVISION. (empha-
sis his, HDD)
THE REAL TRUTH IS: As we have noted, Frank has 

trouble with the matter of implication. It will be observed 
that he had the three persons (who they were he does not say) 
“read only page four” (emphasis mine, HDD). This would 
not have necessarily provided sufficient context for some 
one who had not read the book to know precisely what the 
scope of Hook’s remarks really concerned on page 4. 

Perhaps Frank can enlighten as to the identity of these 
three anonymous persons upon whom he stakes this point of 
his case against Lynn. First, a witness’ testimony is only as 
valuable as his character. Second, a witness’ testimony can 
be influenced by bias or other factors. So it would help to 
know if Frank is appealing to individuals who already had 
a vested interest that presupposes support for Cecil Hook’s 
book and its theories. Third, the limitation of information 
that Frank admits he imposed on the scope of the inquiry, 
which was made by these supposed witnesses, prejudices the 
case at the outset. I can pick out a number of books in my li-
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brary written by modernists who claim to have a high view of 
the Bible’s inspiration in an early chapter while the remainder 
of the book goes on to trash the Bible as historically inac-
curate, filled with myths and factual mistakes. A reader who 
reads but one page may draw a completely different conclu-
sion than what the book actually demands when taken as a 
whole. Oftentimes reading a few pages over, as in the case of 
reading page 8 (as we have seen) in the Hook book, sheds a 
bit more light on the direction or course of a book. 

I urge the reader at this juncture to go back and examine 
carefully the preceding material dealing with Hook’s explicit 
statements relative to the New Testament Scriptures not be-
ing needed. As the quotations on this point are found at the 
close of the book, they tend to give a better idea of the fuller 
intent and scope of Hook’s earlier statement from page 4. 

Perhaps, the three persons to whom Frank refers need 
to come forward and especially do so, and then tell us what 
they think rather than just having Frank’s word on it. A claim 
is just that—a claim. One could just as easily claim that 40 
people have looked at the chapter and drawn the same con-
clusion as Lynn Parker. I for one have read the book, and 
Lynn’s assessment is right on target. I stand ready to defend 
that assessment on the public platform, as are others. Is Frank 
willing to do the same or are his supposed witnesses willing 
to do the same?

24. Frank fumes:
WHY COULDN’T THE OTHER (SELF PROCLAIMED 
(SIC) FAITHFUL) PREACHERS AT THE LECTURESHIP 
(WHO HAD THE BOOK) HAVE THE SAME UNDER-
STANDING? THIS (sic) TRULY ASTOUNDING! (empha-
sis his, HDD)
THE REAL TRUTH IS: The other preachers who had 

the book were in agreement with Lynn precisely because they 
had the book and, more than that, had read the book! They 
were not limited by Frank to reading just page 4 of the book. 
They did not have their consideration of the evidence tam-
pered with by Lynn’s wannabe prosecutor. That is why. 

Obviously, Frank here derogatorily disparages these 
“other preachers.” Thus, again we see the hypocrisy of liber-
alism in general and Frank Gunnels in particular on display. 
Go back and compare his complaint relative to Lynn Parker 
on point # 20 above. What is truly astounding is that Frank 
would seek to convince us that the legs of the lame are, con-
trary to reality, equal. 

25. But he is not done with his derogatorily disparaging 
and judging these other Gospel preachers. He writes:

THE OTHER APOSTATE PREACHERS (Don DeLong, 
Lee Moses and Ken Chumbley) ACTUALLY PUBLICLY 
DEFENDED (THE LIAR AND APOSTATE) BARRY 
LYNN PARKER INSTEAD OF (ASSISTING ME) (sic) IN 
BRINGING HIM UNTO GODLY REPENTANCE. (empha-
sis his, HDD)

THE REAL TRUTH IS: These brethren are real slime 
for not assisting Frank in his warped crusade against Lynn 
Parker! Give me a break! These brethren defended Lynn be-

cause Lynn was right. Lynn also was not present to defend 
himself. They demonstrated both fidelity to the truth and loy-
alty to a brother who is willing to stand up for it. If that both-
ers Frank, then he can just be bothered. The world will not 
end just because Frank did not get their help in doing his evil. 
As an aside, Don DeLong must have especially riled Frank in 
order to have his name given in bold print. Way to go, Don!

It will be remembered as well that Frank Gunnels main-
tained in the open forum that a Christian’s sins are forgiven by 
God’s grace even if he does not repent. If that is so, then why 
call anyone “unto godly repentance”? Why could not Lynn 
just be forgiven, assuming he had sinned, without repenting, 
according to Frank’s dogma, and let us move on? Why would 
Frank get upset, really at any time, over brethren not helping 
him in this matter if Lynn was going to be forgiven anyway? 
I suspect Frank thinks that only the sins of liberals are so for-
given because of their supposedly superior motives. They are 
just not a bunch of scum-sucking low-life like conservative 
preachers and brethren. The liberals see themselves as “the 
good” people simply because they want people to just be free 
and do what they want to do. But this surprisingly sounds 
more like the Pharisee in the Temple in Luke 18! Could it be 
that liberals have more in common with the ancient Pharisees 
than they are willing to admit? Hmmm? 

26. Meanwhile, Frank, who condemned Lynn for sup-
posedly claiming to be the judge of Cecil Hook, continues to 
pronounce his anathemas and judgments against those who 
would not go along with his foolishness. Hypocrisy reigns 
supreme in Frank Gunnels self-made glass house. Notice, for 
an exemplary display of such profound hypocrisy, the follow-
ing “truths” he asserts:

THE TRUTH IS: THESE MEN HAVE PUBLICLY PROV-
EN THEMSELVES ALSO AS APOSTATE HYPOCRITES 
JUST LIKE DR. DAVID P. BROWN (P.H.D.) AS WELL AS 
COLLEGE INSTRUCTOR AND (PREACHER) BARRY 
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LYNN PARKER.
THE TRUTH IS: LYNN PARKER DID NOT JUST LIE TO 
MAN, BUT TO HIS WIFE AND CHILDREN (who were 
present at the time) AS WELL AS THE ONLY TRUE AND 
LIVING GOD.
THE TRUTH IS: BARRY LYNN PARKER IS A COW-
ARD ATTACKING A MAN WHO IS DEAD AND WHO 
CANNOT NOW PROPERLY DEFEND HIS TEACHINGS 
AND CHARACTER.
THE TRUTH IS: Apostate Barry Lynn Parker committed 
MANY additional sins at this lectureship that will be ad-
dressed in a later emails (if necessary)
THE TRUTH IS: The following Apostate Brethren: Don 
DeLong, Ken Chumbley, Lester Camp, Daniel Coe, Dub 
McClish, Michael Hatcher, Gary Summers, Daniel Denham, 
Jess Whitlock, Gene Hill, Johnny Oxendine, Paul Vaughn, 
Danny Douglas, John Rose, Lee Moses, John West and other 
speakers also committed many additional public sins at this 
lectureship. Their evil sins will be addressed and published 
(if necessary) in future publications if public repentance 
does not occur. (emphasis his; also there were too many ty-
pos & mistakes by Frank in structure  in this tirade that I have 
chosen not to mark them here, HDD)
THE REAL TRUTH IS: Frank accused those who did 

not aid him in his vicious attack on Lynn as being “apostate 
hypocrites” in his first supposed “truth” in this section. An 
accusation is not proof.  He also called David Brown, about 
whose doctorate he holds some bizarre fascination, and Lynn 
“apostate hypocrites,” and claimed that Lynn “lied” not only 
to men but also to his own “wife and children” as well as 
God. Again, an accusation is not proof. 

He called Lynn a “coward” for daring to refute Cecil 
Hook’s error, when Cecil is dead and, with the rich man, 
in torment in Hades (of course, Frank believes he is with 
Lazarus in Abraham’s Bosom, unless he holds to the Fudge/
Maxey error that Cecil is “dead like Rover, dead all over”), 
never mind that Lynn was not present at the open forum 
when attacked by brave ole Frank! By the way, has Frank 
said anything about the spiritual condition of Judas Iscariot, 
Cain, King Saul, Jezebel of Thyatira, or such teachers as Hy-
menaeus and Alexander? Has Frank ever spoken words of 
condemnation concerning Diotrophes? Or has he ever spoken 
of another in a negative way as acting, such as Diotrophes? 
Are all these folks not also dead and buried? Are they able to 
speak for themselves and defend their teachings or practices? 
I know Frank absurdly contended that one could not know 
that Ananias and Sapphira of Acts 5 were lost when they died. 
Well, that implies God just struck people dead because they 
repented. What silliness!

Liberals are frequently critical of other brethren, espe-
cially those who will not kowtow to them. It is all a matter 
with them as to whose “ox has been gored.” They ridicule 
older brethren and talk scornfully about “the church of the 
1950s.” They mock and poke fun. Through the years some 
of their leaders have spoken disdainfully of the preaching of 
men like David Lipscomb, N.B. Hardeman, Joe S. Warlick, 

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

Foy E. Wallace Jr., G.K. Wallace, Thomas B. Warren, E.R. 
Harper, Guy N. Woods, and others who opposed their lib-
eralism. Roy Osborne some years ago even condemned the 
preaching of Jonah, even though that prophet did the preach-
ing that God directed him to do! Yes, hypocrisy is on parade 
here, but Frank Gunnels and coterie are the ones heading up 
the band.

Frank excoriated the speakers on the lecture program 
as “apostate brethren.” Again, he especially emphasizes the 
name in bold type of Don DeLong, who must have really got-
ten Frank’s goat at some point. But, once more, an accusation 
is not proof! 

He indicts all them, including this speaker, of “evil sins,” 
leaving us to wonder: Are there “unevil” ones? Perhaps, 
those are sins belonging only to liberals, as they, according 
to Frank’s stricture, will be forgiven by God’s grace without 
their repentance while the “evil sins,” we have supposedly 
committed in the sight of Frank, obviously will not be. 

He also threatens further revelations of the “evil sins” 
—even “many additional public sins”—of these evil doing 
“apostate hypocrites.” Oh, the wonderful love of liberals! 
Greater love hath no man than this that Frank Gunnels should 
call his enemies “apostate hypocrites,” “liars,” “cowards,” 
and “evil sin” doers! How beyond compare is such love! 
How beyond Lynn simply saying that Cecil Hook now knows 
he taught false doctrine! How beyond the love of angels of 
Heaven! How even beyond is Frank’s love! “Love of Frank 
all else surpassing…” Truly, “one has never been loved until 
he has been loved by a liberal.” 
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Frank, the prosecutor, judge, and would-be executioner, 
presses on without even drawing a breath for pause…

27. His tirade thus continues:
THE TRUTH IS: I HAVE INTENTIONALLY WAITED 
(three months) to allow those (who have sinned to have 
time) to publicly repent of their evil ways. The time has come 
for Repentance. I know of no public repentance by any of the 
aforementioned Apostates and False Teachers at the time of 
this writing. (emphasis his, HDD)

THE REAL TRUTH IS: Frank should have waited a 
whole lot longer, as his wait of 3 months obviously did not 
help his reasoning one bit. He is as muddled here in his think-
ing as he ever was at the open forum, where he assured one 
and all that God automatically forgives the sins of Christians 
even without their repentance. As we have noted, it is then 
such a strange thing that he would call for such now or expect 
that such should be done. If grace is that cheap, Frank’s ver-
sion of the forgiveness of sin means, “Never having to say 
you’re sorry”— much less make any correction for it. 

The fact is Frank is the one who needs to repent, and 
genuinely so. He needs to repent of his false doctrine at the 
open forum. He needs to repent of his defense of a false 
teacher, Cecil Hook. He needs to repent of the lies he has told 
against good men, faithful to the Book. He needs to repent 
of the many ungodly epithets and accusations he has thrown 
so loosely at brethren for their opposing the evil taught and 
promoted in the book Free in Christ. He needs to repent of 
the slanderous, libelous charges he has made repeatedly in his 
diatribe. He needs to repent of his unfaithfulness to the Word 
of God, failure to stand up for right, and attempt to use the 
support of other false teachers, such as Al Maxey, to further 
his aims. He and his coterie need to repent for the damage 
they have done and continue to do to the Bride of Christ and 
the Cause for which He died. Yes, indeed, “the time has come 
for Repentance,” but Frank has the wrong people in mind 
who truly are in need of it!

28. But Frank’s temper tantrum is not over. He screams: 
“THE TRUTH IS: I WONDER WHY BARRY LYNN 
PARKER HAS NOT CONTACTED ME!” (emphasis his, 
HDD).

THE REAL TRUTH IS: Why should he? Who are you 
that Barry Lynn Parker is obligated to obey your voice, Frank? 
Who made you “the King of kings and Lord of lords?” When 
is the last time you walked on water or raised the dead? Such 
profound arrogance and unmitigated gall! Quite frankly, I 
suspect that Frank would not really find much enjoyment or 
satisfaction out of being contacted by Lynn Parker over this 
matter.
    29. Finally, Frank appeals to the readers of his diatribe 
to join him in his jihad on Lynn Parker and company. He 
pleads:

THE TRUTH IS: I sincerely hope that all (those who read 
this e-mail or fax) will join me in prayer and rebuke for their 
reconciliation with God and man.
THE TRUTH IS: The PROOF of my allegations can be 

confirmed at www.churshesofchrist.com and in Cecil Hook’s 
Book Free in Christ found at www.freedomsring.org/books.
html (emphasis his, HDD)
THE REAL TRUTH IS: Frank’s appeal depends on 

these folks being foolish enough to support him in his er-
rant defense of Cecil Hook’s legacy. He wants them to do his 
homework for him, as clearly he does not establish it himself 
here — just as he failed so miserably in trying to do so at the 
Spring open forum back on March 3, 2010. 

CONCLUSION
    Frank Gunnels strikes me as a sad, very confused, angry 
man who, for whatever reason, has set his heart on attacking 
and destroying Lynn Parker and anyone who would dare side 
with Lynn. I do not know what may have transpired between 
them in the past. Maybe Frank believes Lynn kicked his cat, 
disrespected his High School alma mater, or rooted against 
the Houston Astros.  
      The tirade here by Frank against Lynn, David Brown (doc-
torate and all), the Spring eldership and congregation, and the 
speakers on the 2010 CFTF Lectureship was unwarranted, 
unwise, unreasonable, and especially ungodly. Frank needs to 
repent of all that he has said and done to this end. He is a false 
teacher seeking to uphold yet another false teacher, who has 
indeed now learned better, just as Lynn noted in his lecture. 
I pray that Frank will come to his senses and not find out the 
same way. Experience is a painful though perfect teacher. To 
learn in the same way brother Hook learned, however, is a bit 
too late (Heb. 9:27). I lament the passing of Cecil Hook for 
what it means for his soul’s condition, but not for the ceas-
ing of his being able to add yet more false doctrines to the 
destruction of the souls of others. The ones in his book are 
troubling enough. 
      As a side note, it is ironic that Frank Gunnels should ex-
press so much anger over what he believes to be a deliberate 
misrepresentation of the teachings of Cecil Hook by Lynn 
Parker, while at the very same time he seeks the aid of one Al 
Maxey, who has been documented as being a repeat offender 
in misrepresenting, misusing, and on some occasions mis-
quoting his reference sources in the formulation and defense 
of his errors on MDR. Evidently, to Frank the most important 
thing is to protect liberalism and an ally in that area, regard-
less of his behavior, is to be maintained at all costs. If this 
is not his feeling, then he needs to repudiate and rebuke Al 
Maxey and his coterie. 

—607 72nd St.
Newport News, VA 23605



“Not only is there but one way of doing things 
rightly, but there is only one way of seeing them, 
and that is seeing the whole of them."

—John Ruskin 



-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–Cambridgeshire—Cambridge City Church of Christ, 
meeting at The Manor Community College, Arbury Rd., Cambridge, 
CB4 2JF. Sun., Bible Study--10:30 a.m., Worship-- 11:30 a.m.; Tue. Bible 
Study--7:30 p.m. www.CambridgeCityCoC.org.uk. Keith Sisman, Gospel 
Preacher. Contacts: Keith Sisman [From  USA, Toll Free: (281) 475-
8247); By phone inside the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  
Alternative Cambridge contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101; Matt. 
Shouey (Lakenheath) - 01638-531268. Postal/mailing Address - PO BOX 
1, Ramsey Huntingdon, PE26 2YZ United Kingdom 

-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, 

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.

Pensacola–Eastgate Church of Christ, 2809 E. Creighton Rd., {emsacp;a. 
F; 32504, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Tim Cozad, 
evangelist, (850) 477-4910

-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; Wednes-
day 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.387.1429; tgjoriginal@verizon.net.  
www.northpointcoc.com

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. Goins; DJGoins@gmail.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.
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In Roman mythology, Janus is the god of the gates, 
doors, beginnings and endings. The most familiar thing 
about this figure to most people would be the use of his 
name for the first month of the year. He was represented as 
having two faces or heads (looking in opposite directions) 
and symbolizing both future and past. I came to think of 
this figure after seeing promotions for two different lecture 
series that took place this summer. 

There are ways in which these two programs were strik-
ingly similar. Both groups were comprised of members of 
the church of Christ. Both groups brought speakers in from 
different parts of the country. Both provided classes for men 
and women. Both were in beautiful geographical settings. 
You could probably find a number of other similarities, but 
we will move on.  There were also some distinct differenc-
es.

They were in two very different parts of the country 
(Tennessee & California). They were quite likely to have  
different weather (warmer in Tennessee than South Lake 
Tahoe). They were probably reaching somewhat different 
audiences. It is because of the last point that I was not en-
tirely surprised, but again confused as to what message was 
conveyed when two different platforms could utilize the tal-
ents of the same speakers. (Janus is looking/pointing in two 

different directions) 
The Tahoe Family Encampment (going on now) has 

always been a host to very liberal elements in the broth-
erhood, especially men teaching at or associated with the 
Sunset International Bible Institute. Some of the speakers 
were from congregations that are partnered with Sunset in 
various missionary projects. Truitt Adair and Tex Williams 
are favorites, and they both have a relationship with Sunset 
that is well known.

Polishing The Pulpit had been known as a conservative 
program since 1995, quite different from the Tahoe extrava-
ganza. It is overseen by the Jacksonville Church of Christ in 
Jacksonville, Alabama (the publishers of House To House/
Heart To Heart), and is closely connected to brethren who 
are in fellowship with the Memphis School of Preaching, 
Apologetics Press, GBN, and so forth. They often feature 
Alan Highers, Tom Holland, B.J. Clarke, and other speakers 
who publish in the Spiritual Sword.

That these two programs would have the same speakers 
is quite honestly unimaginable. Tahoe clearly falls heavily 
to the left doctrinally, and to have brethren who are suppos-
edly more “conservative” going to Tahoe to fellowship with 
little concern for that association, then turning around and 
heading off to Tennessee is what brought the image of Janus 

“THE ENCAMPMENT PULPIT” OR PERHAPS
“THE POLISHED FAMILY”: JANUS AT THE GATES…

Johnny Oxendine

    (Continued at top of Page 3)
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Guest Editorial...

What Is It To Be “Issue-Oriented?”
Occasionally, I will hear someone make the comment that 

those who are adamant regarding issues that face the Lord’s church 
are issue-oriented. Funk and Wagnalls defines issue as “a matter of 
importance to be resolved.” Webster says it is “the point or matter 
pending in a suit on which two parties join and put their cause to 
trial.” Oriented means “the determining of one’s position with refer-
ence to circumstances, ideals, etc.” (Funk and Wagnalls). Hence, to 
be “issue-oriented” is to “determine one’s position and put that cause 
to trial or to the test.” Christians are obligated to “prove all things; 
hold fast that which is good” (1Thess. 5:21). Hence, it stands to 
reason that issues will always be facing the Lord’s church. Since 
Christians have the obligation to “sancify in your hearts Christ 
as Lord: being ready always to give answer to every man that 
asketh you a reason concerning the hope that is in you” (1 Peter 
3:15), we must be oriented to give a defense of “the faith once for 
all delivered to the saints” (Jude 3).

Although it is possible to become so imbalanced that we are 
cynical about the Lord’s church and its future, we must face the 
fact that so long as the church exists we are going to have to face 
the issues that come our way. To do otherwise is to abdicate our 
responsibility (Emphasis Mine, Ed.).

A negative connotation has been attached to the words issue-
oriented. This label is used by critics to hush the mouths of those 
who still love the Truth while making the unsuspecting believe 
that there is something inherently evil in dealing with issues. None 
would be so bold as to suggest that all issues should be ignored, 
since even the most liberal change agent will take us to task on the 
issue of being issue-oriented. 

The question arises, then, as to when our dealing with issues 
becomes imbalanced. I suggest to you that any issue that comes 
down the pike is an issue that cannot be ignored and must be 
dealt with forthrightly. If the Truth is at stake we cannot and 
will not remain silent. The only alternative is to ignore the issues 
and allow the church to be swept into apostasy. It is my studied 
conviction that at least one reason why the Lord’s church is so 
troubled today is that too many brethren have simply grown 
weary of fighting the battle. Consequently false teachers have 
crossed the threshold, and are in the midst of the flock having 
a heyday (Emphasis Mine, Ed.). Meanwhile, too many elderships 
and preachers sit back and do nothing for fear that they might be 
perceived as being issue-oriented. Yes, it is possible to become so 
consumed with the issues that face the Lord’s church that one can 
become cynical and never hold out any hope to God’s people. But 
the desire to provide hope and peace cannot drive us to ignore the 
issues that would in fact rob us of that hope and peace by leading 
us into error. —Tom Wacaster (CFTF, June, 1998, p. 9).

[Re.: Dave Miller’s errors and those who fellowship him, bro. 
Tom no longer believes what he wrote in 1998. Is his silence indica-
tive of  “grow[ing] weary of fighting the battle” and why he ignores 
these issues. Why does he no longer believe “that any issue...cannot 
be ignored and must be dealt with forthrightly”? Her is another 
physician who needs to repent and heal himself.—DPB ]  
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to mind. 
You cannot say that Glenn Colley or Brad Harrub are 

hypocrites (Matthew 23), rather I believe they are a whole 
new order in the church—and it is amazing that “conserva-
tive” brethren do not view this as problematic. No doubt the 
brethren in Tahoe are glad to have another “bunch” of “con-
servatives” to legitimize their encampment. Colley and Har-
rub are multi-year attendees in Tahoe, and have been joined 
in recent years by Phil Sanders and Joe Wells. 

Looking in the other direction (entirely) are the breth-
ren in Tennessee, who apparently are not concerned with 
brethren speaking there (Tahoe) any more than the Mem-
phis School of Preaching is concerned about speakers com-
ing on to their program after having participated in the Sun-
set Workshops. Janus? Disambiguation would be nice.

—1724 Lake St.
San Mateo, CA 

94403-1023

 

William Jennings Bryan, known as the great commoner, 
once told the story of a man who believed a saltwater fish 
could be adapted to live in freshwater. He placed a herring in 
a jar of salt water, and day by day removed just a little of the 
water and replaced it with rainwater. At last, the herring was 
living in completely fresh water. But the man was not satis-
fied with that result, so every day he removed a little bit of 
the freshwater until he had the herring breathing air. At that 
point, he put the herring in a cage and kept it like a bird. But, 
alas, one day when his master was gone, the man’s servant 
placed a cup of water in the cage for the fish to use to moist-
en his food. When the man returned, he found the fish had 
inadvertently stuck his head into the water and drowned.

Once there was a lectureship held by a congregation that 
used only sound faithful preachers. But year by year and one 
by one, a brother who was willing to compromise on the 

THE FOLLY OF THE FISH
Charles Pogue

matter of fellowship replaced one of the sound men until the 
entire program was filled with men who would fellowship 
nearly anyone. Then, year by year, the speakers removed a 
point of Truth from their lectures and replaced it with error. 
Finally, the lectureship had completely abandoned the Truth, 
and only error was heard from speaker to speaker. One year 
by a still unexplained mistake and oversight, a sound Gos-
pel preacher was invited to speak, and when he spoke, he 
rebuked the whole lot of them. Consequently, the brother 
was immediately labeled a troublemaker, called all sorts of 
uncomplimentary names, was withdrawn from and written 
up by Dick Sztanyo in the “Preacher’s Files” as a new anti! 
The Moral Of This Story Is: Only a birdbrain would do a 
thing so fishy as to consort with “herring” brethren.

—P.O. Box 592
Granby, MO 64844

(Continued From Page 1)

I was reading in the excellent Bellview Lectureship book 
Leadership the other day, and came across an article by bro. 
Dub McClish, in which he gave a comprehensive review of 
the highly controversial subject, titled, Reevaluation/Reaf-
firmation of Elders. On page 89 of the cited volume, the fol-
lowing statement is made:

Both the Brown Trail Elders (Bedford, TX) and the commit-
tee of its preachers and instructors surely anticipated that their 
adoption of the “Reevaluation/Reaffirmation of Elders” pro-
cess would associate them with the generally recognized lib-
eral congregations .... and bring criticism upon them because 
of such action.

The footnote on that paragraph dealt with the implications of 
that anticipated action, in the following words: 

Dave Miller was defensive about this very charge in his 

 CALL IT SOMETHING ELSE
Bob Howton

sermon of April 8, 1990.
But what about this idea of reevaluating current Elders, 
or reconfirming? There are some brethren that are really 
up in arms, it seems to me, and say, ‘That is what the lib-
erals are doing’.... We may use the term “Evaluating” of 
Elders, we may use the term ‘Reconfirmation’. If these 
terms concern you, then call it something else.

I am aghast that anyone who claims to be a “Gospel’ preach-
er would say such a thing! Using this misguided and errone-
ous standard would have us render any bedrock scriptural 
rule in such manner as to completely destroy the original 
intent of the idea. Look at the comparison of Colossians 
1:18, as spoken by inspired men, and the diluted/abused 
idea imposed by mortal intermeddling and confusing. “And 
He is the head of the Body, the Church....” Now, call 
it something else! And He is the supposed head of some 
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Second, among our more sophisticated brethren, a 
common sentiment suggests that it is inappropriate for the 
preacher to “call names” or speak too directly about a false 
doctrine, false teacher or false church. The “reasoning” be-
hind this tenet suggests that such an approach only serves to 
alienate people. Granted, human discretion may need to be 
exercised to avoid unnecessary antagonism. But does this 
premise, in fact, have biblical support? If so, how do we ac-
count for the fact that both John the Immerser and Jesus la-
beled contemporaries with rather direct names (e.g., “brood 
of vipers,” “fools,” “blind guides,” “hypocrites,” “child 
of hell,” “serpents,” “of your father the devil”—Matt. 
3:7; 12:34; 23:15-17, 33; John 8:44)? How do we account 
for the fact that Paul publicly called individuals down–by 
name–for their misdeeds (e.g., Demas, Hymenaeus, Alexan-
der, Philetus, Peter, Alexander the Coppersmith–Gal. 2:11-
14; 1 Tim. 1:20; 2 Tim. 2:17, 18; 4:10,14)? Why did John 
call Diotrephes’ name (3 John 9, 10)? Why did John come 
right out and call the name of a false religious group (Rev. 
2:6,15)? One gets the idea that maybe publicly pinpointing 

When we abandon the numerous preaching manuals of 
men and return to THE one and only authority for under-
standing biblical homiletics, we are struck with awe that the 
contrast could be so blatant.

First, Some say the preacher should never offend or cre-
ate division by his life or teaching. Granted, some preachers 
may inappropriately do so. On the other hand, the preacher 
who is patterning his life and teaching after Jesus will inevi-
tably do so. In Jesus’ case, “there was much murmuring 
among the people concerning him” (John 7:12). Time and 
time again, Jesus’ doctrine and bold actions stirred up divi-
sion: “So there was a division among the people because 
of him” (John 7:43; cf. John 10:19; 1 Cor. 11:19). The pre-
vailing mood in the church of today is “peace at all costs,” 
“smooth it over” and “whatever you do, don’t create divi-
sion.” No one wants division for division’s sake. But we’ve 
missed an extremely important element of biblical religion 
if we fail to hear the words of our Master when he declared: 
“Suppose ye that I am come to give peace on earth? I tell 
you, nay; but rather division” (Luke 12:51).

Balanced Preaching
Dave Miller

body, which could be a church.... Absolutely absurd! And a 
dangerous falsification of God’s Holy Word. 2 John 9 still 
says: “Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the 
doctrine of Christ, hath not God.” That, in my opinion, is 
exactly what transpires when anyone takes a Law from God 
and calls it something else! Using that kind of philosophy 
concerning the topic of “Reevaluating/Reconfirming El-
ders” and realizing that we can “call it something else,” let’s 
call it what it is! It is a deluded misapplication of Truth and 
as such, is a work of the devil! The Bible surely proves that 
Truth, but not the “Re-evaluating” misconception! 

Calling truth “error” or equating “error” as Truth, car-
ries eternal and severe consequences! 

Heb. 10:25 warns Christians to not forsake the assem-
bling together at the appointed times. Let’s call it something 
else, and meet whenever it does not interfere with other 
plans we might have. 

Acts 20:7 clearly requires partaking of the Lord’s Sup-
per every First Day of the week. Let’s call it something else, 

and partake of it whenever, or if, we choose to partake of it 
at all. 

I Cor. 16:1, 2 gives orders for Christians to give cheer-
fully, and liberally each first day of the week. Let’s call it 
something else, and give only if we wish to, or not at all, as 
we use God’s funds for us. 

2 Tim. 2:15 dictates that Christians must study God’s 
Word, if they’d be approved of God. Let’s call it something 
else, and thumb through a few pages of the Bible every once 
in a while. 

Remember! You can call the cute black “kitty” with the 
white racing stripes, your “baby,” but you’d better be careful 
to not rock on it’s tail! Just so! Sin is sin, no matter what you 
wish to call it! 

—The Evangel
 East Pointe Church of Christ

3935 Woodland Forrest Dr.
Tuscaloosa, AL 35405

 

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 important CD you may make your financial contributions to the Spring Church of Christ, 
P. O. Box 39, Spring, TX 77383.



Contending for the Faith—September/2010                       5 

people, groups, and doctrines can be a wholesome activity!
Third, one hears a lot about the need to have “balanced 

preaching.” Presumably, what is meant by this admonition is 
that the preacher should refrain from being too “negative.” 
Granted, we should “speak the truth in love” (Eph. 4:15), 
but the Bible repeatedly intimates that the human mind is in 
more need of negative than positive. The inspired preacher 
Jeremiah was told that his task consisted of six activities: to 
root out, pull down, destroy, throw down, build, and plant 
(Jer. 1:10). Notice that four out of the six are negative be-
haviors. When queried by the rich young man concerning 
eternal life, Jesus delineated six commands, four of which 
were negative (Matt. 19:16-19). When Paul told Timothy 

what the New Testament preacher’s task entailed, he sum-
marized: “reprove, rebuke, exhort” (2 Tim. 4:2). Two of 
the three are negative.

The conclusion is hard for many to accept: biblical 
preaching–preaching that is balanced–is divisive, offensive, 
and often negative. God’s proclaimed truth is like a hammer 
that breaks rocks in pieces (Jer. 23:29). To many, it is fool-
ishness (1 Cor. 1:18). Their hard hearts are offended by it 
(Matt.15:12-14). It’s divisive, negative qualities are accen-
tuated only in the mind of the disobedient (Acts 7:51). But 
to those will receive it with humility, it will save their souls 
(Jas. 1:21)! (The Restorer, Editor: Gary Workman, Vol. 8, 
No. 2, 1988, February, p.3)

SOME THOUGHTS ON DAVE MILLER’S ARTICLE
David P. Brown

 

The previous article states the Truth about most of those 
brethren who call for balanced preaching. In it, Miller well 
describes their mind-set. And, we regret to say, their num-
bers have greatly multiplied over the past half century. Of 
course, such beguiled brethren have always been around, 
opposing faithful brethren who correctly hate and oppose 
every false way (Ps. 119:104).

Sadly, in his article, the 1988 Miller finds himself in the 
unenviable position of opposing one of the chief efforts em-
ployed by the supporters and defenders of the 2010 Miller. 
In their feeble attempts to justify extending fellowship to 
him, although he refuses to acknowledge his errors and re-
pent of them, these brethren find themselves at odds with 
the 1988 Miller. These weak and insipid characters con-
demn those brethren who oppose Miller’s false teaching and 
fellowshipping him in his errors by labeling them spiritu-
ally unbalanced and the source of much, if not most, of the 
churches problems.   

Miller’s closing remarks in his 1988 article “Balanced 
Preaching” need to be embedded deeply in our readers’ 
minds. One reason for such is that Miller’s article is not only 
the Truth regarding those who cry out for balanced preach-
ing today, but it also applies to the 2010 Miller who turned 
from the sentiments he expressed in his 1988 article and 
now embraces what he condemned twenty two years ago. 
Thus, Miller’s 1988 article applies as much to him in 2010 
as it does to those who call for balanced preaching in their 
efforts to support him and defend themselves and others in 
their  unscriptural fellowship of him. So it is that the 1988 
Miller condemns the 2010 Miller along with all those who 
call for balanced preaching (as Miller defined and employed 
the term) in their weak efforts to support him and remain in 
fellowship with him as he continues in his errors today.

In 2005, one of the first objections made to our Scrip-
tural opposition to Miller’s errors was that we were unbal-
anced. Obviously, these ne’er-do-wells who continue to op-
pose us for opposing Miller consider their own opposition 
to us a component part of being Scripturally balanced. On 
the other hand, our opposition to Miller’s false teaching and 
continued unrepentant attitude is judged to be unbalanced. 
That crooked disposition of heart remains to this day among 
the defenders of the unrepentant Dave Miller.

The following quotations are indicative of the disposi-
tion of heart with which Miller dealt and refuted in his good 
1988 article. In reading these quotations from Miller’s pres-
ent-day defenders, please keep in mind that Miller refuted 
them in his 1988 article. But, with his change of heart, he 
has in his 1988 article also refuted and condemned himself. 
The reader is directed to Miller’s closing remarks in his ar-
ticle entitled “Balanced Preaching” where he wrote:

The conclusion is hard for many to accept: biblical preaching-
–preaching that is balanced–is divisive, offensive, and often 
negative. God’s proclaimed truth is like a hammer that breaks 
rocks in pieces (Jer. 23:29). To many, it is foolishness (1 Cor. 
1:18). Their hard hearts are offended by it (Matt.15:12-14). 
It’s divisive, negative qualities are accentuated only in the 
mind of the disobedient (Acts 7:51). But to those will receive 
it with humility, it will save their souls (Jas. 1:21)!
The following quotations are from various articles in 

the September 2005 “new” Gospel Journal. This was the 
second issue that former co-editors Barry Grider and John 
Moore edited. According to the 1988 Dave Miller these 
brethren fail to understand that balanced preaching is “di-
visive, offensive, and often negative.” That “It’s divisive, 
negative qualities are accentuated only in the mind of the 
disobedient (Acts 7:51).”     

Balance is a word abused by liberals and is anathema to 
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radicals…. Some spend their time constantly critiquing what 
others are doing and at times even refusing to endorse good 
and noble endeavors of sound brethren…. The church must 
maintain proper balance if it is to grow and if it is to have a 
positive influence in our world….
Both men [the men are named, Editor] are well grounded in 
the faith, are experienced in the Lord’s work, are dedicated to 
truth, have good balance…. There will be unity of the Spirit 
in the bond of peace among brethren when we seek the very 
best for each other and get permanently away from a biting, 
devouring disposition to destroy…. Too many of us do not 
treat a brother as we would like to be treated were roles re-
versed. Caustic words have a sure way of returning to haunt 
us…. Is there any among us who cannot make improvement 
in the way we treat our brethren in Christ? Remember, He 
died for the very ones we may be seeking to crush….
Too many brothers wear Sound Doctrine as a badge of Chris-
tianity. In reality, the badge of Christ is Love…. A few years 
ago, I believed that as long as I taught the truth, then my love 
for others could not be questioned. I gleefully attacked liber-
als and change agents with sarcasm and satire. If they would 
have read my articles and heard my preaching they would 
have been stabbed by my rapier wit…. Many sound preach-
ers and Christians have failed here. Love demands that we 
care for liberals, legalists, change agents, denominationalists, 
and…one another. Sitting behind a keyboard pecking out con-
demnations appears rude, arrogant, resentful, and unkind—
all the qualities contrary to love—but it is easy…. We have 
all heard men defend truth who were more intent on making 
someone look stupid than inspiring conversion or repentance. 
Derision and ridicule express rudeness, not love…. We all 
face people, events and decisions in the church that are not 
matters of fellowship, but we do not like them. Some choose 
to “make an issue of them,” but love chooses to let them go 
without a fight…. When change agents knock on the church’s 
door its members must exhibit abiding love with meekness 
and instruction; this will thwart their will, not clever conden-
sation [sic.] or gleeful humiliation (2 Tim. 2:24–26).  
Christians are not to be arrogant or obnoxious in their con-
duct…. Brethren are not to be disagreeable so that their con-
duct in defense of the gospel becomes offensive….
We can be pigeonholed as that mean, exclusive bunch who 
think they are the only ones going to heaven while all else are 
going to hell…. There are instances where churches of Christ 
indeed have assumed an identity of belligerence… . 

REMEMBER WHAT MILLER WROTE ABOUT 
SUCH MIND-SETS.

Both of the following paragraphs are from Neal Pol-
lard’s “Devil Disease” article, written in August 2005. 
Grider published it in the Forest Hill News on 8/30/2005.  

[After mentioning the dangers of liberalism, the article stat-
ed]: There are too many…who are equally damaging and vi-
cious in their attack on the body of Christ. In one sense, they 
are more dangerous due to their contention that they are root-
ing out all false doctrine and exposing all error. When they 
are doing so with proper ethics, attitude and balance, they are 
to be applauded. Yet, there is a mentality that seems wholly 
obsessed with full time heretic detection, slandering brethren, 

and scrupulously elevating minutia as on par with Christ’s 
doctrine. They unnecessarily divide brethren…. They po-
larize and draw away disciples after themselves. They are 
fight-pickers, seemingly eager to engage in lengthy, unend-
ing diatribe and debate to the exclusion of other Christian ob-
ligations, of righteous, Christlike conduct, and of a charitable 
spirit that “is not rude…keeps no record of wrongs…does not 
delight in evil…” (1 Corinthians 13:5–6).
[Concerning these “fight-pickers,” the same article then 
opined]: First, they are increasingly turning on one another. 
Further, they are succeeding in infecting themselves by their 
biting and devouring. Then, they are facilitating their own 
demise—that of influence, reputation, trustworthiness, and 
respectability. However, they have also viciously wounded 
good men and women…in the process. 
Clearly the 1988 Miller did not see eye to eye with bro. 

Pollard. Remember Miller wrote:
In Jesus’ case, “there was much murmuring among the 
people concerning him” (John 7:12). Time and time again, 
Jesus’ doctrine and bold actions stirred up division: “So there 
was a division among the people because of him” (John 
7:43; cf. John 10:19; 1 Cor. 11:19). The prevailing mood in 
the church of today is “peace at all costs,” “smooth it over” 
and “whatever you do, don’t create division.” No one wants 
division for division’s sake. But we’ve missed an extremely 
important element of biblical religion if we fail to hear the 
words of our Master when he declared: “Suppose ye that I 
am come to give peace on earth? I tell you, nay; but rather 
division” (Luke 12:51).
Did Miller write the Truth on balanced preaching in 

1988 or did Neal Pollard write it in his Devil Disease article 
in 2005? We certainly have seen nothing from Miller indi-
cating that he has repented of what he wrote about balanced 
preaching back in 1988.

The following quotation came from the Forest Hill News, 
June 19, 2007, Volume 34, Number 25, published by Forest 
Hill Church of Christ, 3950 Forest Hill-Irene Rd., Memphis, 
TN 38125, Home of the Memphis School of Preaching. Bar-
ry Grider wrote:

...In July [2007], I will begin a series of messages on Sunday 
evenings that will continue through the end of the summer 
entitled “The Beauty of Balance.” Balance is the key to en-
joying a healthy life both physically and spiritually. We will 
particularly notice how important it is for God’s people to be 
balanced if we are to grow both spiritually and numerically. 

Also, beginning Wednesday, the 4th of July, a special DVD 
series by Dave Miller entitled, “The Silencing of God,” will 
be shown to the entire congregation, 7th grade and up. This 
also will continue through the end of the summer. Brother 
Miller is a faithful and able gospel preacher who is doing 
a great work directing Apologetics Press in Montgomery, 
Alabama. These special DVD presentations, focusing on our 
great religious heritage in America, will help us see what is 
happening to unravel our society that once lived by the motto 
“In God We Trust.” The information will be startling, but 
needs to be heard. Don’t miss it! (Bold Mine.—Editor) 
Does anyone think that Grider would print the 1988 
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Miller article on balanced preaching in Forest Hill’s 
church bulletin today? Did bro. Miller evidence that he 
was “a faithful and able gospel preacher” in what he 
wrote in  his article on balanced preaching in 1988?
Others in 2005, such as Alan Highers in The Spiritual 

Sword, made much ado about the importance of balanced 
preaching. Yes, this is the same Alan Highers who recently 
publicly announced that he had started a scholarship fund 
at Freed-Hardeman University, and not long ago, spoke on 
the sin of mechanical instruments of music during the 21st 
Century luncheon at that particular Lipscomb Lectureship. 
However, Highers said he was not on said lectureship, but 
he and the 21st Century luncheon were listed in the lecture-
ship schedule brochure. 

Since Miller is a regular speaker on the annual Spiri-
tual Sword Lectureship, I wonder why bro. Highers did not 
run Miller’s 1988 article on balanced preaching in that 2005 
Spiritual Sword issue dealing with balanced preaching. Re-
member in 1988 Miller wrote:

...among our more sophisticated brethren, a com-
mon sentiment suggests that it is inappropriate for the 
preacher to “call names” or speak too directly about a 
false doctrine, false teacher or false church. The “rea-
soning” behind this tenet suggests that such an ap-
proach only serves to alienate people. Granted, human 
discretion may need to be exercised to avoid unneces-
sary antagonism. But does this premise, in fact, have 
biblical support? If so, how do we account for the fact 
that both John the Immerser and Jesus labeled contem-
poraries with rather direct names (e.g., “brood of vi-
pers,” “fools,” “blind guides,” “hypocrites,” “child 
of hell,” “serpents,” “of your father the devil” —
Matt. 3:7; 12:34; 23:15-17, 33; John 8:44)? How do we 
account for the fact that Paul publicly called individu-
als down—by name—for their misdeeds (e.g., Demas, 
Hymenaeus, Alexander, Philetus, Peter, Alexander the 
Coppersmith—Gal. 2:11-14; 1 Tim. 1:20; 2 Tim. 2:17, 
18; 4:10,14)? Why did John call Diotrephes’ name (3 
John 9, 10)? Why did John come right out and call the 
name of a false religious group (Rev. 2:6,15)? One gets 
the idea that maybe publicly pinpointing people, groups, 
and doctrines can be a wholesome activity!
Of course what Grider and friends wrote about bal-

anced preaching was one thing, but they hastened to depart 
from their own prescription for balanced preaching and liv-
ing when they referred to those who marked them for their 
errors. The ultimate in their hypocrisy was seen in the Forest 
Hill church’s fallacious withdrawal of fellowship from Dub 
McClish and your editor in December of 2009.

Also, is it the practice of balanced Christianity to contin-
ue to leave brother Garland Elkins off of the Spiritual Sword 
Lectureship and fail to include Alan Highers on the MSOP 
lectureship? Surely, between Getwell, The Spiritual Sword, 
Forest Hill, and the MSOP, there are enough sophisticated 

brethren to allow for about anything and, in the minds of 
many brethren, justify it too—all in the name of balanced 
preaching and fellowship.  

Again in 1988, Dave Miller wrote the following about 
those who call for balanced preaching.

...the Bible repeatedly intimates that the human mind is in 
more need of negative than positive. The inspired preacher 
Jeremiah was told that his task consisted of six activities: to 
root out, pull down, destroy, throw down, build, and plant 
(Jer. 1:10). Notice that four out of the six are negative behav-
iors. When queried by the rich young man concerning eter-
nal life, Jesus delineated six commands, four of which were 
negative (Matt. 19:16-19). When Paul told Timothy what 
the New Testament preacher’s task entailed, he summarized: 
“reprove, rebuke, exhort” (2 Tim. 4:2). Two of the three are 
negative.
Does anyone think that Miller’s 1988 article will be 

handed out to the MSOP students, or that Bobby Liddell, 
the MSOP director, will put it in their publication, The Yoke-
fellow? MSOP faculty members have been known to have 
Miller’s September 2005 article at the ready when they are 
asked about Miller’s involvement in the R&R of elders. 
Then they (at least some of them) can also present it to the 
inquirer to show that Miller has repented of his sin in teach-
ing and practicing the R&R of elders, etc., about which in 
reality the article says nothing.

One thing is for certain, Miller’s 1988 article is exceed-
ingly clear, frank, and candid on what the Bible teaches on 
balanced preaching and what some people who call for it 
actually mean by it. It is as succinct and pointed as his Sep-
tember 2005 article is nebulous and vague—but it certainly 
does not evidence Miller’s repentance for having taught and 
practiced at the Brown Trail Church of Christ the R&R of 
elders, etc.—for which to this day he has not repented.
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“we see here a young prince, heir to one of the greatest em-
pires of antiquity, the inheritor of an illustrious and unequaled 
name, with all the advantages which the glory and greatness 
of his father could give him reaping the benefits of a long 
peace, his coffers full of money, his cities filled with all man-
ner of store, his fleets ploughing the sea, his army guarding 
his frontier.” 

His position as king was indeed a position of prestige.
Jeroboam was “the son of Nebat, an Ephrathite of 

Zereda, Solomon’s servant, whose mother’s name was 
Zeruah, a widow woman” and “he lifted up his hand 

In the book of First Kings, chapters eleven and twelve 
we read of two men, Rehoboam and Jeroboam, both of 
whom desired to be king over all Israel. The position of king 
was a position of prestige and a position of power and a po-
sition of preeminence, and both men desired such.

A Position of Prestige: Rehoboam was the son of Solo-
mon, of the dynasty of David, and rightful heir to the throne 
when his father died. Thus when “Solomon slept with his 
fathers, and was buried in the city of David his father…
Rehoboam his son reigned in his stead” (1 Kng.. 11:43). 
The Pulpit Commentary points out that: 

THE MEN WHO WOULD BE KING
David B. Watson

Logic forces us to conclude that the balanced preaching 
called for by the brethren herein mentioned and others of 
like-mindedness will produce a balanced fellowship. But it 
will be a fellowship built on the same flimsy foundation that 
was advocated some forty or so years ago by the forerunners 
of those who dominate and control the universities operated 
by the brethren today—the balanced preaching best exem-
plified by Max Lucado and Rubel Shelly.

To a degree, the face of that balanced fellowship is re-
vealed in the article by Johnny Oxendine appearing on the 
front page of this issue of CFTF entitled, “THE ENCAMP-
MENT PULPIT” OR PERHAPS “THE POLISHED FAMI-
LY”: JANUS AT THE GATES… . Rather than allow the Word 
of God alone to determine what our obligations to Him are, 
these preachers are seeking a consensus of certain brethren 
of their own choosing, who to them seem to be somewhat in 
the church, in their efforts to decide what is and is not a mat-

ter of fellowship. And, then we wonder from where church 
councils, synods, and conferences came.  

When will we ever learn that it is God’s Truth alone 
that unites us and not a consensus reached by a conclave of 
frail but polished preachers who have the unmitigated gall to 
determine by their own likes and dislikes what a fellowship 
matter is and what it is not. The respect of many for Bible 
authority is certainly at a very low ebb.

By the mercies of Christ, we exhort all to pattern their 
characters after the examples of Moses, Joshua, Caleb, 
Samuel, Elijah, all the prophets, John the Immerser, Christ’s 
apostles, the New Testament evangelists, and above all Je-
sus Christ, our Lord, rather than today’s so-called balanced 
brethren who, from polished and glittering pulpits, spew 
their honey flavored and hypocritical poison out to audienc-
es that lap it up to the eternal destruction of all involved.                

THE UNVARNISHED PULPIT
       “Don‛t be negative, said some to me;
          But they were as negative as could be.
      Don‛t be negative was their constant cry
          But from the cross I heard Jesus sigh:
      ‘Twas not sweet positive truth I taught
          That caused my painful death to be wrought.
      It was exposure of error, lust, and greed,
          That prompted my enemies to plot the deed.‛
      So regardless of the cry of many
           I must be free from the blood of any.
      And when the Judgment opens wide,
          We can stand with the prophets side by side.
      Preach it, brother, preach, never compromise.
          God must be glorified; it cannot be otherwise.” 

—Author Unknown

ODE TO A HIRELING PREACHER
  Preach a sermon, preacher; but make it short and swe;
     Our stomachs strike at 12 o’clock, a hungering to eat.

          Preach a sermon, preacher; we care not at you say;
     As long as you leave us alone, and fire the other way.

          Preach a sermon, preacher; make it good and lain;
              But don’t you dare to g so close as to call sin by its name.  
          Preach a sermon, preacher; but don’t g too spific;
               As long as you will generalize, we think you are terrific.
          Preach a sermon, preacher; make it at we love to hear;
              We’ll pat you on your spinel back, ile you scratch     
              our itching ear.

 —Author Unknown
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and stopped him saying “this thing is from me” (1 Kng. 
12:24).

The Present Problems: The present distress among the 
congregations of God’s people concerns an impenitent false 
teacher, Dave Miller, who has been marked and avoided by 
faithful brethren for years. This false teacher currently has 
a position of prestige as executive director of Apologetics 
Press. This false teacher has a certain amount of power and 
ability and authority to control, sway and influence others. 
This false teacher has a degree of preeminence and is thus 
looked up to by some. Perhaps these are some of the reasons 
this false teacher refuses to repent.

There are others who fellowship and support him in 
spite of his error. Many of these supporters are men who 
would be king in that they also have or desire to have po-
sitions of prestige at or in schools or academies, colleges 
or universities, broadcasting networks, publishing corpora-
tions, etc. Many of these supporters and promoters have the 
power and ability and authority to control, sway and influ-
ence others in the church and/or organizations of which they 
are a part.

The Parallel: Many of the supporters of the false teach-
er, Dave Miller, are like “Diotrephes who loveth to have the 
preeminence” (3 John 9).

Diotrephes was said to be “prating against us (faithful 
brethren – DBW) with malicious words” (3 John 10). When 
Rehoboam answered the people who complained to him, 
the record says that he “answered the people roughly” (1 
Kng. 12:13). Faithful brethren, who have called for Dave 
Miller to repent, have been called “toxic” and “vile” and “li-
ars” (among other things) by supporters of the false teacher, 
Dave Miller.

Further, Diotrephes “receiveth us (faithful brethren 
– DBW) not” (3 John. 9). “Not content therewith” (with 
malicious words) “neither doth he himself receive the 
brethren” but “forbiddeth them that would, and casteth 
them out of the church” (3 John. 10). Supporters of the 
false teacher, Dave Miller, have not been content with their 
malicious words against faithful brethren, but have gone 
so far as to mark and withdraw fellowship from those who 
rightly call for Dave Miller’s repentance.

Faithful brethren, however, will continue to “follow not 
that which is evil, but that which is good.” (3 John 11). 
Faithful brethren will continue to remember: “He that do-
eth good is of God, but he that doeth evil hath not seen 
God” (3 John 11). Faithful brethren will continue to pray 
for and call upon Dave Miller and his supporters to repent 
of their evil. May God deliver His church from men who 
would be kings.

—2490 Larkspur Ave.
Middleburg, FL

 32068-5964

against the king. And this was the cause that he lifted up 
his hand against the king” (1 Kng. 11:26-27).

And it came to pass at that time when Jeroboam went 
out of Jerusalem, that the prophet Ahijah the Shilonite 
found him in the way; and he had clad himself with a new 
garment; and they two were alone in the field: and Ahi-
jah caught the new garment that was on him, and rent it 
in twelve pieces: and he said to Jeroboam, Take thee ten 
pieces: for thus saith the Lord, the God of Israel, Behold, 
I will rend the kingdom out of the hand of Solomon, and 
will give ten tribes to thee (1 Kng. 11:29-31).
God promised: “And I will take thee, and thou shalt 

reign according to all that thy soul desireth, and shalt be 
king over Israel” (1 Kng. 11:37). He was further told

And it shall be, if thou wilt hearken unto all that I com-
mand thee, and wilt walk in my ways, and do that is right 
in my sight, to keep my statutes and my commandments, 
as David my servant did; that I will be with thee, and 
build thee a sure house, as I built for David, and will give 
Israel unto thee (1 Kng. 11:38).

Jeroboam wanted and was promised a position of prestige.
A Position of Power: The word “power” means “the 

ability to control others; authority; sway; influence” (Web-
ster).

Rehoboam’s desire for power is seen in his answer to 
the complaint of the people of Israel. The people had com-
plained to him saying: “Thy father made our yoke heavy, 
but make thou it lighter unto us” (1 Kng. 12:10). Re-
hoboam answered “My little finger shall be thicker than 
my father’s loins. And now whereas my father did lade 
you with a heavy yoke, I will add to your yoke: my fa-
ther hath chastised you with whips, but I will chastise 
you with scorpions” (1 Kng. 12:10-11). Rehoboam saw his 
kingship as a position of power. “The man Jeroboam was 
a mighty man of valour: and Solomon seeing the young 
man that he was industrious, he made him ruler over 
all the charge of the house of Joseph” (1 Kng. 11:28). Je-
roboam was a powerful man but wanted a greater position 
of power.

A Position of Preeminence: The word “preeminent” 
means “to project forward……eminent above others, excel-
ling others……surpassing” (Webster).

And it came to pass, when all Israel heard that Jeroboam 
was come again, that they sent and called him unto the 
congregation, and made him king over all Israel: there 
was none that followed the house of David, but the tribe 
of Judah only (1 Kng. 12:20). 

Jeroboam received a position of preeminence.
And when Rehoboam was come to Jerusalem, he assem-
bled all the house of Judah, with the tribe of Benjamin, an 
hundred and fourscore thousand chosen men, which were 
warriors, to fight against the house of Israel, to bring the 
kingdom again to Rehoboam the son of Solomon (1 Kng. 
12:21).

Rehoboam would have forced his position of preeminence 
on the people with power except that God intervened 
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those things. The Holy Spirit inspired the Scriptures, and 
when people follow them, they are better for it. Many de-
nominational folk have given up being immoral because the 
Scriptures teach against it…. In fact, that many live a purer 
life does not prove they are Christians, either. 
This is nothing more than the philosophy of Max Lucado, as 
espoused in an article he wrote eight years ago: “A Dream 
Worth Keeping Alive: Liking the Fruit But Not the Orchard.” 
Lucado also saw people who possessed the characteristics 
of Galatians 5:22-23, and he too wrongly concluded, “Why, 
they must be Christians.” Who knows what will happen if he 
meets a patient Buddhist? In keeping with the spirit of this 
age, the means of determining who is a Christian has passed 
from objective criteria to subjective—from “Has he obeyed 
the gospel” to “Does he seem nice?”
That review went on to emphasize the importance of ap-

proaching the Bible objectively—to use the Scriptures to de-
termine who is a Christian, rather than feelings.

Strengths
The River’s Edge does have a few strengths. It affirms 

that baptism is “a total immersion into him” (referring to Je-
sus, although the authors never capitalize the personal pro-
noun) (4). They state correctly: “Baptism is not just a com-
mand to be obeyed, an essential requirement to be checked 
off the list” (5). They periodically elaborate on that point:

We bring them to the riverbank, but we also wait for them on 
the other side, ready to walk along side them, telling them 
stories of the kingdom, challenging them to grow, and pro-
viding the resources they need to mature and to serve their 
Lord (14).
They emphasize the importance of commitment, even 

going so far as to warn that “following Jesus isn’t for ev-
eryone” (18). They also urge that changed lives should be 
indicative of all Christians: “Transformation into the image 
of Christ is the chief aim of the Christian life…” (23). These 
are all points that the Scriptures teach, and they should be 
emphasized.  

Some time ago many churches received a booklet and a 
letter from the College of Biblical Studies at Abilene Christian 
University. The letter is addressed, “Dear church leader,” and 
is signed by Jack R. Reese, who is the dean of the aforemen-
tioned college. The opening words are: “Preaching baptism 
and practicing it faithfully are crucial for the church in these 
days.” While we agree wholeheartedly with that statement, 
the irony is that men like distinguished Carmichael Professor, 
Carroll D. Osburn (from Abilene Christian University) are 
the ones who have undermined the Bible’s teaching on this 
subject, insisting that whether we baptize for or because of 
the remission of sins should not be a barrier to fellowship.

Therefore, we seek pardon for being a tad skeptical of 
anything coming out of ACU regarding the role that baptism 
plays in salvation. The booklet is designed to give people in-
sight into baptism (which it does, in part). ACU’s goal is that 
it will be used as a basis for Bible study in adult classes and 
youth groups. Such a decision would not be wise because, 
in spite of a few excellent thoughts, the material is seriously 
flawed.

The authors are Jeff W. Childers and Frederick D. Aqui-
no. The former of these co-authored The Crux of the Matter 
(along with Jack Reese). In this book, faithful members of 
the church and Gospel preachers are accused of being judg-
mental and legalistic. Brethren are told that the authors, in 
their “study of the Scriptures began to call into question some 
of the conclusions we had reached in earlier decades” (18). 
Really?  Why? The Bible still teaches by direct statement, 
approved example, and implication.  What has changed? If 
someone comes along and shows a better way of doing things, 
we would all profit. If someone demonstrates that we have 
been guilty of poor interpretation techniques, fine—show us 
the better principle. But we are not about to trade fundamen-
tally sound principles just because certain “professors” are 
bored with them.  They further write:   

Third, as we began to move out of our isolation and have real 
dialogue and relationship with people from other religious 
groups, many of us were astonished to see demonstrations of 
the fruit of the Spirit in their lives. Some of them seemed to 
evidence more Christian virtues than many of us. How could 
this be, if they had not come to the right understanding of the 
truth as we saw it (18)?
Commenting on this paragraph in February of 2001, this 

reviewer wrote:
Read this paragraph again, for this is truly “the crux of the 
matter.” The faulty assumption is that denominational people 
have the fruit of the spirit and thus must be saved; the truth is 
that they have the appearance of the fruit because they have 
followed the teachings of the Word of God with respect to 

AT THE RIVER’S EDGE: MEETING JESUS IN BAPTISM
(A REVIEW, A RESPONSE, AND A REPLY)

Gary W. Summers
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Baptism is a marvelous point of entry for disciples and should 
not be commandeered by agendas that reduce it to a simple 
rule or that focus solely on debates about its essentiality. Such 
agendas distract us from the essence of baptism, weakening 
our understanding of the discipleship it pictures (10).
If the authors are trying to move ACU out from under the 

dark clouds of suspicion regarding what they teach concern-
ing salvation, this booklet will not accomplish that goal.  The 
above statement insults those who have prepared diligently 
and debated successfully over the years on this very topic. No 
one who has ever engaged in the arena of honorable public 
discussion (by the way, have these men ever presented their 
views publicly and had them challenged?) ever had any other 
“agenda” but to teach people the truth concerning what the 
Bible says. If anyone has an agenda, it would be the authors 
of this booklet, and their purpose is to direct people’s atten-
tion away from what the Bible teaches about the essentiality 
of baptism!

They also affirm that “it’s unlikely that total agreement 
on every baptismal issue can ever be achieved” (10). What 
kind of gobbledegook is this? Those who are willing to hear 
what God has revealed on the matter stand in agreement.  
A sincere student of the Word will want to know what the 
word transliterated baptism means; does the New Testament 
authorize sprinkling and pouring or only immersion? A true 
disciple is not going to say that Biblical information is not 
important.

A true disciple will not be satisfied to be baptized and 
not know the reasons behind it. Yet the authors scrupulously 
avoid the fact that baptism is for the forgiveness of sins.  In 
fact, Acts 2:38 is cited only one time in the entire booklet, and 
it is misapplied: “When a person is baptized ‘in the name of 
Jesus’ to receive ‘the gift of the Spirit’ (Acts 2:38), he or she 
is putting on Jesus, like putting on a different suit of clothes 
or a new skin (Galatians 3:27)” (8).  First of all, the verse 
does not say that we are baptized to receive the gift of the 
Spirit. Peter spoke thus: “Repent, and let every one of you 
be baptized for the remission of sins; and you shall receive 
the gift of the Holy Spirit” (Acts 2:38).

Receiving the gift of the Holy Spirit is the byproduct of 
being baptized for the forgiveness of sins. Never did Peter or 
any other New Testament preacher tell sinners to be baptized 
in order to receive the gift of the Holy Spirit.

Second, why did the authors of this booklet omit the 
reason that Peter did give for baptism—for the remission of 

The Importance of the Subject
Since baptism is something that has been emphasized by 

the churches of Christ, perhaps we ought to explain the rea-
sons for the attention that we give to it. The reason is NOT 
that it is more important than faith or repentance. In respond-
ing to God’s grace, we must first decide whether we believe 
that the Bible is the inspired Word of God and whether we be-
lieve in the God Who inspired that Word. Once the evidence 
leads us to the correct conclusion (John 20:30-31) and we are 
ready to trust God and His Son Jesus to save us from our sins, 
another major decision must be faced.

Are we willing to repent? Everything else hinges on this 
point. We may know and be convinced of the truthfulness 
of the Word and the Deity of Christ, but do we really want 
to give up the sinful things in life that we practice?  Many 
people want to grasp tightly all their worldly lusts and still be 
a redeemed Christian, but it simply does not work that way. 
A change in our actions, attitudes, and even our thinking is 
absolutely essential. Do we trust in God enough to give up 
sinful things and be satisfied with the spiritual blessings that 
come in their stead? It is precisely at this point that the most 
difficult decision is made.

If we determine to belong to God, then confessing that 
Jesus is the Son of God and being baptized are really no prob-
lem at all. If we are hungering and thirsting after righteous-
ness (Matt. 5:6), and we know that baptism is required, we 
will be like those on Pentecost: “Then those that gladly re-
ceived his word were baptized” (Acts 2:41; cf. v. 38).  If all 
this is so, then why do we emphasize baptism? 

Primarily, the reason is that there has been a concerted 
denial of its involvement in salvation.  Many are preaching 
the unbiblical doctrine of “faith only,” which does not al-
low for repentance, confession, or baptism. Most “sinner’s 
prayers” do not mention these, either. Thus, we have taken 
it upon ourselves to call attention to the role of baptism in 
salvation.

Weaknesses and Errors
Therefore, this booklet is greatly disappointing: while it 

discusses many worthwhile aspects of baptism, it does not 
take the opportunity to highlight its most crucial element—
the forgiveness of sins. The word blood does not occur in this 
booklet, which is remarkable. In fact, stating the truth about 
the blood of Christ washing away our sins in baptism is not 
thought worthy of mention, and, to the contrary, the authors 
think it should be ignored. They write: “Discussing baptism’s 
essentiality reveals little, but looking into its essence can 
open our eyes to see the power of Jesus to cleanse and renew 
broken lives…” (5).  

Wait a minute!  How can the authors divorce baptism’s 
essentiality from its essence? Its essence is the very thing that 
makes it essential. If baptism is involved in man’s obtaining 
forgiveness of sins (its essence), then how can its essentiality 
be minimized? Yet the authors of this booklet do minimize 
baptism. Consider the following two sentences.
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sins removed? Imagine Ananias saying to Paul, “And now 
why are you waiting?  Arise and go buy some special bap-
tismal clothes and in two weeks we will have a ceremony” 
(Acts 22:16)!! 

In their haste to dispense with baptism for the remis-
sion of sins, the authors (in effect) challenge the Lord Jesus 
Christ. For example, when we ask, “Is baptism the work of 
God or a human work?” we are forcing a false distinction 
that does not fit the full incarnational glory of God being 
unveiled in Christ (10).

Pardon the unsophisticated expression, O erudite and 
educated writers, but Hogwash! People need to know the an-
swer to that question. If baptism is of men, then it is a work 
of human merit and cannot be considered part of salvation.  
If, on the other hand, it is the “working of God” (Col. 2:12, 
a Scripture not mentioned in this section), then it must be 
regarded as essential.  

Furthermore, did it never occur to these “scholars” 
that this is the very question Jesus asked? “The baptism 
of John—where was it from? From heaven or from men?” 
(Matt. 21:25).  Would they deign to take the Lord to task for 
pitting humanity against God (11)?  

More could be said by way of criticism—especially 
regarding the Holy Spirit (#5, 29), but these comments are 
sufficient to convey the point that these authors, with the 
endorsement of Jack Reese, dean of the graduate school of 
theology, have attempted to sanitize salvation by removing 
from it the concepts of sin and the blood of Christ shed on 
the cross.  They have tried to remake baptism into a positive, 
personal, “extreme makeover” experience. We are much saf-
er with the New Testament, which presents baptism as that 
which removes the sins of the penitent soul, without which 
he would remain lost. 

sins? This is no accident or oversight; what we find in their 
words is a deliberate attempt to remove the purpose the in-
spired Holy Spirit put into the text and replace it with an idea 
that (although in the text) is not the purpose for baptism.

The writers progress even further in their clumsy efforts 
to obscure Acts 2:38. They provide three reasons for baptism.  
The first one refers to John 3:5-8 and the new birth, which is 
certainly an important passage. But then they say, “Our bap-
tism connects us to the birth of Jesus. It is as if the Spirit of 
God were hovering over the waters, ready to bring forth a new 
creation at God’s command (Genesis 1:2)” (9).  What exactly 
is the connection between Jesus’ birth and our new birth, ac-
cording to them? This text makes no sense.

“Second, in the water, we’re also joining Jesus in the Jor-
dan river. His presence in the water purifies it, transforming it 
from a muddy stream into the cleansing waters that sanctify 
us to become his servants” (9). What? Cleansing has nothing 
to do with the physical quality of the waters (1 Peter 3:21). We 
are cleansed by the blood of Jesus WHEN we obey from the 
heart the command to be baptized (Rom. 6:17-18; Acts 2:38; 
Acts 22:16; Rev. 1:5).

The third point about joining Jesus in His death, burial, 
and resurrection is Scriptural, and they cite Romans 6:3-4.  But 
they cannot bring themselves to say that baptism is essential to 
salvation or that it is the means by which our sins are washed 
away. Although they argue that we must die to ourselves, there 
is no hint that we must die to SIN. Romans 6:6 (which they 
do not mention, although it is in the context) gives both of 
these: “Knowing this, that our old man was crucified with 
Him, that the body of sin might be done away with, that we 
should no longer be slaves of sin, For he who has died has 
been freed from sin” (Rom. 6:6-7).

That the authors harbor a low view of the true purpose 
of baptism is seen by their opening comments. They describe 
baptism as “a long-awaited event or the spontaneous response 
to an inspiring sermon” (3). In what church has baptism been a 
long-planned event? Someone might make the decision to be 
baptized and plan for the following day, but we never encour-
age any one to put off obedience—particularly for a long time. 
In the New Testament, all obedience was immediate. What the 
authors describe sounds more like a ritual than baptism the 
way it is taught in the New Testament.  

This notion was not accidental; they later encourage 
planning “the structure of Sunday worship around baptismal 
events” (13). This sounds like what the denominations do 
when they plan for a baptismal service every six months or 
so. They do not keep their baptisteries clean and ready for use. 
They only fill them up once or twice a year for their special 
public services. If one is going to pick out special clothing 
for the occasion (13), he certainly does not regard baptism as 
essential—the  way it is presented in the New Testament. The 
authors (apparently) do not view baptism as the passing from 
a lost state into a saved one. Why would someone who has 
been taught about salvation properly want to wait to have his 
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thing coming out of ACU regarding the role that baptism plays 
in salvation, Author X claimed I was “biased,” “judgmental,” 
someone with an agenda, an ACU basher, on an “anti-ACU 
crusade,” and, furthermore that my heart was not right (1).  
[Is it because of paragraphs like this one that he did not want 
the letter shared?]  No, actually, I was just being realistic. 
ACU, for years, has been at apostasy’s edge. Sound Gospel 
preachers take issue with professors who term Genesis 1-2 
as Creation Hymn myths, copies of which material were pro-
vided by Dr. Bert Thompson, and several brethren have seen 
the evidence. We further take umbrage at Andre Resner’s 
blasphemous article, “Christmas at Matthew’s House,” in 
which it was irresistibly implied that Mary, the mother of 
our Lord, was an immoral woman, along with “dear, sweet 
Ruth.” ACU’s response to all of these irreverent professors 
has been to defend them. Paul taught that false teachers are 
to be noted (Rom. 16:17), not defended.  It is true that many 
have no confidence in ACU—and rightly so.

If Paul could take issue with false teachers, why should 
we not do likewise?  If ACU disagrees with Osburn’s teach-
ing against baptism, why is he a distinguished professor?  I 
have no loyalty to any man-made institution—but rather to 
God, His Word, and the church of our Lord and Savior Je-
sus Christ. If ACU took a Biblical stand for Truth, faithful 
brethren would be ecstatic, but she repudiates no false doc-
trine—only those who point it out.

Next, I was accused of thinking that my readers are in-
competent and trying to prevent them from reading the book-
let for themselves (2). This charge is laughable.  I assume that 

A Response—At Apostasy’s Edge 
On May 16th, I published a review of At The River’s 

Edge, a booklet written by Jeff W. Childers and Frederick D. 
Aquino, published by ACU Press. One of the authors wrote 
and asked for a copy of my comments, which I emailed to 
him.  A few days ago I received a 6-page response from him 
via e-mail. It was not exactly what I expected from the aca-
demic community (which would have been something like, 
“I’m afraid you missed the point of the book, old chap”).  In-
stead, the reply was exceedingly defensive and quite accusa-
tory.

My usual procedure in such matters is to quote directly 
from someone so that there is no possibility of misrepresenta-
tion, but the next to last paragraph reads: 

I have sent you this letter because I believe that your 
review deserves a response. This is a personal letter and 
I trust that you will be ethical and not share, distribute 
or publish any portion of this letter without asking me 
first (6).
This request, then, is the only part I will quote—for obvi-

ous reasons. It is perplexing, however. First of all, since he was 
involved in the publishing of a book (for public distribution 
and consumption), and since my review was therefore also 
public, why would he want his response to be kept private? 
If he really thinks that I did his material an injustice, why not 
defend it at the same level it was criticized—publicly?

Furthermore, I did not solicit this letter, nor did he be-
stow conditions before sending it, such as, “I will reply to 
you—but only if you keep it confidential.”  Therefore, in the 
absence of a prior arrangement, technically,  I could quote 
every word, but out of consideration for the request, a para-
phrase of the major points will be used instead—except for 
brief words or phrases in quotation marks.  “Why even do 
that?” one might wonder.  The explanation is that the e-mail 
is very instructive. If one of the authors reacted this way, oth-
ers might, also.

Prior to the actual review, I noted that the booklet’s pur-
pose was to emphasize that baptism is crucial for the church at 
this time and that such a claim was ironic in light of Professor 
Carroll D. Osburn’s de-emphasis of it. Author X (since even 
his name shall remain anonymous) accused me of “mudsling-
ing” and said that what Osburn teaches has nothing to do with 
their booklet (1).

Really? In one sense, there is a point here, but it is noth-
ing more than a quibble.  While it is true that Osburn did not 
write this booklet, it is the case that all are professors at the 
same “Christian” university and that one of them denies the 
value of baptism while others allegedly uphold it (of course, 
they did not really uphold it, after all).  This is precisely what 
was claimed–irony, which is not the same as “mud-slinging.” 
But here is the most important question: “Does Author X dis-
agree with Carroll Osburn on this subject?”

Concerning the fact that people are skeptical about any-
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X termed it a “bad move,” arguing that I should not let de-
nominations dictate how I present the truth (2).  Did not Paul 
include the wonderful definitions of love in 1 Corinthians 13 
because those brethren were deficient in it? Did Paul let the 
Judaizing teachers influence what he said and how he wrote 
to the Galatian brethren? The rationale that would ignore 
what others think makes no sense. Did Jesus not ask what 
men were saying about Him (Matt. 16:13)? If the Bible is to 
be relevant, we must take into account the current popular 
thinking—and deal with it in light of the Scriptures. To teach 
about baptism, for example—and not take into account that a 
large segment of society envisions (upon hearing that word) 
sprinkling or pouring—would constitute a high order of fool-
ishness and naiveté. How can one also not assume that people 
have been erroneously taught that they are saved before and 
apart from baptism?

Previously, I asked: “If baptism is involved in man’s ob-
taining forgiveness of sins (its essence), then how can its es-
sentiality be minimized?” Author X exhorts me to be “more 
honest” and then poses a false dilemma about agreeing with 
him or admitting that baptism is just a rule (3). His comments 
here really make no sense. What more honesty can be re-
quired than to say baptism is not a ritual but rather a required, 
meaningful, essential act? He is the one who never mentioned 
the blood of Christ and barely noticed Acts 2:38, yet he ac-
cuses me of “spoon-feeding” people “baby food” (3).

Of my affirmation: “Those who are willing to hear what 
God has revealed on the matter stand in agreement,” he re-
plies: “Are you serious?” Yes; sometimes I attempt to use a 
little humor, but this was not one of those instances. He again 
offered me a false dilemma—which I decline to accept—and 
accused me of being “the slave of a very suspicious and cru-
sading agenda” (3). Does he think I will believe his vain rep-
etition just because he devotes himself to “much speaking”?  
To answer my point, he gives examples of using a baptis-
try versus a natural body of water and disagreements over 
whether someone is too young to be baptized.  Therefore, 
conscientious brethren can be in disagreement. The illustra-
tions would work better if they were the subject. The context 
of those “willing to hear” what God has revealed about bap-
tism refers to its essentiality, which he should know. This is 
just an effort of distraction from the primary issue.

Absurdity
The main criticism I had of their booklet (and there were 

others that were not dealt with) was that they were writing, 
ostensibly, to elevate baptism to its rightful place; yet they 
did not discuss the key characteristic of its connection with 
the forgiveness of sins—although it is mentioned briefly on 
page 10. Author X castigated me for not mentioning Acts 2:39 
and therefore, obviously believing that baptism was only for 
people in the first century (3)!  He would be right in reaching 
such a decision if I had written a book with that very purpose 

all of those who read what I write are intelligent and compe-
tent. Every article I write is accessible to anyone and open for 
criticism. All of them are on the Internet (or soon will be), 
and occasionally people do take issue (although 90% of those 
who do are Max Lucado devotees).  Author X’s booklet is 
in my office and available for anyone to borrow. I asked the 
secretary here to read it and to specifically look for the word 
blood. She did not find it, either, and her overall impression 
was, “Are they supposed to be in favor of baptism?”

Also, I am accused of being dishonest because I men-
tioned a previous book by the same author and am there-
fore wrong for using the fallacy of “guilt by association.”  
It would be wrong to conclude that two similar actions link 
people—without further evidence.  For example, if a mob-
ster likes Italian food and a Christian brother also enjoys it, it 
would not follow—if both were in the restaurant at the same 
time—that the brother is also a mobster. The connection must 
be greater than mere coincidence.

In this instance, however, when the author of two books 
is the same, such is scarcely coincidence or unrelated. Life is 
not a courtroom, in which evidence is suppressed and we are 
not allowed to know anything except what we are currently 
viewing. Most of the time, people select a great portion of 
their current reading based on what the author has previously 
written. A book jacket frequently mentions previous efforts 
by the same writer.  In fact, At the River’s Edge, on page 41, 
states: “Looking for more? Check out the other books in the 
Heart of the Restoration series, and this list features one of 
the co-author’s previous works! This objection is fatuous!

Personal Pronouns
In my review I made a parenthetical remark about the 

authors not capitalizing personal pronouns relating to Deity. 
Author X (or should it be author x?) not only took offense 
but accused me of abiding by the 17th-century English liter-
ary ideology of human editors (2). This charge is just plain 
sloppy on his part. Although the King James translators chose 
to capitalize God, Father, and Holy Spirit (which are not cap-
italized in the Greek text), they did not capitalize personal 
pronouns relating to any of Them. It is the 20th-century New 
King James translators who did.

He said that the implication was that they did not rever-
ence the Lord, which was “sheer rubbish,” more “mud-sling-
ing” (I’m beginning to wonder if I reviewed a religious pub-
lication or a political one), and “wrong” (2). The only thing 
he did not do is explain why they chose not to capitalize pro-
nouns that refer to Deity.  To be sure it is a preference, but 
most brethren think the upper case conveys an attitude of re-
spect. It does not, however, involve a “thus saith the Lord.”

Baptism
When I explained that we emphasize baptism because 

so many people deny its involvement in salvation, Author 
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me of not being sensitive to the training of children and ad-
vocating that every baptism be a “surprise.” Actually, there 
was nothing in the context about children being trained from 
birth or the parents looking forward to their baptism all their 
lives. The authors simply wrote: “Whether a long-planned 
event or the spontaneous response to an inspiring sermon, a 
public baptism was an event of great importance” (3). No one 
would imagine, from those words, the interpretation which 
Author X seeks to place upon these words. How many read-
ers have ever witnessed a baptism that would qualify as a 
“long-planned event”? Some may have waited two or three 
days—perhaps, a week at most. Churches do not plan far 
in the future for baptisms. Even when young people are in-
volved, it is not generally known very far in advance.  In fact, 
parents have often admitted, “I had no idea he would obey 
today.” Author X did not satisfactorily explain the terminol-
ogy used here, nor did he comment on the use of the word 
“ceremony” in connection with baptism.

Once again, I was tagged as one who has a “mud-sling-
ing agenda” for being critical of baptisms as long-planned 
events (with respect to special clothing) (5), but there was no 
response to the observation that in the Scriptures baptisms 
were usually impromptu and immediate. 

Did I misrepresent the authors in saying that they do not 
view baptism as the passing from a lost state into a saved 
one?  Author X declares that the booklet portrays baptism as 
“a radical change from non-disciple to disciple” (5). These 
are not identical expressions in the minds of most people.

He chastises me for showing that baptism is a Divine 
work (“the working of God”), and I cited Colossians 2:12, 
which he ignored. He tries to make me say that “human re-
sponse” is not a part of it.  Of course, it is, but that fact does 
not negate that God is the one who washes away our sins 
WHEN we obey, which I had affirmed.

He closes by stating that we both believe in baptism (6). 
Nearly every religious person does. Many, however, fail to 
see the meaning of the word (its mode—immersion), and few 
understand that its purpose is for the forgiveness of sins. How 
about a booklet on that?

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792



An appeaser is one who feeds a crocodile – hoping it 
will eat him last.

If you have an important point to make, don’t try to 
be subtle or clever. Use a pile-driver. Hit the point 
once. Then come back and hit it again. Then hit it a 
third time – a tremendous whack!

The truth is incontrovertible, malice may attack it, 
ignorance may deride it, but in the end; there it is.

— Winston Churchill

in mind and then omitted it.  Such was not my goal, however; 
this lame censure is mere flummery.

It is with great pleasure I report that Author X says he 
strongly believes in Acts 2:38 and that he baptizes for that 
reason (4). He offers an explanation for their rationale; they 
wanted to concentrate more on the “Gospels” (actually there 
is only one Gospel—just four accounts of it) (4). Okay, then, 
why did John baptize?  He preached a baptism of repentance 
“for the remission of sins” (Mark 1:4).  Jesus also said that 
His blood was “shed for many for the remission of sins” 
(Matt. 26: 28). What a great opportunity to show the connec-
tion of the blood of Christ to the remission of sins. Why did 
they not do so?

He wonders why I did not mention this sentence: “First, 
we’re reborn by water and the Spirit, experiencing a “wash-
ing of rebirth and renewal,” as a new creation cleansed of 
sin (John 3:5-8)” (9).

I highlighted the passage, and there is nothing wrong 
with it—except that it needs more explanation. Any denomi-
national person could quote these verses and make the same 
point. We waited for further explication of the words but 
found none. Frankly, I could not comprehend the point made 
next, which was: “Our baptism connects us to the birth of 
Jesus” (9). Apparently, Mary conceiving Jesus by the Holy 
Spirit is supposed to have something to do with us becom-
ing a new creation. But we are born again by the Spirit in the 
sense of being begotten by the Word (1 Peter 1:23).  The two 
concepts are not similar.

“There’s Power in the….”
Author X agrees that we are saved by the power of Jesus’ 

blood, but then adds that to link baptism with the blood of 
Christ is “not a major New Testament theme.” He then ac-
cuses me of depending more on “preaching traditions” and 
spiritual songs, and “debating traditions” than the Word of 
God (4). First of all, why should “debating traditions” be dis-
missed with a wave of the hand, as though they were part of a 
pile of dirty laundry?  In debates, our brethren have compiled 
some of the best and compelling material to make their points.  
They have frequently converted souls with their careful argu-
mentation and reasoning from the Scriptures.  Those brethren 
ought to be praised rather than dismissed as insignificant.

Second, blood and water came forth from the Lord’s 
body, according to John 19:34. The book of Hebrews men-
tions the blood of Christ several times in the context of for-
giveness of sins (see chapters 9-10). Furthermore, why did 
the eunuch ask to be baptized, since Philip had preached to 
him Jesus (which would include the shedding of His blood 
for our sins)?  The New Testament obviously connects the 
blood of Christ with baptism for the remission of sins.  The 
diatribe against their mention of blood continues for another 
paragraph.

Planning
The next paragraph is just as shrill. In response to the 

criticism of baptism being a long-planned event, he accuses 
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THE PAST
Phillip Schaff, in his History of the Christian Church 

(Volume IV, page 268) states the following:
In the middle of the ninth century, a mysterious book made its 
appearance, which gave legal expression to the popular opin-
ion of the papacy, raised and strengthened its power more 
than any other agency, and forms to a large extent the basis of 
the canon law of the church of Rome. 

He continued: “This is a collection of ecclesiastical laws un-
der the false name of bishop Isidore of Seville (died 636), 
hence called the “Pseudo-Isidorian Decretals.” 

F. W. Mattox in his book The Eternal Kingdom states 
the following in the chapter on “Sources Of Support For The 
Papacy” under the heading of “Papal Support From False 
Documents” (page 182): 

The desire to elevate the papacy above the emperor continued 
throughout the entire medieval period. In a contest such as 
took place between the pope and the Emperor, it is not sur-
prising that evil forces would come to the front with skilled 
forgeries and shrewd manipulation of historical events in or-
der to place the pope in supreme authority.
Isidore died in 636 and left behind a great reputation for men-
tal and moral accomplishments. His reputation was used as 
authority for forgery which favored the authority of the Ro-
man bishop above that of the political rulers. The age was 
uncritical, and for a while the entire church was deceived. 
It seemed the church officials welcomed the deception, and 
the true nature of the false documents was concealed long 

THE PSEUDO-ISIDORIAN DECRETALS
David B. Watson

enough to strengthen every branch of the ecclesiastical au-
thority and to place the pope in a position of supreme author-
ity. These false documents are known as the Pseudo-Isidorian 
Decretals.” 
Schaff concludes: “Fictitious documents, canons, and 

decretals were nothing new; but the Pseudo-Isidorian col-
lection is the most colossal and effective fraud known in the 
history of ecclesiastical literature.” He explains: 

Pseudo-Isidore advocates the papal theocracy. The clergy is a 
divinely instituted, consecrated, and inviolable caste, mediat-
ing between God and the people, as in the Jewish dispensa-
tion. The priests are the “spirituales,” the laity the “carnales.” 
He who sins against them sins against God. They are subject 
to no earthly tribunal, and responsible to God alone, who ap-
pointed them judges of men. The privileges of the priesthood 
culminate in the episcopal dignity, and the episcopal dignity 
culminates in the papacy. The cathedra Petri is the fountain of 
all power. Without the consent of the pope no bishop can be 
deposed, no council be convened. He is the ultimate umpire 
of all controversy, and from him there is no appeal. He is 
often call “episcopus univeralis” 
The amazing thing is that this fraud was continued 

from the ninth until the seventeenth centuries. Schaff says: 
“The genuineness of Pseudo-Isidore was not doubted during 
the middle ages but is now universally given up by Roman 
Catholic as well as Protestant historians.” 

Mattox says:
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Editorial...

A VOICE FROM THE PAST
Guy N. Woods

There has been an ever increasing tendency in the past 
few years to seek a change in the methods that have former-
ly motivated us in our attitude toward the denominational 
world. Brethren have contended for a different method of 
approach, have urged a modified view of the relation we sus-
tain to the world. Particularly is this true with reference to 
the tactics that should characterize us in discussing the dif-
ferences between the New Testment church and the denom-
inations. As a result debates with sectarians have become 
unpopular, strong preaching is frowned upon, and a gener-
ally soft attitude has become the order of the day. In the 
field of journalism, especially, has the battle waxed warm. It 
is urged that argumentation and controversy have no place 
in a religious journal; that it is detrimental to the cause to 
hand copies of our pages containing such to our friends not 
Christians, and that the papers should be purged of all such. 
It is strange that proponents of this theory do not see that 
their argument is equally valid against the New Testament 
itself. Paul withstood Peter to the face because he was to be 
blamed, and later told the world about it in his epistle to the 
churches of Galatia. Paul and Barnabas dissented so sharply 
over John Mark that they parted company.

Evidently, Luke did not feel the need of suppressing this 
interesting bit of information concerning those men. Many 
other similar accounts are recorded with great detail in the 
book of God. Indeed, we hesitate not to assert that this free-
dom to investigate and critiicize is the one safeguard against 
corruption of doctrine and innovation in worship. Only the 
realization that what we write is subject to the most minute 
examination and the severest investigation will keep us from 
apostasy in matters of doctrine. It is indeed strange that any 
one who has regard for the Lord and his Word would seek 
to surpass criticism, or lift his utterances above the level of 
investigation. The very attempt smacks suspiciously of the 
papacy.

Denominationalism is the curse and bane of the age. 
So long as it remains to mislead and deceive the people, 
our work will not be finished. It is our duty to fearlessly un-
sheathe the Sword of the Spirit, boldly go forth to battle, and 
plunge it into the very heart of sectarianism, until, mangled 
and bleeding, it is left to die in its own shame. Let the Lord’s 
disciples learn that their Master came not to bring peace 
on earth, but a sword.The servant is not above his master. 
Christianity is in its very nature aggressive, and its friends 
must never succumb to that maudlin pietism that trucks to 
the popularity of the world. The great characters of the past 
who have walked pleasingly before the Lord have been men 
who were not afraid. Noah stirred up considerable strife be-
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(Continued From Page 1)
“It is now completely discredited by scholars of the Roman 
church as well as all other students of church history. Al-
though the document is entirely discredited, it exercised very 
great influence upon the development of the Roman papacy.
He further states: 
The Pseudo-Isidorian Decretals were questioned as early as 
the fifteenth century, but it was the seventeenth century re-
formed theologian Blondel that proved them to be false. After 
his evidence was presented, scholars of the Roman church ac-
knowledged that they were false documents, but by this time 
they had accomplished their purpose. These false documents 
gave the papacy a strength that it would not otherwise have 
been able to achieve. After having gained the power which it 
did, the Catholic Church refused to surrender it even though 
the basis on which it was attained was proven to be false.
Schaff concludes:
 Pseudo-Isidorus was no doubt a sincere believer in the hierar-
chical system; nevertheless his collection is to a large extent a 
conscious high church fraud, and must as such be traced to the 
father of lies. It belongs to the Satanic element in the history 
of the Christian hierarchy, which has as little escaped tempta-
tion and contamination as the Jewish hierarchy. 

THE POINTS
Please note the following points from the past history 

set out above. First, evil forces came to the front with skilled 
forgeries and shrewd manipulation of historical events. Sec-

ond, the age was uncritical and for a while the entire church 
was deceived. Third, church officials welcomed the decep-
tion. Fourth, the true nature of the false documents was con-
cealed long enough for them to accomplish their purpose. 
Fifth, evidence was finally presented that proved them to be 
false. Sixth, that which was gained by these false documents 
refused to be surrendered even though the basis upon which 
such was attained was proven to be false.
THE PRESENT

In 2005 two documents were presented to the brother-
hood of the churches of Christ. First, there was a document 
entitled “Statement of Support.” It stated:

We, the undersigned, wish to announce that we have com-
plete confidence that Apologetics Press is on a firm footing 
that will insure its continued work of excellence. We com-
mend AP to the brotherhood and recommend that it continue 
to be the recipient of financial and moral support.

Affixed to said document were the names of sixty (60) 
brethren. Second was a statement by Dave Miller entitled 
“For Honorable Brethren Who Sincerely Want To Know.” 
THE PARALLELS

First, at a time when numerous brethren were pointing 
out that Dave Miller had taught and practiced the unauthor-
ized elder re-evaluation/reaffirmation procedure and that he 

fore the flood, and Moses created quite a storm in Egypt. Elijah disturbed Israel, and John the Baptist was beheaded for his 
fearless preaching (“Christianity in a Changing World,” Abilene Christian College Lectures, 1939).—Deceased

“The Cancelled Meeting”
Winfred Clark

Some four years ago, at the request of a church, I sched-
uled a meeting in a certain town. However, some three or four 
weeks before the meeting was to begin I received a phone 
call from the preacher. He was most cordial and seemed to 
be enthusiastic about the meeting.

In the course of the conversation he requested that I not 
preach on the subject of “Divorce and Remarriage” one way 
or the other. He also stated that this request would be made 
of preachers on both sides of the question. His observation 
was that you can’t unscramble eggs, which in essence says 
that an unscriptural marriage can’t be dissolved. His doc-
trine is that at baptism those in an unscriptural marriage can 
continue in such.

In a second conversation with him. I let him know that I 
did not want to come with my hands tied. On Monday morn-
ing I called him and told him to talk to the elders to let them 
know that I could not come with my hands tied. However, I 
wanted him and them to know that I was not cancelling the 
meeting. I had given my word and was obligated to keep it. I 
could not in good conscience go with such restrictions.

A week later one of the elders called to let me know that 

they had made the decision that the subject not be discussed 
one way or the other because of the difference in beliefs. 
I stated that I could not come with my hands tied. He did 
not view it in that way and I tried to point out to him that it 
would be the same as if they were to say I should not discuss 
Premillenialism.

Since I would not go with the restrictions that such could 
not be discussed, they cancelled the meeting. Let me state 
here that I know that elders have a right to determine who 
preaches in a meeting or who does not. If they desire to can-
cel a meeting, they have the power to do so. However, I fear 
for a church where the elders restrict the Truth.

One thing I must emphasize, not all the elders of this 
church share this view nor do all the members. This being 
the case, I think I along with you can see a sad future for 
this church.

God forbid that this should be a harbinger of things to 
come. Is this not the fruit coming from the seeds of error that 
have been and are now being sown” —Deceased  (CFTF, 
March, 1981, p.15)?

[There are more elders, preachers, and members with 
itching ears now than in 1981. And, no one can scratch an 
itching ear like a hireling preacher who is a respecter of 
persons.  —Editor] 
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had advocated an erroneous position regarding marriage, 
divorce, and remarriage, evil forces came to the front with 
these documents. These two documents were not forgeries, 
but they skillfully gave to Apologetics Press and its new di-
rector, Dave Miller, a strength (a position of prestige, power 
and pre-eminence) it and he would not otherwise have been 
able to achieve. The apostle John wrote:

Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine 
of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine 
of Christ, he hath both the Father and the Son.  If there 
come any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive 
him not into your house, neither bid him God speed:  For 
he that biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil 
deeds. (2 John 9-11).
 Dave Miller had transgressed and was not abiding in 

the doctrine of Christ. Dave Miller thus, had not God. Yet 
these documents commended him and recommended that 
he be received and that brethren bid him God speed. These 
documents caused brethren who did so to become partakers 
of Dave Miller’s evil deeds. 

Second, during the “Dark Ages” in Europe people were 
uncritical because they could not read or write, and, even 
if they could, they did not have access to the Bible. But 
our age is critical. People today can read and write. People 
today have ready access to the Bible. Why then will they 
allow themselves to be deceived by lies and frauds? Jesus 
answered:

For this people’s heart is waxed gross, and their ears are 
dull of hearing, and their eyes they have closed; lest at any 
time they should see with their eyes, and hear with their 
ears, and should understand with their heart, and should 
be converted, and I should heal them. (Mat. 13:15). 
Third, those considered as church leaders by some today 

welcomed the deception. Notice the sixty names of brethren 
affixed to the “Statement of Support” that was sent out to the 
brotherhood. It seems that the “hierarchy” of the church of 
Christ has as little escaped temptation and contamination as 
the Jewish hierarchy.

Fourth, the true nature of these documents was con-
cealed long enough for them to accomplish their purpose. 
For example, Dave Miller’s statement was and continues to 
be claimed by some to be a statement of repentance. Yet, it 
contains no statement of repentance (Luke 17:3-4). Neither 
does it contain a confession of sins (1 John 1:9). Neither does 
it contain a request for forgiveness (Acts 8:22). It seems our 
brethren have forgotten the requirements of God’s second 
law of pardon for erring brethren. 

Fifth, Evidence was presented by brother Dub McClish 
exposing the fraud that Dave Miller’s statement was a state-
ment of repentance in the October 2005 issue of Defender. 
This same material is also available through CFTF on a 
free CD concerning Dave Miller’s errors widely distributed 
without cost to honorable brethren who sincerely want to 
know the facts.

Sixth, that which was gained by these false documents 
refused to be surrendered even though the basis upon which 
such was attained was proven to be false. Concerning the 
shrewd manipulation of historical events calls to remem-
brance the lie that was told by B. J. Clarke that no one had 
objected to Dave Miller’s errors until many years after they 
occurred and then did so for reasons less than honorable. 
Three other men who appeared with B. J. at the time he told 
this lie refused to correct it even though all three of them 
(Curtis Cates, Garland Elkins, Robert Taylor) themselves 
had opposed Dave Miller’s errors almost immediately after 
they occurred. 
THE PROBLEM

The amazing thing is that this fraud has continued for 
years now. We paraphrase Schaff when we say that these 
documents constitute a high church fraud and must as such 
be traced to the father of lies. They belong to the Satanic 
element in the history of the church and are one of the most 
colossal and effective frauds known in our recent history. 
May God help brethren to “believe not every spirit, but 
try the spirits whether they are of God: because many 
false prophets are gone out into the world” (1 John 4:1) 
and to “prove all things; hold fast that which is good” (1 
The. 5:21).

—2490 Larkspur Ave.
Middleburg, FL 32068-5964
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Bible students will recognize the wording of the title 
as coming from the conclusion of Jesus’ parable about the 
unrighteous steward (Luke 16:1–8). At the end of the par-
able, the Lord concluded: “For the sons of this world are 
for their own generation wiser than the sons of the light” 
(v. 8). Those of us who have “been around for awhile” have 
seen many illustrations of this principle. Those who are not 
Christians are often seen to behave with far more logic, con-
sistency, and even righteousness and integrity than the elect. 
Such demonstrations were definitely not confined to Jesus’ 
generation.

“THE SONS OF THIS WORLD”—SOME
“TEACHABLE MOMENTS”

Note that the Lord did not say that the “sons of this 
world” are always wiser than the “sons of light” (if they 
were, they would not remain “sons of this world”). The fol-
lowing recent occurrence demonstrates that they can be just 
as illogical and foolish as brethren sometimes are. Ann Coul-
ter has been for the last few years a conservative heroine and 
icon to millions because of her unabashed, no-holds-barred 
style of writing and speaking in defense of conservative is-
sues in politics, ethics, and morals. She skillfully uses words 
as a surgeon uses a scalpel, combining wit and powerful 
sarcasm. The left despises (and fears) her for her ability to 
dismantle and expose its disastrous agenda in government, 
academia, and religion. She is a veritable lightning rod for 
all liberals and progressives. 

World Net Daily (WND), an Internet news service, 
planned what it billed its “Taking America Back” Confer-
ence (9/17/10). Because of her well-deserved reputation, 
Conference planner, Joseph Farah, invited Coulter to be one 
of the high-profile speakers, and she accepted. 

All was well until news surfaced that Coulter had also 
accepted an invitation to speak at the “Homocon” confer-
ence (sponsored by the sodomite Republican organization, 
“GOProud”) the week after the WND gathering. While GO-
Proud professes to be politically conservative, its members 
are homosexuals (or sympathizers thereof) who advocate 
such things as same-sex “marriage” and open homosexual 
identity for those in military service. Understandably, the 
GOProud folk consider snagging Coulter a real coup. When 
Farah learned of Coulter’s GOProud participation, he re-
scinded her invitation to the WND conference. While in-
dicating it was a “gut-wrenching” decision because of his 
admiration for Coulter, he explained:

Ultimately, as a matter of principle, it would not make sense 
for us to have Ann speak to a conference about “taking Amer-
ica back” when she clearly does not recognize that the ideals 

“THE SONS OF THIS WORLD ARE…WISER”
Dub McClish

to be espoused there simply do not include the radical and 
very “unconservative” agenda represented by GOProud. 
When he asked Coulter why she was speaking to GO-

Proud, she replied: “They hired me to give a speech, so I’m 
giving a speech. I do it all the time.” Obviously, Coulter 
was not going there to oppose their immoral behavior and 
agenda. Farah responded: “Do you not understand you are 
legitimizing a group that is fighting for same-sex marriage 
and open homosexuality in the military—not to mention the 
idea that sodomy is just an alternate lifestyle?” 

Coulter responded to Farah saying that “…giving 
a speech is not an endorsement of every position held by 
the people I’m speaking to.” But Farah saw it differently: 
“There is simply no room there [i.e., at the “Taking Back 
America” Conference] for compromisers or for people who 
accept money from those determined to destroy the moral 
fabric required for self-governance and liberty.” I applaud 
Farah, not just because I agree with his conservative politi-
cal and moral convictions, but because he acted consistently 
on principle.  

“TEACHABLE MOMENT” NUMBER 1
Ann Coulter demonstrated great and disappointing 

folly in this case, hurting both herself and the conserva-
tive cause. As bright as she undeniably is, in this episode 
she engaged in some ridiculous, even irrational non-think-
ing. She admittedly accepted the GOProud invitation “for 
hire,” without considering its implications or consequenc-
es. She denied the undeniable, easily seen in the way the 
GOProud folk publicized her appearance (http://www.wnd.
com/?pageId=192405). She served as the “token conserva-
tive” for a gathering of those who are most definitely anti-
conservative regarding morals and ethics. Her appearance 
in that venue will help spread the mantle of normalcy and 
decency over abnormal and indecent behavior. 

Brethren sometimes engage in Coulter’s pitiful non-
thinking (did they learn it from her, or did she learn it 
from some of them?). Almost thirty years ago, several of 
us begged a well-known brother not to accept an invitation 
to speak on the Abilene Christian University Lectureship. 
We believed the school sought only to use his conservative 
reputation to calm the many justified fears of its leftward 
drift (which leftward position they no longer deny or seek to 
hide). He responded in a huff, denying that his speaking on 
the program implied any endorsement of the school’s liberal 
agenda. He further made the puerile, inane boast, “I will go 
anywhere and preach the Gospel to anybody.” 

He was of Coulter’s frame of mind: No one could “tell” 
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him what to do or where he could speak (so far as I know, 
no one “told” him he could not go, but pleaded with him to 
see why he should not go). He not only went on to Abilene; 
he cancelled his appearance on a conservative lectureship, 
apparently to underscore his “independence.” His behavior 
doubtless caused many naïve brethren to reason: “If ACU 
invited brother _____________ to speak—and he accept-
ed—it must not be so bad after all.” He, like Coulter, helped 
spread, at least temporarily, the mantle of respectability over 
an organization that was/is undeserving of it.

Some brethren continue in the non-thinking path of 
Coulter and the aforementioned brother. Coulter-like, they 
argue that their speaking in the same lectureship with a false 
teacher (without opposing his error) does not constitute fel-
lowship with him and his error (I question if any of them 
would even have thought of taking such a position before 
June 2005). 

John’s statement in 2 John 9–11 has not been annulled 
to my knowledge: 

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.

Perhaps the aforementioned brethren still orally teach 
what John wrote, but “their actions speak louder than their 
words.” The case in point that has sundered a once-harmoni-
ous brotherhood revolves principally around brother Dave 
Miller, Executive Director of Apologetics Press, Inc. A large 
faction has seemingly determined to embrace, endorse, de-
fend, and fellowship this brother or die trying (maybe they 
think the world will end if they do not do so). They must 
surely believe that brother Miller is “too intelligent and in-
fluential to fail” and that Apologetics Press is “too big to 
fail.” 

Let none accuse me of refusing to fellowship a faithful 
brother who should be embraced and fellowshiped. Scrip-
ture-mandated brotherly love will not allow it. However, 
we dare not ignore (in teaching or practice) the mandate of 
Scripture—such as John’s statement above—to refuse any 
sort of association that implies fellowship with or endorse-
ment of impenitent false teachers. Yet brethren by the score 
are doing this on a regular, repetitive, habitual basis. 

The defense of many who appear with brother Miller 
on the lecture platform is to deny that he is a false teacher 
(at least Coulter has not denied, as far as I know, that the 
GOProud folks are what they are). The evidence of brother 
Miller’s errors is too plentiful and clear for any rational de-
nial of it, however. Some, admitting that he taught error of 
which he has not repented, Coulter-like, are denying that 
there is any “guilt by association” in their enabling behav-
ior toward him. They treat brother Miller as if he is not a 

false teacher (giving him warm handshakes, backslaps, and 
compliments, eating with him, not challenging his doctrine, 
etc.). Such behavior is manifestly contradictory to John’s di-
rective. 

To excuse such amiable association, some have come 
up with the concept that mere “proximity” does not con-
stitute fellowship. Who has ever argued that it does? This 
I grant, just as I grant that not all “association” constitutes 
fellowship. What matters in both “proximity” and “associa-
tion” is our behavior toward the brother in sin when we are 
with him. At some point there must be some “proximity” or 
“association” if we are to admonish the sinful, withdrawn-
from brother (2 The. 3:15), but the context of this passage 
also orders us to “have no company with him, to the end 
that he may be ashamed” (v. 14). The obvious import of 
have no company is the sort of company that would imply 
fellowship, approval, encouragement, “all is well,” or “God-
speed”—exactly that which John forbids, and which these 
“sons of light” are practicing.

Perhaps even more amazing are the contorted excuses 
of those who agree that brother Miller is a false teacher who 
has not repented, but who argue that only those who imme-
diately bid him Godspeed by their amiable association with 
him run afoul of John’s edict. Those who thus argue have 
no problem appearing on the same platform with any num-
ber of those who immediately fellowship and defend brother 
Miller, although they confess an unwillingness to associate 
amicably with brother Miller himself. They believe they re-
main innocent as long as they remain in a “second-genera-
tion” fellowship position. 

Accordingly, they have come up with the “A–Z” fel-
lowship straw man to defend their position. They accuse 
their critics of teaching that brother “Z” sins when he fel-
lowships brother “Y,” because he sinned by fellowshiping 
brother “X,” who sins when he fellowships brother “W,” and 
so through all of the alphabet backwards to brother “B” who 
sins when he immediately fellowships brother “A,” the false 
teacher. As the Sadducees thought they had the Lord on the 
horns of a dilemma with their question about “A–Z” mar-
riage in the resurrected state (Mat. 22:23–28), we answer 
these brethren as the Lord answered his querists: “Ye do 
err, not knowing the scriptures” (v. 29). Brethren seem to 
believe their “A–Z” illustration mightily trumps the force of 
2 John 10–11 regarding the guilt one incurs by fellowship 
with a false teacher, but does it?

To make the illustration more realistic, consider the 
following “real-life” circumstance: Does brother “B” (e.g., 
Curtis Cates) violate 2 John 10–11 when he bids “God-
speed” to brother “A” (e.g., Dave Miller)? Yes, he does, 
all of his denials to the contrary notwithstanding (merely 
substituting Rubel Shelly or Mac Deaver in place of Dave 
Miller as brother “A” renders denials of such brethren base-
less). Does brother “C” (e.g., Tommy Hicks, who has stated 
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in writing his strong opposition to brother Miller’s errors) 
violate 2 John 10–11 when he fellowships brother “B” who 
fellowships brother “A”? Again, I say, “Yes.” Those who an-
swer, “No,” must deny the fatal (and obvious) flaw in their 
“illustration” that is not difficult to spot when one’s agenda 
is not to not see it. When brother “B” (Cates) fellowships 
false teacher brother “A” (Miller), the apostle John says 
brother “B” (Cates) then and thereby partakes in brother 
“A’s” (Miller’s) sin/guilt—thus the former brother “B” has 
now become another brother “A” in regard to culpability. 
Therefore, there really is no brother beyond a “B”—who 
then becomes an “A” by his fellowship with “A.” The fact of 
the matter is that one who fellowships one who fellowships 
a false teacher thereby fellowships a false teacher. There is 
no such thing as an “A–Z” string of fellowship. 

Some are now using the faulty reasoning exposed above 
to justify numerous fellowship compromises. For example, 
in spite of his avowed (and rightful) opposition to brother 
Mac Deaver’s Holy Spirit errors, brother Tommy Hicks 
(“C” above) saw nothing unseemly regarding fellowship 
in the following: In 2009, brother Dick Sztanyo spoke on 
a lectureship, every speech of which centered on the Holy 
Spirit and in which every speaker was an advocate of the 
Deaver errors. He flew directly from that lecture program 
to Lubbock where he spoke on the Lubbock Lectures, di-
rected by Hicks. In other words, Sztanyo bade “Godspeed” 
to Deaver’s errors and within three days or so, Hicks bade 
“Godspeed” to Sztanyo’s fellowshiping Deaver. If Hicks’ 
behavior in this case (and similar behavior since 2005 by a 
host of others, once esteemed as faithful co-workers) does 
not violate 2 John 9–11, I fail to see why it does not—and/or 
what sort of behavior does.

Note also that Coulter admitted that she was going to 
speak for the sodomite convention “for hire.” In her case, the 
hire was money. While at least one of the Miller/AP cult has 
admitted that he chose to favor Miller and AP out of mon-
etary considerations regarding support for the institution he 
then directed, there are other forms of “hire” besides money. 
Family connections, institutional/congregational networks, 
school loyalties, lectureship appearances, long-term friend-
ships, Gospel meeting invitations, and perhaps other factors 
have served as the “hire” of those who’ve chosen the road of 
forbidden fellowship. 

Admit it or not, brethren who thus compromise fellow-
ship are following the course of Coulter. Not only so, but she 
also doubtless did not realize (in spite of her brilliance) that 
she was following the course of old Balaam. Of certain false 
teachers in his day Peter wrote: “Forsaking the right way, 
they went astray, having followed the way of Balaam the 
son of Beor, who loved the hire of wrong-doing” (2 Pet. 
2:15, emph. DM). Also like Balaam, it does not appear that 
these Balaamite brethren would repent of what they are do-
ing even if God gave an ass the gift of tongues to deliver His 

rebuke of their behavior. It is evident that, as Ann Coulter 
viewed “guilt by amicable association” as a non-entity, so 
do many of our brethren. In this case, the “sons of light” 
“are as foolish as a “son [daughter] of this world” (and vice 
versa). 

“TEACHABLE MOMENT” NUMBER 2
The second parallel between the Coulter incident and 

some of our brethren ably illustrates Jesus’ conclusion to 
the parable that a “son of this world” proves himself wiser 
than many of the “sons of light.” Joseph Farah, apart from 
any indication of a Scriptural motivation, saw clearly from 
a practical, common-sense point of view the difficulty Coul-
ter created by accepting the GOProud invitation. He rightly 
perceived that it indeed matters—on principle—where one 
chooses to speak and with whom one chooses to fraternize. 
He also realized that her speaking before that group in a non-
adversarial role would taint her with its turpitude. In short, 
he understood the Scriptural principle of “guilt by amicable 
association.”

He further recognized that, if he allowed Coulter to 
speak at his conference, her implied endorsement of a group 
of perverts would diminish his own efforts to emphasize 
conservative moral principles. Coulter’s effort at the GO-
Proud bash would, in fact, be helping to turn America over 
to the very kinds of destructive forces from which Farah 
and WND were seeking to rescue the country. He could not 
get past the utter inconsistency of Coulter’s behavior—and 
he was dead-on right. Farah therefore rightly withdrew her 
WND invitation, for which I applaud him.

Although Farah, a “son of this world,” did not appeal 
to the Bible to justify his reaction to and decision regarding 
this incident, Bible students surely understand that he could 
have rightly done so (e.g., Mat. 12:30; 2 Cor. 6:14–17; Eph. 
5:11; 2 John 9–11; et al.). It is little short of amazing, there-
fore, that otherwise mature, knowledgeable “sons of light” 
demonstrate abject folly in fellowship matters when com-
pared with Farah’s reasoning and action. Besides applying 
common sense and acknowledging the obvious, these “sons 
of light” have the mandates of Holy Writ regarding similar 
circumstances involving spiritual fellowship—and still they 
lurch on in their disastrous course. 

The brother described earlier who was determined to 
speak on the ACU Lectures years ago refused even to con-
sider the violation of the Lord’s will concerning fellowship, 
implied endorsement, and “guilt by association,” although 
he likely could have quoted every passage on the subject 
backwards and forwards. It is the same currently with so 
many other “sons of light.” Consider one who has an earned 
doctor’s degree, taught on the graduate level, directed a 
school of preaching for a quarter of a century, and wrote 
a fine, Scripture-filled book concerning fellowship (i.e., A 
Comprehensive Study of Unity, Curtis A. Cates). How does 
he not understand the fellowship implications of hobnob-
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bing with and bidding “Godspeed” to those who he knows to 
be false teachers (e.g., Dave Miller, Stan Crowley)? 

There is another “son of light” who has preached for 
more than 60 years, earned a reputation as a Bible scholar, 
boldly opposed error and its proponents for decades, spo-
ken on several hundred lectureships, preached in several 
hundred Gospel meetings, and who wrote a fine, Scripture-
filled book on fellowship (i.e., The Doctrine of Christian 
Fellowship, Robert R. Taylor, Jr.). How does he not under-
stand the fellowship implications of his continued non-ad-
versarial association with men whose error he has opposed 
orally and/or in print (i.e., Dave Miller, Stan Crowley)? Un-
fortunately, numerous other illustrations of this violation of 
Scripture have become commonplace since 2005. Is it not 
amazingly amazing that a “son of this world” was far wiser 
(even without Biblical instruction) when he faced a parallel 
circumstance in the secular world than are these and other 
“sons of light” who well know the plain Biblical teaching 
regarding fellowship?

Were brethren behaving in this way in ignorance there 
might be some excuse for their sin, but ignorance is not 
their problem. They have a “heart problem” rather than a 
“head problem.” All one need do to prove this claim is sub-
stitute some other names for Dave Miller or Stan Crowley 
(e.g., Max Lucado, Rubel Shelly, Mac Deaver, Al Maxey) 
and observe their fellowship practice. Would any of the 
brethren who continue to speak on the same program in a 
non-adversarial role with Miller and/or Crowley do so with 
any of the other aforementioned false teachers? To ask is 
to answer. Why would they not do so? Again, to ask is to 
answer. They would correctly perceive that their doing so 
would violate Ephesians 5:11, 2 John 9–11, and other pas-
sages regarding Scriptural fellowship. They would further 
understand that such an appearance would taint their own 
reputations. 

Before June 2005, would any of these “sons of light” 
who direct lectureships have issued a speaker invitation to 
anyone who had spoken on the same platform with the quar-
tet named above? The answer is a resounding “No.” Further, 
I do not believe any of these brethren would have accepted a 
speaking invitation knowing they would be sharing the plat-
form in a non-reproving role with one who had been on the 
same program with such false teachers. Yet these very situ-
ations have occurred many times over in reference to Dave 
Miller and Stan Crowley. 

Some illustrations are in order. Brother Ken Ratcliff, an 
elder and associate preacher with Stan Crowley at Schertz, 
Texas, before June 2005, stated on two separate occasions 
before several witnesses that either he or Stan Crowley 
would be gone from the Schertz congregation before No-
vember of that year. At that time, Ratcliff had no difficulty 
identifying Crowley as a false teacher with whom he could 
not remain in fellowship nor serve as an elder in a congre-

gation that continued to employ Crowley. Crowley has not 
repented of his error, but he is still the preacher at Schertz. 
Ratcliff obviously has repented, however, deciding he can 
have fellowship with a false teacher after all and that he has 
no problem with a false teacher in the pulpit of the congre-
gation he helps oversee. Five years have passed, and both 
Crowley and Ratcliff are still at Schertz, home of the Annual 
Schertz Lectures.

As mentioned earlier, Tommy Hicks saw no violation 
of Scriptural fellowship to have Dick Sztanyo come directly 
from the Deaver Holy Spirit lectureship to speak on the Lub-
bock Lectures in 2009. On what grounds could Hicks have 
objected had Sztanyo come to Lubbock directly from speak-
ing on the Tulsa Workshop? Perhaps, in light of his behav-
ior in this case, the question should be, “Would he object?” 
Siding with Hicks’ liberal fellowship, apparently none of the 
others on the 2009 Lubbock program saw anything untow-
ard in speaking alongside Sztanyo, the Deaver fellow trav-
eler. But why should they? If they can buddy up with all of 
those who have been defending and speaking with Miller for 
five years, why should Sztanyo, the Deaver associate, pose 
any problem to their ever-broadening fellowship circle? 

It is beside the point to argue that the Miller/Crowley 
defenders would never invite the four earlier-named false 
teachers to speak on a lectureship they host. I will grant that 
point, but the principle remains inviolate even so. They 
may as well invite Lucado, Shelly, Deaver, or Maxey as to 
invite Miller or Crowley. Moreover, those who freely asso-
ciate with the latter two on various lectureships may as well 
do so with the former four and their ilk (though one might 
argue the “degree” of apostasy of those in the two groups 
may not be the same).

How do our once-faithful brethren attempt to justify 
their compromise? They “solved” the problem of fellowship 
with false teachers by denying the undeniable—that both 
brethren Miller and Crowley are false teachers who have not 
repented of their error. Alas, how else could they rationalize 
their ungodly behavior? Coulter has been more ethical in 
one respect than these brethren have been. At least she did 
not try to justify schmoozing with GOProud by denying that 
it is what it is—a homosexual-rights group. Denying that 
false teachers are false teachers does not change stubborn 
facts or hard evidence, nor does it assuage guilt in either 
the false teachers or the brethren who defend and fellowship 
them.

Many of these brethren who now have no problems 
with either the Miller or the Crowley errors most certainly 
had problems with them before June 2005 (at least those 
who were aware of them did). However, with the events of 
June 2005, principle gave way to politics in these brethren, 
magically morphing that which formerly was error into non-
error and suddenly making embraceable what had been re-
pugnant. Their reversal of stance represents an abject con-
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demnation of their earlier convictions and behavior.
Our nation is in deplorable shape because of years of 

compromise by representatives who claimed to be “con-
servative” and who allegedly had ultimate respect for the 
authority of the United States Constitution and the Bill of 
Rights. The church of the Lord is likewise in an appalling 
condition because of compromise. For several decades plu-
ralistic liberals who despise the authority of the Bible have 
ravaged her. Since 2005, another wave of compromise has 
struck her a mighty blow, this time in the ranks of those 
who had formerly appeared stalwart, even under fire. They 
have dropped the fence on fellowship. No nation can sur-
vive without duly recognized and enforced borders. Scrip-
tural fellowship limits constitute the borders of the Lord’s 
kingdom. Any generation of saints that ignores or refuses to 
enforce them must understand that it is hastening the king-
dom’s decline in their time. 

Had brethren stood unflinchingly on the Scriptural doc-
trine of fellowship concerning brethren Miller and Crowley, 
two great results would have almost certainly obtained: 

1. Both of these brethren would likely have repented 
long ago, thus saving their souls and salvaging them for the 
Truth. As it is, with hundreds of brethren openly defending 
and/or cordially associating with them, there is little incen-
tive for them to repent. Rather, the brethren who have em-
braced them in fellowship have strongly reinforced them in 
their errors.

2. The tragic sundering of fellowship among “conser-
vative” brethren that has occurred would not have occurred. 
Had brethren continued to practice the doctrine of fellow-
ship (as they had so long both taught and practiced before 
June 2005), unity in the Truth would have prevailed, even if 

brethren Miller and Crowley had not repented.
While Ann Coulter’s behavior and attitude were a 

source of great disappointment to conservatives in the po-
litical arena, her exploit provided a “teachable moment” 
relative to Scriptural principles. I deplore Coulter’s giving 
a measure of credence to an organization that exists to ad-
vance an abominable way of existence. Even more, if pos-
sible, should we deplore the compromising spirit of brethren 
who continue to give credence to men who, concerning the 
faith, have made shipwreck, whether in one point or in many 
(1 Tim. 1:19). Ironically, many brethren who will join in 
condemning Coulter for her maverick and uncharacteristic 
political act will see no self-contradiction in their following 
the same course spiritually. 

Additionally, Joseph Farah’s role in the Coulter episode 
provided a powerful “teachable moment.” He proved him-
self a man of character who cast aside political loyalty in 
favor of principle—and then acted accordingly. Again ironi-
cally, many brethren who will join in commending Farah 
will not have the courage or the astuteness to recognize that 
in applauding Farah they thereby stand self-condemned.

Our brethren who have strayed on the quintessential 
issue of fellowship have rebuffed every invitation and op-
portunity to sit down and discuss these matters. They have 
proved that they will not listen to any who have dared hold 
the mirror of God’s Truth up to their behavior. Let the faith-
ful all pray that the lessons to be learned from these “sons of 
this world” might move these “sons of light” to see their be-
havior for what it is. If they do not, how long can we Scrip-
turally justify calling them “sons of light”?

—908 Imperial Dr. 
Denton, TX 76209
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Theologians refuse to admit or approve the Law of 
God. They think they have the right to set aside what God 
says for how they feel or believe. We have lost our Bible. 
Most people in America own and often carry a Bible but it is 
nullified in various ways. The Word of God is vetoed or set 
aside in the following ways: 

Claims To Special And New Revelations
The Bible teaches that the Word of God is complete. 

(2 Tim. 3:17). The Word of God furnishes the man of God 
completely unto every good work. Any work not authorized 
by the Bible is not a good work. 

God’s divine power has granted us everything that per-
tains to life and godliness. (2 Pet. 1:3). Paul says in Ephe-
sians 4:13 that we have “the unity of the faith.” That means 
that when the New Testament was finished we had all the 
faith. Any claim to a new or extra revelation other than what 
the apostles taught incurs the wrath of God. Paul says, “But 
though we, or an angel from heaven, should preach unto 
you any gospel other than that which we preached unto 
you, let him be anathema.” (Gal. 1:8). The curse of God 
rests on all who claim to have messages that were not re-
ceived and preached by the apostles. Claims to new revela-
tions veto the Word of God.

Men Veto The Word Of God By Their Consciences 
Some allow the Word of God to be set aside in favor of 

their conscience. Conscience cannot be a safe guide because 
it may be mistaken. 

Paul’s conscience was clear while he persecuted the 
church. (Acts 23:1). Paul thought he should do things con-
trary to the Will of God but he was wrong. (Acts 26:9). Con-
science may be hardened. (1 Tim. 4:2). Conscience may be 
weak and defiled. (Titus 1:15). Conscience is a creature of 
education. It approves what we believe to be right and disap-
proves what we believe to be wrong. It is not believing that 
saves, but what you believe. “Ye shall know the truth and 
the truth shall make you free.” (John 8:32). 

Experiences And Feelings Veto The Word Of God
Many are heard to say, “I don’t care what the Bible says, 

I know how I feel.” Feeling is not an act of obedience, but 
the result of a viewpoint. The new birth is an act that takes 
one out of the realm of Satan and into the kingdom of God. 
A change of state is an act and not a sentiment or feeling. 
One feels good because he has done what he believes to be 
right. If what he does is not right, feeling good will not make 
it right. 

Those who rely upon feelings rely upon their own judg-

ment. The final decision is upon man’s judgment and not the 
Word of God. If feelings are placed above the Word of God, 
then anything can be considered the Will of God. 

Ignoring the Word of God for feelings or what is called 
“the obedience to the spirit” spells anarchy. This is true be-
cause there are as many “inner spirits” as there are “outer 
bodies.” To reject the Word of God is to reject God. There is 
no such thing as “accepting Christ” while at the same time 
rejecting his revealed Will. 

So-Called Personal Encounters Veto God’s Word
When religious services are made up of personal tes-

timonies, these testimonials relate how Jesus or the Holy 
Ghost came to them and spoke peace or gave directions. 
These testimonials ignore the fact that the Gospel is the 
power of God unto salvation. (Rom. 1:16). Too, those who 
testify veto God’s Law about the operation of God’s power 
to save. Jesus Christ is forbidden to speak directly to man-
kind. When Jesus wanted Saul to be an apostle he appeared 
to him on the Damascus highway. (1 Cor. 15:8). However, 
he told Saul to go to Damascus to learn what to do to be 
saved. (Acts 9:6). The Holy Spirit cannot tell a man what 
to do to be saved except through the revealed Will of God. 
God’s Will for man is revealed and no one has a personal 
encounter. 

Some years ago I was preaching in a certain city and 
staying in a hotel near the meeting house. On the way there, 
a person stopped me and asked, “Are you a Christian?” I 
replied, “Yes, I am a Christian and a Gospel preacher. Come 
and go with me to the service at the meeting house.” 

He replied, “Sir, I am sorry but the Holy Ghost spoke to 
me and told me to ask you that.” 

I replied, “That is odd as the Holy Ghost knows that 
I am a Christian, as I was baptized in his name. There is a 
ghost after you and he is not Holy.” 

In the last days there will be “seducing spirits” to lead 

God’s Law Vetoed
G. K. Wallace
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men astray. (1 Tim. 4:1). If you have had some personal en-
counter it was with some spirit other than the Holy Spirit. 
So-called “testimonials” are not only misleading, but they 
are outlawed by the Word of God. Paul says we are not to 
preach ourselves. (2 Cor. 4:5). When one is testifying, he 
is preaching himself. If you wish to tell us what God says, 
say on. If you wish to preach yourself, please excuse me as 
I have something better to do than listen to revelations from 
evil spirits. 

Internal Authority Leads to Self-Worship
 Modernists tell us that our conception of God comes 

not from revelation, but intuition. Paul said man made God 
in his own image. (Rom. 1:23). The sin of setting self-will 
above the Will of God is that which caused the downfall of 
the human race. (Gen. 3). Religious worshippers have no 
way of knowing what God wants except through what God 

says. To accept any source of internal authority is a denial 
of God. It is not in man that walketh to direct his steps. (Jer. 
10:23). Those who accept special revelation, inner light, and 
personal encounters reject the Word of God as a “dead let-
ter” and depend wholly upon their own feelings. In so doing, 
they veto the Word of God. 

There is only one source of authority. This authority is 
in Jesus Christ. He has all authority. (Matt. 28:18-19). The 
source of this authority is God who gave it to Christ. God 
and Christ have revealed themselves through the Holy Spirit, 
in the Bible. The Bible is the revelation of God, Christ and 
the Holy Spirit. Does God speak to man directly or through 
the Word of God? The answer is clear. Deity speaks through 
the Word of God. When men accept the Bible as the full and 
complete Will of God, they are not far from the kingdom of 
God. —Deceased

 The apostle Paul, in addressing the church which he 
praised most of all, said, “We know not how to pray as 
we ought, but the Spirit himself maketh intercession for 
us with groanings which can not be uttered”, or rather 
“with inarticulate groanings”. This ignorance was not abso-
lute. Both he and those to whom he was writing did know 
to some extent how to pray. They knew from the instruc-
tion which Jesus gave on that subject, from what they found 
in the recorded prayers of accepted men. But they and all 
deeply earnest Christians found moments when the heart 
was heavily burdened with longings and desires which they 
could not find words to express; and I suppose it is to these 
that the apostle refers when he speaks of “inarticulate groan-
ings”. 

Such moments, if our prayers were addressed to a man, 
would be a failure. But, being addressed to God the Spirit of 
God within us knows what we mean when we can not say 
what we mean or what we desire; and thus he relieves us of 
what would otherwise be a very serious infirmity. This fact, 
however, does not excuse us from making intelligent use 
of that knowledge which has been imparted to us through 
the teachings and examples of the sacred Word. The very 
fact that instruction has been given to us on this subject, im-
plies the duty on our part of reflection and meditation on our 
prayers, so that we may apply to them the instruction which 
has been given. We take a good deal of time and hard labor 

sometimes in premeditating our sermons so as to determine 
as best we can what we should say on a given occasion to 
a given audience. If that is true, how much more would it 
appear that we should premeditate what we should say to 
God on a given occasion when we are to express to him the 
wants and aspirations of a whole audience of worshippers. 
If we do not premeditate our sermons, we are apt to speak a 
good deal of nonsense. And is it not nonsense to indulge in 
random talk to the Lord? Are we not likely to do some-what 
as did the old farmer who prayed, “O Lord, bless me and my 
wife, my son John and his wife, us four and no more.” If he 
had premeditated on what he was about to say to the Lord 
he would never have said what he did. So of that Confeder-
ate soldier of whom General Gordon relates that in the time 
of our civil war was called on to pray in a soldiers’ prayer 
meeting. He said, “O Lord, we pray thee to help us. We need 
thy help and we need it badly. We pray thee, O Lord, to take 
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a right view of this war and be on our side.” If he had pre-
meditated, his prayer would have taken a different shape. 

If we offer our prayers in public, or in the prayer meet-
ing, or in the family, without premeditating, without thinking 
what we should pray for, we shall either fall into the habit 
of saying over and over and over again on different occa-
sions the same prayer, or else we will offer some foolish 
prayer. I have known some preachers, and quite a number 
of elders and deacons who officiate in the prayer meeting, to 
fall into this habit, so that the young people in the audience 
learn to repeat the good brother’s prayer and laugh about it. 
Now when a man drops into this habit, he loses the sympa-
thy of the audience and becomes wearisome to them. He has 
fallen into a habit which makes his own mind inactive. Such 
prayers may not weary the Lord, but they certainly weary 
everybody else. 

If you were going to meet King George, of England, 
and knew that you would be expected to talk with him for 
a time, you would be very much concerned as to what you 
were going to say to him. You would settle it in your mind 
how you were going to address him. If you did not you might 
find yourself saying, “Good morning Mister George. How 
are Mistress George and the children?” But, if you were 
going to meet him tomorrow, you would spend the whole 
of this day thinking what would be the proper thing to say; 
and you would get advice from others who had spoken to 
kings. Now,, if you are going to address the great God and 
Father of us all, and to do so in behalf of a large audience of 
praying people, will you rush right into his presence without 
premeditating beforehand how you will address him? You 
would consider yourself unfit to offer a prayer if you did that. 
Not one of you would be guilty of it. If you would fairly 
premeditate you would ask yourself, what, on the occasion 
of tomorrow, would be the most suitable subject on which 
to address my Lord and Savior? You would consider the 
wants and wishes and necessities of the congregation. And in 
that way your prayer would be in harmony with the instruc-
tions that have been received in the Scripture, and the prayer 
would be edifying to the audience. All could say Amen. Paul 
exhorts those who pray in the congregation not to pray in an 
unknown tongue so that the brethren would not be able to 
say Amen. 

While I was a student in Bethany College, I heard of the 
prayer offered by an old brother in Western Pennsylvania, not 
far from the place where General Braddock was defeated and 
his army almost exterminated by the Indians. While this inci-
dent was still fresh in the minds of the people, an old brother 
who had fallen into the habit of making very long prayers 
in the family, always mentioned Braddock’s defeat. He had 
a boy who had heard his father pray so much that he knew 
his prayer by heart. One night the boy had a visitor about his 
own age, and they kneeled during the prayer close together. 
The home boy fell asleep and the visitor awakened him. He 

asked in a whisper, “Has father got to Braddock’s defeat 
yet?” “No.” “Well, then I can take another nap.” There are 
a great many prayers that are of this character for the want 
of premeditation. Have you thought of this? Or have you 
had a strange kind of feeling that, while it is all right to 
think through my sermon beforehand, it is rather irreverent 
to think before-hand through my prayers. What I have said, 
and what your own minds will suggest, is enough to show 
you that this want of premeditation is unwise if not irrever-
ent. The most solemn thing that a man can do is to stand 
before an audience of praying people, with some among 
them who never pray, there offer the common petitions and 
supplications of a whole multitude. There is a very heavy 
responsibility lying on the man who does this. And I do not 
think you should be any less anxious about what you should 
pray for and how you should pray for it, than you are about 
what you should preach and how you should preach it. 

One of the great difficulties I have in preparing these 
addresses is to find time to condense them into the allotted 
time. Socrates, the Greek orator, at one time spoke much 
longer than he was in the habit of speaking. And one of his 
friends asked him why he spoke so long. He answered, “I 
didn’t have time to make it any shorter.” He didn’t have 
time to reflect upon what he was going to say, and make it 
so mature as to be brief. You will find this difficulty in your 
own experience. You rise with nothing particular on your 
mind that you want to say, and you keep on stalking until 
everybody wishes you would quit. And so with respect to 
your prayers. One is often called on to lead in prayers very 
unexpectedly. You have no time to reflect what you should 
pray for before beginning. On such occasions you have this 
relief: You know that there are certain spiritual wants and 
aspirations that are common to all worshippers, and if you 
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The type and anti-type principle found between 
Melchizedek [Melchisedec, KJV] and the Christ is clearly 
set forth by the inspired penman of the book of Hebrews,

If therefore perfection were by the Levitical priesthood, 
(for under it the people received the law,) what further 
need was there that another priest should rise after the 
order of Melchisedec, and not be called after the order of 
Aaron (Heb. 7:11).

Another priest would arise, not of Aaron’s seed; but of the 
tribe of Judah,

For he of whom these things are spoken pertaineth to an-
other tribe, of which no man gave attendance at the al-
tar. For it is evident that our Lord sprang out of Juda; of 
which tribe Moses spake nothing concerning priesthood 
(Heb. 7:13-14).

Jesus would be High Priest, not like Aaron but like Melchize-
dek.

And it is yet far more evident: for that after the similitude 
of Melchisedec there ariseth another priest, Who is made, 
not after the law of a carnal commandment, but after the 
power of an endless life (Heb. 7:15-16). 

The historical account of Melchizedek is recorded in 
Genesis 14:17-20. Abraham had fought and conquered 
the forces of Chedorlaomer, who had spoiled Sodom and 
Gomorrah and had abducted Lot and taken his goods [per-
haps including family members and/or servants of Lot 
(Gen.14:12,16)]. Upon Abraham’s return with what had 
been stolen, he was met in the valley of Shaveh by the king 
of Sodom (14:17). Melchizedek also met Abraham (14:18). 
Melchizedek was the king of Salem and the priest of God; 
he brought to Abraham, bread and wine (14:18). Abraham 
received a blessing from Melchizedek and he also blessed 
God Almighty, who had given victory to Abraham over 
the invading armies from the north (14:19-20). After being 
blessed Abraham paid a tenth of the goods, or a tithe, to 
Melchizedek (14:20).

The next and only other Old Testament reference to 
Melchizedek is found in a psalm of David, “The LORD 
hath sworn, and will not repent, Thou art a priest for 

The Christ and Melchizedek
(Gen. 14:17-20; Psa. 110:4; Heb. 5:5-6, 10; 6:20-7:22)

John Rose

ever after the order of Melchizedek” (Psa. 110:4). David 
declares by inspiration that God has sworn that there is a 
priesthood, like unto Melchizedek’s, that is for ever.

The Hebrews writer clearly explains the correlation be-
tween Jesus and Melchizedek. The following is a brief look 
at those points:.

Melchizedek
King of Righteousness (Heb. 7:2)

King of Salem or peace (7:2)

Priest of God (7:1)

Both king and priest (7:1-3)

No Biblical genealogical record 
(7:3)

No Biblical record of birth/death 
(7:3)

Not of the seed of Aaron (7:6)

Greater than Levite priests (7:6-9)

Continual priesthood (7:3)

The Christ
Rules in righteousness  (Heb. 1:8)

Prince of peace (Isa. 9:6-7)

High priest of God (Heb. 6:20; 8:1)

King and Priest (Zech. 6:12-13)

Divine, no human origin (John 1:1-
3)

Eternal, no beginning or end (John 
8:58; Rev. 1:8)

Born of the tribe of Judah (Heb. 
7:14)
Greater than Aaron and Melchize-
dek (Heb. 7:26-28)
Unchanging and everlasting priest-
hood (Heb. 7:24-25; Eph. 3:11)

present any of these you will not have gone amiss in respect to the present audience. When you enter an assembly in which 
it is probable that you will be called on to lead in prayer, begin at once to reflect on the prayer appropriate to the occasion, 
and offer it in silence (McGarvey, J. W., Chapel Talks, Delivered Before the Student Body of The College of the Bible in 
1910 and 1911) 

The priesthood of Melchizedek gave us a foreshadow-
ing of the eternal priesthood of the Christ. Melchizedek was 
a great man, “Now consider how great this man was, unto 
whom even the patriarch Abraham gave the tenth of the 
spoils” (Heb. 7:4). Thanks be to God that our High Priest is 
so much “better.” 

By so much was Jesus made a surety of a better testa-
ment...For such an high priest became us, who is holy, 
harmless, undefiled, separate from sinners, and made 
higher than the heavens; Who needeth not daily, as those 
high priests, to offer up sacrifice, first for his own sins, 
and then for the people’s: for this he did once, when he 
offered up himself. For the law maketh men high priests 
which have infirmity; but the word of the oath, which was 
since the law, maketh the Son, who is consecrated for ev-
ermore (Heb. 7:22, 26-28).

—7945 Preserve Cir., Apt. 534
Naples, FL 34119
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The idea of tolerance is noble in the best of times. The 
word originally meant “the ability to bear pain,” but now 
carries forward the notion of enduring (bearing with) the 
existence of opinions or behavior that one does not neces-
sarily agree with. This has allowed people to come here (the 
United States) and start new lives regardless of their past or 
earlier circumstances. The colonies eventually saw the need 
for tolerance of beliefs for immigrants.

However, tolerance today is taking on dimensions that 
could not have been anticipated by those who screamed so 
vehemently for the acceptance of “new ideas” fifty years 
ago. Now we have the clarion call for tolerance with respect 
to what constitutes/defines a family. In the Bible, God gave 
us the model for the family in the early chapters of Genesis. 
When he made man, and then created woman, He set in mo-
tion the nucleus for the first family. The kernel of the family 
as God originally created it consisted of a man, a woman, and 
their children. Now with the same-sex marriage proponents 
there is a major push to redefine what a family is (or should 
be). These “haters of God” want not only the “right” to sin; 
they want to eliminate the idea of sin. In order to eliminate 
the idea of sin, they must remove God’s influence.

For this cause God gave them up unto vile affections: for 
even their women did change thenatural use into that 
which is against nature: And likewise also the men, leav-
ing the natural use of the woman, burned in their lust one 
toward another; men with men working that which is un-
seemly (Romans 1:26-27).
If one is not tolerant of sin, you might be labeled a bigot, 

or worse. One is ostracized because of standing for what is 
right. These people defiantly want to rid the nation of God’s 
standards.

An ironic twist to this is revealed in the way that our na-

tion is being asked to be tolerant of those (a religion) whose 
ultimate aim could be to destroy us – if a certain reading 
of their holy book is correct. This book denounces any not 
agreeing with or following the dictates of their messenger. 
We are all heathen (infidels) in their sight. Various attempts 
are being made throughout the country to use our Consti-
tution to worm their way into the innermost areas of our 
society – schools only for their people, dress codes and 
neighborhood laws that strip some of basic human and civil 
rights. If we remain nonchalant, our nation will implode.

Tolerance is also a hydra in the church. It has been eat-
ing away at the very foundations established by God’s Word 
through a mendacious offensive that allows (tells) people to 
accept the idea that we must have unity rather than discord 
or division. This tolerance finds rebuke offensive. This tol-
erance finds “contending for the faith” offensive. This toler-
ance does not want to put together associations with false 
teachers (how similar to the same-sex supporters) because 
that will cause discord. Examples of this can be seen in mak-
ing no distinctions between brethren who fellowship with 
liberals and false teachers one week, as long as they show 
up at their summer camp the next. The smell of this “move-
ment” reminds me of rancid meat. Even more disturbing is 
the reluctance to even attempt to point out sin in the brother-
hood by these people any more – oh, they will address sin 
in the world, but it is mostly a big cheerleading session. It 
seems pretty clear that a lot of the New Testament epistles 
dealt with false teaching and false teachers, but these people 
cannot garner the nerve to withstand one to the face because 
it would simply reveal an already putrid hypocrisy.

—P.O. Box 5026
 San Mateo, Ca. 94402

TOLERANCE CAN LEAD TO THE END OF MANY 
THINGS: THE FAMILY, THE NATION, THE CHURCH…

Johnny Oxendine

RADIOCARBON DATING CHALLENGE
From 34 Years Ago

Berrien Springs, Michigan (UPI) – A widely accepted 
method of determining the age of various sorts of life on 
earth back to 50,000 B.C. may be way off the mark on ob-
jects more than 4,000 years old, a physicist contends.

Robert Brown, in a paper challenging the validity of 
the radiocarbon dating, said he believes life on earth began 
about 5,000 B.C. – roughly the time some Bible scholars say 
the earth was created.

Brown, a director of the Deoscience Research Institute at 

Andrews University here, said the technique for determin-
ing the age of dead organisms has proven fairly accurate 
back to 2,000 B.C.

But, he said, data compiled during his 10 year study of 
the method suggest radioactive carbon atoms did not exist in 
the earth’s atmosphere in measureable amounts before 2,000 
B.C., and therefore cannot be used to date objects prior to 
that time.   —The Fresno Bee, January 8, 1976

[Evolutionist know this, and they have known it for a long 
time, but they continue to depend on it as if there was no 
flaw involved in it at all—Editor]
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The Judge who ruled that California’s proposition 8, for-
bidding homosexual marriages, based his ruling on the as-
sertion that a child has no need or right to either a mother or 
father. In other words, society has an obligation to extend to 
men and women a right to commit the sin which caused the 
destruction of Sodom and Gomorrah, but a child does not have 
a right to the parents without which they could not even come 
into the world at all. That kind of “thinking” is more base 
than animal instinct! The Home Depot fired an employee for 
wearing a button on his work apron which said, “One nation 
under God.” The employee was wearing the button primarily 
in support of his brother on a tour of duty in Iraq. However, 
when The Home Depot sponsored a gay pride event, they al-
lowed dozens of employees to wear buttons supporting the 
event. They defended their actions by saying they would not 
in any way prohibit what their employees chose to wear. Oh, 
really? The Home Depot then, allowed the exploitation of the 
sin that destroyed Sodom and Gomorrah, while denying the 
right to wear a button proclaiming the God who judged their 
sin. 

The Psalmist wrote, “He ruleth by his power forever; 
his eyes behold the nations: Let not the rebellious exalt 
themselves” (Psa. 66:7). When one drives down almost any 
country road, he will observe old farmhouses and barns that 
have fallen into ruin. The lumber used to construct them will 
finally become so rotten that the buildings will just collapse. 
We learn from the Old Testament that God rules in the king-
dom of men (Dan. 4:17), and because He does, there is a 
point at which a nation has become so wicked that, like the 
old farmhouse or barn, it will crumble from the inside and 
fall in a heap from just plain old rottenness.  Just how much 
farther America has to go to reach that point none of us know, 
but neither can anyone thinking correctly deny that our nation 
is rapidly moving in that direction. America should tremble!

In Britain, conservative Tory leader, David Cameron 
,cites studies showing half of the young men there now be-
lieve there are circumstances under which it is permissible to 
force a woman to have sex. One wonders if the influx of Mos-
lems and the growth of Islam, with its hideous treatment and 
view of women, has anything to do with that warped idea? If 
so, the proposal of an Islamic Mosque, and the general growth 
of Islam in the United States, ought to make men tremble. We 
know and appreciate the fact that the United States Constitu-
tion provides religious freedom for us, but that freedom exists 
only in the political realm. God in no way endorses the idea 
that men can worship any god they like, or hold religious be-
liefs not revealed upon the pages of His inspired book. Thus, 
as the children of God, we must oppose, not only Islam, but 
all false religion. The reality, though, is that a growing num-
ber of our people believe we should all “live and let live” in 

AMERICA SHOULD TREMBLE
Charles Pogue

the matter of religion, and not attempt to convert anyone from 
the error of his way. America should tremble!

America’s youth are constantly bombarded with the the-
ory of evolution, the error that all religions are equal, that 
they have a right to promiscuous activity, should be allowed 
to consume alcohol and experiment with other drugs, that 
cheating is not really cheating if one is somehow benefited 
by it, and on and on the list of immoral suggestions goes. All 
one has to do to know that these messages are having their ef-
fect is to look about him. On December 27, 2008, the teenage 
daughter of Sarah Palin gave birth to her son, Tripp. Almost 
immediately, the news media reported that Bristol could earn 
as much as $300,000 dollars from the infant’s baby pictures. 
If children are taught that they can be rewarded for sin, what 
does one suppose children will do? America should tremble!

For a decade, Igor Panarin, a Russian academic, has been 
predicting the downfall of the United States through eco-
nomic and moral decline. His prediction has been that these 
influences will cause civil war, and the eventual breakup of 
America. Now that the left has begun to attribute everything 
their counterparts on the right do to racism, not only does the 
prediction of civil war begin to sound feasible, but in recent 
weeks, Panarin has reported that he has been interviewed as 
much as two times per day. If an academic from the former 
Soviet Union can see what is happening to America, yet we 
go on our merry way becoming more and more tolerant of 
every sin and perverted lifestyle, America should tremble!

James Forrestal, the late defense secretary under Harry 
S. Truman, once remarked that if our leaders only made mis-
takes they would occasionally make one in our favor. The 
condition America is in both economically and morally is no 
accident. The materialism and godlessness of socialism has 
been pushed by progressives from both major political parties 
for well over a hundred years. Their policies, and especially 
their acceptance (along with many educators) of the theories 
of Darwin and other evolutionists, set America’s moral de-
cline in motion a long time ago. Unless as God’s people, we 
recommit ourselves to carrying the heart and life changing 
message of the Gospel of Christ, we should all tremble!

It was just as true of the nations about her, as it was of 
Israel herself, when the wise man Solomon wrote these fa-
miliar words: “Righteousness exalteth a nation: but sin is a 
reproach to any people” (Prov. 14:34). Our nation’s people 
need to examine themselves, and if America is a reproach to 
other nations, she should be embarrassed; if she is a reproach 
to herself, America should blush, but if she is a reproach to 
the God of heaven, America should tremble! 

—P.O. Box 592,
 Granby, MO 64844     



-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, 10221 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) 507-1776, (256) 507-1778.

-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–Cambridgeshire—Cambridge City Church of Christ, 
meeting at The Manor Community College, Arbury Rd., Cambridge, 
CB4 2JF. Sun., Bible Study--10:30 a.m., Worship-- 11:30 a.m.; Tue. Bible 
Study--7:30 p.m. www.CambridgeCityCoC.org.uk. Keith Sisman, Gospel 
Preacher. Contacts: Keith Sisman [From  USA, Toll Free: (281) 475-
8247); By phone inside the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  
Alternative Cambridge contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101; Matt. 
Shouey (Lakenheath) - 01638-531268. Postal/mailing Address - PO BOX 
1, Ramsey Huntingdon, PE26 2YZ United Kingdom 

-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, 

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.

Pensacola–Eastgate Church of Christ, 2809 E. Creighton Rd., 
{emsacp;a. F; 32504, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m. Tim Cozad, evangelist, (850) 477-4910

-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; Wednes-
day 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.387.1429; tgjoriginal@verizon.net.  
www.northpointcoc.com

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. Goins; DJGoins@gmail.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.
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Throughout the centuries, there have been many attacks 
on the structure of the Lord’s church. These attacks have 
focused on the universal as well as the largest and smallest 
organized entity of the universal church—the church in any 
geographic location (the local church). Efforts have been 
made to restructure the worship, organization, the terms of 
entrance, the women’s role in the assembly, and fellowship 
of the church. Currently, there is an attitude developing to-
ward membership and the authority of the elders that, if fol-
lowed to its logical conclusion, will cripple or destroy the 
local congregation. Some are beginning to deny the ability 
of elders to purge the local congregation of sin and/or regu-
late its membership. Others are claiming that it is possible 
to be a member of the Lord’s church on the universal level, 
but not on a congregational level. In other words, they claim 
one can be a Christian and not be a member of any local 
congregation. Still others are contending that one can place 
membership in a church/congregation that is located in an-
other city, state or even country from where they reside. It is 
suggested that such membership is made possible by using 
Skype (to be discussed later) via the Internet. The remainder 
of this article will discuss each of these new ideas regarding 
membership.

ALL CHRISTIANS ARE MEMBERS OF THE 
CHURCH OF CHRIST AND MUST BE

MEMBERS IN A LOCAL CONGREGATION
The New Testament speaks of the Lord’s church in 

three ways. The word “church” is used in the universal sense 

HOUSE CHURCH — VIRTUAL CHURCH
Bruce Stulting

with reference to the saved everywhere (Mat. 16:16,18; Col. 
1:18). It is used with reference to church/congregation in 
any geographic location (Rom. 16:16; 1 Cor. 1:2; Gal. 1:2; 
Rev. chapters 1,2,3). It is also used with reference to assem-
blies of the local church convened for religious purposes (1 
Cor. 11:18). The Lord wants us to be concerned about the 
church in whatever sense inspiration has used the term.  

A casual reading of the New Testament will cause one 
to realize that the concept for church membership is taught.  
Likewise, one can see multiple reasons for being a faithful 
member of a faithful local congregation.  It is easily under-
stood that when one is scripturally baptized, the Lord by 
that act adds one to the church universal (Gal. 3:26, 27, ct. 
Acts 2:47). The church universal is essentially a relationship 
between God and the Christian. The “kingdom” or “church” 
in this respect has little organization beyond the fact that 
Christ is the Head (Eph. 1:22,23), nor, does it have any tan-
gible features as such (Luke 17:20,21). As we shall see, the 
Scriptures teach that the Christian is to be a functional part 
of a local church/congregation.

Let us consider the fact of local churches/congrega-
tions as previously defined. While the Lord adds one to His 
church universal, one must place membership with a local 
church/congregation (Acts 9:26, 27). There are about 33 
separate local churches mentioned in the New Testament. 
For instance, there was the local church at Philippi described 
as, “…to all the saints in Christ Jesus which are at Philip-
pi, with the bishops and deacons” (Phi. 1:1). The church 
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Editorial...

Fellowship – Extensions And Limits
But if we walk in the light, as he is in the light, we have 

fellowship one with another, and the blood of Jesus 
Christ his Son cleanseth us from all sin (1 John 1:7).
Any faithful child of God may fellowship any person 

that the faithful apostles would fellowship. In the above text 
of 1 John 1:7, John instructs us that fellowship is “in the 
light.” Fellowship, therefore, involves everyone who is “in 
the light.” As long as I “walk in the light,” I can fellow-
ship all others who “walk in the light.” Such persons can 
have the same association and relationship with me that fel-
lowship implies. I must not withold fellowship from anyone 
who is “in the light.” On the other hand, I must withhold 
fellowship from everyone who has never been “in the light” 
or who has ceased to “walk in the light.” Hence, the impor-
tance and sobering seriousness of the subject of fellowship 
is truly evident.

The Meaning Of Fellowship
Our English word fellowship is the translation of the 

Greek word koinonia. It means sharing, communion, part-
nership, joint participation. Koinonia is translated by the 
following terms (one time for each term): communication, 
“contribution,” “distribution,” “to communicate.” It is trans-
lated communion in four places and fellowship in twelve 
places. Koinoneo is translated in one place “to be made par-
taker” and in another “distribute.” In four places it is trans-
lated “to be a partaker” and in two other places “communi-
cate.” Koinonos is translated in one instance “companion” 
and in another “to have fellowship with.” In three places it is 
translated partner and in five other places “partaker.” Hence, 
we see the Holy Spirit’s use of this word family 38 times in 
the New Testament.

God’s Laws Of Inclusion And Exclusion 
It must be understood that these two laws directly relate 

to man’s fellowship with God and man’s fellowship with 
man. Not all unity is acceptable to God and not all division 
is sinful (Mat. 10:34; 2 Cor. 6:17). The fellowship among 
men that is acceptable to God comes only when unity among 
men is accomplished by said men doing all things by the 
authority of Christ as revealed in the New Testament (Col. 
3:17; Rom. 10:17; 2 Cor. 5:7; Phi. 3:16; 1 Cor. 1:10).

Let us examine God’s Law Of Inclusion. Fellowship with 
God is attained when a believing, penitent person is baptized 
into Christ to obtain the remission of sins (Rom.10:17; Mark 
16:16; Acts 17:30; 2:38; Rom. 6:3-5; Gal. 3:26-27; Acts 
2:47; 22:16; 1 Pet. 3:21). When we speak of fellowship with 
God, we may liken it to a vertical line extended from man 
to God that illustrates the joint participation and association 
that has been made possible by man’s reconciliation to God 
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by his obedience to the Gospel (Rom. 1:16; 1 Cor. 15:1-4; 
Heb. 5:9; Rom. 10:16). Before said baptism, one is not in 
Christ where God has located salvation (2 Tim. 2:10; Eph. 
1:3; Gal. 3:26, 27). Hence, such a one continues to be guilty 
of sin and remains a child of the devil. Once this “vertical” 
fellowship with God exists, then and only then is one in a 
position to extend (or to receive as the case may be) fellow-
ship with all others who are in fellowship with God. This 
fellowship that Christians enjoy with each other, we will call 
“horizontal” fellowship. Hence, Scriptural fellowship cannot 
be extended but from one faithful child of God to another. 
Question: In view of the foregoing, how could faithful chil-
dren of God scripturally extend family privileges to those 
who are children of the devil??

Let us examine God’s Law Of Exclusion. When members 
of the Lord’s church sin, and they refuse to repent, they are 
subject to the proper corrective church discipline revealed 
in the New Testament. If they refuse to repent of their sinful  
beliefs and/or practices, then the church must withdraw her 
fellowship from them. This is the case because they are out 
of fellowship with God. 

Having set out God’s laws of inclusion and exclusion, 
let us more closely examine what it means to “walk in the 
light.” In other words we want to know what the apostle 
John had in mind when he used the phrase “walk in the 
light.” Knowing that things equal to the same thing are equal 
to each other helps one understand clearly what John was 
thinking when he used the words “walk in the light.” With 
this principle in mind, please study Acts 2:42 along with 1 
John 1:7. The verses read: “And they continued stedfastly 
in the apostles’ doctrine and fellowship, and in breaking 
of bread, and in prayers” (Acts 2:42). “But if we walk in 
the light, as he is in the light, we have fellowship one with 
another, and the blood of Jesus Christ his Son cleanseth 
us from all sin” (1John 1:7).

Having read these two passages, please consider the fol-
lowing true/false statements fo r the purpose of establishing 
the meaning of the phrase under investigation.
1. T F   It is possible to “walk in the light” and NOT con-
tinue “stedfastly in the apostles’ doctrine.”
2. T F   It is possible to continue “stedfastly in the apos-
tles’ doctrine” and NOT “walk in the light.”
3. . T F   It is possible (from God’s point of view) to “have 
fellowship one with another” and not “walk in the light.”
4. T F   It is possible (from God’s point of view) to “have 
fellowship one with another” and NOT continue “stedfast-
ly in the apostles’ doctrine.”

Statements one and two are false. To “walk in the 
light” is to “continue stedfastly in the apostles’ doctrine” 
and vice versa. Statements three and four are false. If, from 
God’s point of view, fellowship exists between people only 
when they are in fellowship with Him (and it is), statements 

three and four must be FALSE. The conclusion is that to 
“walk in the light” is the exact same thing as continuing 
“stedfastly in the apostles’ doctrine” (Acts 2:42).

Jesus said, “I am the light of the world: he that fol-
loweth me shall not walk in the darkness, but shall have 
the light of life” (John 8:12). To Christians, John wrote:

That which we have seen and heard declare we unto 
you, that ye also may have fellowship with us: and truly 
our fellowship is with the Father, and with his Son Je-
sus Christ. And these things write we unto you, that your 
joy may be full. This then is the message which we have 
heard of him, and declare unto you, that God is light, and 
in him is no darkness at all. If we say that we have fellow-
ship with him, and walk in darkness, we lie, and do not 
the truth (1 John 1:3-6).

As we notice the totality of the information from the 
two previous passages (keeping in mind our study of 1 John 
1:7), we come to understand that fellowship is produced by 
man understanding and obeying God’s Will. This fellow-
ship is with the Father. It is also with His only begotten Son, 
Jesus Christ. One may claim fellowship with God, but in 
reality not have fellowship with Him. If one claims fellow-
ship with God, but he keeps on walking in darkness, he is a 
liar, and does not the Truth. Scriptural fellowship exists only 
between faithful children of God. To have fellowship with 
God one must come into the light and continue to “walk 
in the light.” My fellowship with other Christians is predi-
cated on my coming into the light and continually walking 
in the light. Anyone else’s fellowship with me is contingent 
on my walking stedfastly in the light and that person doing 
the same.

Thus, the faithful child of God’s fellowship is with the 
Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, the apostles and prophets (men 
who wrote the New Testament) and with all other faithful 
children of God.This fellowship is always predicated on 
one’s being in the light and “walking in the light.” To walk 
in the light is to continue in the apostles’ teaching. To walk 
in darkness is to live contrary to the apostles’ teaching. All 
of us must take heed to persons who would have us reject: 
(1) the distinction between children of God and children of 
the devil; (2) the distinction between the Lord’s one true 
church and the religions of men; and (3) the difference be-
tween the faithful and the unfaithful children of God.

For some time now there has been a concerted effort by 
false teachers to bring into the fellowship of the saints those 
“believers” in Christ who are not in fellowship with Christ. 
They are doing it through the false doctrine called “unity in 
diversity.” 

Unity IN Or Unity AND Diversity 
“Unity in diversity” is a contradiction of terms. Unity is de-
fined “oneness” and diverse means “unlike” (Webster’s 9th 
New Collegiate Dictionary). When the definition of these 

         (Continued on Page 9 )
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at Philippi came into existence when Lydia, the Jailer, and 
their respective families heard and obeyed the gospel (Acts 
16:15,33).  These 33 local churches/congregations consisted 
of Christians in a geographic area that had banded together 
as a local church/congregation. Since the church/congrega-
tion consists of individual members, we read of the church 
“unassembled” and also “gathered together” (Acts 14:27, 
1 Cor. 11:18, 14:28). It should be obvious to the casual read-
er that these churches/congregations were not an optional 
matter, but were, in fact, an essential part and feature of New 
Testament Christianity.  

It should be added that there is no authority for an or-
ganization larger or smaller than the local church/congrega-
tion. In other words, each congregation is autonomous (self 
governing). Thus, the eldership has no authority beyond the 
borders of the local church/congregation they oversee (Acts 
20:28). Likewise, there is no authority for an entity to ex-
ist that is smaller than the local church/congregation.  This 
would condemn the individual Christian who refused mem-
bership in a faithful congregation.  

Let us consider the fact of placing membership in a 
local church/congregation. We have two occasions upon 
which Saul placed membership in a local church/congrega-
tion. It is usually the case that one becomes a member of the 
congregation where they are converted. Thus, it is reason-
able to assume that Saul became a member of the church at 
Damascus (Acts 9:10-22). After his conversion in Damascus 
he traveled to Jerusalem and “…he assayed to join him-
self to the disciples…” (Acts 9:26,27). The word “join” is 
translated from the Greek κολλάω. According to Thayer this 
word means “1) to glue, to glue together, cement, fasten to-
gether; 2) to join or fasten firmly together; 3) to join one’s 
self to, cleave to.”  This is descriptive of close, personal, and 
intimate relationships. Jesus used this word when describing 
the relationship and proximity of husband and wife (Mat. 
19:9). κολλάω is simply defined as, “To glue or cement to-
gether, then, generally, to unite, to join firmly…” (Exposi-
tory Dictionary of New Testament Words, by W. E. Vine). 
Thus, κολλάω is indicative of the importance and the nature 
of membership in the local church. 

Because of Saul’s boldness in preaching Christ, the 
Grecians sought to kill him. When the brethren in Jerusalem 
discovered the plot against Saul’s life, they sent him through 
Caesarea to Tarsus (Acts 9:29,30).

“Then departed Barnabas to Tarsus, for to seek Saul: And 
when he had found him, he brought him unto Antioch. 
And it came to pass, that a whole year they assembled 
themselves with the church, and taught much people. And 
the disciples were called Christians first in Antioch” (Acts 
11:25,26). 
 The word “assembled” is translated from the Greek 

word συνάγω. According to Thayer (all following defini-
tions are from Thayer), this word means, “2) to bring to-

gether, assemble, collect; 2a) to join together, join in one 
(those previously separated); 2b) to gather together by con-
voking; 2c) to be gathered, i.e. come together, gather, meet.” 
By “joining” or “assembling” oneself to a local church/con-
gregation, one becomes an identifiable and contributing part 
of that assembly. From the foregoing, it is reasonable to as-
sume that Saul “joined” himself to the church of Tarsus if 
one existed in that city. Otherwise, he himself and any other 
Christians with him would constitute the church in Tarsus. 
Thus, Saul was never without membership in a local church/
congregation.

IT IS GOD’S INTENT THAT
 CHRISTIANS HAVE MEMBERSHIP IN
A LOCAL  CHURCH/CONGREGATION

From the foregoing, it is obvious that Christians must be 
members of a local church/congregation. Other than Christ 
being head of the universal church, the local church/congre-
gation is the largest governmental organization of which we 
read in the New Testament. Too many have adopted a “float-
ing” policy where they go wandering around all over the 
place and never place membership in any local church/con-
gregation. Thus, they never assume responsibility anywhere 
for anything. Christians who act like a bunch of “jumping 
fleas” hopping from one dog to another never helped build 
up anything. We are not talking about an occasional visit 
with brethren in other places. But we are concerned about 
those upon whom you can never depend, who will not take 
any assignment, will not be a permanent member of any 
congregation, and do not feel any sense of duty anywhere in 

(Continued From Page 1)
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particular and nowhere in general.
Membership in the local church is presupposed by the 

command to “not forsake the assembling of ourselves to-
gether” (Heb. 10: 25). The assembling was obviously the 
matter of “come together in the church”—more on this 
later (2 Cor. 11:18, cf. Acts 2:42). Some believe that they 
can justify the practice of just being a detached or free lance 
Christian, not being a member of any particular local church 
but visiting around. Notice again the language of Hebrews 
10:25, “Not forsaking the assembling of ourselves togeth-
er.” The Hebrews writer is addressing specific people and 
a specific act—the practice of themselves coming together. 
This assembling together is not optional, nor is it without 
serious consequence if ignored (Heb. 10:25-31). In fact, the 
context indicates that to thus “forsake” is to “…sin will-
fully”; and the result of sinning willfully is “…there re-
maineth no more sacrifice for sins” (vs. 26).

Thus far, we have established Scriptural authority for: 
(1) the requirement of the local church/congregation; (2) the 
requirement of every Christian being a member of a local 
congregation; (3) and the sin and consequences of forsak-
ing the assembly. Such is the nature of the New Testament 
church. We will now turn our attention to the errors men-
tioned in the introduction of this article.

SOME IMPLICATIONS OF 
CHURCH/CONGREGATIONAL MEMBERSHIP

We have already established that every Christian must 
be a member of a local church/congregation. There are two 
options available to the Christian: (1) locate and “join” one-
self to a sound/faithful church/congregation in the area; or 
(2) if no such congregation exists, one must be established.  
This is the case since the faithful Christian constitutes the 
church wherever he/she is when no other exists as in the 
case of Saul in Tarsus as earlier mentioned, or where only 
an apostate church exists. Of the 33 congregations mention 
in the New Testament, some were located in the homes of 
some of the members e.g., the church that met in the home 
of Aquila and Priscilla (Rom. 16:3-5; 1 Cor. 16:19). Where 
the church meets for assembly is a matter of expediency.

LEAVING A SOUND/FAITHFUL
 CONGREGATION IMPROPERLY 

Though it is becoming increasingly rare, there could be 
more than one sound/faithful congregation in close proxim-
ity to a Christian’s home.  Since it is a matter of expediency, 
the Christian can choose which congregation he will “join.”  
Once the choice is made, the Christian’s support, devotion 
and loyalty is to the congregation where he is a member.  
However, he can offer fellowship to the other sound con-
gregations in the area. Over the course of time, the Christian 
may determine that another sound congregation in the area 
is more suitable to his needs and talents. Since his member-
ship is a matter of expediency, he has the liberty to move his 

membership to that other congregation. It would be neces-
sary to discuss this move with the leadership of both con-
gregations before membership is transferred. All of this is 
done through expediency with the underlying authority of 
maintaining membership in a local church/congregation.

Any Scripturally sound action can be abused. One such 
abuse occurs when a Christian decides to remove his mem-
bership from a sound/faithful congregation for no legitimate 
reason. By “legitimate reason” we have in mind: (1) one 
who is moving from the area and distance would prohibit 
continued membership; (2) moving membership (as above) 
to another sound congregation in the area; and (3) for the 
purpose of establishing a congregation in another area where 
no sound congregation exists. All of these reasons are “le-
gitimate” because they are authorized by direct statements, 
example and implication. In the above listed reasons, fel-
lowship is maintained with the congregation that one leaves 
and is extended to the congregation which one joins.

It is becoming more and more common for Christians 
to remove their membership from a sound church/congre-
gation for no good reason. They simply cease to attend at 
the local church/congregation and begin to worship at home. 
They have no intention of moving from the community or 
“joining” another congregation. Since there is no authority 
to establish a “new” congregation where a sound/faithful 
one already exists, they are not even left with that option.  
Such people become “members at large” which has already 
been proven sinful. Furthermore, by removing their mem-
bership in such a manner, they are in effect breaking fellow-
ship with sound/faithful brethren. This is implied by their 
refusal to work and worship with the local church/congre-
gation. A Christian commits sin by leaving a sound/faithful 
congregation in this manner and is subject to discipline that 
must not be ignored!

Is there authority for a house church or a virtual church?  
By house church, we mean a single eldership that exercises 
authority over more than one congregation (similar to that 
which was advocated by the Boston/Crossroad’s movement 
in the late 70’s and 80’s). By virtual church, we mean a situ-
ation in which a Christian attempts to “join” a congrega-
tion in another city, state, or even country. This Christian’s 
participation with said congregation would be limited to the 
Internet via programs such as Skype, phone calls, email and 
“snail” mail.  

We have already determined that each congregation is 
autonomous and that elders have no authority beyond the 
membership of their own congregation.  This being the case, 
there is no authority for the house church principle. No el-
dership can oversee the work of another congregation. The 
“house” churches have no right to exist apart from the local 
church/congregation. They must seek out and join a faithful 
church/congregation in their area. Or, if none are available, 
they must establish and function as the local church/congre-
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gation in their own community.
Similar to the “house” church principle is the “virtual” 

church. For one to place membership over long distance 
(i.e., another city, state, country) ignores basic principles of 
worship, service, and fellowship. As we pointed out previ-
ously, the very meaning of the words “join” and “assemble” 
implies “gluing or fastening together” or “cleaving” to one 
another such as in a marriage. Could one be successfully 
married and perform all of the functions of matrimony if the 
couple were separated by 10’s, 100’s or 1000’s of miles with 
no intention of ever coming together in the same place?  The 
obvious answer is, “NO!”  How then could Christians ever 
perform all of the functions of membership in a congregation 
if they are separated by 10’s, 100’s or 1000’s of miles with 
no intention of ever coming together in the same place?

In First Corinthians chapter Eleven, Paul rebukes the 
brethren for their abuse of the Lord’s Supper. In this context, 
Paul uses several words/phrases to discuss the assembly of 
the Saints. Consider the following: (1) Come together from 
συνέρχομαι meaning: a) to come together a) to assemble; (2) 
Church from εκκλησία meaning: a) a gathering of citizens 
called out from their homes into some public place, an as-
sembly d) in a Christian sense, an assembly of Christians 
gathered for worship in a religious meeting.  This “coming 
together” and/or “assembling” is to be done in “one place” 
(1 Cor. 11:20).  In the case where one is a “long distance” 
member (10’s, 100’s or 1000’s of miles away), the only 
type of “coming together” is in a “virtual” assembly on 
the Internet thru such means as Skype (an Internet applica-
tion allowing two-way video conferencing). However, such 
a situation could hardly be considered “coming together” 
in “one place.”

Furthermore, how could an eldership accept the over-
sight of such long distance members? There would be no 
way of knowing the spiritual condition of its flock. The elders 
must be “among” the flock and the flock must be “among” 
elders (1 Pet. 5:1,2). It would be difficult to imagine a shep-
herd having a flock of sheep in Jerusalem and Ephesus at 
that same time and caring for both equally well.  There are 
many other problems with this arrangement, but these are 
sufficient to demonstrate that “house” churches and “virtual” 
churches are without authority and therefore, sinful. If this 
practice is carried to its logical conclusion, it would destroy 
the local congregation. After all, if one person could place 
membership over a long distance, then everyone could.  This 
would result in one universal worldwide congregation.  

Elders have the responsibility to maintain its member-
ship! We have already established that placing membership 
with a particular congregation is a matter of expediency.  As 
such, the final determination of all membership resides with 
the elders of the congregation or with the men of the congre-
gation in the absence of elders. This is true, because the el-
ders have the final authority in the area of expediency. Thus, 

the eldership makes the final decision regarding accepting 
or rejecting one as a member of a local church/congregation.  
Simply desiring to “join” a “church/congregation” does not 
mean automatic acceptance.

Consider the case of Saul when he sought to “join” 
himself to the church at Jerusalem. At first, his membership 
was rejected (Acts 9:26). Here is an example of a faithful 
Christian being rejected for membership in a faithful con-
gregation. Since membership in a local church/congregation 
is a matter of expediency, the leadership of the church in 
Jerusalem committed no sin. This is quite different from the 
attitude of Diotrephes who usurped the position of leader-
ship in the church (3 John 9).  

There are also circumstances that might call for the el-
ders of a church/congregation to ask a faithful member to 
leave. Such was the case with Saul on at least two occasions.  
First, the brethren at Damascus sent Paul on his way when 
certain Jews sought to kill him (Acts 9:23-25). Likewise, the 
Jerusalem brethren also sent Saul on his way because Gre-
cians threatened to kill him (Acts 9:29,30). Also, there could 
arise a disagreement over matters of judgment that are so 
great that it is necessary to separate. Such was the case with 
Paul and Barnabas regarding John Mark. “And the con-
tention was so sharp between them, that they departed 
asunder one from the other” (Acts 15:39). If such matters 
of judgment can cause two brethren to separate, surely it can 
happen with a member of a congregation. When such con-
tention over judgment arises, it is up to the elders to resolve 
the matter even if it means asking a member to depart. 

Elders have a duty to purge the church of sin! There are 
some brethren who reject the concept of church discipline 
altogether. Others agree the church discipline is necessary, 
but fail to carry it out in a scriptural matter. Of the latter 
group, there are those who believe that we must mark, but 
not avoid those who are in sin and refuse to repent. They be-
lieve that we ought to encourage those from whom fellow-
ship has been withdrawn to attend the various assemblies of 
the church.  Let’s consider a few principles and see if this is 
a Scriptural practice.

First, we are to “…mark them which cause divisions 
and offences contrary to the doctrine which ye have 
learned; and avoid them” (Rom. 16:17). It is impossible to 
avoid someone sitting in the pew next to you. Furthermore, 
by being allowed to continue to assemble, they may “…by 
good words and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the 
simple” (Rom. 16:18).

Second, the fornicator in Corinth was to be “taken 
away from among you” (1 Cor. 5:2). This was necessary 
to purge out the leaven of sin from the congregation. Paul 
wrote, “Your glorying is not good. Know ye not that a 
little leaven leaveneth the whole lump? Purge out there-
fore the old leaven, that ye may be a new lump as ye are 
unleavened…” (1 Cor. 5:6,7). We cannot purge out the old 
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leaven and be a new lump and at same time encourage the 
sinner to remain among us. The Israelites lost the battle of Ai 
because there was “sin in the camp” (Jos. 7). 

Third, some brethren must be rejected because of the 
divisive nature of their sin. “A man that is an heretic after 
the first and second admonition reject” (Tit. 3:10).  Here 
we see the urgency necessary in dealing with some sinful 
brethren. Those who are causing division in the congrega-
tion must be rejected, which means shunned or avoided. 
Jesus warned, “Beware of false prophets, which come to 
you in sheep’s clothing, but inwardly they are ravening 
wolves” (Mat. 7:15). Should we disrobe the wolf and then 
invite him to the assembly for dinner?  Surely, all can see the 
absurdity of this.  

The elders have a sacred responsibility to protect the 
sheep. This includes isolating them from the sickening in-
fluence of sinners. Thus, elders must take the lead in mark-
ing and avoiding those in sin. They must also encourage 
the flock to avoid those who are so marked. Should the one 
withdrawn from come to the assemblies, we must “…count 

him not as an enemy, but admonish him as a brother” (2 
The. 3:15).

CONCLUSION
The organization of the church is critical to New Testa-

ment Christianity.  We must respect all aspects of the church 
both universally and congregationally. It is imperative that 
we recognize the need to be a member of a local church/con-
gregation. Likewise, we must respect the authority of the 
elders in the area of expediency.  

Some of the foregoing errors are committed out of igno-
rance of the Scriptures. Others result from a failure to rightly 
divide the Word of Truth (2 Tim. 2:15) or rebellion to God, 
His Word, and the authority that He has given the elders 
of the local church/congregation. Whatever the cause, the 
result is sin. We encourage all who are engaged in such prac-
tice, to reconsider their actions, search the Scriptures and 
repent of their sin. May this article encourage more study on 
these subjects.

—925 Fish Hatchery Rd.
Huntsville, TX 77320–7009

In the military, soldiers are expected to conform to the 
chain of command. There is an example of such conformity 
mentioned in the Scriptures. On an occasion when Jesus was 
in Capernaum, a centurion called on him to heal a servant 
who was “… at home sick of the palsy, grievously tor-
mented” (Mat. 8:5-7). When Jesus mentioned He would go 
to the centurion’s house to heal the servant, the centurion 
asked Him “speak the word only, and my servant shall 
be healed.”

 The centurion said, “For I am a man under author-
ity, having soldiers under me: and I say to this man, Go, 
and he goeth; and to another, Come, and he cometh; and 
to my servant, Do this, and he doeth it” (Mat. 8:7-9; cf. 
1 Chr. 12:33, 38). Likewise, as soldiers of Christ, we have 
spiritual Commander to whose authority we must conform 
if we want to be pleasing to him (2 Tim. 2:4).

Joshua, a leader of Israel, was a man that conformed 
to the Word of God. God had commanded Moses to send 
out twelve men, one from every tribe to spy out the land 
of promise (Num. 13:1-2). After forty days the twelve re-
turned and brought a report unto Israel. They said of the 
land, “it floweth with milk and honey; … Nevertheless 
the people be strong that dwell in the land, and the cities 

are walled, and very great” (Num. 13:27-29). Caleb and 
Joshua believed they could take the land with God’s help 
(Num. 13:30; 14:6-8). They tried to encourage the people 
to enter the land to take possession of it. The other ten spies 
declared they would not be able take the land and “brought 
up an evil report of the land which they had searched 
unto the children of Israel” (Num. 23:30-33). The evil 
report stirred the people and led them to rebel against the 
Lord. As a result they desired to return to Egypt from which 
God had freed them (Num. 14:1-4, 9). Because Joshua and 
Caleb conformed to God’s Word, only they, of the original 
adults that left Egypt, were permitted to enter into the land 
of promise.

By the time Israel had settled into the land, Joshua was 
growing very old in age. Although he had faced many battles 
and trials, his faith never wavered. However, Israel’s com-
placency had become evident to Joshua. Contrary to God’s 
command, the people had not driven out all the original in-
habitants of the land. Israel seemed content to share the land. 
Summoning Israel’s elders, their heads, judges and officers 
(Jos. 23:1-2), Joshua confronted the compromisers. In that 
farewell speech, he reminded them about everything God 
had done in fulfilling his promises to them (23:3-5, 9-10; 

CONFORMING TO GOD’S WORD
Raymond Wiseman
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24:1-13). Joshua challenged the people in what they were to 
do (Jos. 23:6-8, 11). He informed them of what God would 
do if they failed (Jos. 23:12-13, 16). The people said they 
would do as Joshua had encouraged (Jos. 24:24). 

Joshua told the people to be “very courageous to keep 
and to do all that are written in the book” (Jos. 23: 6). Ac-
cording to Brown-Driver-Briggs’ lexicon, the word coura-
geous means “to be strong; to be firm.” Thus, Joshua was 
telling the people that if they were to succeed, they needed 
to be spiritually strong in regard to obeying God’s Word. 
To the saints at Colossae, Paul revealed the key to walk-
ing worthy was to be spiritually strong (Col. 1:9-12). Such 
strength had to do with God’s written Word; and they were 
to demonstrate that strength through their obedience. Some 
people compromise God’s Word and, consequently, do not 
receive spiritual blessings. Thus, we should always strive to 
be numbered among God’s faithful. Being faithful in wor-
ship is one way to demonstrate conforming to God’s Word.

Israel was to demonstrate strength with God’s Word 
in worship (Jos. 23:7). Joshua cautioned the people to “… 
come not among these nations …” (Jos. 23:7a). They were 
to keep themselves and their worship separate from the na-
tions. Similarly, Paul wrote:

Be ye not unequally yoked together with unbelievers: for 
what fellowship hath righteousness with unrighteousness? 
and what communion hath light with darkness? And what 
concord hath Christ with Belial? or what part hath he 
that believeth with an infidel? And what agreement hath 
the temple of God with idols? for ye are the temple of the 
living God; as God hath said, I will dwell in them, and 
walk in them; and I will be their God, and they shall be 
my people. Wherefore come out from among them, and 
be ye separate, saith the Lord, and touch not the unclean 

thing; and I will receive you” (2 Cor. 6:14-17).

Joshua also told Israel that the degree of separation was 
to “… neither make mention of the name of their gods, 
… neither serve them, nor bow yourselves unto them: 
…” (Jos. 23:7b). To the church at Ephesus, Paul wrote that 
those who conform to God’s Word were to, “have no fel-
lowship with the unfruitful works of darkness, but rath-
er reprove them” (Eph 5:11).

Those who worship improperly demonstrate a lack of 
spiritual development. Joshua told Israel to “cleave unto 
the LORD your God” (Jos. 23:8). According to Brown-
Driver-Briggs’ lexicon the word cleave means to “cling” or 
“to stay with.” We “cleave” to God’s Word by adhering to it 
or conforming to it.

Therefore we ought to give the more earnest heed to the 
things which we have heard, lest at any time we should 
let them slip. For if the word spoken by angels was sted-
fast, and every transgression and disobedience received 
a just recompence of reward; How shall we escape, if we 
neglect so great salvation; which at the first began to be 
spoken by the Lord, and was confirmed unto us by them 
that heard him (Heb. 2:1-3).

Let us always endeavor to conform to the Word of God.
—P.O. Box 223

Point Comfort, TX 77978
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words are substituted for the words themselves, we have: 
“Oneness in unlikeness.” We may as well say “dryness in 
wetness” or “goodness in badness.” With these words taken 
in their normal definition and usage, then paired as we have  
them, they are nothing more or less than so much nonsense. 

In the words “unity and diversity,” we are saying that 
God’s Word demands “oneness,” “unity,” and “sameness” 
in obligatory matters. By obligatory matters we mean those 
things authorized by God’s Word by the various kinds of di-
rect statements, implication and/or examples (patterns) con-
tained therein. The Bible authorizes in no other ways than 
the aforementioned ones. Thus, we must have Bible author-
ity behind every thought, word, and action or we sin (Col. 
3:17). In fact, whether we realize it or not, in our own com-
munication with one another, direct statements, implications 
and/or examples (patterns) are the only means whereby any 
language communicates. In 1 Cor. 1:10 Paul said:

Now I beseech you, brethren, by the name of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, that ye all speak the same thing, and that 
there be no divisions among you; but that ye be perfectly 
joined together in the same mind and in the same judg-
ment (1 Cor. 1:10).

However, this same apostle had such a sharp difference  with 
Barnabas (they were not of the same mind or judgment) over 
whether or not to take John Mark with them on their second 
preaching tour that they parted company (Acts 15:36-41). Is 
this the same Paul who wrote the Corinthian brethren and 
begged them not to divide, but to “be perfectly joined to-
gether in the same mind and the same judgment”? Did 
Paul preach one thing and practice something different? Was 
he a hypocrite? The answer is, OF COURSE NOT! Paul was 
begging the Corinthian brethren to be one in matters of ob-
ligation—those things bound upon them by the authority of 
the New Testament (Col. 3:17). Paul and Barnabas did not 
differ over matters of obligation, but over optional matters 
(different avenues, means, methods, ways) for discharging 
their obligations to God. From these options, God expected 
them to choose the option(s) that provided the greatest ad-
vantage for discharging their obligations to God. Please no-
tice the following list. 

(1) Unless there is New Testament authorization, there is 
no obligation.
(2) Where there is no obligation, there can be no options.
(3) Without options, there can be no expeditious choice(s) 
available to man from which he may choose and whereby he 
can discharge his obligations to God.

In local church business the elders are to make the final 
decision in optional matters (Acts 20:28; Heb. 13:7, 17; 1 
Peter 5:1-3). Elders, therefore, must know the difference in 
obligatory and optional matters. Elders must understand that 
in choosing which option(s) is best that they are seeking the 
option(s) that is most expedient in getting done only what 

God in His authoritative Word has obligated the church to 
do. To expedite anything is to discharge the obligation in the 
quickest and best way possible. Hence, when we speak of 
“in the quickest and the best way possible,” we are speak-
ing of the element of advantage. The option settled upon by 
the collective decision of the eldership does not expedite the 
discharging of the obligation unless there is the element of 
advantage inherent in the option(s) chosen.

Regarding the “sharp contention” that resulted in Paul 
and Barnabas parting company, there is no evidence that ei-
ther one of these two great servants of God sinned in motive 
or action (1 John 3:4; Jam. 4:17; Gal. 5:6). In fact, after their 
separation the church in Antioch of Syria commended both 
of them in their work (Acts 15:40). Out of their disagree-
ment over whether it was or was not the most expedient (ad-
vantageous) optional choice to take John Mark, two preach-
ing tours emerged. Hence, unity, oneness or sameness must 
exist in all matters of obligation AND diversity or difference 
is allowed or permitted in those matters where God did not 
specify who, where, when, how, etc. the thing authorized is 
to be done. When elders do not understand these principles 
of ascertaining Bible authority, only confusion can result. 
We hasten to sadly say that the church today evidences that 
many elders have no idea, or at best they have a corrupted 
view, of the key area in which they function and how it af-
fects the church. If the elders have very little or no idea of 
their sphere of operation and how to discharge it, what does 
the average member understand about the work of elders?

Today, those who advocate “unity in diversity” are try-
ing to teach doctrines that are designed to treat obligatory 
matters as if they were optional. They teach that Christians 
can “opt” to observe the Lord’s Supper on Sunday, or “opt” 
to do so on any other day. If it violates one’s conscience, or 
if it is against your tradition to observe the Lord’s Supper 
on Thursday night, then do not do it, but do not divide the 
church over your differences. If you cannot use mechanical 
instruments of music in worship to God, that is fine! But 
just do not separate yourself from those who do. In fact, just 
about everything that God has obligated man to do has been 
dealt with in the above erroneous manner by liberal false 
teachers. The result is that false doctrines are taught which 
loose men from what God in the Bible has bound upon them 
(various forms of liberalism) while other false teachers have 
bound on men what God in His Word has not bound upon 
them (various forms of “anti-ism”). This is nothing more or 
less than the basic premise that undergirds and perpetuates 
denominationalism. There can be no God-approved unity, or 
true unity, or fellowship that is not founded on and sustained 
by Bible authority. We readily see the need of properly con-
stituted authority in the everyday affairs of life. How much 
more so is such true and necessary in matters pertaining to 
our eternal destiny (John 12:48; 14:15)? To treat obliga-
tory matters as optional, or vice versa, results in “a unity” 
as well as “a division” that is not authorized by the Bible. 

(Continued From Page 3)
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We, therefore, find ourselves fellowshipping persons not in 
fellowship with God and vice versa. Hence, we see the tre-
mendous importance of why men must learn and employ 
the principles of “rightly dividing the word of truth” or 
ascertaining Bible authority (2 Tim. 2:15; Col. 3:17).

Fellowship Or The Lack Of It Between Churches
The churches under consideration are not human de-

nominational churches. We are considering the Lord’s 
church. There are three usages of the word church in the 
New Testament. The word church is used by the Holy Spirit 
to refer to the one institution of the saved (Mat. 16:18; Acts 
2:47; 20:28; Eph. 1:22-23; 4:4; Col. 1:18). It is also em-
ployed to identify the largest and smallest organized entity 
of the one institution of the saved in any geographic location 
(Rom. 1:7; 1 Cor. 1:2; Gal. 1:2; Eph. 1:1; Rev. 1:4). Some-
times it is not so designated (Rom. 16:16). Finally the word 
church is used in an assembled sense—the church convened 
for religious purposes (1 Cor. 11:18, 20, 33; 14:19, 23, 26, 
28). Of course, the word church in its assembled sense is re-
ferring to the “local” church assembling or coming together. 
The words church and congregation are synonymous. How-
ever, in the United States we have tended to use the word 
congregation when referring to a “local” church. We shall 
use both the words church and congregation in referring to 
the “local” church.

Each church in any geographic location is autonomous. 
By this is meant that each church runs its own affairs, with 
Christ as head, through the organizational structure for each 
church revealed on the pages of the New Testament (Phi. 
1:1; Acts 10:32). As studied earlier, Christ has delegated 
to the elders (bishops, shepherds, presbyters) of each “lo-
cal” church the authority to get done, in the quickest and 
best way possible, the work He has authorized (obligated) 
the church to do (Acts 20:28; 1 Pet. 5:1-4). Again, we em-
phasize that the authorized fellowship existing between and 
among Christians is made possible ONLY by their faithful 
adherence to the doctrine of Christ (Eph. 1:3; Gal. 3:17; 2 
John 9-11; Col. 3:17; 1 Cor. 4:6–ASV, 1901; 1 John 1:7).

The first church of Christ on the earth was the church in 
Jerusalem (Acts 2). All others came into existence after it. 
Was the Lord’s church in Jerusalem authorized by the Scrip-
tures to extend the fellowship enjoyed between its members 
to other churches such as the church in Antioch of Syria 
(Acts 13:1)? May one church extend fellowship to another 
church without giving up its own autonomy or usurping the 
autonomy of the other? If so, where is the New Testament 
authority for such?

Any fellowship between churches MUST respect and 
adhere to the authorized organizational structure of each 
church as revealed in the New Testament (Col. 3:17). There-
fore, one church’s elders cannot dictate and control another 
churches elders and, thereby, rule said church. Under the au-
thority of Christ exercised through the teaching of the New 

Testament, each eldership sets the policy of the church they 
oversee or superintend. Please consider the following ex-
ample. Church “A” has been in existence for 30 years. In a 
neighboring community, there is no church. Over the years 
the few Christians that have been in the town have had their 
membership with congregations in nearby communities. In 
time, through conversions and faithful brethren moving into 
said town, the Christians residing in the area decide to form 
a congregation according to the New Testament pattern. This 
they do. We shall call it church “B.” Is church “A” autho-
rized by the New Testament to extend fellowship to church 
“B” and vice versa, because each church is walking in the 
light of God’s Truth (1 John 1:7; John 8:31, 32; 17:17)? By 
this it is meant that churches “A” and “B” are continuing 
“stedfastly in the apostles doctrine” (Acts 2:42). Both 
churches are abiding in “the doctrine of Christ,”; thereby 
they have “both the Father and the Son’ (2 John 9). Each 
one is practicing the principles implied by the direct state-
ment of Colossians 3:17. 

It is obvious that it is impossible for Christians in dif-
ferent congregations to have the close, intimate fellowship 
with one another that Christians of the same congregation 
enjoy. They are separated by the autonomous structure of 
the church, and thus, lack close personal association and 
involvement with each other. Also, the expeditious efforts 
determined by the elders of each congregation in discharg-
ing the obligations for which God holds the church respon-
sible vary from church to church. Hence, it is impossible for 
Christians who submit to the elders of the church in which 
they are members to be as involved in the works of another 
church with a different work program set out by a different 
eldership. Does this mean that there is no fellowship between 
members of different congregations? ABSOLUTELY NOT. 
All this means is that Christians MUST respect and abide 
by the New Testament teaching concerning the organization 
and autonomy of the church. Does this rule our cooperation 
(fellowship) between autonomous congregations? Of course 
not. If one Christian can assist another Christian in doing 
what the Bible designates to be the responsibility of each 
Christian that is peculiar to and done ONLY because one 
is a Christian, a congregation (a multiplicity of Christians 
organized according to the New Testament pattern) may do 
the same. Please study the following Scriptures regarding 
this matter (Col. 3:17; Acts 2:42; Phi. 1:5; 4:16,18; Rom. 
15:30,31; 1 Cor. 16:1-3; 2 Cor. 8:18, 19, 23, 24; 9:1-15; Jam. 
1:27).

When fellowship is extended from one church to an-
other, for the Scriptural reasons already noted, is it a “once 
in fellowship, always in fellowship” relationship regardless 
of the false doctrine one of the churches may come to be-
lieve, practice, and propagate? Remember the only reason 
that fellowship can exist between congregations in the first 
place is that each congregation (the persons comprising said 
churches) were first of all in fellowship with God by their 
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faithful obedience to the Gospel and their faithful adher-
ence to God’s Word. If such had not been the case, a faithful 
church would never have had the biblical authority to extend 
said fellowship in the first place (Col. 3:17). The biblical 
rule or principle that authorizes individual Christians within 
a church to fellowship each other is the same rule that al-
lows sister congregations to be in or out of fellowship with 
another. Again, we affirm that what is done by a Christian 
that is peculiar to and done only because one is a Christian 
is that which may be done by a congregation of Christians.

Would someone attempt to prove from the Scriptures 
how the organizational structure of the church makes null 
and void the New Testament principles regarding fellow-
ship? If so, I suppose that the church of which I am a member 
continues to be in fellowship with the Independent Christian 
Church. After all, “they used to be us and we used to be 
them.” The passing of time has no bearing on any principle 
of truth. If, therefore, it is a sin for one church to disfellow-
ship another church, then the implication is that the church 
of which I am a member continues to be in fellowship with 
the Independent Christian Churches. Faithful persons cannot 
be in fellowship with unfaithful persons whether individu-
ally or collectively. If faithful church “A” (a multiplicity of 
members of the body of Christ) that is faithful to God, may 
remain in fellowship with unfaithful church “B” (a multi-
plicity of members of the body of Christ) that is unfaith-
ful to God, just where is the New Testament authority for 
doing so? In discharging their responsibilities to those they 
superintend, faithful elders must lead, guide, and direct the 
church concerning who is in fellowship with God and who 
is not. We would think a shepherd wise who would isolate 
a sick sheep from his own flock lest they become infected 
by its disease. Would we call that same shepherd wise if he 
knew that another shepherd’s flock was spiritually sick, but 
having no jurisdiction over his fellow shepherd’s flock, he 
concluded that he must do nothing to keep his sheep away 
from the sick flock?

The organizational structure of the one universal church 
into autonomous churches in various geographic locations 
with a plurality of elders over each church does not nullify 
the teaching of the New Testament concerning the extend-
ing or withdrawing of fellowship. That which implies a false 
doctrine is itself false. Truth implies truth. Hence, to teach 
that church “A” sins if it withdraws the fellowship it once 
extended to church “B” because said church was faithful to 
God is to teach a principle that permits the faithful to fellow-
ship the unfaithful. By implication such a view is affirming 
that faithful church “A” is forever in fellowship with church 
“B” regardless of what church “B” believes or practices! In 
other words, church “A” may extend fellowship to church 
“B” solely on the basis that church “B” is faithful to God, 
but church “A” may not withdraw fellowship from church 
“B” because church “B” has become unfaithful to God. Who 
can believe such a thing?

The next logical question would be, how does one 
know that a congregation is out of fellowship with God? 
The answer is, when a congregation with or without deliber-
ate purpose or forethought engages and willfully persists in 
anything that is contrary to the doctrine of Christ (loosing 
men from what God has bound upon them or binding on 
them what God does not), said congregation does not have 
God in the doing of it (2 John 9-11). When those who set 
the policy of the church (the elders, or where there are no 
elders, the men) deliberately with willful forethought or not 
guide the church they oversee into unauthorized acts, they 
sin in so doing and cause those who follow their false poli-
cies also to sin. If they refuse to be corrected by the Bible, 
they are not fit for fellowship with God, nor, therefore, His 
faithful people. Such is made clear by our Lord’s letters to 
the seven churches of Asia and Paul’s letter to the Corin-
thians (Rev. chapters 2, 3). Paul commanded, “A man that 
is an heretick after the first and second admonition re-
ject” (Tit. 3:10). Would someone please attempt to explain 
why this would not apply to a plurality of heretical elders 
or the people under their oversight? It makes no difference 
whether the members are in agreement with them or not. 
Some people do not have enough spiritual concern for what 
is right and wrong to fill a germ’s thimble, and thus, they just 
go right along with whatever the elders (ear tickling preach-
ers) feed them.

Someone may say, “We have no example in the New 
Testament of one church withdrawing fellowship from a 
sister congregation; therefore, we are not authorized to do 
such.” An example is not the only way the Scriptures autho-
rize! Thus, there is no merit whatsoever to such an argument. 
Remember, the Scriptures not only authorize by example, 
but also by direct statements and implication. That which 
proves too much proves nothing. The Bible nowhere teaches 
anything that would authorize an individual Christian or a 
scripturally organized multiplicity of individual Christians 
(a local church) to be in fellowship with an unfaithful child 
of God, or an organized, or unorganized multiplicity of un-
faithful children of God—a local church. If someone thinks 
otherwise, show us the Scripture that directly says it, implies 
it and/or is an example of it.

For those who are still not convinced that one church 
may withdraw fellowship from a church to which they have 
extended fellowship, please consider the following situa-
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The church has a responsibility to help the less fortu-
nate, the sick, and the widows, and generally, those who can-
not help themselves (Gal. 6:10; James 1:27). As we consider 
the benevolent aid we might render to those in need, there 
are several Bible principles and points that we should keep 
in mind.

First, the duty to care for one in need falls to the physical 
family. “But if any provideth not for his own, and spe-
cially his own household, he hath denied the faith, and 
is worse than an unbeliever” (1 Tim. 5:8). It is true that 
brethren are all to care for each other. It is also the case that if 
families do not take care of their various members, soon the 
evangelistic efforts  of the church will suffer. Paul went on to 
write, “If any woman that believeth hath widows, let her 
relieve them, and let not the church be burdened; that it 
may relieve them that are widows indeed” (1 Tim. 5:16). If 
family is available, and can perform the care of the suffering, 
they are to do it and “and let not the church be burdened.” 
Some families are too lazy to care for their own. In such a 
case, they have denied the faith of our Lord Jesus and are 
“worse than an unbeliever.” If a family complains that one 
of their own has been neglected by the church, then certainly 
the church can inquire as to what the family is doing to care 
for this needy relative.

Secondly, some should be appointed to take care of the 
needy and others need to continue in teaching the word. Not 
every member of every congregation should, or needs to, be 
responsible for the care of the needy. A need arose in the first 
century church, and with the need, murmuring also arose  in 
the church. Here’s the account:

And in those days, when the number of the disciples was 

multiplied, there arose a murmuring of the Grecians 
against the Hebrews, because their widows were ne-
glected in the daily ministration. Then the twelve called 
the multitude of the disciples unto them, and said, It is 
not reason that we should leave the word of God, and 
serve tables. Wherefore, brethren, look ye out among you 
seven men of honest report, full of the Holy Ghost and 
wisdom, whom we may appoint over this business. But 
we will give ourselves continually to prayer, and to the 
ministry of the word (Acts 6:1-4). 

The facts are clear and there need be no misunderstand-
ing. Note these carefully.

(1) Widows were being neglected. 
(2) The apostles called the brethren together and in-

structed that godly, diligent men be selected for appoint-
ment to see to the needs of the widows. 

(3) It was not proper that the apostles should forsake 
the evangelistic duties before them to see to these needs. 

Clearly not every person in the congregation needs to 
be appointed to take care of benevolent needs. To argue the 
point is to miss the principle of Scripture. Because not ev-
ery member is caring for the needy does not necessarily 
mean that the needy are being neglected or the members are 
unkind. It may simply mean that as far as one can humanly 
know, the needs are being met through the efforts of certain 
ones in the congregation.

Thirdly, those in need have duties as well. The Bible 
teaches that we sin when we know to do good and fail to do 
it (Jam. 4:17). Still, I cannot help where I do not know of 
need. It comes with poor manners on the part of the sick to 
cry, “I’m being neglected!” when this person has not made 

Some Thoughts On Benevolence
Lynn Parker

tion. We know of at least three church buildings that house at 
least two congregations in each building. In each one of the 
buildings there is one Anglo congregation and one Hispanic 
congregation. The only connection that the Anglo churches 
have with the Hispanic churches is that the Anglo churches 
support the Hispanic preachers and own the buildings where 
they meet. If one of these churches in the same building be-
gins to teach a false doctrine, and neither one can withdraw 
fellowship from the other, then they both could remain in 
the exact same relationship they had when both believed 
and practiced the same thing. Knowing that we must have 
Biblical authority for everything that we believe or practice 
(Col. 3:17); and certain brethren believe one church may not 

withdraw fellowship from another church, just how would 
the faithful brethren in this case scripturally deal with the 
unfaithful brethren? Remember, that which implies a false 
doctrine is itself false. In other words, that which is true 
cannot imply that which is false.

Conclusion
Faithful children of God may fellowship anyone that 

the faithful apostles fellowshipped. But they may not (there 
is no New Testament authorization) fellowship anyone that 
the faithful apostles would not fellowship (2 Thess. 3:6).

—Editor
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known his/her needs to others. Some folks never make plain 
their needs, then complain when other folks do not tend to 
them. Then sometimes people are just wrapped up in them-
selves and look for reason to complain. I have noticed, after 
more than 30 years of preaching, that many of the ones hol-
lering the loudest are often absent when it comes to care of 
others. In other words, they want the attention of the breth-
ren but do pitifully little when it comes to helping others.

Those in need can be longsuffering, too. It amazes us to 
hear that one can become so disgruntled with the brethren 
over perceived injustices that he/she leaves the congrega-
tion in a huff. Why? Because the brethren, in the mind of 
this disgruntled member, did not do enough to help. In any 
congregation, brethren can falter. Brethren are human, and 
sometimes mistakes are made. But is it not unreasonable to 
say, “I’m leaving because they did not do enough for me” 
and in so doing display a lack of forbearance, love, and long-
suffering? “Love suffereth long, and is kind; love envieth 
not; love vaunteth not itself, is not puffed up, doth not 
behave itself unseemly, seeketh not its own, is not pro-
voked, taketh not account of evil” (1 Cor. 13:4-5). Can 
we calmly ask the brethren to see to a need that is not being 
met? It is like the brother who, after the worship assembly 
ends, makes a quick beeline to his car and then fumes, “No 
one spoke to me!” Such an attitude will never find happiness 
in the church.

The needy have a duty to help themselves as much as 
possible. The Bible teaches that we are to be productive citi-
zens of the kingdom of Christ.

For yourselves know how ye ought to follow us: for we be-
haved not ourselves disorderly among you; Neither did we 

eat any man’s bread for nought; but wrought with labour 
and travail night and day, that we might not be charge-
able to any of you: Not because we have not power, but 
to make ourselves an ensample unto you to follow us. For 
even when we were with you, this we commanded you, that 
if any would not work, neither should he eat. For we hear 
that there are some which walk among you disorderly, 
working not at all,... (2 The. 3:7-10). 

The Bible cautions against idleness (1 Tim. 5:11). Sure-
ly there are situations where brethren are so ill or destitute 
that they are limited in what they can do for others, and are 
themselves in need of care. But when this infirmed brother 
or sister can, he/she has a duty to be a help to others, and 
not be a burden. If we are not wise, we can unwittingly en-
courage slothfulness and laziness. We see a society that is 
increasingly becoming a “welfare state” with a large contin-
gent of Americans unwilling to work and more than willing 
to be supported by the work of others. Never let such a sad, 
tragic state prevail in the church. Some brethren have done 
more harm than good in rushing to give out money or other 
aid without knowing all the facts. Christians are to be as pro-
ductive as they can so that their labor can bless those truly in 
need (Eph. 4:28; Acts 20:35).

Conclusion
Here we offer these points in a spirit of love for study 

and consideration. Absolutely we must see to the needs of 
those in genuine need as we have opportunity and ability. 
God also expects us to recognize certain principles that gov-
ern benevolent aid to those in need.

—1650 Gander Slough Rd.
Kingsbury, TX 78638

FELLOWSHIP AND THE WORD “LIGHT”
Charles Pogue

A few days ago, I was made aware of a person who 
made the following argument in defense of ignoring God’s 
law of church discipline: “If a person is in fellowship with 
God, I must also fellowship him, and I cannot truly know 
if said person is or is not in fellowship with God.” The 
implication, of course, is that neither an individual nor a 
congregation could ever withdraw fellowship from anyone. 
There is one five letter word that if one studies what the New 
Testament has to say about it, completely answers this frail 
and futile claim. It is the word “light.” 

The apostle John wrote: “Then spake Jesus again 
unto them, saying, I am the light of the world: he that 
followeth me shall not walk in darkness, but shall have 
the light of life” (John 8:12). Hold a mental finger at that 
verse, while we note a few other  verses, including an earlier 
one recording these  words of the Lord, “But he that doeth 
truth cometh to the light, that his deeds may be manifest, 
that they are wrought in God” (John 3:21). Now hear the 
exhortation of Paul to the Ephesian brethren. “For ye were 
sometimes darkness, but now are ye light in the Lord, 
walk as children of light” (Eph. 5:8). Finally, the Apostle 
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John wrote the familiar words, “But if we walk in the light, 
as he is in the light, we have fellowship one with anoth-
er, and the blood of Jesus Christ his Son, cleanseth us 
from all sin” (1 John 1:7). Now let us notice a few things 
from these verses. We can know truth, because coming to 
the light is accomplished by doing truth. We can distinguish 
light from darkness, because it is possible for us to walk 
as children of light. Whether one is speaking in regards to 
one’s fellowship with God, or one’s fellowship with another 
human being, that fellowship is based upon “walking in the 
light.” Between man and God, the requirement to walk in 
the light is incumbent upon man not God, because God is 
light, and in Him there is no darkness. Since God is light, 
it would be senseless to say that God must walk in the light 
to have fellowship with man since God is light. It would be 
nonsensical to impose upon God the requirement to walk 
in Himself. If a man, though, can and in fact, must, walk 
in the light to have fellowship with God, it is self-evident 
that that individual can know what constitutes light. By the 
same token, it is implied that he can also know what is not 
light and constitutes darkness. Not only is it true that the 
person can distinguish between light and darkness, he can 
also know whether he is walking in light or darkness. Now, 
if these things are true, it must also follow that a person can 
know, by learning what another person believes and prac-
tices, whether that person is walking in light or darkness. 
The conclusion, then, is that one can know whether another 
person is in fellowship with God, and if he is, that person 
not only may, but must, be fellowshipped: if that individual 
is not in fellowship with God, he not only may not, but must 
not, be fellowshipped. If these statements or not true, where 
are they not true?    

Now, what if a brother is not walking in the light? What 
is the obligation of faithful brethren toward him? These are 
questions of a most serious nature, in so much as light has 
no communion with darkness (2 Cor. 6:14). Paul exhorted 
the faithful in the churches of Galatia to restore those who 
were overtaken in a fault (Gal. 6:1, 2). It is an a posterior 
conclusion that a person who is overtaken in a fault, is walk-
ing in darkness. Thus, a brother who is not in darkness has 
an obligation to restore one who is in darkness, and not light. 
By restoration to the light, the one who is in sin has been res-
cued from death (Jam. 5:20). But there is also another side 
to the situation. If a faithful brother sees another brother in 
sin, and does not take action, he will answer to God for his 
neglect. We know this is true, because we are commanded to 
withdraw ourselves from every brother who walketh disor-
derly (2 The. 3:6). If we fail to correct those who are in sin, 
the incessant command of Ezekiel 3:18, with its attendant 
warning to the watchman to warn the wicked or have the 
blood of the wicked on his hands, is applicable. Thus, if one 
sees a brother in sin and does nothing, or if a congregation 
fails to practice first instructive, and that failing, corrective, 
discipline, more than one soul is in jeopardy. 

Those who argue that one cannot know if a brother is in 
fellowship with God or not, and therefore, cannot withhold 
fellowship from an erring brother, is guilty of a red herring 
argument, purposely making the faithful to look like the bad 
guys, while the guilty party goes free. If we can know the 
truth, and if we know what another person believes or teach-
es, we can know whether said person is in light or darkness 
doctrinally. If one knows the manner of life, and religious 
practices authorized by God, and knows how another person 
lives, or what his religious practices are, then one can know 
if said person is in the light or in darkness in his manner of 
life and religious practice. It follows then, that one can know 
whether another person is in fellowship with God or not.

Just because we can know whether an individual is in 
fellowship with God, it does not necessarily follow that we 
do know. Is it our responsibility to know? It is if we are 
concerned about one another’s eternal well-being! That does 
not suggest, nor does it demand, prying. By knowing one 
another, by our studying together, by our spending time with 
one another, we can, and most assuredly will, know one an-
other well enough to know if we are walking in the light as 
we should, or if we are walking in darkness. The argument 
that we cannot know whether one is in fellowship with God 
or not is usually made to cover up a glaring fault. One who 
is in fellowship with those who are out of fellowship with 
God, and yet wish to retain that fellowship without taking 
the corrective measures that God requires, make this argu-
ment. Are they all the while unaware that they too are walk-
ing in darkness rather than light?

—P.O. Box 592,
 Granby, MO 64844
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2010 SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST CFTF LECTURES
“Profiles In Apostasy #2”

FEBRUARY 27—MARCH 2, 2011
David P. Brown, Director

SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 27
  9:30 AM David P. Brown: The Holy Spirit Makes No Earthly Sense by Terry Rush
10:30 AM Lester Kamp: Theology Simplified by Lonzo Pribble
NOON MEAL PROVIDED BY THE SPRING CONGREGATION
2:00 PM  Terry Hightower: The Battle Over Hermeneutics in the Stone-Camp. Mvmt., 1800-1870, Eds. Casey & Foster 
3:00 PM: Paul Vaughn: One Ch.: A Bicentennial Celebration of Campbell’s Dec. & Ad., Eds. Carson,  Foster, &  Holloway
4:00 PM  John West: Seeing the Unseen by Joe Beam

MONDAY, FEBRUARY 28
  9:00 AM Skip Francis: A Gathered People: Revisioning the Assembly... by Hicks, Melton, & Valentine
10:00 AM Gene Hill: The New Testament Church Contrasted with the book, A Gathered People... by Hicks, et al.
*10:00 AM Linda Pogue: An Expose of Selected Chaps. from Trusting Women... ed. Scilvey
11:00AM Bruce Stulting: A Church that Flies: New Call to Restoration in the Churches of Christ by Woodroof
LUNCH BREAK
1:30 PM Brad Green: The Forgotten Treasure by Gary D. Collier
2:30 PM Roelf Ruffner: The Church In Transition by James S. Woodroof, 1991
3:30 PM  OPEN FORUM :   
DINNER BREAK
6:30 PM CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
7:00 PM Danny Douglas: The Power Within by Jesse E. Fonville

  TUESDAY, MARCH 1
  9:00 AM Don Tarbet: The Cultural Church, by F. LaGard Smith 
10:00 AM Johnny Oxendine: Renewal For Missions by Helsabeck, Jr. (Christian Ch.), Holloway, & Foster
*10:00 AM Linda Pogue: An Expose of Selected Chaps. from “Trusting Women...” , ed. Scilvey (Part 2)
11:00 AM Michael Hatcher: The Second Incarnation by Rubel Shelly & Randall J. Harris
LUNCH BREAK
1:30 PM Doug Post: In Search of Wonder by Lynn Anderson
2:30 PM Wayne Blake: Is Christ Divided?: A Study of Sectarianism by Monroe Hawley 
3:30 PM OPEN FORUM
DINNER BREAK
6:30 PM CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
7:00 PM  Daniel Denham: The Holy Spirit: Center of Controversy—Basis of Unity by Mac Deaver 
  WEDNESDAY, MARCH 2
  9:00 AM John Rose: Together Again by Rick Atchley and Bob Russell (Christian Church) 
10:00 AM Jimmy Gribble: Navigating the Winds of Change by Lynn Anderson 
11:00 AM Charles Pogue: The Churches of Christ by Richard T. Hughes
LUNCH BREAK
1:30 PM Ken Chumbley: American Origins of Churches of Christ by Richard T. Hughes
2:30 PM Jess Whitlock: Discovering Our Roots, by C. Leonard Allen and Richard T. Hughes 
3:30 PM OPEN FORUM
DINNER BREAK
6:30 PM CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
7:00 PM Dub McClish: Illusions of Innocence by  C. Leonard Allen and Richard T. Hughes
* LADIES ONLY

 Lunch Provided by the Spring Church • Hardback Book of Lecs. Available R. V. Hook-Ups • Video & Audio Rec. • Approved Displays

Elders: Kenneth D. Cohn, Buddy Roth, and Jack Stephens
Spring Church Secretary: Sonya West

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST ~  PO BOX 39 (Mailing Address)  ~ 1327 SPRING CYPRESS ROAD, SPRING, TX 77383
                E-mail: sonyacwest@gmail.com § Phone: (281) 353-2707



-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, 10221 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) 507-1776, (256) 507-1778.

-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–Cambridgeshire—Cambridge City Church of Christ, 
meeting at The Manor Community College, Arbury Rd., Cambridge, 
CB4 2JF. Sun., Bible Study--10:30 a.m., Worship-- 11:30 a.m.; Tue. Bible 
Study--7:30 p.m. www.CambridgeCityCoC.org.uk. Keith Sisman, Gospel 
Preacher. Contacts: Keith Sisman [From  USA, Toll Free: (281) 475-
8247); By phone inside the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  
Alternative Cambridge contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101; Matt. 
Shouey (Lakenheath) - 01638-531268. Postal/mailing Address - PO BOX 
1, Ramsey Huntingdon, PE26 2YZ United Kingdom 

-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, 

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.

Pensacola–Eastgate Church of Christ, 2809 E. Creighton Rd., 
{emsacp;a. F; 32504, Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 
7:00 p.m. Tim Cozad, evangelist, (850) 477-4910

-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.

-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; Wednes-
day 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 940.387.1429; tgjoriginal@verizon.net.  
www.northpointcoc.com

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.

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.
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