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I rst came to know Brad Harrub early in 2005 as a re-
sult of an inquiry made through Apologetics Press to have 
him come to San Mateo, CA Church of Christ to speak. I 
had read some of his work and he had shown himself to be a 
diligent student of the creation/evolution arguments and ca-
pable of presenting an argument for the defense of truth that 
could be sustained against the various and expected assaults 
by those of the atheist camp. 

The call to Apologetics Press, however, did not get me 
in contact with Brad, but Bert Thompson (then the direc-
tor) who, after hearing of our need for a speaker to handle a 
creation seminar, “informed” me that Brad was no longer a 
minister, but was pursuing another career with a friend pos-
sibly in the Los Angeles area. He then told me how deeply 
disappointed he was in Brad for leaving the work (having 
been groomed as Bert’s replacement-in-training).

The shock of that revelation required that I go back to 
the men of the congregation with what we would view as 
bad news, indeed. Before hanging up, Thompson thought 
that he would help us out by setting up another speaker for 
us, Eric Lyons. I spoke with Eric and told him I would be 
in touch. I called Brad and asked him about his decision to 
no longer preach and teach, and to my astonishment, he de-
nied that the story I had been given was accurate in any way. 
Someone had misrepresented him entirely.

So, I asked if he would consider coming to San Mateo to 
speak and he agreed to that proposal and things were going 
along well. Almost simultaneously, Thompson was removed 
from his position at AP (and more came to light regarding 
his pushing Brad out the door—for inquiring about nancial 
matters and more), and Brad returned to work under Dave 
Miller, the interim director. It was at this point that some-
thing clear to me about Brad was revealing itself in no un-
certain terms.

We (the San Mateo congregation) expressed our reluc-
tance to have Brad speak on our program if he was in fellow-
ship with Dave Miller. The controversy surrounding Miller 
and his involvement in the reaf rmation/re-evaluation of 
elders at the Brown Trail Church of Christ, Hurst, TX (not 
once, but twice) was roiling throughout the brotherhood. 
Having called and explained to Brad the congregation’s 
position regarding this, he said he would speak directly to 
Miller about this. After having a conversation with Miller, 
Brad relayed to me in a phone conversation that he decided 
that though he and Miller “butted heads” on that issue and 
an issue regarding “intent” in marriage (involving a former 
Miller student at Brown Trail), he would try to convince him 
of his error. In one of the last of those conversations he said 
that Miller would write a letter of repentance, expressing his 
wrong-doing and asking for forgiveness. Harrub assured us 

BRAD HARRUB
Johnny Oxendine
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Editorial...

CORRECTION
On the front page of the 2013 November/December issue of CFTF
appears an article titled “The Danger Of Self Deception—John 
Waddy: A Case In Point” by Gary L. Grizzell. The rst sentence of 
that article reads, “In 1979 (34 years ago) a book was published by 
Olan Hicks, titled, A Review of What The Bible Says About Mar-
riage, Divorce And Remarriage.” That sentence is incorrect. It 
should read, “In 1979 (34 years ago) a book was published titled, 
A Review of What The Bible Says About Marriage, Divorce And 
Remarriage. It examines and refutes Olan Hicks’ false doctrine on 
marriage, divorce and remarriage as taught in Hicks’ book, What 
the Bible Says About Marriage, Divorce And Remarriage.” This 
mistake was not brother Grizzell’s, but ours in editing the article. 
We regret the mistake.

—Editor

2014 SPRING CFTF LECTURESHIP BOOKS, 
CDS AND INTERNET VIEWING

LECTURESHIP BOOK
A hardback book of the lectureship, What Must A Christian 
Do To Remain Faithful To Christ, will be available for pur-
chase. Books ordered before or during the lectureship will cost 
$17.00 per book plus S&H*. Books ordered after the lecture-
ship has ended (beginning on February 24th) will be $22.00 
per book plus S&H*. In view of this year’s theme, we trust 
you will help us spread copies of this book far and wide. 

CD OF LECTURESHIPS
Also available is a CD of ALL the Spring Church of Christ 
lectureship books from 1994–2014. This is in PDF format and 
is searchable. The price is $50.00* per CD. If you have pur-
chased a CD previously, you can upgrade for $5.00* to the 
current CD (1994-2014). We ask that you return your old CD 
when you purchase the new one. 

AUDIO AND VIDEO 
Audio and video recordings of the entire lectureship will be 
available in CD (MP3), DVD, and Blu-ray for-mats. The cost 
will be: CD set—15.00* plus S&H; DVD set—$30.00* plus 
S&H; Blu-ray set—$40.00* plus S&H. 

ORDERING
To order lectureship books, the CD of the lectureship books, 
or audio/video recordings before/or during the lectureship 
contact Spring Church of Christ at: (281) 353-2707 or spring-
coc@gmail.com. After the lectureship, contact Contending 
For The Faith at (281) 350-5516 or dpbcftf@gmail.com. 

LIVE VIA INTERNET
The lectures can be viewed live through our website, www.
churchesofchrist.com. These lectures will also be archived for 
future viewing. If you cannot attend the lectureship in person, 
watch it via the internet.~ 

*Texas residents and those purchasing at the lectureship 
must add 7.25 percent tax.
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2014 SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST CFTF LECTURESHIP

WHAT MUST A CHRISTIAN DO TO REMAIN FAITHFUL TO CHRIST?
Wednesday, February 19—Sunday, February 23

David P. Brown, Lectureship Director

Lectures can be viewed live via internet on our website: www.churchesofchrist.com.
WEDNESDAY, FEBRUARY 19
  6:30 PM  CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
  7:00 PM    Know The Difference In The Lord’s Church And The Religions Of Men Dub McClish
  8:00 PM    Walk Circumspectly And Lay Hands Suddenly On No Man Charles Pogue
THURSDAY, FEBRUARY 20
  9:00 AM     Be Steadfast In Daily Bible Study, Learning What Is Involved In Ascertaining Bible Authority              Terry Hightower              
 10:00 AM    Be Ready To Forgive A Brother Or Sister Who Repents Of Sin      Lee Moses
 11:00 AM    Continue to Yield Your Body A Living Sacri ce To God                                                                                          John West
Lunch Break
  1:30 PM     Strengthen Your Hope Of Heaven Daniel Denham
  2:30 PM     Grow In Love For The Brethren Lester Kamp
  3:30 PM  Open Forum
Dinner Break
  6:30 PM  CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
  7:00 PM     Be Obedient To Faithful Elders Michael Hatcher
  8:00 PM     Contend For The Faith Gary Summers
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 21
  9:00 AM     Love God With All You Are And Have Bruce Stulting
 10:00 AM    Love Your Neighbor As Yourself Geoff Litke
 11:00 AM    Do Not Be A Respecter Of, Or Partial, To Persons As You Live, Teach, And Defend The Gospel John  Rose                                                   
Lunch Break
  1:30 PM    Be Determined To Fellowship Only Those Who Are In Fellowship With God Charles Pogue
  2:30 PM    Watch Ye, Stand Fast In The Faith, Quit You Like Men, Be Strong                                                             Michael Hatcher
  3:30 PM   Open Forum
Dinner Break
  6:30 PM  CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
  7:00 PM      Be Faithful In Attendance To All Assemblies Of The Church Johnny Oxendine                                                                    
  8:00 PM     Do Not Follow A Multitude To Do Evil John Rose
SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 22
  9:00 AM     Keep A Good And Honest Heart Wayne Blake
 10:00 AM    Have No Fellowship With The Unfruitful Works of Darkness, But Rather Reprove Them Danny Douglas
      10:00 AM  Rejoice When You Are Persecuted for Living The Christian Life—LADIES ONLY Sonya West

Lunch Break
  1:30 PM     The Husband And Father’s Responsibility In Keeping His Family Faithful                                                          Lee Moses
        1:30 PM    The Wife And Mother’s Responsibility In Keeping Her Family Faithful—LADIES ONLY Lamar Schrei
  2:30 PM     Keep A Humble And Teachable Mind That Is Ready To Repent Of Any Sin  Johnny Oxendine
  3:30 PM     Do Not Be A Partaker Of The Works Of The Flesh, But Be Filled With The Fruit Of The Spirit Gary Summers  
  4:30 PM     Teach The Alien Sinner, Restore The Erring Church Member, And Be Ready Unto Every Good Work Lynn Parker
SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 23
  9:30 AM    Pray Without Ceasing Bruce Stulting
  10:30 AM  Withdraw Fellowship From Disorderly Church Members, Including Family Members Danny Douglas      
Lunch Break
  1:30 PM     Teach Godliness By Example And Doctrine, Expose And Refute Error, Hold Fast What Is Good Terry Hightower
  2:30 PM    Always Worship God In Spirit And In Truth Daniel Denham
  3:30 PM    Keep Informed About Church History, Current Events, And World Events Impacting The Church Dub McClish

Lunch Provided by the Spring Church • Book of Lectureship Available • RV Hook-Ups • Video & Audio Recording • Approved Displays

Elders: Kenneth D. Cohn, Buddy Roth, and Jack Stephens
Spring Church Secretary: Sonya West ~ E-mail: sonyacwest@gmail.com  ~ Phone: (281) 353-2707

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST ~ PO BOX 39 (Mailing address) ~ 1327 SPRING CYPRESS ROAD, SPRING, TX 77383
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(Continued from page 1)
that those very words would be used by Miller in his letter. 

Well, that did not go quite as planned or expected, as 
throughout the brotherhood the letter was seen very differ-
ently (more of a snide, snarky response to his critics). Miller 
said there was nothing to repent of, as far as he was con-
cerned. From that moment the church of Christ in the United 
States was divided asunder, and is still dealing with the rent-
ing of fellowship resulting from Miller’s arrogant refusal to 
repent. 

Over the past several years, Mr. Harrub has been at 
various lectureship or speaking engagements with Truitt 
Adair of the Sunset School of Preaching (now the Sunset 
International Bible Institute), Lubbock, TX. Whether Har-
rub disagrees with Adair’s views on divorce and remarriage 
(MDR) does not matter, and will not be discerned or con-
sidered from anything that he writes because he has aligned 
himself (willingly or not), through his public participation 
at speaking engagements, with the Sunset view on MDR. 
Amos 3:3 teaches us that you cannot walk together unless 
you are in agreement, and if someone is on several consecu-
tive engagements with false teachers, you are, consciously 
or not, in agreement (associated) with them. Can one “mark 
and avoid” (cf. Romans 16:17) while actively participating?

How would a congregation that was trying to hold fast to 
the truth respond to this if they had actually scheduled Brad 
Harrub for a future speaking date? Would they be viewed 
as accepting and condoning error for deciding to have him 
speak regardless of his association with Adair? Yes, un-
conditionally! They should rescind the invitation and keep 
themselves pure! There will surely be those times when con-
gregations will not be aware of someone’s recent engage-
ments perhaps, but one would hope those moments are few 
and that we get solid records of sound preachers well before 
an invitation is offered.

Speaking on questionable lectureships can now be seen 
as a key indicator of whether one will compromise or defend 
the gospel. Men who will uphold the truth of the gospel will 
seek information beforehand if they are not familiar with the 
congregation inviting them, and elders certainly have a re-
sponsibility to know the men who are invited to speak on 
their congregation’s lectureships. I have written numerous 
times on this subject, and below you will nd some excerpts 
from those articles that I hope you will nd of some bene t:

FROM: Thanking Brad Harrub for Speaking
at The Tahoe Family Encampment (6-1-2008)

I don’t know when the speci c seminal moment occurred, 
but when Dub McClish nished the letter that eventually led 
to his and David Watson’s removal from The Gospel Jour-
nal, he did the brotherhood a really big favor. His request 
for more disclosure regarding the Bert Thompson asco has 
brought us to the point where now we have Brad Harrub, 

once again, speaking with Sunset’s Truitt Adair at the 2008 
Tahoe Family Encampment. Brad also recently spoke at the 
Fremont church of Christ (which continues to work with the 
Palo Alto group with women leaders). What this represents 
is the continuous slide of what might have been considered 
solid and faithful brethren drawn into fellowship with those 
who are involved in unity discussions, and all manner of lib-
eral doctrinal error from MDR to open fellowship with de-
nominations, and now women deacons and spiritual leaders. 
One can make a speaking mistake once, but when it occurs 
over and over it becomes obvious that where one speaks in 
not an issue for that person. What is fellowship?

When Dub asked for more information about Thomp-
son, things just got ugly, then uglier, until stands were taken 
for and against the new Apologetic’s Press leadership. Be-
cause of the ties between so many that had been developed 
over the years, brethren decided (in many cases) that money 
and long-time loyalties to men mattered more than adhering 
to the word of God. Though they will not admit to it, that is 
exactly what happened—friendships.

Have any of these brethren asked Phil Sanders (where 
Dewayne Bryant, also on the Tahoe schedule, is a member of 
the congregation at Concord Road in Tennessee) for clari -
cation for/on his comments about the Independent Christian 
Church being his brethren (I venture his comments were a 
surprise to many)? No. Have any asked how he thinks we can 
teach side by side with false teachers, baptizing people into 
what exactly? No. Do these brethren care that Mack Lyon 
gets his support from the Edmond church of Christ? No. Do 
you know why the answer to any number of these questions 
will be “no?” It is because they have painted themselves into 
a corner with their support of Gospel Broadcasting Network 
(GBN), Memphis School of Preaching, Apologetics’ Press, 
etc. The sad rationale for this is (has to be) not to see contin-
ued associations as fellowship. Pathetic.

They cannot complain about or expose any error now or 
they will seem to be a part of the “toxic circle” that exposed 
the apostate Joseph Meador (the Gestalt Geek) and former 
director of Southwest School of Bible Studies, Austin, TX. 
They can no longer contend for the faith and are now a part 
of the larger group accepting just about anything. That means 
they fundamentally have to accept Mike Cope, Stan Crow-
ley [Crowley is a speaker on the 2014 MSOP Lectureship—
Editor], and Mac Deaver, if not, why not? That means they 
have to accept the errors of Richland Hills (which not only 
re-evaluates elders, but has added mechanical instrumental 
music to its worship). If not, why not—how is the error there 
any different from the error they do support (through fel-
lowship)? Are there now levels of error—acceptable error? 
I remember someone telling me emphatically that they sup-
port Brad—still?

This is why I want to thank Dub; his actions prompted 
others to draw the line in the sand that said, “we will contin-



Contending for the Faith—January/February/2014                                                                                                           5

ue to fellowship these people anyway, it does not matter that 
their alliances will accept ‘some’ of the Independent Chris-
tian Church as brethren, it does not matter that they speak on 
liberal programs, it does not matter that they are attending 
Christian Scholars’ Conferences, it does not matter because 
we have to seek balance in the brotherhood. We do not want 
to be critical, we do not know what is in their hearts, and you 
have not spoken to each and every one of them.” Brethren, 
like it or not, this is where we are.

FROM: The Hybrid Church (4-12-2009)
The title probably has caused some of you to have a 

puzzled look, or a frown on the brow. What could possibly 
be meant by this phrase “the hybrid church?” Today we want 
to introduce you to this phenomenon with an understanding 
that this is a real amalgamation in the church today. The hy-
brid church is a newcomer in the brotherhood. It is composed 
of brethren of all stripes who share a common denominator 
not to pass judgment on the activities, errors, false teach-
ing, or associations (fellowship) of others. The word hybrid 
means a thing made by combining two different elements; a 
mixture. These newly combined elements in the church are 
quickly transforming into a sector that will shortly (if they 
continue on this path) not resemble the Lord’s church at all. 
There will probably be some identi able remnants remain-
ing, but what we see in the New Testament will be radically 
changed as a result of this new hybrid (or Greek mythology 
Hydra) church.

What caused me to pause and consider this reality was 
the most recent yer advertising the upcoming Tahoe Fam-
ily Encampment (July 25-31). The familiar names are there, 
but it is the stark diversity (or newly desired balance) that is 
truly astonishing. Glen Colley (a big supporter of Apologet-
ics Press & Dave Miller, from Alabama) is there with annual 
speakers Truitt Adair of Sunset Bible Institute, Brad Har-
rub (Focus Press), and Jim Gardner of the Woodward Park 
congregation in Fresno. This brief smattering of names is a 
remarkable group in that you would think their views on so 
many doctrinal positions are quite dissimilar. Then we have 
Jim Palmer and Joe Wells, who also write for Harrub’s mag-
azine and the tag-team duo of Phil Sanders and Mack Lyon 
of TV program, In Search Of The Lord’s Way (a work over-
seen by the Edmond church of Christ—the campus church 
of Oklahoma Christian University, home to the Christian 
Chronicle). Party time, excellent! Where is MSOP?

How different are these men? We have written before 
of Sanders’ claim that there are some in the Independent 
Christian Church who, somehow, are our brethren (they 
need not be baptized). Woodward Park partners with Sunset 
Bible Institute in Ethiopia and other works. The Apologet-
ics Press supporters obviously support the re-evaluation/re-
af rmation of elders (through their support of Miller), and 
the list could be longer, but this is exactly our point. Can 
anyone actually imagine how large a group this conglomer-

ate comprises? One Florence, Alabama speaker hails from a 
congregation that provides links to Abilene, Lubbock, Pep-
perdine, Rochester, and Lipscomb universities. The Sunset 
Bible Institute actively promotes Abilene, Pepperdine, and 
the Christian Chronicle on their website. That is a large 
reach in and of itself. Then, when you throw in the fellow-
ship extended by Apologetics Press (supporters and alumni) 
you have a whole other side of the brotherhood included.

I am imagining (and trying to add simple logic to the 
equation) that there really is no reason why any of the breth-
ren (nationwide) who have loose or close associations with 
all, some, or any of these men could not certainly join them 
in fellowship for the encampment. After all, there is no rea-
son (from what we see here, and understand from various 
responses on issues) that a supporter of A.P. could not now 
be in fellowship with Sunset, or the Independent Christian 
Church for that matter. We have nally (and unfortunately) 
come full circle where it is proof positive that brethren who 
despise doctrinal discernment, or no longer ask for scriptural 
authority for certain actions taken, have a large, diverse, and 
balanced party. The larger question (already answered) is 
whether the Lord will be a member?

“Janus at the Gates” (7/25/2010) deals with
brethren who speak at two completely different

types of engagements—liberal and “conservative.”
In Roman mythology, Janus is the god of the gates, 

doors, beginnings, and endings. The most familiar thing 
about this gure to most people would be the use of his name 
for the rst month of the year. He was represented as having 
two faces or heads (looking in opposite directions) and sym-
bolizing both future and past. I came to think of this gure 
after seeing promotions for two different lecture series tak-
ing place this summer.

There are ways in which these two programs are strik-
ingly similar. Both groups are comprised of members of the 
church of Christ. Both groups bring speakers in from differ-
ent parts of the country. Both provide classes for men and 
women. Both are in beautiful settings. You could probably 

nd a number of other similarities, but we’ll move on.
There are also some distinct differences. They are in two 

very different parts of the country (Tennessee & California). 
They are quite likely to have quite different weather (warm-
er in Tennessee than South Lake Tahoe). They are probably 
reaching somewhat different audiences. It is because of the 
last point that I was not entirely surprised, but again con-
fused as to what message is being conveyed when two dif-
ferent platforms could utilize the talents of the same speak-
ers. (Janus is looking/pointing in two different directions)

The Tahoe Family Encampment (going on now) has al-
ways been a host to very liberal elements in the brotherhood, 
especially men teaching at or associated with the Sunset In-
ternational Bible Institute. Some of the speakers are from 
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INTRODUCTION

When one contemplates the passage of time from the 
Creation to the present day—some six thousand years—one 
cannot comprehend the enormity of the lives of all those 
who have trod upon this terrestrial ball nor the in uence of 
their lives. The staggering complexity of the intertwining of 
lives and lifetimes is the true hallmark of history. And truly 
the present is powerless to be born without the behest of the 
past. For this reason, looking into the past is the only way to 
comprehend the present with any thoroughness or to have 
any possibility of preparedness for the future. 

These investigatory parameters and penchants are rele-
vant only to human beings and not to God—for God sees the 
end from the beginning and the beginning from the end (Isa. 
46:9-10). Time, space, and matter—the building blocks of 
the reality of the physical universe—are as so many strands 
or threads interwoven and multiplied beyond human count-
ability. Every established fact and every possibility of the 
future are yet undone, however, the Almighty God sees from 
eternity. With this knowledge, which is in nite, God brought 
forth in creation from that which does not exist the things 
which do exist (Heb. 11:3). 

In His mind, from eternity, was a church, but not just any 
church—the one church, which would be built by His Son 

Abraham to Sinai – A Chosen People
John D. Rose

(Eph. 3:11; 2 Tim. 1:9; Mat. 16:18). Prerequisite to the build-
ing of the church of Christ was the laying of that church’s 
foundation—the vicarious sacri ce of the Lord (1 Cor. 3:1; 
Heb. 2:9). For the Lord to have become the Lamb of God 
(John 1:29), He had to have a body to sacri ce and blood 
to shed (John 1:14; Heb. 9:22, 10:4). To have a body for 
sacri ce, the Second Person of the Godhead had to take on 
frail human esh. To accomplish the dwelling of the Second 
Person among men as a man, and thus be the Son of man, 
Jesus would be born of a virgin (Isa. 7:14; Luke 1:30-35). 
To be born of a virgin there must be a lineage—a physical 
descendancy on the part of the virgin precipitating the birth. 
Behind all of this was the choosing of a peculiar Chaldean 
family and a man named Abram, whom God would call, 
prove, and bless.

OUT OF CHALDEA
When Abram, the son of Terah, was seventy- ve years 

old, he left the city of Haran and journeyed into Canaan. 
God had said unto Abram when he had yet dwelt in Ur of 
the Chaldees, “Get thee out of thy country, and from thy 
kindred, and from thy father’s house, unto a land that I 
will shew thee” (Gen. 12:1; cf. Acts 7:3). Before Abram’s 
journeying to Canaan, Terah had taken his family, includ-
ing Abram and his wife Sarai, to Haran where Terah died 
(Gen. 11:31-32; cf. Acts 7:4). After his father’s death, Abram 

John Rose has agreed to write an article in each issue of Contending for the Faith dealing with a Bible study topic of 
his own choosing. Brother Rose is a faithful young preacher of the gospel presently working as the evangelist with the 
Central Church of Christ, meeting at the NABOR Conference Center, 1455 Pine Ridge Road, Naples, FL 34109. He is 
married to the former Michelle Watson. We have printed some of John’s articles in CFTF and we are happy he has agreed 
to write regularly for us. We look forward to his Bible study articles, the rst of which is printed below. —Editor

congregations that are partnered with Sunset in various mis-
sionary projects. Truitt Adair and Tex Williams are favorites, 
and they both have a relationship with Sunset that is well 
know.

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 supposedly 
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 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 don’t 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 

(Continued on Page 14)
acacacacaacac



Contending for the Faith—January/February/2014                                                                                                            7         

gathered his possessions and family and traveled south into 
the land that four hundred and twenty-eight years in the fu-
ture would become the land of Israel—the land on which the 
feet of the Master would trod, whose soil would receive His 
blood, and in which rock His sepulcher would be hewn.

Abram was called by God to do more than just vacate 
his former residence. He was called upon to leave his coun-
try, his family, and his father’s house (Gen. 12:1). Ur, the 
city of Abram’s nativity, was a technological jewel of its day. 
The common home of his day was a two story, plastered 
brick dwelling with ample accommodation for servants and 
guests—even boasting inside lavatories. Beyond the at least 
modest opulence of the average citizen of Ur, they boasted 
great learning; the Chaldeans were well known for their sci-
enti c prowess (cf. Dan. 2:2; Mat. 2:1). Of Abram’s Chal-
dean family, little is known beyond the fact that they were 
idolaters. Joshua spake of their evil worship when address-
ing the Israelites prior to his death; “...Thus saith the LORD 
God of Israel, Your fathers dwelt on the other side of the 

ood in old time, even Terah, the father of Abraham, and 
the father of Nachor: and they served other gods,” and 
“Now therefore fear the LORD, and serve him in sincer-
ity and in truth: and put away the gods which your fa-
thers served on the other side of the ood, and in Egypt; 
and serve ye the LORD” (Jos. 24:2, 14). That family tera-
phim and idolatrous custom was of great importance is eas-
ily seen in the actions of a pursuing Laban (great-nephew 
to Abram) and a thieving Rachel (Laban’s daughter); Gen. 
31:19-55. Possessions and customs of such great importance 
have long-lasting and pervasive in uence on a family. From 
this in uence Abram was to separate himself. Lastly, Abram 

was called upon by God to leave the security afforded to 
him by the wealth of his father’s house. Proof of Terah’s 
wealth can be seen in the extent of his family for which he 
was ultimately responsible (Gen. 11:31) and that his house 
had servants (Gen. 12:5). Though Abram took the substance 
and servants garnered while yet under his father’s oversight 
when he journeyed from Haran, he started fresh without the 
shadowing protection of his father’s earthly prominence.

The trials of Abram were many. He was tried from the 
very beginning by that which he was called upon by God to 
leave behind: country, family, and his father’s house (Gen. 
12:1). An early trial of great signi cance was the facing of 
the unknown. God commanded Abram to “...Get...unto a 
land that I will shew thee” (Gen. 12:1). The land was yet 
unknown to Abram as was the way into that mysterious par-
cel. It is evident that the going was to precede the showing. 
Thus, Abram was to go by faith—he was to walk by faith 
and not by sight (cf. 2 Cor. 5:7). The Hebrews writer spoke 
thusly of Abram’s (later to be named Abraham) faith; “By 
faith Abraham, when he was called to go out into a place 
which he should after receive for an inheritance, obeyed; 
and he went out, not knowing whither he went” (Heb. 
11:8). The exemplary faith of Abram was not a blind faith—
a leap into the dark. He had the Divine commission (Gen. 
12:1) and he had the general revelation of God available to 
all men (Psa. 19:1-7). His faith was based upon adequate 
evidence, but he was required to trust in the Lord and be 
patient in the Lord knowing that what God had promised He 
was also able to perform.

—centralcocnaples.com

LIKE A ROW OF DOMINOS
Brock Hartwigsen

Take a box of dominos and stand each domino on end 
close to each other in a row. Push the rst one over so that it 
hits the second, then all the other dominos will fall in row.  
This is what has been happening to America.

There was a time, and it was not that long ago, that a 
male and a female character in a TV show, even if they were 
portraying a married couple, could not be shown lying in the 
same bed. They had to have twin beds.  Now, not only can a 
married couple in a TV show be shown in bed together, but it 
seems like everyone on TV is jumping in bed and fornicating 
with everyone else. What happened? The dominos started to 
fall.

There was a time when cursing and swearing was not al-
lowed on TV or in movies, then Rhett Butler swore at Scarlet 
O’Hara in the nal scene of Gone with the Wind. Now it 

seems like every TV show and movie has to contain volumes 
of cursing, swearing and vulgar talk to be “real.”  What hap-
pened? The dominos started to fall.

There was a time when a man had to go to the seedy 
part of town to an “Art Theater” to see a European movie 
if he wanted to see nudity. Now all he has to do is turn on 
his cable or satellite and he can see total nudity on his large 
screen HD TV in his home. What happened? The dominos 
started to fall.

There was a time when killing an innocent unborn baby 
was a crime. Now it is a right and protected by law. What 
happened? The dominos started to fall.

There was a time when America knew and understood 
that sodomy was a sinful perversion. Now it is an accepted 
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life-style. What happened? The dominos started to fall.
We could go on and on and cite many more dominos 

that have fallen. America once was a country that upheld 
the moral principles of God found in the Bible, but not any 
more. What happened? The dominos started to fall.

In Romans 3:11-18, Paul vividly describes a corrupt im-
moral society.  He starts this description in verse 11 saying 
that “there is none that seeketh after God.” He ends the 
description in verse 18 saying that “There is no fear of God 
before their eyes.”

When people do not seek after God and when they have 
no fear of God, then for all intents and purposes, they have 
become atheistic at least in their hearts. David tells us in 
Psalms 14:1: “The fool hath said in his heart, There is 
no God. They are corrupt, they have done abominable 
works, there is none that doeth good.”

Why has the American culture become so corrupt?  Why 
does the American society openly engage in abominable 
works? Why has the American society forsaken good moral 
works for vile evil works? The answer is simple. As a society 
we say, not only in our hearts but openly, there is no God, or 
at least, God does not care what we do and will not hold us 
accountable for our sins. This is not the way America was at 
one time. What happened? The dominos started to fall.

A society that has no fear of God will naturally have little 
or no regard for each other.  Jesus opened His parable of the 
“Unjust Judge” in Luke 18:2 with this description: “There 
was in a city a judge, which feared not God, neither re-
garded man.” As a society, Americans no longer trust their 
politicians. Why? Because most Americans think that they 
are liars and only concerned about themselves. We no longer 
trust corporations, unions, churches, and just about any orga-
nization for the same reason. We demand binding contracts 
for business relationships and even premarital contracts be-
cause we do not trust each other to a have a proper regard 
for honesty and loyalty.  America, as a society, fears that 
their fellow Americans have no regard for them. This is not 
the way America use to be. What happened? The dominos 
started to fall.

Atheism has no logical moral code. For all intents and 
purposes, America has become, in its heart of hearts, an 
atheistic country.

Domino one: We allowed the teaching of the General 
Theory Of Evolution, the false scienti c notion that every-
thing came about by blind chance and that there was no need 
for God. As more and more Americans bought into this lie, 
the heart and soul of America changed.

Domino two: We went from being a nation of believers 
to at best a nation of doubting Thomases, doubting the very 
existence of God and the reliability of the Bible.

Domino three: After doubting, we then evolved into a 
nation that no longer felt a need to fear or seek after God 
(Rom. 3:11-18).

Domino four: We then went from simply seeing no rea-
son to seek after God or to fear Him, to a nation that says in 
its heart there is no God (Psa. 14:1) or at least no God who 
cares what we do or who will hold us accountable to His 
standards of morality.

Domino ve: America not only no longer fears God, but 
we also as a nation no longer have any respect or regard for 
each other (Luke 18:2).

If we want to return America to a nation where it is safe 
to walk the streets at night; where we can send our children 
out to play without fear of predators; where a man’s word is 
his bond; where we can trust our politicians and each other; 
where the sanctity of life is respected; where the morals are 
uplifting and decent, etc., we need to go back to the rst 
domino, the evolution domino.

We need to educate our fellow citizens about the lies, 
half truths and myths that evolution is built upon. Jesus said 
that a house built on sand cannot stand when the storms 
come (Mat. 7:24-27). The God-fearing people of America 
need to rise up and make a storm, because evolution is built 
on nothing but shifting sand. Evolution can and must be 
brought down!

How can we make this storm? In our homes, in our Bible 
classes, in our pulpits, we need to educate ourselves, each 
other, and our families in the science and evidence of cre-
ation and the lies of evolution.  We need to become vocal and 
go to our local school board meetings and speak out against 
our children being indoctrinated in the lie of evolution. We 
need to make sure that this rst domino does not knock 
down our children. We need to elect school board members 
and politicians who believe in God and are willing to active-
ly uphold His standards and teachings. We need to get God 
back into the classroom, back into the public square, back 
into our governments, back in our everyday lives, where He 
belongs.

Instead of battling against abortion, same sex marriages, 
etc., we need to chop down the evil tree that has spawned 
such evil fruits. In His “Sermon On The Mount” Jesus said:

Beware of false prophets, which come to you in 
sheep’s clothing, but inwardly they are ravening 
wolves. Ye shall know them by their fruits. Do men 
gather grapes of thorns, or gs of thistles? Even so 
every good tree bringeth forth good fruit; but a cor-
rupt tree bringeth forth evil fruit.  A good tree cannot 
bring forth evil fruit, neither can a corrupt tree bring 
forth good fruit  (Mat. 7:15-18).
Evolution is a corrupt tree and many of the evils in 

America today are its fruit. Creation is a good tree, and it 
will bring forth good fruit that will be a blessing to a nation.

—189 Brookside Dr.
Stanton, KY 40380
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The Old Paths Pulpit
Sermon Outline

Danny Douglas

Why Read & Study the Bible?
The Bible is God’s Word (2 Tim. 3:16).  

“Till I come, give attention to reading, to exhortation, to doctrine” 
(1 Tim. 4:13). 

(Also see: Hos. 4:6; Eph. 5:17; Acts 17:11; 2 Tim. 2:15;  Psa. 1:1-2)

I.  The Bible gives Comfort and Consolation.

     A. Funerals—John 14:1ff.
     B. Rom. 15:4

“This is my comfort in my af iction: for thy 
word hath quickened me” (Psa. 119:50).

Blessed be God, even the Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ, the Father of mercies, and the God of all 
comfort; Who comforteth us in all our tribula-
tion, that we may be able to comfort them which 
are in any trouble, by the comfort wherewith we 
ourselves are comforted of God. For as the suffer-
ings of Christ abound in us, so our consolation also 
aboundeth by Christ (2 Cor. 1:3-5).

II.   The Bible gives strength against temptation.
       A.  Mother’s quote (Mat. 4:4).

Wherewithal shall a young man cleanse his way? by 
taking heed thereto according to thy word. With my 
whole heart have I sought thee: O let me not wander 
from thy commandments. Thy word have I hid in 
mine heart, that I might not sin against thee” (Psa. 
119:9-11).

       B.  Acts 20:32.

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 temptation also make a way to escape, 
that ye may be able to bear it (1 Cor. 10:13).

III.  It will fortify and strengthen us. 

      A. The Bible will fortify a us for the battle and will 
enable us to meet successfully all challenges to New Testa-
ment Christianity  (Rom. 10:17; 2 Cor. 5:7).

      B. Therefore, we must put on the whole armor of God 
(Eph. 6:17; vss. 10-18).

IV.  The Bible will cause our hearts and minds to be 
right.
      A. John 15:3; Col. 3:16

      B. “But God hath revealed them unto us by his    
Spirit: for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the deep 
things of God” (1 Cor. 2:10). 
      C. It will give us the mind of Christ—Phi. 2:5; Pro. 
4:23
V. It will throughly furnish us unto every good work      
and make us complete.
        A. 2 Tim. 3:15-17
        B. 2 Pet. 1:3
VI.   The Bible provides life and salvation (Rom. 1:16; 
Jam. 1:21-22; John. 6:63, 68-69; Mat. 4:4). 

For the word of God is quick, and powerful, and 
sharper than any twoedged sword, piercing even 
to the dividing asunder of soul and spirit, and of 
the joints and marrow, and is a discerner of the 
thoughts and intents of the heart (Heb. 4:12). 
And he shewed us how he had seen an angel in his 
house, which stood and said unto him, Send men to 
Joppa, and call for Simon, whose surname is Peter; 
Who shall tell thee words, whereby thou and all thy 
house shall be saved (Acts 11:13-14). 
Moreover, brethren, I declare unto you the gospel 
which I preached unto you, which also ye have re-
ceived, and wherein ye stand; By which also ye are 
saved, if ye keep in memory what I preached unto 
you, unless ye have believed in vain. For I deliv-
ered unto you rst of all that which I also received, 
how that Christ died for our sins according to the 
scriptures; And that he was buried, and that he rose 
again the third day according to the scriptures:” (1 
Cor. 15:1-4).
“…the word of truth, the gospel of your salva-
tion…” (Eph. 1:13).

CLOSING:  But God’s Word must be obeyed (Mat. 7:21; 
Jas. 1:22; John. 14:15; 2 The. 1:7-9).

—704 Azalea Dr.
Mt. Pleasant, TN 38474
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DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH
Roelf L. Ruffner, Sr.  

Deviant Judges
“And he said to the judges, Take heed what ye do: for 

ye judge not for man, but for the Lord, who is with you 
in the judgment” (2 Chr.19:6).

In this verse righteous King Jehoshaphat was instructing 
the judges he set over his kingdom. He realized that their 
judgments were but a re ection of the ultimate Judge—Al-
mighty God.

In the last few years unrighteous judges in our land have 
taken it upon themselves to overthrow our country’s mar-
riage laws. Recently, the New Mexico State Supreme Court 
ordered county clerks throughout the state to issue marriage 
licenses to homosexual couples. The Roosevelt County clerk 
and her deputy resigned rather than obey such an ungodly 
decree.

In the State of Utah a federal judge declared that the 
state’s prohibition against polygamy is “unconstitutional” 
and thereby turned the legal system upside down. Although 
it was voted in by the people of Utah, another judge declared 
Utah’s constitutional amendment prohibiting same sex mar-
riage to be “unconstitutional.” 

One psychiatrist and writer, Dr. Keith Ablow, wrote an 
article entitled “Marriage Died in 2013.” He said that from 
now on the de nition of marriage will be left up to churches 
and individuals. In other words legal, social, and moral an-
archy will prevail in the land. And ultimately the ones who 
will suffer in this new legislating from the bench will be in-
nocent children. Now a child may have a female “daddy” or  
several “mothers.”

Let us weep in prayer for our country and turn to God’s 
word for guidance. “Have ye not read, that he which made 
them at the beginning made them male and female” (Mat. 
19:4).

As of January 12, 2014, http://www.foxnews.com/opin-
ion/2013/12/31/marriage-died-in-2013.

Children of Jeroboam
(Speaking of Nadab son Jeroboam, King of Israel) And he 
did evil in the sight of the Lord, and walked in the way of 
his father, and in his sin wherewith he made Israel to sin”
(1 Kin. 15:26).

Students of the Bible know of Jeroboam. He rebelled 
against Solomon and his son Rehoboam and became the rst 
king of “Israel” or the Northern Kingdom. He led his people 
down a path of apostasy including the idolatrous worship of 
golden calves (1 Kin. 12:26-33). God would later send the 

Northern Kingdom into Assyrian Captivity in 721 B.C.  His 
descendents (physical and spiritual) continued his people’s 
descent to Judgment. 

For over a generation now, liberals within the brother-
hood have led people down the path of modern day digres-
sion and apostasy.  Now their spiritual descendents, modern 
day “sons of Jeroboam,” continue to walk in the “broad” 
way “that leadeth to destruction” (Mat. 7:13)

A case in point is the spiritual state of a former broth-
erhood school founded by David Lipscomb and James A. 
Harding in 1891—Lipscomb University. LU has been in the 
digressive camp for a long time. Recently I received notice 
of LU’s annual “Preaching Workshop” in Nashville. There 
are to be four speakers: three men and one woman. One of 
the male speakers is Dr. Charles L. Campbell, Professor of 
Homiletics at Duke Divinity School and an ordained Presby-
terian minister. Imagine that, a spewer of “doctrines of dev-
ils” (1 Tim. 4:3) preaching on preaching to deluded brethren 
at $250 a person! I imagine brother Lipscomb, if he were 
alive, would rebuke them and quote 2 Corinthians 6:14—
“be not unequally yoked together with unbelievers”.

Another abomination in this “Preaching Workshop” is 
the lone female speaker, Rhonda Lowry. Last year LU had a 
female denominational preacher come and preach to preach-
ers. This year it is the wife, Rhonda Lowry, of LU President 
Randy Lowry and “Associate Professor of spiritual forma-
tion” (whatever that is) at LU. Her biography lists that she is 
a much sought after speaker. She has spoken at Laity Lodge 
an “ecumenical Christian Lecture Center” in Texas, the Na-
tional American Christian Convention (Independent Chris-
tian Church), and the nefarious meeting of change agents 
at Pepperdine University’s annual Bible Lectureship. The 
schedule for this workshop lists her as the “liturgist” for the 
worship service before Dr. Campbell’s sermon. A de nition 
of “liturgist” I found includes the following, 

As such, many Christian churches designate one person who 
participates in the worship service as the liturgist. The litur-
gist may read announcements, scriptures, and calls to wor-
ship, while the minister preaches the sermon, offers prayers, 
and blesses sacraments. The liturgist may be either a minister 
or a lay person (Wikipedia).

If this is not an example of the unauthorized use of woman in 
worship then I am a monkey’s uncle! She will also be speak-
ing with her husband on “Con ict Resolution.”

And there is a whole lot of con ict to resolve with God’s 
Word in this workshop, starting with Genesis and ending 
in Revelation! They could probably take up the most time 
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resolving their con ict with the apostle Paul and the Holy 
Spirit in 1 Corinthians 14:34-35 and 1 Timothy 2:11-14, 
where the apostle forbade female preachers and “liturgists” 
(a term completely unknown to the New Testament  and not, 
therefore, in compliance with 1 Peter 4:11—Editor). And 
there is their ongoing con ict involving the fellowshipping 
of false teachers in Matthew 7:15, Romans 16:17-18, 2 Cor-
inthians 11:3-4,13-15, Ephesians 5:11, etc. In both cases the 
Bible would win hands down.

These modern day children of Jeroboam are continuing 

the same downward path that the Disciples of Christ de-
nomination took over one hundred years ago when they left 
the Bible and their brethren. Their “golden calves” were the 
unscriptural missionary society and the unauthorized use of 
mechanical instrument of music in worship. Today they are 
a spiritual and religious irrelevancy. This is exactly where 
Lipscomb University is headed. (http://www.lipscomb.edu/
preaching/speakers, accessed January 26, 2014).

—2530 Moore Court
Columbia, TN  38401

WHAT WOULD WE DO IF….
Gary W. Summers

The New Testament clearly teaches that every local con-
gregation of the Lord’s church is to have elders and deacons 
if men meet the quali cations for those works. On Paul’s 

rst missionary journey, after he preached the gospel in 
many towns, he traveled back through them and appointed 
elders (notice the plural) in each congregation (Acts 14:23).  
He later set forth the quali cations for these leaders (1 Tim. 
3:1-7; Tit. 1:5-9). We know that it was God’s plan, then, to 
have quali ed, older men to shepherd the ock and oversee 
the work of the church.

We also know that this arrangement was attacked by Sa-
tan very early in the second century. Eventually, the idea of 
some men being over several churches arose, which over a 
period of centuries resulted in the papacy. But within each 
congregation arose another unscriptural concept—that of a 
one-man rule (which came to be designated as the “pastor” 
system). Both of these departures from the New Testament 
structure remain in use until this day.

True followers of the Lord Jesus Christ continue to use 
the same arrangement that the apostles taught and used in 
the New Testament. We have seen the errors that have devel-
oped in the past and have determined that we will not make 
the same mistakes. Holding rm to the truth concerning the 
government of the local congregation is one area in which 
brethren will not be moved away from.

But here is a wild thought—suppose someone did tam-
per with God’s arrangement? What would we do? In a few 
instances, some have advocated evangelistic oversight, in 
which the local preacher (although not called a “pastor”) 
nevertheless functions as one. When (if) elders are ever ap-
pointed, he will be the one who does it (citing Titus 1:5), but 
somehow that day never comes. Even after he has preached 
two decades for the same congregation, no one has become 
quali ed.

We have responded properly to that error by advocating 
that this practice is false. Another concept arose in years past 
which theorized that elders have no authority whatsoever; 
they can only lead by example. Sound brethren likewise 
showed the fallacy of that idea as well (Heb. 13:17). So, the 
Biblical concept of leadership in the churches of Christ re-
mains intact.

Introduction of a New Doctrine
So if someone introduced a new threat to God’s view of 

the eldership as taught in the Bible, we would all be alarmed 
and immediately take exception, right? Say, as a wacky ex-
ample, that a congregation thought some of their elders were 
no longer quali ed. What would be a way of getting rid of 
them? Say, how about asking the church to re-evaluate those 
men? Sure, this is so bizarre that it would probably never 
happen, but what if it were proposed? How ought brethren 
to respond?

Some brethren would probably observe, “The New Tes-
tament does not provide authority for re-evaluation of el-
ders. They are to be evaluated according to the quali cations 
that Paul gives before they become elders.” Yes, but suppose 
some are no longer quali ed, and it was necessary to nd a 
way to remove them? Well, how might someone approach 
such a thing? Of course, this is too crazy, almost, to even 
contemplate, but let’s indulge ourselves in a bit of “specula-
tion.”

First, why not ask a preacher to address the topic in a fa-
vorable way? Now it might be a problem to nd just the right 
person to take such an impossible task upon him, but for the 
sake of argument, let’s say that someone could be found.  
How could he possibly approach this topic and present it 
to brethren in such a way that they would even consider it, 
let alone accept it? This has got to be dif cult, and it might 
require hours to gure out a way to do it.
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How to Persuade Brethren to Accept What is Not True
The rst thing that must always be done is to convince 

brethren that “we are people of the Book, and we believe 
that whatever we do in religion and life must be authorized 
and guided by the Word of God.” Oh, yeah, that’s good. If 
the rst thing we do is to appeal to the Scriptures as our only 
authority, then probably everyone will be convinced that 
whatever follows afterward is also Biblical. But to keep up 
that façade, most of what follows must actually be Biblical.

Therefore, it would be a good idea to consider what the 
New Testament says about selecting elders in the rst place, 
even though none of that is relevant to re-evaluation, which 
is not mentioned at all. So, it would be a good idea to men-
tion that the Bible teaches a plurality of elders and that it lists 
quali cations. However, Paul does not describe the selec-
tion process of elders. We know that he appointed men in 
the congregations he established and he told Titus to appoint 
men on the island of Crete, but we do not know what process 
was used in either of those instances or at any other time.

What to do at this point might stump many preachers, but 
a really creative one might think to bring up Acts 6.  Well, no, 
it does not refer to the selection of elders; in fact, it does not 
even refer to the selection of deacons, but it does refer to a 
selection process, and that’s the part that will be emphasized. 
Many have assumed that the passage describes the selection 
of deacons, but it does not. The seven men were chosen to 
preside over one particular task—the daily distribution of 
food to the widows—not the various works of the church in 
general. Naturally, the word servant (the same word used for 
deacons) is used, and that may cause some to be confused.  
The church was led by twelve apostles, who were divinely 
inspired by the Holy Spirit. It would be ludicrous to think of 
the twelve apostles as elders over several thousand Chris-
tians, all of whom were served by seven deacons.

The one pushing re-evaluation, then, would need to 
highlight the fact that the congregation was told to seek out 
from among them seven men of good reputation, who were 
full of the Holy Spirit and wisdom (Acts 6:3), which the 
apostles would then appoint. When discussing the appoint-
ment of elders, the same system could be suggested based 
on this text, which might be cited as a pattern for selection.  
One might even observe that the Bible is “largely silent on 
this matter”—the actual selection of elders—but at the same 
time it says much more than most church members realize.  

An examination of Acts 6 will then be presented even 
though it is admitted that it does not deal with the selec-
tion of elders. Nevertheless, it does provide “insight” and 
serves as the only “prototype” of a selection process. It will 
be emphasized that Acts 6 is really the only passage in all 
the Bible that provides relevant information respecting this 
subject. One might emphasize that, concerning this passage, 
the “implications are enormous.”

Now it is time to solidify the point of member involve-

ment in the process. Having looked at the one passage that 
shows a selection process and admitting that it does not deal 
with elders, the time has come to make some declarations. 

1. It is wrong for preachers to personally select elders.
2. It is wrong for elders to make the selection for ad-

ditional elders, lest they become a self-perpetuating board.
If the New Testament does not provide a procedure for 

the selection of elders, then how do we know the above two 
statements are true? Cannot one who preaches the gospel 
know who are quali ed men for the work? Can elders not 
determine who within the congregation is capable and ready 
for serving as an elder? While all might agree that a preacher 
or existing elders should select men with the input of the 
congregation, would it be Scripturally wrong to do it the way 
numbers 1 and 2 suggest? It is just as easy for the appoint-
ment of elders to be a popularity contest among the members 
as it is for preachers and elders to appoint “yes” men. This 
procedure must be condemned, however, when one stresses 
the point of congregational input.    

Re-Evaluation
Eventually, a sermon on re-evaluation, however, must 

get around to its main topic. What a dilemma! How can 
brethren be convinced to practice that on which the Scrip-
tures are silent? An imaginative soul might try this tactic.  
First, why not bring up the subject of liberalism right at the 
beginning because some may be thinking it anyway. One 
might merely say something like, “Some brethren are up in 
arms over this practice; they say, “That’s what the liberals 
are doing.’ They may be, but for us, the question is, ‘What 
does the Bible teach?’” All right, that should disarm most 
brethren and make them feel that what they are about to hear 
is a Scriptural answer to the question.

The key point is to remind everyone that elders are se-
lected by members in the rst place. (The whole sermon has 
been designed to bolster this point.) The implication is that 
the congregation can then remove the men they appointed.  
Already there is a aw. If brethren use a selection process 
and appoint men according to their quali cations, and that 
constitutes the Holy Spirit making those men overseers, then 
we need a removal process that is also inspired by the Holy 
Spirit in order for their termination to be valid.

The second thing that should be pointed out is that it is 
just as false to say, “once an elder, always an elder,” as it is to 
say “once saved, always saved.” Now isn’t that clever? It’s 
a true statement, but in the context it is made, it is mislead-
ing.  A man may resign for health reasons, because of sin in 
his life, or because his wife has gone on to her reward. He is 
not an elder for life. But “re-evaluation” is not one of those 
causes.

Third, it may be the case that an elder no longer meets 
the quali cations (which is true, as stated above). Now that 
he is on a roll, it must seem like the best time to insert a point 
that is not Scriptural: A man may be Scripturally quali ed, 
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technically quali ed, but not be perceived by the ock as a 
shepherd. They may not have the desire to submit to him.  
“Shepherds cannot lead where people will not follow.” No 
one should proceed any further without re-reading this last 
argument at least two more times because the idea is not 
found in the pages of Holy Writ. One might have agreed with 
everything thus far (although much of it was theory), but this 
part de nitely cannot stand.

A man is not technically quali ed to be an elder? He ei-
ther is or is not. And if he is, how can members not submit to 
a spiritually-minded leader made an overseer of the ock by 
the Holy Spirit?  How can anyone say, “He may be quali ed 
but not able to lead effectively”?  Could the problem be with 
some members and not such an elder? Suppose two elders 
had no objections to adding instrumental music into the wor-
ship (why were they, then, allowed to become elders?), and 
two opposed it. If the majority of members said they could 
no longer follow the two men holding to the Scriptures, 
should they be ousted? One of the very works of elders is to 
protect the ock from wolves, yet if churches could remove 
elders whenever they so desired, they could never do the job 
to which they were appointed (Acts 20:28-32).

As the old saying goes, “In for a penny, in for a pound.”  
To cement this last point, the preacher might add these words: 
“…one of the quali cations of a shepherd is that the mem-
bership perceives him to be such, and is willing to submit 
and to follow, to respect and to trust.” Really? What verse 
in 1 Timothy 3 or Titus 1 says that?  If that were a quali ca-
tion, some men would never be appointed, and others would 
never remain in the presbytery.

1 Timothy 5:17-20
Yes, there is a passage that does deal with the removal of 

an elder, and this “ ctional” sermon nally mentions it. The 
rst two verses speak of an elder receiving remuneration for 

his labors. Then Paul says that an accusation should not be 
received against an elder except from two or three witnesses.  
If they are guilty, they should be rebuked before all. This 
is not an automatic dismissal, however. But if the man re-
fused to acknowledge his sin or refused to repent, something 
would have to be done (Mat. 18:15-17). In this instance the 
entire congregation would be called upon to exercise disci-
pline. 

Although this procedure is Biblical, it does not support 
elder re-evaluation. So the preacher must reinforce what he 
has already said by insisting on a principle that is not taught 
in the text:

I would still maintain that a man could theoretically be quali-
ed and yet have lost his standing with enough of the mem-

bers that he ought to voluntarily remove himself. Now how 
do you determine that unless you ask the members, how they 
perceive this man, as an elder of the church?
It all seems so logical. Maybe he has lost his effective-

ness as a leader; so ask the church to evaluate him. Although 

such a practice is highly dangerous to the stability of a con-
gregation and totally lacking Biblical authority, doesn’t it 
sound reasonable? Imaginative preachers can nd smooth 
words and appealing scenarios to convince brethren of an 
unscriptural practice. Will no one wonder how elders can be 
technically and theoretically quali ed without actually being 
quali ed?

To close this hypothetical sermon, a few assorted 
thoughts might be helpful, such as, “No one should fear 
evaluation,” and, “You can go to heaven without being an 
elder.” Most will not object to these statements.

What Would We Do?
Of course, this has all been an intellectual exercise. No 

one would actually preach a sermon such as has just been 
suggested. And if someone had, surely brethren would be 
outraged that he had done so. We all recognize that no one 
has the right to tamper with God’s arrangement for the church 
regarding elders and their effective leadership of the congre-
gation.  While elders are not appointed for life (like Supreme 
Court Justices), neither has God placed “term limits” upon 
them or subjected them to re-evaluation based on the mood 
of the congregation at any given moment. Fortunately, no 
one would be so presumptuous as to change God’s plan.

What?! Someone has? No way! Well, if someone did 
advocate this practice, we certainly know how brethren will 
respond! Why, his reputation would be shot! No one would 
invite him to speak or hold a meeting until he repented, 
right? Certainly, no one would entrust him with a position 
of responsibility. Furthermore, efforts would be made to dis-
cuss the issue with him, and reasonable brethren would try to 
persuade him to renounce his fallacious position, wouldn’t 
they?

Schools of preaching, being incensed, would certainly 
speak out and warn against this false teaching. He would 
never be found speaking on a lectureship or invited to any 
workshop. If he wrote a book or made a DVD, no one would 
consider buying it; after all he might hold to other errors, 
such as “marital intent” with respect to divorce. A guy like 
that might even recommend Mac Deaver (kindred spirits?) 
to debate a Baptist, even though he too is riddled with errors, 
such as that all Christians are baptized in the Holy Spirit 
today.

Yes, the brotherhood would take whatever measures 
necessary to help such a brother see his errors and repent of 
them. They would, in all kindness, tell him, “You must re-
study this issue and attempt to see the error in what you have 
taught—and repent of it—not just say some people are out 
to get you.” Yes, brethren would never be silent about such 
a matter, would they?

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792
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(Continued from page 6)
recent years by Phil Sanders and Joe Wells.

Looking in the other direction (entirely) are the brethren 
in Tennessee, who apparently are not concerned with brethren 
speaking there (Tahoe) any more than the Memphis School 
of Preaching is concerned about speakers coming on to their 
program after having participated in the Sunset Workshops. 
Janus? Disambiguation would be nice.

I do hope that this is of some value on the subject of fel-

lowship, especially concerning Brad Harrub. He is a person-
able fellow, but he does not respect what the scriptures have 
to say about fellowship. With that in mind, he is not one with 
whom we would be in fellowship, either.

—Church of Christ–San Mateo
P.O. Box 5026

San Mateo, Ca. 94402

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

More and more congregations in the churches of Christ 
are using what is called “Praise Teams.” Such teams are 
usually a collection of 4, 6, or 8 of the most capable sing-
ers in the congregation (representing the 4 part harmony of 
our hymns) to either: (1) Stand before the congregation with 
their microphones, to LEAD the congregation in its worship 
in song, or (2) Be placed in strategic places in the congrega-
tion, so as to LEAD the congregation in singing.

Usually, at least two of these parts involve women, who 
stand before, or stand out in such a way as to portray their 
leadership role. The denominations of the world have long 
provided music for their members through choirs that stand 
before them, that virtually do ALL the singing. Those not in 
the choir are the less talented, and do very little singing, even 
when given the opportunity. The practice of “praise teams” 
is but a borrowed practice of denominationalism. In the Old 
Testament, the Israelites wanted to be “like the nations”
around them, and in doing so, they rejected God and brought 
about His wrath (1 Sam. 8:4-7). It is said that “praise teams” 
are but a contemporary “choir.” Those who are placed before 
a congregation (perhaps, even behind the pulpit) are visibly 
leading the congregation. If women can scripturally do this, 
what is to keep them from visibly sharing in the serving of 
communion, or in the public presentation of a sermon? One 
preaching professor in Abilene Christian University had his 
wife read HIS sermon before a public audience several years 
ago. Did not Paul forbid the women to teach OR usurp au-
thority over the men (1 Tim. 2:12)?  To say the least, the use 
of women in such roles is a compromise of the leadership 
role of men.

What about the “fruit” of such practices? The introduc-
tion of such a practice as “praise teams” has been divisive in 
the brotherhood, and its practice has been virtually con ned 
to very liberal congregations (who have compromised scrip-
tural principles in various other ways, especially in doctrine 
and fellowship with neighboring Protestant denominations). 
Some are sharing worship WITH denominations, and meet-

ing in each other’s buildings for these joint sessions, even 
where the instrument is used. Even in congregations that 
USE “praise teams,” many not-so-talented singers are prone 
to just sit (or stand) and “listen” to the superior melody of the 
praise team, who are virtually performing in concert. This 
even creates an emotional barrier between the two groups 
of singers, though they are in the same gathering. The bet-
ter singers are given this role over others. Rather than being 
“active” in singing and making melody to one another (Eph. 
5:19; Col. 3:16, 17), some become “passive.”    

In Jeremiah 32:35, God condemned the actions of some 
for NOT doing what He had commanded, AND doing things 
that had not come into His mind. The scripture contains the 
mind of God revealed to man, and obviously “praise teams” 
never came into His mind, for there are no instructions, com-
mands, or examples of it for us. Strange that it took over 
2000 years to explore the mind of God to gure out that 
it has His approval. But, someone says, “I like it,” but that 
does not mean GOD likes it. Remember Luke 16:15: “Ye 
are they that justify yourselves before men, but God 
knoweth your hearts: for that which is highly esteemed 
among men is abomination in the sight of God.”

More and more churches of Christ are following the ex-
ample of Israel, in wanting to be “like the denominations” 
around them. Our worship is NOT to please ourselves, but 
the Lord (John 4:23, 24; Gal. 1:10). Where is ANY authority 
for such an innovation? Nadab and Abihu offered “strange 

re” before the Lord (which HE had not commanded), and 
God rejected it—“And there went out re from the Lord, 
and devoured them, and they died before the Lord” (Lev. 
10:1, 2). Let us learn from this (Rom. 15:4; 1 Cor. 10:6-12). 
One supporter of “praise teams” (Joe Ed Furr) has publicly 
declared that “praise teams in many churches may be a short-
lived fad.” It is admitted that praise teams have become the 
church choir, and congregational singing is greatly dimin-
ished. Older members are more troubled than are the young-
er. We need to remember how the older Israelites warned 

WHAT ABOUT PRAISE TEAMS?
Don Tarbet
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Rehoboam to lighten up on the taxation of the people, while 
the younger urged him to make it hard on the people (1 
Kings 12). As a result, the nation was divided. WHY should 
the innovating youth directors and associate ministers insist 
on beginning congregational “choirs,” and letting the old-
er members fall over the stumbling block that THEY (the 
younger ones) have placed there? Paul said he would even 
eat no meat if it caused a brother to stumble (1 Cor. 8:13). 
None should ever “put a stumblingblock, or an occasion 
to fall in his brother's way” (Rom. 14:13). “For, brethren, 
ye have been called unto liberty; only use not liberty for 
an occasion to the esh, but by love serve one another” 
(Gal. 5:13). Let us all endeavor to keep the peace, for God 

is not the author of confusion, but of peace (1 Cor. 14:33). 
Some say, “well, the church of Christ is changing”—but is it 
for the better or the worse? We know the church changed be-
fore, by “falling away” and  giving heed to false doctrines, in 
spite of the warnings from God (1 Tim. 4:1-3). Will history 
show that this happened again in the 21st century? [No doubt 
history will record that a great “falling away” happened in 
the latter part of the 20th and into the 21st century.—Editor] 
Let us have the courage to stand for truth.

—215 W. Sears
Denison, TX  75020

 donwtarbet@cableone.net

During the years when her children are young, moth-
erhood is the Christian woman’s number one job, after her 
duties to her husband. If she fails, entire generations will be 
affected, and the sad results will be perpetuated. This is not 
to say the responsibility is altogether hers, nor is she totally 
responsible for her children’s behavior after they are grown. 
They have minds of their own, and they have free wills and 
choices. They are responsible for their own misdeeds and 
failures. But the mother who did not rear her children prop-
erly will bear the anguish—if not the guilt, for this sin can be 
forgiven as can any other—for the rest of her life.

Think rst of Noah’s wife. The Holy Spirit has chosen 
to reveal to us very little about her. However, she must have 
been very important in God’s plan, for her sons were righ-
teous enough to be counted among the passengers on the 
ark, and the wives they chose or their parents chose for them 
were also righteous. We know that Noah was busy for all 
those 120 years building and preaching (Gen. 6:3), although 
we do not know what period these years covered in his sons’ 
lives. It follows by implication that Mrs. Noah was at least 
partially responsible for bringing up her sons to fear the Lord 
and to respect their father and mother. (It is true that Ham 
forgot or ignored the teachings of his parents and he sinned 
[9:20–25], but he alone [his descendants did bear a part of 
the curse, leading me to believe that they were of the same 
mind] was cursed by God because he alone was guilty of 
sin.)

Then there was Hannah, who prayed for a son (1 Sam. 
1:1–13), promising Jehovah that she would dedicate him to 
the service of Jehovah for his entire life. Hannah kept the 
child at home, not even going up to the feasts and the worship 
at Shiloh, until Samuel was weaned (vs. 24). This weaning, 
as best we can learn from both Biblical and secular history, 

RESPONSIBILITY OF MOTHERHOOD
Lavonne James McClish

was often done when the child was three years old or even 
older. (Remember, there was no prepared baby food, no food 
processors, and no refrigeration, but mothers’ milk was read-
ily available, nourishing, and safe.) All of that time, Hannah 
must have been teaching and preparing Samuel, though he 
was so young, for his life of service in the tabernacle. After 
she took him to Eli in the tabernacle, she provided at least 
some of his physical needs (e.g., a little coat she made every 
year—1 Sam. 3:19). She had a short time in which to work, 
but she did her task very well. 

In the New Testament, we read about Lois and Eunice, 
Timothy’s grandmother and mother, respectively. They had 
taught Timothy the Holy Scriptures literally from his ba-
byhood (2 Tim. 1:5–6; 3:15). Perhaps as an example and 
a source of encouragement to the many women who nd 
themselves in the situation of having no help from a father, 
we are told that Timothy’s father was a Greek, a Gentile, 
a pagan. He apparently did not help Lois and Eunice at all 
with Timothy’s upbringing and teaching. Yet, even though 
they had to do it alone, they taught and trained Timothy so 
well that he became a valuable assistant to Paul, who loved 
him as a son.

Jochebed, the mother of Moses, devised an ingenious 
plan to save her three-month-old son from the clutches of 
the wicked Pharaoh (Exo. 2:1–10; 6:20; Heb. 11:23). Essen-
tially, she gave her baby up in order to save him from death. 
We all know the story of how she made a little basket—an 
“ark”—of bulrushes, put the baby into it, and set it a oat 
in the Nile River, sheltered among the bulrushes, where she 
knew Pharaoh’s daughter would be coming to bathe. She 
was correct in her guess (or maybe she had Divine guid-
ance?) that the princess would not be able to resist a baby’s 
cries (even a condemned Hebrew baby!). Miriam, Moses’ 
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older sister, was stationed where she could watch.  
When the princess picked up the baby, Miriam went to 

her and asked if she wanted one of the Hebrew women to 
nurse the baby  (nursing would include feeding—i.e., wet 
nursing—as well as general care). So, in the providence of 
God, Jochebed was able to care for and train her own son, at 
least for a time. Since Moses chose to suffer af iction with 
the people of God (Heb. 11:24–28), we know Jochebed must 
have made good use of the time she had her son in her care. 
Incidentally, we read nothing of the role of Amram, Moses’ 
father (1 Chr. 6:1–3), in his upbringing. This omission does 
not constitute proof that he did not participate, but it is inter-
esting that only Jochebed and Miriam are mentioned.

We must never be guilty of neglecting our children, 
physically, emotionally, and most of all, spiritually. They 
should be included in as many of our activities in service to 
God as we can manage. But we should not waste our time 
and energy by engaging in endless hand wringing and self-
reproach (even though the pain is ever present) when the 
child departs from our teaching despite the best we can do. 
Each human being has free will—a choice.

 Although Eli brought Samuel up from the time his par-
ents left him at the tabernacle (1 Sam. 3:1–21), he apparently 
was “too busy doing the Lord’s work” to train and reprove 
his own sons, Hophni and Phinehas (4:17). As the head of his 
house and as God’s high priest, he was directly responsible. 
Eli should serve as a sad reminder to those who neglect their 
families in order to help other people. Eli’s biggest problem 
seems to have been that he failed to rebuke and discipline his 
sons, even though he knew they were sinning grievously and 
corrupting the worship (as well as the women). 

Many of us want so much for our children to like us 
that we will not go through the unpleasantness of discipline 
and correction. We hate to cross them or to “make waves.” 
A very important lesson: A parent, in order to please God, 
must be willing to displease his or her children at times, and 
even to in ict temporary pain (Pro. 13:24; 19:18) on them in 
order to teach them to obey. (Eli was rebuked because he put 
his sons’ wants above God’s.) Obedience must be learned in 
childhood, or else it will be very dif cult to learn to submit 
to governmental authorities or even to God in adulthood. I 
am not certain, but I think J. Edgar Hoover gets credit for 
the saying, “Learn obedience and respect in the high chair or 
else learn it in the electric chair.”

I have seen the following list in several places through 
the years, but I am sorry to say I do not know the author: 

RULES FOR RAISING JUVENILE DELINQUENTS
1. Begin when your child is an infant to give him ev-

erything he wants. This way he will grow up to believe the 
world owes him a living. After all, denying him may lead 
him to harmful frustration.

2. When he picks up bad words at school, laugh at him. 

This will make him think he is cute. It will also encourage 
him to pick up even cuter words and phrases later that will 
blow off the top of your head.

3. Never give him any spiritual training. You don’t 
want to be accused of forcing religion on him. Wait until 
he is eighteen years old, and then he will be able to decide 
for himself. (By that logic, don’t teach him English, either; 
when he grows up he may want to speak Bantu.)

4. Avoid use of the word wrong. After all, he may de-
velop a guilt complex. This will condition him to believe 
later, when he gets into trouble, that society is against him 
and he is being persecuted.

5. Pick up everything he leaves lying around. Do ev-
erything for him. When he grows up, he will be experienced 
in evading all responsibility and shoving it off onto others.

6. Let him argue and talk disrespectfully to you and 
others. This way, he will think he has the right to rebel 
against authority and be rude and disrespectful toward those 
who disagree with him.

7. Take his part against neighbors, teachers, and law 
enforcement of cers. This will teach him that he is always 
right and that no one can tell him what to do.

8. When he gets into real trouble, excuse yourself by 
saying, “I never could do anything with him.”

9. Prepare for a life of grief. You will undoubtedly 
have it.

Samuel, oddly enough, did not learn a thing from Eli’s 
heartbreaking experience. He also failed to discipline his 
sons (1 Sam. 8:1–3), and they brought much grief to him 
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and to God. Indirectly, Samuel’s failures in this department 
brought about Israel’s demand for a king. At least Samuel’s 
corrupt and unruly sons provided them with an excuse. It is 
noteworthy that Samuel was a “circuit riding” prophet, who 
was likely away from his home and his family much of the 
time (this is not stated; it is possible that his family trav-
eled with him). In any case, Samuel apparently neglected his 
sons and their training to some degree. Both Eli and Samuel 
were good, reverent men, who were great servants of God; 
but the fact that a father is a good man does not necessarily 
mean that his children will absorb his good characteristics. 
He must spend time with them—show them the way— and 
actively train and discipline them.

Aaron was very weak-willed, as his lame excuse for the 
golden calf amply illustrates (Exo. 32:1–24). He did appar-
ently take his work as high priest very seriously, however. It 
could be that he thought that, since he understood the gravity 
of his position with God, Nadab and Abihu would naturally 
absorb his attitude. Obviously they did not take their work 
and unquestioning obedience seriously, whether or not Aar-
on attempted to teach them (Lev. 10:1–7). 

Aaron and Miriam had also rebelled against Moses 
(Num. 12:1–14) and attempted to seize some of his power. 
Is it possible that Nadab and Abihu saw this and were in u-
enced by it? We have no way of knowing, but it is something 
to think about. In the accounts of the failures of Eli, Samuel, 
and Aaron, no mention is made of the mothers.

We have already alluded to the problems caused by ab-
sent fathers who do not shoulder their responsibilities. Elders 
can be guilty of this, if they have teenaged children. Perhaps 
this is a good argument in favor of having older men, whose 
children are grown, as elders. (Not that we would make a 
law here, since God’s Word does not give a speci c age.) 
An elder must shepherd and feed the entire ock, and that 
would de nitely include his own children who are a part of 
that ock.

Preachers (and elders also, for that matter) could ll 
every night in the week, fty-two weeks in the year—with 
good and important works. Their responsibilities are indeed 
heavy. But the point is, they will never nd time for their 
wives and children; they must set aside the time, since their 
families are also a heavy responsibility. They will answer to 
God for their stewardship of their children as well as that of 
the rest of the church. Time spent with children is not wasted 
time! Surely an elder or a preacher or any other leader could 

set aside one night and one day for his family, refusing to let 
others encroach upon that time unless there is a dire emer-
gency. Will God be pleased if they save other people’s chil-
dren but lose their own? Will they be setting a good example 
for other men of the church?

This essay is directed to wives, not to elders, preachers, 
deacons, and other male leaders. However, the above obser-
vations may help our perspective a bit. They also might pro-
vide us some logical thoughts with which to talk things over 
with our husbands. Young men, especially young preachers, 
are usually very conscientious and enthusiastic about their 
work and the way they spend their time, and I fear many 
of them have neglected their families woefully. (It is no ac-
cident that so many preachers’ children go astray. “The cob-
bler’s children have no shoes.”) These husbands and fathers 
need to be made more aware of their responsibilities to their 
wives and children. If God meant them to be married, then 
he intended for them to be good husbands (Eph. 5:25, 28–29, 
33: 1 Cor. 9:5), dwelling with the wife according to knowl-
edge, honoring her as the “weaker vessel” (1 Pet. 3: 7). 

It follows that, if they are married, they will likely father 
children, and that God intended them to be good fathers, just 
as he did other Christian men. Their duties to God, as well 
as to other people and their children, in no way exempt them 
from their responsibilities to their own wives and children. 
One of their duties to God is taking care of their own fami-
lies. In fact, I would be so bold as to say that their homes 
should come rst (Eph. 6:1–4). How can they possibly help 
others to ful ll their duties if they are ignoring their own 
duties? What kind of example are they providing for other 
men? Their children will have enough problems with the 
children of other members of the church (you know the say-
ing about preachers’ kids) and with those outside, without 
having to deal with those problems caused by the neglect 
and/or absence of their fathers.

CONCLUSION
If the father is dead, absent, disinterested, or too busy, 

mothers must often take up the slack and try to be both par-
ents to their children, as Lois and Eunice did with Timothy. 
It is not easy, but it can be done. If this is the case, a mother 
must try not to be critical of the father in front of the children, 
yet somehow, at the same time, she must acknowledge their 
needs as legitimate. She must avoid making them feel guilty 
for needing their father, along with his time and his love.

—Deceased
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After graduating from the Houston Police Academy, I reported 
to my duty assignment at the N. Shepherd street police substation. I 
chose that station because it was one of the busiest patrol substations 
in the City of Houston. After completing the eld training program ,I 
reported to the swing shift working 7 p.m. to 3 a.m., a shift I chose 
because it was the busiest shift. I was still on probation and was not 
allowed to patrol alone. I was shuf ed around riding with different 
of cers until I was no longer on probation. I don’t think I will ever 
forget my rst night riding alone. I didn’t have somebody with 
me to make sure I didn’t get killed. I was out there, alone. I grew 
accustomed to riding alone and found that at times, I preferred riding 
as a one-man patrol unit.

During my probationary period and riding with other of cers, 
I soon found out that a number of of cers chose that profession for 
reasons other than for the reason I chose it. A number of them chose 
that profession because they were lazy and did not want a job requiring 
physical labor. Many of them chose the profession because it was 
an easy profession to transition to out of the army. I found that the 
differing attitudes greatly affected how they approached their job. 
There were some who never intended to put themselves in harm’s 
way. They would control the threat level by simply arriving after 
the threat was gone. Whatever motive, they had they believed they 
could control everything. They believed everything would operate 
according to their beliefs, according to their own terms.

Years later, I was in a narcotics unit working the same 7-3 
shift. My partner Brian and I were working in a narcotics area in the 
northern district of the city of Houston. Two other team members, 
Ralph and David,were working in the southern district. We all agreed 
to a lunch break and meet at the Luby’s cafeteria on US-290 and West 
34th Street. Brian and I arrived rst and waited outside in the patrol car.

We heard a call go out over the radio involving a suspicious 
person with a gun at a gas station just south of the intersection of I-45 
and Crosstimbers Street. The call was dispatched to a one-man unit, 
one of those of cers that I previously described. The of cer believed 
he could control everything to avoid any threat. He believed this so 
much that he never wore a bullet proof vest.

We heard Ralph on the radio saying they would check-by, 
meaning they would provide backup for the primary unit. Knowing 
the of cer who was dispatched as the primary unit, Brian and I knew 
that he would not arrive until after the threat was gone. That meant 
that Ralph and David would be the primary unit.

When people in that area of town call the police to report a 
suspicious person or a disturbance, they often lie and say a weapon 
is involved because they know it will get a quicker police response. 
Knowing this, Brian and I thought it was probably a drunk or 
something similar and that Ralph and David would meet with us 
shortly. But again, you never know because things do not operate 
according to your own terms. So, we waited and listened to the radio.

We heard Ralph tell the dispatcher they were arriving. We 
expected that they would soon clear the call by saying GOA (Gone 
on Arrival) meaning the suspicious person was no longer there. There 
was only radio silence and as we waited longer; Brian and I wondered 
if we should head that way. Suddenly Ralph reported, “Shots red!” 

The radio came to life as the dispatcher and different units reported 
they were en route. Brian and I quickly headed that way but it was 
all over by the time we arrived.

Ralph told us what happened, saying that when they first 
arrived, he checked the front while David checked the rear of the 
gas station/convenience store. Ralph made his way to the front door 
of the business after checking for any threat inside the store. As 
he approached the door a Middle-Eastern man behind the counter 
motioned for him to come inside. David called to his partner saying he 
had a suspect at the back of the business. Having not entered the store, 
Ralph moved to the back to help his partner who had encountered 
an intoxicated man. While David and Ralph checked the man for 
a weapon, the other of cer, the one who wore no vest, arrived and 
parked his police car directly in front of the station without regard 
to safety. He saw the same man behind the counter motion for him 
to come in to the store.

What he did not know was that the man behind the counter was 
the roommate of the clerk who lay dead behind the counter. The man 
shot his roommate in the chest with a shotgun shortly before of cers 
arrived. The of cer without the vest entered the store and the man 
behind the counter moved out and raised the shotgun in his hands. 
The of cer dropped to the oor as the suspect red the rst shot. The 
of cer moved back out the front door while the suspect racked the 
shotgun. The suspect red again as the of cer dove below the short 
front wall below the store windows.

Hearing the rst shot, David and Ralph left the drunken man 
and moved to the front of the business. Ralph reached a place of 
cover near the front of the store where he could watch the suspect. 
What he then watched was rather unbelievable as the of cer without 
the vest would stand up from behind the wall and the suspect would 
shoot again. The series repeated itself a number of times with Ralph 
yelling at the of cer to stay down behind cover.

More units arrived and began taking locations of cover while the 
suspect waited for the of cer without the vest to stand again. Upon 
seeing the units arrive, the suspect reloaded the shotgun. He then sat 
down on the oor and placed the gun against his head. The suspect 
took his own life ending the ordeal.

Ralph, David, Brian, and I all spoke with the of cer about his 
many errors in judgment, including not wearing a vest. We told him 
he needed to change the way he thought and recognize the dangers 
that were always present in police work. I remember that the of cer 
did wear his vest for a few days after the incident but soon returned 
to his old way of thinking—that he could control everything and 
everything operates according to his own terms.

It was easy for the four of us, David, Ralph, Brian, and me to 
see that it was wrong for this of cer to think that he could control 
things and everything operated according to his own terms. Yet when 
it came to spiritual matters, the same could not be said. Ralph and 
Brian were typical Catholics and David, though being very religious, 
was a Baptist lost in the doctrines of John Calvin. David, Ralph, 
and Brian each believed they could go to heaven on their own terms 
rather than God’s terms. But when it came to police work, we were 
all police of cers and could see this of cer was mistaken in thinking 

A LAW UNTO HIMSELF
Ed Rutland
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everything operated on his own terms. We could see this, but the one 
of cer could not recognize his error. What made him think he could 
control things? What made him think he could avoid such a day of 
reckoning? Why could he not look backwards and see that his thinking 
nearly cost him his life?

I am amazed at people who ignore the teachings of the Bible 
and practice this same type of thinking. They mistakenly believe 
that everything operates on their own terms rather than God’s terms. 
They believe they can avoid a day of reckoning. They are a law unto 
themselves as described in Romans 2:14. They form their own belief 
system based on their upbringing or some other in uence rather than 
what the Bible teaches. They ignore the fact that their sins remain and 
unless they obey the commands of God (Jam. 1:13-15). Those sins 
have to be washed away (Acts 22:16). So if you are in this condition 
and you were to die right now, you would face eternal punishment 
(Matt. 10:28; 25:46), in the lake of re (Rev. 20:14-15), in outer 
darkness (Matt. 25:30), and where the worm never dies (Mark 9:44). 
God offers a way of salvation if you will obey the commands to hear 
the Gospel (Rom. 10:17; Mat. 7:24-25), to believe the Gospel (Heb. 
11:6; John 20:30-31), to repent of your sins (Acts 13:3; Luke 17:30; 
Acts 3:19), to confess Christ (Mat. 10:32-33; Rom. 10:9-10; Acts 
8:37), and to be baptized for the remission of past sins (Acts 2:38; 
Mark 16:16; Acts 22:16; 1 Peter 3:21). Baptism in water is a gure 
of the death, burial, and resurrection of Jesus Christ (Rom. 6:3, 4, 17, 
18. Once you arise out of that water, only then are your sins washed 
away by the blood of Christ and you are added to His body, the church.

I am indeed amazed at nonbelievers who are a law unto 
themselves, but even more so I am amazed at those who have obeyed 
the Gospel and were added to the church, yet still hold onto the idea 
that they will merit heaven based on their own think so.

Will a man shake his st at God and demand salvation on his 
own terms? Men who make such demands never seem to think that 
is what they are doing. Consider King Saul (1 Sam. 15:11-23) who 
truly believed his own think-so when he said, “I have performed 
the commandment of the Lord.”  The reality was that King Saul 
performed his own commandment and rebelled against God’s 
commandment.

I hope this is not the case, but the odds are that there are probably 
some in this very auditorium who think they will go to heaven but 
instead will receive the sentence of eternal destruction where the 

re never dies, where there is eternal darkness, and the worm dies 
not. How is it that such a person can think he can rebel against the 
commands of God and avoid the punishment of hell? King Saul 
thought that way. He did not think he was rebelling against God.

What about the things left undone? The sins of omission are 
usually the greater threat when it comes to being a Christian—a 
servant of God. What was the sin of King Saul? Was it a sin of 
commission or omission? He did not add to the command of God. He 
left people and animals alive that God commanded to be destroyed.

Remember the police of cer who thought he could always 
control his threat level? Even after confronted with a life threatening 
situation, he quickly returned to his normal way of thinking. He 
failed to recognize the warning signs and continued to believe he 
could control his fate. There are Christians who believe everything 
will operate according to their beliefs, according to their own terms. 
They do not recognize the danger their soul is in. Remember that a 
Christian living with such false assumptions never seems to know 
they are in that condition.

In case you are misunderstanding the type of person I am 

speaking of, an example would be a Christian who is present during 
every worship service or seldom misses attendance. He obeys the 
commands of God except for the few that he disagrees with. When 
the Bible clearly states he should not do a particular act, he dismisses 
what is stated in God’s word suggesting that the verse really does 
not mean what it says. He claims that it is only the opinion of others 
and he insists the verse does not mean what they claim. Of course he 
does not think he disagrees with the command of God just as King 
Saul thought. Examples of this would be the elder or preacher who 
refuses to mark those who are false teachers. It would be Christians 
who refuse to withdraw fellowship from Christians who refuse to 
repent of sin. It would be Christians who think they can divorce for 
whatever reason unauthorized by God, marry another person and not 
be an adulterer as stated in God’s Word. It would be the Christian, 
who believes he can commit fornication, or become intoxicated, or 
be involved in dancing, or use foul language, or dress immodestly, 
or be involved in worldliness. It would be the Christian who believes 
he can lie in certain situations or to steal from his employer. It is the 
Christian who commits sin but justi es the behavior in his mind 
by using various excuses for not being able to follow a speci c 
command. A Christian involved in such things while refusing to 
acknowledge they are committing any sin are shaking their st at 
God and demanding salvation on their own terms. Consider what 
the prophet Samuel told King Saul in 1 Sam. 15:23, “For rebellion 
is as the sin of witchcraft, and stubbornness is as iniquity and 
idolatry. Because thou hast rejected the word of the Lord, he hath 
also rejected thee from being king.”

A Christian who is a law unto himself will not stop to consider 
whether or not he is truly obeying the commands of God. The key 
is to put pride and stubbornness down and humble yourself before 
the Lord (Jam. 4:6, 10).

So, if you were to consider whether or not you have fallen into 
such a trap, how would you examine yourself, for we are taught to 
do so by the apostle Paul  in 2 Corinthians 13:5. The apostle wrote:  
“Examine yourselves, whether ye be in the faith; prove your own 
selves.”? That examination of one’s self is done in all honesty and 
in the light of God’s Word (Luke 8:15; Jam. 1:22-25; 2 Tim. 2:15).

Are there warning signs in your life? Strong warning signs would 
be little or no Bible reading, little or no personal Bible study, little or 
no prayer. Is the Bible reading you are doing only during Bible class 
or worship? Are your prayers limited to worship and before meals? 
These would be huge warning signs.

Look back over a year ago. Do you see any spiritual progress 
in yourself? Can you identify things you have corrected? Can you 
identify any Biblical knowledge gained? If a Christian is doing what 
he is supposed to be doing, it is not possible for him to not grow 
spiritually. What about work in the congregation? Are you doing 
more? Even a faithful Christian can become more ef cient in his 
service to the Lord.

—10882 Lois Lane
Montgomery, TX 77316
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TRUE-TO-THE-BOOK BIBLICAL EXEGESIS AND COMMENTARY  IN MANUSCRIPTS OF VARIOUS LENGTHS

We believe the materials you will find on scripturecache.com will increase your Bible knowledge, enrich your spiritual perspective, and draw you 
nearer to God. From brief articles to much longer manuscripts, you will find Bible-related materials here for the taking. We encourage you to download, 
copy, and distribute these documents freely (including using them for study guides or supplemental materials in Bible classes). However, since they are 
copyrighted, we kindly request you to pass them on to others at no charge, even as you have received them. We hope you will visit us often, because we 
will be continually adding new documents in all of the categories below. 

Our Brief Articles...

The brief articles available on this site were for the most part originally written over the years for church bulletins or newspaper articles. They are on a 
wide variety of Biblical topics, moral issues, and doctrinal subjects. They continue to be reprinted in numerous church bulletins throughout our nation.

Our Longer Articles...

These articles, considerably longer than the brief essays described above, were, for the most part, written for and have been published in various reli-
gious periodicals over the years.

Our Long Manuscripts...
We wrote the extended manuscripts you will find here by assignment to serve as chapters in scores of religious books. These manuscripts were thoroughly 
researched and are fully documented.

We wish for you a profitable and enjoyable reading experience.

WELCOME TO SCRIPTURECACHE.COM . . .
Your Site for BiBle expoSition, exegeSiS, and CommentarY on a wide varietY of topiCS and paSSageS

During the more than fifty years I have been preaching the Gospel of Christ, Lavonne (my wife for all of these years) and I have written a few thou-
sand pages of manuscripts on the Bible and Bible-related subjects.  

Various ones have urged us to make these materials more widely available, which we are doing through this Website. Andy, one of our sons, has also 
written several Manuscripts and articles that have been published. You will find these here also. These materials include commentary on passages and 
personalities of Scripture, essays relating to worship and doctrine, and articles on ethical and doctrinal issues. 

Many of these are brief articles of 1 to 3 pages in length that have appeared (and are still appearing) in church bulletins throughout the land. Many 
of these shorter articles were also written for newspaper publication, and not a few of them are uploaded in their original publication format. Scores of 
these treatises are in the range of 4 to 12 pages, most of which were originally published in various religious periodicals. We wrote most of the long manu-
scripts (ranging in length from 13 to 59 pp.) on assignment from directors of various lecture programs, and they have been published in approximately 
two hundred books produced by said programs.

In all that we have written we have had absolute faith in the statement of the apostle Paul: “All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is 
profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:16, KJV). We have never found any evidence to persuade 
us otherwise than that the Bible is the fully inspired Word of God, including the very words in which it was revealed to its original writers (1 Cor. 2:10, 
13). We believe that the Bible sits in judgment of men, and we tremble at the eternal fate of mere human beings who dare to assume the role of its critics 
and judges.

These materials are non-sectarian and non-denominational—they simply seek to get to the heart of the meaning of the Scriptures. We gladly make 
them available to Bible students everywhere at no charge. If the things we have written help even one person to a better understanding of the Sacred Text 
and to a closer relationship with its Divine Author, we will feel amply rewarded.

Dub McClish, Gospel preacher

Dub McClish Lavone McClish Andy McClish
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The Complete Firm Foundation (1884-2010)
Published in PDF Format

Barry Jones
704 Red Oak Drive
Orange, TX 77632

PDF is portable document format, that can be used by any computer. You can search author, title, 
subjects and anything you want. Follow Guy N. Woods through his preaching ministry. Follow Gus 
Nichols and his Bible Studies. All the articles, issues, and the controversy are included.  

125 years of brotherhood news is available now for $1 per year.
I remember how I really loved to listen to my favorite professors—Terry Hightower, Jackie Stears-

man, William Woodson, Dowell Flatt, Earl West, Jack Lewis, and many lectureship speakers—and how 
they talked about the old preachers, and the issues that sparked the Restoration Movement in America.  
I also remember how painful it was to dig out these jewels of history; how you had to go to a College 
library and nd the bound volumes of each journal. Few indexes were available so if you wanted to be 
comprehensive in your search, you just had to go page by page. Even though it was time consuming, I 
enjoyed all those hours. I tracked controversial issues through the decades going page by page.

Now, we have a way to use the computer to scan all those pages and search what we want to see.  
You can sit at the feet of Alexander Campbell, Moses Lard, Barton W. Stone, and John W. McGarvey.  
Don’t forget that the Firm Foundation covered 125 years—many generations of great preachers and 
Bible Scholars. All the issues are covered as they had to deal with the same troubles we have today. The 
schools, the churches, the mission points, and world missions are all chronicled here in the Firm Founda-
tion. This is the paper missionaries reported their news and needs. The FF is really the “who is who” of 
the Restoration Movement. Biographical sketches of current and future preachers, teachers and editors 
are all here. It is possible that the history of your home congregation is here too!

As I started this project (The Firm Foundation Preservation Project), I had to learn the computer 
skills, acquire the right software, and scanners, and then I had to track down all the issues. I travelled 
thousands of miles, talked to the helpful and not so helpful, and managed to gather up thousands of loose 
issues. You would think that one complete copy would be enough, but no. Many times I would nd a 
missing page or issue in a “complete” set and have to go looking again. I even had to use micro lm for 
1886-1929 because those who had these issues were not willing to let me scan them. It was an amazing 
journey but worth it. You would think that brotherhood librarians would be the best source for infor-
mation and assistance. Some were extremely helpful… others were indifferent… and still others were 
downright mean. Go gure that out.

Order online from AMAZON.COM (type in the search line “Firm Foundation 
Preservation Project”), or write me (704 Red Oak Drive, Orange, TX 77632), or 
phone 409-670-1675.

The Firm Foundation Covers 125 Years For ONLY $125.00.
 Also, you can order the Millennial Harbinger, Christian Baptist, Lard’s Quarterly, and others. All 

are unrestricted pdf les. The other titles are $1.00 per year as well. Special thanks to John Prophet and 
the Firm Foundation for granting me permission to do this worthy project.

The Firm Foundation Covers 
125 Years For ONLY $125.00.

Also available—Millennial 
Harbinger, Christian Bap-
tist, Lard’s Quarterly, & oth-
ers in unrestricted pdf les.
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2013 SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST CFTF LECTURESHIP

CHRIST—THE GREAT CONTROVERSIALIST
The lectureship was presented from Wednesday, February 20—Sunday, February 24 in the facilities of the Spring Church of 
Christ. The congregation is superintended by elders: Kenneth D. Cohn, Buddy Roth, and Jack Stephens. David P. Brown is the 
evangelist working full time with the church. He is also the director of the annual lectureship and editor of the book. 

Secretary: Sonya West   t E-mail: sonyacwest@gmail.com   t Of ce Phone: (281) 353-2707

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST ~ PO BOX 39 (Mailing address) ~ 1327 SPRING CYPRESS ROAD, SPRING, TX 77383

David P. Brown: Christ—The Great Controversialist
Gary Summers: Christ Confronted Satan
Michael Hatcher: Christ Confronted Religious Traditions
Ken Chumbley: Christ Confronted Error About Truth
Don Tarbet: Christ Confronted Error About Repentance
Gene Hill: Christ Confronted Error About the End of Time
Daniel Denham: Christ Confronted Errors About Miracles
Charles Pogue: Christ Confronted Error About Unity and Fellowship
Lester Kamp: Christ Confronted Error About Himself 
Skip Francis: Christ Confronted Error About Materialism and Money
Geoff Litke: Christ Confronted His Disciples’ Errors
Wayne Blake: Christ Confronted Worry 
Daniel Denham: Christ Confronted Error About the New Birth
Charles Pogue: Christ Confronted Pride
Danny Douglas: Christ Confronted Error About Worship
Don Tarbet: Christ Confronted Error About Forgiveness 
Terry Hightower: Christ Confronted Error About Civil Government
Ken Chumbley: Christ Confronted Error About Love
Rheba Stancliff: Christ Confronted Error About Women 
Danny Douglas: Christ Confronted Hypocrisy
John West: Christ Confronted Error about His Kingdom 
Bruce Stulting: Christ Confronted Error About Salvation
Lynn Parker: Christ Confronted Error About the Nature of Man 
Lester Kamp: Christ Confronted Error About Faith and Knowledge
Gary Summers: Christ Confronted Error About Heaven and Hell
Terry Hightower: Christ Confronted Error About the Father 
Michael Hatcher: Christ Confronted Error About the Holy Spirit 
Dub McClish: Christ Confronted Error About Marriage, Divorce, and Remarriage

Videos of the lectures are archived at the following web address: www.churchesofchrist.com.
LECTURESHIP BOOK: The book is $17.00 per book plus $4.00 S&H. Book stores and dealers ordering ve or more books 
get a 40% discount. 

CD OF LECTURESHIPS: A CD of ALL the Spring Church of Christ lectureship books from 1994–2013 is available. This 
is in PDF format and is searchable. The price is $50.00 per CD. If you have purchased a CD previously, you can upgrade for 
$5.00 to the current CD (1994-2013). We ask that you return your old CD when you purchase the new one. 

AUDIO AND VIDEO: Audio and video recordings of the entire lectureship are available in CD (MP3), DVD, and Blu-ray 
formats. The cost is: CD set—15.00 plus S&H; DVD (standard de nition) set—$30.00 plus S&H; Blu-ray (high de nition) 
set—$40.00 plus S&H. Texas residents must add 7.25 percent tax.

ORDERING: To order the lectureship book, the CD of the lectureship books, or audio/video recordings contact Contending 
For The Faith, P. O. Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or (281)350-5516, or dpbcftf@gmail.com.
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38th Annual Bellview Lectures

INNOVATIONS
Bible Authority Daniel Denham

Silence of the Scriptures Dub McClish

Special Services (Easter, Christmas) Michael Hatcher

Logic and the Bible Terry Hightower

Direct Operation of the Spirit          Johnny Oxendine

Drama Teams/Puppet Ministry                    Lee Moses

Disaster Relief Organizations              David P. Brown

Female Leaders Bruce Stulting

Ecumenism Danny Douglas

Praise Teams Ken Chumbley

Any-Day, Any-�ing Lord’s Supper David Watson

House Church Concept Lynn Parker

Fellowship Innovations Johnny Oxendine

 No Eternal Punishment Dub McClish

Dedicating Babies Danny Douglas

Kitchens in the Building? Jess Whitlock

Modern Translations Daniel Denham

Voting on Elders David Watson

Special Ministers Tim Cozad

�e Social Gospel Lee Moses

Missionary Societies Ken Chumbley

Children’s Worship/Divided Assembly Bruce Stulting

Handclapping                                          Jess Whitlock

Gymnasiums (“Family Life Centers”) Tim Cozad

Mechanical Instruments of Music David P. Brown

�eistic Evolution Lynn Parker

Bellview Lectures Information

Books
The 38th  annual 2013 Bellview lectureship book, Innova-

tions, is available for purchase. The book contains 26 chapters 
and  is a soft-cover book. You will want to purchase a copy and 
perhaps additional copies for gifts. 

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

2005, 2007-2013) will be available on CD in Adobe PDF. 
The price of the CD is $37.50. The CD will also includes the 
Defender (1970, 1972-2012), Beacon (1972, 1974-2012), and 
other material.

www.bellviewcoc.com

Books Postage
1 book             $3.00 per book
2 - 5 books  $5.00 per order
6 - 9 books  $6.00 per order
10 or more books Pay by Invoice
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Directory of Churches...
-Alabama-

Holly Pond–Church of Christ, 10221 Hwy 278, 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–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 [By phone inside USA (281) 475-8247; Inside 
the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  Alternative Cambridge 
contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101;  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 Sau ey 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.

-Montana-
Helena–Mountain View Church of Christ, 1400 Joslyn Street, Helena, Mt. 
59601, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Daniel Coe, 
evangelist (406) 475-4686 or Matt Bidmead (406) 461-9199.

-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: 
allenlawson@earth-comm.com.

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535 
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841,www.belvederechurchofchrist.
org; e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (8-3) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 
a.m., 6:00p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803)279-8663

Texas-
Denton area–Northpoint Church of Christ, 4224 N. I-35 (Greenway Plaza, 
just north of Cracker Barrel). Mailing address: 4224 N. I-35, Denton, TX 
76207.  E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Website: www.northpointcoc.
com.  Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 
(940) 387-1429; dubmcclish@gmail.com.

Evant–Evant Church of Christ, 310 West Brooks Drive, Evant, TX 76525. 
Of ce: (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., 1:30 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures, and the internet school, Truth Bible 
Institute. 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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ROWING AGAINST THE CURRENT
Darrell Debo

A good many years ago while growing up in Burnet 
County, Texas, I was privileged to experience a unique rela-
tionship that is almost totally lacking in modern-day society. 
I had the happy growth period from childhood into adult-
hood with my paternal grandfather, a pioneer in this area 
of the state—and, to me, above all a top-notch fisherman. 
He and a cousin of my grandmother built our cabin on Inks 
Lake out of hewn logs that were chinked in between with 
mortar just like the old-timers built their homes long ago. 
My grandfather and I spent many an enjoyable time on Inks 
Lake below Buchanan Dam catching catfish.

When the generators at Buchanan Dam were operating, 
the current was difficult to row against in our old wooden 
fishing boat, and our utmost effort was required to go up-
stream against the current. While pondering over some of 
those enjoyable days of yore recently, I thought how apropos 
this was to a comparison of the faithful Christian’s present-
day efforts to battle against the various currents of opposi-
tion to the Lord’s church and the divine wisdom authored 
from the very portals of heaven itself. The man-made isms 
of modernity that confront the church are powerful in nature, 
and “rowing against the current” challenges the very best in 
God’s people to exert every ounce of their force in opposing 
the errors perpetrated by unbelievers.

For more than half a century, society has largely rejected 

and abandoned any objective truth and any Bible-based mo-
rality for an unblushing and shameful hedonism bent on its 
devotion to pleasure and the elevation of the flesh over the 
spirit. Sensualism took control as the “if it feels good, do it” 
norm became predominant in many, especially among the 
young. The appeal to the flesh was further encouraged by a 
degenerate media and entertainment industry prompting and 
promoting its corrupting influence. The church instructing 
the young about two hours a week is “rowing against the 
current” of filthy movies, rotten TV programs, and electron-
ic devices available from decadent sources in attempting to 
elevate the spiritual above the fleshly.

Another area of battle that has been the source of devel-
opmental skepticism and eventual unbelief of divine truth 
may be found in the realm of education. The public school 
system has become largely the advocate of an advancing 
secularistic society that leads away the young from faith in 
a Creator and is also largely anti-Christian; the young from 
a Christian home find themselves “rowing against the cur-
rent” in opposing the elements arrayed against them. Secu-
larism and a consequent materialism developed therefrom 
are indeed powerful foes when attempting to instill the 
divine truths of inspiration into the minds of a generation 
abysmally ignorant of the Bible and spiritual truths. What a 
challenge it is for those who still love and know the truth to 
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Editorial...
THE IMPORTANCE OF BIBLICAL 

FELLOWSHIP

Too often misunderstood, unappreciated, taken for 
granted, lightly held, not practiced, wrongly extended, delib-
erately ignored, and generally abused by many of those who 
should be its staunch guardians and advocates, the Biblical 
doctrine of fellowship is a most important topic and one for 
all seasons. Please consider with me the reasons for such 
a conclusion as noted in the last sentence. For many years 
spiritual renegades, of whom Rubel Shelly and Max Lucado 
are prominent representatives, along with the higher educa-
tion brethren and their devotees, have attacked the divine 
pattern that is the New Testament of Jesus Christ—an infal-
lible blueprint for building and sustaining the Lord’s church 
in every culture, society, language, and nation as long as the 
world lasts (Luke 8:11; 2 Tim. 3:16, 17; Rom. 10:17; 2 Cor. 
5:7; Col. 3:17; Jude 3; John 12:48; Gal. 1:6-9). In so doing 
,they have repudiated most of the component parts thereof. 
Thus, they have rejected the Biblical doctrine of fellowship.

As other faithful children of God have done before our 
time on earth, for almost half a century we have fought their 
malicious covert and overt actions in their devilish attempts 
to ravish the bride of Christ and make her over in their own 
image. Encouraged by such journals of apostasy as The 
Christian Chronicle, various large churches, the higher edu-
cation brethren, “unity meetings,” camps, lectureships, and 
sundry other special gatherings of the same sort of breth-
ren, the New Testament teaching on the singular identifying 
marks of the church and its fellowship were blurred, blend-
ed, and finally dissolved in the minds of many. Early on, 
it first manifested itself in efforts to accomplish some kind 
of fellowship and unification with the Independent Christian 
Church denomination, but in recent years with about any 
church that nods it head toward heaven and whispers with a 
smile, “God loves you.” It is, therefore, no surprise to us that 
these change agents have succeeded in leading a large seg-
ment of the church into apostasy. I say their accomplishment 
is no surprise to us because of what we learn from the total-
ity of the Bible’s teaching regarding the sacred and profane 
history of God’s people. In contrast to the world and all other 
religions, those people who are faithful to God have always 
been in the minority.

The sad events previously noted, brought on by weak, 
insipid, and faithless brethren, are bad enough, but they 
do not tell the whole story. Some of the men who opposed 
the Shelly and Lucado rebels and their minions, who were 
known as those who would “fight the good fight of faith” no 
matter what it cost them, have turned out to be “sunshine 
patriots” and “fair weather friends” to the Lord, His cause, 
and those of us who refuse to hold men’s persons and their 

(Continued on Page 4)
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LONE STAR BIBLE CAMP
July 20-25, 2014

ABOUT LONE STAR BIBLE CAMP
The Lone Star Bible Camp is located 4 miles north of Bellville, Texas and 12 miles south of Brenham, Texas on Hwy 
36 N. The Lone Star Bible Camp uses the facilities of  Woodmen of the World.  This is a beautiful 66 acre campground 
with a 10 acre lake located in the rolling Texas hills.  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 re-
view of the material studied. The Lone Star Bible Camp is staffed by the Fish Hatchery Road Church of Christ, Hunts-
ville, TX and the Spring Church of Christ, Spring, TX .

VARIOUS ACTIVITIES PROVIDED
The Lone Star Bible Camp offers opportunities for Bible classes, physical recreation, and guidance from a faithful and 
experienced camp staff. There is a dining hall and an up-to-date kitchen with an experienced kitchen staff. There 
are two large air conditioned dormitories and a covered pavilion housing a full court basketball and volleyball area.  
Also available are 3 fishing docks, paddle boats, and canoes.  This shaded campground offers many nature trails for 
hiking. In keeping with biblical modesty,  all involved in the camp have a dress code by which they must abide. 

A MESSAGE FROM THE DIRECTOR
Our study theme for the 2014 camp session is: Practical Christian Living from the book of James. 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. It is The Lone Star Bible Camp staff’s 
desire and prayer to assist parents, grandparents, and other child care providers in spiritually molding our children 
now and for the future.                                

Camp Director: Bruce Stulting

For applications visit: www.lonestarbiblecamp.com or phone: (936) 581-5164 or (936) 581-4346

Registration Deadline: June 15, 2014 
(After this date there will be a $5.00 fee and campers will be accepted based on availability)
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(Editorial, Continued from page 2)
special projects in admiration above what the Lord’s authori-
tative Word teaches. In reality, these brethren have deceived 
themselves into thinking they can remain acceptable to God 
so long as most of what they believe and practice is autho-
rized by God’s Word, but in matters they deem insignificant, 
they are not concerned in the least about whether such is 
authorized by Christ or not. The only brethren of whom they 
are going to speak ill, oppose, and repudiate are those who 
are best represented by your editor and any brethren who 
will not go along with them in their nefarious efforts to in-
clude people in the fellowship of the church whom God does 
not.

How they keep a clear conscience before God while at-
tempting to determine the importance or unimportance of a 
doctrine or whether one’s conduct is true to the Lord or not 
without going to the Bible to do so is beyond me, but they 
seemingly have no problem doing it—at least on certain top-
ics. It is not surprising then that since about mid 2005 these 
same brethren have spoken little to nothing about the impor-
tance of having Bible authority for what they believe and 
practice and strongly opposing what is not authorized and 
explicitly forbidden.

Brethren are not faithful, loving, patient, kind, nor Bibli-
cally “balanced” when they follow a course that allows them 
to oppose mechanical instruments of music in the worship 
of God and/or women being used in positions wherein they 
exercise dominion over men while they ignore, for whatever 
reason, other sinful acts of the brethren or anyone else. These 
same brethren have no problem with churches dividing the 
first day of the week worship assembly, churches operating 
floats in Christmas parades, churches having “dialogs” with 
denominational preachers because, they say, the debates 
with them in the past have accomplished no good at all. 
Further, they continue to support preachers who have never 
repudiated their false doctrines on marriage, divorce, and re-
marriage, and the re-evaluation and reaffirmation of elders. 
Also, those brethren who continue to appear on lectureships 
and other brotherhood productions with various and sundry 
speakers who themselves have taught and/or are teaching er-
ror. And, these same preachers continue to extend fellow-
ship to those who remain in fellowship with said teachers 
of error. In their attempts to do so they are repudiating the 
Biblical doctrine of fellowship. Moreover, such hypocriti-
cal action on their part makes a mockery of teaching, living, 
and defending sound doctrine as well as reproving, rebuk-
ing, and exposing false teaching and those who propagate it.

In 1994 Garland Elkins wrote the following salient 
truths:

Many false teachers seek to remain in the fellowship of the 
church by demanding that they not only be permitted to teach 
their error, but also that they be granted immunity from ex-
posure. They “wrest” (2 Pet. 3:16) the passages in Matthew 
18:15-17. Thus, “by their smooth and fair speech they be-

guile the hearts of the innocent” (Rom. 16:18, ASV).

The truth is that Matthew 18:15-17 applies to a matter be-
tween brethren having to do with a personal matter, and is not 
dealing with the public teaching of a false teacher. If Matthew 
18:15-17 forbade the exposure of the public teaching of false 
doctrine, then, if a true gospel preacher heard such teaching 
and was offered the opportunity to arise and refute it, he could 
not do so! Any view of Matthew 18:15-17 that would permit 
a heretic to teach error publicly, but forbid a public answer 
immediately is absurd! Such a view would grant immunity to 
false teachers!
Brethren, let us ever, “preach the word” (2 Tim. 4:2), and be, 
“set for the defense of the gospel” (Phi. 1:16). Let us, when 
necessary, “publicly” expose false doctrine (Acts 18:28). 

It is sad beyond description when anyone goes beyond the 
doctrine of Christ, but the deeper tragedy of such men is not 
only that they do not have God, but they also lead numerous 
others into destruction. Since this is the case, it is urgently im-
portant that Christians must resist error and steadfastly refuse 
to either fellowship, or in any way, encourage false teachers 
(Italics are Elkins—Editor). 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 bid-
deth him Godspeed is partaker of his evil deeds (2 John 9-11).

[Garland Elkins, “Changing Attitudes Toward Fellowship,” 
1994 Bellview Lectures, Changes in the Church of Christ, ed. 
Bobby Liddell (Pensacola, FL: Austin McGary & Company, 
1994), pp. 161, 162].

We see no Biblical reason or any other reason to change 
from the sentiments so ably expressed by the brother Elkins 
of 1994 in the previous quote from him. But clearly brother 
Elkins has changed his views from what he taught in 1994 
from what he teaches, or at least he practices, today. By 
the fruits of his conduct in recent years, he as well as other 
brethren who think as he does, obviously have changed their 
tune when they engage in fellowship. For example, brother 
Elkins has publicly declared that brother Dave Miller’s doc-
trine on the re-evaluation and reaffirmation of elders is false, 
but he continues to extend fellowship to him and those who 
defend and fellowship the unrepentant Miller. Moreover, he 
and others of his stripe continue to support those brethren 
such as Barry Grider, the preacher of the Forest Hill church 
in Memphis, TN who draw their fellowship circle larger than 
what the authoritative Word of God draws it. And, how this 
circle has widened in the last ten years. Moreover, brother 
Elkins works under a director at the Memphis School of 
Preaching who disagrees with him regarding brother Dave 
Miller’s doctrine on the “r and r of elders” being error. Di-
rector B. J. Clarke thinks said doctrine is an expedient. Since 
he believes it is an expedient, we ask brother Clarke to give 
us an example of the obligation we must discharge in order 
to be faithful that it expedites. And, like the proverbial scald-
ed dog, the whole faculty of MSOP runs from and fears an 
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orderly public discussion of that topic as if it were the black 
plague. By MSOP’s, et al., practice of “unity in diversity” 
regarding obligatory matters, we are moved to wonder if the 
Forest Hill elders have required the MSOP faculty to sign a 
document that in effect forbids them from publicly debating 
issues that arise in the church. Nevertheless, the simple but 
sufficient reason for not changing is this—the gospel truth 
found in brother Elkins’ previously cited quote. It was the 
truth in 1994, the truth long before 1994, the truth now, and 
ever shall be the truth, whether he or anyone else with regu-
larity and consistency continues to believe it, or teach it, or 
apply it in any and all circumstance and situations. Balance 
is found in doing only what God has authorized us to do, 
leaving undone what He has not authorized, and that which 
He has explicitly forbidden in the New Testament of His 
Bible.

When it comes to setting aside God’s Law, Paul stated 
that “God accepteth no man’s person” (Gal. 2:6b). Thus he 
does not set it aside for one’s family, close friends, or bene-
factors. Therefore, when Peter saw what God wanted him to 
see on this subject he declared: “Of a truth I perceive that 
God is no respecter of persons: But in every nation he 
that feareth him, and worketh righteousness, is accepted 
with him” (Acts. 10:34, 35). Brother Elkins and all those 
who conduct themselves as he is doing in said matters also 
see it. But, their love for God, His Word, and the purity of 
doctrine taught and practiced by the church has weakened 
rather than strengthened as the years have gone by. More-
over, as time has passed, he and his friends’ faith have also 

weakened, revealing its weakness in their present failure to 
deal consistently and steadfastly with error and those in the 
church who propagate it.

Brother Elkins not only taught the truth on said matter 
in 1994, he also practiced the same, urging other brethren 
to do the same. Moreover, he wrote articles such as the one 
herein referenced, exposing brethren’s weak faith when they 
did not conduct themselves accordingly. The criticisms he 
and others of his stripe presently fire at us are no different 
than the criticisms launched at him many years ago, and they 
were thrown at him in those days for the same reasons he 
and those who think and act as he does today launched them 
at us today.  How the mighty have fallen!

In the light of the previously stated Biblical Truths we 
dare not lower God’s standard regarding who is and how 
one comes into fellowship with God, as well as who is to be 
fellowshipped and not fellowshipped by faithful members 
of the Lord’s church. To alter God’s standard of fellowship 
is no different than changing God’s plan of salvation—to do 
so is to extend fellowship to those who are not Christians. 
In the case of 2 John 9-11, to alter it in our practice is to in-
clude brethren in fellowship who are guilty of sins of which 
they will not repent. Sadly, those who sear their conscience 
and content themselves to do such things must prepare them-
selves to face God as those who are guilty of violating at 
least the truth on fellowship (Heb. 12:29). 

—David P. Brown, Editor

BACKSLIDING
Bruce Stulting

As surprising as it may seem, many do not think that 
backsliding is a Biblical term. In Old Testament times, back-
sliding was a continual problem of God’s people as shown in 
Jeremiah 8:5, which states, “Why then is this people of Je-
rusalem slidden back by a perpetual backsliding?  They 
hold fast deceit, they refuse to return.”  To backslide is 
to turn away from God’s truth and return to one’s former 
wicked life.

There are many warnings in the Bible concerning the 
danger of backsliding.  Paul wrote in 1 Corinthians 10:12:  
“Wherefore let him that thinketh he standeth take heed 
lest he fall.”  Even Paul himself was not immune to the dan-
ger of backsliding.  In 1 Corinthians 9:27, Paul wrote, “But 
I keep under my body, and bring it into subjection: lest 
that by any means, when I have preached to others, I 
myself should be a castaway.”

In guarding against backsliding, it is necessary to deter-
mine its cause.  A little boy trying to explain why he fell out 

of bed said, “I just went to sleep too close to where I got in.”  
This simple illustration helps explain why some fall away 
from Christ after becoming a Christian. Upon entering the 
kingdom, it is necessary that one grow spiritually. It is sad 
that many refuse to grow, but remain close to where they 
entered the kingdom. We are exhorted in Hebrews 6:6 to “go 
on unto perfection.”  Likewise, we are admonished in 2 Pe-
ter 1:5-7 to add to our faith: virtue, knowledge, temperance, 
patience, godliness, brotherly kindness, and love.  By grow-
ing in these qualities, we will guarantee that we will not “go 
to sleep too close to where we got in.”  In fact, 2 Peter 1:10 
states, “if ye do these things, ye shall never fall.”

Many refuse to grow because they remain closely tied 
to things in the world.  In the parable of the sower, Jesus 
spoke of some who allow the “care(s) of this world, and 
the deceitfulness of riches, (to) choke the word, and he 
becometh unfruitful” (Mat. 13:22).  To avoid this, we must 
sever our ties to the world and turn our full attention to spiri-
tual growth. By pressing on to perfection, we will not “slide 
back” into the ways of the world which we left when we 
became Christians.

 —925 Fish Hatchery Road
Huntsville, TX 77320

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc
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MY THOUGHTS ON...
Johnny Oxendine

...THE LATEST MUSINGS ON
THE HOLY SPIRIT AND ERROR

Some time ago during our Sunday morning class in the 
San Mateo, CA congregation, I mentioned that there had 
been “disturbances in the force,” as more brethren are now 
engaging in a false doctrine, recently popularized by Mac 
Deaver, regarding the work of the Holy Spirit. Not only has 
this resurfaced through Deaver, but also is being spread like 
butter across the country at an alarming rate—from Freed 
Hardeman University to Merced, CA, and no telling where 
else. This is another issue we must address.

Jonathan Jones II had this to say at the Freed Harde-
man lectures, “Once a person believes, repents and is bap-
tized, the Holy Spirit is sent to indwell the Christian and he 
does his direct work of regenerating and renewing our dead 
hearts with spiritual desire to follow God’s ways.” More of 
the whole lesson can be found here: http://jonathanjones2.
com/wp-content/uploads/2014/02/How-Does-the-Holy-
Spirit-Convict-Today-Speaking-Notes.pdf, but one can eas-
ily see from just this one quote that he has seized upon this 
false teaching and determined to sow it into the young and 
impressionable minds of those unsuspecting kids at FHU. 
Worse, he was asked by the lectureship committee at FHU 
to address this!

Even closer to San Mateo, we recently revealed that 
the preacher for the Merced church of Christ, Nick Perez 
(a graduate of Sunset International Bible Institute, currently 
working on a second degree from that institution) presented 
a series of sermons (October 9-23, 2013) on the work of the 
Holy Spirit. They were titled, “Filled With God’s Spirit,” 
“Empowered By God’s Spirit,” and “Emboldened By God’s 
Spirit,” which leave no doubt as to the direction of his sub-
ject. Two thirds of the way through the last of these presenta-
tions, Perez tells of his going to visit the sisters of a mem-
ber and in that conversation found out that she considered 
herself a medium (one who spoke with/to the dead). During 
this conversation, he was attempting to recall verses that he 
could use in his discussion, but said, “he had nothing,” or 
simply could not think of how to respond. (Now Perez is an 
articulate person, so I was surprised by this.)

It was at that juncture that Perez said he received “spon-
taneous illumination,” that helped him remember the book, 
chapter, and verses he needed for his response to this wom-
an. He asked the question, “what is that when a word, fitly 
spoken, comes”? When one of his classmates told him that 
it was only his having remembered what he had studied. The 
response to that statement was (“that reduces the evangelis-
tic process to a very humanistic approach”) one that must 

have given his classmate pause. He goes on to say that God 
gives us that information. This is quite an obvious argument 
for “direct operation,” and is very unapologetic regarding an 
insistence of its reality.

The problem in this case is that throughout the three ser-
mons there is no distinction made between the gifts the apos-
tles received and others, and there is no contextual clarity for 
many of the verses quoted regarding the specific purpose of 
the Holy Spirit during the apostolic period. That he is still 
working with the Merced congregation is evidence of some 
compliance with that view. These sermons can be heard on 
the “Live from the Pulpit” page on their website.

What this means is that the warnings we uttered a few 
years ago are unfortunately coming true. This era of error is 
one that demands we be armed with the truth, well armed at 
that. hf

...THE “JIMMY CRACK-CORN” (I DON’T 
CARE) ATTITUDE TOWARD FELLOWSHIP

The heading above refers to an old blackface minstrel 
song where a slave is pretending to sorrow over the death 
of his master, but in actuality may have contributed to his 
death. Aside from the many variants of the song and inter-
pretations, here it represents an attitude whereby brethren 
would lament certain conditions in the church, but their very 
actions are the cause!

From time to time we mentioned several situations that 
shamefully reflect this dichotomy within the brotherhood, as 
is evidenced by men speaking on the Tahoe Family Encamp-
ment program with an undeniable evolutionist (John Clay-
ton). Not only is Clayton speaking, but this program also 
continues to include Truitt Adair of the Sunset International 
Bible Institute, whose false doctrines are well known and 
documented. “Jimmy Crack Corn” (I Don’t Care) is now the 
newly given motto for brethren who could not care less who 
speaks on a program or what they have taught or still teach. 
That Freed-Hardeman University (FHU), Harding Univer-
sity, et al., along with Bear Valley Institute of Biblical Stud-
ies, and kindred institutions, etc., are all participating says it 
all. What is most disappointing (but not surprising) is the at-
titude of those who support those institutions. They attempt 
to “pretend” that nothing is wrong.

Over the years, FHU has been building a larger presence 
at Tahoe. No doubt one reason for this greater presence is to 
increase recruiting from congregations in the area that have 
been supporting Dave Miller, Phil Sanders, Brad Harrub and 
the like. It may be that their rubbing elbows with Sunset is 
no accident, seeing that Jonathan Jones II spread a Sunset-
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like message on the Holy Spirit at the 2014 FHU lectureship. 
Bear Valley’s participation (as a vendor) was somewhat of a 
surprise since Weyland Deaver’s blog removed Bear Valley 
Church of Christ’s preacher, Neal Pollard’s page. They said 
that its removal was an oversight. This is supposed to supply 
balm to those who may not have known that Pollard actually 
went to  the Sherman Drive Church of Christ, Denton Texas 
where Weyland Deaver is the preacher to conduct a gospel 
meeting. “Jimmy Crack Corn”...

I dare say that some of those participating might even 
think that the country is in dire straits on topics ranging from 
the economy, immigration, election politics, and the vast ar-
ray of moral issues. Yet, they are seemingly blind to what 
is happening to the church when they cavort with an evolu-
tionist and unphold institutional support for false teachers 
and doctrines. Surely they will say they are not in fellow-
ship with him, but “Jimmy Crack Corn” is MY response to 
such tomfoolery. They are all walking, talking, looking like 
ducks!

The church for which the Lord died is to teach, stand for, 
and defend the truth. When we have determined that such no 
longer matters to us (within the brotherhood), we become 
the salt that has lost its usefulness. It is also counterproduc-
tive to pretend that these circumstances are not occurring 
all over the country. Numerous congregations (knowingly or 
not) are being drawn into dangerous territory by these “en-
campments.” There they are being introduced to men whose 
doctrinal error may not immediately be apparent, but will 
ultimately affect their fellowship with God. We can only do 
our best to warn them of this sad conduct. hf

...WHY PHIL SANDERS IS DANGEROUS EVEN 
THOUGH HE MAY BE A NICE PERSON

For years we have mentioned Phil Sanders as the type 
of brother who would come to exemplify the mass move-
ment from the church of the New Testament to a new hybrid 
conglomerate that seems to be familiar, but is entirely differ-
ent from what Jesus, Paul, and Peter describe. We are now 
mentioning Sanders as he has made his yearly pilgrimage to 
the Merced church of Christ this past week, and is returning 
to the Bay Area at Oceanview from April 27-30.

A sermon I preached not long ago from Hosea 4:17 is 
most appropriate: “Ephraim is joined to idols: let him 
alone.” These brethren have had enough time to determine 
these things to be true or false, and there really is no need 
to continue efforts to correct them—we can only warn those 
who will listen. I am also certain that Phil Sanders is a “nice 
person,” which is why what he has said makes him that much 
more dangerous for those who do not know what he said.

I am going to include some quotes from Sanders to let 
you see for yourself. The first part is from an interview he 
did for The Christian Chronicle, the latter was part of an e-
mail exchange we had in 2008:

Phil Sanders: I can only speak for myself here. I believe bap-
tized 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...One sister in the Christian Church 
I taught about musical instruments had never heard the reasons 
why we don’t use them. Once she learned the reasons, she glad-
ly embraced the truth. We didn’t re-baptize her. We embraced 
her on her repentance.

The response below was sent to me as part of an e-mail 
discussion Phil and I had in 2008: 

They are today brethren in error but brethren nonetheless. 
Some of the independent Christian churches teach the same 
gospel plan of salvation that you and I teach. They ask people 
to come to Christ out of love in response to hearing the gospel, 
to repent, to confess Christ, and to be immersed in water in the 
name of Jesus Christ for the forgiveness of their sins. When 
people hear and respond to that imperishable word, the Lord 
himself adds them to his church. They may go astray, but the 
Lord adds them to his church...I regard people in the Christian 
church as brethren in error. If you wish to regard them other-
wise, that is up to you.

The Independent Christian Church is a conservative de-
nomination, as far as that goes [and whatever that means—
Editor], but they are not our brethren—not even in error. 
They use mechanical instruments for music, often employ 
choirs and children’s church (during the adult worship hour), 
and a number of them now have women ministers and el-
ders. Can we really think that they preach and teach the same 
gospel found in the New Testament? NO! What we can say 
is what has already been said so accurately and succinctly: 
“Ephraim is joined to idols: let him alone.” hf

— Church of Christ, San Mateo
P.O. Box 5026

San Mateo, CA 94402

FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making avail-

able 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 or make a financial con-
tribution toward this important CD’s distribution 
you can reach us at Contending for the Faith, P. 
O. Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or request 
the CD by emailing us at dpbcftf@gmail.com. 
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impart these precious gems of truth to minds steeped in the 
man-made philosophies and isms of the present age. It will 
require the strength and mighty power of our Lord as He 
works through us to “row against the current” in defeating 
these forces of evil.

The presence of man-made religions in the world also 
finds Christians and the Lord’s church battling the denomi-
nations with their human errors and strivings against the 
truth. These sectarian bodies attract the attention of those 
at least who are semi-religious by every worldly enticement 
possible with very little Bible teaching and predominate with 
“ear-tickling” and entertainment. “Feed the belly, and starve 
the soul” seems the emphasis of many modern religionists, 
while the sectarian confusion of today presents a detestable 
spectacle of conflict to an unbelieving world, and the Lord’s 
church must face this conglomerate by “rowing against the 
current” of popularity and entertainment.

The tragedy of modern conflict within the body of Christ 
is seen in the fact that the love of the truth has waxed cold, 

and some had rather flow peacefully with the currents of 
compromise than row against the errors invading the church. 
Change agents, many of whom have drunk deeply at the 
fountains of the sectarian seminaries, have infiltrated the in-
stitutions of higher learning, been employed there, and cor-
rupted what is taught in the religion departments. Professors 
wouldn’t dare try to defend the truth, and many times would 
rather facetiously spout criticisms against the pioneers who 
did and who brought the truth to us as we have always known 
it. They wouldn’t defend the old-time gospel if they could, 
and couldn’t if they would! Attempt to “row against the cur-
rent” contrary to the powerful influence of these liberal ele-
ments! It will take the very best of faithful soldiers of the 
cross to win this battle.

“Rowing against the current” isn’t an easy task. I learned 
this principle more than sixty years ago. It is no easy job 
in confronting the enemies of the church of Christ, whether 
they be from without or within. God’s people must not get 
weary in well-doing for we shall reap if we faint not.

—P.O. Box 66
Burnet, TX 78611

(Continued from page 1)
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Contrary to what some teach, obedience is as important 
a part of Christianity as belief.  The New Testament teaches 
the necessity of obedience.  Christians are commanded to be 
obedient to God (Acts 5:29; 5:32), to be obedient to God’s 
word (2 The. 3:14; 1 Pet. 3:1), to be obedient to Jesus (Heb. 
5:9), to be obedient to the Gospel (2 The. 1:8; 1 Pet. 4:17), 
to be obedient to truth (Rom. 2:8; Gal. 3:1; 5:7), and to be 
obedient to righteousness (Rom. 6:16).

These, of course, are all one and the same. To be obedi-
ent to God is to be obedient to Jesus. To be obedient to God’s 
word is to be obedient to God and Jesus. Since God’s Word 
is the Gospel, is truth, and is the standard for righteousness, 
then to be obedient to these three is the same as being obedi-
ent to God and Jesus.

There is a very interesting Greek word that appears in 
three forms in the New Testament—apeitheia, apitheo, and 
apeithes. They all mean disobedience or willful unbelief. In 
other words, Biblically disobedience and willful unbelief 
are one and the same. To not obey God or God’s word or 
Jesus or the Gospel or the truth or righteousness is willfully 
unbelief. To know that the Bible teaches the necessity of re-
pentance (Luke 13:3; Acts 2:38; 3:19) and to teach that a 
person does not have to repent is to teach willful unbelief.  
To know that the Bible teaches the necessity of confession 
(Mat. 10:32; Rom. 10:9-10) and to teach that a person does 

not have to confess is to teach willful unbelief.  To know that 
the Bible teaches the necessity of baptism (Mark 16:16; Acts 
2:38; 22:16; 1 Pet. 3:21) and to teach that a person does not 
have to be baptized is to teach willful unbelief.

When someone teaches that a person can be saved by 
faith only and that they do not have to repent and/or con-
fess and/or be baptized, they are in fact teaching salvation by 
willful unbelief, not by faith. There is no salvation without 
obedience because without obedience there is no faith. It is 
just willful unbelief. As the Hebrew write tells us, Jesus is 
the “author of eternal salvation unto all them that obey 
him” (Heb. 5:9).

—189 Brookside Dr.
Stanton, KY 40380
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CHRISTIANITY AND OBEDIENCE
Brock Hartwigsen

I SHALL NOT PASS THIS WAY AGAIN
Through this toilsome world, alas!

Once and only once I pass;
If a kindness I may show,
If a good deed I may do

To a suffering fellow man,
Let me do it while I can.
No delay, for it is plain

I shall not pass this way again.

—Unknown
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The Old Paths Pulpit
Sermon Outline

Danny Douglas

I.  Because God is Greater Than Man—
    A.  God seeks to encourage us by His word (Jos. 1:5-9; 
Heb. 12:12-14).
    B.  If we let man discourage us in a good work, then we 
are listening to man rather than God (1 John 5:9-10).
II.  Because We Shall Reap in Due Season, if We Do Not 
Faint—
     A. “And let us not be weary in well doing: for in due 
season we shall reap, if we faint not” (Gal. 6:9).   “If 
thou faint in the day of adversity, thy strength is small” 
(Pro. 24:10).
    B.  FAINT—enkakeo or ekkakeo NT:1573, “to lack 
courage, lose heart, be fainthearted” (en, “in,” kakos, 
“base”), is said of prayer, Luke 18:1; of gospel ministry, 
2 Cor 4:1,16; of the effect of tribulation, Eph 3:13; as to 
well doing, 2 The. 3:13, “be not weary” (KJV marg., “fain 
not”). Some mss. have this word in Gal 6:9 (No. 1).  [Vine’s 
Expository Dictionary of Biblical Words.]
   C.  We must plow in hope (1 Cor. 9:10), and thus be moti-
vated to greater effort!
III.  Because God is for us & desires our success—
    A.  “…If God be for us, who can be against us?” 
(Rom. 8:31b).
    B. God desires for us to conquer and win, not to fail!
    C. God never did want to see a Christian or congregation 
fail! (1 Tim. 2:4; Heb. 12:1-2).
    D. The devil is the one who desires our failure (Neh. 4:1-
4, 6; 1 Cor. 3:9; 15:58; 2 Cor. 6:1; John 9:4).
IV.  God has Set Certain Blessings in Place to Help Us—
    A.  His Word to give us comfort, strength and guidance 
(Acts 20:32; Psa. 119:105; 2 Tim. 3:15-17; Rom. 15:4; Eph. 
6:17; Heb. 4:12).
    B.  Prayer (Neh. 4:4; Phi. 4:6-7; 1 Pet. 3:12; 5:7; Jam. 
5:16-18).
    C.  One another in Christ to exhort and encourage (1 
The. 5:11, 14; Heb. 3:13).
    D.  Worship in order to praise God and be strengthened 
(Heb. 10:25; 13:15; John 4:24).
    E.   Christ and His strength in His providential care (Heb. 

13:5-6, 8; Phi. 4:13; Mat. 6:33).
V.   God has Set Before Us a Great Reward If We Press 
on unto the End—
    A.  Phi. 3:12-14; 2 Tim. 4:6-8; Rev. 2:10; chapters 21-
22).
    B.  Great Reward in Heaven (Mat. 5:10-12; Rom. 8:18; 
John 14:1-6).
VI.  God has Given Us Examples of others who Made it 
to the End—
     A.  Hebrews chapter 11 and Many others.
     B.  The apostle Paul (2 Cor. 11:23-28; 12:9-10; 2 Tim. 
4:16-18).
     C.   Jesus Christ (John 15:19-21; 13:15; 2 Pet. 2:21).
     D.   If we fail, we cannot blame God or other people. He 
has provided what we need! (2 Tim. 3:15-17; Eph. 1:3; 2 
Pet. 1:3-4). 
VII.  Why Not Come to Christ?
     A.  Hear & Believe the gospel of Christ—the word 
of God (Rom. 10:17; 1:16); Repent (Acts 2:38; 26:20); 
Confess Jesus Christ as the Son of God (Acts 8:37); and Be 
Baptized in His Name for the remission of sins (Acts 2:38; 
22:16; Mat. 28:19-20; Gal. 3:27; Rom. 6:3-4).
     B.    If you have turned from Christ, by Repentance, 
Confession of sins and Prayer, you may be restored (Acts 
8:22-24; 1 John 1:9; Jam. 5:16).
    C.   Then—Be Faithful to the End (2 Tim. 4:6-8; John 
14:15; 1 John 1:7; 2:3).

—704 Azalea Dr.
Mt. Pleasant, TN 38474
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REASONS NOT TO BE
DISCOURAGED

ALWAYS FINISH
If a task is once begun

Never leave it till it’s done.
Be the labor great or small,

Do it well or not at all.

—Unknown
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DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH
Roelf L. Ruffner, Sr.  

ENTERTAINING ABOMINATION
“Yea, and all that live godly in Christ Jesus shall 

suffer persecution. But evil men and seducers shall wax 
worse and worse, deceiving, and being deceived” (2 Tim. 
3:12,13).

Sunday night, January 26th, the Grammy Award’s cer-
emony was televised. As is my custom, I did not view it. 
These merchants of hedonism and lewdness rake in billions 
of dollars a year. They take advantage of their Constitutional 
right to free speech to contribute to the moral downfall of 
much of our country. This ceremony is usually but a reflec-
tion of the depraved minds of these “artists” and “entertain-
ers.”

But that night took the prize! Thirty four couples, in-
cluding sexual deviants (male and female homosexuals) 
took part in a sham wedding ceremony led by singer Queen 
Latifah. The couples said their vows and lips locked in he-
donistic bliss. Singer Madonna serenaded everyone with a 
homosexual rights song. Many were gloating about “mar-
riage equality” or same-sex marriage.

We know that ALL sin is repugnant to God (cf. Hab. 
1:13). But homosexuality is especially heinous “because 
he that committeth fornication sinneth against his own 
body” (continuous action-1 Cor. 6:18).  Why? Because God 
made our bodies. Homosexuals are “abusers of themselves 
with mankind” (1 Cor. 6:9). It is unnatural or against what 
God has ordained for human sexuality—monogamous, het-
erosexual marriage (Rom.1:26; Mat. 19:4-6).

As Christians, we should complain to the Academy and 
pray for them. But the main responsibility goes to purveyors 
of this filth. “Who knowing the judgment of God, that they 
that practice such things are worthy of death, not only 
do the same, but consent with them that practice them” 
(Rom. 1:32—ASV, 1901). [2F%2Fwww.nydailynews.
com%2Fentertainment%2Fmusic-arts%2Fmass-wedding-
performed-grammys-macklemore-ryan-lewis-perform-
love-article-1.1592257%23ixzz2s4qS0P9C&ie=utf-
8 & o e = u t f - 8 & a q = t & r l s = o r g .
mozilla:en-US:official&client=firefox-a&channel=fflb as of 
February 1, 2014]

WHY HELP SATAN?
What? Know ye not that your body is the temple of the 
Holy Ghost which is in you, which ye have of God, and ye 
are not your own? For ye are bought with a price: there-
fore glorify God in your body, and in your spirit, which are 
God’s (1 Cor. 6:19,20).

Spurred on by rich men’s lobbying and an increasingly 
inebriated, godless, irresponsible society, the U.S. is being 

pushed down the path of  the legalization of drugs, the first 
being marijuana. But as Christians, aren’t we supposed to 
support “freedom?” No, not if it is a license to sin and self– 
destruction. Here are a few reasons why I am opposed to the 
legalization of cannabis sativa:

1. It is against God’s will that we pollute our bodies, 
“the temple of the Holy Spirit,” with harmful substances 
like hallucinogens, ethyl alcohol, and tobacco.  As the Scrip-
tures tells us, “ye are not your own.” Our bodies are on loan 
from God.

2. Unlike tobacco, another addictive plant, marijuana in-
toxicates and slows down the reaction time of the senses. Al-
ready in localities which have legalized pot, they have seen a 
marked increase in traffic accidents due to its adverse effects 
upon drivers. As Christians, we should “love our neighbor” 
,not cause our neighbor’s harm, however unintentionally.

3. Why open a Pandora’s Box of suffering and addic-
tion upon our land? Experts say marijuana is a “gateway 
drug” to narcotics like heroin, cocaine and meth. We have 
all seen the tragic effects of the sale of alcohol on our land. 
Why help Satan? [http://www.webmd.com/mental-health/
news/20140204/fatal-car-crashes-involving-pot-use-have-
tripled-in-us-study-finds as of February 19, 2014]

“And as they went on their way, they came unto a 
certain water: and the eunuch said, See, here is water; 
what doth hinder me to be baptized?” (Acts 8:36).

 What Quacks Like A Duck Isn’t Necessarily A Duck   
Recently I pried out $6 from my wallet and attended a  

matinee for the movie, “God’s Not Dead.”  I had read good 
things about this movie in reviews. It is basically about a  
college student who has a series of debates in a philosophy 
class with an atheist professor over the existence of God.

I must admit that the movie was well acted and offered a 
fair portrayal of what happens in quite a few college classes. 
The student gave an adequate defense of the existence of 
God. He left a few things out, but it was only a movie.

Yet the movie centered also around the lives of people 
who were undergoing traumas in their lives, such as a young 
Muslim girl thrown out of her home for believing in Christ. 
The arrogant atheist professor even had a “Christian” girl-
friend who left him.

A problem with this movie was its emphasis on Baptist 
theology or “faith only” salvation. For example, toward the 
end of the movie the atheist professor is hit by a car and lies 
dying in the street. “Pastor Dave” happens by and leads him 
into some sort of death bed confession of faith in God. He 
gave the dying man the false assurance that he would be with 
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God after he died. There was no mention of repentance, con-
fession of Christ, or baptism for the remission of sins (Acts 
2:38; 17:30). He did not even get the man to say the so-
called “Sinner’s Prayer!” (Not found in the New Testament.)

What disappointed me the most was the cameo ap-
pearances of Willie and Korie Robertson of  Duck Dynasty 
fame and members of the White’s Ferry Church of Christ 
in West Monroe, Louisiana. In their first appearance, Willie 
appeared in his long hair (cf. 1 Cor. 11:14) and Korie was 
dressed immodestly (cf. 1Tim.2:9, 10). They were confront-
ed by an atheist reporter and gave a defense of their belief in 
God. Later towards the end of the movie Willie appeared on 
a large screen at a so-called “Christian” pop rock concert and 
encouraged everyone to text their friends the message “God 
is Alive!” on their cell phones to support the student who 
debated the atheist college professor.

In their desire to have fame and fortune, the Robertson 
family have appeared at many religious gatherings and de-
nominational television programs, including most of “our” 
brotherhood colleges. They have no problem fellowshipping 
religious error (2 John 9-11). This is why it is not surprising 
to find them in a movie that trumps not only belief in God 
but also the false doctrine of faith only salvation. If I had the 
opportunity to ask this erring brother and sister some ques-
tions, I would begin by asking, “Do you agree with the Bible 
that baptism for the remission of sins is necessary for salva-
tion? If you do, why did you appear in this movie? Do you 
believe ‘Professor Raddison’ was presented as being saved 
without obeying God’s Plan of Salvation?” I think their an-
swers or lack of them would be interesting to say the least. 

JUSTICE WEEK AT
 ABILENE CHRISTIAN(?) UNIVERSITY. 

March 24-28 was socalled Justice Week on ACU’s cam-
pus. According to ACU’s web site,

Prominent guest speakers, groups and events will raise aware-
ness about issues of social justice throughout the week. This 
annual event is put on by the Students’ Association with sev-
eral other ACU organizations: International Justice Mission, 
Wishing Well, ACU Locavores, ACU Fair Trade and the Red 
Thread Movement. 

The following persons (and the organizations they rep-
resent) were the speakers for the event. 

Jarrod Brown, Mission Lazarus - Monday, March 24
Mission Lazarus is a holistic ministry that focuses on basic 
primary education, skill development, health education and 
treatment, agricultural development, and preaching and teach-
ing the Word of God. They are currently exhibiting group ef-
forts in Honduras and Haiti. Brown will speak in chapel on 
Monday, as well as in Moody Coliseum for an 8 p.m. forum.

Michael Dean, Blood:Water Mission - Tuesday, March 25
Michael Dean is the manager of volunteer engagement at 
Blood:Water Mission. Blood:Water Mission is an equipping 
agency that partners with African grassroots organizations to 
address the HIV/AIDS and water crisis. They identify African 

organizations dedicated to these efforts and work alongside 
their vision for change. Through technical, financial and orga-
nizational support, they expand the reach and effectiveness of 
African civil society organizations and the communities they 
serve. Since its launch in 2004, Blood:Water has raised over 
$22 million through the creative efforts of tens of thousands 
of individuals seeking to make a difference. Dean will speak 
in chapel on Tuesday as well as in Moody for an 8 p.m. forum.

Bobbie and Dennis Mark, Redeemed Ministries - Wednes-
day, March 26
Bobbie and Dennis Mark are the directors of Redeemed Min-
istries, a faith-based nonprofit focused on meeting the needs 
of human trafficking victims in the greater Houston area. The 
mission of Redeemed is to bring Christ’s loving redemption 
and liberation to domestic women in Houston, who have been 
trapped and exploited by the commercial sex industry. Their 
core competencies include outreach, advocacy and aftercare. 
Bobbie and Dennis will speak in chapel on Wednesday, fol-
lowed by an interest luncheon downstairs in Campus Center in 
The Den (previously the bowling alley). They will also speak 
at a forum in Cullen Auditorium at 3 p.m. that afternoon. 

Shaun Groves, Compassion International - Thursday, 
March 27
Shaun Groves is a talented singer and speaker who uses his 
gifts to raise international awareness for abolishing poverty. 
Representing Compassion International, Groves will open our 
eyes to the injustice of hunger. Through his travels, Groves 
has seen injustice firsthand and has seen the transformative 
power of service in Jesus’ name. Groves will lead Immersed 
chapel in Moody as well as an 8 p.m. forum in Moody.

Hunger Strike and Service Opportunity - Friday, March 
28
One meal, one day. We are asking students to give up one 
meal and donate the money they would have spent to hunger 
relief work through Compassion International. Join us during 
the lunch hour in a service opportunity with a local food pan-
try. Global service starts local! T-shirts for this effort will be 
sold throughout the week in the McGlothlin Campus Center.

[This assembly of fermented ignorance did nothing 
but promote the social gospel. Moreover, seeing that these 
people and their organizations represent themselves, among 
other things, as teaching the Word of God, why is it that we 
do not find the church mentioned. It is not to be found in 
the advertisement. However, in view of the looseness of this 
bunch, a faithful congregation of God’s people would not 
touch the mess with thousand mile long pole. This whole 
outfit smacks loudly of denominational claptrap. But that is 
what ACU has been working toward for a long time and they 
arrived at their goal some time ago. Here is the fruit and 
nuts of the whole liberal cornucopia. Why drink of warmed 
over denominational soup when one can be a member of 
those who originated such junk in the first place, such as the 
Methodist Church, Christian Church, or their like?—Editor] 

—2330 Moore Court
Columbia, TN 38401
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The apostle Paul spoke of Abraham’s endurance:
He staggered not at the promise of God through unbelief; 
but was strong in faith, giving glory to God; And being 
fully persuaded that, what he had promised, he was able 
also to perform. And therefore it was imputed to him for 
righteousness (Rom. 4:20). 

Another great trial of Abram, now called Abraham (Gen. 
17:5), was the command by God to offer his son Isaac—his 
only son of promise—as a burnt offering before the Lord. 
Within this account one can see two points pertinent to 
God’s scheme of redemption—to the making and molding 
of a people to bring the Christ into the world that men may 
be saved through Him.  

The first point is the sacrifice. Isaac was Abraham’s only 
seed of promise, for God had said, “...for in Isaac shall thy 
seed be called” (Gen. 21:12). Isaac was the second link or 
step in the fulfillment of God’s promise to and through Abra-
ham:

And I will make of thee a great nation, and I will bless 
thee, and make thy name great; and thou shalt be a bless-
ing: And I will bless them that bless thee, and curse him 
that curseth thee: and in thee shall all families of the earth 
be blessed (Gen. 12:2-3). 

By the agency of Isaac would all the earth be blessed, 
“...for in Isaac shall thy seed be called.” However, the 
primary aspect of the Abrahamic promise was to bring the 
Christ into the world. In the wisdom of God, which is not 
the wisdom of men (cf. 1 Cor. 1:21), the Christ would come 
into the world by way of miraculous conception and a physi-
cal birth, necessitating a physical lineage on behalf of Mary 
the virgin mother of Jesus and the His legal earthly father 
Joseph, and this through the descendancy of Judah the son 
of Jacob, the son of Isaac, the son of Abraham. As Isaac was 
Abraham’s only son of promise, the only son through whom 
the promises would be fulfilled, his life was precious and 
necessary and Isaac, as yet, had no son. Yea, Isaac must live 
and live to have a son or sons to further the purpose of God 
to bring the Christ into the world (Gen. 17:19). For this rea-
son, it is said of Abraham concerning his willingness to offer 
Isaac, “Accounting that God was able to raise him [Isaac] 
up, even from the dead; from whence also he received 
him in a figure” (Heb. 11:19; bracketed insert JDR). Abra-
ham had been promised by God that all the families of the 
earth would be blessed through him. In the process of time, 
he came to know and understand that through Isaac would 
God proceed in fulfilling His promises. Abraham knew that 
Isaac must live and beget children, for through him the de-
scendancy of Abraham would come to be as the number of 

Abraham to Sinai–A Chosen People (Part Two)
John D. Rose

the stars of the heavens: for God said, “...Look now toward 
heaven, and tell the stars, if thou be able to number them: 
and he said unto him, So shall thy seed be” (Gen. 15:5), 
and God’s covenant would be established with Isaac and his 
seed after him. “And God said, Sarah thy wife shall bear 
thee a son indeed; and thou shalt call his name Isaac: and 
I will establish my covenant with him for an everlasting 
covenant, and with his seed after him” (Gen. 17:19). 

This now brings one to point two: the faith of Abraham. 
Abraham’s actions in this trial were exemplary. First, it 
should be recognized that Abraham knew that Isaac was his 
only son of promise. Equally understood was the meaning of 
a burnt sacrifice. Since God had promised that His blessings 
would be upon Isaac and his seed after him, and God’s un-
conditional promises cannot and will not be altered, the only 
outcome left, consistent with the standing command of God 
to sacrifice Isaac, was that God would raise Isaac from the 
dead, thus Abraham was, “Accounting that God was able 
to raise him up, even from the dead; from whence also 
he received him in a figure” (Heb. 11:19). Abraham was 
equal to the task at hand for the text says, “And Abraham 
rose up early in the morning...” (Gen. 22:3). Abraham 
trusted in the Lord, believing that God would not fail—and 
he conducted his life accordingly. On the third day (verse 4) 
Abraham, Isaac, and their servants arrived at the mountain 
of God’s choosing. One should be cognizant of the strain of 
three days’ apprehension. Abraham could not simply mus-
ter a boisterous faithfulness, lively but short lived. He was 
required to endure with patience the race set before him (cf. 
Heb. 12:1). His faith had to be strong and deep seated—he 
had to have godly courage (cf. Jos. 1:9). Therefore, James 
wrote, “And the scripture was fulfilled which saith, Abra-
ham believed God, and it was imputed unto him for righ-
teousness: and he was called the Friend of God” (Jam. 
2:23). It was Abraham’s faithfulness that occasioned this 
passage from Paul’s letter to the brethren in Rome:

And he received the sign of circumcision, a seal of the righ-
teousness of the faith which he had yet being uncircum-
cised: that he might be the father of all them that believe, 
though they be not circumcised; that righteousness might 
be imputed unto them also: And the father of circumci-
sion to them who are not of the circumcision only, but who 
also walk in the steps of that faith of  our father Abraham, 
which he had being yet uncircumcised. For the promise, 
that he should be the heir of the world, was not to Abra-
ham, or to his seed, through the law, but through the righ-
teousness of faith (Rom. 4:11-13).

The lesson of faith—an enduring courageous faith—is 
one of the greatest means by which God was making and 
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molding a people to be a peculiar treasure unto Himself. 
Abraham was to be the father of many nations (Gen. 17:5). 
But more importantly, he was to be a father of the faithful, 
both of Israel and the Israel of God, the church (Gal. 6:16).
The Blessings 

God richly blessed Abraham. Yea, He blessed him with 
great wealth for it is written of Abraham that he was, “...
very rich in cattle, in silver, and in gold” (Gen. 13:2) and, 
“...the LORD had blessed Abraham in all things” (Gen. 
24:1). Furthermore, Abraham was a mighty prince in Ca-
naan, his land of sojourn, “ ...my lord: thou art a mighty 
prince among us...” (Gen. 23:6). Though Abraham had 
great earthly wealth, his true riches were those that he laid 
up in Heaven by being rich toward God through faith. The 
Lord Jesus said: 

Lay not up for yourselves treasures upon earth, where 
moth and rust doth corrupt, and where thieves break 
through and steal: But lay up for yourselves treasures in 
heaven, where neither moth  nor rust doth corrupt, and 
where thieves do not break through nor steal: For where 
your treasure is, there will your heart be also (Mat. 6:19-
21). 

Where was Abraham’s heart? God’s own words tell of 
Abraham’s heart.

For I know him, that he will command his children and 
his household after him, and they shall keep the way of the 
LORD, to do justice and judgment; that the LORD may 
bring upon Abraham that which he hath spoken of him 
(Gen. 18:19). 

Abraham’s heart sought God, for without such seeking and 
finding he would not have shown his children the way of 
righteousness in word and in deed. Without such seeking and 
finding, Abraham would not have become the father of the 
righteous. Without such seeking and finding, he would not 
have been the friend of God, as He himself has said, “But 
thou, Israel, art my servant, Jacob whom I have chosen, 
the seed of Abraham my friend” (Isa. 41:8). The greatest 
blessings of God unto Abraham were the opportunities to 
walk and to grow in the way of truth through the trials laid 
before him by God that Abraham might have Heaven after 
a while.

— 1770 18th Ave. NE
Naples, FL 34120
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Jesus taught that we are to abide by His “sayings” in the 
gospel age (Mat. 7:24-28). His sayings include the manner 
of prayer, which is to be directed to the “Father” in heaven 
(Mat. 6:9). This is confirmed by apostolic declaration, that in 
doing all things by His authority (Col. 3:17), we are to give 
thanks “unto God the Father in the name of our Lord Je-
sus Christ” (Eph. 5:20). It was Jesus who compels us to pray 
in His “name” (John 14:13, 14). In fact, Jesus said in the day 
He goes back to the Father, we are not to ask Him anything, 
but to “ask the Father in my name” (John 16:23). We have 
long observed that denominations most often address their 
prayers to “Jesus,” and close them with something like, “we 
pray in thy name,” or, “in the name of Jesus.” Imagine, pray-
ing to Jesus in the name of Jesus. The so-called “sinners’ 
prayer” in the Baptist Church usually includes the address 
and closing in this manner. Now, we are hearing more and 
more about it being scriptural and right for us to pray to Je-
sus, as well as to the Father. This has been a hot topic in 
Freed-Hardeman University lectureships in recent years.

We have observed that the basic “arguments” from the 
scripture, most always involve taking events that dealt with 
the miraculous, or “vision” episodes of the New Testament 

PRAYING TO JESUS (Part One)
Don Tarbet

to “justify” such. 
The first and foremost “proof-text” is always Acts 7, 

where, following Stephen’s sermon and stoning, heaven is 
opened and Stephen sees Jesus standing at God’s right hand, 
and Stephen addresses Jesus. Stephen makes two statements 
to the Lord; (1) Receive my spirit, and (2) Lay not this sin to 
their charge (Acts 7:59, 60). We might observe a few things 
before applying this to our prayers today. We first should 
note that Stephen was “full of the Holy Ghost” (vs. 55). 
We next note that Stephen “recognized” Jesus, suggesting he 
possibly knew Jesus from the events of Acts 1. We also note 
that Jesus was “standing,” and not seated at God’s right hand 
in His role of authority. We also note that there is no refer-
ence to “Jesus’ name” whatsoever, as we are careful to do in 
our prayers today. If one were to preach an inspired sermon, 
being full of the Holy Ghost, and sees heaven opened, and 
Jesus standing at God’s right hand today, he might well be 
justified in saying something to Jesus, but it would not be 
classified as a “prayer.”
The second “proof-text” offered by some today is that of the 
eleven apostles asking the Lord, as they “prayed,” to let it be 
known who was chosen by Him to take the place of Judas. 
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True, it was a prayer, but was it to Jesus? In Acts 4:26-30, 
the “Lord” there clearly refers to the Father, and not Jesus, 
for it is to the Lord and “his Christ,” who was the Father of 
the “holy child Jesus.” So, the “Lord” could have been the 
Father in Acts 1. At any rate, we are in the midst of a mi-
raculous situation, and it was before the gospel age, in which 
(“in that day”) prayer was not to be to Jesus, but to the Fa-
ther (John 16:23). At any rate, this “prayer” was before the 
gospel age even began, so how is it an example for us in the 
gospel age?      

The third “proof-text” to be examined is that of 2 Cor. 
12:1-9, where it said that Paul besought the “Lord” three 
times that his thorn might be removed. Just because the word 
Christ is mentioned twice in the text is not proof that the pe-
tition was to Jesus. Paul speaks of the Lord’s “grace,” which 
is usually associated with God (Tit. 2:11), but sometimes is 
associated with both God and Jesus in the same verse (2 Cor. 
1:2). But, whether it refers to God or Jesus is not that signifi-
cant. Bear in mind that Paul, when on the road to Damas-
cus, was already acquainted with Jesus, as they had a “con-
versation” together (Acts 9:1-6). At this time, Paul speaks 
of “visions and revelations,” and his having been caught 
into heaven, and “heard” unspeakable words which he was 
not permitted to utter (2 Cor. 12:1-4). We are not told just 
when the thorn was given to Paul, but Paul considered it a 
messenger from Satan. Just how he “besought” the Lord is 
not stated, but he does get a verbal response from the Lord, 
explaining that His “grace” was sufficient for him. Would 
this time of “visions and revelations” be the time Paul re-
ceived the revelation of the gospel? (Gal. 1:12; Eph. 3:3) If 
so, the Lord could well be Jesus at this point. However, bear 
in mind that this was a miraculous situation, as they could 
well be conversant together, as they had been in Acts 9. At 
any rate, it was a direct interchange between the Lord and a 
special, inspired servant, and it was not  a  normal “prayer 
situation.” For the third time now, we are dealing with events 
in a miraculous context. Can we honestly say that those who 
argue that the Lord speaks to them directly from heaven re-
ally have an example in the experience of Paul?? The honest 
student of scripture should recognize the problem one would 
face if such is true.

The fourth “proof-text” offered by proponents of “pray-
ing to Jesus” is that of Rev. 22:20, where Jesus had just stat-
ed to John, “Surely I come quickly,” and John responded, 
“Even so, come Lord Jesus.” Again, we are in a context of 
miraculous inspiration, and the Revelation message is given 
to John to write. He was “in the Spirit,” just as Stephen was 
“full of the Holy Spirit” in Acts 7. Just because John spoke 
to the Lord does not make it an “example prayer” for Chris-
tians today, unless we are in a literal conversation with the 
Lord, while receiving a divine revelation. It would not have 
been appropriate for John to have begun or ended this state-
ment with a reference to it being a “prayer, in the name of 
Jesus,” but it was a special conversation. Also, just because 

John did something does not mean it is an approved example 
for us to attempt or follow. What about John’s two attempts 
to worship angels who brought a message to him?

If we look to miraculous situations for justifying some-
thing special for our time, we might well conclude that “bap-
tism in the Holy Spirit” could apply today, for such did occur 
in Acts 2 and Acts 10. We might also claim that angels can 
speak to us today, as they spoke to Cornelius and Peter in 
Acts 10 and 11. Since Saul talked with the Lord, maybe the 
Lord speaks to some day!! We really “open a can or worms” 
when we take the truth of God out of context and make un-
justifiable applications from it. So, as the old saying goes, 
“what proves too much proves nothing.” More to follow.

—215 W. Sears
Denison, Texas 75020

 donwtarbet@cableone.net

THE QUITTER 

It ain’t the failures he may meet
      That keeps a man from winnin’,

It’s the discouragement complete
  That blocks a new beginnin’;

You want to quit your habits bad,
    And, when the shadows flittin’

Make life seem worthless an’ sad,
  You want to quit your quittin’!

You want to quit a-layin’ down
An’ sayn’ hope is over,

      Because the fields are bare an’ brown
      Where once we lived in clover,
When jolted from the water cart

It’s painful to be hittin’
The earth; but make another start.

Cheer up, an’ quit your quittin’!

Although the game seems rather stiff
Don’t be a doleful doubter;

There’s always one more innin’ if
You’re not a down-and-outer.

But fortune’s pretty sure to flee
From folks content with sittin’

Around an’ sayin’ life’s N. G.
You’ve got to quit your quittin’.

—Unknown  
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Harold Cozad
(1924 – 2013)

Brother Harold Cozad, 89, died Friday, November 22, 2013. Harold was born on May 17, 1924 in Pulaski, Iowa. Harold 
moved to Pensacola, FL from Denver, CO in the year 1968. He was a member of Bellview Church of Christ for 40 years and 
served the church as one of her elders from October, 1971 until November, 1986.  He was retired from U.S. Navy and served 
in WWII. He was predeceased by his loving wife of 47 years, Alberta Cozad. He is survived by sons Mark Cozad of Alberta, 
AL and Tim Cozad of Pensacola, FL; daughter, Brenda Nutt of Byron, GA along with an extended family. Contending for 
the Faith extends it sympathy to the family and to the Bellview congregation in brother Cozad’s passing.

Brother Cozad was his own man. He was not one to follow the multitude to do evil or to follow the crowd to do anything 
right or wrong only because the majority was headed in a certain direction. In matters moral and religious, he was one who 
determined what direction to go on the basis of what the New Testament authorized him to do (Col. 3:17). He was a man 
of few words and minced none of the few he chose to use—his “yea” was “yea” and his “nay” was “nay.” He demonstrated 
his love for the truth in living it out in his daily conduct and by standing for it when it was not the popular thing to do, no 
matter the cost to him. Also, in times past he provided financial support for men in order for them to attend preacher training 
schools. It was a privilege to see the example he set in standing for the right and opposing the wrong. 

Brother Tim Cozad, faithful gospel preacher, lived with his father in his declining years and took care of his needs as his 
health failed. May God bless brother Tim in caring for his father and may he always remain faithful to the Lord in all things .

B. J. (Bill) Gallaher
(1926—2014)

Billie Jim “BJ” Gallaher, passed from this life on March 24, 2014, at the age of 87, after a long and faithful service to 
the Lord. We at Contending for the Faith express our deepest sympathy to the Gallaher family in their loss. Also, we know 
that the Bellview Church of Christ will not only miss brother Gallaher’s presence, but also miss his knowledge of God’s 
Word and his wisdom.

For all the years we knew him, we counted him a friend to CFTF’s work of “afflicting the comfortable and comfort-
ing the afflicted.” He was greatly concerned about the apostasy that continues to destroy members of the Lord’s church, 
especially the apostasy of those brethren who for so long seemingly were set for the defense of the gospel, but due to hu-
man popularity and/or the love of money turned against the Lord in order to remain in their “chief seats” on some podium 
somewhere, or for a mess of Esau’s potage, or to keep their “filthy lucre” coming into their coffers, while all the time holding 
men’s persons in great admiration.  We are glad to know that he was not that kind of church member.  

Bill Gallaher and his wife, Iris, moved to Pensacola, Florida, and began to attend the Bellview Church of Christ in 1955. 
In December 1965, brother Gallaher was one of the first two men to be appointed to the eldership of the Bellview Church of 
Christ. Brother Gallaher served in that capacity from 1965 until 1973 when he resigned. Five years later he was reappointed 
and served continuously from 1978 until December 2006, when due to his failing health he resigned. 

Brother Gallaher taught the “Christian Doctrine” class for many decades. New members to the Bellview congregation 
and those who were babes in Christ sat in his classroom learning the basics of Bible knowledge. When he was declared 
legally blind he continued to teach his class. A student would read from the class material and the Bible verses and brother 
Gallaher would explain the material and answer questions.

Brother Gallaher was one who knew the Bible. In this day when so many professed elders have little to no Bible knowl-
edge, brother Gallaher was one who knew God’s Word and could effectively wield it to teach and stop the mouths of the 
false teachers. He took seriously Paul’s  admonition: 

Holding fast the faithful word as he hath been taught, that he may be able by sound doctrine both to exhort and 
to convince the gainsayers. For there are many unruly and vain talkers and deceivers, specially they of the cir-
cumcision: Whose mouths must be stopped, who subvert whole houses, teaching things which they ought not, for 
filthy lucre’s sake (Titus 1:9-11).
We are thankful for bother Bill Gallaher’s reputation of not being ashamed of the gospel. To the contrary he was ready 

unto every good work, an exhorter, and a “mouth stopper.” May his tribe increase.                 
 —David P. Brown, Editor
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Women are often given to feeling that we are inferior, that 
we are not important, that since we cannot lead in worship or 
work of the church, we are insignificant. Long ago Zechariah 
cautioned us not to despise “the day of small things” (Zec. 
4:10). If a cup of cold water is all we have to give, and we 
give it with love, we will not lose our reward (Mat. 10:42). 
Jesus said that he who would be great should be the servant 
of all (Mark 9:35; 10:44). When we measure ourselves by the 
standards of Jesus rather than those of the world, women have 
the opportunity to be the “greatest” people in the church. 

But so often we seek the great things in the wrong sense, 
as Naaman did (2 Kin. 5:11–13). We want everyone’s atten-
tion to be focused on us, as Naaman wanted Elisha to come 
out and heal him dramatically. Likely the Shunammite wom-
an did not think of providing a comfortably furnished room 
for Elisha as a great thing (4:8–13), but Elisha did. We also 
have to keep our eyes and ears open to the needs of others, 
and not wait for the opportunity to knock. We need to go out 
and find the opportunities for ourselves. There are many such 
opportunities just waiting for us to claim them

When what was then our home congregation conducted 
the Annual Denton Lectures, some of the work (both physi-
cal—because of strength; and spiritual—because of Scriptur-
al restrictions), of course, can be done by men only. However, 
so much of it was done by women working behind the scenes 
(nursery, first aid, refreshments, information table, secretarial 
work, envelope stuffing, and keeping people in our homes). 
There could be no lectureship without the hard work and long 
hours of dedicated service of the women, from teenagers to 
those who are older.
WRITING LETTERS

I did not like my principal when I was in high school, even 
though he was a Christian and led singing in the worship of 
the church. I was afraid of him, in fact. I sometimes resented 
his strictness and felt he was too stern, hard, and unapproach-
able. This principal was not a “pal”! But as my children got to 
the high school age, I began to realize just what this man had 
done for my peers and me, none of which we appreciated. In 
his school we had Bible reading, prayer, flag raising (with “To 
the Colors” played by trumpeters in lieu of buglers), and the 
Pledge of Allegiance every morning. There were no dances 
as long as he was in charge. There was no immodest dress—
girls even had to wear jackets over their sundresses, and were 
not allowed to wear jeans to school. He and he alone set the 
dress code. He expected the cooperation and backing of our 
parents and, except in rare instances, he got it. Disobedience 
or disrespect of any kind meant a trip to his office, and if the 
infraction was serious, it would result in a paddling. He had 
been a coach and was a large, strong man. Even the big boys 

feared him, and preferred to stay away from the business end 
of his paddle.

One day, when all three of our children were in their teen 
years, I decided to write to him. “Coach” was not getting any 
younger. I felt, however belatedly, that I should express my 
appreciation to him. Little did I dream of the effect my letter 
would have on him. You see, he had never before received 
such commendation, praise, and expression of gratitude from 
any of his former students. I had not thought of my letter as 
a “great thing”; it was simply giving him his due, which was 
long overdue. 

In that same school was a very young, sweet, fresh-out-
of-college, newly wed home economics teacher. We were 
never certain what happened, but the end result was that she 
resigned after three or four years. All her students loved her 
and grieved just as I did at her leaving, but my letter of ap-
preciation was the only one she got. (I did tell her that all the 
other girls felt the same way.) She died of cancer about ten 
years later.

Several years after we had attended Freed-Hardeman 
College, my husband decided to write a letter to the school’s 
president, expressing appreciation for his soundness in the 
faith and for his impact on my husband’s life. He indicated 
in his letter that this brother had likely received many such 
letters from former students. However, this good man wrote 
back that such was not the case. He died suddenly only a few 
weeks later. We should never think that expressing gratitude 
is insignificant or that others have already beaten us to it, 
leaving us with nothing else to say.
USING AND HELPING OLDER PEOPLE

A few years ago, we visited a congregation in another 
state, where my husband was speaking on a lectureship. Living 
and worshiping there was a couple that I knew from my child-
hood, from hearing him preach in Gospel meetings where my 
father was the preacher. (They remembered me, though I was 
only a child, and expressed a great love and respect for my 
parents.) Both were approaching ninety years of age, but they 
were still remarkably active, and still in possession of their 
considerable mental powers and spiritual strength, coupled 
with a wealth of knowledge, both Biblical and secular. Their 
local congregation needed the wisdom this wonderful couple 
possessed. However, she confided to me that the church lead-
ers had virtually “put them on the shelf,” thus nullifying their 
effectiveness. What a terrible waste! Even though they were 
old and not in perfect health, they could still have given so 
much. We must find ways to show respect for our older peo-
ple and to make use of their experience and knowledge. It is 
so easy just to brush them aside as tiresome, telling the “same 
old stories” over and over and talking about the “good old 

SMALL THINGS THAT CAN BECOME GREAT
Lavonne McClish
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days.” We need to pay attention to them and learn from them.
Often, as people age, their eyesight begins to grow dim or 

to fade altogether. Among the many pleasures they are denied 
is that of reading. We can find an encouraging booklet or tract 
and record it onto a cassette tape for them. Make an enlarged 
copy  (with permission) of a tract or book (such as Thomas 
Warren’s Our Loving God—A Sun and Shield), for one who 
still has some vision remaining. Send cards with a note and 
signature written in large, bold letters with a Sharpie marker.

Sometimes people (regardless of age) just need a listen-
ing ear and a broad shoulder. We should try to understand 
what they are saying and why. If they seem to be whining or 
complaining, remember that, given their set of experiences, 
pains, and griefs, we too might whine and complain. Encour-
age them to talk about their lives. We might be surprised at 
the interesting, informative, and even entertaining knowledge 
we could gain from those old stories told by older people. A 
few months ago I received a poem via e-mail , which said in 
summary: “Look at me! I may be old, gray, stooped, decrepit, 
and wrinkled on the outside, but I am still the same person on 
the inside. Get to know me. Don’t judge me only by what you 
can see. Give me a chance!”
MISCELLANEOUS

Women who no longer have children at home may be 
able to give more time than they could before. There are so 
many ways to banish that “empty nest syndrome,” but none 
better than looking and listening for the needs of others. One 
need of young mothers, especially, is encouragement. Some-
times caring for babies or small children can be very wear-
ing, discouraging, and trying. Instead of criticizing, we can 
try to remember what it was like when our own children were 
young. If we offer suggestions, they are much more likely to 
be received if they are offered in a spirit of encouragement 
and love than if they are perceived as criticisms.

Many of us who are older can still drive, but many can-
not; they are stuck at home unless someone offers to take 
them somewhere. They may not like to ask, but we can call 
them and offer a ride, or we can offer to shop for them. If it is 
difficult to find the time for a visit, how about a phone call? 
Just a little time spent in chatting and listening can brighten 
another’s day.

Those who cannot cook might buy. For many of us who 
are still very busy, it is difficult to work cooking—even for 
our own families—into our schedules. Yet there are sick or 
shut-in people who need help. At such times we can be thank-
ful for the fast-food places and “delis.” 

Sometimes a need arises for which no ordinary gift or 
remembrance will suffice except one that requires time, love, 
and effort. For this reason one lady has for several years made 
old-fashioned, cooked fudge every holiday season, for spe-
cial people in her life (past and present) who badly needed 
love and attention. That homemade fudge told these people 
that they were highly thought of. It also took them back to 
an earlier, happier, simpler time when people—especially 

mothers—often did such things. It was comforting. There are 
many other ways to show love to those who badly need it.

In one of the congregations with which we worked sev-
eral years ago was a couple who, every now and then (and 
for no special occasion), would send us a beautiful card to 
let us know they were thinking of us. They will never know 
how much their thoughts and encouragement meant to us. 
Many of us fail to realize how difficult are special days such 
as birthdays, anniversaries, and death dates for those who 
have suffered a great loss, especially of a spouse or a child. A 
“thinking of you” card, a hand-written note, or a phone call 
are certainly appropriate. If possible, we could take such peo-
ple out to eat, or take food to their houses and eat with them. 
These are small things, but they would mean so much to those 
who are depressed, sad, and alone with their memories. Some 
people would like to talk about their lost loved ones, and we 
should encourage them to do so rather than feeling uncom-
fortable listening. Give them opportunities to bring up memo-
ries, especially happy ones, and offer memories of your own 
where you can.
CONCLUSION

May we so live that Jesus’ commendation of Mary could 
be said of us: “She hath done what she could” (Mark 14:8). 
May we merit the love the widows expressed for Dorcas 
(Acts 9:36–39). We may not be able to do great things, but 
we can do many small things, with results that would likely 
amaze us. I doubt that Mary realized that her “insignificant” 
good deed would be told, as a memorial to her, far and wide 
down through the years to our time.

—Deceased

THIS, TOO, SHALL PASS AWAY
When some great sorrow, like a mighty river,

Flows through your life with peace-destroying power,
And dearest things are swept from sight forever,

Say to your heart each trying hour:
“This, too, shall pass away.”

When ceaseless toil has hushed your song of gladness,
And you have grown almost too tired to pray,

Let this truth banish from your heart its sadness,
And ease the burdens of each trying day:

“This, too, shall pass away.” 

When fortune smiles, and, full of mirth and pleasure,
The days are flitting by without a care,

Lest you should rest with only earthly treasure,
Let these few words their fullest import bear:

“This, too, shall pass away.

When earnest labor brings you fame and glory,
And all earth’s noblest ones upon you smile,
Remember that life’s longest, grandest story

Fills but a moment in earth’s little while:
“This, too, shall pass away.”

—Lanta Wilson Smith
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Introduction 
To speak of “first principles” in any field of endeavor is 

to speak of things basic, elementary, fundamental, and ru-
dimentary. The Hebrews writer referred to “the rudiments 
of the first principles of the oracles of God” (Heb. 5:12). 
While in the context he shamed the brethren for not progress-
ing beyond them, he certainly never advised forgetting them. 
Brethren have generally recognized the “first principles” to 
be such things as (1) inspiration of Scripture, (2) the virgin 
birth, Deity, and resurrection of Jesus, (3) the miraculous 
phenomena recorded in Scripture, (4) the plan of salvation, 
(5) the establishment and identifying marks of the church, 
(6) and Bible authority. 

Twenty-five or thirty years ago [Longer ago than that 
at this publication, Editor] the cry went up from some in the 
church that there was too much preaching on first principles. 
There may have been an element of truth in the criticism 
(which, incidentally, just about paralleled the rise of an out-
cry against “negative” preaching). In responding to the criti-
cism some quit preaching on the rudimentary truths almost 
altogether. The proverbial pendulum made its swing. 

Disdain for “the basics” is seen in what is (and is not) 
regularly preached from pulpits, taught in Bible classes, and 
proclaimed in Gospel meetings and lectureships. Gospel 
meetings have been discontinued in many congregations in 
favor of “seminars,” some of which are centered more on 
social than Biblical themes. 

Some brethren no longer merely neglect the first prin-
ciples. They have declared their intent to avoid preaching 
on them because they hold them in contempt. I heard one 
preacher apologize publicly for ever having preached on the 
identifying marks of the church and promised to never do 
so again. I once heard a sermon tape in which the preacher 
ridiculed those who preach the Gospel plan of salvation as 
“five-steppers.” He charged that if the nineteenth century 
preacher, Walter Scott, had possessed only four fingers the 
“five-steppers” would only be “four-steppers” (implying 
that Scott invented the plan)! 

The sermon standard of many preachers seems to be, 
“What can I say in fifteen or twenty minutes that will mas-
sage the egos of and entertain and please all who hear?” 

Not infrequently rank and file brethren in various parts 
of the nation tell me that they know preachers who have not 
for months even mentioned the plan of salvation at the con-
clusion of their sermons, much less devoted any sermons to 
it. 

Some preachers have quit offering an invitation of any 
kind at the close of their sermons. Of course, if they’re not 

going to tell people how to come to Christ, they may as well 
not invite them. Almost thirty years ago a “worship com-
mittee” where I preached pressured me to cease offering an 
invitation at the close of my sermons. I responded that as 
long as I was preaching there I would offer the invitation. (I 
only lasted seven months, but I offered the invitation every 
time I preached!)

Of course, we need to emphasize more than just the first 
principles, but we dare not neglect them. Why is this so? 

Because They Are Fundamental 
In the very nature of the case, any group that forgets 

the fundamental principles and practices upon which it was 
founded and upon which it rests will fail. This is no less 
true in religion than in sports, education, business, and other 
disciplines.

A congregation cannot remain committed to the Truth 
on baptism, worship, church organization, the nature of the 
kingdom, or any other subject if it does not hear them regu-
larly emphasized. Such themes regularly characterized the 
subject matter of Gospel preachers, especially in Gospel 
meetings, until a generation ago. They still characterize the 
Gospel meeting preaching of some of us. Several years ago I 
observed a serious neglect of the pivotal hermeneutical prin-
ciple of the significance of the silence of Scripture. Subse-
quently I have made it my practice to preach on this subject 
in every Gospel meeting in which I was allowed to choose 
my subjects. More than once after this I have been told such 
things as “I have not heard a sermon on that subject in thirty 
years,” or “I have never heard a complete sermon on that 
subject.” It is alarming to hear such statements concerning 
so fundamental a subject. 

We must renew our emphasis on primary principles of 
Truth and continue to emphasize them simply because they 
are fundamental and primary! 

Because Men Forget 
The Bible repeats certain major themes time after time. 

Jesus taught the apostles and others some of the same Truths 
repeatedly. The Lord sent the Holy Spirit to the apostles upon 
His return to Heaven in part, as He told them, to “bring to 
your remembrance all that I said unto you” (John 14:26). 
Paul repeated instructions and reminded brethren of vari-
ous things on several occasions (Acts 20:31, 35; Gal. 5:21; 
1 The. 3:4; 2 The. 2:5; et al.). Peter wrote of the proclivity 
of the human mind to forget. Those to whom he wrote had 
certainly been taught the primary principles of the faith, but 
he stated his purpose to keep reminding them as long as he 
lived (2 Pet. 1:12-15).

Even spiritually mature saints can forget if their memo-

WHATEVER HAPPENED TO “FIRST PRINCIPLES”?
Dub McClish
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ries are not periodically refreshed. The three great laws of 
learning are still repetition, repetition, repetition. So I repeat: 
We must continue to stress first principles because men tend 
to forget. [Italics mine, Editor]

Because of the Children 
It is generally conceded that the public education sys-

tem has tragically failed our nation’s children for several 
decades. While there may be many causes involved, it can 
hardly be gainsaid that the failure is due in large part to di-
lution (if not abandonment) of some of the most basic sub-
jects. Add to this the replacement of tried and true teaching 
methods in favor of experimental ones and the results are 
predictable. Many of the youngsters to whom the schools 
have awarded diplomas the last several years have severe 
difficulty reading, writing, spelling, and doing simple math 
(without a calculator), and who have hardly a clue concern-
ing the history of our nation or of the world. Such are the 
sad fruits of neglecting and abandoning the first principles 
in education. 

Moses commanded Israel in the wilderness that each 
generation of parents must emphatically and constantly 
teach its children the fundamental lessons concerning obedi-
ence to Jehovah lest they forget Him (Deu. 6:1–25). The be-
ginning of their failure in this duty signaled their end. Apos-
tasy, followed by numerous oppressions, finally led to their 
national destruction and captivity.

A large percentage of the last two or three generations in 

the church have now grown up not learning the most funda-
mental tenets of the faith. Many of these were not brought up 
hearing Bible preaching, either because little of it was being 
preached, or, if it was, they may have been in a “Children’s 
Bible Hour” playing games and watching puppet shows at 
the time. Even worse are the many “Christian” homes in 
which parents are too secular, carnal, and careless to teach 
their children the Bible and refuse to attend the assemblies 
and bring their children more than an hour or two per week. 

Do these things give us any hints concerning the source 
of many of the “progressive,” loose, and liberal trends in 
the congregations? Some of these fundamental-deprived 
folk who are clueless concerning the distinctiveness of the 
Truth of the Gospel have decided to stay in the church and 
make it over as they want it to be. Is it any wonder that we 
face an epidemic of apostasy and digression in the kingdom? 
Christian parents who love their children will teach them the 
fundamental Truths of the Gospel at home. Also, they will 
insist on preaching that includes the great first principles. If 
they do not have that kind of preaching where they are, they 
will find a congregation that does. 

Without consistent book, chapter, and verse preaching 
of “the first principles of the oracles of God” the church will 
not long remain the church. 

—908 Imperial Drive
Denton, TX 76209
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LET THE CHURCH BE THE CHURCH
George W. DeHoff

The business of the church is to preach the gospel of Jesus 
Christ. It exists for this purpose. Without the gospel men are 
lost. The gospel is God’s power unto salvation (Rom. 1:16; 
Mark 16:15, 16; Gal. 1:6-8; 2 The. 1:6-10). There is nothing 
else that the church does but that it is secondary to preaching 
the gospel. Moreover, there is nothing else done by the church 
but that some other organization is doing the same thing—and 
sometimes doing it better! If the church is not going to con-
duct a militant campaign of preaching the gospel, it had as 
well go out of existence, and that is what it will do unless it 
preaches the gospel!

It is NOT the business of the church to operate secular 
colleges or universities, soup kitchens, relief stations, youth 
centers, entertainment bureaus, ball teams, and such like! The 
church MUST preach the gospel and “visit the fatherless 
and widows in their affliction,” each church member keep-
ing himself “unspotted from the world” (Jam. 1:27). If the 
church goes into the entertainment business in an attempt to 
reach people (reach them with what?), men of the world will 

say, “That is real Christianity.” If the church opens a soup 
kitchen, worldly people (who believe that men are saved out 
of the church as well as in it and who do not know what it is 
all about anyway) will say, “That is real Christianity.”

But if the church preaches the gospel, men of the world 
will be displeased—that is the purpose of gospel preaching: 
to cause them to become displeased with their condition and 
to become Christians.

Every inch of the ground that we now occupy has been 
gained by gospel preaching, by a campaign of teaching FACTS 
TO BE BELIEVED, COMMANDS TO BE OBEYED, and 
PROMISES TO BE ENJOYED (1 Cor. 15:1-4)!

Every Christian should teach, preach, dispute, confute, 
refute, rebuke, exhort, and whatever else is necessary to get 
men to see the TRUTH and to know the difference between 
TRUTH and ERROR! This is the work of the church (John 
8:31, 32; 17:17; 2 Tim. 4:1-4; Jude 3). 

—Deceased
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TRUE-TO-THE-BOOK BIBLICAL EXEGESIS AND COMMENTARY  IN MANUSCRIPTS OF VARIOUS LENGTHS

    We believe the materials you will find on scripturecache.com will increase your Bible knowledge, enrich your spiritual perspective, and draw you 
nearer to God. From brief articles to much longer manuscripts, you will find Bible-related materials here for the taking. We encourage you to download, 
copy, and distribute these documents freely (including using them for study guides or supplemental materials in Bible classes). However, since they are 
copyrighted, we kindly request you to pass them on to others at no charge, even as you have received them. We hope you will visit us often, because we 
will be continually adding new documents in all of the categories below. 

Our Brief Articles...

The brief articles available on this site were for the most part originally written over the years for church bulletins or newspaper articles. They are on a 
wide variety of Biblical topics, moral issues, and doctrinal subjects. They continue to be reprinted in numerous church bulletins throughout our nation.

Our Longer Articles...

These articles, considerably longer than the brief essays described above, were, for the most part, written for and have been published in various reli-
gious periodicals over the years.

Our Long Manuscripts...
We wrote the extended manuscripts you will find here by assignment to serve as chapters in scores of religious books. These manuscripts were thoroughly 
researched and are fully documented.

We wish for you a profitable and enjoyable reading experience.

    WELCOME TO SCRIPTURECACHE.COM . . .
Your Site for BiBle expoSition, exegeSiS, and CommentarY on a wide varietY of topiCS and paSSageS

   During the more than fifty years I have been preaching the Gospel of Christ, Lavonne (my wife for all of these years) and I have written a few thou-
sand pages of manuscripts on the Bible and Bible-related subjects.  

Various ones have urged us to make these materials more widely available, which we are doing through this Website. Andy, one of our sons, has also 
written several Manuscripts and articles that have been published. You will find these here also. These materials include commentary on passages and 
personalities of Scripture, essays relating to worship and doctrine, and articles on ethical and doctrinal issues. 

Many of these are brief articles of 1 to 3 pages in length that have appeared (and are still appearing) in church bulletins throughout the land. Many 
of these shorter articles were also written for newspaper publication, and not a few of them are uploaded in their original publication format. Scores of 
these treatises are in the range of 4 to 12 pages, most of which were originally published in various religious periodicals. We wrote most of the long manu-
scripts (ranging in length from 13 to 59 pp.) on assignment from directors of various lecture programs, and they have been published in approximately 
two hundred books produced by said programs.

In all that we have written we have had absolute faith in the statement of the apostle Paul: “All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is 
profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:16, KJV). We have never found any evidence to persuade 
us otherwise than that the Bible is the fully inspired Word of God, including the very words in which it was revealed to its original writers (1 Cor. 2:10, 
13). We believe that the Bible sits in judgment of men, and we tremble at the eternal fate of mere human beings who dare to assume the role of its critics 
and judges.

These materials are non-sectarian and non-denominational—they simply seek to get to the heart of the meaning of the Scriptures. We gladly make 
them available to Bible students everywhere at no charge. If the things we have written help even one person to a better understanding of the Sacred Text 
and to a closer relationship with its Divine Author, we will feel amply rewarded.

Dub McClish, Gospel preacher

Dub McClish Lavone McClish Andy McClish
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The Complete Firm Foundation (1884-2010)
Published in PDF Format

Barry Jones
704 Red Oak Drive
Orange, TX 77632

PDF is portable document format, that can be used by any computer. You can search author, title, 
subjects and anything you want. Follow Guy N. Woods through his preaching ministry. Follow Gus 
Nichols and his Bible Studies. All the articles, issues, and the controversy are included.  

125 years of brotherhood news is available now for $1 per year.
I remember how I really loved to listen to my favorite professors—Terry Hightower, Jackie Stears-

man, William Woodson, Dowell Flatt, Earl West, Jack Lewis, and many lectureship speakers—and how 
they talked about the old preachers, and the issues that sparked the Restoration Movement in America.  
I also remember how painful it was to dig out these jewels of history; how you had to go to a College 
library and find the bound volumes of each journal. Few indexes were available so if you wanted to be 
comprehensive in your search, you just had to go page by page. Even though it was time consuming, I 
enjoyed all those hours. I tracked controversial issues through the decades going page by page.

Now, we have a way to use the computer to scan all those pages and search what we want to see.  
You can sit at the feet of Alexander Campbell, Moses Lard, Barton W. Stone, and John W. McGarvey.  
Don’t forget that the Firm Foundation covered 125 years—many generations of great preachers and 
Bible Scholars. All the issues are covered as they had to deal with the same troubles we have today. The 
schools, the churches, the mission points, and world missions are all chronicled here in the Firm Founda-
tion. This is the paper missionaries reported their news and needs. The FF is really the “who is who” of 
the Restoration Movement. Biographical sketches of current and future preachers, teachers and editors 
are all here. It is possible that the history of your home congregation is here too!

As I started this project (The Firm Foundation Preservation Project), I had to learn the computer 
skills, acquire the right software, and scanners, and then I had to track down all the issues. I travelled 
thousands of miles, talked to the helpful and not so helpful, and managed to gather up thousands of loose 
issues. You would think that one complete copy would be enough, but no. Many times I would find a 
missing page or issue in a “complete” set and have to go looking again. I even had to use microfilm for 
1886-1929 because those who had these issues were not willing to let me scan them. It was an amazing 
journey but worth it. You would think that brotherhood librarians would be the best source for infor-
mation and assistance. Some were extremely helpful… others were indifferent… and still others were 
downright mean. Go figure that out.

Order online from AMAZON.COM (type in the search line “Firm Foundation 
Preservation Project”), or write me (704 Red Oak Drive, Orange, TX 77632), or 
phone 409-670-1675.

The Firm Foundation Covers 125 Years For ONLY $125.00. 
 Also, you can order the Millennial Harbinger, Christian Baptist, Lard’s Quarterly, and others. All 

are unrestricted pdf files. The other titles are $1.00 per year as well. Special thanks to John Prophet and 
the Firm Foundation for granting me permission to do this worthy project.

The Firm Foundation Covers 
125 Years For ONLY $125.00. 

Also available—Millennial 
Harbinger, Christian Bap-
tist, Lard’s Quarterly, & oth-
ers in unrestricted pdf files. 
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2014 SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST CFTF LECTURESHIP

 WHAT MUST A CHRISTIAN DO TO REMAIN FAITHFUL TO CHRIST
The lectureship was presented from Wednesday, February 19—Sunday, February 23 in the facilities of the Spring Church of 
Christ. The congregation is superintended by elders: Kenneth D. Cohn and Buddy Roth. David P. Brown is the evangelist work-
ing full time with the church. He is also the director of the annual lectureship and editor of the book. 

Secretary: Sonya West   t E-mail: sonyacwest@gmail.com   t Office Phone: (281) 353-2707

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST ~ PO BOX 39 (Mailing address) ~ 1327 SPRING CYPRESS ROAD, SPRING, TX 77383

  

Know The Difference In The Lord’s Church And The Religions Of Men—Dub McClish                             
Walk Circumspectly And Lay Hands Suddenly On No Man—Charles Pogue

Be Steadfast In Daily Bible Study, Learning What Is Involved In Ascertaining Bible Authority—Terry Hightower                                                                                            
Be Ready To Forgive A Brother Or Sister Who Repents Of Sin—Lee Moses

Continue to Yield Your Body A Living Sacrifice To God—John West
Strengthen Your Hope Of Heaven—Daniel Denham

Grow In Love For The Brethren—Lester Kamp
Be Obedient To Faithful Elders—Michael Hatcher

     Contend For The Faith —Gary Summers
Love God With All You Are And Have—Bruce Stulting

Love Your Neighbor As Yourself —Geoff Litke
Do Not Be A Respecter Of, Or Partial, To Persons As You Live, Teach, And Defend The Gospel—John  Rose                                                   

 Be Determined To Fellowship Only Those Who Are In Fellowship With God—Charles Pogue     
Watch Ye, Stand Fast In The Faith, Quit You Like Men, Be Strong—Michael Hatcher                                                                                                                         

Be Faithful In Attendance To All Assemblies Of The Church—Johnny Oxendine                                                                    
Do Not Follow A Multitude To Do Evil—John Rose

Keep A Good And Honest Heart—Wayne Blake
Have No Fellowship With The Unfruitful Works of Darkness, But Rather Reprove Them—Danny Douglas                                                                                                         

        Rejoice When You Are Persecuted for Living The Christian Life—Sonya West
    The Husband And Father’s Responsibility In Keeping His Family Faithful—Lee Moses

       The Wife And Mother’s Responsibility In Keeping Her Family Faithful—Lamar Schrei
Keep A Humble And Teachable Mind That Is Ready To Repent Of Any Sin—Johnny Oxendine

Do Not Be A Partaker Of The Works Of The Flesh, But Be Filled With The Fruit Of The Spirit—Gary Summers             
Teach The Alien Sinner, Restore The Erring Church Member, And Be Ready Unto Every Good Work—Lynn Parker

Pray Without Ceasing—Bruce Stulting
Withdraw Fellowship From Disorderly Church Members, Including Family Members—Danny Douglas      

Teach Godliness By Example And Doctrine, Expose And Refute Error, Hold Fast What Is Good—Terry Hightower
Always Worship God In Spirit And In Truth—Daniel Denham                                                                                

Keep Informed About Church History, Current Events, And World Events Impacting The Church—Dub McClish
gfgfgfgfgfg

Videos of the lectures are archived at the following web address: www.churchesofchrist.com.
LECTURESHIP BOOK: The book is $22.00 per book plus $4.00 S&H. Bookstores and dealers ordering five or more books get a 40% discount. 

CD OF LECTURESHIPS: A CD of ALL the Spring Church of Christ lectureship books from 1994–2014 is available. This is in PDF format and 
is searchable. The price is $50.00 per CD. If you have purchased a CD previously, you can upgrade for $5.00 to the current CD (1994-2014). We 
ask that you return your old CD when you purchase the new one. 

AUDIO AND VIDEO: Audio and video recordings of the entire lectureship are available in CD (MP3), DVD, and Blu-ray formats. The cost is: 
CD set—15.00 plus S&H; DVD (standard definition) set—$30.00 plus S&H; Blu-ray (high definition) set—$40.00 plus S&H. Texas residents 
must add 7.25 percent tax.

ORDERING: To order the lectureship book, the CD of the lectureship books, or audio/video recordings contact Contending For The Faith, P. O. 
Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or (281)350-5516, or dpbcftf@gmail.com.



Contending for the Faith—March/April/2014                                                                                                                    23

39th Annual Bellview Lectures
June 6 – 10, 2014 

(Friday – Tuesday)

Understanding The Will Of The Lord

Friday, June 6

7:00 pm Theme of the Bible Wayne Blake
7:45 pm God’s Scheme of Redemption Charles Pogue

Saturday, June 7

9:00 am Dispensations of Time Dub McClish
10:00 am Patriarchal Dispensation Michael Hatcher
11:00 am Mosaic Dispensation Dub Mowery
  Lunch Break
1:00 pm Christian Dispensation Charles Pogue
2:00 pm Ante-Diluvian Period Roelf L. Ruffner
3:00 pm Open Forum 
  Dinner Break
7:00 pm Post-Diluvian Period Harrell Davidson
8:00 pm Arrangement of the Bible Jerry Brewer

Sunday, June 9

9:00 am Patriarchal Period Roelf L. Ruffner
10:00 am New Testament Worship Ken Chumbley
 Lunch and Dinner Break
5:00 pm Period of Bondage Dub Mowery
6:00 pm Period of Wilderness Wanderings  

Harrell Davidson
7:00 pm How We Got the Bible Doug Post

Monday, June 9

9:00 am Period of Conquest Ken Chumbley
10:00 am Period of Judges John West
11:00 am   Period of the United Kingdom       Paul Vaughn
  Lunch Break
1:00 pm Period of the Divided Kingdom  

David P. Brown
2:00 pm Period of Judah Alone Wayne Blake
3:00 pm Open Forum: 
  Dinner Break
7:00 pm Worship Michael Hatcher
8:00 pm The Church in the Eternal Purpose of God 

Gene Hill

Tuesday, June 10

9:00 am Period of Exile Doug Post
10:00 am Period of Restoration Jerry Brewer
11:00 am Inter-Testament Period Dub McClish
  Lunch Break
1:00 pm Period of the Life of Christ David P. Brown
2:00 pm Period of the Church Gene Hill
3:00 pm Open Forum: 
  Dinner Break
7:00 pm Second Coming and Judgment John West
8:00 pm The Whole of Man Paul Vaughn

Bellview Lectures Information
Housing

The Red Roof Inn (2591 Wilde Lake Blvd; Pensacola, FL 
32526) is providing a special rate for those attending the Bellview 
Lectures. The price (tax not included) is $59.99—single bed and 
$69.99—double beds. Their phone number is 850.941.0908. Tell 
them you are attending the Bellview Lectures when making 
your reservations. If you are planning on attending the lec-
tureship you may want to make your motel reservations early.

Meals
The ladies of the Bellview Church of Christ will provide 

a free lunch on Saturday, Monday, and Tuesday. For all other 
meals, a list of restaurants will be available at the registration 
tables.

Books
The lectureship book, Understanding The Will Of The Lord, 

will be available for purchase. The price has not yet been deter-
mined. The book will contain 28 chapters and  will be a soft-cover 

book. Everyone will want to purchase a copy and perhaps addi-
tional copies for gifts. The books will not be mailed until after the 
lectures are over.

Books-on-CD
The Bellview lectureship books (1975-1976, 1978, 1988-2005, 

2007-2014) will be available on CD in Adobe PDF. The price of 
the CD is $37.50. The CD will also includes the Defender (1970, 
1972-2013), Beacon (1972, 1974-2013), and other material.

View Lectures Live on the Internet
If you cannot attend the lectureship in person, please view 

them live on the Internet:
www.bellviewcoc.com

Open Forum Questions
If you have a question send it to:

mhatcher@gmail.com
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Directory of Churches...
-Alabama-

Holly Pond–Church of Christ, 10221 Hwy 278, 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–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 [By phone inside USA (281) 475-8247; Inside 
the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  Alternative Cambridge 
contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101;  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.

-Montana-
Helena–Mountain View Church of Christ, 1400 Joslyn Street, Helena, Mt. 
59601, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Daniel Coe, 
evangelist (406) 475-4686 or Matt Bidmead (406) 461-9199.

-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, e-mail: 
allenlawson@earth-comm.com.

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535 
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841,www.belvederechurchofchrist.
org; e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (8-3) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 
a.m., 6:00p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803)279-8663

Texas-
Denton area–Northpoint Church of Christ, 4224 N. I-35 (Greenway Plaza, 
just north of Cracker Barrel). Mailing address: 4224 N. I-35, Denton, TX 
76207.  E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Website: www.northpointcoc.
com.  Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 
(940) 387-1429; dubmcclish@gmail.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., 1:30 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures, and the internet school, Truth Bible 
Institute. 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 
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A recent issue of U. S. News and World Report has an 
article titled: “The Churches are Worried.” The author re-
veals that membership in Protestant churches is declining 
and that the financial programs are in trouble. His conclu-
sion is pointed out in these words: “At the present time the 
liberal bodies are functioning as way stations for those who 
are moving away from orthodoxy” (March 23, 1970).

It is no secret that the churches of Christ, we of the res-
toration heritage, are also in trouble. We are facing serious 
problems and the drop-outs are numerous. We must, with 
courage, look at the problems and seek a solution.

We have had our problems in the past over many ques-
tions. Our differences have been over cups, literature, col-
leges, classes, located preachers, and cooperation. Always 
in the past we have faced one another with an open Bible 
and we have sought the answer from the Scriptures. Each 
group was willing to open the Bible and study. There is 
hope for a people who will do this.

Today we live in a psychedelic world of emotionalism, 
existentialism, private interpretation, and individual direc-
tion. In this time of emphasis upon the emotions of man we 
are finding it increasingly difficult to communicate with one 
another. We have a generation who has forgotten the motto: 

THE NEW FACE OF THE CHURCH
GLENN L. WALLACE

(DELIVERED AT PEPPERDINE UNIVERSITY LECTURES APRIL 20, 1970)

“Speak where the Bible speaks—silent where the Bible is 
silent.” We have a growing number of theologians who care 
little for what the Bible says and they are making it clear 
that they believe that the early Christians were simply a mis-
guided sect and the founders of a mere denomination.

The situation that faces us today can be summarized in 
the following words: We have a loose, compromising atti-
tude toward the Bible. With some it is only a partial rejec-
tion; with others, an effort is being made to cut us away from 
all Biblical authority. It is an effort to downgrade the Scrip-
tures and make them a set of broad guide lines that can be-
come relevant and adaptable to a changing world. Situations 
are not the same, they say, so “situation ethics” has found a 
place among us.

We are faced with a spirit of ecumenism. The Pope’s 
council has had more effect than many of us wish to admit. 
We are found equating the Church that Jesus built with any 
and all denominations. We are accepting the error of “fel-
lowship without endorsement.”

There is a definite move among us to revamp and re-
structure the church. The Church is being called “the es-
tablishment,” and other terms of derision. Even force and 
violent protests are being advocated to reach such ends. The 
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Editorial...
GLENN WALLACE’S

 FRONT PAGE ARTICLE
At this writing brother Wallace’s article is 44 years old. I 

received my copy of it directly from him not long after he had 
put it into tract form. As is clear from his article, vigilant men of 
biblical faith in the Lord’s church who believed and practiced 
the directive of Jude 3, clearly saw the inroads false teachers 
were making in the Lord’s church at that time and for a number 
of years before Wallace delivered his Pepperdine University 
(P.U.) lecture. Today P.U. would never allow such a stalwart of 
the faith as was brother Wallace to deliver this kind of lecture 
on their campus.

It is accurate to say that for well over half a century the 
Lord’s church has been moving away from its New Testament 
moorings. And, as the rock of apostasy gained speed over the 
years as it rolled, tumbled, and bounded down the mountain 
side toward the swamp of total apostasy at the bottom, one in-
teresting thing that stands out in Wallace’s article are the quotes 
from heretical teachers in the church at the time. They obvious-
ly saw their work growing and flourishing in the Lord’s church 
in the years following 1970. They knew it would be carried on 
through the younger church members of that time. These same 
people make up the 60s and beyond age group in the church 
today. And, I have fought their devilish doctrines from my late 
teens in the mid 1960s until now. Moreover, I am persuaded 
until I die or am unable to fight any longer my opposition to 
them will continue. It is strange that many of those in 1970 
who supposedly were grounded in the faith refused to see what 
such “dyed in the wool” apostates of that time could clearly see 
regarding the direction the Lord’s church was going.

Over the intervening 44 years since brother Wallace deliv-
ered his lecture, false doctrine has opposed and corrupted ev-
ery New Testament identifying mark of the church. Of course, 
it was and is done by attacking the authority of the Bible, its 
right division, and the way to ascertain our Lord’s authority for 
our actions (Mat. 28:18; Col. 3:17; 2 Tim. 2:15; 3:16, 17; Heb. 
4:12; Eph. 6:17; Rom. 1:16; 10:17; 2 Cor. 5:17; John 12:48). 
Today, many who claim to be a friend of God and His Word 
only give “lip service” to the necessity of having Bible author-
ity for all they believe and practice or they repudiate it out right. 
It is one thing to teach the truth concerning Biblical hermeneu-
tics, it is quite another matter to consistently and with regularity 
in all things practice it.

In 1970, few thought that marriage, divorce, and remar-
riage would create the storm that it has from the mid-1970s to 
the present. In 1970, there were still three years remaining be-
fore the U. S. Supreme Court would make abortion legal. And, 
living together without benefit of marriage was still a strange 
thing to most of the nation. Now we must prepare ourselves 
for a hostile civil government that is fundamentally secular and 
ready to intervene on the side of immorality by championing, 
in the name of “civil rights,” homosexuality and threatening 

(Editorial—Continued on Bottom of Page 12)
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ABOUT LONE STAR BIBLE CAMP
The Lone Star Bible Camp is located 4 miles north of Bellville, Texas and 12 miles south of Brenham, Texas on Hwy 
36 N. The Lone Star Bible Camp uses the facilities of  Woodmen of the World.  This is a beautiful 66 acre campground 
with a 10 acre lake located in the rolling Texas hills.  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 re-
view of the material studied. The Lone Star Bible Camp is staffed by the Fish Hatchery Road Church of Christ, Hunts-
ville, TX and the Spring Church of Christ, Spring, TX .

VARIOUS ACTIVITIES PROVIDED
The Lone Star Bible Camp offers opportunities for Bible classes, physical recreation, and guidance from a faithful and 
experienced camp staff. There is a dining hall and an up-to-date kitchen with an experienced kitchen staff. There 
are two large air conditioned dormitories and a covered pavilion housing a full court basketball and volleyball area.  
Also available are 3 fishing docks, paddle boats, and canoes.  This shaded campground offers many nature trails for 
hiking. In keeping with biblical modesty,  all involved in the camp have a dress code by which they must abide. 

A MESSAGE FROM THE DIRECTOR
Our study theme for the 2014 camp session is: Practical Christian Living from the book of James. 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. It is The Lone Star Bible Camp staff’s 
desire and prayer to assist parents, grandparents, and other child care providers in spiritually molding our children 
now and for the future.                                

Camp Director: Bruce Stulting

For applications visit: www.lonestarbiblecamp.com or phone: (936) 581-5164 or (936) 581-4346

Registration Deadline: June 15, 2014 
(After this date there will be a $5.00 fee and campers will be accepted based on availability)



4 Contending for the Faith—May/June/2014

(Continued from page 1)
doctrine of the pulpit is under fire. The worship program is 
being attacked; the Lord's Supper is set up as a “smorgas-
bord”—come and get it as you feel like it. The organization 
of the Church is being endangered by powerful extra organi-
zations that are privately financed.

This new move among us finds its strength in those who 
downgrade the church and ignore and ridicule the pioneers 
who brought the Truth to us out of the theological confusion 
of the past. We have those who urge us to turn our faces “to-
ward Antioch and not Jerusalem.” We are swamped with the 
schemes of those who would bury the “faith once delivered” 
in the dust of modern thought and present day religious fads.

The move has been, for a time, underground. It has 
worked in cell groups, home Bible classes, fellowship hours, 
and private meetings where the seeds of unrest have been 
planted. It has its leading theologians, many of whom have 
never preached under ordinary circumstances, having come 
from graduate school into a field where they can see nothing 
but reform. Some are but hangers-on. These hope to change 
the direction of the rebels and lead them back into the fold.

The movement has several voices. One, a magazine 
called Mission, gives literary and intellectual assent to the 
reconstruction of the entire brotherhood.

In 1967, Leroy Garrett of the extreme radical left wing 
of the brotherhood, reported on a meeting of Campus Evan-
gelism in Dallas, Texas, at the Baker hotel. He wrote:

“More than 300 church of Christ young people were 
there and my immediate impression was that I was behold-
ing the New Face Of The Church Of Christ. The old church 
of Christ orthodoxy is dying—a new brotherhood is emerg-
ing. The daring young princes among us have crossed their 
Rubicon—they have set their faces toward Antioch rather 
than Jerusalem.” (Restoration Review, Jan. 1967)

The article written in 1967 seems now almost like a 
prophecy of what we are looking upon in 1970. The New 
Face of the Church is being sketched in many places and 
in many ways. Some are knowingly contributing to the de-
struction of Truth; others are ignorant of that which really 
faces the brotherhood in the decade of the seventies.

WE ARE GIVING OUR BLESSING TO
PERMISSIVENESS IN MORALS

Immorality is being overlooked and more and more sin 
is being toned down to a mere whisper against the offend-
ers. Ugly, sly, and sarcastic techniques are being used to 
upgrade the new morality. Slurs and innuendoes are hurled 
in youth meetings and some of the modern “love feasts.” 
If some knew what was really taking place in some of the 
youth meetings they would stop them immediately. Samples 
of this type of propaganda are offered below.

“Are you going to church more and enjoying it less?” 

This is a bit of humorous sarcasm against “the establish-
ment” or the Church as we have known it. “A funny thing 
happened to me on the way to heaven.” Here we have many 
people and many divine commands held up to ridicule. A 
prize was offered in GO, the voice of Campus Evangelism, 
for the best article on “the establishment.” This was to ridi-
cule the Church as we have known it. A recent issue of Mis-
sion Messenger wrote off our forefathers and the restoration 
movement in these words: “In a frontier culture, unedu-
cated and illiterate, possessed of quick tempers and touchy 
pride, the traditions of our brotherhood were set.” (Mission 
Messenger Jan. 8, 1970) [Note: It was actually November 
1969—DPB, Editor]

In 1933 Eleanor Roosevelt urged young American youth 
to learn how to drink properly. The National Council of 
Churches has the philosophy that each should make up his 
own mind as to what is right in each situation. BUT, in 1970, 
a gospel preacher among us urges us: “Learn not to judge 
those who drink—as long as they know when to stop.”

The term sickness is more and more being applied to all 
sinners. Alcoholics are sick, they tell us, not sinners. Homo-
sexuals are sick and not sinners. Easy divorce, permissive-
ness in all morals leaves us with sin being merely a dirty 
word.

WE ARE FACED WITH  MOVE
TO DEBUNK THE BIBLE

The modern Holy Spirit issue among us is not of real 
concern to many of the more liberal element. They couldn’t 
care less about the Holy Spirit. To them the theory is a way 
to be free from the authority of the Scriptures. They hate the 
idea of being fenced in by the Bible. A speaker at a college 
lectureship a few years ago said: “We must not lapse again 
into the error of putting the Bible ahead of Christ” (A.C. 
Lectures, 1966, page 16). Another shouted: “Our religion is 
not a religion of the book” (A.C. Lectures, 1966, page 14).

These men find in the seclusion of the direct operation 
of the Holy Spirit doctrine, that they can completely reject 
Biblical authority. Each man has the voice of God in himself.

Many efforts to downgrade the Bible are in evidence 
today. The most glaring ones have come in some of the 
Campus Evangelism meetings. Campus Evangelism as an 
organization has been largely aided by college teachers. In 
a Los Angeles meeting, at a home gathering in the yard of 
a prominent Hollywood entertainer, a young man gave his 
testimony. He told how that when he talked, God was talking 
through him. He reminded his audience that when God told 
him to hush, God would close his mouth. Just as expected, in 
the middle of his infantile talking about how much he loves 
Jesus, he closed his mouth and stared up at the heavens. A 
hush fell over the audience and many were amazed at how 
God can use men (?). You see, they felt God spoke through 
him and closed his mouth.
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We have watered down the Bible and made it difficult to 
offer proof of anything by our cheap and vulgar translations 
of the Scriptures. Two modern translations are responsible 
for much of the confusion among our youth. The T.E.V. (To-
day’s English Version—Editor) makes Paul teach the doc-
trine of faith only in Romans 1:16-17; 3:28. Only Martin 
Luther was so bold as this latter day reformer. Phillips, who 
is widely read, has Paul saying that “tongues are a sign of 
God’s power to those who already believe.” All know that 
Paul said the very opposite. Phillips says Paul must have had 
a slip of the pen. Most of us know whose pen slipped. Is it 
any wonder that you have tongue talking, spiritual séances, 
and holy roller episodes? Give people Phillips and they are 
on the way to Pentecostalism.

WE FACE TODAY, AN EMOTIONAL AND
HYPNOTIC TYPE OF RELIGIOUS

EXPERIENCES
We have our disciples of the existentialist way of life—

God in each man and each man can find God in his own 
experience. We have people who are reaching for the “turn 
on valve.” Weird experiences are being produced. Hand-
holding, lights out, a flickering candle, a burning cross, a 
constant chant or loud singing; all this will finally send one 
into a state of self-hypnosis in which one can and does see 
and do strange things. Shouting, whirling and pounding in 
the name of religion takes the participants on a “trip.”

LSD and other related drugs can send one on a similar 
trip. These spiritual séances of hand clapping, crying, pray-
ing under weird circumstances can produce what psycholo-
gists have long known and Pentecostals have long capital-
ized upon.

John Banks of Fresno, California tells in his book on 
the Holy Spirit about such experiences among the Indians of 
the Crow tribe. They hand suspended in agony until they get 
their “mana.”

The Comanche rubs cow dung into new wounds in his chest 
and with a self induced fever, he prays until he gets his 
“mana.” The Methodists in their early history in America 
worked on this self-hypnosis trip and later the Holy Rollers 
came to bat. We are a little late in this game. (John Banks, 
Holy Spirit Lessons).

WE ARE TRYING TO MOVE OUR PEOPLE
INTO THE SOCIAL GOSPEL ARENA

We are being challenged to enter the poverty struggle 
and go where the action is. We have been found in “half-way 
houses” and the attempts to rebuild the slums. We are being 
thrust into the Civil Rights battle and are asked to move our 
people into the field of social legislation.

“The Church Of Christ Starts To Change Racial Poli-
cies.” This was a headline in the Los Angeles Times. The au-
thor is quoted: “If we continue to be the citadel of the status 
quo, we have troubles.” (Los Angeles Times, July 20, 1968) 

The author was Prentice Meador, a San Fernando minister.
At the 1969 lectureship at Pepperdine College, sever-

al speakers warned us of impending trouble. “Churches of 
Christ are sitting on a powder keg” said one man and another 
warned: “We have created and maintained black churches by 
paternalistic actions.”

As we view the calm and sacrificial work of such men 
as A. M. Burton who gave thousands of dollars to bring the 
gospel to black people, we are made to think that we need 
more “paternalistic actions.” Such greats as Marshall Keeble 
are being called Uncle Toms by the revolutionary speakers, 
both black and white. God give us more Uncle Toms.

A meeting of evangelists was jolted by the charges of 
a New York College teacher who warned the people of the 
churches to stay out of social gospel crusading. The profes-
sor of social philosophy was quoted:

Christian ministers must stick to their business of preaching 
the gospel of salvation from sin instead of dissipating their 
energies at tasks in which they have no business or special 
abilities (Christianity Today, July 7, 1967).
Many of us have been sowing the seeds of hate and di-

vision in matters of racial problems by our delving into so-
cial matters, economic, and political problems. We would do 
well to leave these things to politicians.

THE CHURCH IS CEASING TO BE THE
CHURCH AND BECOMING A SIDELINE

Campus Evangelism, along with other nationwide proj-
ects, is a prime example of the church being sidetracked. 
This college group moves from one eldership to another 
with ease and grace of people who know where they are go-
ing. It has its own public relations man who recently in a left 
wing radical political paper in Texas, made a vicious attack 
upon one of our Christian Colleges. It has a private source of 
income from a private foundation. It publishes its own paper, 
called GO. It fosters unrest, and plants the seeds of rebellion, 
operating in cell groups and refuses in many places to even 
acknowledge the name of Christ’s church. A sample of the 
revolutionary philosophy accepted by this organization is re-
corded in a recent issue of that paper, GO.

Fundamental Christian honesty and our own evaluation com-
pel us to believe that Christian colleges have little choice but 
to become responsive to the urgent needs that relate to stu-
dents. Time honored concepts need immediate study. Those 
mentioned included: in loco-parentis (in the place of par-
ents—Editor); attendance at a private college is a privilege 
not a right; (how does this hit those who have given your 
money to provide a Christian privilege—Wallace?) students 
have the right to participate in the policies and rules; (here 
comes Berkley and Santa Barbara right out of Campus Evan-
gelism—Wallace) and inter-racial dating is a matter that needs 
administrative attention (So, the social life of your child is to 
be directed by this policy—Wallace).

Students can make constructive contributions in re-examina-
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tion of the role of a Christian College; the value and forms of 
long standing religious traditions; (what are they?—Wallace) 
all rules and regulations; ways for providing for constructiv-
ism on the campus.” We are then told: “they (the youth) are 
impatient with our hypocrisy, injustice, and their growing con-
cern is with organized religion. OFTEN WILLING to work 
within the structure, they are willing to demand, demonstrate 
and force concessions when necessary. (Prentice Meador and 
Jennings Davis Jr., GO, 1969).

We have a call for force, demands, demonstrations to 
bring about the change of the college structure and in the 
end what they call religious traditions of our brethren. Revo-
lution is coming to our campuses and to our pews and it is 
being aided by Campus Evangelism.

Campus Evangelism in Santa Barbara and at the Irvine 
Campus in California, operated under the name “Campus 
Evangelism.” They say that youth would be repelled by the 
name of Christ or the idea of a church. These groups are 
independent of the church; they have their own boards and 
yet they solicit money from congregations for their support. 
A speaker at a Campus Evangelism rally told the audience 
of youth: “We must recruit, train, establish cells, and infil-
trate society” (See GO, December 1969). Here we have an 
outside organization, seeking only money from that which 
it seeks to destroy, crying out for students to infiltrate and 
divide the body of Christ.

WE HAVE A PULPIT THAT PRESENTS
A FACELESS CHRIST OF UNCERTAINTY

Carl Ketcherside, of the left wing radicals, writes in Mis-
sion Messenger under the heading of “The Fading Fear.” He 
says certain ones of us have come to terms with the Christian 
Church that the instrument will not be a test of fellowship. 
He charged that the administration at Pepperdine College 
had made such an agreement. He says there are teachers at 
A.C.C. (Abilene Christian College, now Abilene Christian 
University—Editor) who dare not speak out on this issue of 
the instrument. They are in a difficult position, their money 
and jobs are at stake. We would hope this is not true but if I 
were a teacher in any place I would let my voice be heard so 
that even Carl Ketcherside could hear it. This widely circu-
lated charge should be answered by Christian schools (See 
Mission Messenger, Nov. 1969).

Evidence of a sad state of affairs among us is seen in a 
report from a left wing magazine that reads:

The east Maple Street church of Christ, Hartford, Ill., held 
a forum drawing front rank men from the Disciples, Chris-
tian Church and churches of Christ. The 1969 forum had five 
sessions. Subjects discussed: Is the gift of tongues available 
today? Affirmative, Paul Logue, elder of the Central church of 
Christ, St. Louis, Mo. The negative was by a Christian Church 
preacher. Is the theory of evolution incompatible with the Bi-
ble? Defending evolution, Neal Buffaloe, elder in a Conway, 
Ark. church of Christ and the negative was by a Christian 
church preacher (Mission Messenger, Dec. 1969).

Mission magazine, edited by Dr. Roy Bowen Ward, gave 
the award for the outstanding article of the year, to Dr. Neal 
Buffaloe, Conway, Ark., for his article defending evolution 
as opposed to the Genesis record.

A report in Christianity Today tells us of the way the 
wind blows in Texas. Ron Durham, a recent graduate of 
A.C.C. reports on the lectureship at the college. He is placed 
under the heading, “Rainbow Over Abilene.”

While lectureship space was allowed for hard-liners who 
left the impression that heaven is closed to those of different 
views, the biggest crowds went to hear younger men score the 
churches for that kind of thinking (Christianity Today, March 
27, 1970).

Many men warned that some of these younger men 
would advocate such a philosophy as this reporter says they 
did. We hope that those younger men who advocated a line 
of such liberal fellowship with all denominations, so long as 
men profess faith in Christ, who find the instrument a prod-
uct of our illiterate frontier culture, that these men will not 
find such a lovely rainbow over Abilene when they return to 
the hill. There are those who would more aptly put it: a cloud 
hangs over Abilene.

WHY ARE WE AT THIS
PLACE IN OUR HISTORY?

We are the products of our congregations. Dedicated el-
ders should and must take things in hand even if it means the 
loss of some rabble-rousers. Yet, when we have self-appoint-
ed elders who depose elders, with young men in their 30’s 
taking over, it is a sad day for many of us. We have too long 
sat by and been spoon fed a diet of denominational theories, 
sectarian youth programs, revolution, liberal philosophy, 
and all the evils of the ecumenical movement until we are 
almost helpless to stop the revolt.

We are the products of what we read. The bookshelves of 
“our” Bible stores are lined with Elton Trueblood, a Quaker 
preacher and his philosophy. Keith Miller and his Taste of 
New Wine is even used in some youth meetings. The Cross 
and the Switchblade is offered in Bible classes as good read-
ing matter. The latter is a story of a Holy Roller preacher and 
his work in the slums of a great city. And now, we will have 
one of our own (Pat Boone, who left the Lord’s church not 
long thereafter—Editor) to portray this story on the silver 
screen. If one can portray the life of a Holy Roller preacher 
on the screen, then could he as well portray the Pope, with 
his crown and purple robes? What is the difference? Even 
in the entertainment field, Christians should have a little re-
spect for God.

The mails are flooded today with Integrity and Mission 
as well as the granddaddy of Mission, the Mission Messen-
ger. Then there are GO and other revolutionary sheets that 
can be had for the asking.

A March issue of a magazine called Testimony, (Rose-
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mead, CA, Vol. 8, No. 2, 1970) published by the Pentecos-
tals, is being freely circulated among some of us. It has the 
pictures of three men and their families, along with their tes-
timony. It reveals how they have received the “baptism of 
the Holy Ghost and now speak in tongues.” Pat Boone, who 
a few months appeared on Oral Roberts’ show, says: “One 
year ago I received the baptism and now speak in tongues.” 
Ben Franklin allows as how the church in Downey, CA once 
offered a $1,000.00 reward to Oral Roberts for proof of a 
genuine miracle, and now, he says, miracles are happening 
in the church of Christ.

I was in the Downey meeting when the reward was of-
fered and Oral Roberts did not try to claim it. I now offer 
$2,000.00 to Ben Franklin for proof of a miracle, supported 
by the testimony of a qualified member of the medical soci-
ety of San Diego, if he can prove a miracle. Maybe Ben can 
get what Oral Roberts could not have. We shall see.

We are the products of our preachers. Our colleges have 
a tremendous responsibility in this matter. We send them our 
youth in response to their call. They send their brightest boys 
to the centers of atheism and unbelief. Most of these young 
men have never preached and know but little of what it takes 
to build the church and defend the Truth. They return to us 
speaking a language not found in the New Testament. We 
love our Christian colleges, but when there are teachers who 
teach evolution; when they foster the ecumenical doctrine of 
fellowship; when they will not combat the evils of the Holy 
Spirit error—it is time for these teachers to answer to the 
men who send their sons and daughters. And they will an-
swer. Dedicated parents will not send their children to places 
where they will be led to revolt against the church.

We have heard much about academic freedom and in-

tellectual honesty. It is also true that a preacher or teacher 
who receives money from a group of people who expect that 
certain things shall be taught, and the receiver is unwilling to 
teach the position expected of him, this man is neither hon-
est nor does he represent any kind of freedom. If he cannot 
comply, he should quit. Our colleges can assume their share 
of blame for the confusion, and the watered-down theology 
that is being proclaimed today (See Carl Ketcherside, Mis-
sion Messenger, April 1970).

Are we as Christians going to debunk the Bible, reject its 
authority and retreat into the dark ages? Must we shelve the 
apostolic authority and leadership and accept the theories of 
the ecumenical age? Are we going to lay down and play dead 
before the onrush of the revolutionaries among us? Or, will 
we stand up and fight and cast them out of the temple, back 
into the sectarian crowd from which they are getting their 
theories and experiences?

We have lived through persecution, denominational at-
tacks, terror, and atheism. Once more we are facing a battle 
and from within — “from among your own selves shall 
men arise, speaking perverse things—” (Acts 20:30). Give 
these men no place in our pulpits. Make no room for them in 
Christian journals and give them no greeting (2 John 10). I 
am persuaded that there are thousands who are not ready to 
surrender to the New Face of the Church. (Note: Some state-
ments about Campus Evangelism are given in present tense, 
though this movement is supposed to be dead; but some feel 
it has merely gone underground and its promoters will make 
other moves to captivate young people’s minds and restruc-
ture the church.—College Lectureship Book Editor)

—Deceased

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

EVERY CHRISTIAN IS A MEMBER OF THE CHURCH OF CHRIST
Thomas B. Warren

There are those today who claim that the Bible teaches that 
there are Christians who are not members of the church of Christ. 
But I have no hesitation in affirming that the Bible teaches that ev-
ery person who is a Christian is a member of the church of Christ. 
This means, obviously, that I am affirming that the Bible teaches 
that there are no Christians who are not members of the church of 
Christ. The church of Christ is the body of Christ (Eph. 1:22-23; 
Co. 1:18). The saved are those who have been reconciled unto God, 
and those who have been reconciled unto God are members of the 
body (church) of Christ (Eph. 2:13-18). The matter is really just that 
simple, but in the light of the importance of the matter, let us say a 
bit more about it.

The Bible teaches that salvation is in Christ (2 Tim. 2:10). To 
be in Christ is to be in His church (Gal. 3:26-27; 1 Cor. 12:13; Mark 
16:15-16; Acts 20:28; 2:38; Eph. 1:7). The Bible teaches that it is 
impossible for one to “cross the line” into salvation without “cross-

ing the line” into Christ. The Bible also teaches that it is impossible 
for one to “cross the line” into Christ without “crossing the line” 
into the church.

The crucial relation of the church to salvation is seen in the 
statement, “And the Lord added [Greek imperfect “was adding”] 
to the church daily such as should be saved” (Acts 2:47). The 
English Revised Version, in an excellent treatment, translates Acts 
2:47 in this way: “And the Lord added to them day by day those 
that were being saved” (Geek present participle). In short, the 
Bible teaches that there are no Christians outside of the church for 
which Jesus died. When one obeys the Gospel, being baptized (as a 
penitent believer) in the name of Christ (that is, by His authority), 
the Lord adds him to the church. He never fails to do this (Acts 2:41, 
47; 1 Cor. 12:13).

—Deceased
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Whatever therefore ye eat, or drink, or whatsoever ye do, do 
all to the glory of God”  (1 Cor. 10:31; Also see Col. 3:17).

“No Amount of Alcohol is Safe.”
This was the title of the 2014 World Health Organization 

Cancer Report. It maintains that any consumption of alcohol in-
creases one’s risk of causing many types of cancer. It blows a 
hole in the myth of “responsible drinking.” At the time of this 
writing you can view this report on the internet at www.med-
scape.com/viewarticle/824237.

Of course the Christian does not need a report to confirm 
what the Bible has taught for thousands of years. “Wine is a 
mocker, strong drink is raging: and whosoever is deceived 
thereby is not wise” (Pro.20:1).

Even unbelievers can  note the thousands killed each year in 
the USA by the consumption/effects of beverage alcohol. In my 
own life, I have witnessed several generations of families deci-
mated by this poison. All of them started as “responsible drink-
ers.” They ended up addicted to the drug ethyl alcohol.

Now the works of the flesh are manifest, which are 
these…..drunkenness revellings, as such like: of which I 
tell you before, as I have also told you in time past, that 
they which do such things shall not inherit the kingdom 
of God (Gal. 5:19-21).
What is the difference between a drunkard and a sober per-

son? The answer is obvious—one drink! Christians realize that 
their physical bodies are a gift from God, the “temple of the 
Holy Spirit” (1 Cor. 6: 19, 20), and they should treat it with care 
so as to bring glory to God.

May we partake of any sin in small amounts or even occa-
sionally and still go to Heaven? Whether it be gossiping or adul-
tery, the answer is a resounding “NO!”

For I know him, that he will command his children and 
his household after him, and they shall keep the way of 
the Lord, to do justice and judgment; that the Lord may 
bring upon Abraham that which he hath spoken of him 
(Gen. 18:19).
God gave this compliment to His ninety-nine year old friend 

, the father of many nations—Abraham. Abraham would not only 
be the father of Isaac but also Ishmael, Zimran, Jokshan, Medan, 
Midian, Ishbak and Shushan (Gen. 25:1-3), and the faher of the 
faithful. He also had influence on Jacob and Esau, his grandsons. 
In addition he had hundreds of servants in his employ (cf. Gen. 
14:14; 17:23). His influence echoes down through the ages.

By faith he sojourned in the land of promise, as in a 
strange country, dwelling in tabernacles with Isaac and 
Jacob, the heirs with him of the same promise; For he 
looked for a city which hath foundations, whose builder 
and maker is God (Heb. 11:9,10).
Christian fathers, you have a special responsibility to your 

family. “And ye fathers, provoke not your children to wrath; 
but bring them up in the nurture and admonition of the Lord” 
(Eph. 6:4). The American Standard Version (1901) translates it, 
“nurture them in the chastening”. 

Fathers are you seeking to raise future Christians or just edu-
cated heathens? Our modern world is filled with unbelief. We 
need to instill in our children/grandchildren not only a belief in 
God but a love of the Truth and salvation.

And these words, which I command thee this day, shall 
be in thine heart: And thou shalt teach them diligently 
unto thy children, and shalt talk of them when thou sit-
test down in thine house, and when thou walkest by the 
way, and when thou liest down, and when thou risest up 
(Deu. 6:6,7).
Defile not yourselves in any of these things: for in all these 
the nations are defiled which I cast out before you: And 
the land is defiled: therefore I do visit the iniquity thereof 
upon it, and the land itself vomiteth out her inhabitants 
(Lev. 18:24-25). 
Jehovah spoke these words to ancient Israel through Moses 

to remind them why He was giving the promised land to them 
(besides His  promise to Abraham)—the moral and spiritual cor-
ruption of the Canaanites. One thing He mentioned that caused 
these people to be expelled from Canaan was their acceptance and 
practice of homosexuality (“it is abomination” — Lev. 18:22).

In spite of this graphic warning, the United States of Ameri-
ca is heading down the same path of revulsion. The homosexual 
agenda, which includes same-sex marriage, is running full steam 
ahead in our land. Even religious groups that, at least at one time 
in their history, put on a pretense of morality are falling by the 
wayside.

A case in point is the United Methodist Church. The denomi-
nation that once headed up the Prohibition movement in the 19th 
Century is about to endorse same-sex marriage! Some groups in 
this “mainline” denomination oppose it. But one poll shows 90% 
of the laity support it. A split is in the UMC may happen if they 
change their bylaws. Other denominations such as the Presbyte-
rian Church USA are about to do the same thing.

For me this is just one more proof, among many, that a de-
nomination is in and of itself  an abomination. Jesus intended 
for His brethren to be “one body” or church (John 17:21; Eph. 
4:4) with unauthorized division being anathema (1 Cor. 1:10). 
And, He never intended anyone to change His word by a “vote.” 
In Christ’s kingdom, the church of Christ, His word rules, not 
a majority of voters (John 12:48; Col.3:17) [http://www.charis-
manews.com/opinion/watchman-on-the-wall/44267-why-unit-
ed-methodists-should-split-over-same-sex-marriage as of June 
20, 2014].

—2530 Moore Court
Columbia, TN 38401

DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH
Roelf L. Ruffner, Sr.  
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The Old Paths Pulpit
Sermon Outline

Danny Douglas

POOR OF THIS WORLD—RICH IN CHRIST!

  James 2:1-7.

Introduction:
1.  There are some “well-off” saints who are faithful to 
Christ. (Give examples). Abraham (Gen. 13); Philemon (The 
Book of Philemon); Zaccheus (Luke 19:1-10); and some 
today.
2.  However, there are, and have been, throughout the ages, 
many faithful saints who are poor in this world, or of meager 
means (cf. Mark. 12:41-44; Luke 16:19-31; Jam. 2:1-7; 2 
Cor. 8:1-5).

AIM: Whether we have wealth or not, let us all strive to be rich 
in Jesus Christ!
I.  Many of the Poor Obeyed Christ in the First Century—
Some Today.

A.  God chooses the poor who choose to follow and obey 
His Son, Jesus Christ—Jam. 2:1-7.
B.  They are rich in faith & They are heirs of the eternal 
kingdom—2 Pet. 1:10-11.
C.  They wear the worthy name of Christ, being true Chris-
tians (Acts 11:26; 4:10-12; Phil. 2:9-11; 1 Pet. 4:14-16).

II.  Those in Christ are truly Rich.
A.  Even if poor in this world, we can be rich. For example, 
the Lord’s church at Smyrna was the “poor rich church, 
because they were poor in this world but rich in Christ. (cf. 
Rev. 2:8-11). *vs 9.
B.  On the other hand, the Laodiceans made up the “rich 
poor church,” because they were well off in this world, but 
spiritually they were in poverty! (cf. Rev. 3:14-19). *vss. 
15-17.
C.  Lay up treasure in heaven. Mat. 6:19-21. 
D.  Those who have wealth are warned not to trust in it (1 
Tim. 6:17-19).
E.  The desire for material riches and the love of money is a 
real danger and evil! (cf. 1 Tim. 6:9-10). 
F.  We lay up treasure in heaven by faithful obedience to 
Christ—John 15:1-5, 13-14.
G.  We must be rich in faith—Acts 20:32; 2 Pet. 3:18; Rom. 
10:17; Jude 20-21; James 2:14-24, *vss. 21-24!
H.  If we are faithful followers of Christ:

1.  We have an inheritance—an eternal reward in heaven 
(1 Pet. 1:3-5; Tit. 1:2).
2.  We have the unsearchable riches of Christ (Eph. 3:8).
3.  We have all spiritual blessings in heavenly places in 
Christ (Eph. 1:3, 7; 2:13).
4.  We have the Lord, so we should be content with what 
we have (Heb. 13:5-6, 8; 1 Tim. 6:6-8).

III.  Those without Christ are in a Miserable Condition.
A.  No hope, without God, without Christ—Eph. 2:12.

B.  Those in the church who are not faithful to Christ—
Rev. 3:15-17.
C.  Those without God have much suffering to look for-
ward to, even if they are rich in this world (Heb. 10:26-31; 
Luke 16:19-31; 2 The. 1:7-9; Rev. 20:15; 21:8).

IV.  There are many blessings for those who are Faithful 
children of God.

A.  God will provide their needs—Mat. 6:33; Phi. 4:19; 
Heb. 13:5; Psa. 37:25.
B.  Cleansing by the blood of Christ & redemption, that all 
the silver and gold in the world cannot  buy! 1 Pet. 1:17-19, 
vss. 20-21; 1 Cor. 6:20. 
C.  “In whom we have redemption through his blood, 
the forgiveness of sins, according to the riches of his 
grace;” (Eph. 1:7).
D.  The unsearchable riches of Christ (Eph. 3:8). Many 
examples: Forgiveness; Hope of eternal life; Fellowship of 
the saints; membership in the body of Christ; fellowship 
with God; Prayer; the presence of God; many others (Acts 
20:28; 1 John 1:3-7; 2 Cor. 13:14).

V.  A great price has been paid that we might have true 
riches—not the riches of this world.

A.  Christ became poor for us—in coming to earth and suf-
fering in this world (2 Cor. 8:9; Phil. 2:5-11; Mat. 8:20; 1 
Pet. 2:21-25; 3:18; John 3:16; Rom. 5:6-8).
B.  Those who are faithful in Christ have the true and last-
ing riches! 2 John 2:15-17.

VI.  Invitation.
A.  Will you obey Christ? Heb. 5:8-9; Mark. 16:15-16; 
Acts 18:8; 2:38; 8:32-39; 22:16. Then, put on Christ, where 
all spiritual blessings are—Gal. 3:27; Rom. 6:3-4; Eph. 1:3, 
7.
B.  Some need to return to Christ—Acts 8:22-24; Rev. 2:4-
5; 3:15-17; Jam. 5:16; 1 John. 1:9-2:3.
C.  This is a true story that happened in a Tennessee county 
where I once preached. An erring member of the church 
stepped out into the aisle to come forward during the invi-
tation. Then, he stepped back in. Within the next 2 days, his 
soul departed into eternity! [2 Pet. 2:20-22]. Now is the day 
of salvation! (cf. 2 Cor. 6:2; Pro. 27:1).
D.  Many years ago in Anniston, AL, a man came forward 
to baptized in the middle of a gospel sermon and requested 
baptism right then. He did not want to wait till the invita-
tion, lest Satan: “talk him out of it,” (so to speak). Let us be 
warned: 1 Pet. 5:8; Mat. 13:20-21.

—704 Azalea Dr.
Mt. Pleasant, TN 38474
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WHAT OF THE BELIEVER MARRIED TO THE UNBELIEVER?
THE CONDITIONAL INDICATIVE STATEMENTS OF

 1 CORINTHIANS 7:12-16
Daniel Denham

In addressing certain questions posed by the Corinthian 
brethren on marriage, divorce, and remarriage, the apostle 
Paul addressed specifically in 1 Corinthians 7:12-16 the case 
of a believer married to an unbeliever. He had just set forth 
the basic principle applying to all married couples in vers-
es 10-11 by appealing in effect to the Lord’s teaching from 
Mark 10:11-12. 

From the nature of the answer given by Paul we can eas-
ily deduce the question, which was simply: Should or must 
a believer separate from the unbeliever in such a marital re-
lationship? It should be kept in mind that historically Roman 
law and ancient practice knew nothing like legal separation 
today. Under Roman law, by which Corinth was then gov-
erned as a colony, separation for the purpose of ending the 
relationship constituted divorce in the first century A.D. Such 
was called divortium by means of repudium. Divorce under 
Roman law was predicated on the practice of “free mar-
riage,” which held that no civil contract was required and 
that marriage was premised on the joint agreement of the two 
parties forming it. If one ceased to agree to it, then it could be 
dissolved at will by that party. 

The Greek verb choridzomai, the middle-passive of 
choridzo, is used by Paul in 1 Corinthians 7 and was a tech-
nical term for divorce in ancient Greek. One Latin synonym 
was repudio, from whence we get our term “repudiate.” 
Choridzomai is used interchangeably in the chapter with 
aphiemi (cf. vss. 10-11, 12-15), which also contemplates “di-
vorce” in the sense of “to send away, to leave, et al.” 

The general practice in Rome and her colonies was for 
the man to send his wife out of the house. “Give me the keys, 
and take your things, and go,” and similar expressions were 
often said to make the point that the marriage was ended. In 
the case of wives divorcing their husbands, the most com-
mon practice was simply to leave and take up residence else-
where—either with her father’s family or with another man, 
so forming a new marriage on the heels of the former one. 
Sometimes the man would leave or be sent away, if the wom-
an, as sometimes in Rome was the case, owned the house. 
Some would even simply abandon their property to be rid of 
an unwanted spouse. Such easy divorce made for moral and 
social chaos. One woman, it is recorded, was divorced some 
90 times winding up at the end of her life with the man with 
whom she first was married under Roman law. Women, who 
were married to one man for their lifetime, were often singled 
out for special praise in the inscriptions on their tombs. Such 
conditions existed at Corinth as at Rome itself.

In answering the question posed above, Paul gave three 
conditional indicative statements (using the Greek particle ei 
to make the condition specific and plain with the indicative 
mood), i.e., statements that entail an “if…, then…” form of 
statement which establishes an obligation or desire (with an 
infinitive) under the parameters of the protasis or “if” por-
tion. In logic, the “if” portion is also called the “antecedent,” 
while the “then” portion is the “consequent.” In linguistics, 
the “then” portion is called the “apodosis.” Conditional in-
dicative statements are also called first class conditional 
statements.

In 1 Corinthians 7:12-13, we have the first two condi-
tional statements of this nature given by Paul relative to the 
question he is addressing. Paul writes:

If any brother has a wife who does not believe, and she 
is willing to live with him, let him not divorce her. And a 
woman who has a husband who does not believe, if he is 
willing to live with her, let her not divorce him (NKJV).

 In the latter verse, a better reading would be: “And if any 
woman has a husband who is an unbeliever, and he is willing 
(or consents, HDD) to live with her, let her not divorce him.” 
These two conditional indicative statements state the same 
basic thing from both opposite perspectives. The first looks 
at the relationship from the standpoint of the believing hus-
band or “brother” (Gr. adelphos) married to an unbelieving 
wife, while the second looks at the relationship from that of a 
believing wife or woman married to an unbelieving husband. 
In essence, their force then is the same. 

The principle in both statements is that if the unbelieving 
spouse consents to live with the believer, then the believer 
is not to divorce that spouse. This, of course, presumes that 
they have a right to be married under God’s law to begin with 
(cf. Mat. 19:9; Mark 10:11-12; 1 Cor. 7:10-11). The word 
rendered “consents” or in the NKJV as “willing” is suneu-
dokeo. It means properly “to approve of any thing with an-
other.” When used with an infinitive, as here, it means “to 
be willing to, to consent to, to be disposed to do” that thing 
(cf. Bloomfield; Thayer; Sophocles; etc.). The nature of the 
construction presupposes the obligation of the believer to be 
willing, to consent to, or to be disposed to dwell with the 
unbeliever. It should be noted that the verb specifically takes 
here the unbeliever as the subject—not both the believer and 
the unbeliever. Indeed, it is a joint-agreement, but Paul takes 
for granted that the believer is to be disposed to agree from 
the start. He implicitly places that obligation upon the be-
liever by the construction. It is not the case that the text au-
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thorizes the believer to divorce his or her unbelieving spouse 
because the believer decides not to live with him or her. It is 
a false conclusion to try to force the verb to carry that idea. 
The text specifically says of the unbelieving wife that, if she 
is willing to live with the believing husband, then he is not to 
divorce (or put away, aphiemi) her. The same is also true con-
cerning the other scenario involving a believing wife married 
to an unbelieving husband. If he is willing to dwell with her, 
then she is not to divorce (aphiemi) him. In each case the 
prohibition against divorce is mee aphieto, a negated (with 
mee) third person present active imperative. A present active 
imperative can also have conative or tendential force: thus 
meaning “Let him/her do not even try or intend on divorcing 
him/her.” God simply will not accept or sanction it!  

We pass over 1 Corinthians 7:14 in our present study, as it 
is explanatory to the reason for the first two conditionals, and 
thus outside of our current purpose in studying the structure 
of the conditionals themselves. Perhaps, on another occasion, 
we can come back to that verse and examine it more closely. 
Verse 16, which we will also ignore at present, does shed 
some light upon its force as to the spiritual significance of 
the believer’s relationship to the unbeliever in God’s plan for 
the home. The believer provides an opportunity for the un-
believer to come to the knowledge of the truth and be saved. 
But that still depends upon whether or not the unbeliever is 
willing to abide in the relationship as God intends for it to be. 
There is much more that can be said relative to this point, but 
for now we pass on to the third conditional indicative state-
ment, which is in verse 15. “But if the unbeliever departs, 
let him depart; a brother or sister is not under bondage in 
such cases. But God has called us to peace.” 

In the protasis, Paul postulates the possibility of an un-
believer choosing to depart and from the believer and thus 
the unbeliever being unwilling to live with the believer. In 
the apodosis, he commands, “Let him depart.” Again, the 
command is a third person present imperative, but he uses 
choridzetai specifically with the idea of leaving or separat-
ing from the believer. It should be recalled that the idea of 
divorce according to Roman practice is under consideration 
in the text historically. 

The force of the third person imperative here is that of a 
permissive imperative. It does not express approval of the de-
cision by the unbeliever. Neither does it grant the unbeliever 
the Scriptural right to leave with God’s blessing nor the right 
of remarriage to another party with God’s approval. It simply 
notes the fact that the unbeliever has determined to leave, and 
the believer is not obligated to keep him or her from leaving 
at all costs. It begrudgingly tells the believer not to compro-
mise his or her faith in order to keep the unbeliever in the re-
lationship and the unbeliever to get out. It is a resignation to 
the inevitably of the evil conduct of the unbeliever. It tells the 
unbeliever, in effect, “If you are going to go, then go!” The 
third person imperative has the force, “He (or she) leave!” 
The action is not for the believer to leave the unbeliever, but 

for the believer to allow the unbeliever to leave (hence our 
English, “Let him depart”) and for the unbeliever to go. It 
is better that the relationship be so ended than for the believer 
to lose his or her faith due to the pernicious behavior of the 
unbeliever. In effect, it is God giving up on the unbeliever in 
the case because of the unbeliever’s obstinate behavior to-
ward the believer. In Corinth believers were persecuted by 
unbelievers for the formers’ refusal to engage in the same 
riotous lifestyle of the latter, especially when it came to the 
temple rites and festivals which entailed debauchery and sen-
suality on a massive scale. These pressures were keenly felt 
in the homes of Christians married to non-Christians.

Obviously, if the unbeliever leaves to form a sexual re-
lationship with another person, then, according to Matthew 
5:32 and 19:9, the believer would then have authority to mar-
ry another marriageable person. Barring that, however, there 
is no authority granted in the text of 1 Corinthians 7:15 for 
remarriage. As has been noted by many brethren, the “bond-
age” under consideration in the text is not the marriage bond. 
First, the word used for being bound in the sense of marriage 
in 1 Corinthians 7 is dedetai (from deo) and not dedoulotai, 
as here. The root of this latter term refers to slavery, and the 
participle means “being enslaved.” Marriage is not slavery. 

Second, the negated perfect participle (Gr. ou dedoulo-
tai), translated “not under bondage,” also will not support 
the idea that it is the marriage bond to which Paul refers. The 
perfect tense refers to a completed action in the past with 
an abiding condition existing up to the present. In Koine 
Greek the latter part of that idea—the abiding condition—is 
especially emphasized in this verb form, which is even more 
acute in the participle. The negation of the action of the per-
fect participle means that the action or event depicted by it 
never was realized. It simply did not come to fruition and this 
is the condition of things standing at the present time. That 
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to dwell with the believer in verse 15, Paul clearly places 
the onus of divorce on the unbeliever by way of a corollary. 
Again, there is no authority for the believer to divorce the 
unbeliever. In fact, verse 15 says nothing at all about the 
prospect of remarriage with God’s approval for either party. 
The implications of other texts (particularly the exceptive 
clauses of Matthew 5:32 and 19:9) bearing on the general 
principle already stated in verses 10-11 are the only bases for 
contending for any right of remarriage and that on the part 
of the innocent party where the other is guilty of fornica-
tion. Beyond that there is no authority for remarriage. The 
adverbial dependent clause “except for fornication” (Mat. 
5:32; 19:9) by its very nature limits the scope to the grounds 
of sexual unfaithfulness by one of the parties alone. That is 
the significance of an exceptive clause. It means “if – and 
only if.” “If—and only if” one’s spouse is guilty of forni-
cation is one then authorized to marry another marriageable 
person. This is the simple truth of the matter. There is no 
such thing as the “Pauline Privilege” given in 1 Corinthians 
7:15 countermanding or modifying the limitations that Jesus 
placed on divorce and remarriage some 28 to 30 years prior 
to 1 Corinthians. 

We need to do more preaching and teaching on the sub-
ject of marriage, divorce, and remarriage, especially empha-
sizing the purpose and permanency that God intends for mar-
riage. He will not hold us guiltless if we fail to confront the 
many errors attacking the home in general and marriage in 
particular, some from even among our own brethren. Paul 
did not alter the teaching of Jesus from Matthew 5:32 and 
19:9 to allow divorce with permission to remarry on other 
grounds than that of fornication. God’s marriage law always 
has stressed one woman for one man for life as the rule of 
marriage. The only bases in which a viable marriage bond 
fashioned by God can be severed are by death (Rom. 7:1-4; 
1 Cor. 7:39) and by the committing of fornication by one of 
the partners (Mat. 5:32; 19:9). That is both the long and the 
short of the matter. 

—4134 Banbury Circle
Parrish, FL 34219 

is its force. If the bondage is supposedly the marriage bond, 
then Paul would be saying that the believer and unbeliever 
never entered into the state of being married (i.e., bound) to 
one another. That is clearly an absurdity, as Paul is dealing 
specifically with the case of believers being married to un-
believers. Thus, the word “bondage” refers to slavery, as it 
properly denotes. The believer has never stood in a relation-
ship with the unbeliever as a slave in the state of marriage 
under the law of Christ. Marriage is not slavery. To treat it as 
such is to demean that high and noble state into which man 
and woman is to enter in the sight of God as “heirs together 
of the grace of life” (1 Peter 3:7). 

It should also be noted that the text deals with a specific 
case—that of an unbeliever who no longer desires to live with 
the believer. It is not addressing the case where two believers 
are married. Neither does it address the case where two unbe-
lievers are married. Nor does it even address the case where 
a believer seeks to divorce an unbeliever simply because the 
believer no longer desires to live with the unbeliever. 

The transition from the present general conditional state-
ment used parenthetically in 1 Corinthians 7:11, where ean 
is used with the aorist subjunctive in the protasis, to the use 
of the conditional indicative statements of verses 12-16 is 
especially significant. The former concerns the general prin-
ciple governing all marriages (period). The construction of 
it is also called a third class conditional statement giving in 
the apodosis the general principle or truth applying to the 
conditions of the protasis. The verb force of the conclusion is 
gnomic, i.e., it expresses a general truth that holds for cases 
anticipated in the “if” portion of the statement. The only ex-
ception to the rule is found in Matthew 5:32 and 19:9 in the 
clause “except it be for fornication.” So, Paul, in 1 Corin-
thians 7:11, states a general principle or rule. 

The conditional indicative statement, by contrast, deals 
with a specific case or cases. Here the cases are involving a 
believer married to an unbeliever and thus establishing the 
rule that if the unbeliever consents to dwell with the believer, 
then the believer is not to divorce the unbeliever. In apply-
ing the rule to the case of the unbeliever who does not desire 

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

(Editorial—Continued from Page 2)
anyone with dire consequences who would oppose such ungod-
liness and filthy living. Throughout the intervening years the 
plan of salvation, the undenominational nature of the church, 
its oneness, its government, its organization, its worship, what 
it is to live the Christian life, the work of the Holy Spirit in sal-
vation, His influence on the Christian, and many other matters 
involved in the Christian System have been attacked, some even 
denying the eternality of Hell. Sadly, to their eternal ruin, many 
have followed their pernicious ways and the way of truth is evil 
spoken of.

In recent years many, who at one time stood against such 
innovations, have embraced the erroneous view that Christians 

can differ over obligatory matters and remain in fellowship. 
They simply do not believe in practicing the truth of 2 John 9-11 
regarding fellowship. More and more they have fallen victim to 
following the course of least resistance. They have learned to 
pursue a course that seeks to determine what is right and wrong 
by a consensus of those they look to as leading “lights” in the 
brotherhood of chief seat seekers. They glory in varnished pul-
pits covered only with a veneer of truth; pulpits that sin more 
from what they refuse to address than by what they actually say. 
Is it nothing to all you who pass by?

   —David P. Brown, Editor
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THE SOCIAL GOSPEL
Brock Hartwigsen

The late Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. was a Baptist preach-
er who preached the Social Gospel. On July 18, 1952, Dr. 
King wrote a letter to his future wife, Coretta Scott, about his 
beliefs as a minister and proclaimed:

Let us continue to hope, work, and pray that in the future 
we will live to see a warless world, a better distribution of 
wealth, and a brotherhood that transcends race or color. 
This is the gospel that I will preach to the world.1 
Dr. King wrote that his theology was concerned ‘‘with 

the whole man, not only his soul but his body, not only his 
spiritual well-being, but his material well-being.’’2 

“The social gospel differentiated itself from earlier Chris-
tian reform movements by prioritizing social salvation over 
individual salvation.” 3

History 
In the late nineteenth century and early twenty century 

many Protestants were disgusted by the poverty level and the 
low quality of living in the slums. The Social Gospel move-
ment provided a religious rationale for action to address those 
concerns.  Activists in the Social Gospel movement hoped that 
through public health measures as well as enforced schooling, 
the poor could develop talents and skills so that the quality of 
their moral lives would begin to improve.

One important concern of the Social Gospel movement 
was labor reforms, such as abolishing child labor and regulat-
ing the hours of work by mothers.

Many reformers inspired by the movement opened “set-
tlement houses,” which offered services such as day care, 
education, and health care to needy people in slum neighbor-
hoods.

The movement faded during World War II, but many of its 
ideas reappeared in the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960s.4

Social Gospel principles continue to inspire newer move-
ments in both mainline and black denomination/churches, as 
well as to blend with more radical trends such as, e.g. Libera-
tion Theology, Black Theology, Feminist Theology and Gay 
Theology.5 

The Social Gospel was a main contributing force to the 
establishment of the modern European welfare state. The 
modern European welfare state has lead to socialist govern-
ment policies and the abandonment of the churches’ tradition-
al responsibility as primary agencies of public charity.6

The Social Gospel is behind most of Liberals/Progres-
sive political policies here in America, e.g. Franklin D. Roo-
sevelt’s “New Deal,” Lyndon Johnson’s “Great Society,” and 
many other such programs. These things were not done for 

religious reasons, but to solve physical ills, poverty, hunger, 
etc., that many believe are worse than spiritual ills, e.g. sloth-
fulness, fornication, lasciviousness, drunkenness, etc.

President Obama has openly called for the repeal of all 
tax deductions for charitable giving and the central govern-
ment taking over all responsibilities of private charities and 
churches when it comes to the physical wellbeing of the citi-
zens of America.

Theology Or Reasoning Behind The Social Gospel
There were two main underlying beliefs of the Social 

Gospel when it began. The first one was about the Second 
Coming of Christ. The leaders of this movement “believed 
[in] the Second Coming of Jesus Christ. They wanted Jesus 
to come and believed that it could not happen until human-
kind rid itself of social evils by human effort.”7 This tenet has 
been pretty much forgotten today by supporters of the Social 
Gospel.

The second reason dealt with salvation. “The social gos-
pel differentiated itself from earlier Christian reform move-
ments by prioritizing social salvation over individual salva-
tion.”8 They believed that a person’s individual salvation was 
tied up with society’s salvation and instead of trying to save 
one person, they set out to save society, thus they believed, 
saving everyone.

President Obama preaches “collective salvation,” which 
is a new name for the second tenet of the Social Gospel.  In a 
commencement address delivered Wesleyan University Pres-
ident Obama said: 

You can take your diploma, walk off this stage and chase 
only after the big house and the nice suits and the other 
things that our money culture says you should buy, you 
can choose to narrow your concerns and live life in a way 
that tries to keep your story separate from America’s, 
but I hope you don’t, not because you have an obliga-
tion to those who are less fortunate, although I believe 
you do have that obligation; not because you have a debt 
to all those who helped you get to where you are today, 
although I do believe you have that debt to pay. It’s be-
cause you have an obligation to yourself. Because our 
individual salvation depends on collective salvation. 
(Emph. mine—B.H.)9

On another occasion President Obama said: “And rec-
ognizing that my fate remains tied up with their fates, that 
my individual salvation is not going to come about without a 
collective salvation for the country.”10 (Emph. mine—B.H.)  
(Obviously President Obama does not believe in the separa-
tion of church and state.)
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manded Christians to teach the new converts “to observe all 
things whatsoever I have commanded you” (vs. 20). Jesus 
commanded Christians to teach the new converts to obey, not 
to clothe, feed, or house them.

Perverted Gospel: The Social Gospel is not the Gospel of 
Christ.  It is a perverted gospel and Paul warned us about false 
gospels telling us that those who “would pervert the gospel 
of Christ” will “be accursed” (Gal. 1:6-9).

The Jews in Jesus’ day were looking for a Messiah to 
establish a physical kingdom in fulfillment of their under-
standing of the prophecies. This led to their rejection of and 
crucifixion of Jesus.

Proponents of the Social Gospel are looking to establish a 
paradise here on earth instead of preparing for one in eternity. 
This leads to their rejection of the true Gospel of Christ.

Proponents of the Social Gospel reject the admonition to 
“work out your own salvation with fear and trembling” 
(Phi. 2:12). They are looking for a collective salvation to their 
own damnation and the damnation of those who believe them.

Conclusion
Most, if not all, of the man-made “Christian” church-

es have adopted at least some of the Social Gospel as their 
gospel. Sadly, so have some in the Lord’s church. Clothing 
the naked, feeding the hungry, etc., is easy to do and is non-
threatening. It makes a person feel good about himself. It is 
generally appreciated by the ones who we help. Whereas, try-
ing to share the true gospel with the lost is not easy to do and 
many are afraid to do it. It generally isn’t accepted nor appre-
ciated. It often produces a negative response for the ones you 
are trying to help.

But, if we, who have the true bread and water of life, 
don’t share it with the masses who are spiritually starving and 
dying, then who will? All our benevolence should be done 
with the goal of saving souls, the goal of Christ’s Gospel, not 
making someone else’s life here on earth a little better, the 
goal of the Social Gospel.

END NOTES
1. mlk-kpp01.stanford.edu/.../encyclopedia/enc_social_gospel

2. Ibid.

3. Some of this section comes from  www.encyclopedia.com/topic/So-
cial_Gospel.aspx

4.  conservapedia.com/Social_Gospel 

5.  www.newworldencyclopedia.org/entry/Social_Gospel

6.  Ibid.

7.  conservapedia.com/Social_Gospel

8.  www.encyclopedia.com/topic/Social_Gospel.aspx

9. http://www.wfsp.com/news/16389467/detail.html

10. http://www.youtube.com/watch?v=U0crhth_g9E

—189 Brookside Dr.
Stanton, KY 40380

The whole emphasis of the Social Gospel is on the physi-
cal, not the spiritual. Proponents teach that since Jesus fed 
the hungry, cared for the needy, and healed the sick, therefore 
this is the essence of Christianity. Seeing to people’s physical 
well being should be the primary work of Christians, society, 
and government. Therefore, Christians should try to change 
society and government so that everyone will understand that 
the most important thing is the removal of social evils, i.e. 
poverty, hunger, inequality between the poor and the rich, etc.

Errors Of The Social Gospel
Physical Needs:  It is true that Jesus occasionally fed the 

hungry, cared for the needy, and healed the sick. But, it is not 
true that this is the essences of Christianity.

Twice Jesus miraculously fed a multitude. Not because 
they were poor, but because that had come to hear Him preach 
and were getting hungry. Jesus could have miraculously 
solved the world’s food problem, but He did not.  Why then 
should we think that He wants us to do what He chose not to 
do?

Jesus could have miraculously healed everyone in the 
world and have put an end to sickness and suffering, but He 
did not. Why then should we think that He wants us to do 
what He chose not to do?

Jesus could have miraculously eliminated poverty, but He 
didn’t. According to Jesus poverty will never be solved.  “For 
the poor always ye have with you” (John 12:8).Why then 
should we think that He wants us to do what He chose not to 
do and said will never happen?

Jesus’ Purpose:  Jesus said that He came “to seek and to 
save that which was lost” (Luke. 19:10). Jesus did not say 
that He came to feed the hungry, clothe the naked, tend to the 
sick or provided housing for the homeless. On occasions He 
did see to some peoples’ physical needs, but that was not His 
main mission. Why then should we think that He wants us to 
do what He did not come to do? In Matthew 25:35ff Jesus did 
tell Christians that He expects them to do these things.  They, 
however, were not His mission nor are they the mission of the 
church. They are simply a means Christians are to use achieve 
their mission.

John tells us that the reason we have a record of the times 
that Jesus miraculous feed the hungry or healed the sick was 
not to show us what is expected of us, but so that we “might 
believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God; and that 
believing ye might have life through his name” (John 
20:30-31).

The Great Commission: In the first part of the Great 
Commission Jesus commanded Christians to go “teach all 
nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of 
the Son, and of the Holy Ghost ...” (Mat. 20:19). Jesus did 
not command Christians to go and feed, or clothe, or house, 
but to teach and baptize.

In the second part of the Great Commission Jesus com-
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Gotham Looks for Hero on Gay Rights
From the Family Research Council.

President Obama can probably fit the people satisfied 
with his leadership in one ballroom—and last night (June 17, 
2014—Editor) in New York City, he tried. With the world 
literally crumbling around him, Obama sought solace from 
one of the few groups still wholeheartedly embracing him: 
the gay and lesbian movement. At New York City’s Gotham 
Hall, the President got a hero’s welcome for a six-year legacy 
of forcing his radical sexual agenda on the rest of the nation.

Not so coincidentally, his speech came just one day after 
the White House capped off its summertime pandering with 
an executive order to do what Congress would not: give ho-
mosexuals, transgenders, and cross-dressers special treatment 
in the workplace. To the crowd, which forked over anywhere 
from $1,200 to $32,400 for tickets, the President took credit 
for his extreme military makeover, the redefinition of mar-
riage, circumventing benefits laws, and general lawlessness 

where “spousal” policies are concerned.
President Obama, who can’t find a few minutes to call for 

Meriam Ibrahim’s release from a Sudanese prison, had plenty 
of time to fly to New York and fundraise for homosexual ac-
tivists. “...I’m here tonight to say thank you for helping to 
make America more just and more compassionate.”

Of course, “just” and “compassionate” aren’t words 
bakers like Jack Phillips would probably use to describe the 
country’s evolution. Or sportscasters like Craig James. Or ed-
ucators like Dr. Angela McCaskill. Their businesses, careers, 
and reputations were destroyed on the backs of this “compas-
sionate” new America whose one-sided equality is hardly the 
progress Obama thinks it is.
[http://www.frc.org/washingtonupdate/the-vanish-inquisi-
tion-missing-emails-haunt-irs, Accessed June 26, 2014]

“Prejudice Is Prejudice”:
V. P. Biden Says Gay Rights Trump Culture

[Have you seen this sad story by the Associated Press and reported by ABC News online? (http://abcnews.go.com/Health/
wireStory/rice-protecting-gays-difficult-rights-issue-24284926—Accessed on June 25, 2014). My comments are within the 
article in parenthesis, bold, and caps.—Charles Pogue]

Seeking to mobilize a global front against anti-gay violence 
and discrimination, Vice President Joe Biden declared Tuesday 
that protecting gay rights is a defining mark of a civilized nation 
and must trump national cultures and social traditions. (NO, IT 
IS A DEFINING MARK OF A REBELLIOUS AND UNCIV-
ILIZED NATION!).

Biden told a gathering of U.S. and international gay rights 
advocates that President Barrack Obama has directed that U.S. 
diplomacy and foreign assistance [to] promote the rights of les-
bian, gay, bisexual, and transgender men and women around the 
world. (HOW LONG WILL IT BE BEFORE BEING ANTI 
HOMOSEXUAL WILL BE A CRIME FOR INDIVIDUALS? 
ONE SUPPOSES THIS PROMOTION MEANS CROSS 
DRESSERS SHOULD BE FREE TO USE WHICH OF 
THE TWO PUBLIC REST ROOMS LABELED MEN AND 
WOMEN—MUCH LIKE WHAT WAS RECENTLY DONE 
IN HOUSTON, TX??).

“I don't care what your culture is,” Biden told about 100 
guests at the Naval Observatory's vice presidential mansion. “In-
humanity is inhumanity is inhumanity. Prejudice is prejudice is 
prejudice.” (WHAT BIDEN DOES NOT CARE ABOUT IS 
WHAT THE BIBLE SAYS. SO FROM THE VP WE LEARN 
THAT THE GOVERNMENT’S JOB INCLUDES DETER-
MINING CULTURE?)

With anti-gay laws taking root in nearly 80 countries, Biden 
and other top White House officials met with religious, human 
rights and HIV health care advocates in a forum dedicated to 
promoting gay rights internationally. (LAWS? IS JAIL TIME 
ON THE HORIZON FOR PREACHING AGAINST HO-
MOSEXUALITY? LET ME GET THIS STRAIGHT. HO-
MOSEXUALITY IS A MAJOR CAUSE OF HIV, SO IT 
IS IMPORTANT TO PROTECT THE ACTIVITY THAT 
SPREADS THE VIRUS?).

Biden, who has emerged as a leading gay rights advocate 
within the Obama administration ever since he got ahead of 
Obama in declaring his support for gay marriage, said that across 
U.S. government agencies officials have been instructed to make 
the promotion of gay rights abroad a priority. (MARRIAGE 
IS GOD’S INSTITUTION, NOT THE GOVERNMENT’S. 
GOD HAS MADE THE RULE, ONE MAN ONE WOMAN 
FOR LIFE!).

Where countries fail to move toward protections of LGBT 
people, he warned, “there is a price to pay for being inhumane.” 
(PROMOTING THAT WHICH IS NATURAL AS OPPOSED 
TO THAT WHICH IS PERVERTED IS INHUMANE? PER-
HAPS THE MOST BLATANT EVIDENCE OF STUPIDITY 
IN THOSE INITIALS IS THE “T.” IT ALSO MAGNIFIES 
THE WORD “THE” OF “THE” EVIL IN “THE” LG&B).
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Among those at the evening reception were leading gay 
rights activists and the ambassadors from Britain, Sweden, Den-
mark and Iceland. Earlier Tuesday, White House National Secu-
rity Adviser Susan Rice cast the protection of gays from global 
discrimination, abuse and even death as one of the most challeng-
ing international human rights issue facing the United States (NO 
TRUE CHRISTIAN ADVOCATES VIOLENCE AGAINST 
HOMOSEXUALS. HOWEVER, VIOLENCE AGAINST 
HOMOSEXUALS IS NOT THE MOST CHALLENGING 
HUMAN RIGHTS ISSUE FACING THE U.S. AND THE 
WORLD. ABORTION (VIOLENCE AGAINST THE UN-
BORN) IS AHEAD OF VIOLENCE AGAINST HOMOSEX-
UALS, BY FAR).

Biden called gay rights “the civil rights issue of our day.” 
(NO TRUE CHRISTIAN, AS THAT WORD IS DEFINED 
AND USED IN THE NEW TESTAMENT, ADVOCATES 
OR SUPPORTS VIOLENCE AGAINST HOMOSEXUALS. 
THE SUGGESTION THAT VIOLENCE IS RAMPANT 
AGAINST HOMOSEXUALS IS A SMOKESCREEN TO 
COVER UP THE REAL ISSUE—THE REAL ISSUE IS 
SIN!).

“To achieve lasting global change, we need everyone’s shoul-
der at the wheel,” she said. “With more voices to enrich and am-
plify the message — the message that gay rights are straight-up 

human rights — we can open more minds.” (THEIR SHOUL-
DERS ARE ROLLING THE WHEEL TOWARD A PLACE 
OF FIRE AND BRIMSTONE. “GAY RIGHTS” ARE A VIV-
ID REMINDER OF SODOM AND GOMORRAH).

Rice cautioned that the effort is difficult because laws limit-
ing gay rights in some countries enjoy strong popular support. 
But she said cultural differences do not excuse human rights 
violations. (ANOTHER SMOKE SCREEN USED TO PRO-
MOTE THE APPROVAL OF SIN).

“Governments are responsible for protecting the rights of 
all citizens, and it is incumbent upon the state, and on each of 
us, to foster tolerance and to reverse the tide of discrimination,” 
Rice said. (DID YOU CATCH THE, “EACH OF US” IN HER 
COMMENT? SHE IS DECLARING THAT IT IS INCUM-
BENT UPON EVERY CHRISTIAN TO SILENCE HIM-
SELF AND ALL THOSE WHO TEACH GOD’S TRUTH ON 
THE SUBJECT. I THINK NOT!). 

— WASHINGTON, Jun. 24, 2014, 2:25 PM ET
By JIM KUHNHENN Associated Press 

 —P. O. Box 592
Granby, MO. 64844

PRACTICAL SUGGESTIONS AND EXAMPLES
FOR CHRISTIAN WOMEN

Lavonne J. McClish

There is little in the Word of God in the way of detailed 
and specific instructions for women of God. Therefore, these 
suggestions are simply that: possible ways of applying the 
Scriptures to our own needs.

Example: Preachers’ wives must sometimes learn to ac-
cept the fact that we are not good at certain things—for in-
stance, coordinating and serving meals to those families who 
have lost loved ones, even if the previous preacher’s wife did 
this quite well for years. We may find that our talents lie in-
stead in such areas as cataloging the library, if any. If there is 
none, we might consider beginning one.

Some of us have absolutely no talent for finding or mak-
ing visual aids, but we do have a knowledge of the Scriptures 
and the ability to present the lessons clearly. We must choose 
the method that suits our particular personalities, and we 
must make sure that the importance of God’s message comes 
through, rather than the beauty and cleverness of our methods 
or even our personalities. One excellent solution would be for 
one who is artistic and imaginative to help make visual aids, 
charts, and other things for a seasoned teacher who is better 
with making the Bible lesson come alive. Such teamwork or 

partnership (and you can think of other ideas) would produce 
much better results than either woman or girl could do alone.

My experience as a young preacher’s wife might prove 
instructive here. For many years, as I attended Ladies’ Bible 
Classes, Preachers’ Wives’ Workshops, lectureships, and oth-
er classes for women, the idea was repeatedly pounded into 
my head that there is a creature called a “Preacher’s Wife” 
(and the same would apply to the wives of other leaders), with 
qualifications listed in God’s Word—#1, #2, #3, and so on. If 
I did not “fit the mold,” then I could never qualify as a good 
preacher’s wife. I didn’t. I also remember that, invariably, if 
such a wife had any kind of problem (especially between her 
and her husband, and also with her children), she alone was to 
blame. Her husband deserved better.

Furthermore, it would be selfish of her to expect any-
thing from him, since he was doing the Lord’s work, and all 
his time, energy, and effort were needed and expended else-
where. (Several times through the years a total stranger [or 
someone I just met] has laid a hand on my shoulder, looked 
me in the eye, and commanded, “You take good care of that 
man, because he is doing the Lord’s work!” All the while, I 
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start breakfast. That might not work for others at all. Maybe 
you would prefer to wait until everyone is in bed at night, and 
have that time alone. If your children still take naps, and if 
you are a stay-at-home mother, you might like to set that time 
aside for your study.

Should a preacher’s wife or an elder’s wife go to the back 
of the auditorium after worship so that she can stand with 
her husband and greet people? Doing this helps her to get to 
know the members of the church and their families. It helps 
the members of the church to see her as a part of her hus-
band’s work and possibly to gain respect for her  (something 
she needs!). Another important consideration is that, if she 
does not do this, many of the visitors may get away before she 
can seek them out and meet them.

On the other hand, to some people that practice seems to 
be “affected”—like trying to look important and “official.” 
Then, too, if she has young children, there will be problems if 
she does not supervise them. I can well remember being criti-
cized for holding on to my small sons’ hands and not getting 
around to meeting people. So I started trying to get around 
and meet people, and then I was criticized or letting my chil-
dren run wild. This is not a hugely important matter, but it is 
one that a wife will have to think about.

Many have said that, if a leader’s wife is willing to hire a 
baby sitter so she can have some recreation, she should also 
hire a baby sitter so she can go out to visit and to teach. I’m 
not sure I would go this far, but the idea would merit some 
thought and discussion. Some are never able to afford a baby-
sitter for any reason, but there are alternative solutions, which 
might work. For instance, we might offer to trade child-care 
duties with another mother in the church (either for recreation 
or for visiting). 

As the children get a little older, it might be good to take 
them along when we visit. Nursing home visits are a good 
place to start. Older people, especially, love to see children. It 
is very important that children learn to respect, love, and ap-
preciate older people. Think of the countless ways and areas 
in which children (not to mention young parents) can learn 
from the elderly! There is, of course, the problem of behavior; 
some children are particularly active, noisy, and rowdy, while 
others are naturally quieter. But as they get older, they can 
be taught about appropriate behavior in different settings and 
about being gentle with frail, delicate older people, and can 
learn to subdue themselves for short periods.

CONCLUSION
The reader can doubtless think of many more practical 

applications of Scriptures directed toward women or that ap-
ply to women as well as to men. It would be good to form 
the habit, whenever we study the Bible, of concentrating on 
possible ways to implement Scriptural commands and exhor-
tations and incorporate them into our own areas of service.

—Deceased

was laboring under the delusion that I was doing the Lord’s 
work, also!) She alone must see to it that their children were 
properly brought up. (I once heard a preacher [one of those 
who traveled the country presiding over “weekend work-
shops”] say, “My wife has brought up our sons [and she did a 
good job!]; I have not been home on a weekend for 20 years!” 
Thinking of Ephesians 6:4, I wanted to stand up and say, “You 
have sinned and you need to repent!” but I restrained my-
self. Needless to say, since I never fit the mold nor did I ever 
measure up to the standards set by those who were teaching 
(and not, I finally realized, by God’s Word), I was continually 
discouraged, depressed, and plagued by feelings of guilt. All 
my efforts to improve seemed to fall short.

Some wives of preachers, elders, and deacons are great 
hostesses. They have just the right touch in artistic and culi-
nary matters. They keep their houses spotless, and they can 
be prepared for guests at the drop of a hat. And then there 
are the rest of us. For my part, I just try to stay one jump 
ahead of the health department. I have never been organized 
or methodical. The only thing I know how to do is try to make 
my guests feel comfortable, at home, and at ease. The food I 
serve is very plain. (I wouldn’t dare try anything fancy; I am 
just an old country cook.) Our table is just as plain, and most 
of the time we use a plastic tablecloth, sometimes even when 
we have guests.

Some women are extroverts, enjoy being with people con-
tinually, and even like to be in the public eye. Others are more 
introverted and are more attuned to pursuits such as reading, 
studying, and writing. They might be good at such things as 
writing articles for periodicals or for a series of studies for 
Bible classes, cataloging the church library, proof-reading 
bulletin articles, or writing songs (lyrics or music or both—
for children or for adults). Many situations come to mind in 
which this kind of personality would accomplish much. Think 
of the assistance she could provide for other teachers, from 
nursery age to adults. There is a vital need for both the extro-
verts and the introverts. However, we need to stress here that 
none of us is exempt from teaching others—women and chil-
dren, in a group or individually—and sometimes (in a private 
setting, such as Priscilla did) men. We may plant, as Paul did, 
or we may water, as Apollos did, but we must all be teaching 
(1 Cor. 3:3–11).

Yes, how well do I know that it is hard to find a time when 
we can be alone and have peace long enough to study. No 
one protects our study time (answering phone, doing neces-
sary household chores, caring for children) the way we try to 
shield our husbands so they can study. Each one of us must 
find her own time, place, and method. I am a morning person, 
so when our three children were small—and when, day after 
day, I would find myself exhausted at the end of the day with 
absolutely no study at all done—I formed the habit of getting 
up early in the morning, before my husband or my children 
were up (two of the children were very early risers), to have a 
few quiet minutes of reading, study, and prayer before time to 
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A NEW NATION  
With Israel now in Egypt, every opportunity and advantage 

was theirs to grow and be readied for their departure unto Sinai. 
To lead the people, God chose a shepherd of Midian who was 
of the stock of Israel reared in the house of Pharaoh. That man 
was Moses. Moses was certainly called, tried, and blessed,  but 
it was for the greater purpose of calling, trying, and blessing 
Israel. He was called by God to bring His people Israel out 
of bondage—out of the land of Egypt (Exo. 3:10). Moreover, 
Moses was called upon by the Lord to be His prophet, to speak 
unto Israel and Pharaoh all the words of God (Exo. 3:16; 4:14-
16). Moses was the instrument by which God called His people 
out of bondage saying:

...The LORD God of your fathers, the God of Abraham, 
of Isaac, and of Jacob, appeared unto me, saying, I have 
surely visited you, and seen that which is done to you in 
Egypt: And I have said, I will bring you up out of the af-
fliction of Egypt unto the land of the Canaanites, and the 
Hittites, and the Amorites, and the Perizzites, and the Hiv-
ites, and the Jebusites, unto a land flowing with milk and 
honey. (Exo. 3:16-17)

To this calling the children of Israel hearkened, for when 
they heard the words of God and saw the confirming signs, “...
the people believed: and when they heard that the LORD had 
visited the children of Israel, and that he had looked upon their 
affliction, then they bowed their heads and worshipped” (Exo. 
4:31). From this moment unto Sinai the people of Israel saw 
and experienced many new and wondrous events: the plagues, 
the Passover, and the parting of the Red Sea. The greatest was 
at Sinai. Exodus chapters nineteen and twenty chronicle one of 
the greatest events to have ever happened in the sight and hear-
ing of mortal men. God spake into existence a nation. A nation 
gathered unto Himself to show forth His own glory:

For thou art an holy people unto the LORD thy God: the 
LORD thy God hath chosen thee to be a special people 
unto himself, above all people that are upon the face of the 
earth. The LORD did not set his love upon you, nor choose 
you, because ye were more in number than any people;  
for ye were the fewest of all people: But because the LORD 
loved you, and because he would keep the oath which he  
had sworn unto your fathers, hath the LORD brought 
you out with a mighty hand, and redeemed you out of the 
house of bondmen, from the hand of Pharaoh king of  
Egypt (Deu. 7:6-8).  
God again reiterated His calling of Israel and set forth the 

challenges and trials to prove Israel and the attendant blessings 
for the faithful. Upon that day, God spoke to the people from 
Heaven (Exo. 20:22). He reminded them that He had brought 
them forth from bondage with His own strong arm. He remind-
ed them that He was a jealous God unwilling to share His glory 

INTO EGYPT AND ON TO SINAI 
In the eternal purpose of God to bring the Christ into the 

world that salvation may be a realized thing and not a product 
of prospect only, He desired a foreshadowing of the church—
the body of His dear Son. The shadow would be a nation of 
priests and a holy people unto the Lord. This body of people 
would be a living example of holiness and obedience before 
the world around them; a nation of godliness in the midst of na-
tions of wickedness. Israel was to be a holy people, a theocratic 
nation—but a nation nonetheless. To this end God brought His 
people into Egypt to grow them and prepare them for Sinai that 
they might truly be a nation in number, law, and Divine pur-
pose. This maturation was effected through the agency of the 
life of Joseph.  

JOSEPH
Joseph was also called, tried, and greatly blessed. Joseph’s 

call came by way of two dreams of his youth. Both dreams 
spoke of that which would come to pass many years in the fu-
ture when Joseph become ruler in Egypt second only to Pharaoh 
(Gen. 37). At the time that the dreams were Divinely revealed 
to Joseph, he was but a youth among the sheep—loved by his 
father but hated by his older brethren. In great cruelty, he was 
stolen from his father by his brothers and sold into Egyptian 
slavery (Gen. 37). A temporary respite was given to Joseph in 
the house of Potiphar. God richly blessed Joseph that he rose 
to prominence over Potiphar’s household. Once more, calam-
ity befell Joseph, for he was insidiously betrayed by Potiphar’s 
wife and cast into prison (Gen. 39). While in prison opportunity 
was given to Joseph by God through the imprisoned butler and 
baker of Pharaoh (Gen. 40). In time,  Pharaoh dreamed a dream 
that greatly troubled him. Then Joseph was remembered in pris-
on and brought before Pharaoh to give the interpretation of Pha-
raoh’s dream (Gen. 41). By Joseph’s Divinely appointed ability 
to interpret Pharaoh’s dream, he was set over all the kingdom 
to be administrator. As administrator, Joseph prepared Egypt, 
through the guidance of the Lord, to be a sanctuary in the time 
of terrible famine—and it was the famine that was the impetus 
for Jacob to send his sons into Egypt to buy grain. Through the 
actions of Joseph with his brothers, Jacob journeyed with all 
Israel, some seventy souls, and came into Egypt to settle in the 
land of Goshen (Gen. 41-45). That this was part of the eternal 
purpose of God is beyond dispute, for Joseph said,

 Now therefore be not grieved, nor angry with yourselves, 
that ye sold me hither: for God did send me before you to 
preserve life, and, ...God sent me before you to preserve 
you a posterity in the earth, and to save your lives by a 
great deliverance. So now it was not you that sent me hith-
er, but God... (Gen. 45:5, 7-8).

 To serve God and further His plans to bring the Christ into 
the world was Joseph’s greatest blessings. 

Abraham to Sinai—A Chosen People (Part 3)
John D. Rose
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with any other. The Lord stated plainly that mercy was abun-
dant for the obedient but wrath only awaited the ungodly. God 
demanded honor for it was due Him and Israel was to show 
mercy and do justice unto all (Exo. 20:1-17). If Israel would 
give up their idols (Jos. 24:14) and worship and obey God, He 
would come unto them and His presence would be with them 
and He would bless them: 

And the LORD said unto Moses, Thus thou shalt say unto 
the children of Israel, Ye have seen that I have talked with 
you from heaven. Ye shall not make with me gods of silver, 
neither shall ye make unto you gods of gold. An altar of 
earth thou shalt make unto me, and shalt sacrifice thereon 
thy burnt offerings, and thy peace offerings, thy sheep, 
and thine oxen: in all places where I record my name I will 
come unto thee, and I will bless thee (Exo. 20:22-24). 

God has always required of men to give up their fear and 
trust in Him and worship only the one true living God. He re-
quired this of Abraham. He required it of Joseph. God also de-
manded this of Israel. And He demanded it of those who would 
hear and obey the Gospel on, “...that great and notable day of 
the Lord...” (Acts 2:20). 

PENTECOST THE SUBSTANCE OF SINAI 
About fourteen hundred seventy-seven years after God es-

tablished Israel as a nation in number, in Divine Law, and in Di-
vine purpose, He established a new nation—a new Israel (Gal. 
6:16). This would be a nation in number—every creature (Mark 
16:15, 16; Acts 2:38, 41, 42), in Divine Law—the Gospel (Heb. 
8:10; Rom. 1:16; also see James 1:25), and in Divine purpose. 
It was and is to teach and live as the Gospel instructs that it may 
be saved and save those it teaches (1 Tim. 4:16; See Col. 3:17; 
Rome. 10:17; 2 Cor. 5:7). This nation would be the church of 
Christ as that term is defined and used in the New Testament.

With its tabernacle, Temple, Levitical priesthood, and ani-
mal sacrifice, the old Law was a shadow of good things to come 
(Heb. 10:1, 4). As the shadow is not the substance, so the Law 
of Moses and its ordinances were not the actual law or the body 
of the Christ. God brought forth Israel from Mount Sinai, but 
He said He would bring forth a new covenant—a new people:

Behold, the days come, saith the LORD, that I will make a 
new covenant with the house of Israel, and with the house 
of Judah: Not according to the covenant that I made with 
their fathers in the day that I took them by the hand to 
bring them out of the land of Egypt; which my covenant 
they brake, although I was an husband unto them, saith 
the LORD: But this shall be the covenant that I will 
make with the house of Israel; After those days, saith the 
LORD, I will put my law in their  inward parts, and write 
it in their hearts; and will be their God, and they shall be 
my people. And they shall teach no more every man his 
neighbour, and every man his brother, saying, Know the  
LORD: for they shall all know me, from the least of them 
unto the greatest of them, saith the  LORD: for I will for-
give their iniquity, and I will remember their sin no more 
(Jer. 31:31-34).

The calling would not be from Sinai but from Zion:

And it shall come to pass in the last days, that the moun-
tain of the LORD’S house shall be established in the top of 
the mountains, and shall be exalted above the hills; and all 
nations shall flow go up to the mountain of the LORD, to 
the house of the God of Jacob; and he will teach us of his 
ways, and we will walk in his paths: for out of Zion shall go 
forth the law, and the word of the LORD from Jerusalem 
(Isa. 2:2-3).

As it was with Abraham, Joseph, Moses, and Israel: so it 
was with those on the day of Pentecost. They were called, they 
were tried, and they were greatly blessed.

THE CALLING, TRIAL, AND BLESSING 
On that great day, just ten brief days after the ascension of 

the Lord back to Heaven, where He presented His own blood 
before the Throne of God and sat down on the right hand of the 
Majesty on High (Dan. 7:13-14, Heb. 1:3), God began His final 
steps toward the first Pentecost day in Jerusalem after the ascen-
sion of Jesus to redeem mankind from their sins, which steps 
were started all those years earlier in Abraham in that far away 
land on the other side of the “flood” (Gen. 12:1-3; Jos. 24:15). 
After the death, burial, resurrection, and enthronement of the 
Christ, the greatest moment for mankind was when God, for the 
first time, opened the door to the church through the apostles 
preaching of the Gospel in its fullness. Thereby  Heaven was 
made available to all those that would obey—“And I will give 
unto thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven...” (Mat. 16:19). 

On that Pentecost day Peter called on his audience to, 
“...Save yourselves from this untoward generation” (Acts 
2:40). How could they so do? They could be saved if they be-
lieved, “...that God hath made that same Jesus, whom ye 
have crucified, both Lord and Christ;” and if they would, 
“...Repent, and be baptized every one of you in the name 
of Jesus Christ for the remission of sins...” (Acts 2:36, 38). 
Three thousand passed the trial and proved themselves worthy 
of the Kingdom (Acts 2:41). Those three thousand souls put off 
their fear, their prejudices, and their rebellious traditions and 
submitted unto the Gospel (Mark 16:15, 16; Rom. 1:16). They 
triumphed in faith as Abraham had. They walked in trust as 
Joseph had. And they became a holy nation unto God as Israel 
had. 

CONCLUSION 
God has always sought belief, love, and obedience from 

mankind (Heb. 5:8, 9). In Abraham, He found just that. God 
also found faithful servants in Joseph and Moses. All of these 
men were tried and refined through hardships, failures, and tri-
umph. The anchor of their faith was the Almighty God. Today, 
every man is called by the Gospel to give up his idols and serve 
the Living God in sincerity and in truth. As those on the day 
of Pentecost were saved so shall a man be saved today—being 
called by the Gospel, triumphing in trial throughout one’s life 
by obedience to God’s Word, and finally receiving that crown 
of life eternal (1 Cor. 15:58; Rev. 2:10).

—1770 18th Ave. NE
Naples, FL 34120
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TRUE-TO-THE-BOOK BIBLICAL EXEGESIS AND COMMENTARY  IN MANUSCRIPTS OF VARIOUS LENGTHS

    We believe the materials you will find on scripturecache.com will increase your Bible knowledge, enrich your spiritual perspective, and draw you 
nearer to God. From brief articles to much longer manuscripts, you will find Bible-related materials here for the taking. We encourage you to download, 
copy, and distribute these documents freely (including using them for study guides or supplemental materials in Bible classes). However, since they are 
copyrighted, we kindly request you to pass them on to others at no charge, even as you have received them. We hope you will visit us often, because we 
will be continually adding new documents in all of the categories below. 

Our Brief Articles...

The brief articles available on this site were for the most part originally written over the years for church bulletins or newspaper articles. They are on a 
wide variety of Biblical topics, moral issues, and doctrinal subjects. They continue to be reprinted in numerous church bulletins throughout our nation.

Our Longer Articles...

These articles, considerably longer than the brief essays described above, were, for the most part, written for and have been published in various reli-
gious periodicals over the years.

Our Long Manuscripts...
We wrote the extended manuscripts you will find here by assignment to serve as chapters in scores of religious books. These manuscripts were thoroughly 
researched and are fully documented.

We wish for you a profitable and enjoyable reading experience.

    WELCOME TO SCRIPTURECACHE.COM . . .
Your Site for BiBle expoSition, exegeSiS, and CommentarY on a wide varietY of topiCS and paSSageS

   During the more than fifty years I have been preaching the Gospel of Christ, Lavonne (my wife for all of these years) and I have written a few thou-
sand pages of manuscripts on the Bible and Bible-related subjects.  

Various ones have urged us to make these materials more widely available, which we are doing through this Website. Andy, one of our sons, has also 
written several Manuscripts and articles that have been published. You will find these here also. These materials include commentary on passages and 
personalities of Scripture, essays relating to worship and doctrine, and articles on ethical and doctrinal issues. 

Many of these are brief articles of 1 to 3 pages in length that have appeared (and are still appearing) in church bulletins throughout the land. Many 
of these shorter articles were also written for newspaper publication, and not a few of them are uploaded in their original publication format. Scores of 
these treatises are in the range of 4 to 12 pages, most of which were originally published in various religious periodicals. We wrote most of the long manu-
scripts (ranging in length from 13 to 59 pp.) on assignment from directors of various lecture programs, and they have been published in approximately 
two hundred books produced by said programs.

In all that we have written we have had absolute faith in the statement of the apostle Paul: “All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is 
profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:16, KJV). We have never found any evidence to persuade 
us otherwise than that the Bible is the fully inspired Word of God, including the very words in which it was revealed to its original writers (1 Cor. 2:10, 
13). We believe that the Bible sits in judgment of men, and we tremble at the eternal fate of mere human beings who dare to assume the role of its critics 
and judges.

These materials are non-sectarian and non-denominational—they simply seek to get to the heart of the meaning of the Scriptures. We gladly make 
them available to Bible students everywhere at no charge. If the things we have written help even one person to a better understanding of the Sacred Text 
and to a closer relationship with its Divine Author, we will feel amply rewarded.

Dub McClish, Gospel preacher

Dub McClish Lavone McClish Andy McClish
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The Complete Firm Foundation (1884-2010)
Published in PDF Format

Barry Jones
704 Red Oak Drive
Orange, TX 77632

PDF is portable document format, that can be used by any computer. You can search author, title, 
subjects and anything you want. Follow Guy N. Woods through his preaching ministry. Follow Gus 
Nichols and his Bible Studies. All the articles, issues, and the controversy are included.  

125 years of brotherhood news is available now for $1 per year.
I remember how I really loved to listen to my favorite professors—Terry Hightower, Jackie Stears-

man, William Woodson, Dowell Flatt, Earl West, Jack Lewis, and many lectureship speakers—and how 
they talked about the old preachers, and the issues that sparked the Restoration Movement in America.  
I also remember how painful it was to dig out these jewels of history; how you had to go to a College 
library and find the bound volumes of each journal. Few indexes were available so if you wanted to be 
comprehensive in your search, you just had to go page by page. Even though it was time consuming, I 
enjoyed all those hours. I tracked controversial issues through the decades going page by page.

Now, we have a way to use the computer to scan all those pages and search what we want to see.  
You can sit at the feet of Alexander Campbell, Moses Lard, Barton W. Stone, and John W. McGarvey.  
Don’t forget that the Firm Foundation covered 125 years—many generations of great preachers and 
Bible Scholars. All the issues are covered as they had to deal with the same troubles we have today. The 
schools, the churches, the mission points, and world missions are all chronicled here in the Firm Founda-
tion. This is the paper missionaries reported their news and needs. The FF is really the “who is who” of 
the Restoration Movement. Biographical sketches of current and future preachers, teachers and editors 
are all here. It is possible that the history of your home congregation is here too!

As I started this project (The Firm Foundation Preservation Project), I had to learn the computer 
skills, acquire the right software, and scanners, and then I had to track down all the issues. I travelled 
thousands of miles, talked to the helpful and not so helpful, and managed to gather up thousands of loose 
issues. You would think that one complete copy would be enough, but no. Many times I would find a 
missing page or issue in a “complete” set and have to go looking again. I even had to use microfilm for 
1886-1929 because those who had these issues were not willing to let me scan them. It was an amazing 
journey but worth it. You would think that brotherhood librarians would be the best source for infor-
mation and assistance. Some were extremely helpful… others were indifferent… and still others were 
downright mean. Go figure that out.

Order online from AMAZON.COM (type in the search line “Firm Foundation 
Preservation Project”), or write me (704 Red Oak Drive, Orange, TX 77632), or 
phone 409-670-1675.

The Firm Foundation Covers 125 Years For ONLY $125.00. 
 Also, you can order the Millennial Harbinger, Christian Baptist, Lard’s Quarterly, and others. All 

are unrestricted pdf files. The other titles are $1.00 per year as well. Special thanks to John Prophet and 
the Firm Foundation for granting me permission to do this worthy project.

The Firm Foundation Covers 
125 Years For ONLY $125.00. 

Also available—Millennial 
Harbinger, Christian Bap-
tist, Lard’s Quarterly, & oth-
ers in unrestricted pdf files. 
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2014 SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST CFTF LECTURESHIP

 WHAT MUST A CHRISTIAN DO TO REMAIN FAITHFUL TO CHRIST
The lectureship was presented from Wednesday, February 19—Sunday, February 23 in the facilities of the Spring Church of 
Christ. The congregation is superintended by elders: Kenneth D. Cohn and Buddy Roth. David P. Brown is the evangelist work-
ing full time with the church. He is also the director of the annual lectureship and editor of the book. 

Secretary: Sonya West   t E-mail: sonyacwest@gmail.com   t Office Phone: (281) 353-2707

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST ~ PO BOX 39 (Mailing address) ~ 1327 SPRING CYPRESS ROAD, SPRING, TX 77383

  

Know The Difference In The Lord’s Church And The Religions Of Men—Dub McClish                             
Walk Circumspectly And Lay Hands Suddenly On No Man—Charles Pogue

Be Steadfast In Daily Bible Study, Learning What Is Involved In Ascertaining Bible Authority—Terry Hightower                                                                                            
Be Ready To Forgive A Brother Or Sister Who Repents Of Sin—Lee Moses

Continue to Yield Your Body A Living Sacrifice To God—John West
Strengthen Your Hope Of Heaven—Daniel Denham

Grow In Love For The Brethren—Lester Kamp
Be Obedient To Faithful Elders—Michael Hatcher

     Contend For The Faith —Gary Summers
Love God With All You Are And Have—Bruce Stulting

Love Your Neighbor As Yourself —Geoff Litke
Do Not Be A Respecter Of, Or Partial, To Persons As You Live, Teach, And Defend The Gospel—John  Rose                                                   

 Be Determined To Fellowship Only Those Who Are In Fellowship With God—Charles Pogue     
Watch Ye, Stand Fast In The Faith, Quit You Like Men, Be Strong—Michael Hatcher                                                                                                                         

Be Faithful In Attendance To All Assemblies Of The Church—Johnny Oxendine                                                                    
Do Not Follow A Multitude To Do Evil—John Rose

Keep A Good And Honest Heart—Wayne Blake
Have No Fellowship With The Unfruitful Works of Darkness, But Rather Reprove Them—Danny Douglas                                                                                                         

        Rejoice When You Are Persecuted for Living The Christian Life—Sonya West
    The Husband And Father’s Responsibility In Keeping His Family Faithful—Lee Moses

       The Wife And Mother’s Responsibility In Keeping Her Family Faithful—Lamar Schrei
Keep A Humble And Teachable Mind That Is Ready To Repent Of Any Sin—Johnny Oxendine

Do Not Be A Partaker Of The Works Of The Flesh, But Be Filled With The Fruit Of The Spirit—Gary Summers             
Teach The Alien Sinner, Restore The Erring Church Member, And Be Ready Unto Every Good Work—Lynn Parker

Pray Without Ceasing—Bruce Stulting
Withdraw Fellowship From Disorderly Church Members, Including Family Members—Danny Douglas      

Teach Godliness By Example And Doctrine, Expose And Refute Error, Hold Fast What Is Good—Terry Hightower
Always Worship God In Spirit And In Truth—Daniel Denham                                                                                

Keep Informed About Church History, Current Events, And World Events Impacting The Church—Dub McClish
gfgfgfgfgfg

Videos of the lectures are archived at the following web address: www.churchesofchrist.com.
LECTURESHIP BOOK: The book is $22.00 per book plus $4.00 S&H. Bookstores and dealers ordering five or more books get a 40% discount. 

CD OF LECTURESHIPS: A CD of ALL the Spring Church of Christ lectureship books from 1994–2014 is available. This is in PDF format and 
is searchable. The price is $50.00 per CD. If you have purchased a CD previously, you can upgrade for $5.00 to the current CD (1994-2014). We 
ask that you return your old CD when you purchase the new one. 

AUDIO AND VIDEO: Audio and video recordings of the entire lectureship are available in CD (MP3), DVD, and Blu-ray formats. The cost is: 
CD set—15.00 plus S&H; DVD (standard definition) set—$30.00 plus S&H; Blu-ray (high definition) set—$40.00 plus S&H. Texas residents 
must add 7.25 percent tax.

ORDERING: To order the lectureship book, the CD of the lectureship books, or audio/video recordings contact Contending For The Faith, P. O. 
Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or (281)350-5516, or dpbcftf@gmail.com.
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Understanding The Will Of The Lord
39th Annual Bellview Lectures

Held June 6 – 10, 2014 

 Theme of the Bible Wayne Blake
 God’s Scheme of Redemption Charles Pogue
 Dispensations of Time Dub McClish
 Patriarchal Dispensation Michael Hatcher
 Mosaic Dispensation   Dub Mowery
 Christian Dispensation Charles Pogue
 Ante-Diluvian Period Roelf L. Ruffner
 Post-Diluvian Period Harrell Davidson
 Arrangement of the Bible Jerry Brewer
 Patriarchal Period Roelf L. Ruffner
 New Testament Worship Ken Chumbley
 Period of Bondage Dub Mowery
 Period of Wilderness Wanderings Harrell Davidson
 How We Got the Bible Doug Post

Period of Conquest    Ken Chumbley
Period of Judges John West
Period of the United Kingdom                          Paul Vaughn
Period of the Divided Kingdom                  David P. Brown
Period of Judah Alone                                        Wayne Blake 
Worship                                                        Michael Hatcher
 The Church in the Eternal Purpose of God Gene Hill
 Period of Exile Doug Post
 Period of Restoration Jerry Brewer
Inter-Testament Period Dub McClish
 Period of the Life of Christ                           David P. Brown
 Period of the Church Gene Hill
Second Coming and Judgment John West
The Whole of Man Paul Vaughn

Books
The lectureship book, Understanding The Will Of The Lord,  is 
a soft-cover book containing 28 chapters. Everyone will want to 
purchase a copy and perhaps additional copies for gifts. The cost 
is $11.00 plus S&H.

 Order From
Bellview Church of  Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, 
FL 32526, Phone: (850) 455-7595

Books-on-CD
The Bellview lectureship books (1975-1976, 1978, 1988-2005, 
2007-2014) will be available on CD in Adobe PDF. The price of 
the CD is $37.50. The CD will also includes the Defender (1970, 
1972-2013), Beacon (1972, 1974-2013), and other material.

www.bellviewcoc.com

Contending for the Faith Spring Church of Christ Lectureship Books
A SEARCHABLE CD OF THE LECTURESHIP BOOKS FROM 1994–2014 IS AVAILABLE FOR $50.00

A CD FOR ONE BOOK COST $5.00   hf $3.00 P&H FOR ONE BOOK 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

        
2014     What Must I Do To Remain Faithful?      $22.00
2013    Christ—The Great Controversialist        $22.00
2012      N. T. Ch. & Counterfeit Churches                   $20.00
2011    Profiles in Apostasy #2                         $20.00
2010  *Profiles in Apostasy #1                             ..........
2009  *Religion & Morality                                 ..........
2008   Unity—From God or Man                        $17.00
2007    Fellowship—From God or Man              $17.00
2006    Anti-ism—From God or Man                  $17.00
2005    Morals—From God or Man                    $17.00
2004    Judaism—From God or Man                  $17.00

   2003*Islam—From God or Man                ............  
 2002    *The Jehovah’s Witnesses                   ............ 
 2001    *Mormonism                                        ............
 2000    *Catholicism                                       ............
 1999    *Pentecostalism                                   ............
 1998    *Calvinism                                           ............
 1997      Premillenialism                                  $14.00
 1996      Isaiah (Vol. 2)                                     $12.00
 1995      Isaiah (Vol. 1)                                     $12.00
 1994    The Church Enters the 21st Cent.        $12.00
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Directory of Churches...
-Alabama-

Holly Pond–Church of Christ, 10221 Hwy 278, 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–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 [By phone inside USA (281) 475-8247; Inside 
the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  Alternative Cambridge 
contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101;  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.

-Montana-
Helena–Mountain View Church of Christ, 1400 Joslyn Street, Helena, Mt. 
59601, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Daniel Coe, 
evangelist (406) 475-4686 or Matt Bidmead (406) 461-9199.

-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, e-mail: 
allenlawson@earth-comm.com.

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535 
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841,www.belvederechurchofchrist.
org; e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (8-3) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 
a.m., 6:00p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803)279-8663

Texas-
Denton area–Northpoint Church of Christ, 4224 N. I-35 (Greenway Plaza, 
just north of Cracker Barrel). Mailing address: 4224 N. I-35, Denton, TX 
76207.  E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Website: www.northpointcoc.
com.  Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 
(940) 387-1429; dubmcclish@gmail.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., 1:30 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures, and the internet school, Truth Bible 
Institute. 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.

Contending For The Faith
P. O. Box 2357
Spring, Texas 77383-2357 
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Two Gospel preaching brethren, whom we shall designate as “Beta” and “Delta” (so as publicly not to identify them, 
and perhaps cause some to take a position on this subject due to their names, rather than the truth), have engaged in a written 
debate on the controversial subject of  “Praying to Jesus.” Neither of these two preachers consider the subject a cause for 
division in the church, but realize that there may always be varied opinions on this subject, though each is fully persuaded in 
his own heart that his view is correct, and in harmony with scripture. Each reader is asked to study the matter with an open 
mind. The following propositions are stated. “The Bible teaches that in addition to praying to the Father, it is acceptable to 
pray to Jesus” (signed/Beta). “The Bible teaches that prayer is to be offered only to God the Father” (signed/Delta). The 
discussion began with Beta in the affirmative, and Delta in the negative. 

A WRITTEN DEBATE ON:

“IS IT SCRIPTURAL TO PRAY TO JESUS?”

BETA’S FIRST AFFIRMATIVE
I am delighted to be able to make my first Affirmative 

argument to my friend Delta.  We have been friends all my 
life, and I have always respected him very much. He has 
taught me to think for myself, and at times, to even disagree 
with him on certain topics. I know of no man that I admire, 
or agree with more than my brother Delta. But, unfortunate-
ly, Delta has taken a position that does not agree with God’s 
word. So with this in mind, let us consider the truths that are 
found in the Bible.

Years ago I was visiting a certain congregation, and as I 
glanced through their song book, I realized that there were 
many songs that had a stamp on them that stated, “We don’t 
use this song here.” (Or something to that effect.)  As I looked 
for a common thread between these songs, I realized that all 
of them were songs that either praised Jesus, or they were 
prayers to our Savior. Songs such as “My Jesus, As Thou 
Wilt,” “My Jesus, I Love Thee,” “Savior Thy Dying Love” 
and “Just a Little Talk With Jesus,” are songs that some say 
cannot be used for this reason. I honestly believe that there 
are some songs that are not scriptural in our hymnals. But I 
am not certain that these songs are included in this category.  

Is it the case that we cannot pray to Jesus? If so, what 
makes it right for us to sing songs of praise to our Lord, but 
then wrong to word a prayer to Him. To me, this is the reason 
why this debate is so important. The final answer concerning 
this issue is not how much I enjoy singing these songs, but 
what does the Bible say about this issue. Can we sing songs 

that are a prayer to Jesus? Can we pray to Him?  With this 
in mind, I would like to give the reasons from the Bible as 
to why we can pray to Jesus. Please pay attention to the fol-
lowing:

I. The first passage I would like to look at is Acts 7:59.  
Here Stephen is being stoned to death.  In verse 56 he sees 
the “...Son of man standing on the right hand of God.” 
(All scripture quotes are from the ASV unless noted other-
wise). Then we find him “...calling upon the Lord, and 
saying, Lord Jesus, receive my spirit.” With his dying 
breath he cries out “Lord, lay not this sin to their charge.”  
I find a wonderful parallel to my Savior on the cross from 
Luke 23 when I compare these passages.  In verse 34, Jesus 
says, “Father, forgive them; for they know not what they 
do.”  Then in verse 46 He says “Father, into thy hands I 
commend my spirit...” Now this is important. If Stephen 
wanted to imitate our Savior by these two statements, why 
did he not pray as Jesus did, “Father, Receive my spirit,” 
and “Father, lay not this sin to their charge?” Delta wants 
us to believe that we are commanded to pray only to the 
Father. But if this is the case, it applies to the apostles as 
well. When was an apostle of the Lord, or an inspired indi-
vidual like Stephen, allowed to “sin” simply because they 
were apostles! We must observe that if the Bible demands 
our prayers to be given only to the Father, then Stephen is 
under obligation to follow that commandment from God.  

Concerning the prayer Stephen makes to Jesus, Wayne 
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Editorial...

(Continued on Bottom of Page 17)

REGARDING THE DEBATE
IN THIS ISSUE OF CFTF

The following debate is printed as we received it because we 
did not desire to change the way the disputants chose to say 
what they did. The only exception to the foregoing is the nor-
mal changing of spelling corrections, verb agreement, and 
the like, as well as fitting the debate to our format for all 
articles printed in CFTF. To do more changing would have 
necessitated submitting such changes to the disputants for 
their approval and we did not desire to take the time to go 
through that process. 

—David P. Brown, Editor

Of all truth, spiritual truth is the most important (Mat. 
6:33; John 8:31,32; 17:17; 1 Tim. 2:4; Jam. 1:18). Believed and 
obeyed from the heart, spiritual truth alone procures the remis-
sion of man’s sins against God and thereby his reconciliation 
to Him (Rom. 5:10; 6:3, 4, 17, 18; 1 Pet. 1:22; Col. 2:12; Eph. 
2:16; 2 Cor. 5:18, 19). We, therefore, dare not let our admiration 
for and friendship with any preacher, paper, school, or anyone 
else cause us to reject the truth on any subject. Moreover, our 
love for the truth of the gospel should exceed even our love for 
our families.

In seeking to “be established in the present truth,” men 
have utilized the polemic platform as one means to test their 
convictions (2 Pet. 1:12). When conducted properly, debates 
have served well to aid men in complying with Paul’s directive 
to “Prove all things; hold fast that which is good” (1The. 
5:21). Such debates expose error as well as uphold truth. Such 
a discussion is a “proving ground” operation.

Both of these brethren have declared their belief in the ple-
nary verbal inspiration of the Bible. Hence, they have acknowl-
edged the Scriptures to be the objective, absolute, humanly at-
tainable, final, infallible standard for determining God’s will 
in any and all matters moral and spiritual (2 Tim. 3:16, 17; 
Jam.1:25; 2 Tim. 2:15; John 12:48). Moreover, each disputant 
has affirmed his belief in the absolute need and proper use of 
the rational faculties of man in arriving at the truth on any sub-
ject (Isa. 1:18; Acts 17:2; 18:4; 24:25; 1 The. 5:21; 2 The. 3:1, 
2). The reader must determine whether the debaters stayed true 
to and consistent with what they “declared,” “acknowledged,” 
and “affirmed.”

The debate was a written one. Both disputants argued their 
cases as they saw fit. Each participant pressed what he deemed 
to be inconsistencies and contradictions on the part of his op-
ponent. Questions were employed by each party to expose what 
each disputant considered to be inconsistencies, contradictions, 
and to keep their readers focused on the issue at hand. This is 
the nature of a debate; and, therefore, the reason the serious 
student is benefited by it.

The earnest pupil knows what to look for in a debater’s 
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Jackson writes: “Guy N. Woods characterized the ‘view that 
a person cannot address a petition of any kind to Christ’ as 
‘absurd,’ and as a reflection of ‘nitpicking.’...” (“Christian-
courier.com,” May a Christian Address Christ in Praise or 
Prayer? Look at brother Woods comments in Over the Vast 
Horizon – Authorized Biography of Guy N. Woods, written 
by Harrell Davidson, pg. 272; also see Questions & Answers 
– Vol. II by Guy N. Woods pg. 39). 

II. Our beloved brother Paul tells us about his thorn in 
the flesh in 2 Cor. 12:7. Then in verse 8 he tells us “Concern-
ing this thing I besought the Lord thrice, that it might 
depart from me.” The word besought is defined by Thayer 
as “‘to call to one’s side,’ hence, ‘to call to one’s aid’.” Who 
can doubt that this passage is referring to the fact that Paul 
prayed to our Lord, not once but 3 times. What a horrible 
example Paul set if we can only beseech God the Father in 
our prayers!

III.  In Acts 1:24, 25, we find a prayer that is offered by 
the Apostles to our Lord.  This passage reads:

And they prayed, and said, Thou, Lord, who knowest the 
hearts of all men, show of these two the one whom thou 
hast chosen,  to take the place in this ministry and apostle-
ship from which Judas fell away, that he might go to his 
own place.

J. W. McGarvey says of this prayer: “Here is a simple 
address to the Lord, beautifully appropriate to the petition 
they are about to present” (Commentary, Acts of the Apos-
tles). What a spectacularly short prayer we find in these two 
verses. 

IV.  At the end of the Bible, John issues a short simple 
prayer: “Come, Lord Jesus!” (ASV). Certainly one of the 
last things found in the Bible is a prayer to Jesus that we all 
should aspire to. We should long for the coming of our Lord, 
and even pray for it! So we find both at the beginning and at 
the end of the New Testament (after the gospel account), a 
prayer is given in the church to Jesus.

V.  When Paul wrote to Timothy, he stated: “And I 
thank Christ Jesus our Lord, who hath enabled me, for 
that he counted me faithful, putting me into the minis-
try” (1 Tim. 1:12). Did Paul, give thanks to the Father?  Yes, 
at times.  But he also gave thanks to our Savior, as we see in 
this passage, showing by example that we to can give thanks 
to Jesus as well.

VI.  In Acts 22:17, the Bible tells us what the apostle 
Paul did after he was converted. Paul is now a Christian and 
the first thing we see is our brother praying to Jesus. Note this 
verse: “And it came to pass, that, when I had returned to 
Jerusalem, and while I prayed in the temple, I fell into a 
trance...” The Bible tells us he “...prayed in the temple.”  
The one he is praying to is our Lord.  We know this because 
while Paul is praying, he sees the one to whom he is praying 
to.  From verses 18 and 19 we learn that Jesus speaks to him. 

Paul is praying to Jesus, then he sees him and speaks to him.     
VIII. A very strong argument that is given by Basil Over-

ton in The World Evangelist, August, 1986, is the following: 
In 1 John. 5:13, 14, the Bible reads: 

These things have I written unto you that ye may know 
that ye have eternal life, even unto you that believe on the 
name of the Son of God.  And this is the boldness which 
we have toward him, that, if we ask anything according 
to his will, he heareth us; and if we know that he heareth 
us whatsoever we ask, we know that we have the petitions 
which we have asked of him.  (Emp. Added by Beta). 
When you look at “his, he, him” in these verses, they 

go back to verse 13 where it talks about “the Son of God.”  
There is no doubt that the petition we make is to the Son of 
God. Here we see a specific passage that tells us we are to 
pray to the Son of God. If this passage does not teach that it 
is all right to pray to Jesus, words have no meaning!

I agree with Basil Overton in the article mentioned ear-
lier when he said “Nothing in the above is designed to lessen 
prayer to God the Father, it is only presented to show that the 
Bible tells us prayers were made to Jesus Christ. Whoever 
argues with this, argues with the Bible.”

Now, let me tell you what Delta has got to do in the 
Negative. He must show that the passages that I have used 
are no longer applicable to the church today. Either that, or 
show that the men involved in praying to Jesus sinned by 
their prayer. It does no good to state that these men all had a 
conversation with Jesus because they were inspired. Inspira-
tion never allowed the  apostles to break the commandments 
of God. If God “commands” us to pray “only” to the Father, 
and that no prayers can be offered to Jesus, then the apostles 
are required to follow the commandments of Jesus. Inspira-
tion certainly allowed the apostles to converse with Jesus, 
but it does not give them the right to “pray” to Jesus as the 
passages tell us they did. If I speak to Delta on the phone, 
that is acceptable. But if I “pray” to Delta as one does to 
deity, then that is sinful. This is something that we all un-
derstand. So it follows that either the apostles sinned, or else 
they were given the ability to pray to Jesus, and the Bible 
tells us that we must do differently than the apostles. Those 
are the only choices Delta has in this debate. Let’s see which 
he chooses!

DELTA’S FIRST NEGATIVE
Jesus taught that we are to abide by His “sayings” 

(teachings) in the gospel age (Mat. 7:24-28). Among the 
things He taught, was “addressing the Father.” After Jesus 
had been praying, the apostles wanted Him to teach them 
“how” to pray (Luke 11:2,3). Jesus said to “pray to the Fa-
ther” (Mat. 6:6); “pray ye, Our Father which art in heav-
en” (vs. 9); and “when ye pray, say, Our Father” (Luke 
11:2). Apostolic confirmation reminds us to do all things, 
in “word or deed” “in the name of the Lord” (Col. 3:17). 
“Word” here includes prayer. Just before leaving the earth, 
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Jesus used the expression “in that day” twice in connection 
with “prayer,” referring to the time he would no longer be 
with them, and that they (in that day), to (1) No longer ad-
dress Him, (2) They should ask the Father, (3) In the name 
of Jesus, and (4) He would not be praying to the Father 
for them, but they would be praying to the Father them-
selves. He had previously declared that they should ask in 
His “name” (John 14:13,14). Apostolic confirmation states 
we are to “give thanks unto God the Father in the name 
of our Lord Jesus Christ” (Eph. 5:20). We have long ob-
served that denominational folks pray TO God “in the name 
of God,” and TO Jesus “in the name of Jesus”—an absurdity.

My opponent, Beta, argues that Christians can scrip-
turally “pray to Jesus.” He misapplies several NT passages 
to “prove” his case. The first passage He uses is in Acts 7, 
where Stephen has just preached an inspired (by the Holy 
Spirit) message, and was “full of the Holy Ghost” (vs. 55). 
After being stoned, he saw Jesus “standing” at God’s right 
hand, and says, “Lord Jesus, receive my spirit” and “Lay 
not this sin to their charge” (vss. 59, 60). He recognized 
Jesus, possibly from an earlier acquaintance, as in Acts 1:15. 
At any rate, he recognized Him, and saw Him “standing” 
(not seated at God’s right hand in his position of authority 
as king). Note also that there is no reference to “the name 
of Christ” when he spoke TO Him, as we are careful to do 
today when we pray, as Jesus authorizes. This was indeed a 
very special occasion, where inspiration had occurred and 
with Jesus’ very presence, before the throne of God. Hardly 
a good setting for an example to us in the matter of offering 
and receiving answer to prayer. If one today were to (1) Be 
inspired, (2) Being full of the Holy Ghost, (3) Be stoned to 
death for it, (4) See heaven opened, and Jesus “standing” at 
God’s right hand, who would say he should not address Je-
sus? Such would surely not be classified as a “prayer.” 

The second “proof-text” from Beta is 2 Cor. 12:7,8, 
where Paul besought the Lord three times to remove his 
thorn. Now, we are in a context of “visions and revela-
tions” (vs. 1), and Paul has heard words that were unlawful 
for him to utter. He spoke to the “Lord,” but it is not estab-
lished that he was speaking to “Jesus,” though His name is 
mentioned twice in the context. “Grace” is usually associ-
ated with “God” (Tit. 2:11). Bear in mind, Paul had already 
been acquainted with Jesus, and had conversation with Him 
(Acts 9:1-6). Was that communication a “prayer,” when Saul 
made a request, and received a direct, verbal “answer” from 
Jesus?? In 2 Cor., Paul does receive a verbal answer, that 
His “grace” was sufficient for him. This was very likely the 
occasion when Paul received the revelation of the gospel 
(Gal. 1:11; Eph. 3:3). At any rate, it was a direct interchange 
between the Lord and an inspired servant and not a normal 
“prayer” situation. If so, can we expect direct, vocal answers 
to our prayers today? Again, this was a miraculous situation, 
and not a setting for teaching us about how we are to pray.

The 3rd “proof-text” Beta offers is Acts 1:24, 25, where 
the disciples asked the “Lord” to show them whom He was 
choosing to replace Judas. It was the Father who chose and 
gave the apostles to Jesus (John 17: 6, 9, 24), and they were 
chosen by God (Acts 10:41), and even God chose Paul (Acts 
22:14). The one addressed was the “Lord,” and He is once 
identified as the Father of Jesus Christ (Acts 4:23-30). Since 
they had been told not to ask him anything directly after His 
departure, but to address the Father, this must have been 
what they were doing here. Again, an unprovable example 
of one “praying to Jesus.” 

The fourth “proof-text” Beta offers is Rev. 22:20 (that 
he only alludes to), where John has just heard Jesus address 
him directly, and verbally, that He is going to come quickly, 
and John simply says, “Even so, come Lord Jesus.” Actu-
ally, we cannot know for sure, whether John said what he 
did, to the Lord at that time, or it was part of what John wrote 
afterward, when He wrote the entire book, with reference to 
whatever coming is discussed in the book, as He came in 
judgment upon the whore and the beast. Again, an unprov-
able “example” of how we can pray to Jesus today.

The fifth “proof-text” Beta offers is 1 Tim. 1:12, where 
Paul wrote, “I thank Christ...” for putting him into the min-
istry. The text does not mean that Paul did so in a prayer, but 
that he was “thankful,” or “grateful” for what the Lord had 
done. A similar Greek term is used in Heb.12:28, where it is 
translated “let us have grace.” When I might say to some 
person, “I am thankful to the Lord” for you, that does not 
describe how I might have expressed my thoughts to God, 
or that I was “praying” when I was telling you.  I may have 
expressed my thanks to God, in the name of Christ. I can 
say every day, “I thank God for you,” meaning that I am 
always generally thankful for that individual. The passage 
simply holds gratitude to the Lord. If it does mean he did it 
in prayer, it surely was in harmony with the Lord’s will for 
prayer, which would have been to the Father, in the name of 
the Lord—which prayer included Jesus as the mediator. I of-
ten say, “I am thankful for my parents,” but they are now de-
ceased, and I am not “Praying” to them, and did not “pray” 
to them when they were alive.

The sixth “proof-text” of Beta is Acts 22:17, where Paul 
fell into a “trance” as he prayed, and the Lord spoke di-
rectly and verbally to him. Just because he saw Jesus, does 
not mean he had been praying to Him. Peter fell into a trance 
in Acts 10:10-12, and saw beasts, birds and creatures, but 
that doesn’t mean he prayed to them. Daniel once had been 
praying to God (Dan. 9:4), and had a visit from “Gabriel,” 
an angel. Does that mean he had been praying to Gabriel??

The 7th “proof-text” by Beta is 1 John 5:13,14. Beta 
claims that the “he” and “him” of the text refers to “Jesus” 
who hears us. The context actually begins with God (vs. 11), 
who gives “life” (through Jesus Christ, who is parentheti-
cally described in verses 12-13). In verse 14, he returns to 
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God, as the One who hears us when we “ask” (Jam. 1:5), 
and He is the one who “gives life” to those who do not sin 
unto death (vs. 16). Also, John says He is the One who gives 
“boldness,” who is the Lord (the Father of Jesus, Acts 4:29; 
1 John 3:20, 21). The ASV, NASB, and RSV, have “God” in 
the text of 1 John 5:15, 16. 

The word “ask” is found three times in the context of 
1 John 5:11-15, with reference to the “life” given by Him. 
First, we ask the One who has a “will” regarding prayer, vs. 
14; (cf Mat. 26:39; Jam. 4:15.  Second, we ask the one who 
“hears” prayer, vs. 14,15; cf John 9:31; 1 Pet. 3:12). Third, 
we ask of “him” (vs. 14), who is “God,” (vs. 16; cf ASV, 
NASB, RSV). (God is the One who “gives” that eternal life, 
as stated in verses 11 and 16). 

So, the entire context is about God who does things in 
and through Jesus Christ. Again, Beta, you are stretching to 
get a “prayer” to Jesus out of what John wrote. 

Beta, it is best to get truth from the text itself, rather than 
some well-known preacher who happens to agree with you. 
Beta, remember this:

1) Prayer is to be to the Father, in the name of Jesus. 
(Mat. 6:9; John 14:13,14)

2) If prayer to Jesus is proper, then it would be proper to 
pray to him, “in the name of the Father.” But where did the 
Father ever authorize believers to pray to Jesus??

Beta, what you need to do is give us approved examples 
of one praying to Jesus when no miracle, trance, vision, or 
revelation is taking place.

In closing, I wish to leave some questions for you to give 
answer to in your next affirmative.

1. What is the difference between “praise” and “prayer”?
2. What is meant by “praying in the name of Jesus”?
3. What do you teach and practice in regard to this?
4. Is it scriptural to pray to the Holy Spirit?
5. Is it sinful to ever address an angel?
6. Was Saul praying when he said, “What shall I do 

Lord?”?
7. Was Jesus’ answer evidence that He answers us di-

rectly and verbally?
8. When anyone addresses Jesus, is it always a prayer?
9. Can one praise the Lord (or anyone else) without it 

being a prayer?
10. Was the Roman centurion praying when he made a 

request of Jesus?
Beta, it is a pleasure to discuss these serious matters 

with you. Please give even a brief answer to the questions 
above. If you don’t answer them, I will answer them for you, 
and explain the consequences of whatever answer you give. 
I am awaiting your second affirmative.

Sincerely, DELTA

BETA’S SECOND AFFIRMATIVE
Brethren, I find it a joy to be able to bring to you my 

second affirmative argument. Let me show you what Delta 
believes. Jesus is not only the Son of God, but he is God.  
He is eternal, omnipotent, omnipresent, omniscient and im-
mutable. He is equal to God in every way. Indeed, our Lord 
is to be worshipped! Now get this: Delta believes we are 
to worship Jesus, and see Him as God, but we can’t pray to 
Him! He is one of the Godhead three, but we cannot pray to 
Him. That doesn’t make sense.  

You will note in the last part of my first affirmative ar-
gument, I stated that Delta will have to choose between the 
apostles sinning by praying to Jesus, or that the passages that 
we looked at are no longer applicable to us today. Rather 
than addressing either of these choices, Delta chose to be-
lieve that there was nothing going on other than a conversa-
tion between the apostles and Jesus. Stephen was just having 
a conversation with Jesus because he saw Him. The Apos-
tles had a number of conversations with Jesus, and never 
“prayed” to Him; even though that is the word the Bible uses 
to tell us what they did (Acts 1:24).

Now in answer to the arguments that Delta opens with.  
He uses Mat. 6:6ff to show that Jesus teaches us to pray to 
“...Our Father which art in heaven...” First of all, Jesus 
does not say in this passage that we are to pray “ONLY” to 
the Father. This is the position that Delta is attempting to 
prove. Secondly, Jesus is with the disciples, so there is no 
need to pray to Him. While He was on this earth, they were 
able to talk with Him. Thirdly, in this model prayer, Jesus 
says to pray “...Thy kingdom come...” But now that the 
kingdom has come, we no longer pray for that. In the same 
manner, now that Jesus has entered into heaven and is sitting 
on the throne of God, we can also pray to him. Fourthly, is 
Delta trying to say Mat. 6:6ff is teaching us everything there 
is about prayer? Certainly there are other teachings about 
prayer that are not found in this passage. And fifthly,  I have 
never said that we are not to pray to the Father. I believe we 
should pray to God the Father. 

Next, Delta argues from John 14:13, 14. I agree that we 
are to pray to the Father through Jesus, or as Paul puts it in 
Eph. 5:20, “in the name of our Lord Jesus Christ.”  This 
teaches us that the only way we can pray to God the Father, 
is through Jesus. We cannot approach the throne of God ex-
cept through our mediator, that is through Jesus. But Delta 
did not look at verse 14.  It reads “If you ask Me anything in 
My name, I will do it.” (NASV). Note the word “ME.”  We 
can ask Jesus (that is who the Me is), anything. I’m aware 
that the ASV and KJV do not read this way.  But the ASV has 
a footnote that  states “Many ancient authorities add me.”  
Frank Pack states that this refers to the “oldest and best man-
uscripts.” (The Living Word Commentary, vol. 5, pg. 62).  
The context bears out that one can ask Jesus because He is 
the one that answers the prayer. Twice it says “...that will 
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I do...” So the very verse that Delta uses lets us know that 
we can pray to Jesus. I do not know, nor care, what the de-
nominational folks do. The important thing is, what does the 
Bible say.  Is Delta going to start entering the church build-
ing through the windows because the denomination enter 
through the doors of their buildings?  

Delta misses the point that I made concerning Stephen.  
If Stephen is obeying what Jesus commanded us to do in 
prayer, he must pray as Jesus tells us to. It doesn’t matter 
if Stephen can see Jesus or not. When he prayed, he was 
required to pray as the Bible tells us to pray. Note also that 
Stephen saw “Jesus standing on the right hand of God...”  
(Acts 7:55). That implies that he also saw God the Father.  
Yet he prays to Jesus. If Stephen saw God standing on the 
right hand of Jesus, shouldn’t he pray to the Father in order 
to obey the commands of the Bible? If indeed the Bible com-
mands us to pray “only” to the Father.

Next, Delta wants us to believe that in 2 Cor. 12:7, 8 Paul 
is carrying on a conversation with Jesus. But Delta does not 
address the fact that the Bible says Paul “besought” Jesus. 
That is he prayed to Him three times. Then Delta contradicts 
himself by stating that on the one hand Paul had a conversa-
tion with Jesus, then he states that we don’t know who the 
Lord is in this passage even though His name is mentioned 
twice. Oh what tangled webs we weave! Delta, you need to 
chose one and stick with it. And then he asks “can we expect 
direct, vocal answers to our prayers today?” Does this imply 
that when we pray to God, He doesn’t answer our prayers? 
Of course God answers our prayers. Just not verbally as he 
did with Paul on this occasion. But the passage still teaches 
that Paul prayed to Jesus!

In Acts 1:24, 25 Delta wants us to believe that “the 
Lord” refers to God the Father instead of Jesus our Lord. 
But note verse 21 speaks of the “Lord Jesus,” then they pray 
to the Lord in verse 24. They are praying to Jesus. Delta 
should have gone back to John 15:16. There he would learn 
that Jesus is the one who “chose” the apostles. If He chose 
the other twelve apostles, it only follows that He chose Mat-
thias as well. Yes, the Father “gave” the apostles to Jesus, but 
Jesus is the one who “chose” them.

Concerning 1 Tim. 1:12, are we to believe that when 
Paul says he was thankful for the church at Ephesus (Eph. 
1: 15,16) he wasn’t praying? Paul tells us he was praying 
when he thanked God for them. Paul was thankful for all 
the churches he worked with as well as the individuals. He 
prayed for them. As Paul prayed, he thanked God. and on 
this occasion, he prayed to Jesus.

As to Acts 22:17, Delta needs to look closer at these 
passages. When Peter fell into a trance in Acts 10, he spoke 
to the Lord, not to the beasts (vs. 14). In Acts 22, Jesus is the 
one speaking to him. We know this from verses 18,19.  Delta 
wants us to believe that they are just carrying on a conversa-
tion in some passages, then in other passages they are not.  

He needs to stay consistent with his conversation theory, no 
matter how ridiculous it is!

I believe the passage that is totally devastating to Del-
ta’s position is 1 John 5:13-15. There is no doubt that John 
is talking about the “Son of God” in verse 13. Verses 14 and 
15 then refers to Him, that is the Son of God. How does 
Delta handle this? He states that verse 13 is a “parenthetical” 
statement. That the Him goes back to verse 11 where it talks 
about God. Who can believe it! The ASV doesn’t have any 
parentheses there. Neither does any other translation that I 
know of. In fact, the ASV has a space between verses 12 and 
13. This gives the idea that verse 13 starts a new paragraph.  
The context is that the Son of God is the one we pray to. No 
amount of finagling will ever get Delta away from this.

Now to answer Delta’s questions:
1. What is the difference between “praise” and “prayer”?  

Answer: Prayer can include praise. For example Mat. 6:9 
“Our Father who art in heaven...” But not all praise is 
prayer.

2. What is meant by “praying in the name of Jesus”?  A:  
By his authority.

3. What do you teach and practice in regard to this?  A:  
To what? the debate?  I teach the same thing Delta does. We 
are to pray to the Father with Jesus as our mediator. But we 
can still pray to Jesus and thank Him for the things he has 
done for us. During the Lord’s Supper, I see no problem with 
praying: “Father, I thank thee for thine unspeakable gift; 
and Jesus, I thank thee for being willing to die for me.”  (As 
Windell Winkler suggests we can pray.)

4. Is it scriptural to pray to the Holy Spirit? A: there are 
no examples of prayer to the Holy Spirit, but there is to Je-
sus. That’s what this debate is about.

5. Is it sinful to ever address an angel?  A: Yes.  Gal. 
1:8, 9; Rev. 22:9. Is Delta implying that Jesus is equal to the 
angels?

6. Was Saul praying when he said, “What shall I do 
Lord?”?  A: No.

7. Was Jesus’ answer evidence that He answers us di-
rectly and verbally?  A: No.

8. When anyone addresses Jesus, is it always a prayer? 
A: Always is a big word. If we address Jesus in prayer, it is 
a prayer.

9. Can one praise the Lord (or anyone else) without it 
being a prayer?  A: Yes

10. Was the Roman centurion praying when he made a 
request of Jesus? Which Roman centurion are you talking 
about? Cornelius in Acts 10? That was an angel of God, vs. 
3, an angel vs. 7; a holy angel, vs. 22.  Is Delta implying that 
Jesus is on the same level as the angels?
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DELTA’S SECOND NEGATIVE
Beta tells how I, Delta, believe in the Godhead three, 

and that it makes sense that we pray to Jesus. What about the 
Holy Spirit—should we pray to Him? Surely, Jesus can be 
worshiped, and He is when we praise Him in song. Beta next 
argues that though we are taught to pray to the Father, that 
doesn’t mean “only” to Him, but where is the teaching that 
says we can pray also to the Son? Christ has “one body,” 
but does that mean it is not the “only” body, or church? No, 
Beta, I am not saying that Matthew 6 teaches us everything 
about prayer, but Luke’s account does say, “When ye pray, 
say, Our Father which art in heaven” (Luke 11:2). Now to 
examine further the claims of Beta. I shall use bold Roman 
numerals to identify each topic or paragraph.

I. Now to John 14:13, 14. In vs. 12, Jesus speaks of 
“when I go to the Father,” that corresponds with John 
16:23, where He said “in that day ye shall ask the Father,” 
and “in that day ye shall ask in my name” (vs. 26), and He 
(the Son) would “not pray the Father” for them, suggest-
ing they would not be asking Him (the Son) anything, but go 
directly to the Father, and God (the Father) would give it to 
them. So, just how could the word “me” belong in the text? 
Strange that all the translating scholars of the KJV, NKJ, and 
ASV did not see that? Beta bases his argument on a margin 
note of the ASV which says that some manuscripts add “me.” 
But, how could the disciples ask “him” anything, when He 
said, “ye shall ask me nothing” (16:23)? A problem for 
you, Beta, and we will not let you forget it, though I predict 
you will try. Strange indeed, that if we pray to the mediator 
through the mediator, we spin our wheels, especially when 
the mediator says we are not to ask Him anything directly 
after He goes to the Father. To suggest that one should or 
can scripturally pray to a mediator and through a mediator, 
is an absurdity, for a mediator is “one.” In Galatians 3:20, 
Paul wrote, “Now a mediator is not a mediator of one, 
but God is one.” Now, a mediator must work between two 
parties—in this case, God and man, “For there is one God, 
and one mediator between God and man, the man Christ 
Jesus” (1 Tim. 2:5). Likewise, it is a contradiction, because 
in another passage, Jesus said that after His ascension into 
heaven, disciples would ask Him absolutely “nothing” 
(John 16:23). Whom will you accept: Jesus or Beta?

II. In no “proof-texts” Beta uses of events after Pen-
tecost that he calls “prayer” is there any reference to them 
“praying” or even “asking.” The words are not used. But, 
it doesn’t matter, for every one of his “proof-texts” involve 
events in a trance, a vision, or in revelations. These were 
miraculous events where the Lord communicated with men 
who were inspired of the Spirit, or were “in the Spirit.” It is 
folly to argue that these cases show how we can follow their 
example and thus “pray to Jesus.” If they open this door, 
they also open the door to the Lord speaking directly to 
saints and sinners today apart from the gospel message. Just 

to call these occasions “prayer” doesn’t make them prayer; 
just as men calling same sex-unions “marriage” does not 
make them marriages in the sight of God. 

III. Beta admits that when Stephen prayed, “he was re-
quired to pray as the Bible also tells us to pray,” yet turns 
right around and said “he prays to Jesus,” which Jesus never 
taught—but taught just the opposite. Regarding Paul in 2 
Corinthians 11, Beta says I believe Paul was carrying on 
a conversation with Jesus. I said no such thing. Beta is the 
one who said it was “Jesus.” Well, I do know this, that Paul 
himself said, that we are to give thanks to God “always, for 
all things” (Eph. 5:20), and “in everything by prayer... let 
your requests be made known unto God” and that the God 
of peace shall keep their minds through Christ Jesus (Phi. 
4:6, 7). Does not “all things,” and “everything” include such 
things as Paul besought the Lord to do, if 2 Corinthians 11 
was a prayer? There is no proof that the “Lord” in 2 Cor. 11 
was Jesus, but even if it was, that was a time of revelation 
and vision, where inspiration occurred. That is significant. It 
doesn’t matter if Christ is mentioned in the overall context, 
for He is often mentioned with the Father, when God does 
all things through Christ. Beta says the word “besought” 
suggests a petition to God. Indeed? When Paul “besought” 
Timothy to abide at Ephesus (1 Tim. 1:3), was it a prayer?

IV. Beta argues that it was Christ who had “chosen” the 
apostles, so it must have been Him who did the choosing 
in Acts 1:24, 25. Ultimately, it was God who chose all the 
apostles, for Jesus Himself said that they were the men the 
Father gave Him (John 17:6), and “those that thou gavest 
me” (vs. 11). But, it was God who “chose” Saul, even if 
Christ appeared to Him (Acts 22:14). Ultimately, what Je-
sus did was the Father’s will, and it just might be argued 
that since Saul was chosen by God after Jesus ascended into 
heaven, it was God who also chose Matthias, since it was af-
ter the ascension. It should be noted that the Lord may have 
been the Father, for the “Lord” in the very next prayer of the 
disciples (also to the “Lord”) was clearly to the Father (Acts 
4:24, 26, 27, 29, 30). Dispute this Beta. If God was involved 
in the choosing, why could not this be a reference to Him?

V. Beta states that 1 Timothy 1:12 is a prayer to Jesus. 
However, he writes of the “grace of our Lord” in verse 14, 
along with faith and love “in Christ Jesus.” So, the “grace” 
was from the Lord, which was “in Christ.” Apparently two 
members of the Godhead are mentioned here. Then, he con-
cludes that “honor and glory” are to the “wise God” (vs. 
17). 

VI. Beta thinks 1 John 5:13-15 is devastating to Delta. 
It is devastating, not to Delta, but to Beta. John begins this 
context in vs. 11 by saying that it was God who has “given...
eternal life.” Then, he states that this life is in the Son, and 
rightfully the Son is referred to several times in verses 11-
13. But, the kicker is this: The one we “ask” is not the Son 
of God who is just referred to, but to the one who gives life 
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“in the Son.” We are to “ask” life (which God gives, vs. 11) 
when one repents, or does not “sin unto death.” In 1 John 
1:5-7, God through “Jesus Christ his Son,” is the one who  
“is faithful and just to forgive us” of our sins. Then, in 1 
John 2:1, we see that Jesus is our Advocate in our petitions 
to the Father. So, God gives life to the faithful, and forgives 
those who sin not unto death. 

VII. Now to the questions I asked Beta.   
1. I asked for the difference between “praise and prayer.” 

He answered that “not all praise is prayer.” This means we 
can “praise” Jesus without “praying to Him. Right Beta? We 
are authorized to sing praises to the Lord, but not authorized 
to pray to Him. Beta admits there is a difference between the 
two actions.                                                 

2. I asked what it meant to “pray in the name of Jesus,” 
and he answered that it means to pray “by His authority.” 
Right, we are to pray what Christ authorized, and He only 
authorized prayer “to the Father,” and that we are to ask Him 
(Jesus) nothing after He went back to the Father.           

3. I asked what he (Beta) taught and practice regarding 
“this.” He quibbled, as if he did not know what I was talking 
about. Well, I was talking about the question just before that, 
regarding “praying in the name of Jesus.”

4. I asked him if it was scriptural to pray to the Holy 
Spirit. He said there is no example of it, but earlier he said 
it is absurd that we cannot pray to all the members of the 
Godhead. Now, he would have to say we can pray to the 
Holy Spirit.

5. I asked if is a sin to ever address an angel. He said 
“yes.” Yet, John addressed an angel in the book of Revela-
tion. Was it sinful? Certainly not! But, the fact that he did 
address an angel, did not mean he was praying to him. Just 
so, any words John uttered to the Lord in Revelation does 
not mean he was engaging in prayer.

6. I asked if Saul was praying when he said, “What 
shall I do Lord?” Beta said “No.” Why not, Beta? He was 
speaking to Him, and that would be just as much a prayer as 
Stephen speaking to Him in Acts 7, or Paul speaking to the 
Lord (Father, or Jesus?) in 2 Corinthians 12. Consistency, 
where art thou?

7. I asked Beta if Jesus’ answer to Saul was evidence of 
the Lord’s answering “us” directly and verbally, and Beta 
said “No.” Why not? It certainly could be if it was a prayer, 
but Beta said it was not a prayer. True, it was not a prayer, 
and neither was Stephen’s words to Jesus a prayer.

8. I asked if anytime one addresses Jesus, is it always 
a prayer? He beat around the bush on that, saying when it 
is called a prayer, it is. Well, the so-called “prayers” he has 
used as “proof-texts” are not called prayers in the scriptures, 
but only by Beta. We should never call something a prayer 
unless scripture says it is.

9. I asked if one can praise the Lord or anyone without 
it being a prayer. He said “Yes.” Good, anytime we praise 
Jesus for something, whether about Him, or in song, it may 
not be a prayer, and Beta agrees with that. 

10. I asked Beta if the Roman centurion was praying 
when he made a request of Jesus. He asked “which Roman 
centurion?” Beta, I was talking about the only centurion 
that is said to have made a request of Jesus (Mat. 8:5-8). Of 
course, he was a “Roman” centurion, for that terminology 
belonged to him, or any other centurion. I do not know of 
any other centurion that made a request of Jesus. Beta began 
talking about Cornelius of Acts 10. Why didn’t Beta even 
allude to the one that made a request of Jesus—was he afraid 
he might have to call it a prayer?

We await Beta’s response.
BETA’S THIRD AFFIRMATIVE

It is a pleasure to help Delta see the truth on what the 
Bible teaches on this all-important issue. Now concerning 
Delta’s first paragraph. I am shocked that Delta got out of 
the fact that Jesus is God, that we can pray to the Holy Spirit! 
I never said that, and the fact is, I point out that there are no 
examples of anyone praying to the Holy Spirit in the Bible. 
But there are many examples of prayers offered to Jesus. 
Delta still has not answered properly what we find in Acts 
1:24. The exact words found in verse 24 are: “And they 
prayed... Lord...” If this passage said, “and they prayed 
Holy Spirit,” then I would say we could pray to Him. But it 
says they prayed to the Lord. How does Delta handle this?  
He wants us to believe that the Lord here is referring to the 
Father. First concerning this, the context bears out they are 
praying to Jesus. Note verse 21 tells us it is “Lord Jesus.”  
You cannot take a passage and say that it is talking about 
the Father when the context shows it is the Lord Jesus. Sec-
ondly, anytime a passage talks about God, it is correct to as-
sume it is talking about the Father unless the context brings 
out that it is the Son. Anytime the context uses the word 
Lord, it is correct to assume that it is Jesus unless the con-
text tells us differently. Delta says this is talking about the 
Father, because he wrongly assumes that prayer can be given 
only to the Father. His reasoning is similar to the denomina-
tional preacher who says the Bible teaches we are saved by 
faith only then interprets “baptism saves you” by saying no 
it doesn’t.  

I.  Now to John 14:14. This passage says “If you ask Me 
anything in My name, I will do it.” (NASV).  (See the sec-
ond point in Beta’s second affirmative) concerning the me 
in this passage, Wayne Jackson quotes Bruce Metzger who 
is one of the leading authorities on the NT  Greek language. 
This is what Wayne writes: 

Bruce Metzger has noted, “The word me is adequately sup-
ported.” He cites some of the oldest and best manuscript wit-
nesses, and adds that “me seems to be appropriate in view of 
its correlation with ego [“I”] later in the verse.”
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Another Greek scholar, Hugo McCord, Th.D. translates this 
verse like this: “I will do anything you ask me in my name.” 
All the evidence speaks for the fact that the newer transla-
tions are more accurate in this verse.  

Delta needs to take John 14-16 in it’s proper context.  In 
16:23 Jesus says “And in that day ye shall ask me no ques-
tion.” The reason for this is they will know the things Jesus 
is telling them. How? The Holy Spirit will reveal all things 
to them! Go back to 14:26 and find these words: “But the 
Comforter, even the Holy Spirit, whom the Father will 
send in my name, he shall teach you all things, and bring 
to your remembrance all that I said unto you.” The “sug-
gesting” that Delta gets from this passage is not correct. Je-
sus is telling them, you have many questions, but when you 
receive the Holy Spirit, those questions will be answered for 
you, so you have no need to ask me anything. He is not say-
ing they cannot and will not pray to him!  

Now I have shown data that substantiates the transla-
tion that I am using. Delta loves to add words such as pray 
only to the Father, you shall not ask Him anything directly, 
and the disciples would ask Him absolutely “nothing.” But 
the fact is, there is not one shred of evidence to establish his 
“additional” words!

Next Delta wants to make you think that since Jesus is 
our mediator, we cannot talk to Him. But look a little closer 
at Galatians 3:20. In fact go one verse before this. God gave 
the law through His mediator, that is Moses. Now note how 
Moses mediated between God and man. God would speak 
to His people through Moses. But how did the children of 
Israel speak to God? Through their mediator Moses. Now in 
Delta’s world, the children of Israel could not speak to Mo-
ses as their mediator, they had to speak “only” to God. But 
look back in Ex. 20:19. The Israelites said “...Speak thou 
with us...” They spoke to their mediator. No Delta, this is 
not “a problem for... Beta,” this is a problem for you! Yes Je-
sus is our mediator between God and man. God has spoken 
to us through the words of Jesus, and we can speak to Jesus 
in order to get to God.

Point II has already been answered, so lets go on to point 
III. Delta still misses the whole argument about Acts 7. Ste-
phen’s words are the same as the prayer Jesus made on the 
cross. If Delta is right, Stephen should have said those words 
to the Father rather than Jesus. According to Delta’s teach-
ing, he could only pray to the Father.  According to the Bible, 
Stephen prayed to Jesus.  

And, as to 2 Corinthians 12 (not 11), Delta did say they 
were carrying on a conversation. Note his third paragraph 
in his first negative. He uses the word conversation in the 
6th line concerning Acts 9:1-6 with the implication that this 
is one too. Then he calls it a “direct interchange between 
the Lord...” Where is Delta going with his “give thanks to 
God ‘always, for all things’” argument. Is he saying we can 
praise Jesus (1st question) but we can not thank him? We 

shall see.
Point IV, Delta doesn’t address the fact that the Bible 

uses the word “chose” concerning both the 12 apostles and 
Matthias (John15:16; Acts 1:24). Jesus chose, on his own 
accord, the 12 apostles. The Father gave them to him.

In point V Delta wants us to believe that in 1 Timothy 
1:12 Paul is talking about Jesus and the Father as well. Who 
can believe it! Read it again. 1 Timothy 1:12,  “I thank him 
that enabled me, even Christ Jesus our Lord, ...”  Is this 
really what Delta is trying to tell us! The Him is the Father, 
and then Christ Jesus is our Lord? Who can believe it!

Point VI, one more time let me point out that the Him in 
1 John 5:14 goes back to the Son of God in verse 13. Delta 
doesn’t like that because it specifically tells us we can pray 
to Jesus. He has tried every way in the world to get around 
this, but the more he tries to say it is talking about God in 
verses 11 and 16, the more foolish it sounds. Note these 
verses: “...unto you that believe on the name of the Son 
of God. And this is the boldness which we have toward 
him...” Who can read that and believe the “Him” is talking 
about any one but Jesus?  

Now to the questions.
1.  Delta is getting closer to saying we can pray to Jesus. 

We praise Jesus in prayer as well. (See questions below).
2.  We have the authority of Jesus by His words in 1 John 

5 and apostolic example in the other passages we looked at.
3.  I teach we pray to the Father through Jesus. That’s the 

only way we can approach the throne of God. We can pray to 
Jesus because of the things we are looking at in this debate.

5.  Beta believes he made a point by using “address” 
instead of prayer. Doesn’t make a difference. John never 
prayed to an angel. The passages quoted still show that we 
are not to worship the angels. We do worship Jesus, and we 
do pray to Jesus.

6.  In Acts 9, there is no doubt that Paul and Jesus are 
speaking with one another. The words of Paul are recorded, 
and the words of Jesus are recorded. Where are the words of 
Jesus in Acts 7 when Stephen supposedly is talking to Jesus?  
Delta still can’t make up his mind if 2 Corinthians 12 is a 
conversation, or if the Lord is the Father rather than Jesus.  
But the Bible should make up his mind for him. Jesus is our 
Lord.

7.  Delta still doesn’t seem to know the difference be-
tween the days of the miraculous and the days we live in.  
The Father and the Son speaks to us through the word of 
God, and we speak to them through prayer.

8.  Does Delta not know the difference between when he 
is praying to Jesus and when he is not?  Is Delta saying it is 
alright to “speak” to Jesus, but not to pray to Him

9.  See below.
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10.  Now that I know Delta is talking about Matthew 
8:5-8, let me answer his question with a question. If I were 
sick and I went to Jesus “beseeching him” to help me, am I 
praying to Jesus by doing that?

Questions for Delta:
1.  Do you sing the following songs? Is it alright to speak 

the words to these songs as well as sing them? I am thine O’ 
Lord; Savior Breath an Evening Blessing; Be With Me Lord.

2. Is it alright to praise Jesus? Is it alright to beseech 
Jesus? Is it alright to give thanks to Jesus?

DELTA’S THIRD NEGATIVE
We are nearing the end of our exchange, and we will fol-

low with a shorter “Summation,” with Beta going first, and 
myself being last. Now I shall answer Beta’s third affirma-
tive. He begins by saying he is “shocked” that I would argue 
that since I agree that Jesus is God, that it meant we can pray 
to the Holy Spirit. Beta is good at twisting words around. 
It is Beta who is in trouble here. He argued that since Jesus 
is deity (along with the Father), that it is absurd to say we 
should not pray to Him as well as the Father. All I did was 
ask Beta if we can pray to the Holy Spirit, since He is also 
“deity.” I do not believe it follows that just because one is 
deity, that it automatically means we should “pray” to that 
One. Beta has either misread what I said, or is desperate to 
score a point. But, he struck out. 

Beta said we have no example of one praying to the 
Holy Spirit. My response is, “Neither do we have any ex-
amples of one praying to Jesus,” no matter what Beta and a 
few select brethren have written, who are “brainwashed” by 
the practices of denominationalism. The so-called examples 
are not prayers at all, but would better be described as parts 
of visions, revelations and inspiration, where deity dealt 
with special persons in the age of miracles, where God’s will 
was being placed into the hands of inspired writers in special 
situations, in special communication. The three members of 
the Godhead have separate roles, and we should not confuse 
them. It is God who gives life, and the Spirit who inspires 
scripture, and Jesus who was sacrificed for us, and has be-
come our one mediator in our approach to the Father.

Beta chides me for thinking “Lord” in Acts 1:24 is the 
Father, instead of Jesus. He says this, since he said Jesus 
“chose” the apostles, so He has to be the “Lord” in this pas-
sage. He admits that it was God who gave Jesus the apostles, 
but Jesus “chose” them. Would not this mean the Father had 
something to do with the “choosing”? The very next time a 
“prayer” is directed to the Lord, as in Acts 4—just 3 chapters 
later, it is to the “Lord,” who just happens to be to “God” 
(vs. 24), “the Lord and...his Christ” (vs. 26), who was the 
Father of one “holy child Jesus” (vs. 30). So, the “Lord” in 
Acts 1 is very likely to be the same Lord—God the Father.

In Acts 1:20 is a quote from Psa. 69:25 and 109:8, where 
references are made to God, the Lord, or Lord God. David 

was addressing God in those quotes, and Peter quotes the 
passages, and then addresses the Lord in his application. It 
would be very wrong to take a passage addressing God in 
one instance, and when the same passage is used again, to 
apply it to someone else—Jesus. This “Lord” is the one 
who sees and knows the hearts of all men, and the passage 
references 1 Samuel 16:7 (cf Heb. 4:12,13). He is the one 
who “swore” regarding the promises of the covenant, and 
declared to be God in Hebrews 6:17. 

Beta then quotes me a couple of brotherhood “scholars” 
to “prove” that the word me belongs in John 14:14, where it 
makes Jesus use “me” in reference to future prayers. Wasn’t 
one of these brethren the one who denies that Jesus is the 
only begotten Son of God? Beta cannot find a standard 
translation that puts “me” into the passage, but finds one that 
has a marginal note reading “Many ancient authorities add 
me” (ASV). Again it is absurd and contradictory to put “me” 
into the passage. Obscure or difficult passages should be ex-
amined in light of other plain passages on the same subject.  
It is absurd for Jesus to have said, “Ask me in my name,” 
for the very idea of “name” is authority for obtaining some-
thing from another in “the name” or by the permission of 
another. Also, it is very contradictory, for in another passage 
Jesus plainly declared that “in that day” (after He goes back 
to the Father), they were to “ask me nothing” and were to 
“ask the Father” (John 16:23). Readers may note that Beta 
no longer chided me for saying Jesus “did not say ONLY”, 
to suggest that that meant we can pray to Him (Jesus) as well 
as the Father. I wonder if Beta recognized that such was bad 
reasoning—the kind that denominations use to justify the 
use of instrumental music because God did not say “only” 
singing, we can add instruments to what He authorized. 

Beta thinks he has something on the “mediator” argu-
ment. He does indeed—he has a problem. He reasons that 
since I mentioned that Moses was a mediator and the people 
could speak directly to him, that this means since Jesus is 
our mediator, we can speak directly to Him. Note several 
differences, however. (1) Moses was still on earth as a me-
diator, while Jesus had to go to heaven to be ours. (2) The 
people couldn’t speak directly to God in that age, so Moses 
had to speak to God for them, but now we can speak directly 
to God, for Jesus authorizes it. (3) Moses never authorized 
them to speak directly to God in his (Moses’) name. (4) Mo-
ses never authorized anyone to speak to God “in his name,” 
but Jesus does. (5) Moses never told that after he died, they 
should begin speaking to the Father by his (Moses’) author-
ity. (6) Moses never functioned as a mediator “at the right 
hand of God,” as Jesus is today. (7) Israel never asked God 
“anything” in Moses’ name, for he was still with them, and 
neither did the disciples ever ask God anything “in the name 
of Jesus” while they were with Him on earth—while in His 
presence. So, Israel never asked God for anything before, 
during or after Moses ministry—as long as he was alive. So, 
Beta’s parallel breaks down.
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Strangely, Beta says “we can speak to Jesus to get to 
God.” If it is only a “can” do it, and is not necessary, then 
why do it at all? Even the moderator of the Freed-Harde-
man lectures suggested that if we don’t agree that Acts 7 
is a prayer, the best thing to do is just go on praying to the 
Father in the name of Jesus. In fact, Jesus once stated that if 
disciples “ask in His name,” He, Jesus, would not petition 
the Father for anything (John 16:26). The only safe and right 
course is to address our prayers to the Father, “in all things,” 
“in the name of Jesus Christ.” This course is always right.

Beta “nibbled” again about Acts 7, but made no addi-
tional point. He did the same with 2 Corinthians 12 on Paul’s 
beseeching the “Lord” (who is the author of “grace”), but 
says nothing new. He alluded to what I said about Acts 9. He 
cannot answer my point there, as it is a case of one convers-
ing with Jesus, but Beta says it was not a prayer. Hmmmm. 
Regarding 1 Timothy 1:12, Beta still claims it was a prayer 
to Jesus. All Paul was doing was giving credit to Christ for 
putting him into the ministry, but no prayer is recorded. 
When I say that I “thank God” for my wife, that does not 
mean I am praying at that instant.

Again Beta goes to 1 John 5:14, claiming that since Je-
sus is “mentioned” in the text, that it means we are to “pray” 
to Him. The subject is “eternal life,” which God gives (vs. 
11), and that this life is “in His Son,” and those “in the 
Son” are the ones who have this life, but when we “pray” in 
behalf of sinners, the one who gives eternal life (God) will 
again “give life” if they “sin not unto death” (vss.11, 12, 
13, 15, 16). Clearly, the asking is to the Father, for if we “ask 
the Father” for anything, it is to be to Him “in the name 
of the Son” (John 16:23, 26). Jesus once stated that if a dis-
ciple asks anything “in his name,” that He (Jesus) would 
not petition the Father for him. Read it Beta: “At that day, 
ye shall ask in my name, and I say not unto you, that I 
will pray the Father for you.” So, it will not do any good 
to ask Jesus to petition God, for Jesus will not do it. His role 
as mediator is to make it possible for us to pray through Him, 
but the prayers to the Father do not get stopped with him, 
and forwarded on to the Father in due time. We have a direct 
line to the Father.

Beta rebukes me for adding the word “nothing” to the 
text of John 16:23,24. He wants to use obscure “authorities” 
to justify putting “me” into one passage, but then turns right 
around and chides me for relying on the margin of the ASV 
instead of the text itself, even though it is there in the KJV 
and NKJV. One time in the ASV it says “no question,” but the 
margin says, “Or, ask me nothing.” I am guessing that Beta 
is saying that we can pray to Jesus, but not ask any ques-
tions. Who can believe it!! 

Beta ought to be a Jew, for he really likes the “Pass-
over,” as he passed over some of my arguments. He passed 
over the plain statements of Jesus in John 14 and 16, but 
chose to quibble about the words “me” and “nothing,” to 

muddy up the water. Now to his response to my question.  
1.  He says I must be getting close to the idea of praying 

to Jesus, because I say we can “praise” Him. Yet, in his first 
answer to the question as to the difference between praise 
and prayer, he stated, “But not all praise is prayer.” Right—
so I can praise Jesus by speaking highly of Him, or in songs, 
but I am not to pray to Jesus.                               

2. He said nothing new in his answer to this question. 
3. Here he stated that he taught, “we are to pray to the 

Father through Jesus. That’s the only way we can approach 
the throne of God.” Sounds like we have him converted. But, 
then he went on to say that we can still pray to Jesus. But, 
isn’t that another way to approach God? In one breath he 
says there is only one way to approach the Father, and in the 
next breath shows us another way. Hmmmmm.

4. Apparently he agrees that one (like John) could “ad-
dress” or speak to an angel, and it would not be praying to 
him. This is also true in addressing Jesus, as Stephen did. 
(This is shown in his presentation as number 5, but I have 
listed here as number 4. He made his remarks elsewhere 
about praying to the Holy Spirit.)

5. He admits, in his point number 6, that Saul was 
“speaking with” Jesus, but it was not a prayer in this case, 
but he says it was a prayer in Acts 7 with Stephen. Just a 
little bit inconsistent, isn’t it Beta?

6. In number 7, he says Delta doesn’t know the differ-
ence between events during the “miraculous” days and our 
time. Yes Beta, I do know the difference. That is the very 
reason I have emphasized that there is a difference between 
the communication between individuals when inspiration 
and visions occurred, than they are today.

7. Beta asks if I know the difference between when one 
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is praying to Jesus, and when he is not. Yes Beta, I know 
the difference. Just as you admit Saul was only speaking to 
Jesus in Acts 9, but was not praying. I want you to see the 
difference.

8. Nothing new of significance on my question number 
9, but in his first response to this question, he said “yes” (that 
there is a difference between “praise” and “prayer.” So, one 
can “praise” the Lord in song without them being “prayers.”

9. This dealt with the centurion of my question number 
10. The implication that the centurion was “not” praying, 
just because he was “beseeching” Him. Glad to have that 
admission.  

Then Beta asked me a couple of questions. First, “yes” 
I believe it is proper and right to praise Jesus in the songs he 
named. Second, it is all right to praise Jesus, so any words 
of praise or thanksgiving in the song would be appropriate.

Well, we are coming closer to ending this discussion. 
One more affirmative and negative each, then to the Sum-
mations.  I sense that Beta is weakening, and getting nearer 
to admitting the truth. I believe in time that Beta will come 
around, even if he does not acknowledge such at the end of 
this debate. Let’s all keep an open mind to truth.

DELTA
BETA’S FOURTH AFFIRMATIVE

It is a pleasure to have been able to present the truth 
during this debate. This is the last Affirmative argument I 
will be making. After this, we will both give a summation. 
In this summation, neither I nor Delta will be able to add 
any new arguments. I do not have the space or time to ad-
dress all of his arguments again. In this final Affirmative I 
am now giving, I will concentrate on the main arguments 
that Delta has given. I believe Delta’s main problem is his 
misunderstanding of John 16:23. Jesus tells them “ye shall 
ask me no question.” He does this because the Holy Spirit 
will give them this information. They do not need to ask Him 
anything. Yes he tells us to pray to the Father, but not pray 
“ONLY” to the Father.  

I did not give up on the argument of “ONLY” as Delta 
suggests. And I did not chide him for putting “nothing” in the 
text. I chided him for putting the words “only, directly, and 
absolutely” in the text. Delta missed this argument just as he 
did all the others. To be clear, I am not the one that added the 
word “Me” to John 14:14. God did this! I showed him the 
evidence that puts “Me” in the text. How does Delta answer 
this? He defames the character of Hugo McCord. Shame on 
you! Any good debater knows when a person resorts to the 
tactic of defaming the character of others rather than answer-
ing the issue, it’s the same as admitting defeat. The answer 
he gives is that no “standard” translation includes the word 
“Me” in the text. Does he not know what the “S” stands for 
in NASV, RSV or ESV?  Delta even tried to use the RSV and 
NASV in his first Affirmative. Look back at his answer to the 

7th “proof-text” to see this is so. Then Delta tells us it is ab-
surd for Jesus to say we can ask Him anything by His author-
ity. Really? His is the authority we need to be using.  Now 
note the ASV translation of this passage: “If ye shall ask 
anything in my name, that will I do.” Even if Delta were 
to prove the “Me” does not belong in this text, which he 
hasn’t done, the implication is there. Jesus says “that will I 
do.”  The “I” implies the “Me.” Delta is silent on this point.

Delta also accuses me of doing the same thing that our 
denominational friends have done with Instrumental Music.  
But the parallel is not the same. We have stated over and 
over again for them to show just one passage that allows us 
to use instrumental music. If they could do this, then they 
would be correct in the use of instrumental music. But they 
are not able to give one example from the New Testament 
where instrumental music is used. If John 16:23, 24 was the 
only thing we had on this, then I would agree with Delta.  
Delta has claimed that “Neither do we have any examples 
of one praying to Jesus.” But I have shown many passages 
where prayer is offered to Jesus.  

We do not have space to look at all of these passages 
again, so I will concentrate on one passage. It is a passage 
that tells us specifically that the Apostles prayed to the Lord.  
Delta opines “we do not have any examples of one praying 
to Jesus.” My answer to that is an emphatic, YES WE DO!  
Delta is so blinded by his belief that we can pray “Only” to 
the Father that he doesn’t see it. Let me now address the two 
arguments that Delta gives concerning this. We do not have 
time to look at all the passages. So let’s look at only two of 
them. First, he says the “Lord” is the Father.  Note Acts 1:24 
“...they prayed...Lord...” Vs. 21 shows the context is the 
Lord Jesus. Delta’s answer to this is Acts 4 uses the word 
Lord and it is talking about the Father. I don’t doubt that, 
because the context shows it to be the Father, just like the 
context of Acts 1 is talking about Jesus. In addition to this, 
Delta still doesn’t know the difference between “chose” and 
“give.” Let me give him an example. I “chose my wife, but 
it was her father that “gave” her to me. The Bible tells us that 
Jesus “chose” the apostles, (John 15:15). Acts 1:24 points 
out the Lord chose Matthias. Therefore, the Lord is Jesus.  

I have mentioned several times that we need to look at 
the context to show who the “Lord” is talking about. Brother 
Guy N. Woods use to say “a text taken out of context be-
comes a pretext.” This is what Delta is guilty of. In Acts 2:1, 
we have an example of this principle. This verse, and the 
following verses, show us that the Holy Spirit fell on only 
the 12 apostles. It did not fall on the 120 (Acts 1:15), nor 
did it fall on the 500 men that saw Jesus all at once (1 Cor. 
15:6). It certainly did not fall on everyone present on that 
day. The Holy Spirt fell only on the 12 Apostles. How do we 
know this? The “they” of 2:1 goes back to 1:26 where the 
12 Apostles are mentioned. In the same way, we know that 
the “Lord” of 1:24 goes back to “Lord Jesus” of verse 21.
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Delta also wants us to believe that since God (the Fa-
ther) is in Psalms 69 and Psalms 109, this shows the “Lord” 
in Acts 1:24 is talking about the Father. Both of these Psalms 
are messianic passages. They have predictions about Jesus, 
and also predictions concerning the need to fill the void that 
was left by the death of Judas. There is no doubt that Delta 
is correct about these passages having been written by God.  
What Delta needs to realize is that the predictive prophesy 
only tells us What is going to happen in the future. It is not 
telling us Who is going to fulfil it. God tells us Judas’ place 
needs to be filled. He is not telling us the fact that the apos-
tles and Jesus are the ones Who will fill this office. It took 
the apostles to ask the “Lord” to choose who would take the 
place of Judas. Both the apostles and Jesus fulfilled God’s 
prophesy.

The second argument that Delta gives is that, rather than 
praying to Jesus, those in the first century just carried on a 
conversation with Jesus. Stephen only had a talk with Jesus 
just like Saul did in Acts 9. But in Acts 9, you can see an 
actual conversation where Jesus and Saul are talking to each 
other. Where is the conversation in Acts 7? You do not find 
Jesus conversing with Stephen. And Delta still has not an-
swered the fact that Stephen not only saw Jesus, but he saw 
God as well. Yet he prays to Jesus, not God. Delta does not 
want to see this as a prayer, even though everyone recog-
nizes the same words of our Savior on the cross was a prayer.

Delta spent a long paragraph about the word “media-
tor.” His whole argument is to prove that Moses is not Jesus.  
Doesn’t Delta know that no one is equal to Jesus. I never 
taught they were the same in every way. The things of the 
OT are a shadow of the things to come. That is a shadow 
of Jesus. That doesn’t mean they are exactly alike. In fact, 
Delta again misses the whole argument. Delta tells us that 
since Jesus is a mediator between God and man, we cannot 
speak to Jesus directly. Moses is an example to show that we 
can speak to our mediator.

Another passage that Delta abuses is 1 John 5:13,14.  
Delta cannot accept this passage talking about praying to 
Jesus, even though that is what it tells us, because of his mis-
conception that we are to pray “Only” to the Father. There 
is no parenthetical statement in these verses as Delta has 
stated. And all of his arguments fit neatly into his miscon-
ception. But let me put it in print one more time so you can 
see the weight of my argument. John writes “...even unto 
you that believe on the name of the Son of God.  And this 
is the boldness which we have toward him, that, if we ask 
anything according to his will...” The word “And” con-
nects verse 13 to 14. And the word “Him” connects prayer 
to Jesus, not the Father.

Delta doesn’t seem to understand that the songs he sings 
are prayers, not just songs of praise. With the song “I am 
Thine O’ Lord,” the third verse says “When I kneel in prayer, 
and with Thee, my God, I commune as friend with friend!”  

Delta admits that he sings this song. So by default he admits 
that we can pray to Jesus. At the very least he admits that 
we can pray to Jesus in song. Then there is the song “Savior 
breath an Evening Blessing.” Read the words to this song. It 
is a prayer to Jesus. It even ends with the word “amen.” I half 
expected Delta to say that “Be With Me Lord” was talking to 
the Father as our Lord. But Delta did not even try to do this. 
Simply amazing! Oh consistency, thou art a jewel.  

Sadly, Delta is the one that observed the Passover. He 
ignored many of my arguments as I have already pointed 
out. Maybe if I number them like Delta numbered the ques-
tions to me, he will give them the attention they deserve. 

1. Is it alright to praise Jesus? (Is it scriptural to say to 
myself during the Lords’ supper, “I praise Jesus for being my 
Savior and for being willing to die in my place?”)

2. Is it alright to beseech Jesus? (If I am sick, and I 
went to Jesus “beseeching him” to help me, am I praying to 
Jesus by doing that?)

3. Is it alright to give thanks to Jesus. (Can I tell Je-
sus “Thank you for giving your life on the cross” during the 
Lord’s Supper?)

Delta has made it a point to distinguish between “be-
seeching” and “praying.” I am really anxious to see his an-
swer to the second question.  

I agree with Delta on the fact that we need to keep an 
open mind. Delta, I plead with you to step back from your 
view and give these arguments the weight they deserve. The 
reason I got into this debate was to show both sides to this 
issue. At the time, I could have argued either way.  In fact, I 
once believed and taught as Delta does. I am not following 
after the men that I have quoted in this debate. I admire them 
even as I admire Delta. But now that I see how weak Delta’s 
arguments are next to the truth, I have come to the conclu-
sion that the Bible does indeed teach we can pray to Jesus.  
One of the things Delta has taught me through the years is to 
think for myself. I just hope that Delta is willing to set aside 
his preconceived ideas, and comes to the same conclusion.  

DELTA’S FOURTH NEGATIVE
Beta begins by saying that Delta has a “misunderstand-

ing” about Jesus saying the disciples would ask Him “no 
questions” because the Spirit would give them the answer. 
My response is that whatever Jesus had in mind would ap-
ply to anything other than “questions” as well, for the Spirit 
might “give them the information” needed. Why not just go 
to the Spirit Himself, Beta, according to your logic? We are 
not talking about just “questions,” but anything in prayer.

Beta brings up his “ONLY” argument, and stated, “I did 
not chide him for putting ‘nothing’ in the text. I chided him 
for putting the words ‘only, directly, and absolutely’ in the 
text” (4th Aff., par. 2). Let’s get the record straight. In his 
2nd Aff., par. 3, Beta stated, “first of all, Jesus does not say 
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in this passage, that we are to pray ‘ONLY’ to the Father.” 
I had never brought up the use of the word “only” prior to 
this statement by Beta. Then Beta rebuked me for saying 
that I added the words “only”, “directly” and “absolutely” 
to the text (3rd Aff., par. 4). I never used the words as part 
of any text, but used them in describing the teaching of Je-
sus under consideration. When Jesus specified something, 
He did not need to use such words, but they are implied, 
and that is what I was bringing out in my comments. Then, 
I went back to Beta and reminded him, that HE was the one 
who used “only” (saying Jesus did not say pray only to the 
Father, and that we could pray “also” to Him, the Son), and 
I compared his argument to that of denominationalists who 
want to argue Jesus did not say “only singing”, therefore we 
can add the instruments (2nd Neg. par. 1; 3rd Neg. par. 4). 
Beta is trying to create a diversionary tactic here. He seems 
to be desperate to score points by placing the use of “only” 
upon my shoulders. Surely, I did use the word “absolutely” 
and “directly,” but I did not make it a part of the text itself 
as Beta implies, but used them in the application of Jesus’ 
teaching.

Beta loves to dwell on Acts 1:24, 25, as an example of 
prayer “to Jesus.” We can observe here that Peter is quot-
ing the “Holy Ghost by the mouth of David” (vs. 16), and 
then describes what “God” said, in that text about “the Lord 
Jesus” (vs. 21). Then, after Peter’s remarks, the disciples 
reacted, by “praying” (vs. 24). Beta thinks because Jesus 
is mentioned in the text that the “prayer” was to Jesus. Why 
not conclude that the prayer might be to the Holy Ghost, or 
to David? Why not to God the Father since what was said by 
the Holy Ghost through David was what the Father had said 
in the Psalms?

The passage in vs. 20 is from Psalms 69 and 109, where 
David was addressing GOD, or the LORD GOD. A good 
example of this is in Psalms 89 where David uses the word 
“Lord” nine times, the word “God” two times, and “Lord 
God” one time. He is the One who “swore” regarding the 
promises of the covenant, which was Jehovah God, and not 
the Son of God (cf. Psa. 89:35, 36; Heb. 6:17). Once Da-
vid said, “Thou art my father, my God” (vs. 26). Now to 
Psalms 69, David uses the word “God” nine times, the word 
“Lord” three times, and “Lord God” one time. So, David 
is addressing God, the Lord, or the Lord God in this Psalm. 
The disciples in Acts 1 were prompted to pray because of 
what God had said in the Psalms. True, they were looking 
for a replacement for Judas (who had companied with them 
at “the time” Jesus was on earth), but they were acting upon 
what God had said. Then it was, that they “prayed” to the 
“Lord.” Why would they pray to Jesus, when Jesus Himself 
had said that “in that day” (when He would be gone) that 
they should pray “to the Father” in His (Jesus’) name (John 
16:23-26). Anyhow, the very next time that a prayer is ut-
tered, it was to God, the Father (Acts 4:24-30). They even 
addressed Him as “Lord,” but said He was God, and sepa-

rate from Christ, who was His “holy child.” Consistency 
would tell us that the first prayer was also to God the Father. 

The second part of Peter’s quotation is from Psa. 109:8, 
which was also to “God the Lord.” So, there are two pas-
sages where God was speaking, and as they begin their 
speaking, it is only natural that it would be back to the One 
whose words were spoken.

Beta rebukes me for “defaming” the character of one of 
his “authorities” in an effort to prove that “me” should be 
in a passage that does not have it in standard translations of 
John 14:14, such as the KJV, NKJV, or ASV.  I am not attack-
ing the character of any of Beta’s authorities, but mentioned 
that one of them was very shaky on his belief that Jesus was 
not the only begotten Son of God. I mentioned the prob-
lem of Beta basing his belief of “praying to Jesus” being 
authorized by the vague possibility of “me” being genuine, 
merely because some ancient authorities thought it should 
be there, when all the scholars who translated the KJV, ASV, 
and NKJV rejected it. It clearly seems inconsistent with what 
Jesus plainly says elsewhere that we are not to pray to Him, 
and then turn right around and say “but when you do pray to 
me, I will answer”, and it is absurd to go to Jesus in prayer 
and say that we are going to Him “in the name of Jesus”. 
Surely, Beta knows the absurdity of the so-called “Sinner’s 
prayer,” which starts out “Lord Jesus,” and then closes “in 
the name of Jesus.” That would be like going to a representa-
tive of a business because he said we should go to the owner 
“in his name” (or because he, the representative authorized 
it, as a spokesman for the owner), and then, turn right around 
and ask the representative something, that he said we should 
speak to the owner about, for he is only the representative, 
and not the owner. Jesus even said that disciples should go 
to the Father, for He [the Son would not be speaking to the 
Father for them] (John 16:26). Any response, Beta?

Beta again dwelt on 1 John 5:13, 14. saying that I do 
not accept this as a prayer to Jesus. True, John talks about 
“asking” of the One who gives life, but he has already stated 
that it is “God” who gives that life (vss. 11, 16). Just because 
John talks about the Son of God in the text does not mean 
that our prayers are to Him. 

Beta admits that Saul was not praying when he talked 
with Jesus in Acts 9, because Jesus said something (making 
it a conversation), but any other time when one says some-
thing to Jesus, and He doesn’t speak back, that it is auto-
matically a prayer. He refers to occasions where revelation, 
visions and miracles involve words, that he (Beta) wants to 
call prayers. He once said that “Amen” at the end means cer-
tain words were prayers, but where is the “Amen” in those 
instances, and where is any reference to “the name of Jesus” 
in the words??

Now to Beta’s questions. He asks (1) Is it alright to 
praise Jesus? Then he gives himself as an example of prais-
ing Jesus in the Lord’s Supper. I would say it indeed is right 
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to praise Jesus, for we are commanded to “sing” praises to 
Him (Col. 3:16; Heb. 13:15), or praise Him to other people, 
but I find no authority for addressing Him in prayer during 
the Lord’s Supper. I previously asked Beta what was the dif-
ference between prayer and praise, and he replied, “not all 
praise is prayer” (2nd Aff. Par. 10). I agree! Beta also asks 
(2) Is it alright to beseech Jesus? Paul did beseech Jesus in 
2 Cor. 12, but it is not clearly a “prayer,” but a part of “vi-
sions and revelation.” Paul also did beseech a man (1 Tim. 
1:2,3), but it wasn’t a prayer, was it? Beta also asks (3) Is 
it alright to give thanks to Jesus? Then, he gives himself as 
an example of talking to Him during the Lord’s Supper. In 
all three of his questions, he uses himself as an example of 
what he means, as if  he is trying to justify himself. This re-
minds me of a denominational person who refers to his own 
experiences to try to prove he has been saved, and then asks 
“what’s wrong with that?” This appears to be an emotional 
type argument, which proves nothing.

This wraps up our affirmative and negative portions of 
the debate. There is not enough space to go back over all 
of the minor areas of discussion again, but the reader can 
carefully examine both arguments to determine if we have 
adequately covered the issues. Our next material will be a 
Summation from both of us.

S/Delta
BETA’S SUMMATION

Delta would have us to believe that John 16:23, 24 is 
the only word we have on who we direct our prayers to. He 
has stated that Jesus tells us “in that day ye shall ask me no 
question.” This is what he says, but you need to ask what is 
meant by this. I have pointed out that it means the disciples 
would not have a need to ask Jesus anything because the Holy 
Spirit will provide them with all of the information lacking.  
Delta believes it means they were not allowed to ask Jesus 
anything ever again! But that is not true. The apostles asked 
Jesus a question in Acts 1:6. If Delta is going to be consistent, 
he must say they were wrong in asking a question to Jesus 
because they violated John 16:23. When Saul had a conversa-
tion with Jesus in Acts 9, he sinned by asking Jesus questions.  

Delta also wants us to believe Jesus is telling us to pray 
“only” to the Father. Make no mistake about it, I am not the 
one that put the word “only” in the arguments that are made.  
It is Delta. Delta went back to my 2nd and 3rd affirmative to 
try and prove this. He did not go back far enough. He should 
have gone back to the proposition he is trying to prove. It 
states: “The Bible teaches that prayer is to be offered ‘only’ 
to God the Father.” If Delta does not believe the word “only” 
belongs there, what is he debating?

There are basically two arguments that Delta has given 
concerning the passages that speak of prayer to Jesus. (1) He 
tells us that Lord means the Father. (2) Then he tells us that 
they are just having a conversation. He has proved neither. I 
have not given up on any of the passages I have used to show 

they prayed to Jesus in the first century. We have centered on 
Acts 1 because Delta has stated several times that there are 
no examples of the disciples praying to Jesus. Yet this passage 
tells us plainly, “they prayed... Lord.”  How does Delta han-
dle this? The Lord is the Father. Why? Because this fits into 
his belief that we are to pray “only to the Father.” I am not the 
one who is using denominational tactics in this debate. It is 
Delta! He is like the denominational preacher who reads “Be-
lieve on the Lord Jesus and thou shalt be saved.” He ignores 
the immediate context. He interprets “Baptism saves you” 
with his preconceived idea about salvation by belief only, and 
says “no it doesn’t.” Delta looks at prayer to the Father as the 
only type of prayer we can make, and then interprets every-
thing with that misconception.

I attended F-HU over 30 years ago, and Delta did the 
same over 50 years ago. About a month ago I listened to N. 
B. Hardeman preach for the first time. It was on the inter-
net. I was surprised to hear brother Hardeman state he had 
never had an original thought. He stated that everything he 
is and everything he believes came from someone. Yes, there 
are several names that I have used during the course of this 
debate. I am not going to be guilty of plagiarizing these great 
men. But the things I believe on this I came to know over 
25 years ago. It was long before Wayne Jackson taught this.  
Even the arguments that I have used have been different than 
brother Jackson. Who can believe that Guy N. Woods has 
been “brainwashed by the practices of denominationalism” 
as Delta has suggested? It shows you how far Delta has to go 
to try and make a point while teaching false doctrine. I do not 
now, nor have I ever taught the sinners prayer. The things I 
have taught have all had a “thus saith the Lord” behind them.

Delta asked for a response to his “representative, owner” 
argument. Delta still does not give any argument concern-
ing the word “me” being in John 14:14 that addresses the 
issue. He believes it is “Absurd” for this word to be in the 
text. But he doesn’t address the “me” being connected to 
the “I” in this passage. Nor does he give any evidence that 
would suggest the newer translations are incorrect in using 
the word “me” in the text. There are some older manuscripts 
that were not available to the translators of the KJV and the 
ASV. If this were the NIV or RSV that I was citing as an au-
thority, I could understand Delta’s questioning the addition. 
But I have quoted three different “Greek Language” authori-
ties who state the word “me” belongs in the text. Now to his 
argument about the “representative, owner.” If Delta wants 
to know what is absurd, look at this argument. This would be 
tantamount to Delta comparing Jesus to an angel rather than 
the son of God! Jesus is more than a representative. He is a 
partner and an owner.

Delta accuses me of trying to justify myself by ask-
ing the questions I asked in the final affirmative. I asked 
the questions at the end of the third affirmative as well, but 
Delta did not answer them. He doesn’t like me putting the 
questions in the first person. Maybe he would like it better if 
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I placed the questions with his name on them. The fact is, not 
only did Delta not answer the questions in his third negative, 
he did not answer it in his final negative either. He did not 
tell us if we can beseech Jesus. If so, how would Delta do 
this? Delta is the one that made the big deal on the difference 
between prayer and beseech. This he did because he did not 
want to admit that Paul prayed to Jesus in 2 Cor. 12. Nor 
did Delta answer the question about whether or not we can 
thank Jesus. Is it possible for Delta to show his thankfulness 
to Jesus for dying on the cross for him? Again Delta tries 
to do away with the fact that Paul thanked Jesus by stating 
that he can be thankful for his wife. But there is a difference 
in saying I thank my wife, and I am thankful for my wife (1 
Tim. 1:12).  

I have no problem singing “I am thine O’ Lord” and 
“Savior Breath an Evening Blessing” because of this. Delta 
doesn’t want to admit that these songs are “prayers” to Je-
sus, but they are. Delta tells us he sings these songs. “When 
I kneel in prayer, and with Thee, my God, I commune as 
friend with friend!” Those are the words to the third verse of 
“I am Thine, O Lord.” Who can read the words to the other 
song and not realize this is a prayer? To stay consistent with 
his teaching, he must teach it is sinful to sing songs such as 
these.

One of the questions that Delta asked was what would 
I teach on this topic. I thought I would close by answering 
that question. My answer is we are to pray to God the Fa-
ther through Jesus. When we pray to the Father, we have an 
advocate, a mediator, and an intercessor in Jesus. What a 
privilege we have to be able to pray to the Father!  

Jesus is our Savior and brother. He is the head of the 
church.  “For in that he himself hath suffered being 
tempted, he is able to succor them that are tempted.”  
What a privilege we have to be able to pray to our Savior!

I have enjoyed being able to have this discussion with 
Delta. I trust that anyone that takes the time to read this de-
bate will look at the issues involved. Weigh both sides of the 
arguments and follow the truth. 

DELTA’S FINAL SUMMATION
Before my very final words, I sum up some points not 

yet clear to Beta. He says that I, Delta, am the one who used 
“only” in my arguments. Now, I indeed did use the word in 
my proposition, because it coincided with the very heart of 
the argument Jesus made, that we are to pray to the Father, 
in the name of Jesus. I chided Beta for using it as denomina-
tionalists use it, when they say, “Jesus didn’t say sing only, 
so we can add instruments”—implying that as long as Jesus 
doesn’t specifically “say” not to do something, we can do it. 
They fail to observe the importance of specific teachings, 
and the exclusiveness of these teachings.

Beta says I did not answer his three questions. Readers 
can go back to my 4th negative, paragraph 9, and see that I 

did answer every question. Beta thinks I ignored his com-
ments on singing “I am Thine, O Lord,” which he contends 
is a “prayer” hymn. He seems to assume that anytime “Lord” 
is mentioned in a song, it refers to Jesus. This is not true in 
scripture, or in our songs. If Beta will take time to examine 
this particular song, he will see that the song never makes 
any reference to Jesus, and the 3rd stanza reads, “When I 
kneel in prayer, and with thee, my God...”. So, the song is 
to God. We must also remember that we can praise Jesus in 
“songs,” for we are commanded to do this in Eph. 5:19 and 
Col. 3:16 (if the word here is suggestive of that, even though 
the next verse after both passages speaks of God the Father 
“and” the Lord Jesus Christ). I prefer not to sing songs di-
rected to Jesus that actually suggest that we are “praying” to 
Him, but see nothing sinful about singing songs that directly 
praise Him.

Beta says my arguments are basically two: (1) That the 
“Lord” means the Father, and (2) What he (Beta) says are 
“prayers,” that I (Delta) call them conversations.”Lord” 
sometimes does refer to God in the KJV, unless Jesus is 
specified, or where the Father is further identified, as in Acts 
4. I believe it does in Acts 1 as well, as the scriptures quoted 
are addressed to God the Father of Jesus Christ (Psa. 69, and 
109). Many of the instances of wording by one to the Lord, 
or in conversation are indeed communication or conversa-
tion between two parties. Even Beta admitted this in the 
matter of Acts 9, between Saul and Jesus (4th Aff. Par. 7). 

Beta still contends that “me” should be in the text of 
John 14:14, and that I, Delta, reject the “newer translations” 
that include it. What newer translations? Beta only listed the 
margin of the ASV, and mentioned some “authorities” who 
thought it was justified, but gave no translations by name.

I want to include the following chart in my summation, 
which sums up what I have previously written on the sub-
ject of Jesus authorizing prayer to the Father, in the name 
of Jesus.

“hitherto” John 16:24         “in that day” John 16:23,26
(up to this point in time)      (when He would go to the Father)

ASCENSION
“asked nothing in my                          “ask the Father” vs. 23
name” John 16:24                   “ask in my name” vs. 26

                                                He (Jesus) would “not pray
                                              the Father” for them. vs. 26
Several passages emphasize that prayer is to the Father, 

as we now observe.
“We give thanks to God and the Father....praying al-

ways” (Col. 1:13). “In everything, by prayer....let your re-
quests be made known unto God” (Phi. 4:6). “I thank my 
God....in every prayer of mine” (Phi. 1:3, 4). God is identi-
fied in verse 2 as “God the Father.” “We give thanks to 
God always....in our prayers” (1 The. 1:2). “What thanks 
can we render to God...praying always...” (1 The. 3:9). 
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“We....thank God always” (2 The. 1:3). God is identified in 
verse 2 as “God our Father.” 

Several times Paul said we should give thanks and pray 
to the Father, in the name of Jesus Christ, but never said that 
we are to pray to Jesus in the name of Jesus or in the name 
of the Father.

I like the words of Beta’s Summation, par. 8, when he 
wrote the following:

One of the questions that Delta asked was what would I teach 
on this topic. I thought I would close by answering that ques-

tion. My answer is we are to pray to God the Father through 
Jesus. When we pray to the Father, we have an advocate, a 
mediator, and an intercessor in Jesus. What a privilege we 
have to be able to pray to the Father.

Beta is my longtime friend and brother in the Lord, and 
though we differ, neither of us want to disfellowship each 
other over our divergent views, nor do we wish this issue to 
become divisive in the church. Let’s be on the safe side, and 
let truth prevail.

S/ Delta

fhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfh

effort to prove his case as well as refute the position of his 
opponent. Though not exhaustive, the following fundamental 
questions should be asked by the reader concerning each par-
ticipant’s efforts in this debate, or any debate of this nature, 
whether oral or written.

1.  Did each disputant define the terms of his proposition?

2.  Did each party understand the implication(s) of his 
proposition?

3.  Was the Bible used as the only standard of measurement 
in attempting to prove and disprove matters (2 Tim. 3:16,17)?

4.  Was there a clear respect for and a thorough understand-
ing of the importance of the immediate and remote context of 
the Scriptures employed in the debate?

5.  Did each person indicate that he knew the difference 
between generic and specific terms?

6.  Did each disputant understand that a modern dictionary 
only gives the present usage of words?

7.  Did each participant evidence a clear understanding of 
the truth that before one is obligated before God to do anything, 
the Word of God must authorize it (Col. 3:17)?

8. Did each disputant demonstrate that he knew that the 
Bible authorizes anyone to do anything only by direct state-
ments, example, and implication?

9. Did each debater indicate he fully understood that an 
example of something does not have to be found in the Bible 
before it is authorized?

10.  Did each debater disclose that he knew that in the pro-
cess of authorizing certain matters, the Bible allows for options 
in getting done the thing(s) authorized?

11.  Did each person understand that in discharging the ob-
ligation wherein options are available, one chooses the option 
that discharges the obligation in the most advantageous (expe-
dient) manner?

12.  Did each disputant indicate that he understood the dif-
ference between obligatory and optional matters?

13.  Did either one of the debaters attempt to make optional 

(Continued from Page 2)

matters obligatory or obligatory matters optional?
14. Did each brother evidence proper respect, understand-

ing, and use of the laws of valid inference in efforts to argue his 
case from the scriptures?

15.  Is there evidence that each person understood the dif-
ference in merely asserting something to be true and proving it 
to be true?

16.  Did the disputant show that he understood that truth 
cannot imply error?

17.  Did each party reveal that he realized that students of 
the Bible are to infer only what the Bible implies?

18.  Did each debater understand that when all of the parts 
of a thing are proven to be true, the whole of the thing is true?

19.  Did either party ridicule logic?
20.  Did the participants reveal that they understood that 

precisely stated propositions are without exception true or 
false?

21.  Did the disputants know how to make an argument? 
22.  Did the parties understand that when the major and mi-

nor premises of a syllogism are true and the syllogism is valid, 
the conclusion cannot be wrong?

23.  Did the disputants understand that an illustration  
proves nothing; that it only illustrates? 

24.  Did either brother attempt to deny the implication(s) 
of his proposition?

25.  Did the debaters treat one another with respect?
26.  Was the issue clearly stated?
27.  Did each person present his material in a systematic 

manner?
28.  Was there any attempt to “beg the question”?
29.  Did either participant personally attack his opponent?
30.  Did either brother demonstrate that he would not 

change his position regardless of how adequate the evidence 
was or how logically it was presented?
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31.  In college, one of the courses most beneficial to me 
was “Listening Comprehension.” We were taught that a person 
could say he had “listened” only when he had understood the 
information. While there are many things necessary to listen-
ing, if one cannot logically analyze information it is impossible 
for him to comprehend it; and, if one has not comprehended 
what was said or written, he has not listened.  Hence, knowing 
how to properly “think through” material is directly connected 
with drawing a correct conclusion. The aforelisted questions 
emphasize principles necessary to analyze material whether 
spoken or written. Thus, when one has finished reading and 
studying each participant’s material, he may correctly answer 
the question, “What did the debater actually say?”

32.  Another very important point necessary to correctly 
evaluating a debate is to examine closely whether each dispu-
tant has truthfully represented what his opponent has said. In 

other words, did each debater say what his opponent said he 
said? For obvious reasons this is more easily done in a written 
debate; however, it is imperative that time and effort be used 
in reading and re-reading material if such is to be adequately 
done. 

In closing these comments, it is most appropriate to em-
phasize the words of Jesus when He instructs us to “Take heed 
what ye hear” and “how ye hear:...” (Mark 4:24; Luke 8:18). 
We  must be sure that “what” we hear is truly Bible instruc-
tion.  “How” one hears pertains to one’s proper application of 
God’s truth to his life (Luke 8:15; Mat. 5:6; John 7:17). Hence, 
it seems most appropriate to urge the reader of this debate to 
heed the words of Jesus when He said, “Who hath ears to 
hear, let him hear” (Mat. 13:9).

—David P. Brown, Editor

There are some in the brotherhood who make it sound as if any dis-
unity between individual brethren or congregations is sinful. While it is 
true that there is a lot of sinful disunity, complete unity is not possible and 
not all disunity is sinful. These brethren often site John 17:21 where Jesus 
prayed for the unity of believers. They argue that since Jesus prayed for it, 
it is possible and mandated. They ask, “Would Jesus pray for something 
that wasn’t possible?” The answer is, “Yes, He would and He did. This is 
not the only time He prayed for the impossible.” 

Impossible?
Jesus knew and understood that most people in the world were not 

and would not live lives of obedience to God (Mat. 7:13-14). He under-
stood that, as a result of this, God’s will would not be done “in earth as it 
is in Heaven.” Yet, He prayed and taught the apostles to pray, “Thy will 
be done in earth, as it is in Heaven” (Mat. 6:10). God informed us, in 1 
John 1:8, that even Christians will occasionally fail to do God’s will. Jesus 
was knowingly praying for something that was not possible. But, more 
than that, He was also teaching His disciples to pray for something that 
was not possible. Jesus was teaching His disciples to desire and pray for 
perfection, even if that perfection was unattainable. 

In Gethsemane Jesus understood that He had to suffer the agony of 
Calvary. Yet, He prayed and asked God to spare Him if possible. He was 
knowingly praying for something that was not possible. Jesus was ex-
pressing His true heart-filled desire to God. 

On the cross Jesus prayed and asked God to “forgive them, for 
they know not what they do” (Luke 23:34). However, God’s ability, or I 
should say, God’s willingness to forgive them was based on their willing-
ness to be repentful and obedient to God (Acts 2:38). Jesus was knowingly 
praying for something that was not possible. Jesus was expressing His 
true heart-filled desire to God. Likewise, Jesus in His prayer in the upper 
room with His apostles when He prayed for the unity of all believers was, 
in fact, praying for something that was not possible and He knew it. He 
was expressing His true heart-filled desire to God. 

“Wait a minute,” some might object, “unity has to be possible or it 
would not be required as it is in 1 Cor. 1:10.” Would Jesus require some-
thing that wasn’t possible?” Again the answer is not only yes, but once 
again, this is not the only place He did it. 

In Matthew’s account of Jesus’ great commission, we find Jesus 

commanding the apostles to teach the new converts to be obedient to Him 
in all things (Mat. 28:20). But, Jesus must have known that that total obe-
dience would be impossible (1 John 1:8). Surely Jesus knew that those of 
us who became disciples would need His blood to continuously cleanse us 
from our sins (1 John 1:7). 

Jesus’ requirement of perfection (Mat. 28:20) is not possible. It is the 
ideal that all His followers should strive for, and we should never settle 
for anything else. Jesus’ requirement for unity (John 17:21) isn’t possible. 
It is the ideal that all His followers should strive for, and we should never 
settle for anything else. We should never abandon that ideal, but we need 
to accept the reality that it is an unreachable star.

Disunity Is Commanded By God

Not only is disunity going to be the reality, but God actually man-
dates disunity in the church. When a brother chooses to transgress (“goeth 
onward” ASV) and not to abide “in the doctrine of Christ,” then faith-
ful Christians are told to “receive him not into” their homes nor to “bid 
him God speed.” If we do, we become a “partaker of his evil deeds” 
(2 John 9-11). Church discipline is God-mandated disunity. The disunity 
is not caused by the faithful, but by the unfaithful who abandoned “the 
doctrine of Christ.” 

Why does God command disunity (church discipline, i.e., disfellow-
shiping) when it is exactly the opposite of what Jesus prayed for? There 
are three reasons. 1) To save the sinner (1 Cor. 5:5; 2 The. 3:14; 1 Tim. 
1:20). 2) To save the church (Acts 5:1-11; 1 Tim. 5:20; 1 Cor. 5:6-7; Gal. 
6:1; Rev. 2:20). 3) To save the souls of the lost world (Mat. 5:13-16; Acts 
5:11; 1 Pet. 2:9-12). The teachings about disfellowshiping generally apply 
to individuals, but sometimes they will also need to be applied to whole 
congregations. Congregations as well as individual Christians can sin. 
The Corinthian congregation was ripped apart with division and conten-
tions as to who was more important based on who baptized them (1 Cor. 
1) and on whose miraculous gift was more important (1 Cor. 12-14). They 
had little or no respect and love for each other when it came to sharing 
and partaking of the Lord’s Supper (1 Cor. 11). They also were accepting 
into fellowship a man engaged in a sin that even the pagan world would 
condemn (1 Cor. 5). 

In the seven letters to the seven churches of Asia, we find some hor-

DISUNITY IN THE BROTHERHOOD
Brock Hartwigsen
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rible examples of congregations sinning. The Ephesian congregation had 
“left their first love” (Rev. 2:1-7). The congregation in Pergamos had 
false teachers in their midst and were doing nothing about it (Rev. 2:12, 
14-15). Thyatira had a false prophetess in their midst (Rev. 2:18, 20). Je-
sus said that the church in Sardis was dead (Rev. 3:1). Jesus said that the 
church in Laodicea was “lukewarm” and that He could just spit them out 
of His mouth because of it (Rev. 3:14-16). 

If these congregations refused to repent, then Jesus would have with-
drawn His fellowship from them (Rev. 2:5). As brother James Pilgrim Jr. 
wrote: 

Fellowship with God is based upon our keeping the words of Jesus (John 
14:23; 1 John 3:24; 1:6). Communion with Jesus requires doing God’s will 
(Mat. 12:50), walking as He walked (1 John 2:6, 24; 3:24), abiding in the 
doctrine of Christ (2 John 9). When individuals or churches sin and refuse to 

repent, both the Father and Son withdraw fellowship from them (Rev. 2 and 
3). If Deity will not have fellowship with unrepentant churches, what right 
have we, whether individually or collectively as a congregation, to bid God 
speed to that church?

Conclusion

Absolute unity among individual believers and sister congregations 
of the Lord’s church is the ideal that we should all pray for and strive for. 
But, as long as there are brethren and congregations that do not respect 
God’s will and go about establishing their own form of righteousness 
(Rom. 10:1), there will be a God-mandated need for disunity.

—189 Brookside Dr.
Stanton, KY 40380
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“I AM THE TRUE VINE”
G. K. Wallace

Isaiah used the vine as a type of Israel, planted and tended by the 
Almighty as the husbandman (Isa. 5:1). Israel was not the true vine. 
Christ is the true vine (John 15:1). In John 14 the Lord had just said to 
the disciples, “Arise, let us go hence.” He had just eaten the last supper 
with the apostles. He said that he would not drink of the fruit of the vine 
again on this earth. Likely on the table from which they had just risen 
was the fruit of the vine. And now he says, “I am the true vine.”

In the first eight verses of John 15 we find the following outstanding 
lessons about the vine and the branches.

1. That morality alone cannot save.

2. That there is but one true church.

3. That we should get in Christ, stay in Christ, and stay out of every-
thing else or be lost.

Jesus said, “Apart from me you can do nothing.” Morality alone 
cannot save. Men can be morally good apart from Christ. Yet apart from 
Christ they can do nothing. There is no spiritual life apart from Christ. 
Cornelius was a moral man apart from Christ but he was unsaved. (Acts 
11:14). If morality alone can save then Jesus died in vain. There were 
just as good men morally to be found in the Mosaic age as there are 
now. If a man can be saved by his own goodness then Jesus died for 
no purpose at all. Why did he die if they could be saved by their own 
goodness? Let the moral man remember these words, “Apart from me 
you can do nothing.” There is no spiritual life apart from Jesus Christ, 
the true vine.

Thus we see that one must get into Christ to be saved. Paul says that 
we are baptized into Christ. That makes baptism necessary to salvation 
in Christ Jesus. You cannot do anything apart from Christ but you can’t 
get into Christ unless you are baptized (Gal. 3:27).

This “true vine” is the true church. The vine is the spiritual body of 
Christ. The church is His body (Col. 1:18). There is one body. (Eph. 
4:4.) There is but one body (1 Cor. 12:20). Paul does not say “churches” 
but “the church.” If one desires to be united with Christ let him obey 
the gospel and thus be added to the “one body,” the church, the “true 
vine.”

The objector says that Christ is the true vine and all the denomina-
tions are branches. Christ said, “I” am the vine and “ye” are the branch-
es. “He” that abideth in me. Note the use of the personal pronoun. Do 
men refer to churches as “he” and “ye? Is that the way they talk where 
you live? Is that the way your preacher talks? Would you say about the 
Baptist Church—he is a large church? The use of the personal pronoun 

shows that Christ was talking to his disciples and not to “churches.” In-
dividuals are the branches and not organizations. But just suppose for a 
minute that the branches are churches. In what branch are you? You say 
that I am in the Baptist branch. Yes, but wait, Christ said abide in “me.” 
You should not abide in a branch but in the vine. If you are in a branch 
you ought to get out of it and get in the vine. Get out of the branch and 
get in the vine. “If a man abide not in me, he is cast forth as a branch 
and is withered; and they gather them and cast them into the fire, 
and they are burned.” Abide in the vine or be burned. Do not abide 
in a branch. You cannot abide in a branch. A branch is a disciple or a 
Christian. Individuals are the branches and not denominations.

Did God set denominations in the vine? If so, which ones did He 
put in? If God set denominations in the vine it is strange that He never 
said anything about it. If He did mention them will someone please tell 
where?

For one to claim that denominations are the branches is an apology 
for something they know that is not mentioned in the Bible and a rank 
perversion of the fifteenth chapter of John. Denominations came into 
existence hundreds of years after Christ. They are of human origin and 
no one has a Bible right to belong to any of them.

The “true vine,” the church, was established by Christ and all Chris-
tians are members of it (John 3:5). The church is God’s house. God’s 
house is His family (1 Tim. 3:15). God has no children outside of His 
family.

From this chapter we learn that we must bear fruit to please God. 
“Herein is my Father glorified that ye bear much fruit; and so shall 
ye be my disciples.” You cannot bear fruit apart from the vine. To bear 
fruit you must be in the vine. How does one get in the vine? He must 
believe (Mark 16:15-16.) He must repent (Acts 2:38). He must be bap-
tized (Gal. 3:27). These steps put one into Christ. Yet it is not enough to 
get into Christ. In Christ the branch must bear good fruit. The fruitless 
branch (disciple) will be lost. He will be cast forth and be burned. (John 
15:6.) Our duty in regard to this is clear. We must get in Christ, stay in 
Christ, and stay out of everything else.

Someone may ask, “Can a man be saved and go to heaven and stay 
out of the vine?” No, for Christ says, “Apart from me you can do 
nothing.” It is Christ or nothing. It is the true vine or no vine. It is the 
true church or no church. Christ here teaches that you cannot be saved 
out of the church and you cannot be saved unless you stay in the church.

—Deceased
Bible Banner, 1942
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TRUE-TO-THE-BOOK BIBLICAL EXEGESIS AND COMMENTARY  IN MANUSCRIPTS OF VARIOUS LENGTHS

    We believe the materials you will find on scripturecache.com will increase your Bible knowledge, enrich your spiritual perspective, and draw you 
nearer to God. From brief articles to much longer manuscripts, you will find Bible-related materials here for the taking. We encourage you to download, 
copy, and distribute these documents freely (including using them for study guides or supplemental materials in Bible classes). However, since they are 
copyrighted, we kindly request you to pass them on to others at no charge, even as you have received them. We hope you will visit us often, because we 
will be continually adding new documents in all of the categories below. 

Our Brief Articles...

The brief articles available on this site were for the most part originally written over the years for church bulletins or newspaper articles. They are on a 
wide variety of Biblical topics, moral issues, and doctrinal subjects. They continue to be reprinted in numerous church bulletins throughout our nation.

Our Longer Articles...

These articles, considerably longer than the brief essays described above, were, for the most part, written for and have been published in various reli-
gious periodicals over the years.

Our Long Manuscripts...
We wrote the extended manuscripts you will find here by assignment to serve as chapters in scores of religious books. These manuscripts were thoroughly 
researched and are fully documented.

We wish for you a profitable and enjoyable reading experience.

    WELCOME TO SCRIPTURECACHE.COM . . .
Your Site for BiBle expoSition, exegeSiS, and CommentarY on a wide varietY of topiCS and paSSageS

   During the more than fifty years I have been preaching the Gospel of Christ, Lavonne (my wife for all of these years) and I have written a few thou-
sand pages of manuscripts on the Bible and Bible-related subjects.  

Various ones have urged us to make these materials more widely available, which we are doing through this Website. Andy, one of our sons, has also 
written several Manuscripts and articles that have been published. You will find these here also. These materials include commentary on passages and 
personalities of Scripture, essays relating to worship and doctrine, and articles on ethical and doctrinal issues. 

Many of these are brief articles of 1 to 3 pages in length that have appeared (and are still appearing) in church bulletins throughout the land. Many 
of these shorter articles were also written for newspaper publication, and not a few of them are uploaded in their original publication format. Scores of 
these treatises are in the range of 4 to 12 pages, most of which were originally published in various religious periodicals. We wrote most of the long manu-
scripts (ranging in length from 13 to 59 pp.) on assignment from directors of various lecture programs, and they have been published in approximately 
two hundred books produced by said programs.

In all that we have written we have had absolute faith in the statement of the apostle Paul: “All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is 
profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness” (2 Tim. 3:16, KJV). We have never found any evidence to persuade 
us otherwise than that the Bible is the fully inspired Word of God, including the very words in which it was revealed to its original writers (1 Cor. 2:10, 
13). We believe that the Bible sits in judgment of men, and we tremble at the eternal fate of mere human beings who dare to assume the role of its critics 
and judges.

These materials are non-sectarian and non-denominational—they simply seek to get to the heart of the meaning of the Scriptures. We gladly make 
them available to Bible students everywhere at no charge. If the things we have written help even one person to a better understanding of the Sacred Text 
and to a closer relationship with its Divine Author, we will feel amply rewarded.

Dub McClish, Gospel preacher

Dub McClish Lavone McClish Andy McClish
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The Complete Firm Foundation (1884-2010)
Published in PDF Format

Barry Jones
704 Red Oak Drive
Orange, TX 77632

PDF is portable document format, that can be used by any computer. You can search author, title, 
subjects and anything you want. Follow Guy N. Woods through his preaching ministry. Follow Gus 
Nichols and his Bible Studies. All the articles, issues, and the controversy are included.  

125 years of brotherhood news is available now for $1 per year.
I remember how I really loved to listen to my favorite professors—Terry Hightower, Jackie Stears-

man, William Woodson, Dowell Flatt, Earl West, Jack Lewis, and many lectureship speakers—and how 
they talked about the old preachers, and the issues that sparked the Restoration Movement in America.  
I also remember how painful it was to dig out these jewels of history; how you had to go to a College 
library and find the bound volumes of each journal. Few indexes were available so if you wanted to be 
comprehensive in your search, you just had to go page by page. Even though it was time consuming, I 
enjoyed all those hours. I tracked controversial issues through the decades going page by page.

Now, we have a way to use the computer to scan all those pages and search what we want to see.  
You can sit at the feet of Alexander Campbell, Moses Lard, Barton W. Stone, and John W. McGarvey.  
Don’t forget that the Firm Foundation covered 125 years—many generations of great preachers and 
Bible Scholars. All the issues are covered as they had to deal with the same troubles we have today. The 
schools, the churches, the mission points, and world missions are all chronicled here in the Firm Founda-
tion. This is the paper missionaries reported their news and needs. The FF is really the “who is who” of 
the Restoration Movement. Biographical sketches of current and future preachers, teachers and editors 
are all here. It is possible that the history of your home congregation is here too!

As I started this project (The Firm Foundation Preservation Project), I had to learn the computer 
skills, acquire the right software, and scanners, and then I had to track down all the issues. I travelled 
thousands of miles, talked to the helpful and not so helpful, and managed to gather up thousands of loose 
issues. You would think that one complete copy would be enough, but no. Many times I would find a 
missing page or issue in a “complete” set and have to go looking again. I even had to use microfilm for 
1886-1929 because those who had these issues were not willing to let me scan them. It was an amazing 
journey but worth it. You would think that brotherhood librarians would be the best source for infor-
mation and assistance. Some were extremely helpful… others were indifferent… and still others were 
downright mean. Go figure that out.

Order online from AMAZON.COM (type in the search line “Firm Foundation 
Preservation Project”), or write me (704 Red Oak Drive, Orange, TX 77632), or 
phone 409-670-1675.

The Firm Foundation Covers 125 Years For ONLY $125.00. 
 Also, you can order the Millennial Harbinger, Christian Baptist, Lard’s Quarterly, and others. All 

are unrestricted pdf files. The other titles are $1.00 per year as well. Special thanks to John Prophet and 
the Firm Foundation for granting me permission to do this worthy project.

The Firm Foundation Covers 
125 Years For ONLY $125.00. 

Also available—Millennial 
Harbinger, Christian Bap-
tist, Lard’s Quarterly, & oth-
ers in unrestricted pdf files. 
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2014 SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST CFTF LECTURESHIP

 WHAT MUST A CHRISTIAN DO TO REMAIN FAITHFUL TO CHRIST
The lectureship was presented from Wednesday, February 19—Sunday, February 23 in the facilities of the Spring Church of 
Christ. The congregation is superintended by elders: Kenneth D. Cohn and Buddy Roth. David P. Brown is the evangelist work-
ing full time with the church. He is also the director of the annual lectureship and editor of the book. 

Secretary: Sonya West   t E-mail: sonyacwest@gmail.com   t Office Phone: (281) 353-2707

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST ~ PO BOX 39 (Mailing address) ~ 1327 SPRING CYPRESS ROAD, SPRING, TX 77383

  

Know The Difference In The Lord’s Church And The Religions Of Men—Dub McClish                             
Walk Circumspectly And Lay Hands Suddenly On No Man—Charles Pogue

Be Steadfast In Daily Bible Study, Learning What Is Involved In Ascertaining Bible Authority—Terry Hightower                                                                                            
Be Ready To Forgive A Brother Or Sister Who Repents Of Sin—Lee Moses

Continue to Yield Your Body A Living Sacrifice To God—John West
Strengthen Your Hope Of Heaven—Daniel Denham

Grow In Love For The Brethren—Lester Kamp
Be Obedient To Faithful Elders—Michael Hatcher

     Contend For The Faith —Gary Summers
Love God With All You Are And Have—Bruce Stulting

Love Your Neighbor As Yourself —Geoff Litke
Do Not Be A Respecter Of, Or Partial, To Persons As You Live, Teach, And Defend The Gospel—John  Rose                                                   

 Be Determined To Fellowship Only Those Who Are In Fellowship With God—Charles Pogue     
Watch Ye, Stand Fast In The Faith, Quit You Like Men, Be Strong—Michael Hatcher                                                                                                                         

Be Faithful In Attendance To All Assemblies Of The Church—Johnny Oxendine                                                                    
Do Not Follow A Multitude To Do Evil—John Rose

Keep A Good And Honest Heart—Wayne Blake
Have No Fellowship With The Unfruitful Works of Darkness, But Rather Reprove Them—Danny Douglas                                                                                                         

        Rejoice When You Are Persecuted for Living The Christian Life—Sonya West
    The Husband And Father’s Responsibility In Keeping His Family Faithful—Lee Moses

       The Wife And Mother’s Responsibility In Keeping Her Family Faithful—Lamar Schrei
Keep A Humble And Teachable Mind That Is Ready To Repent Of Any Sin—Johnny Oxendine

Do Not Be A Partaker Of The Works Of The Flesh, But Be Filled With The Fruit Of The Spirit—Gary Summers             
Teach The Alien Sinner, Restore The Erring Church Member, And Be Ready Unto Every Good Work—Lynn Parker

Pray Without Ceasing—Bruce Stulting
Withdraw Fellowship From Disorderly Church Members, Including Family Members—Danny Douglas      

Teach Godliness By Example And Doctrine, Expose And Refute Error, Hold Fast What Is Good—Terry Hightower
Always Worship God In Spirit And In Truth—Daniel Denham                                                                                

Keep Informed About Church History, Current Events, And World Events Impacting The Church—Dub McClish
gfgfgfgfgfg

Videos of the lectures are archived at the following web address: www.churchesofchrist.com.
LECTURESHIP BOOK: The book is $22.00 per book plus $4.00 S&H. Bookstores and dealers ordering five or more books get a 40% discount. 

CD OF LECTURESHIPS: A CD of ALL the Spring Church of Christ lectureship books from 1994–2014 is available. This is in PDF format and 
is searchable. The price is $50.00 per CD. If you have purchased a CD previously, you can upgrade for $5.00 to the current CD (1994-2014). We 
ask that you return your old CD when you purchase the new one. 

AUDIO AND VIDEO: Audio and video recordings of the entire lectureship are available in CD (MP3), DVD, and Blu-ray formats. The cost is: 
CD set—15.00 plus S&H; DVD (standard definition) set—$30.00 plus S&H; Blu-ray (high definition) set—$40.00 plus S&H. Texas residents 
must add 7.25 percent tax.

ORDERING: To order the lectureship book, the CD of the lectureship books, or audio/video recordings contact Contending For The Faith, P. O. 
Box 2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or (281)350-5516, or dpbcftf@gmail.com.
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Understanding The Will Of The Lord
39th Annual Bellview Lectures

Held June 6 – 10, 2014 

 Theme of the Bible Wayne Blake
 God’s Scheme of Redemption Charles Pogue
 Dispensations of Time Dub McClish
 Patriarchal Dispensation Michael Hatcher
 Mosaic Dispensation   Dub Mowery
 Christian Dispensation Charles Pogue
 Ante-Diluvian Period Roelf L. Ruffner
 Post-Diluvian Period Harrell Davidson
 Arrangement of the Bible Jerry Brewer
 Patriarchal Period Roelf L. Ruffner
 New Testament Worship Ken Chumbley
 Period of Bondage Dub Mowery
 Period of Wilderness Wanderings Harrell Davidson
 How We Got the Bible Doug Post

Period of Conquest    Ken Chumbley
Period of Judges John West
Period of the United Kingdom                          Paul Vaughn
Period of the Divided Kingdom                  David P. Brown
Period of Judah Alone                                        Wayne Blake 
Worship                                                        Michael Hatcher
 The Church in the Eternal Purpose of God Gene Hill
 Period of Exile Doug Post
 Period of Restoration Jerry Brewer
Inter-Testament Period Dub McClish
 Period of the Life of Christ                           David P. Brown
 Period of the Church Gene Hill
Second Coming and Judgment John West
The Whole of Man Paul Vaughn

Books
The lectureship book, Understanding The Will Of The Lord,  is 
a soft-cover book containing 28 chapters. Everyone will want to 
purchase a copy and perhaps additional copies for gifts. The cost 
is $11.00 plus S&H.

 Order From
Bellview Church of  Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, 
FL 32526, Phone: (850) 455-7595

Books-on-CD
The Bellview lectureship books (1975-1976, 1978, 1988-2005, 
2007-2014) will be available on CD in Adobe PDF. The price of 
the CD is $37.50. The CD will also includes the Defender (1970, 
1972-2013), Beacon (1972, 1974-2013), and other material.

www.bellviewcoc.com

Contending for the Faith Spring Church of Christ Lectureship Books
A SEARCHABLE CD OF THE LECTURESHIP BOOKS FROM 1994–2014 IS AVAILABLE FOR $50.00

A CD FOR ONE BOOK COST $5.00   hf $3.00 P&H FOR ONE BOOK 
                                                                                                                                                                                                                    

        
2014     What Must I Do To Remain Faithful?      $22.00
2013    Christ—The Great Controversialist        $22.00
2012      N. T. Ch. & Counterfeit Churches                   $20.00
2011    Profiles in Apostasy #2                         $20.00
2010  *Profiles in Apostasy #1                             ..........
2009  *Religion & Morality                                 ..........
2008   Unity—From God or Man                        $17.00
2007    Fellowship—From God or Man              $17.00
2006    Anti-ism—From God or Man                  $17.00
2005    Morals—From God or Man                    $17.00
2004    Judaism—From God or Man                  $17.00

   2003*Islam—From God or Man                ............  
 2002    *The Jehovah’s Witnesses                   ............ 
 2001    *Mormonism                                        ............
 2000    *Catholicism                                       ............
 1999    *Pentecostalism                                   ............
 1998    *Calvinism                                           ............
 1997      Premillenialism                                  $14.00
 1996      Isaiah (Vol. 2)                                     $12.00
 1995      Isaiah (Vol. 1)                                     $12.00
 1994    The Church Enters the 21st Cent.        $12.00

*Available on CD only

ORDER FROM: Contending for the FaithghP.O. 2357ghSpring, TX 77383–2357
Email: dpbcftf@gmail.com or (281) 350-5516ghTexas Residents Add 7:25% Tax
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Directory of Churches...
-Alabama-

Holly Pond–Church of Christ, 10221 Hwy 278, 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–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 [By phone inside USA (281) 475-8247; Inside 
the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  Alternative Cambridge 
contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101;  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.

-Montana-
Helena–Mountain View Church of Christ, 1400 Joslyn Street, Helena, Mt. 
59601, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Daniel Coe, 
evangelist (406) 475-4686 or Matt Bidmead (406) 461-9199.

-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, e-mail: 
allenlawson@earth-comm.com.

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535 
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841,www.belvederechurchofchrist.
org; e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (8-3) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 
a.m., 6:00p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803)279-8663

Texas-
Denton area–Northpoint Church of Christ, 4224 N. I-35 (Greenway Plaza, 
just north of Cracker Barrel). Mailing address: 4224 N. I-35, Denton, TX 
76207.  E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Website: www.northpointcoc.
com.  Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 
(940) 387-1429; dubmcclish@gmail.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., 1:30 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures, and the internet school, Truth Bible 
Institute. 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.

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

Contending For The Faith
P. O. Box 2357
Spring, Texas 77383-2357 
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The entire purpose of this treatise is not to demean or 
pick on any one individual or group of individuals, but to 
analyze the facts of the matter before us and try to determine 
where the bride of Christ that meets on Brown Trail Drive 
in Hurst, Texas stands according to the truth. An ominous 
cloud of suspicion was cast over this congregation about a 
year ago when whispers of discontent dampened the cord of 
unity once thought to be incorruptible. Through the years 
Brown Trail has been the bastion of faithful works for the 
Lord, having once sponsored the International Gospel Hour 

The “No Spin” Zone
Mike Demory

This article printed following these remarks is one of two written more than 10 years ago by brother Mike Demory.  Neither article has 
been published until now. This article and the second one to follow on page 8, concern themselves with the problems at the Brown Trail Church 
of Christ in Hurst, Texas, between 2000-2002. They were written not long after said events took place in order to present what the author knew 
about certain events that are now for the most part well known to those who want to be correctly informed about what we at the time in CFTF 
called the nightmare on Brown Trail.

Although over ten years have elapsed since the events discussed by brother Demory in both articles took place, time does not erase the 
facts of history whether they are good or bad. Our actions transcend time going all the way to the Judgment Day. Further, we know there are 
those in the Brown Trail congregation today who would not engage in the re-evaluation and reaffirmation of elders (hereafter the R. and R. of 
elders) as related by brother Demory in his articles. Nevertheless, there has never been a definitive statement on the part of those who taught 
and practiced the R. and R. of elders stating that they now believe it to be a sinful act, that they have repudiated it because it is sinful, that they 
have confessed said actions as sinful, asking the brethren to pray with them and for them to God for God to forgive them for practicing that 
for which they had no Bible authority. Further, brother Demory also records other sins, such as brother Dave Miller’s false doctrine regarding 
marriage, divorce and remarriage, for which error he has never repented.

Everyone needs to make informed decisions concerning these matters and any other matter that can impact the church locally and interna-
tionally for evil. And, anything the church does that is not authorized by the New Testament is sin (Col. 3:17). Until scriptural compliance takes 
place on the part of those guilty of whatever the sin takes is, let it be clearly understood that the passing of time does not constitute repentance 
on the part of those brethren guilty of teaching, practicing, and/or defending the R. and R. of elders, etc., as was practiced by the Brown Trail 
Church of Christ.—Editor

and now the Truth-In-Love program, the Annual Fort Worth 
Lectures, and the School of Preaching. Great men such as 
Roy Deaver, Wendell Winkler, Eddie Whitten, Maxie Boren 
and Dave Miller have poured hours of service into mak-
ing sure that sound gospel preachers were trained and then 
turned over to the brotherhood to make disciples of all na-
tions. We most certainly applaud Brown Trail (preachers, el-
ders, deacons, and members) who have worked so diligently 
in making these programs available to the lost as well as to 
the brethren. However, all that has been done in the past in 
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Ira Y. Rice, Jr., Founder 
August 3, 1917-October 10, 2001

David P. Brown, Editor and Publisher 
dpbcftf@gmail.com

COMMUNICATIONS received by CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH 
and/or its Editor are viewed as intended FOR PUBLICATION unless 
otherwise stated. Whereas we respect confidential information, so 
described, everything else sent to us we are 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 or dpbcftf@gmail.com. Telephone: 
(281) 350-5516.

FREE—FREE—FREE—FREE—FREE—FREE

To receive CFTF free, go to www.cftfpaper.com and 
sign up. Once done, you will be notified when the cur-
rent issue is available. It will be in the form of a PDF 
document that can be printed, and forwarded to friends.
SUBSCRIPTION RATES FOR THE PAPER EDITION

Single Print Subs: One Year, $25.00; Two Years, $45.00.
NO REFUNDS FOR CANCELLATIONS OF PRINT SUBSCRIPTIONS.

ADVERTISING POLICY & RATES
CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH exists to defend the gospel 
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Editorial...
“I HAD RATHER BE HATED

FOR  SPEAKING GOD’S TRUTH
 THAN HAILED  FOR TRYING

TO REDEFINE IT.”
Recently I posted to our Contending for the Faith Face-

book page the above quotation. The following remarks were 
posted as a response to my posted foregoing quotation. It 
reads, “The truth needs no defense. At times it is made ugly 
by a ‘Christian’ non-Christian [’s] defense of the truth.”

I responded to the post with the following comments:
“It is a false statement to affirm, ‘that the truth needs no de-
fense’.” The Bible teaches it does need defending (Jude 3; Phi. 
1:17, etc.). Indeed, “at times it is made ugly by a ‘Christian’ 
non-Christian defense of the truth,” an example of which is 
the well-meaning person who makes such a false statement as 
“the truth needs no defense.” When false teachers reared their 
ugly heads among the brethren in the church in Antioch of 
Syria and among the Galatian churches the great apostle Paul 
declared to the Galatian brethren,

And that because of false brethren unawares brought in, 
who came in privily to spy out our liberty which we have 
in Christ Jesus, that they might bring us into bondage: To 
whom we gave place by subjection, no, not for an hour; 
that the truth of the gospel might continue with you (Gal. 
2:4, 5; Also see Gal. 2:11; Acts 15:2).

In fact, this person’s post is an effort to defend the truth (such 
as it is) when he states that “truth does not need defending.” 
In making that statement, as contrary to the Word of God as it 
is, he is making an effort (albeit illogical) to defend the truth. 
If that is not the case, to what purpose did he make it? This 
person’s post is another sad example of certain people’s lack 
of taking all of what the Bible says on a certain topic before 
coming to a conclusion about what the Bible actually teaches 
about it. It is also a prime example of the inability or unwill-
ingness of people to reason correctly and come to the correct 
conclusion regarding a specific topic (1 The. 5:21). Besides 
the outright ignorance of the Bible and/or the lack of respect 
for the authority of the Bible in general and the New Testa-
ment in particular, the failure to take all the Bible teaches on 
a topic in its immediate and remote context, and/or to rea-
son correctly concerning it, are two problems that continually 
thwart a great many people in their efforts to arrive at the truth 
on various topics. This person ought to know better than what 
he posted when he wrote, “The truth needs no defense.” It did 
in his case.

That person posted a second response to my preceding 
post. He wrote:

What is true is true. Our defending it will not make it true or 
truer. I do defend the faith, and the Word of God is true and is 
its own best defense. Let the Word of God be true, and every 
human a liar. I think you are reading to (sic) much into what 
I wrote. I have a high respect for the Word of God. That is 
where I will leave it. Thanks and God bless.

To his second post I responded with the following com-
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ments.
I can only know what anyone’s thoughts are by the words they 
chose to make them known. Words have meanings—they are 
signs of ideas and vehicles of thought. Your comment, “What 
is true is true” does not touch top, side, edge, or bottom of the 
precise statement you affirmed, specifically, “The truth needs 
no defense.” No one said that “our defending it [the truth] will 
make it any more true or truer.” Advocating and/or defending 
your wife will not make your wife any more your wife. But 
you would defend her because she is your wife, you love her, 
and you have a special obligation as her husband to defend her 
because she is your wife. I defend the truth because I love the 
truth; it is the only way for me to know how and when God 
saves me from my sins and keeps me saved in His church. 
Thus, I cannot stand to see it misunderstood or corrupted by 
anyone any more than you can stand to see your wife abused 
or misused. Therefore, all the passages in the Bible that teach 
us to defend it will not be ignored by the one who loves the 
truth of God’s Word. To say that since the Word of God is true 
and is, therefore, its on (sic) best defense, is to ignore those 
scriptures that obligate us to defend it. Of course you don’t 
have to respond to this, because there is nothing you or any-
one else who accepts the Bible to be the infallible, inerrant, all 
sufficient, final, and complete revelation of God to man can 
successfully say against those parts of the Bible that demand 
for those who love it and fully believe it to properly defend 
it. That is not nearly it concerning the obligation we have to 
defend to truth, that is it and forever will be it.

To my previous remarks, the person once again respond-
ed with the following post, “Do what you feel called to do. 
The Word of God is more powerful than I am-or you. God 
bless.”

My last response to the foregoing post was:
It is not a matter of what I “feel,” or you “feel,” or anyone else 
“feels,” but a matter of what the New Testament authorizes us 
to do (Col. 3:17). And, whatever it authorizes us to do we can 
know absolutely what that is (John 8:31, 32; 17:17; 12:48). 
However, “There is a way that seemeth right unto a man, 
but the end thereof are the ways of death” (Pro. 14:12). 
This certainly has to do with our obligation to God to defend 
His truth and anything else that is necessary to be saved or to 
remain faithful to God as members of His church. “O Lord, I 
know that the way of man is not in himself: it is not in man 
that walketh to direct his steps” (Jer. 10:23). Thus, we have 
the Word of God to lead, guide, and direct us here on earth (2 
Tim. 2:15; 3:16, 17; Heb. 4:12; Jam. 1:25).

It is no wonder that religious people end up believing no tell-
ing what concerning just about any Bible topic. They are in 
a state, to one degree or another, of confusion as to what the 
Bible says on much of anything. And, in many cases when the 
truth is shown to them they refuse it.

—David P. Brown, Editor

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

IS YOUR RELIGIOUS AND MORAL CONDUCT AUTHORIZED
BY THE NEW TESTAMENT?

David P. Brown

One of the problems with those who believe the Bible 
to be the Word of God is that they do not know how to de-
termine from the divine volume whether their actions are right 
or wrong—whether God is pleased with their conduct, or not. 
Thus, we need to know how to properly study the Bible.

The Bible teaches that we must learn how to study it cor-
rectly unless we stand ashamed before God—and stand before 
Him we will in the final Judgment Day. (2 Tim. 2:15; 3:16, 17; 
Rom. 14:12). Furthermore, we are obligated to have Jesus’ au-
thority for everything we believe and practice (Col. 3:17). To 
engage in actions not authorized by Christ is to fail to act with 
proper faith in Him and His way of salvation. Our faith in God 
and Godly things is formed, sustained, and strengthened by the 
Word of God (Rom. 10:17; 2 Cor. 5:5) Thus, let it be clearly 
understood that we are under the authority of Jesus Christ as it 
is revealed in the language of the New Testament (Mat. 26:28; 
28:18; John 14:6; 2 Cor. 3:6; Heb. 9:15; John 12:48). We are not 
under the authority of the Old Testament (2 Cor. 3:6, 14; Heb. 
8:6, 13; 9:15; 12:14). Notice the following as to the fact that we 
are to look to Jesus and not the Old Testament to learn how to be 
saved and serve God faithfully.

And after six days Jesus taketh Peter, James, and John his broth-
er, and bringeth them up into an high mountain apart, And was 
transfigured before them: and his face did shine as the sun, and 
his raiment was white as the light. And, behold, there appeared 
unto them Moses and Elias talking with him. Then answered Pe-
ter, and said unto Jesus, Lord, it is good for us to be here: if thou 
wilt, let us make here three tabernacles; one for thee, and one for 
Moses, and one for Elias. While he yet spake, behold, a bright 
cloud overshadowed them: and behold a voice out of the cloud, 
which said, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased; 
hear ye him (Mat. 17:1-5).

New Testament authority is found in the only way the lan-
guage of the New Testament leads, guides, and directs anyone to 
do anything—by DIRECT STATEMENTS, EXAMPLES, and/
or IMPLICATIONS. If people cannot find one of the foregoing 
ways in the language of the New Testament (the manner where-
by any language authorizes anyone to do anything) to authorize 
their actions, then there is no authority for them to engage in 
whatever that action may be.

Please realize that no language can authorize anyone to do 
anything without direct statements, examples, and/or implica-

(Continued on page 18)
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(Continued from page 1)
the name of truth, cannot over shadow the sin that now finds 
itself in their camp. 

Once a member of the Brown Trail congregation, and 
a full-time student at the School of Preaching, I came to 
know many of the players involved in what must be deemed 
a tragedy. Keep in mind that there are a lot of hard and hurt 
feelings over this, which is common whenever brethren are 
involved in differences of opinion and/or doctrine. Brethren, 
it is with a deep sense of regret that I present the following 
material for your consideration. I wish that such did not have 
to be done, but at the same time I know what anguish the 
problems at Brown Trail have caused me and others who 
have been associated with them at one time or another—so 
there is no doubt that there are others who would like to 
know as much as possible where the fault lies. Looking from 
the outside and picking through the multitude of emotions 
that are flowing from the hearts of the brethren involved, it is 
my plan to present the meat of the problem without spinning 
away from the truth. I am in no way saying that I have done 
this perfectly, but I have tried my best to look at the situation 
with an open mind, weighing both sides, and gleaning out 
of it all the facts in a chronological order. Brethren, it is the 
duty of us all to encourage the guilty parties to repent, that is, 
a repentance that requires much more than stepping forward 
and saying “I’m sorry.” 

Chronology of the Problem
It is alleged that the problem began in August of 1996 

with the hiring of Everett Chambers, a freshly graduated stu-
dent from the Brown Trail School of Preaching. Dave Miller 
had accepted a plethora of responsibilities (Director of the 
Truth-In-Love program, Director of PTS, teaching both in 
the school and on the TV program) plus a number of speak-
ing engagements throughout the brotherhood. Dave asked 
the elders at that time (Bobby Watts, Roy Bellows & Jimmy 
McKenzie) if they would allow him to hire Everett to assist 
him with the TV program and it wouldn’t cost them a dime 
(Letter to the Elders, by Dave Miller, Dec. 24, 1997, p. 4, p. 
3). 

Brother Miller then allowed brother Chambers to sub-
stitute teach in the School of Preaching, which may or may 
not have been known by the elders. In January 1997, Everett 
was made a full-time instructor in the School, teaching over 
students that he had attended school with a year earlier. It 
was during the year of 1997 that unrest appeared within the 
school with Everett representing Dave in many matters be-
tween staff and Director and students and Director. At the 
time the late brother Johnny Ramsey voiced his opposition 
of Everett’s tactics to the elders several times but nothing 
was done. In January of 1998, Brother Ramsey resigned 
from his association with the School and TV program. 
Brethren Don Simpson and Gary Fallis had also voiced their 
dissatisfaction with brother Chambers’ ways of dealing with 
students and his disrespect for older instructors. The elders 

decided that Everett should focus totally on the TV program 
and not be associated with the School. During 1998, Everett 
spent his time raising support and speaking to congregations 
about the Truth-In-Love program. Then in January 1999, el-
ders Watts & Bellows appointed Everett as Dean of Students 
over the preaching school, although brother McKenzie many 
times stood alone in his opposition to Everett’s involvement 
in the school. Before leaving Brown Trail, Johnny Ramsey 
had warned the elders of Brother Chambers methods, but 
they refused to listen (Bobby Watts and Roy Bellows, but 
not Jimmy McKenzie). Please note that the problems that 
arose between Everett Chambers and some of the instruc-
tors and students, was his alleged use of Boston-Crossroads 
control methodology, which he learned as a member of that 
false movement. The methods of controlling others used by 
Chambers and Miller became the beginning cause of the 
problems at Brown Trail. 

They convicted men of non-existent sin to elicit a confes-
sion. They aired student’s personal problems before the 
entire student body. They refused to accept criticism, ac-
cusing those approaching them of pride, rebellion, and a 
wicked heart. Faculty and Students were forbidden from 
discussing school problems with the eldership without 
prior approval of Dave or Everett. Everett was the only 
one who could approach Dave……..Dave accused John-
ny Ramsey, Don Simpson, Gary Fallis and several stu-
dents of sin in that they discussed school problems with 
the elders without Dave’s permission. Dave sought their 
removal based on that “sin.” (Letter by James French to 
Brown Trail, July 19, 2002, p. 4, pp. 2, 3). 
In the July 1981 issue of Contending for the Faith, 

Brother Barry Hatcher wrote an article titled “Beware of the 
Crossroads Movement.” In that article, he stressed how this 
movement (now referred to as The International Churches of 
Christ or ICOC) received much of its coaching from Robert 
E. Coleman’s book The Master Plan of Evangelism. Brother 
Hatcher pointed out that the Crossroads Philosophy when 
adopted ignores any and all authority given to elders by 
the Scriptures. There is a pyramid structure that gives what 
they call the “Campus Minister” the head position, to which 
elders, deacons, preachers, soul talk leaders, hosts of soul 
talks, and visitors answer. The Campus Minister is said to be 
more spiritual than the rest, which means he holds a higher 
authority than those under him do. Mr. Coleman said in his 
book: 

Followers must have leaders, and this means that before 
much can be done with the church membership some-
thing will have to be done with the church officials. If 
this task seems to be too great, then we will have to start 
like Jesus did by getting with a few chosen ones and in-
stilling into them the meaning of obedience (The Master 
Plan of Evangelism, p. 60). 
Brother Hatcher continues in his article to point out that 



Contending for the Faith—September/October/2014                                                                                                          5

the new convert soon learns that the more he obeys the more 
“spiritual” he becomes. The more he is faithful to the Cross-
roads leaders the more he is rewarded by their acceptance. 
Since all are trying to please the leaders by obeying them, 
if the convert gets out of line the first means used to bring 
him under control are code words or concept words. This is 
a very effective method of control. Belittling an individual, 
who is, to his knowledge, trying his best to be “spiritual,” 
by using such concept words as “not spiritual,” “prideful,” 
and “rebellious,” will send him on a “guilt trip.” It is also 
pointed out that the convert is always required to confess 
sin—even intimate sins—to the leader. The confessions only 
go up never down because spiritual leaders never sin! 

The appearance of these types of tactics are suspect 
when one reviews the various statements of brethren and 
their concerns with Everett and Dave. Neither Dave nor Ev-
erett has yet to admit any sin. Both Dave and Everett ignored 
the authority of the elders to the point that they swayed two 
elders (Bobby Watts and Roy Bellows) into giving them 
total authority in the school. Any student or instructor who 
challenged Everett’s authority was marked as “prideful,” 
and “rebellious.” When I attended the Brown Trail School 
of Preaching, the school chapel was a time of prayer, singing 
and devotionals. But, when Everett became Dean, it turned 
into “The guilt trip hour,” a time for confession of sin and 
public rebuke. 

Another problem that cropped up with brother Cham-
bers during this time was that as Dean of Students he had 
illegally entered the United States from Jamaica by marrying 
a cousin. After obtaining his papers of legalization, Everett 
divorced her. The elders talked with Everett about the situa-
tion and told him he would have to contact government au-
thorities and do whatever they deemed necessary to correct 
his situation. When the issue was pressed by the eldership 
(French, McKenzie, Barker) in 2001, Everett resigned from 
the school and left Brown Trail without repenting, and with-
out discussing it with the elders or correcting his sin. To this 
date Everett has never repented of this sin nor has he tried to 
work things out with the government; yet he is a man who 
Dave Miller continues to staunchly defend. 

In January of 2000, after months of prayers, sermons, 
and evaluation of men who met God’s qualifications, the 
Brown Trail congregation installed two new elders (James 
French & Daryl Barker), making a total of four elders (Jim-
my McKenzie, Bobby Watts, James French & Daryl Barker). 
The two existing elders met with the two new elders. They 
were brought up to speed on concerns within the congrega-
tion. One important concern was the School of Preaching 
to which numerous pages of testimony were given concern-
ing an ongoing problem between Everett Chambers [Dean 
of Students], the instructors, and students. The eldership lis-
tened to students and school staff concerning the problem 
and then recommended that Everett Chambers be removed 

as Dean of Students. They also recommended that Dave 
Miller spend full time directing the school during the time 
they were trying to work things out with brother Chambers. 
This is something Dave had said in his 1997 letter to the 
elders. 

I would not have time to be totally responsible for fun-
draising and recruiting, but I would fulfill the desire of 
the elders that the school be brought under control, i.e., 
that discipline, seriousness and stability be restored to 
the school which had been lacking since the Director 
was rarely on site (Letter to the Elders, by Dave Miller, 
Dec. 24, 1997, p. 3). 
It was alleged that Dave chastised the eldership for lis-

tening to the discontent of instructors and students concern-
ing Everett without first coming to him and that he did not 
need to spend full-time in the school. It is further alleged that 
Bobby Watts then sided with Dave, which becomes apparent 
as things continued to escalate.

Between January 2000 and October 2001 the eldership 
had much to deal with. They were informed of the problems 
with Everett’s philosophy on authority and spirituality, they 
became aware of how he had entered the country illegally, 
and falsified his school application, and they had decided it 
was time for an audit of the books. Each of these problems 
individually seemed not to affect the relationship or confi-
dence the membership had in the elders, but collectively, it 
is alleged, that the finances is what put the proverbial “icing 
on the cake” so to speak. Unknown to the elders, Everett 
had enrolled in Law School as a full-time student at UNT. 
He began making his showing at chapel here and there, but 
slip out in time to make it to his classes. In October 2001, 
when the elders asked to meet with him to get an update on 
his progress in working things out with the government, he 
walked into the office and told the elders he was through 
and walked out. The elders made several attempts to evoke 
repentance from him, but he has refused to speak with them. 

In December 2001, it was recommended by Bobby 
Watts that the congregation install additional elders to which 
the other three agreed, thinking that it would be good to 
have others who saw the problems and would assist them in 
getting Brown Trail back on track scripturally. Two weeks 
before the end of the year it was announced to the congrega-
tion that names would be accepted for additions to the elder-
ship. Maxie Boren, Dave Miller, Gerald Nations and Dan 
Flournoy were appointed as an eldership committee. Brother 
Flournoy said that Scriptural objections were put forth con-
cerning brethren Pope, Parker and Elliott, but he was out-
numbered and the objections destroyed. In January 2002, 
three new elders were installed at Brown Trail (Guy Elliott, 
Philip Pope, Eddy Parker). The eldership in keeping with the 
past met with them to bring them up to speed on what was 
going on within the congregation. 

They (Pope, Elliott, Parker) rejected the information 
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we provided them and developed closed minds to these 
facts. As an illustration of their mind-set, they returned 
a letter from one of the dismissed students without read-
ing it. Eddy Parker also has declared, “I am a Dave Mill-
er man.” (Letter by James French to Brown Trail, July 
19, 2002) 
It was now four against three and the new elders plus 

Brother Watts refused to hear anything concerning Dave 
Miller and Everett Chambers. They wanted it all put to an 
end immediately and forgotten or the three elders (French, 
Barker and McKenzie) would have to go.

On April 24, 2002, Dave Miller announced to the con-
gregation at Brown Trail that he would be leaving effective 
August 1. He listed a number of reasons why he was not 
leaving and then gave reasons as to why he was submitting 
his resignation. He said that two straws had broken the pro-
verbial camel’s back for him: 

1. He could not endorse, work with or tolerate the phi-
losophy that was advocated by three elders (French, Barker 
and McKenzie). 

2. He was convinced that their attitude and intentions 
were taking Brown Trail in the wrong direction. That two 
of the three demonstrated flawed leadership and elitist at-
titudes. 

With that announcement, three deacons (Brian White, 
Ed Allen, and Kevin Kogucz) took it upon themselves to poll 
the congregation concerning the qualifications of brothers 
French, Barker, and McKenzie as elders. The three elders 
(French, Barker and McKenzie) met with the other four 
(Parker, Elliott, Pope and Watts) and encouraged them that 
as an eldership they needed to come together on this and re-
buke these men (White, Allen and Kogucz) for their behav-
ior. However, the deacons apparently were supported by the 
four elders, Dave Miller and Maxie Boren, because none of 
them saw anything wrong in their actions. The three deacons 
even approached brother Flournoy and tried indoctrinating 
him to their cause. But after 2 hours and Dan’s reproof of 
their actions, they never confided in him again. 

Brothers French, Barker, & McKenzie continued to en-
courage the deacons to come to them in accordance with 
Matthew 18 so that they could work out any differences 
together, but they refused. Finally it was agreed that they 
would submit their grievances in writing. On May 9, 2002, a 
28-page document was delivered to the elders. When it was 
all said and done, the only individuals they could find that 
seemed to have anything against the three elders (French, 
Barker & McKenzie) were the three deacons themselves. 
By May 28, the elders answered the deacons in writing and 
asked that they sit down together to iron out the matters of 
judgment that they saw as alarming. On Wednesday June 19, 
2002, Maxie Boren presented to the eldership a plan to once 
and for all fix the problem. As Maxie stated in his open letter 
of November 20,

I proposed to a hopelessly divided (4/3) eldership that a 
carefully written letter be sent to the congregation giv-
ing the members an opportunity to express themselves 
as to which of the elders they believed to have remained 
qualified or which they believed had disqualified them-
selves. 
On June 20, the letter of reaffirmation was presented to 

the eldership (only 6 present). Four immediately signed the 
letter. Brother Flournoy had been invited to attend the meet-
ing, and only he, French and Mckenzie voiced their oppo-
sition to this unscriptural process (Brother Barker was out 
sick). Brothers French and McKenzie were allowed to take a 
copy and consider it overnight. They took a copy to Brother 
Barker, who would not sign, but wrote his objections below 
the signature line. Brother McKenzie instructed his wife to 
write his objections under his signature line, but when she 
arrived at the building to do so, Barker’s objections had been 
deleted. Before the letter was mailed to the congregation, the 
only signatures left or allowed, were the four elders (Pope, 
Parker, Elliott and Watts), and the “please note” section was 
added. When the three elders heard the “please note,” breth-
ren Barker and McKenzie resigned. The results of the reaffir-
mation were announced to the congregation July 10. Brother 
French, still not recognizing the validity of the process, re-
fused to give in. Brothers Watts and Pope then convinced 
him to resign if they too would do the same. Approximately 
July 14 the three elders announced to the congregation their 
resignation. However, the following week brother Boren re-
instated brethren Watts and Pope because he said they never 
recognized their resignation in the first place. 

By this time, many members were beginning to see the 
non-Christ like attitude of the new elders towards those they 
deemed as “troublers,” and a few hundred parted ways with 
Brown Trail.

One note that is interesting, is that somewhere between 
Dave Miller’s resignation on April 24th and the June 20th re-
affirmation letter, a secret meeting was put together by Dave 
where only a selected group of 35 men were asked to attend. 
This group included elders (Watts, Pope, Parker & Elliott). 
Not much is known about it, because everyone was sworn to 
secrecy about its purpose. Yet, in a recent meeting with an 
ex-member of Brown Trail, brother Parker admitted, in the 
presence of Robert Dodson, that there was a secret meeting, 
and that it was for the purpose of ridding the congregation of 
three elders. Also, just before the reaffirmation letter, when 
the elders were trying to meet with the three deacons, Ed 
Allen told brother French that they were not going to meet 
with them because Barker, McKenzie & French wouldn’t be 
around long enough to have to worry about it. 

Conclusion
I have done my best to try to present to you in accor-

dance with all the information that is available at this time, 
the order in which the sins at Brown Trail occurred. It is true 
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that I do not know all the “ins and outs” of what happened. 
As I said there is a lot of emotion written into many of the 
documents, which must be cast aside to reveal the heart of 
the matter, and that is what I have tried to do. Maxie has 
laid the blame on Satan for the division that resulted. But 
in the end the blame lays totally at the feet of the eldership 
(both past and present). The Brotherhood is filled with elders 
who refuse to be watchmen (Eze. 33). Elders who shirked 
their God given duty to be examples, to lead, and protect the 
flock. Men like content dogs who will not bark (Isa. 56:10). 
It is the fault of such elders that men like Lucado, Shelly, 
Anderson, etc. are allowed to have pulpits to preach in and 
lead brethren astray. Likewise it is the fault of the elders at 
Brown Trail for evading their duties and giving Dave and 
Everett any authority they so desired. It is the fault of the el-
ders for not being of one mind, one judgment and devoted to 
following only the Word of God in all matters. Using mem-
bers as consultants rather than outside, unbiased parties to 
get to the truth should have been a no-brainer. 

True, Satan is out there and we must be aware of his 
devices, but it becomes our own fault for entangling our-
selves in his snares and becoming a party to ungodliness. 
Satan cannot cause problems on his own, nor can he force 
any of us into ungodly acts. It is only when we choose to join 
in with the multitude to do evil, that he succeeds (Exo. 23:2). 
On July 28, 2002, it is reported that “repentance” was forth-
coming from several individuals which would finally settle 
the matter. Bobby Watts made a public statement before the 
congregation that he had sinned. He said that he had failed 
to shield the congregation from turmoil. Phil Pope made a 
statement confessing sin that he had been a part of the tur-
moil and asked for forgiveness. Guy Elliott made a public 
statement that he had not functioned as an elder should. 
Eddy Parker confessed publicly the sin of pride and asked 
for forgiveness. Maxie Boren made a general statement that 
he knows he has sinned and was sorry for it. Dave Miller has 
made no admission of sin, and neither has Everett Chambers.

 Although it is admirable that these men stood before 
the congregation and “confessed sin,” the question must be 
asked —“Was this true Bible repentance?” Although neither 
I, nor anyone else is able to read the hearts of men, scripture 
tells us “by their fruits we can know them.” Certainly Max-
ie’s was not repentance, because he did not confess what the 
sin or sins were so that the brethren could know just what it 
was that he was going to change in his life. As for the four 
elders, they most certainly did sin in those areas, but what 
about the areas that led up to the division which they helped 
to cause? In what way did Brother Elliott act ungodly? And 
against whom? Has he corrected whatever the sinful act was 
with the person it was committed against? No he has not. 
What about Brother Watts and his failure to shield the flock 
from the turmoil? One of his qualifications for being an elder 
is “by sound doctrine to convince the gain sayers” (Titus 
1:9), yet he sided with them! How will he correct that sin? So 

far he has not. Brother Pope joined in on the turmoil rather 
than siding with the truth, or trying to discover the truth, he 
too should consider resigning, if his repentance is genuine. 
As for Brother Parker, he should be a “Jesus man” instead 
of a “Dave Miller man.” These men and the members of the 
Brown Trail need to study the subject of repentance to un-
derstand what is truly entailed in this action. 

After Dave left Brown Trail in August 2002, the elders 
appointed Maxie as Director of the School of Preaching. Ed 
Allen has been allowed to teach in the school (one of those 
involved in the secret meeting). Maxie informed the students 
that they were not to discuss the problems at Brown Trail 
with anyone, especially not with supporters. But if asked, 
just tell them that everything is fine. Some students were 
confiding in brother Flournoy who was made the School Ad-
ministrator, but when Maxie discovered that Dan was not 
totally agreeable to what had happened at Brown Trail and 
his decisions, Maxie told the students they were not to speak 
to Dan. Brother Flournoy refused to play along and down 
play the problems as nothing more than a “personality con-
flict.” Unable to talk Dan into going with the flow the elders 
relieved him of his responsibilities effective in October 4th. 

It has been apparent by the letter and announcements 
by Maxie that he wants to make everyone think that all is 
fine and in harmony at Brown Trail. Let the chips fall where 
they may. Even the elders sent out an open letter on July 
16, 2002 to repudiate “false” rumors of the circumstances at 
Brown Trail. The current eldership supports Dave Miller’s 
false stand on marriage and divorce—a view that parallels 
the Catholic doctrine of “mental reservation.” The elders 
also supported Dave and Everett’s means of controlling the 
student body as well as staff members. They say that the ac-
cusations of Crossroads like tactics were too vague and un-
substantiated, yet there is much documentation that proves 
otherwise. 

Brethren, despite Brown Trail’s long-standing record for 
standing foresquare for the truth, it is apparent that they no 
longer desire the old paths. Any eldership or preacher who 
will side with the majority and shun searching every pos-
sible angle to get to the root of the problem is not walking 
circumspectly (Eph. 5:15). Please search the Scriptures and 
ALL the evidence before you, then decide who the “trou-
blers” are.

— 1601 Abbey Rd.
gfgfgfgfgfgffg

It is easier to find a score of men wise enough to discover the 
truth than to find one intrepid enough, in the face of opposition, 
to stand up for it. ~A. A. Hodge

You are as young as your faith, as old as your doubt; as young as 
your self-confidence, as old as your fear; as young as your hope, 
as old as your despair. ~Douglas MacArthur
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From generation to generation, God’s people face the 
same modus operandi—by good words and fair speeches 
men deceive the hearts of the simple (Rom. 16:18). They 
turn their ears away from the truth and turn aside unto fables 
(2 Tim. 4:4), and sadly the majority of the people love to 
have it so (Jer. 5:31). The stark reality of what happened 
within the walls of the Brown Trail Church of Christ will 
cause many to be offended; but hopefully some will awaken 
toward repentance. Brethren, it is always a sad day when 
brothers and sisters in Christ choose to bite and devour one 
another over opinions, or areas of expediency. But just as 
disheartening is when brethren do the same over matters of 
doctrine—when we should all be of one mind of one ac-
cord (1 Cor. 1:10; Phil. 2:2). From the evidence that exists 
concerning the events that brought about a new eldership, a 
change in the Brown Trail School of Preaching directorship 
as well as teaching staff, and a withdrawal of fellowship by 
those who left Brown Trail, it is apparent that many Scrip-
tures were and continue to be violated. Let us establish the 
mens rea of our case. 

The Sin of Rebellion 
The physician tells us that God is no respecter of per-

sons (Acts 10:34). Yet, humanity cannot seem to grasp this 
most divine concept. In Numbers 16, we are reminded of the 
incident in which Korah, Abiram, and Dathan took men of 
renown among the Israelites and rose up against Moses (vss. 
1-2). What had started as a sin of three men became a sin of 
250! They accused Moses and Aaron of assuming authority 
over the Israelites, and not allowing others who in their own 
eyes were just as qualified to stand as leaders among their 
own brethren. 

The record reveals that the rebellion of Korah and his 
followers against Moses and Aaron—servants who God had 
deemed qualified, was a sin. Had it not been for Moses’ in-
tercession on the part of the innocent, all would have died 
that day for such an iniquity. When brethren take it upon 
themselves to try and “dig up dirt” on other brothers and/or 
sisters in Christ, they are in open rebellion against God. Who 
gave the three deacons (Kevin Kogucz, Ed Allen & Bryan 
White) any authority to check the pulse of the congregation 
concerning three elders (James French, Jimmy McKenzie, 
Daryl Barker)? The answer is that no one gave them that 
authority! 

Like Korah before them, they chose to seek out other 
members who might side with their position so that they 
could then establish precedence for removing God’s shep-
herds. This tactic is not new as evidenced by the account in 
Numbers 16. Brethren will use this same ploy to rid them-

SIN IN THE CAMP
Mike Demory

selves of a faithful gospel preacher, who to them is too nega-
tive. Both Bobby Watts and Maxie Boren encouraged the 
resignation of two elders (Barker and French) so that the 
three deacons would stop their dirt digging and so things 
would calm down; “He that justifieth the wicked, and he 
that condemneth the just, even they both are abomina-
tion to the LORD” (Pro. 17:15). By appraisal of the Scrip-
tures that makes Maxie guilty by association (2 John 9-11; 
Eph. 5:11; Num. 16; etc.)! Why is it that erring brethren get 
more sympathy than those who are trying hard to contend 
earnestly for the faith? 

Another area of rebellion that seems to have escaped 
the minds of some, is Dave Miller and Everett Chambers. 
After brothers Barker and French were installed as elders, 
brothers Bobby Watts and Jimmy McKenzie (existing el-
ders) informed the two of the problems they were having in 
the School of Preaching. After reading the documentation, 
it was decided by only three of the four elders that Dave 
should spend more time with the school and that Everett 
should have less to do with it. After speaking to Dave about 
the situation, he wrote them a scathing letter, rebuking the el-
ders for taking away his authority in the school and blaming 
Everett for the problems they were facing. Dave continued 
to hire part-time teachers to fill in during his absences (over 
35 per year), totally rebelling against the elder’s authority 
to oversee the work of the school. Everett refused to talk 
with the elders about his erring to the point that he finally 
resigned in October of 2001. 

The Word of God has much to say about the sin of rebel-
lion, to which we must all take heed: “For he addeth rebel-
lion unto his sin, he clappeth his hands among us, and 
multiplieth his words against God.” (Job 34:37); “For 
rebellion is as the sin of witchcraft, and stubbornness 
is as iniquity and idolatry” (1 Sam 15:23) “They are of 
those that rebel against the light; they know not the ways 
thereof, nor abide in the paths thereof” ( Job 24:13). 

The Sin of Pride 
“Pride goeth before destruction, and an haughty 

spirit before a fall” (Pro. 16:18). The prophet Obadiah 
wrote of the Edomites whose pride had deceived them into 
thinking they were invincible (vs. 3). Unfortunately pride is 
still alive and well today, as this sin causes more problems 
within the Lord’s body than possibly any other. “He that is 
of a proud heart stirreth up strife” (Pro. 28:25). When ap-
plication of the sin of pride is made to the Brown Trail situ-
ation, Dave Miller and Everett Chambers fit this mold as do 
the three deacons (White, Allen, and Kogucz). In the sense 
that the word pride means “showing oneself above others,” 
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pride crept in among these brethren when they usurped au-
thority over the eldership. In the case of the deacons, they 
did not obtain the elder’s permission or authority to seek 
members who were displeased with the shepherding of the 
elders. First of all if they had ought against a brother they 
should have met the requirements of Matthew 18:15-17, et 
al. But that aside, they took it upon themselves to “dig up 
dirt”—“The proud have digged pits for me, which are not 
after thy law” (Psa. 119:85). 

After repeated pleas by three of the seven elders (Barker, 
McKenzie, and French) for the three deacons to cease and 
desist, the arrogance of these brothers continued to be sup-
ported by four elders (Parker, Elliott, Pope and Watts), Max-
ie and Dave. Yes, it is true that Satan loves to have it so, and 
that his ways are the root cause of dissension among breth-
ren, but we cannot lay all the blame at the feet of the devil. 
Men such as White, Allen and Kogucz made the choice to 
go against God’s ways—“The wicked, through the pride 
of his countenance, will not seek after God: God is not in 
all his thoughts” (Psa. 10:4). 

As for brothers Miller and Chambers, their arrogance is 
seen in the same light. They too chose not to adhere to the 
will or authority of the elders. I understand brother Miller’s 
need to be on the road and raise funds for the school, as does 
every other director of a School of Preaching, however, if 
the elders saw the need to curtail such trips for the good of 
the school, Dave should have heeded their advice rather than 
throw tantrums and ignore their authority.

Brother Chambers after arriving in this country under 
false pretenses (a marriage to a cousin for the purpose of 
becoming a legal immigrant), was asked by the elders to cor-
rect this situation with the government and repent of his sin. 
As Dean of Students in the School of Preaching, he was also 
asked to discontinue his use of Crossroads tactics in the dis-
cipline and treatment of students and staff members. To my 
knowledge he has done neither, nor has he ever repented of 
his sins, but to this day continues to worship and teach as a 
faithful member of the church. 

God has said, “Every one that is proud in heart is an 
abomination to the LORD: though hand join in hand, he 
shall not be unpunished” (Pro. 16:5). Brother Chambers 
is not only guilty of a proud heart, but also guilty of false 
doctrine.

If any man teach otherwise, and consent not to wholesome 
words, even the words of our Lord Jesus Christ, and to 
the doctrine which is according to godliness; He is proud, 
knowing nothing, but doting about questions and strife’s 
of words, whereof cometh envy, strife, railings, evil sur-
misings… (1 Tim. 6:3-4). 

As for the newest elders who were installed in January 
of 2002, it would appear that they too are guilty of pride, 
which disqualifies them as elders; “Not a novice, lest being 
lifted up with pride he fall into the condemnation of the 

devil” (1 Tim. 3:6). Their pride carried them away with the 
rebelling deacons, School Director and Dean of Students. 
They refused to listen to both sides of the story, because they 
were “Dave Miller men!” When accusations were brought 
against brother James French, brother Parker (a new elder) 
had the microphones turned off so that no one could hear his 
defense. These are the types of things that should never be 
heard of among the brethren. Where is the agape love (1 Cor. 
13:4-8)? Where are those who truly “hate EVERY false 
way” (Psa. 119:104, 128)? “A man's pride shall bring him 
low: but honour shall uphold the humble in spirit” (Pro. 
29:23). 

The Sin of Strife
“A froward man soweth strife: and a whisperer sepa-

rateth chief friends” (Pro. 16:28). Named among the works 
of the flesh (Gal. 5:20), this word along with its synonyms 
denotes contention, a conflict against foes, causing division, 
seeking to win followers. Based upon these definitions, there 
is no doubt that many players in Brown Trail’s quandary 
qualify as causing strife. Bobby Watts, Eddy Parker, Guy 
Elliott, Philip Pope, Dave Miller, Everett Chambers, Maxie 
Boren, Brian White, Kevin Kogucz, Ed Allen, and Gerald 
Nations were all involved in causing the resulting division. 
Each one played an important role, whether actively or not, 
in the false position that Brown Trail now takes on the is-
sue of re-affirmation of elders, as well as the ill treatment of 
faithful brethren. “He that is of a proud heart stirreth up 
strife” (Pro. 28:25). 

Brothers Fallis, Ramsey, Simpson, Flournoy, McKenzie, 
French and Barker, as well as several students became foes 
of Miller and Chambers simply because they were trying 
their best to correct a sinful situation within the School.

But if ye have bitter envying and strife in your hearts, glo-
ry not, and lie not against the truth. This wisdom descen-
deth not from above, but is earthly, sensual, devilish. For 
where envying and strife is, there is confusion and every 
evil work (Jam. 3:14-16). 
Miller, Chambers, Allen, White, Watts, Kogucz, Na-

tions, and Boren worked in concert to win followers to their 
cause, thereby causing division, and conflict; “Let nothing 
be done through strife or vainglory; but in lowliness of 
mind let each esteem other better than themselves” (Phi. 
2:3). When Chambers refused to repent and amend his error, 
or even to work things out with the elders, he resigned from 
his position at Brown Trail. “For ye are yet carnal: for 
whereas there is among you envying, and strife, and divi-
sions, are ye not carnal, and walk as men?” (1 Cor 3:3). 

The Sin of Deceit 
Seeing thou hatest instruction, and castest my words be-
hind thee? When thou sawest a thief, thou consentedst 
with him, and hast been partaker with adulterers. Thou 
givest thy mouth to evil, and thy tongue frameth deceit. 
Thou sittest and speakest against thy brother; Thou slan-
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derest thine own mother’s son” (Psa. 50:17-20).

 The words deceit or deceive means that which gives a 
false impression, whether by appearance, statement or influ-
ence; to mislead, to beguile or delude. Maxie and the current 
eldership and anyone else who follows their dictates to tell 
others all is fine, are guilty of the sin of deceit via brother 
Boren’s open letter (Nov. 20, 2002), his article in the Preach-
ing Training School Newsletter (No. 44, Oct. 2002), and 
articles written in the Rocky Mountain News and Christian 
Journal—all for the purpose of deceiving the brotherhood 
into thinking that their problems have been taken care of and 
everything is back to normal. The problem is that nothing 
is back to normal. The brethren at Brown Trail only seem 
to care about how the Brotherhood views them so that they 
will continue to receive support for the School and TV pro-
gram. Where is the concern for lost souls? If the three elders, 
Johnny Ramsey, Dan Flournoy, Gary Fallis, Don Simpson 
and a few disenfranchised students were the troublers, then 
they sinned and must be dealt with accordingly. How can 
we lay claim to NT Christianity when we refuse to love the 
souls of all men? And I mean love as in “action,” in “deeds” 
not just words (1 John 3:18). 

Their throat is an open sepulchre; With their tongues they 
have used deceit: The poison of asps is under their lips: 
Whose mouth is full of cursing and bitterness: Their feet 
are swift to shed blood; Destruction and misery are in 
their ways; And the way of peace have they not known: 
There is no fear of God before their eyes (Rom. 3:13-18).

The three deacons, Kevin Kogucz, Brian White, and Ed Al-
len, are guilty of the sin of deceit because of their involve-
ment in polling members of the congregation through dinner 
invitations in hopes that a member would bring up the sub-
ject and voice objections that they could use against breth-
ren. “Deceit is in the heart of them that devise evil; But to 
the counsellors of peace is joy” (Pro. 12:20). 

The secret meeting and all that were involved, wheth-
er knowingly or not are all guilty of the sin of deceit. To 
take part in secretive meetings where the minutes are not 
allowed to be viewed to anyone other than attendees, and to 
invite only those who may be supportive of Dave Miller, the 
new eldership and their “cause” is not Christ-like behavior. 
“Take heed lest there shall be any one that maketh spoil 
of you through his philosophy and vain deceit, after the 
tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world, and 
not after Christ:” (Col. 2:8). Bobby Watts and Phil Pope 
are guilty of the sin of deceit when they encouraged Brother 
French to resign with them. Then the following week al-
lowed others to reinstate them as elders.

For from within, out of the heart of men, evil thoughts 
proceed, fornications, thefts, murders, adulteries, covet-
ings, wickednesses, deceit, lasciviousness, an evil eye, rail-
ing, pride, foolishness: all these evil things proceed from 
within, and defile the man” (Mark 7:21-23) 

The Sin of Shedding Innocent Blood 
“If they say, Come with us, Let us lay wait for blood; 

Let us lurk privily for the innocent without cause” (Pro. 
1:11). It does not matter to which side or whose version of 
the circumstances at Brown Trail you tend to believe, one 
side or the other, or possibly both have sinned by shedding 
innocent blood. Not actual murder, but character assassina-
tion.

There are six things which Jehovah hateth; Yea, seven 
which are an abomination unto him: Haughty eyes, a lying 
tongue, And hands that shed innocent blood; A heart that 
deviseth wicked purposes, Feet that are swift in running 
to mischief, A false witness that uttereth lies, And he that 
soweth discord among brethren (Pro. 6:16-19).

If you will notice these seven items that are an abomination 
to God, several of them took place at Brown Trail which 
resulted in the division of that congregation. Brethren who 
claim to love the truth in turn must believe that it is im-
perative that they “HATE EVERY FALSE WAY” (Psa. 
119:104). They should never allowed themselves to destroy 
the influence of godly men who were only trying to the best 
of their ability to correct a situation before it reached the 
magnitude that it finally did. It should not matter how long a 
man has been preaching or shepherding the flock. It should 
not matter how close a friendship had been developed with 
one another. It should not matter how much of an education 
one has. All that should and must matter to every faithful 
child of God is that the truth be upheld. Those remaining at 
Brown Trail point to three elders, a couple of instructors, and 
former students as the sowers of discord. While on the other 
hand, the fruit of what Maxie and the current eldership have 
done single them out as those who shed innocent blood. 

Jesus said, “by their fruit ye shall know them” (Mat. 
7:20). Brethren who actively participate and support the un-
scriptural reaffirmation of elders, take part in secret meetings, 
allow deacons to tamper with the “jury,” refuse to speak with 
let alone work out their problems with one another, surely 
would be convicted in a court of law as guilty. “Their feet 
are swift to shed blood; Destruction and misery are in 
their ways; And the way of peace have they not known: 
There is no fear of God before their eyes” (Rom. 3:15-18). 

The Sin of Guilt by Association 
This sin is one that many congregations and individual 

members of the Lord’s church fail and refuse to understand 
let alone apply. Brother Lester Kamp did a masterful job at 
the 1998 Bellview Lectures in speaking on this important 
subject. He said:

...what of members who find themselves in a congregation 
where error is taught or practiced without refutation? When 
members remain in that congregation, they become guilty of 
the error by their continued association with that congregation 
though they disagree with what is taught or practiced there. 
There comes a time after continued objections are made to no 
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avail regarding the error when faithfulness to God requires 
disassociating oneself from a congregation that does not fol-
low God’s Word. There is something more important than 
fond memories…, weddings…, family, and friends who are 
members of that congregation. It is more important to be faith-
ful to God, faithful to His Word (Acts 5:29). 

Several Bible examples can be found that prove this 
principle to be true and right. In Genesis 19, where Lot and 
his family were commanded to “disassociate” themselves 
from the people of Sodom or face the same judgment. In 
Numbers 16, we have the account of the sin of  Korah and 
his 249 followers. Several areas can be pointed out that show 
the Brown Trail congregation, the School and TV program 
being guilty of the sin of association. 

1. For the second time Brown Trail has chosen to go 
against God’s Word and reaffirm men as elders. All members 
who took part in this process, or who have remained silent 
about this error are guilty by association. 

2. Under the cloak of darkness (secrecy) they chose to 
meet with a select group of men. All who participated and 
have not rebuked this practice, nor repented of taking part 
and revealing what happened are guilty by association. 

3. Everett Chambers came into this country illegally and 
through deceit, and Dave Miller chose to ignore it, making 
him guilty by association. 

4. Everett Chambers used Crossroads like tactics in deal-
ing with School staff and students, and Dave Miller allowed 
it, again making him guilty by association. 

5. Maxie Boren, Ed Allen, and Gerald Nations who took 
part in the secret meeting, the reaffirmation process and/or 
the tampering with the jury, are currently or having recently 
been teaching in the School of Preaching. Fellow instructors 
who have not voiced opposition to unfaithful brethren teach-
ing in the school are guilty by association. 

6. Maxie Boren, Dave Miller, and Gerald Nations were 
on the eldership committee when the names of the current el-
ders were submitted. They chose to ignore Scriptural reasons 
why these men were not qualified to be elders —despite Dan 
Flournoy’s objections. These men are guilty of deceit and 
the remaining congregation at Brown Trail as well as any 
outside congregations that support the School or TV pro-
gram are guilty of association. That is if they do so without 
rebuke or error. 

The apostle Paul informed the Christians at Corinth that 
when brethren refuse to follow God’s rules for living that 
faithful brethren are to “come out from among them and 
be ye separate” (2 Cor. 6:17). We must never tolerate sin 
even for a nano-second. The Psalmist said, “I am a com-
panion (an associate) of all them that fear Thee, and of 
them that keep Thy precepts” (Psa. 119:63). When we be-
come companions with those who tear asunder the bride of 
Christ, whether we actively participate in their sin or refuse 

to rebuke and chasten, then we become guilty by association. 
Many brethren tend to believe the “HEAD IN THE SAND” 
is the best policy. Unfortunately, not getting involved only 
punches their one-way ticket to destruction. Christianity is 
an active, not passive religion. 

The Sin of Neutrality 
Perhaps more than any other, this sin has wormed its 

way into the hearts and minds of far more brethren than we 
would care to admit. Our Lord informed the church at La-
odicea, “I know thy works, that thou art neither cold nor 
hot: I would thou wert cold or not. So then because thou 
art lukewarm, and neither cold or hot, I will spue thee 
out of My mouth” (Rev. 3:15-16). This lukewarm feeling 
of being neutral on issues gives many Christians the notion 
that they are exuding the love of Christ. I have been shocked 
to learn of brethren, especially gospel preachers who should 
know better and I assume have preached against such an at-
titude, but have become comfortable to settle into this mind-
set themselves when it comes to brethren or congregations 
they personally like. 

This has certainly been the case in the gospel meet-
ing and lectureship circuit. As it is reported that well-know 
preachers who seem to be “somewhat,” turn the other cheek 
when it comes to speaking with others who are unfaithful. 
Brother Mack Lyon is quoted as saying that he is no more 
endorsing false doctrine by appearing with the likes of Joe 
Beam, than he would be approving of Baptist doctrine by 
riding in a plane with a Baptist preacher. It certainly appears 
that our “somewhat” brethren desperately need “fellowship 
101!” 

The sin of neutrality is gaining more and more support-
ers in the brotherhood, which, if we are going to lay claim to 
being the true NT church, this sin must be removed far from 
us. Faithfulness DEMANDS that ALL error be exposed! 
Even to the point of being considered by the spiritually im-
mature as a “troubler.” Jesus says that the faithful child of 
God will be blessed when others revile, persecute and say all 
manner of evil against them falsely (Mat. 5:11). It certainly 
is hard to take, and as the song says, “one is the loneliest 
number,” but error must be exposed, rebuked and repentance 
encouraged. 

The Brethren in and outside of Brown Trail have taken a 
“head in the sand” posture. Partly because Brother Boren and 
the eldership have encouraged an “all is well” stance, and 
partly because brethren just want to let it die and get things 
back to normal. But what is normal about hiding sin, other 
than being the worldly way of doing things? What is normal 
about refusing to repent, not caring about the lost souls of 
the brethren they say are in the wrong? What’s normal about 
being satisfied with the ungodly approach taken to remove 
elders who allegedly rocked the boat? What’s normal about 
refusing to answer calls, or letters that plead for Bible study 
that will assist in forming repentant hearts? Brethren, if this 
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is what getting back to normal is all about, then we would 
all be just as well off remaining children of the devil, than to 
dupe ourselves into thinking that as “quasi” children of God 
that will be able to get by with the active participation of 
neutrality! As for me, I want no part of this type of “normal.”  

A Call to Repentance
It is my deepest prayer that all parties involved in the 

circumstances that caused the division and resulting unfaith-
fulness of the Brown Trail congregation come together in 
prayer, supplication, agape love and IN AN EARNEST DE-
SIRE to set ALL THINGS straight. Although Brown Trail 
may never fully recover from their sin, they would most cer-
tainly become a true example of what NT Christianity could 
and should be. 

There is so much more that could be said about the prob-
lems that occurred within as well as without the walls of the 
Brown Trail congregation. Most of the things said are noth-
ing more than hurt feelings meant to strike a cord of sympa-
thy and others are nothing more than minutia. The heart of 
the matter is that brethren did give in to the ways of Satan. 
The eldership of the past did not do their job in oversee-
ing the affairs of the school. At times not even knowing that 
false teachers had been allowed to teach class, and willingly 
handing over their authority and duties to the Director be-
cause that’s the way he wanted it. 

I am not saying that only a certain group was totally at 
fault in all that happened at Brown Trail. As is usually the 
case when problems arise, whether between two individu-
als or an entire congregation, both sides feel that they are 
the ones who have been hurt the most. There are always 
two sides to every story, and many times it is difficult to get 
down to the precise cause, and the exact cause. However, 
there are little things that can tip you off that one side has not 
been as innocent as they claim. In law there is what is called 
a “prima facie case,” which is established by sufficient evi-
dence AT FIRST SIGHT, unless that evidence can be effec-
tively rebutted. AT FIRST SIGHT, the reaffirmation of the 
elders and the speed to which it was applied, along with the 
defense of this action, plus Brother Chambers unwillingness 

to discuss his illegal entry into the country with the elders 
is sufficient evidence to establish who had an agenda. Then 
there is the fact that a secret meeting was organized by Dave 
Miller, new elders allowing three deacons to tamper with the 
jury, Brother Boren’s ungodly methods of sending out a re-
affirmation to the congregation, as well as Scriptural objec-
tions to brothers Pope, Parker and Elliott being destroyed. In 
all of this there was total lack of love and care to be of the 
same mind, and in one accord towards truth, not men. Yes, 
there is “prima facie evidence” that the current administra-
tion of Brown Trail (the church, the school and TV program) 
stand in error and must be rebuked as well as exhorted to 
repent. 

Brothers Miller, Boren, Chambers, Pope, Parker, Elliott, 
Allen, Kogucz, White, et al, stand in error of not only shed-
ding innocent blood, but doing so in an ungodly manner. 
Serving their own bellies, and not following the dictates of 
God. Will these brethren be willing to sit down with all par-
ties to this problem and work out their differences in a lov-
ing and Scriptural manner? Would they be willing to do so 
with an outside arbitrator? If found guilty of sin, will the 
current eldership be willing to step down and allow the three 
elders to return should they be found innocent? If truth is 
truly what this congregation seeks, then they should be will-
ing to exhaust all efforts to correct this problem. By their 
fruits we will all discover who they truly are. 

As a former member of Brown Trail and BTSOP Alum-
nus, I pray that all brethren who have allowed themselves to 
get caught up in the heat of the moment, due to friendships, 
or whatever prompted them to participate in this ungodli-
ness, will stand back and take a long look at what they have 
done. That repentance, with the appropriate fruits will be 
forth coming, so that we all can put this behind us. It is never 
a pleasant thing when brethren are at odds with one another, 
it only serves to assist Satan in his quest to divide the church 
and keep our attentions elsewhere. Please brethren, admit 
your sin and repent!

— 1601 Abbey Rd.
Pierre, SD 57501

Are You Serious?
Apache Crying Bear

I often wonder if these are the very words used by our 
Lord as He looks down from Heaven and sees the denomi-
nationalism that is running rampant in His church. How bro-
ken and heavy hearted He must feel when He sees the error 
being taught in the schools of preaching and the fellowship-
ping of false teachers by those who were once champions 
of truth. It raises the question for me that if they are going 
to blatantly disregard the Word of God for whatever reasons 

fhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfh

they may have, why are they so adamant about holding on 
to the name church of Christ when even an uneducated man 
like myself can clearly see they are not a part of the churches 
of Christ as that term in defined and used in the New Testa-
ment of Christ.

When years have passed concerning the Dave Miller er-
rors of the re-affirmation and re-evaluation of elders (hereaf-
ter R. & R. of elders) and his unscriptural views on marriage, 
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divorce, and re-marriage (hereafter MDR), after untold 
numbers of brethren have fallen into the error of fellowship-
ing and unrepentent false teacher, will they ever realize they 
have gone against the teaching of 2 John 9-11?  But instead,  
they refuse to see the error of their way in this matter and 
have fallen headlong into sin. Is 2 John 9-11 no longer in 
their Bibles? If it is, does it teach them nothing? 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.

Can any verse in Holy Writ support Dave Miller’s views 
concerning the R. & R. of elders and his error on MDR? 

Polishing the Pulpit has become a commercialized 
venture not unlike denominational gatherings or the Tulsa 
Workshop among the rank liberals in the church. They pride 
themselves in fellowshipping the likes of Dave Miller. Lec-
tureships held at the schools of preaching and the congre-
gations that support these schools refuse to discuss all the 
issues facing the church for fear it will put them at odds with 
some church, brother, or para-church  organization, causing 
them to lose financial support as well as students.

If one is looking for Satan all one needs to do is attend 
one of these functions and you will almost see him rubbing 
his hands together in delight as many church members skip 
willingly and cheerfully down the broad road to eternal de-
struction. Do these brethren read their Bibles anymore?  If 
they do, it is clear that they do not believe at least some of 
what they read.

I have warned many congregations of the false teach-
ers such as Dave Miller, Phil Sanders, Chuck Monan, Mac 
Deavor, and the like. I have warned of the dangers of fellow-
shipping the false teachers. As a result, I have been asked to 
leave congregations, been slandered, or just ignored com-
pletely. How heartbroken our Lord MUST be when he sees 
thousands of congregations turned into venues of entertain-
ment where worship has all but disappeared entirely. Divid-
ed worship assemblies, children church, women preachers, 
elders, and deacons, puppet and clown “ministries,” the use 
of mechanical instrumental music in the worship of God, 
gymnasiums, coffee shops and cafeterias and such like are 
found throughout the church today.

It continues to be common to see brethren exiting wor-
ship, lighting up cigarettes or filling their cheeks with snuff. 
Brethren engage in social drinking, cursing, gambling, por-
nography, they permit their children to attend the prom, 
and  allow their wives and daughters to dress immodestly. It 
makes one wonder why they are members of the church at 
all.  Isaiah 59:2 states: “But your iniquities have separated 
between you and your God, and your sins have hid his 

face from you, that he will not hear.” These have fallen 
into the trap of thinking they can “get their ticket punched” 
for the ride to heaven by simply showing up at the worship 
assemblies, as if there was such a thing. They have become 
as sinful as the Judeans of Isaiah’s time.

As heartbreaking as all this is, I am reminded of the 
words of Paul in 1 Timothy 6:10-12:

For the love of money is the root of all evil: which while 
some coveted after, they have erred from the faith, and 
pierced themselves through with many sorrows. But thou, 
O man of God, flee these things; and follow after righ-
teousness, godliness, faith, love, patience, meekness. Fight 
the good fight of faith, lay hold on eternal life, whereunto 
thou art also called, and hast professed a good profession 
before many witnesses.

One MUST assume that many of these brethren were once 
faithful soldiers of the truth and, thus, know what they are 
doing. I studied at the once faithful Memphis School of 
Preaching and it was an experience that deeply enriched my 
life with the love for God, the Christ, and the Word of God. 
But will someone please answer the following question: how 
is it that I remember the truth that I was taught, but the in-
structors that taught me have evidently forgotten some of it?

The Bible is the authority, not some man. Be it for mon-
ey, popularity, or whatever other reason they may have, if 
it is not authorized by the Word of God we should not have 
it in our lives. We are not going to stand before a man on 
that great Day of Judgment. As Paul wrote, “For it is writ-
ten, As I live, saith the Lord, every knee shall bow to me, 
and every tongue shall confess to God. So then every one 
of us shall give account of himself to God” (Rom. 14:11-
12) Seriously, are we to believe that these false teachers and 
those who fellowship them do not know what they are do-
ing? Sadly, we must realize that many know exactly what 
they are doing.

To the faithful that are left, you are not alone even though 
it may seem that way at times. Remember the words of our 
King found in Matthew 7:13-14:

Enter ye in at the strait gate: for wide is the gate, and 
broad is the way, that leadeth to destruction, and many 
there be which go in thereat: Because strait is the gate, and 
narrow is the way, which leadeth unto life, and few there 
be that find it.

— 1300 West Noel Street
Memphis, Texas 79245

[Brother Bear is a Mescalero Apache. He, his wife Carly, and their children, a 
son Yuma (9) daughters Helaku (3), and Deshona (1) reside at the above ad-
dress. His life has been a hard one. But he will tell you that he brought many 
of his trials and tribulations on himself before he learned Christ’s gospel. The 
consequences of some of these bad choices will remain with him the remain-
der of his life. But since obeying the gospel, he has worked hard to live the 
Christian life. However, as is true of a number of us who have refused to com-
promise even one component part of the New Testament system of salvation, 
he has been in perils of false brethren. Please keep brother Crying Bear and his 
family in your prayers—Editor]
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Although all 66 books of the Bible are the inspired 
words of God, the New Testament is the binding law in 
the Christian Age (Heb. 10:9; Rom. 15:4). Creed books of 
men are unscriptural. As has been pointed out by restoration 
leaders of times past: 1) If your creed book contains more 
than the Bible contains, then it contains too much; 2) If your 
creed book contains less than the Bible contains, then it con-
tains too little; 3) If your creed book contains just what the 
Bible contains, then it IS the Bible and no other creed book 
is needed. We are told not to think of men above that which 
is written by the Holy Spirit (2 Cor. 4:6). 

We are instructed to diligently study God’s Word (2 Tim. 
2:15). So in our approach to Bible study and as we seek to 
rightly divide the Word of Truth, we must avoid extremes.   
Extremes To Avoid—The Right Wing Extreme Position 

The Right Wing Extreme Position is to “read into” the 
words in the Bible in such a way as to allow for binding 
where God in His Word has not bound. Such is a sin (1 John 
3:4; 2 John 9-11; see principle in Rev. 22:18). An example 
of this in the first century church was that of certain Jews 
who came privily into Christ (pretenders) and sought to bind 
the Law of Moses on Gentile male converts and others. Paul 
did not put up with this for even an hour! (Gal. 2:3-5). He 
exhorted by the inspiration of the Holy Spirit for Christians 
to stand firm in the liberty which they had in Christ Jesus 
(Gal. 5:1).   

The law-making business has been left up to Christ, the 
very Head of the church (Col.  1:18; Mt. 28:18). One of the 
scriptural slogans pioneer preachers were known to repeat 
was: “In matters of faith, unity. In matters of opinion, liberty.  
In all things, love.” 
Another in more recent days has stated it: “In matters of ob-
ligation, there must be unity, In matters of option, there must be 
freedom, and in all matters, there must be love  (Thomas B. War-
ren, The Bible Only Makes Christians Only and The Only 
Christians, p. 140). 

Today, the practice of binding where God’s Word has 
not bound, has shown its ugly head. Riding hobby horses, 
straining at gnats and majoring in minors is characteristic of 
false teachers of this unauthorized movement.  

It gives me no pleasure to say that one false teacher, 
brother Keith Sharp, who has had his hand called for propa-
gating his own laws in Africa, refers to faithful brethren by 
the misguided term of “institutional.” False teachers today 

who bind their man-made laws on innocent and unsuspect-
ing brethren will chide their opponents for name-calling. 
However, they do not mind name-calling when they accuse 
their critics by such terms as “institutional” and “liberal.” To 
accuse one’s opponents of using a pejorative (abusive) term, 
but then turn right around and do such themselves is but hy-
pocrisy. Intellectual honesty is thrown to the wind with such 
characters.  

Those of this sinful binding-mindset differ with one an-
other on exactly which doctrines they should bind. So be-
cause they themselves are divided, one must judge (John 
7:24) each false teacher based on which doctrines he per-
sonally has chosen to bind. However, certain well known 
examples wherein brethren have been hindered by those 
false teachers of this stripe are as follows (this list does not 
presume to be exhaustive):   

Those who are Against Multi-containers—saying it is a 
sin for the church to use more than one container, out of 
which to drink the fruit of the vine during the partaking of 
the Lord’s Supper. (However, in Mat. 26:27 when Jesus took 
the cup and said, “Drink ye all of it,” He was talking about 
the contents of the container, not the container itself!)  

Those who are Against Sunday School—saying it is a 
sin for the church to be divided up into a plurality of Bible 
Classes (not only simultaneous Bible classes but any Bible 
class) on Sunday prior to the church coming together in the 
worship hour. However, Jesus gave some to be “teachers” 
and this implies authority for classes (Eph. 4:11).  

Those who are Against Scripturally Organized Orphan 
Homes—saying it is a sin to take money from the Lord’s 
Treasury and give to a scripturally organized orphan home. 
However, note James 1:27. Since when is it a sin for the 
church to practice pure and undefiled religion? The church 
is not the home and the home is not the church. The church 
may help the home. Brother Guy N. Woods proved his case 
in his debate with the misguided and false teacher, Roy Cog-
dill. Though both of these men are deceased, the written re-
cord of the debate reveals that brother Woods showed that 
the legal home is no less a home.  

Those who bind their Saints-Only Doctrine—saying it 
is a sin to take money from the church treasury and give 
to a non-Saint (non-Christian) who has a benevolent need. 
(However, note Gal. 6:10 and 2 Cor. 9:13.) While the mis-
sion of the church is evangelism (Mark 16:15), the faithful 
church leadership will use balance in this regard by doing 

Beware Of False Teachers Who Bind Unscripturally— 
Including A Report Concerning Correspondence

With A False Teacher Who Binds Where God’s Word Does Not Bind
Gary L. Grizzell 
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such as the Bible teaches, namely, as opportunity presents 
itself.  

Those who are Against Fellowship Meals in the meeting 
house—which false doctrine says it is a sin for the members 
of the church to collectively eat a meal together in the church 
meeting house. (However, the early church ate together: 2 
Peter 2:13; Jude 12; Gal. 2:12). This is an optional matter. (It 
is not to be done in worship—we know that!)  

Those who are Against Scriptural Church Cooperation 
in Spiritual Matters—their doctrine advocates that it is a sin 
for one church to send funds to another congregation in spir-
itual matters, as in the case of church cooperation in preach-
ing the gospel today. It matters little to those who bind in 
this area that Acts chapter 15 reveals churches (with divine 
approval) cooperating in spiritual matters in the sending of 
preachers from one church to another to impart the inspired 
message of the gospel.   

In Acts 15, the Jerusalem church financed the writing 
material for an inspired epistle and sent preachers for spiri-
tual matters to the church at Antioch—thus, church coopera-
tion took place involving a plurality of churches in spiritual 
matters! (Note: this was not a benevolence matter.) Who paid 
for the parchment or whatever writing material the message 
was written on and which was given to the church at An-
tioch? That question has never been successfully answered 
by those of the so-called noninstutionalists’ persuasion. 

So we have here an example of a plurality of churches 
cooperating with one another in the work of spiritual mat-
ters, i.e., in the matter of edification/evangelism (see Acts 
15:22-35). None of their preachers have ever touched, top, 
side or bottom of this argument, nor will they ever do so.  

Today, if church “A” sent free of charge a New Testa-
ment (free of charge, i.e., paid for by the church treasury of 
the sending church) to church “B,” anti-church cooperation-
ists would be forced to accept such as an unscriptural ar-
rangement! Why, this would be church cooperation in spiri-
tual matters! Why? Because if it is scriptural to send a New 
Testament free of charge, it would be scriptural to send the 
money from one church to another for that New Testament. 
If not, why not? Friend, if you have fallen for the foolish 
doctrines of anti-ism, you are associated with those who be-
lieve it is a sin to take money from the church treasury, pur-
chase a New Testament and mail it free of charge to another 
church. Think about it and get away from them. Do not bid 
Godspeed to such thinking (2 John 9-11; Eph. 5:11). 

Did you know that those of this unscriptural binding 
mind-set argue that (scenario A) when the church money is 
for benevolence, send it to the other church treasury? How-
ever, (scenario B) when the money is for the preacher on 
the mission field, send it directly to the preacher only. Why? 
Because it is falsely argued that in scenario A this would 
constitute a missionary society setup. However, their incon-

sistency is seen in that with that line of reasoning, scenario B 
would create a one-man missionary society setup. Which is 
worse? Truly, the legs of the lame are not equal (Pro. 26:7).  

Authority for church cooperation is authorized in benev-
olence in Acts 11:26-30. Then, generic (general) authority 
allows authority for cooperation in spiritual matters by the 
very same text! Remember the principle of implication? It 
is one of the three ways which authorize a position/practice! 
So, if God approves of church cooperation in material mat-
ters, He approves (by implication) of church cooperation in 
spiritual matters (edification/evangelism). If not, why not? 
A blind man at midnight can see that! But alas, the truth has 
been twisted to set a trap for the unwary. Those steeped in 
anti-ism just cannot seem to see this. They have heard the 
false take on Acts 11:26-30 so many times by now they can-
not see the forest for the trees. Sad! 

While many other things have been unscripturally 
bound, suffice it to say that had those who pushed such doc-
trines, 1) Respected Bible Authority, and 2) Properly deter-
mined (ascertained) authority by Direct Statement, Example 
and/or Implication, such would never have been bound on 
others. Let us be like Paul and not tolerate such behavior in 
the church for even an hour! (Gal. 2:4-5).  
Questioning Those Who Bind Where God Has Not Bound  

The following is an email which was sent to one who 
unscripturally binds man-made laws upon his brethren. 

From: gary grizzell

To: keithsharp@saddenlink.net

Sent: Tuesday, March 25, 2014

Subject: To Keith Sharp from Gary  

Keith Sharp, preacher & elder Highway 5 South Church 
of Christ Mountain Home, Arkansas keithsharp@saddenlink.
net

Dear Keith Sharp, 

A faithful brother and friend in Christ in Africa sent me a 
copy of certain of your handouts from when you were there in 
February of this year. He is very concerned about the damage 
you have begun and has expressed that concern. One of these 
handouts was entitled, “The Church’s Work of Ministering to 
the Needy,” and contained, “The Pattern Revealed,” which 
listed a number of New Testament scriptures. The problem 
is it is incomplete. Why did you not include Galatians 6:10, 
which states, “As we have therefore opportunity, let us do 
good unto all men, especially unto them who are of the house-
hold of faith.” You will note that Paul wrote to the brethren 
that “we” (plural pronoun) are to do good to all, as opportu-
nity allows. This would authorize the church to do good to all, 
in addition to the individual Christian doing good as he could. 

You left out another key passage and that is James 1:27 
which says, “Pure religion and undefiled before God and the 
Father is this, To visit the fatherless and widows in their af-
fliction, and to keep himself unspotted from the world.” The 
church of Christ is to practice pure religion. To argue that the 
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individual only may support the fatherless and widows in this 
passage is to take the position that only the individual Chris-
tian may practice pure and undefiled religion. Right? 

Your handout stated, “The local church is limited in its 
work of ministering to the needy to the relief of needy saints.”  

This is false doctrine in that it violates the two passages 
above (and others). Your “pattern” binds where God’s Word 
has not bound. This is the commonly known among faithful 
and sound brethren as the “saints only doctrine,” which has 
been taught for many years by false teachers. 

You even went on to add, “But it is also an exclusive pat-
tern we must neither change nor violate - 2 John 9.” I whole-
heartedly agree with 2 John 9-11 which teaches we are to 
abide in the doctrine of Christ and refuse to bid Godspeed to 
false teachers and false doctrine. However, you have violated 
the very passage of 2 John 9 by binding which God’s Word 
has not bound. Liberals are left wing extremists and you are 
part of a movement which constitutes right wing extremists.  

You also refused to preach the whole counsel of God by 
omitting 2 Corinthians 9:13, which is an example of the first 
century church at Corinth giving to both needy saints and to 
all men. 

Withhold truth from those who have not studied these 
matters will and has led some astray. Taking the scriptural po-
sition that the Lord’s church, as opportunity presents itself, 
may take money from the church treasury and help first, the 
needy saints, and then if possible a non-Christian down the 
street (for example, whose house has just burned down and is 
need of clothing), does not necessitate that one is to be catego-
rized with apostate churches who have loosed where God’s 
Word has not loosed (are rank liberal in doctrine and practice). 
I am just as against the abuse of the church treasury in the sup-
port of unauthorized things such as entertainment and secular 
education.  

You have not fairly represented faithful brethren who 
have disagreed with your man-made pattern. Your paintbrush 
is too broad by painting all those who disagree with your false 
doctrine (who would think you are binding in this area of be-
nevolence), as being connected with those who believe the 
church should be a “glorified YMCA” (this expression was 
also used in a second document you handed out). I would also 
be against such things as church financed gymnasiums and 
turning the church into a glorified YMCA.   

Out of sincere concern for the brethren and the truth of 
the gospel, I would urge you to consider these passages and 
retract the false statements you have distributed to our breth-
ren in Africa.  

Sincerely, 

Gary

Gary L. Grizzell  
garylgrizzell@gmail.com
Tennessee 

As a result of this email above, this writer had email 
correspondence with brother Keith Sharp from March 25 
through Friday, April 11, 2014 (a period of two weeks and 

four days). Others were made privy to that correspondence, 
which resulted in an African convert of this brother’s false 
teaching writing to me. I explained briefly why I ended my 
correspondence with brother Sharp, as follows: 

I terminated my email exchange with Keith Sharp today be-
cause of his continued false characterizations, putting words 
in my mouth, imagining implications without proving the 
same and ignoring arguments made while showing only a de-
sire to promote his hobby horse issues of being against fellow-
ship meals, scriptural church cooperation and his saints only 
doctrine. (April 4, 2014).  

For those who wish to know more about these matters, 
contact faithful brother and preacher, Benard Ooko Kagaga 
(elykagaga2003@yahoo.com). Brother Kagaga is a native 
African who labors in Kenya and who can give firsthand 
knowledge of those preachers who have fallen away from 
the truth due to the influence and “mission” trips of brother 
Sharp. Brother Kagaga has tried to restore them to the one 
faith and is to be commended for his love for the truth and 
courageous stand for the gospel there.  

Also, for more information you can contact faithful gos-
pel preacher, Jerry Brewer (txbrew@att.net), who lives in 
Oklahoma and who makes mission trips to Kenya, working 
alongside of brother Kagaga. Jerry has worked diligently to 
help brethren there to combat the insidious false doctrines of 
anti-ism and can answer your questions. Jerry is worthy of 
your support in both prayers and financial assistance for his 
travel fund, as he travels back and forth to Kenya from time 
to time.    

Shame on false accusers who wish to paint faithful 
brethren (who point out their errors) as clones of liberals like 
Rubel Shelly, Max Lucado and other doctrinal compromis-
ers. We also are against doctrinal liberals. Such is but pro-
paganda. Only those whose doctrines have holes, flaws and 
inconsistencies feel they must resort to such low tactics. To 
deal with such characters we must think as one pundit said, 
“Shoot low, they may be crawling.”   

Dangling the promise of financial support to certain 
African preachers (where the need for income is so great), 
while luring them into anti-ism is additionally shameful. As 
someone said, necessity is a harsh weapon. Judas sold his 
soul for 30 pieces of silver. Dear reader, have you sold your 
soul in order to receive a preacher salary from those disrup-
tors who have unscripturally bound their heresies on their 
brethren?  

(Brother Sharp knows I must press my point, even as he 
believes that he must press his.) Brother Sharp has whined 
to African preachers that the word “Anti” is a pejorative 
(abusive) term used by his critics (the prefix simply means, 
against). However, brother Sharp is guilty of what he ac-
cuses another, that is, name-calling. He chided this writer 
for “name calling,” but he was found calling his opponent 
names (either explicitly or implicitly): “liberal,” “institu-
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tional” and “a moderate,” a reflection that he has a double 
standard about name calling. Name calling is fine, as long 
as a thing is called by its right name. All this is but a craftily 
designed smokescreen of the matter before us. He and his 
fellow false teachers know that labeling is not the real issue 
and the evidence of this fact is that they themselves do it.  

If one does not know to call a snake a snake, he will not 
likely acknowledge its presence and will be bitten. The Lord 
referred to the disobedient who reject the Word of God and 
God’s messengers as dogs and pigs, due to their similar char-
acteristics (Mat. 7:6). Should the Lord be accused of using 
pejorative (abusive) terms? NO. I would urge one and all to 
move past the straw man issue of name calling and labeling 
to the question: Is there Bible authority for the doctrines be-
ing preached? 

“How do I do that?,” you may ask. Here’s the answer: 
To know if a belief, doctrine and/or practice is authorized of 
God, give it the three-fold authority test by asking the fol-
lowing questions. If even one of these is found, then there is 
authority for it.  

1)  Is there a direct statement in the New Testament 
which authorizes this doctrine to be believed and practiced?

2)  Is there an example in the New Testament which au-
thorizes this doctrine to be believed and practiced?

3)  Is there an implication from even one verse in the 
New Testament which authorizes this doctrine to be believed 
and practiced? 

 The Left Wing Extreme Position 
The Left Wing Extreme Position is that of loosing where 

God in His Word has not loosed. The proper principle of 
binding and loosing is seen in Matthew 16:19 and 18:18 in 
the statements made by Jesus Christ, the Son of God. The 
apostles of Christ were given the authority to bind and loose 
after the Holy Spirit came upon them (John 14:25-26; Acts 
2:1-4). Thus, the early church continued steadfastly in the 
apostles’ doctrine (Acts 2:42). 

A spirit of compromise is characteristic of those who 
seek to loose where God’s Word does not authorize loosing. 
We must allow the apostles’ doctrine to do the loosing and 
binding in doctrinal areas today. Paul wrote that the things he 
wrote were the commandments of the Lord (1 Cor. 14:37).  

A Contrast: The primary deficiency of the “anti,” the 
one who binds where God’s Word does not bind (discussed 
above) is seemingly a spirit of seeing a pattern in every 
verse (hyperbole intended), but the problem with the “lib-
eral” (one who practices theological liberalism, i.e., loosing 
where God’s Word does not loose) is that of disrespecting 
the all-authoritative Word of God.   

Where God’s Word does establish a pattern, we dare 
not deviate. When God’s Word specifies something, that ex-
cludes everything else! Example: When God’s Word speci-

fied gopher wood in building the ark in Noah’s day, Noah 
dared not use oak! Likewise, in our day when God’s Word 
specifies in the New Testament vocal, congregational sing-
ing in worship in the assembly on the first day of the week—
that excludes solos and choirs (see Eph. 5:19). 

When you order a hamburger, you do not want the wait-
ress to bring you additionally a hot dog. Neither do you want 
her to charge you for it. When God placed His order in spiri-
tual matters, He wants His order filled without addition or 
subtraction. 

Today, it is discouraging to see good moral people who 
are conservative on political and moral issues inconsistently 
practice theological liberalism in religious matters and par-
ticularly in the matter of neglecting to learn how to deter-
mine authority. However, we must respect the authority on 
the plan of salvation (how to obey the gospel; get saved), 
worship matters, the organization of the church, and the 
work of the church. It is not good enough simply to “be re-
ligious,” but we must learn and do the specified will of the 
Father (Mt. 7:21). To know the will of the Father we must 
learn how to determine authority. 

Political Liberalism has led some to seek to legalize ho-
mosexual marriages. Theological Liberalism (loosing where 
God’s Word has not loosed) has led some to reject the pas-
sages concerning respecting the New Testament of Christ 
as the only creed and have thereby glorified and followed 
man-made creed books (and corrupt Bible translations) to 
determine authority for doctrinal (essential) questions. Such 
allows for the condoning of immorality included in the po-
litical liberalism category mentioned above.  

However, God has given “all things” which pertain to 
life and godliness (2 Peter 1:3 - the words of the New Testa-
ment) for us today (“all” means all!) and if any man speak, 
let him speak as the oracles of God authorize him to speak, 
so says the Holy Spirit in 1 Peter 4:11.

The popular doctrine of Faith Only (which says that a 
person is required to believe only in the Deity of Christ and 
he is saved at that moment, separate and apart from the other 
requirements of the gospel plan of salvation) is an exam-
ple of both, 1) Disrespecting the authority of the Bible, and 
2) Neglecting to properly determine authority for the plan 
of salvation. The only time the expression, “faith only,” is 
found in that word order in the KJV is found in James 2:24 
and there it is condemned. We are to be doers of the Word 
(Jam. 1:22-27). Faith Only never saved anyone! Read He-
brews chapter 11 and see if you can find anyone there who 
was saved because of his faith only. The faith that saves is 
the faith that obeys in that chapter! (see Heb. 11:8).

Billy Graham and those like him teach the doctrine of 
faith only, which doctrine and teachers should both be re-
jected (Mat. 7:15). Does that upset you? Friend, if you hold 
to the doctrine of faith-only, get your Bible out and ask 
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The government and media alliance advancing the trans-
gender cause has gone into overdrive in recent weeks. On 
May 30, a U.S. Department of Health and Human Services 
review board ruled that Medicare can pay for the “reassign-
ment” surgery sought by the transgendered—those who 
say that they don’t identify with their biological sex. De-
fense Secretary Chuck Hagel as recently saying that he was 
“open” to lifting a ban on transgender individuals serving 
in the military. Time magazine, seeing the trend, ran a cover 
story for its June 9 issue called “The Transgender Tipping 
Point: America’s next civil rights frontier.”

Yet policy makers and the media are doing no favors 
either to the public or the transgendered by treating their 
confusions as a right in need of defending rather than as a 

Transgender Surgery Isn’t the Solution—A drastic physical 
change doesn’t address underlying psycho-social troubles.

PAUL MCHUGH

yourself the threefold test mentioned above. Oh, how many 
problems would be solved and how many religious divisions 
would be avoided if those same religious folks would apply 
this three-fold test to any and all doctrinal positions which 
are so deeply held and slavishly followed.

The apostle Paul wrote to Timothy in 2 Timothy 2:15 

tions. It is in the very nature of language (coeval to language) 
that direct statements, examples, and/or implications give direc-
tion to or authorize anyone to do anything. That is one reason 
Paul stated to us what he did in Colossians 3:17. Paul also wrote 
that when we read what he wrote we will know what he knows 
concerning the Lord’s salvation for man (Eph. 3:4). Thus, in 
reading the Holy Spirit inspired words that comprise the New 
Testament, any attempt to know what the Lord obligates us to do 
without giving attention to the direct statements, examples, and 
implications of the language of said document is ridiculous and 
absurd on the face of it. One might as well attempt to breathe 
without lungs as to learn what the New Testament authorizes 
us to do all the while ignoring the direct statements, examples, 
and implications that are as much a part of the communicative 
element of language as our lungs are to the functioning of our 
physical bodies. Therefore, we must do only what is authorized 
by the New Testament, omitting what is not authorized and what 
is explicitly (in just so many words) forbidden.

For those who believe the Bible to be the Word of God, 
their problem, for the most part, is that they never ask if what 
they desire to do is authorized by the scriptures. However, they 
ought to ask: 1) Is it authorized? 2) Is it explicitly forbidden? 
Our souls’ salvation depends upon our acting ONLY as the Lord 

saying we are to “rightly divide the word of truth.” Let 
us determine to turn neither to the left nor the right but sim-
ply abide in the doctrine of Christ. This is what God desires 
and has commanded (2 John 9-11; Eph. 5:11). 

—2128 Crystal Ct.
 Cookeville, TN 38501

in the words of His New Testament has authorized us to act and 
leave undone that for which we have no authority, or that which 
Jesus has explicitly forbidden (Heb. 11:6; Rom. 10:17; 2 Cor. 
5:7; Col. 3:17; John 12:48; 2 Tim. 2:15). This is the way that 
is right in Bible study and cannot be wrong. Although, as is the 
case with anything pertaining to one’s salvation, “There is a 
way which seemeth right unto a man, but the end thereof are 
the ways of death” (Pro. 14:12). There is nothing of any more 
importance than for us to learn how our Lord authorizes in the 
language of His last Will and Testament (the New Testament) 
and for us to learn how to ascertain His authority from the same 
divine document.

One last warning: If we are not sure that the act we are con-
templating is authorized, then leave it alone until we are sure it 
is. Indeed, we dare not act in moral or religious matters without 
the divine authority to act (Col. 3:17).

—Editor

hfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhfhf

(Continued from page 3)

mental disorder that deserves understanding, treatment and 
prevention. This intensely felt sense of being transgendered 
constitutes a mental disorder in two respects. The first is that 
the idea of sex misalignment is simply mistaken—it does not 
correspond with physical reality. The second is that it can 
lead to grim psychological outcomes.

The transgendered suffer a disorder of “assumption” 
like those in other disorders familiar to psychiatrists. With 
the transgendered, the disordered assumption is that the in-
dividual differs from what seems given in nature—namely 
one’s maleness or femaleness. Other kinds of disordered as-
sumptions are held by those who suffer from anorexia and 
bulimia nervosa, where the assumption that departs from 
physical reality is the belief by the dangerously thin that they 

The best argument against democracy is a
five-minute conversation with the average voter. 

~Winston Churchill

cdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcd
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are overweight.
With body dysmorphic disorder, an often socially crip-

pling condition, the individual is consumed by the assump-
tion “I’m ugly.” These disorders occur in subjects who have 
come to believe that some of their psycho-social conflicts or 
problems will be resolved if they can change the way that 
they appear to others. Such ideas work like ruling passions 
in their subjects’ minds and tend to be accompanied by a 
solipsistic argument.

For the transgendered, this argument holds that one’s 
feeling of “gender” is a conscious, subjective sense that, be-
ing in one’s mind, cannot be questioned by others. The in-
dividual often seeks not just society’s tolerance of this “per-
sonal truth” but affirmation of it. Here rests the support for 
“transgender equality,” the demands for government pay-
ment for medical and surgical treatments, and for access to 
all sex-based public roles and privileges.

With this argument, advocates for the transgendered 
have persuaded several states—including California, New 
Jersey and Massachusetts—to pass laws barring psychia-
trists, even with parental permission, from striving to restore 
natural gender feelings to a transgender minor. That govern-
ment can intrude into parents’ rights to seek help in guiding 
their children indicates how powerful these advocates have 
become.

How to respond? Psychiatrists obviously must challenge 
the solipsistic concept that what is in the mind cannot be 
questioned. Disorders of consciousness, after all, represent 
psychiatry’s domain; declaring them off-limits would elimi-
nate the field. Many will recall how, in the 1990s, an accusa-
tion of parental sex abuse of children was deemed unques-
tionable by the solipsists of the “recovered memory” craze.

You won’t hear it from those championing transgender 
equality, but controlled and follow-up studies reveal funda-
mental problems with this movement. When children who 
reported transgender feelings were tracked without medical 
or surgical treatment at both Vanderbilt University and Lon-
don’s Portman Clinic, 70%-80% of them spontaneously lost 
those feelings. Some 25% did have persisting feelings; what 
differentiates those individuals remains to be discerned.

We at Johns Hopkins University—which in the 1960s 
was the first American medical center to venture into “sex-
reassignment surgery”—launched a study in the 1970s com-
paring the outcomes of transgendered people who had the 
surgery with the outcomes of those who did not. Most of 
the surgically treated patients described themselves as “sat-
isfied” by the results, but their subsequent psycho-social 
adjustments were no better than those who didn’t have the 
surgery. And so at Hopkins we stopped doing sex-reassign-
ment surgery, since producing a “satisfied” but still troubled 
patient seemed an inadequate reason for surgically amputat-
ing normal organs.

It now appears that our long-ago decision was a wise 
one. A 2011 study at the Karolinska Institute in Sweden pro-
duced the most illuminating results yet regarding the trans-
gendered, evidence that should give advocates pause. The 
long-term study—up to 30 years—followed 324 people who 
had sex-reassignment surgery. The study revealed that be-
ginning about 10 years after having the surgery, the trans-
gendered began to experience increasing mental difficulties. 
Most shockingly, their suicide mortality rose almost 20-fold 
above the comparable nontransgender population. This dis-
turbing result has as yet no explanation but probably reflects 
the growing sense of isolation reported by the aging trans-
gendered after surgery. The high suicide rate certainly chal-
lenges the surgery prescription.

There are subgroups of the transgendered, and for none 
does “reassignment” seem apt. One group includes male 
prisoners like Pvt. Bradley Manning, the convicted national-
security leaker who now wishes to be called Chelsea. Fac-
ing long sentences and the rigors of a men’s prison, they 
have an obvious motive for wanting to change their sex and 
hence their prison. Given that they committed their crimes 
as males, they should be punished as such; after serving their 
time, they will be free to reconsider their gender.

Another subgroup consists of young men and women 
susceptible to suggestion from “everything is normal” sex 
education, amplified by Internet chat groups. These are the 
transgender subjects most like anorexia nervosa patients: 
They become persuaded that seeking a drastic physical 
change will banish their psycho-social problems. “Diver-
sity” counselors in their schools, rather like cult leaders, 
may encourage these young people to distance themselves 
from their families and offer advice on rebutting arguments 
against having transgender surgery. Treatments here must 
begin with removing the young person from the sugges-
tive environment and offering a counter-message in family 
therapy.

Then there is the subgroup of very young, often prepu-
bescent children who notice distinct sex roles in the culture 
and, exploring how they fit in, begin imitating the opposite 
sex. Misguided doctors at medical centers including Boston’s 
Children’s Hospital have begun trying to treat this behavior 
by administering puberty-delaying hormones to render later 
sex-change surgeries less onerous—even though the drugs 
stunt the children’s growth and risk causing sterility. Given 
that close to 80% of such children would abandon their con-
fusion and grow naturally into adult life if untreated, these 
medical interventions come close to child abuse. A better 
way to help these children: with devoted parenting.

At the heart of the problem is confusion over the nature 
of the transgendered. “Sex change” is biologically impos-
sible. People who undergo sex-reassignment surgery do not 
change from men to women or vice versa. Rather, they be-
come feminized men or masculinized women. Claiming that 
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this is civil-rights matter and encouraging surgical interven-
tion is in reality to collaborate with and promote a mental 
disorder. —The Wall Street Journal, June 12, 2014,
[http://online.wsj.com/articles/paul-mchugh-transgender-
surgery-isnt-the-solution-1402615120]
Dr. McHugh, former psychiatrist in chief at Johns Hopkins 

Hospital, is the author of “Try to Remember: Psychiatry’s 
Clash Over Meaning, Memory, and Mind” (Dana Press, 
2008).  You may reach Dr. McHugh through THE JOHNS 
HOPKINS HOSPITAL DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHIATRY, 
600 N Wolfe St Suite 113, Baltimore, MD 21287.
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DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH
Roelf L. Ruffner, Sr.  

Not Bible Baptism
“Buried with him in baptism, wherein also ye are risen 
with him through the faith of the operation of God, who 
hath raised him from the dead” (Col.2:12).

Recently Pope Francis visited South Korea where he 
“baptized” (One news report said “immersed.”) a Korean 
man. A news photo showed that the Pope poured a little wa-
ter on his head from a glass vessel.

What the Pope did is not Bible baptism but “effusion” 
or pouring. The Greek work “baptisma” in the Bible means 
“the process of immersion, submersion and emergence” 
(Vines Expository Dictionary of New Testament Words). 
Some  translators of the New Testament from ancient Greek 
to English chose to anglicize the word and put “baptism” for 
the more correct term “immersion.”

In the early New Testament church baptism was solely 
by immersion. “And he commanded the chariot to stand 
still: and they both went down into the water, both Philip 
and the eunuch; and he baptized him” (Acts 8:38; Rom. 
6:3,4; Col. 2:12). It was not until many years later that men 
began to depart from the New Testament teaching on the 
mode of baptism. They substituted sprinkling and pouring 
for immersion. This was to accommodate infants and the in-
firm (cf. 1 Tim. 4:1-3).

Why be immersed?
1. It is a command of Jesus Christ one must do in order 

to be saved from their sins (Mat. 28:18-20; Mark 16:16; 1 
Pet. 3:21).

2. Immersion enables one to come in contact with the 
blood of Christ so that their sins might be remitted (Acts 
2:38, 22:16; Rom. 6:4-6; Col. 2:12).

3. Immersion insures that God adds one to Christ’s 
body—the church (Acts 2:41,47).

4. When one obeys the gospel (believe, repent, confess, 
immersed) one is “born again” (John 3:3,5).

Have you been immersed?

[http://www.patheos.com/blogs/deaconsbench/2014/08/
pope-baptizes-father-of-korean-ferry-disaster-victim-and-
the-man-takes-the-name-francis/ as of August 20, 2014]

A Patch of Locoweed
Speaking of false teachers who had no love of the Truth 

Paul wrote, “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 The. 2:11,12). I thought 
about this verse and others describing the shamefulness and 
spiritual terrorism of those who openly fellowship and even 
promote false teachers. A case in point is the once faithful 
but now apostate Lipscomb University (LU). 

As they have for many years the LU’s Hazelip School 
of Theology is having  their Biblical Preaching Seminar in 
October.  And once again they are having a denominational 
“scholar” speak, Dr. Terence Fretheim,  “Professor Emeritus 
of Old Testament at Luther Seminary in St. Paul, Minne-
sota.” Imagine that, a retired denominationalist preaching to 
others about preaching on the same premises where faith-
ful gospel preachers once filled the ears of their audience 
with the Truth (John 8:31-32). Perhaps he will explain how 
the false doctrine of baptism by sprinkling, which Lutherans 
hold to,  has as much sin cleansing qualities as a cold shower 
in the bath tub.

They do have a few apostate “brethren” to balance things 
out. One is “Dr.” Leonard Allen, new Dean of LU’s College 
of Bible & Ministry. For years he polluted young minds at 
Abilene Christian University as well as writing several lib-
eral books degrading the churches of Christ.

In southeastern New Mexico, where I grew up, ranch-
ers often complained about their cattle getting into a patch 
of locoweed and proceeding to go “loco” or crazy. This is 
precisely what LU is doing spiritually (2 Tim. 4:3,4). It is 
tending a patch of locoweed to the detriment of the body of 
Christ. [https://blu178.mail.live.com/?tid=cmBQcQw6oz5B
GetQAjfeSZZg2&fid=flinbox as of September 12, 2014]
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Also available—Millennial 
Harbinger, Christian Bap-
tist, Lard’s Quarterly, & oth-
ers in unrestricted pdf files. 

Children of Disobedience
Roelf L. Ruffner*

“And Elijah came unto all the people, and said, How 
long halt ye between two opinions? If the Lord be God, 
follow him: but if Baal, then follow him. And the people 
answered him not a word” (1 Kings 18:21).

These words ring true down through the ages. They are 
as spiritually applicable today as they were when originally 
inspired by the Holy Spirit almost 3,000 years ago. A case 
in point is my alma mater—Abilene Christian University 
(ACU) in Abilene, Texas. In the recent issue of the alumni 
magazine ACU TODAY there is an interview of U.S. Con-
gresswoman Janie Hahn (’74), Democrat of California. In 
the interview she said, “I was born and raised in the Church-
es of Christ, and faith has always been a strong part of my 
life, but my time at ACU is where I began to own my faith 
and not just ‘borrow it’ from my parents.”

The interview goes on to note that Rep. Hahn took part 
in a “Forum of Civil Discourse and Christian Faith” in Sep-
tember 2012 hosted by ACU, together with Rep. Ted Poe 
(’70), Republican of Texas. Hahn adds, “I also regularly 
enjoy attending churches on Sunday to fellowship with my 
brothers and sisters.”

I did some research on Rep. Hahn. Besides being a mem-
ber of the Church of Christ, she is also a very liberal Demo-
crat. She “strongly favors” abortion and same-sex marriage, 
among other things. In other words she supports the murder 
of unborn babies (Ex. 20:13; Rom.13:9) and the antithesis 
of God ordained natural marriage—the legally recognized 
union of two sodomites or two lesbians (Mat. 19:4-6; Rom. 
1:26-27). If I had a moment with Rep. Hahn, I would show 
her these verses (And others!) and warn her that her soul is 

in jeopardy because of her positions (cf. Acts 8:22-23).  
Yet the question must be posed why an institution like 

ACU, founded by men who believed what the Bible says 
concerning the sanctity of human life and natural marriage, 
would fellowship such an erring politician, a sister or not? 
Yes, I know the old, tired refrain, “But we are not the church 
but a college.” But they still boast that they are a “Christian” 
university. No Christian should fellowship those with such 
filthy hands, politically or spiritually. “And have no fellow-
ship with the unfruitful works of darkness, but rather 
reprove them” (Eph. 5:11).

This is the nature of the spiritual beast called compro-
mise. As you compromise it becomes like a snowball rolling 
downhill. First you compromise over “small” things such as 
fellowship but the compromise snowball soon descends to 
ethical and moral issues such as the sanctity of human life 
and natural marriage. ACU over the last generation has be-
come the epitome of the spiritual digression in the Lord’s 
body. By its fellowship of Rep. Hahn, it shows the depths of 
that digression. It is no longer “halting” or hopping between 
soundness and digression. It is wholly apostate.

Woe unto them that call evil good, and good evil; that put 
darkness for light, and light for darkness; that put bitter 
for sweet, and sweet for bitter! Woe unto them that are 
wise in their own eyes, and prudent in their own sight! 
(Isa. 5:20, 21).

[http://issuu.com/abilenechristian/docs/acu_today_spring-sum-
mer_2014/1 as of September 29, 2014]

[http://ballotpedia.org/Janice_Hahn as of September 28, 2014]

* 1976 graduate of ACU.

—2330 Moore Court
Columbia, TN 38401
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Preliminary
At Freed-Hardeman University’s 2014 lectureship, on Mon-

day afternoon, material was presented relating to the topic, “How 
Does the Holy Spirit Convict Today?” Once the doctrine taught 
in this lecture is examined, it will be apparent that this is not your 
father’s and especially not your grandfather’s Freed-Hardeman 
lectures.

The speaker was Jonathan Jones, who grew up in Tennessee 
and preaches at Maryville.  Although his views may not reflect all 
of the professors and instructors at FHU, he does have a Bach-
elor’s from there, as well as a Master of Ministry and Master of 
Divinity.  It would not be unreasonable to think that his thinking 
on this subject may have come, in part, from the university. He 
was introduced as a “good friend, brother, and former student” 
by one of the members of the faculty, and in his opening remarks, 

“HOW DOES THE HOLY SPIRIT CONVICT TODAY?” (A REVIEW, PART 1)
Gary W. Summers

brother Jones said that “the lectureship committee has entrusted 
to me this topic….”  He said that the primary lesson text was 1 
Thessalonians 1:5, but then added that he had “also been asked to 
look some at chapter 4, and verse number 8.”  All of these clues 
seem to indicate that at least some of the faculty are in agreement 
with him.

If so, that is unfortunate because his position is both false 
and therefore dangerous. Past knowledgeable speakers such as 
Guy N. Woods and Gus Nichols would have opposed mightily the 
contents of this lecture, but we are living in a different era when 
few care if lines of demarcation are drawn between truth and er-
ror. Many have shown themselves willing to fellowship anything 
(nearly) that is taught. One can only wonder how long it will be 
before more and more people accept the Max King A.D. 70 doc-
trine, Pre-millennialism, and Pentecostalism in the church. Many 
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have already opted for false worship practices, such as instrumen-
tal music and hand clapping. Instead of marking false teachers, 
many brethren now mark those who oppose false teaching!

Sorting Out Holy Spirit Passages
Studying the Holy Spirit often proves a difficult challenge 

because some fail to keep in mind two key principles. One is that 
of agency, which was discussed previously (June 1, 2014). Simply 
put, the Holy Spirit may be said to do something when He actually 
accomplished the goal through His Word. For example, are people 
convicted of sin by the Holy Spirit? John 16:8 says that He would 
convict the world of sin. On the Day of Pentecost, many were 
convicted of sin through the message Peter preached which was 
inspired by the Holy Spirit. Jones recognized this principle and 
used the example himself.

A literary device is also used in the Scriptures which may 
confuse some Bible students. When Jesus told His disciples to 
drink the cup (1 Cor. 11:25), He was using metonymy—in this 
instance the cup stands for the contents of the cup. Many times 
the Holy Spirit stands for something that the Holy Spirit gives, 
such as spiritual gifts. Simon saw, for example, that when Peter 
and John laid their hands on the Samaritans, they received “the 
Holy Spirit” (Acts 8:14-19).  In fact, he offered to buy that abil-
ity.  But when Peter and John laid their hands on the brethren, 
what did they receive? Although the text does not say specifically, 
when Paul did the same things in Acts 19, the twelve newly-bap-
tized souls received the spiritual gifts of speaking in tongues and 
prophecy (1-6). The Holy Spirit represents that which He gives.

What the Holy Spirit gives might not even be miraculous. 
In Matthew 7:11, Jesus says if evil human beings give good gifts 
to their children, how much more will the heavenly Father give 
good things to those who ask Him. On another occasion the Lord 
made the same point, but in place of good things, He said the Holy 
Spirit (Luke 11:13). The Holy Spirit once again represents what 
it is that He gives. 

 1 Thessalonians 1:5
Brother Jones began by quoting the words of an old hymn:

I know not how the Spirit moves,
Convincing men of sin,

Revealing Jesus through the Word,
Creating faith in Him.

The speaker would have done well to stick with the words 
of the song, but he thought he could answer the question that the 
songwriter did not know, and he sets about doing so on this “vital 
topic and one of contemporary concern.”  After urging that all his 
listeners be students of the Bible and compare his teaching with 
the Scriptures (an offer herein accepted), he began with an ex-
amination of the text. Interestingly, however, he did not make any 
comments whatsoever about the passage prior to verse 5, and he 
did not actually finish the verse under consideration.  His analysis 
stopped at “with much assurance.” The entire verse is presented 
below: “For our gospel did not come to you in word only, but 
also in power, and in the Holy Spirit and in much assurance, 
as you know what kind of men we were among you for your 
sake “(1 The. 1:5, NKJ).

Before giving attention to his speech, we ought to take the 
time to analyze the background and the verse. When Paul went 

to Thessalonica, he found a synagogue of Jews there, and as was 
his usual custom, he went in “and for three Sabbaths reasoned 
with them from the Scriptures” (Acts 17:2). That included “ex-
plaining and demonstrating that the Christ had to suffer and 
rise again from the dead.”  Then Paul said: “This Jesus whom 
I preach to you is the Christ” (Acts 17:3).

In Acts 17:1-10, no miracles are named or even hinted at. The 
only word that might be thought to refer to the miraculous is in 
Acts 17:3, but the word translated “demonstrated” there basically 
means “to set forth” and is not used to describe the working of 
miracles. Furthermore, when Paul went to Berea, Luke likewise 
makes no mention of Divine demonstrations in that locale. He 
does, however, contrast the Jews’ attitudes in the two cities. Those 
in Berea were more fair-minded than those in Thessalonica be-
cause they “searched the Scriptures daily to find out whether” the 
things Paul was preaching were so.

Furthermore, no mention is made of miracles used in Thes-
salonica in 1 Thessalonians 2:1-12 as Paul describes his entrance 
into the city. Do these observations mean that Paul performed no 
miracles in this city? No. He may have imparted some spiritu-
al gifts before he left, or someone else might have. He tells the 
brethren not to despise prophecies (5:20). The point is that Luke 
emphasized the teaching, explaining, and the setting forth of the 
gospel in Acts. Then, just as now, people could only be saved by 
preaching.

But, then, what did Paul mean when he wrote of the gospel 
coming in power and in the Holy Spirit, and in much assurance?  
Of course, he could have referred to the miraculous. McKnight 
says that the power refers to the miracles and signs that Paul 
wrought while the Holy Spirit might refer to some of the spiritual 
gifts of the Holy Spirit that Paul imparted, such as speaking in 
tongues or prophecies (402). Certainly, other interpretations could 
be suggested, but this one seems reasonable and fits with other 
passages of Scripture.

What about the full assurance? This phrase means that the 
brethren in Thessalonica were fully persuaded of the message.  
McKnight comments that the Greek word “denotes the carrying 
of a ship forward, with her sails spread and filled with the wind” 
(402). Paul set forth three reasons for the full assurance on the part 
of the Thessalonians. 

1. The gospel message itself, as noted in Acts 17. Paul does 
not discount the reasoning that he did in proclaiming that Jesus is 
the Christ any more than Peter would decry the logic he used on 
the Day of Pentecost. Paul is simply saying that logic was not all 
he had used to convince them of the truth.

2. The use of the miraculous, when Paul showed the signs of 
an apostle and imparted the miraculous gifts of  the Spirit to them.

3. Paul’s example (and that of those with him). They could 
believe the message because of the behavior on the part of Paul 
and the other workers in their presence. Paul elaborates on this 
subject just a few verses later in 2:1-12.  The Thessalonians in turn 
became examples to others (1:7).

Brother Jones, however, went beyond what is stated in the 
text. He says that “it was not just the words spoken that were 
instrumental in the conversions of these people; there were other 
things at work.” If by those words he was meaning what was said 
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above in point 2, we would be in agreement, but he went beyond 
those parameters to make an unwarranted assumption. Although 
he acknowledged that miraculous signs often accompanied the 
message to confirm its validity, he decided that something more 
was involved. For whatever reason, he decided to conclude: “So 
Paul indicates in our text that the Holy Spirit Himself convicts the 
hearts of unbelievers. These were unbelievers that are now con-
verted to Christ. He convicts their hearts in conjunction with but 
in addition to the words that are spoken.”

What does that statement mean, exactly? And who else has 
been saying similar words (Mac Deaver is a hint)?  First, how 
does the Holy Spirit convict apart from the Word? The only other 
way taught in the Bible is through providence—through circum-
stance and situations. The speaker does allow for that possibility 
elsewhere, but he is advocating something else here—a direct ac-
tion of the Holy Spirit.    

 The following words are absolutely chilling:
Conversion does not occur with the interaction of cold words on a 
page. Nor does transformation of life happen through intellectual 
exercise alone…. The Holy Spirit’s power is working behind the 
Spirit’s Word. The power of God and the Holy Spirit works beyond 
mere human words to bring about faith.

Can someone explain what Jonathan Jones means by these 
words? In the first place, when Peter spoke on Pentecost or Paul 
reasoned in the synagogue, there were no words on a page. Were 
they cold words from chilly lips? In fairness to the lecturer, he 
cited Hebrews 4:12 elsewhere and believes in the power of the 
Word, but why then does he seem to denigrate the Scriptures at 
other times—this being one of them.

The Holy Spirit’s power is working behind the Holy Spirit’s 
Word? The Spirit works through His Word—not behind it, beside 
it, or apart from it. Using the word cold to apply to the words one 
reads in the Bible seems an insult to the Author. How does the 
Spirit work beyond human words (and providence)? At this junc-
ture, Jones quotes from a Puritan named William Law:

Read whatever chapter of Scripture you will, and be ever so delight-
ed with it—yet it will leave you as poor, as empty and unchanged as 
it found you unless it has turned you wholly and solely to the Spirit of 
God and brought you into full union with and dependence upon Him. 

The speaker later on defines Calvinism and repudiates its ma-
jor tenets; so why does he quote a Puritan who was a Calvinist?  Is 
Law not saying, essentially, that the Bible is a dead letter and that 
the cold words on the page will not do anyone any good unless 
the Spirit energizes it or illuminates it? If Law is not saying that, 
what does he mean? Both he and Jones are advocating that the 
Spirit does something more than just having inspired the Scrip-
tures. Both are wrong. An atheist could open the Bible and profit 
from it if he followed what it said.

Jones adds: “The Holy Spirit of God is working in the hu-
man heart to bring conviction and conversion.” Notice that his 
statement eliminates any possibility of him talking about the Holy 
Spirit’s role in providence. He stated unequivocally that the Holy 
Spirit is working in the human heart to bring conviction and con-
version. He does not say that this work is accomplished through 
the Word (in this section).

He keeps talking about other options: “The Holy Spirit’s 
power is working behind the Spirit’s Word. The power of God and 

the Holy Spirit works beyond mere human words to bring about 
faith.”

What is the Spirit doing, pray tell, behind His Word? The 
speaker then quotes from H. Leo Boles, as if Boles would agree 
with him.

Let it be understood now that since the church was established, there 
has never been a genuine case of conversion that was not begun, car-
ried on, and consummated by the Holy Spirit (The Holy Spirit 195).
Unlike Jones, Boles is speaking of the Holy Spirit as being 

responsible for all conversions, but in his explanation of HOW 
the Holy Spirit operates in conversion, Boles wrote the following: 

One of the functions of the Holy Spirit is to convert sinners. 
How does he [sic] do this? It has been observed that the Holy 
Spirit in the redemption of man uses the truth of God.  The 
Holy Spirit and the word of God are never separate in conver-
sion and sanctification. The instrumentality of truth in conver-
sion is a fact abundantly substantiated in the New Testament. 
The instrumentality of truth in conversion is invariable; the 
same truth is used in every conversion by the Holy Spirit. This 
is the same that all are converted by the Holy Spirit with the 
same instrumentality of truth, and the same truth used by the 
Holy Spirit in every conversion. While there is no conversion 
without the Holy Spirit, there is no operation of the Holy Spir-
it in conversion independent of God’s word (197-98).

Does brother Boles sound like a preacher who would agree 
with Jones when he alleges: “The Holy Spirit’s power is work-
ing behind the Holy Spirit’s Word”? Would he have agreed that 
“the Holy Spirit works beyond mere human words to bring about 
faith”? To ask the question in light of Bole’s own words is to an-
swer it.

Jones seems to want something more than the Word (those 
cold words on a page) and more than providence. As he said just 
before getting to his explanation of 1 Thessalonians 1:5, 

Paul came to the city of Thessalonica, preaching a powerful mes-
sage.  And there was Divine power behind those words—a Divine 
power that worked in the hearts of people to bring about spiritual 
transformation.

What is this Divine power that convicts hearts in conjunc-
tion with but in addition to the words that are spoken? How are 
we to understand what the Holy Spirit does that is separate from 
the Word? Perhaps those who have such confidence in brother 
Jones at Freed-Hardeman University should ask him for further 
clarification.

We understand that the Holy Spirit operates through provi-
dence and through His Word, but we do not understand how He 
acts behind His Word—unless it involves some kind of direct op-
eration of the Holy Spirit, which would open the door to Pente-
costalism. If this lecture is not opening that door, what door is it 
opening?

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792

A day in thy courts is better than a thousand.  I had rather be a door-
keeper in the house of my God, than to dwell in the tents of wickedness.
~Psalms 84:10
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-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–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 [By phone inside USA (281) 475-8247; Inside 
the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  Alternative Cambridge 
contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101;  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.

-Montana-

Helena–Mountain View Church of Christ, 1400 Joslyn Street, Helena, 
Mt. 59601, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Matt 
Bidmead (406) 461-9199.

-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: 
allenlawson@earth-comm.com.

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535 
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841,www.belvederechurchofchrist.
org; e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (8-3) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 
a.m., 6:00p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803)279-8663

Texas-

Denton area–Northpoint Church of Christ, 4224 N. I-35 (Greenway Plaza, 
just north of Cracker Barrel). Mailing address: 4224 N. I-35, Denton, TX 
76207.  E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Website: www.northpointcoc.
com.  Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 
(940) 387-1429; dubmcclish@gmail.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., 1:30 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures, and the internet school, Truth Bible 
Institute. 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.

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

Contending For The Faith
P. O. Box 2357
Spring, Texas 77383-2357 
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The book of Psalms has been appropriately called “the 
hymn book of the Bible.”  There are more than twenty-five 
hundred verses in its one hundred and fifty chapters, and 
doubtless that many songs have been composed from them 
through the centuries and millenniums since their sentiments 
swelled the bosom of Israel's sweet singer.  Many of these 
verses were chanted in the worship of early Christians, and 
they will be sung in every generation wherever people are 
found worshiping God until we learn the “new song” in 
Heaven, “when all the redeemed singers get home.”

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

A SONG OF UNITY.  Psalm 133 is a song of unity, 
“Behold how good and how pleasant it is for brethren to 
dwell together in unity!” There is nothing more stifling and 
stultifying to the emotions of the soul than strife and divi-
sion.  There is nothing more soothing and beneficent to the 
spirit than peace and unity.

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

THE UNITY OF THE SPIRIT.  Exhorting the breth-
ren to “keep the unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace,” 

Paul outlines, in Ephesians 4:4-6, the basis of unity.
“There is one body, one Spirit, even as ye are called in one 
hope of your calling:  one Lord, one faith, one baptism, 
one God and Father of all who is above all, and through 
all, and in you all.”

The “unity of the spirit” is the unity the Spirit teaches, or 
that results when the Spirit’s Word is obeyed.

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

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

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

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

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

THE UNITY OF THE CHURCH
Foy E. Wallace, Jr.
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Editorial...

FOR THE CAUSE OF CHRIST
With this issue of CFTF we close forty-four years of 

continuous publication. During that time and for some years 
preceding it, the church has suffered many departures from 
the faith. Sadly, she continues to undergo departures from the 
divine pattern.

Many members of the Lord’s church (not a few elders 
and preachers) refuse to understand that the Lord’s church is 
the Lord’s army. We exist to fight for the right as the Bible 
defines the right in every thing. In order to remain faithful, 
beginning with ourselves, we are to engage in spiritual war-
fare all day long, 365 days out of the year, as long as we are 
able, and until the Lord returns. But the previously mentioned 
brethren hold the false view that if they can just get over this 
present problem(s), whatever it may be, we will be for ever 
out of the problem business. This false mind-set is one of the 
devil’s greatest ploys to lull the church into a false sense of 
security. Once he accomplishes selling the church the error 
that holiness is harmlessness and whispering sweet platitudes 
to one another in order to make each other happy in our  own 
conceits is the way to go, the father of lies has a much easier 
job getting us to digress from the truth more and more.

In living the Christian life, we are in the process of get-
ting over problems, or we are in the middle of them, or about 
to get into them. This is true of congregations as well as in-
dividuals and their families. Of course, this is not to say all 
problems are of the same magnitude. But, when we once re-
alize that life is one problem after another, the better off we 
will be. And, when “...we know that...the whole world lieth 
in wickedness [“in the evil one,” ASV–1901]” (1 John 5:19), 
should we not expect problems to abound? 

The Lord never promised us a life without problems (Luke 
9:23; 2 Tim. 3:12). To the contrary, Christians are  promised 
many problems because of their faithfulness to Him. Howev-
er, Jesus said He would give us the solution to those problems 
(2 Tim. 3:16, 17; 1 Cor. 10:13). Thus, “But whoso looketh 
into the perfect law of liberty, and continueth therein, he 
being not a forgetful hearer, but a doer of the work, this 
man shall be blessed in his deed” (Jam. 1:25).

 A successful life is one lived on the Lord’s terms. Al-
though the world never will recognize it, when Stephen was 
stoned to death for his uncompromising stand for the truth, 
he died a complete success (Acts 7:54-60). He lived and died 
governed by God’s will. Thus, Stephen continues to be an 
example to Christians in living and dying (Ecc. 12:13, 14; 1 
Cor. 15:58; Rev. 2:10). 

We wish all a wonderful holiday season and a happy new 
year and promise to continue to be faithful soldiers of the 
cross in exposing error and upholding the truth in all things. 
To that end we covet your prayers and continued support.

—David P. Brown, Editor  
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There is one Spirit and one hope—unity in life, in desire 
and expectation.

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

THE PRAYER FOR UNITY. The Lord’s prayer in 
John 17:1-21 was an ardent petition for unity. “May they 
all be one.” Jesus praying for the unity of believers! Yet, 
it has not touched the heart of those who are promoting de-
nominationalism in the world, nor even of brethren who sow 
discord and stir factions in the church. Denominationalism 
is the misrepresentation of Christianity—a horrid carica-
ture—and the authors of perversions in religion are enemies 
of Christ, professing and even honestly thinking themselves 

to be His friends.
But “charity begins at home.” We cannot with good 

grace preach unity and practice division. 
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). 

Paul’s beseechment should not only be our preach-
ment, but also our practice.  The unity of Christians is the 
only hope of bringing the world to Christ. Jesus knew it, 
and therefore prayed that “they all may be one, as thou, 
Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may be 
one in us.”

—Deceased

(Continued from page 1)

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH  2015 LECTURESHIP

GOD, THE BIBLE, AND CHRISTIAN CONDUCT
February 20-22, 2015

David P. Brown, Lectureship Director

Lectures can be viewed live via internet on our website: www.churchesofchirst.com
FRIDAY, FEBRUARY 20 
     6:30 PM  CONGREGATIONAL SINGING
     7:00 PM  Without God there is no Objective Absolute Moral Standard—Michael Hatcher 
     8:00 PM  Civil Government and Morality —Dub McClish
SATURDAY, FEBRUARY 21
         9:00 AM  Dishonesty—Wayne Blake
       10:00 AM  Homosexuality—Geoff Litke
       11:00 AM  Dancing and Immodest Apparel—Andy Hastings 
Lunch Break
    1:30 PM  God’s Institution of Marriage—Mark Townsend 
   2:30 PM  Divorce and Remarriage— Bruce Stulting
   3:30 PM  Domestic Violence—John West
SUNDAY, FEBRUARY 22
   9:30 AM  Abortion—Philip Schrei
      10:30 AM  Beverage Alcohol, Tobacco, and Other Drug Use—Michael Hatcher
Lunch Break
  1:30 PM  Gambling—Eric Paluka
  2:30 PM   Pornography, Pedophilia, and Sexual Immorality—Dub McClish

Lunch Provided by the Spring Church    t RV Hook-Ups    t Video&Audio Recording   t Approved Displays

Elders: Kenneth D. Cohn and Buddy Roth
Spring Church Secretary: Sonya West  = sonyacwest@gmail.com  = Phone: (281) 353-2707

SPRING CHURCH OF CHRIST • PO BOX 39 (MAILING ADDRESS) • 1327 SPRING CYPRESS ROAD, SPRING, TX 77383 
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VIRGIN BIRTH—ONLY BEGOTTEN # 1
Don Tarbet

CHRIST—BEGOTTEN OR UNIQUE?
A controversial matter relating to Christ is whether He 

is the “only begotten” Son of God, or the “only Son, one of 
a kind, or unique.” It is said that early secular writers intro-
duced “only begotten” to the passages that refer to Jesus as 
“the only begotten Son,” and that the original word mono-
genes should be rendered “unique.” However, before the in-
troduction of the idea of genos as meaning something else 
(such as “unique”), there were writers that used monogenes 
with reference to Jesus’ birth, and called Him “begotten.” 
The concept of Jesus’ being “begotten” (with reference to 
the conception by Mary) is seen in the major translations of 
scripture through the years. This article is written in defense 
of the use of the rendering as seen in the KJV, ASV (1901), 
NASB, etc. Many modern (20th and 21st century) transla-
tions leave out “only begotten,” and change it to “son,” 
“only son,” or “one of a kind,” and claim justification for 
it. I would not attempt to describe their motives, but believe 
they are in error more so than the translators of the above 
mentioned translations are in error.

In the first part of this article we will examine Bibli-
cal words relating to this topic, as seen in (1) Promise, (2) 
Prophecy, and (3) Typology. A combination of thought from 
these three areas will help us to determine the validity of the 
proposition set forth in the above paragraph. 

(1) Promise. We begin with the promise God made to 
Satan in Genesis 3:15, when He stated that the “seed” of 
woman would bruise the head of Satan. Without question, 
this is the first indication of a coming Savior, who would 
come from “woman.” Satan used a woman for the down-
fall of the human race, as he deceived Eve and tempted her 
to partake of the forbidden fruit (Gen. 3:1-6; 1 Tim. 2:15f). 
God was going to redeem man through another woman, 
whose offspring would offer salvation to man. Paul stated in 
Romans 16:20 that God is bruising Satan’s head through the 
work of Christ and the gospel. No wonder Paul writes again 
in Galatians 4:4, 5, “But when the fulness of time was 
come, God sent forth his Son, made of a woman, made 
under the law.” No reference here to the Son coming from a 
man, but from a woman. Everyone born into the world under 
God’s law of procreation is “begotten” by an earthly father. 
Jesus’ earthly beginning would be through a “woman”—not 
a man and a woman. The implication from all this is, that 
there would be something special (or unique) about the com-
ing of the Messiah, and it would not be unique because He 
was unique, but unique because of the manner of His “con-
ception and birth”—that part of God’s law of procreation 
involving a  man was set aside. Of necessity a miracle was 
involved in Jesus becoming a fleshly human being.

Another promise relating to God’s Son is given through 
the prophet Samuel. In relation to God’s covenant with Da-
vid, Samuel writes, “When your days are fulfilled and you 
rest with your fathers, I will set up your seed after you, 
who will come from your body, and I will establish his 
kingdom...I will be his Father, and he shall be My Son...” 
(2 Sam. 7:12, 14). Of course, Solomon was the next genera-
tion son of David, but God surely had more in mind than just 
Solomon. God is saying that a physical descendant of David, 
would ultimately sit on David’s throne, and He (the Son) 
would rule from the right hand of God in heaven. In Paul’s 
great sermon of Acts 13, he stated,

And when he had removed him, he raised up unto them 
David to be their king; to whom also he gave testimony, 
and said, I have found David, the son of Jesse, a man af-
ter mine own heart, which shall fulfill all my will. Of this 
man’s seed hath God according to his promise raised unto 
Israel a Saviour, Jesus (Acts 13:22, 23).

Then, in verse 32, he again refers to God’s “promise,” and 
then in verse 33 he quotes from Psalms 2:7, to show that it 
was Jesus who fulfilled the promise that stated, “Thou art 
my Son, this day I have begotten thee.” In this passage, the 
word begotten is quoted by the New Testament writers. In so 
doing the Holy Spirit guided them to use the word genneo. 
Genneo is one part of the compound word monogenese and 
this is the word translated “only begotten” in the KJV, ASV, 
NASB, et al. That Son has the “key” of David as He reigns 
over the kingdom today (Rev. 3:7; 22:16). Again, we have 
reference to the “Son” and the “Seed.” It was Jesus who was 
begotten of God through Mary to become that Savior. He is 
unique because of this, but the “this” must not be forgotten 
or minimized by “translating” it out of the scripture. Jesus 
was of the seed (offspring, lineage) of David. However, Je-
sus was the immediate seed of woman (Mary), who had no 
earthly husband at that time. Thus, Jesus was conceived by 
the Holy Spirit. This is what it took for Jesus to be “begot-
ten” (ASV) or “born” (KJV) of the virgin Mary.

(2) Prophecy. There are hundreds of prophecies in the 
Old Testament that relate to the coming of the Savior, but 
the one that is pertinent to our study is that of Isaiah 7:14. 
Isaiah addressed the “house of David” (vs. 13), then says, 
“Therefore the Lord Himself will give you a sign, Be-
hold, the virgin shall conceive and bear a Son, and His 
name shall be called Emmanuel” (vs. 14). Involved in any 
discussion of whether this actually refers to Jesus is a moot 
point when we look at the fulfillment of it recorded in Mat-
thew chapter one. In Matthew 1:18, the apostle writes con-
cerning the birth of Jesus Christ, and explains that before she 
and Joseph “came together” (she continues to be a virgin), 



Contending for the Faith—November/December/2014                                                                                                       5

she was found with child of the Holy Ghost. Mary had been 
visited by an angel of the Lord who informed her that the 
Holy Ghost (Spirit) would  overshadow her, and she would 
give birth to a son, who would be called the “Son of the 
highest,” who would fulfill the promise of one to sit upon 
David’s throne (cf. 2 Sam. 7:12-14). He would be called the 
“Son of God” (Luke 1:31-35). The RSV does not use the 
word virgin, but it should, as Matthew by inspiration quotes 
Isaiah, and uses the word virgin in the quotation—signifying 
that “virgin” is what was meant in Isaiah 7:14. Also, Mat-
thew says this Son (Savior, Jesus) would be Emmanuel, or 
“God with us,” as foretold by Isaiah in Isaiah chapter seven. 
The implication of all this is overwhelming. A virgin was to 
conceive of the Holy Spirit. The child would be called the 
“Son of God.” He would have no earthly father, for God 
the Father would begat Him. Therefore, via the agency of 
the Holy Spirit Mary conceived the baby Jesus—the “only” 
one ever to be begotten in this manner. It is certainly proper 
to refer to Jesus as “the only begotten Son of God,” as do 
other passages in the New Testament. In Acts 13, reference 
is made to the fact that the only begotten one was raised, 
and was to become king. In Hebrews 1:5, we learn that the 
one who was the only begotten one was above angels. Paul 
quotes from Psalms 2:7 and from 2 Samuel 7:14. These pas-
sages are about Jesus being “begotten” and becoming God’s 
Son. Hence, as the “first begotten” Jesus came into the 
world, at which time the “angels of God worshiped Him” 
(Heb. 1:5,6; Luke 2:13, 14). The terms “begotten” and “first 
begotten” are thus used interchangeably. He was the “begot-
ten” One when He came into “the world.” In Hebrews 1:5-7, 
we have several steps in the order of events. 1) There is the 
“action”—the begettal. 2) There is the “relationship”—Fa-
ther/Son. 3) There is the “time”—when He came into the 
world. 4) There is the “response”—angels rejoicing.

(3) Typology. The Old Testament reveals several types, 
that have their anti-type or fulfillment in Christ. We see this 
especially in Genesis 22, when God told Abraham to go to 
the land of Moriah and offer Isaac, his “only son” on the 
altar. True, Abraham previously had another son, Ishmael, 
who was born to Hagar, Sarah’s handmaid. Abraham is nev-
er said to have begotten Ishmael, but is said to have begot-
ten Isaac (Mat. 1:2). As matter of fact, when Ishmael was 
sent out, he could no longer be considered a son. He was 
“dead” (separated). This is similar to the broken relationship 
existing between the prodigal son and his father as recorded 
in Luke 15:24. Also, notice there was a substitute offering  
made in the place and instead of Isaac, even as Christ is a 
substitute offering for us. Abraham accounted Isaac as hav-
ing been raised from the dead “in a figure,” as Abraham 
considered this “seed” to be dead (Heb. 11:19). Just as Jesus 
was to be offered up (as the only begotten Son), such is typi-
fied by Isaac being the “only begotten son” of Abraham. 
At this point in Abraham’s life, Isaac was the “only begot-
ten son” (monogenese) of Abraham. He was the only son at 

all, since Ishmael had been “cast out” (Gal. 4:30), and his 
relationship with Abraham is associated with the “promise” 
(Heb. 11:17). In these ways, Isaac was indeed Abraham’s 
only begotten son. He was the only son of Sarah at this point, 
as the promise to Abraham was to be through Sarah. Yes, 
Abraham later had other sons, but at this time Isaac was the 
only one through whom God would fulfill the promises He 
made to faithful Abraham. In passing, some have supposed 
that the translators saw this typology and used the same lan-
guage that described Jesus in John 1 and John 3, etc.

The argument is made that since monogenese is a com-
pound word, and since genos is used instead of genneo, that 
it takes on a different meaning entirely. However, in the 
Greek there are five (5) words relating to genneo, and all 
are related to and derivatives of ginomai, and all basically 
mean the same thing. For instance, Thayer lists genos, as 
one of them, and says that it means “offspring” (113).1  It 
is the word used by Paul in Acts 17:28 when he referred to 
everyone being the “offspring” of God. This being the case, 
Jesus can be considered the “offspring” of God in the word 
genos. He is the monos (only) One of God’s offspring that 
was “begotten,” and the word is inclusive of that fact. All the 
words relating to genneo have to do with begettal, birth, etc. 
As we have noted previously, God had other sons (Adam—
Luke 3:38), angels, and now has spiritual sons who have 
been begotten by the gospel (the work of God’s Spirit in the 
inspired word—Eph. 6:17; Luke 8:11; Heb. 4:12), but none 
were begotten like Jesus—He is the “only begotten Son” of 
God in the manner described in chapter one of both Matthew 
and Luke. 

Regarding the compound word monogenese, we remem-
ber that the mono is taken from monos, but it does not change 
in meaning because it is added to another word—making a 
compound word. The mono still means the same—“only.” 
Why should we be forced to think that genos would mean 
anything other than genneo because it has been added to an-
other word? When one word means “only,” and the other 
means “begotten”, (and mono still means “only”), would not 
genos still basically mean the same thing? If not, why not? 
When one letter (s) is removed from monos, it is not ques-
tioned, but when an (n) is removed from genos, all of a sud-
den it does not mean the same anymore (according to some). 
Why do they not make an issue of mono as well as genos?? 
Could it possibly mean “unequal,” “many,” or “varied”? 
Surely not! Some do not want the first part of the compound 
word changed, but the last part. “Both genos and gennaoo 
derive from ginomai and are thus akin in meaning” (32) 2  As 
someone has said, “the legs of the lame are not equal.” 

Some believe Jesus was “begotten eternally” in heaven 
before the world was. We find no evidence of this in scrip-
ture. Other have asked that if this is true, and Jesus was the 
“begotten Son of God” before His physical birth, “who was 
His mother?” Then some admit that Jesus was begotten 
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physically, but want to use the word in other ways than its 
literal meaning. It indeed can be used figuratively, but only 
under the figure of a birth, as it is used that way in regards 
to our being begotten by the word in the new birth (1 Cor. 
4:15; John 3:3-5; Jam. 1:18). It seems perfectly clear and 
understandable from our good standard translations as to the 
meaning of “only begotten Son.” The average reader is not 
capable of going back into the original language and getting 
into a debate over such a controversial subject. We are not 
contending that every time we speak of Christ that we have 
to describe Him as “the only begotten Son,” but we should 
not deny that He is, or try to twist the meaning of “begotten” 
to make it mean something else.

Jesus is “unique” because He was “begotten of God” by 
the Spirit causing Mary to conceive, and is  not just unique....
period. He is unique because He was “begotten of God” in 
the manner described in the scripture, and not unique for the 
sake of being unique. Let us illustrate it this way. Suppose 
I decided I want to have a 1957 Chevrolet automobile gold 
plated. It will be the only one of its kind in the world. So, I 
announce it to the automotive world what I am about to do. 
The time comes, and I manage to get the car gold plated. I 
have it documented as the first and only “gold plated” car in 
the world. A hundred years later there is still no other car like 
it. When someone searches the records and learns what they 
can about it, they decide since language has changed in the 
last 100 years, that they need to rewrite the document. They 
look at the words “gold plated,” and decide to leave off the 
“d,” and that the words actually mean “gold painted,” and 
anything that unusual must be “unusual.” When questioned 
about it, the lawyers state that since two words were com-
pounded, that it changes its meaning, and it simply means 
“unusual.” From that time on the automotive world is di-
vided as to whether the car was gold plated or just “unusual.” 
The car is unusual, but not because it is unusual, but because 
it is “gold plated.” The most accurate way to describe is by 
saying it is “gold plated.” Some examine the automobile and 
say, “That car is gold plated,” and others say, “No, it is just 
unusual.”

VIRGIN BIRTH—ONLY BEGOTTEN
Much has been written about the “pre-existence” of 

Jesus. He did not exist before He existed, but did exist in 
eternity before He made His appearance on this earth. He 
is before all things as God and as the eternal Word, and was 
involved in all creation. There is no proof that He was the 
“Son” of God prior to His earthly appearance, but from that 
time on He is recognized as God’s Son—His “only begotten 
Son.” Before He became the Son, there had to be a begettal. 
Someone has written that Jesus was born, but not begotten. 
How could that be? Much is written about how Jesus became 
the Son of God. It is said that He was “born of a virgin,” 
though this is denied by many who fail to regard His divin-
ity. The Savior was to come from “woman” (Gen. 3:15) and 

He did (Gal. 4:4). He was born to Mary, who was the wife of 
Joseph. Some write about the virgin birth, but say very little 
about “the begotten Son of God.” Some accept the virgin 
birth as factual, but try to minimize the concept of His beget-
tal—His being “the only begotten Son of God.” 

Some maintain that Jesus was the Son of God in eternity 
before His earthly life. The director of the Open Forum at 
Freed-Hardeman University once stated that before He came 
to earth, “He chose to have the Holy Spirit as His Father” 
(Feb. 3, 2003), implying that deity took this manner of be-
coming man.3 Another has written,

This unique relationship does not imply or entail that Jesus 
ever began to be the Son of God; rather, it suggests an eternal 
relationship. He was the Son of God before His infleshment....
And the baby’s father was the Holy Spirit (Matthew 1:20; 
Luke 1:35). The begettal of the baby was the action of the 
Spirit, not the father.4

Others strongly deny this. Another writes, “Gabriel says 
Mary’s child would be called the Son of God because he 
would be begotten by the Holy Spirit, so the Father must 
have called him his son for that reason.”5 Here is a refer-
ence to the function of the Holy Spirit in the begettal, but 
the Father (not the Spirit) was the “Father.” “He was the Son 
of God because being begotten in the womb of Mary by a 
miracle. The angel said he was to be called the Son of the 
Most High God.”6  

Jesus was the “Word” of God (John 1:1-3), the “I Am” 
(John 8:58), and possibly as the “Angel of the Lord” in the 
Old Testament ages, but where can we find that He had a 
subordinate role as a “Son” before coming to earth? We can 
best describe His earthly relationship through the term “the 
only begotten” (Greek, monogenes) of God the Father. Jesus 
was not the only son of Mary, for she later “knew” Joseph 
(Mat. 1:25), and had other children by him (Mat. 13:55-
56), but Jesus was the only “begotten” Son of  God, for no 
other was ever conceived and born physically as was Jesus. 
Hence, He was the “only begotten” Son of God. There is a 
clear association of the terms “virgin birth” and “the only 
begotten,” as both relate to Jesus’ deity and humanity. Some 
say it does not matter too much what we believe (and teach?) 
about either of these two terms, as long as we do not “deny” 
the deity of our Lord. Does this mean we must actually say 
“I deny the deity of Jesus” before we are guilty of such? 
Does not our failure to accept the Bible’s teaching of Jesus’s 
virgin birth as well as Him being only begotten constitute 
denials of the deity of Jesus? Some claim to accept Jesus as 
the only begotten, but try to explain it away or give it a new 
definition.

There has been a determined effort in the church (by a 
few, but most remain silent) during the last three decades, 
to belittle the reality of this Sonship, beginning with His 
birth, while all the time emphasizing Jesus’ Sonship began 
in eternity prior to coming to earth. Some in the “scholarly” 
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arena contend that the term “only begotten” simply means 
“unique,” or “one of a kind.” It has even been said that “be-
loved” might be closer to monogenese than “unique.” If that 
is true, just when did He become “beloved”? At His bap-
tism, Jesus is called “beloved” (Mat. 3:17), and later at the 
transfiguration (Mat. 17:5). Would this be other times that 
Jesus was monogenese? The words unique and beloved are 
too broad in nature to describe the special relationship Jesus 
had with God. Elijah was unique in that he was the only man 
known to have been taken to heaven in a fiery chariot, but he 
was not “an only begotten son” of God. Was Jesus unique? 
Yes, in the sense that He was conceived of the Spirit, begot-
ten by the Father, and born to a virgin. He was unique in 
other ways as well, but He was the “only begotten” in one 
way. He became “unique” because of his being begotten of 
the Father and born to a virgin. A favorite expression used by 
many is that Jesus was “one of a kind,” or “the one and only” 
Son of God. It may depend on what is meant by the word 
kind. If we mean “human-kind,” then it is false, for He was 
like his brethren—in the flesh (Heb. 2:12-14). If we mean 
that He was special because of His begettal and birth, then 
why not just say so, and keep using the terms “only begot-
ten” and “virgin birth” as declared in scripture?

It is not accurate to say that Jesus is the “one and only 
son” of God, for God had other sons. As earlier noted, Adam 
is called the “son of God” (Luke 3:38). Angels were “sons 
of God” (Job 38:7). Job’s children were “sons of God” (Job 
1:6). But, none of these were “begotten” sons of God, as 
was Jesus. He was the “only” one of all God’s sons, and was 
unique in this, but the word unique does not in itself tell us 
why, but the word “begotten” does.

We maintain that Jesus not only is the Son of God, but 
“the only begotten Son of the Father.” It is said by some 
that many translations of old do not use the word begotten. 
However, there are many old translations that do. Almost 
two dozen of older versions use the word. Scholarship is di-
vided over this, and when all their arguments about the He-
brew and Greek words are expounded upon, the issue is not 
settled. Some of the world’s ripest scholars have included 
the word begotten in their work of the KJV, ASV, NASB, 
American Bible Union (ABU), AMPLIFIED, and LIVING 
ORACLES. In the 20th century work of the RSV, the word 
begotten was dropped. Since that time, the Living Bible, NIV, 
Contemporary English Version (CEV), NEB, Goodspeed and 
other free-thought versions have followed suit. They all use 
“only” or “the one and only.” Neither word or term is ad-
equate to replace the word begotten 

Perhaps here would be a good time to take a look at the 
words beget, begot, and begotten. The Oxford Dictionary 
states that the word beget (when used literally) is typical of a 
man, sometimes of a man and woman, bringing a child into 
existence by the process of procreation. The example is giv-
en, “they hoped that the king might beget an heir by his new 

queen.” It also can be used figuratively as, “killings beget 
more killings.” Synonyms given are father, sire, engender, 
generate, spawn, create, give life to, bring into being, bring 
into the world, bare, procreate, reproduce, breed. Webster’s 
Unabridged Dictionary states that the words begotten and 
begot are alternative participles of  the word beget. The first 
definition (literal) given is “to procreate, as a father, or sire, 
to generate, as to beget a son.” Then, the second definition 
(figurative) is “to produce, as an effect, to cause to exist, 
to generate, as luxuries beget vice” (Vol. II, p. 167, 168). 
Vine’s Expository Dictionary states that gennao (a basic part 
of monogenes) is used literally and “chiefly used of men ‘be-
getting’ children” (page 57). The word may sometimes be 
used of women bringing forth children, because the children 
are begotten by men. 

The point is, that in the genealogies of the Bible, the 
word begat or begot refers to those who have been begot-
ten, as is used many many times in both the Old and New 
testament records. This is why the word must be considered 
with reference to physical birth, and not simply to something 
or someone being “unique.” Read the genealogy of Jesus in 
Matthew 1:11-16. Each time the one begotten was from his 
father, and Joseph was begotten by his father, Jacob. But, 
when we get to Jesus, it only says that Jesus was “born” of 
Mary (not begotten by Joseph, for he was not Jesus’ bio-
logical father). It was GOD Who begat Jesus by sending the 
Holy Spirit to cause Mary to conceive. So, in Jesus’ own 
begettal, He is said to have been “begotten” of God—the 
Father.

JESUS—BOTH LITERALLY AND
 SPIRITUALLY BEGOTTEN?

At this point in our study, we want to consider some of 
the arguments used by proponents of the “only son” move-
ment, and the efforts of some to make the word begotten 
apply to Jesus Himself in a figurative way. We shall exam-
ine the passages where Jesus is called the “begotten” Son of 
God, and the use of the term in other instances.

There are two schools of thought about Jesus being the 
“only begotten” Son of God. 1) Conservative thinkers have 
long argued that He became such in connection with His ad-
vent on earth. 2) Modern day thinkers argue that the word 
begotten simply means “one of a kind,” or “unique,” and 
the word begotten need not be employed. Some of us still 
maintain that Jesus is not only the Son of God, but is indeed 
“the only begotten Son of the Father.” Some five times in our 
more reliable and conservative translations, He is referred 
to as such (John 1:14, 18; 3:16, 18; 1 John 4:9). Other pas-
sages refer to Him as the “begotten,” apart from the mono or 
genes, (Heb. 1:6; 5:5; Rev. 1:5; cf. Psa. 2:7).

A few years ago, a well-known brother wrote an article 
titled “Begotten and Unbegotten” that appeared in some of 
our brotherhood journals. It is now available in a public way 
on the Internet, which can be googled up by entering “Be-
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gotten And Unbegotten.” We once referred to this brother in 
print, as simply the one who stated Jesus was not the “only 
begotten” Son of God. A stern rebuke came back as if a be-
loved brother was being attacked. So, I shall not use his name 
in this article, but simply refer to him as BB (for Beloved 
Brother), but he will be identified in my final endnotes. This 
writing is certainly not in any way an attack on BB, but is a 
review of what I believe to be in error. BB begins this mate-
rial by saying, “Physically Jesus was ‘begotten’ in Mary’s 
womb ‘by the Holy Spirit,’ ” and then went on to state that 
He was “begotten” “figuratively” in three other ways: His 
Resurrection, His Coronation, and His Ordination. He bases 
all points on Psalms 2:7. Please note that BB says Jesus was 
physically begotten, so how could he ever argue that Jesus 
was not “the only begotten Son of God?”

To have something “figurative,” there must first be the 
“literal” (or physical). BB prepares his readers for that by 
stating Jesus was “begotten” physically. He seems to have 
overlooked that there must be some kind of likeness or simi-
larity between something literal, and then something figura-
tive, as the “literal” becomes the type of the “spiritual” (figu-
rative). There must be a direct relation of language between 
the two. For instance, Israel was the literal kingdom, while 
the church is God’s spiritual kingdom. David was a literal 
shepherd over literal sheep, while Jesus is our spiritual shep-
herd and we are His sheep. There is absolutely no word con-
nection between “begotten” and the words resurrection, cor-
onation, and ordination. In his section on “Unbegotten,” BB 
again referred to Jesus being physically begotten in Mary’s 
womb, but was also figuratively begotten in the three named 
areas. We shall see!

Concerning the “resurrection,” we note what W. E. Vine 
says in Vine’s Expository Dictionary:

The declaration “thou art My Son, this day have I begotten 
Thee,” Ps. 2:7, quoted in Acts 13:33; Heb. 1:5; 5:5 refers to 
the birth of Jesus, not His resurrection. In Acts 13:33 the verb 
“raise up” is used of the raising up of a person to occupy a 
special position in the nation as of David in verse 22 (so of 
Christ as a Prophet in 3:22 and 7:37). The word “again” in 
the KJV in v. 33 represents nothing in the original. The RV 
rightly omits it. In v. 34 the statement as to the resurrection 
of Christ receives the greater stress in this respect through the 
emphatic contrast to that in v. 33 as to His being raised up in 
the nation, a stress imparted by the added words “from the 
dead.” Accordingly, v. 33 speaks of His incarnation, v. 34 of 
His resurrection.

In Heb. 1:5, that the declaration refers to the Birth is con-
firmed by the contrast in verse 6. Here the word “again” is 
rightly placed in the RV, “when He again bringeth in the first-
born into the world.” This points on to His second advent, 
which is set in contrast to His first advent, when God brought 
His firstborn into the world the first time. (See FIRSTBORN).

So again in Heb. 8:5, where the High Priesthood of Christ 
is shown to fulfill all that was foreshadowed in the Levitical 

priesthood, the passage stresses the facts of His humanity,  
the days of His flesh, His perfect obedience and His suffer-
ings. (586)

Examine the verses as explained by Vine, that Acts 13:33 
is merely identifying the one who was later raised from the 
dead (God’s Son, who had been begotten), and quotes from 
Psalms 2:7. The time to which Psalms 2:7 was referring is 
not the resurrection day, as we shall see. But note that Acts 
13:34 begins with the word And, signifying something else 
that was done. He was “raised up” (vs. 33), [as used in vs. 
22 in reference to David being “raised up”—not resurrected, 
Acts 2:29], “and” (in addition to that), Jesus was “raised up 
from the dead” (vs. 34). Psalm 2:7 will also be quoted again 
in Hebrews 1:5 in connection with two major thoughts: (1) 
When God became the Father, and Christ became His Son, 
as based on 2 Samuel 7:14; and (2) When this occurred, 
“when He bringeth in the firstbegotten into the world” 
(Heb. 1:6), at which time the angels worshiped Him (Luke 
2:13, 14). 

The third passage that BB alludes to also quotes from 
Psalm 2:7, which is significant. True, the verse is saying 
that Jesus became a High Priest (in heaven), and the passage 
simply identifies Him as the one who had been “begotten,” 
and reference is made to the “days of his flesh,” which BB 
admits began from his fleshly birth, and all this was prior 
to His becoming a high priest. Remember, all three of BB’s 
“figurative” begettals are based on Psalm 2:7, and each in-
stance identifies it with His beginning on earth, when He was 
“raised up” for the purpose of later being “raised up from 
the dead,” when He brought Him into the world for this 
purpose. To emphasize a figurative begettal in this manner 
reminds us of the “argumentation” used by Edwards/Hicks 
as they used “adultery” in a figurative sense to justify a man 
putting away his wife and marrying again, when clearly the 
texts refer to literal adultery or fornication.

Vine’s Dictionary states it correctly, when it says:
of “raising” up a person to occupy a place in the midst of 
a people, said of Christ, Acts 5:30, KJV only (the best texts 
have ago, to bring, RV, “hath....brought); of David, Acts  
13:22 (for v. 33 see No. 2 (506).

Vine continues:
of “raising up a person to occupy a place in the midst of a 
nation, said of Christ, Acts 2:36; 7:37; 13:33, RV “raised up 
Jesus,” not here by resurrection from the dead, as the superflu-
ous “again” of the KJV would suggest; this is confirmed by 
the latter part of the verse, which explains the “raising up” as 
being by way of His incarnation, and by the contrast in v. 34, 
where stress is laid upon His being “raised” from the dead, the 
same verb being used (506).

So, Jesus was “the only begotten” of the Father by means 
of His physical birth, and all contexts use this as a basis for 
(1) His Resurrection, (2) His Coronation, and (3) His Ordi-
nation as High Priest. He could not have been honored or 
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exalted to either of these without having first been the “only 
begotten Son of God,” so as to enter the fleshly state and 
then be exalted. “And being found in fashion as a man....
Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him” (Phi. 2:8, 9)

Now we shall look at the real and true way there is a 
“figurative” begettal, as there is a true likeness of a concep-
tion and birth.

ONLY BEGOTTEN SON—BEGOTTEN SONS
Previously we examined the efforts of some to put away 

the idea of Jesus’ being the “only begotten” Son of God, and 
just make Him a “son” or “one of a kind.” We also looked at 
the efforts of one to show that Jesus was “figuratively” be-
gotten also in His Resurrection, Coronation, and Ordination. 
It is not enough to reach the conclusion that He is God’s Son, 
when in fact, as we describe this relationship, we note that 
He is God’s Son because He was “begotten” of God. It was 
foretold in the Old Testament that Jesus would be “begot-
ten.” “I will declare the decree: the Lord hath said unto 
me, Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee” (Psa. 
2:7). This passage is often quoted in the New Testament, 
along with other passages in the book of John, to identify 
Jesus as that begotten Son. (The passages are: John 1:14,18; 
3:16,18; 1 John 4:9; Acts 13:33; Heb. 1:5; 5:5,6; and Rev. 
1:5). The word begotten is used a total of 10 times in these 
passages. The word monogenes is used in the first 6 refer-
ences and once in reference to Isaac in Hebrews 11:7. Three 
times it comes from protokos  (i.e., the Hebrew references 
and Rev. 1:5). The terms “only begotten” come exclusively 
from monogenes, which is the word under consideration in 
this study, but we do find that “begotten” is also used three 
times in four of the above verses that include a reference to 
Jesus or someone else in some manner. Monogenes is used in 
a few other places that have no direct bearing on our subject. 

Some have contended that since the Spirit overshad-
owed Mary, that such made the Spirit the “Father” of Jesus. 
If so, some questions are in order.

1) Did not the Father send the Spirit upon the apostles, 
when it was not the Father Himself who came?

2) Why is the Spirit who was sent by the Father, never 
called “the Father”? (John 14:26).

3) Was not the Spirit doing the Father’s will in both 
instances?

4) Why is it said that we are born of God, when actu-
ally we are begotten by the Spirit’s word? (John 1:12, 13; 1 
Cor. 4:15; 1 Pet. 1:23).

Gabriel said Jesus would be called “the Son of the high-
est” (being the Father), or  He would be “the Son of God.” 
We are children of God (or the “Highest,” being the Father).

But love your enemies, and do good, and lend, hoping for 
nothing again; and your reward shall be great, and ye 
shall be the children of the highest: for he is kind unto 

the unthankful and to the evil. Be ye therefore merciful as 
your Father also is merciful” (Luke 6:35, 36). 

Do we have two heavenly Fathers—Jehovah God and the 
Holy Spirit? No! Did Jesus have two Fathers—the Spirit, 
and the One He addresses as Father when referring to the 
fact that that Father would send the Spirit (another Father)? 
No! When we address “Our Father which art in heaven,” 
we are not addressing the Holy Spirit or the Son of God, for 
we pray in the “name” of Jesus, according to the instructions 
of the Spirit in the scripture. Are we (being children of the 
Highest) children of the Holy Spirit because we are begotten 
by the Spirit’s word, the gospel. No!

The following two quotes from Foy E. Wallace Jr. should 
be considered. 

In John 3:16 the word is used to express the special act of cre-
ation necessary to send ‘his only begotten Son’ into the world 
through the virgin Mary (231). 
The God of Adam could create the condition in Mary to thus 
produce ‘his only begotten Son.’ In the process of  that word 
Genomai from which begotten is derived—it means bring into 
being, and it was this ‘power of the Highest’ that brought ‘his 
only begotten Son’ into being in the body of the virgin Mary 
(231).

Jesus was fleshly as the Son of God, and we are born 
spiritually as children of God. “That which is born of 
the flesh is flesh; and that which is born of the Spirit is 
spirit”  (John 3:7). Jesus was begotten through the Spirit’s 
overwhelming Mary and enabling One to be born physically, 
while we are begotten by the Spirit’s word, or the gospel (1 
Cor. 4:15; 1 Pet. 1:23). This is in our conversion, as we be-
come Sons of God. Though we be brethren with Jesus (Heb. 
2:10, 12), we are not children of God in the same sense in  
which Jesus was the Son of God. He was not converted by 
the gospel to become God’s Son, and neither are we born 
to Mary or any other woman by the overshadowing of the  
Spirit to bring about a physical birth. Note the following 
chart that contrasts the conception and birth of Jesus with 
our spiritual birth.

          GOD       GOD

  SPIRIT—Luke 1:35          SPIRIT—1 Pet. 1:23
     (Seed)        (Word)

  WOMB—Luke 1:31                       HEART—Luke 8:10-12

      The Son of God. Luke 1:35       Sons of God. 1 John 3:2
               “only begotten”                                 “begotten”
(John 1:14,18;3:16,18; 1 John 4:9)        (1 Cor. 4:15; Jam. 1:18; 1 Pet.                                                                        
                                                                1:3, 23; 1 John 5:1) 

Remember, BB admits that Jesus was the literal Son of God 
by means of His physical birth. Yet, he says we cannot apply 
the word only to Jesus and not to us also, for we are all chil-
dren of God. Yes, we (who obey the gospel) are all children 
of God, but Jesus is the Son of God in a different way than 
we are children of God. BB further says, “But to say that 
Jesus was ‘the only begotten Son of  God’ (as in the KJV, 
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NKJV, ASV, NASB) in John 3:18 is to contradict the verses 
that say all Christians are ‘begotten’ of God (1 John 2:29; 
3:9; 4:7; 5:1, 4, 18), and the verse that says Jesus had ‘many 
brothers’ (Romans 8:29)” (6). BB rejects the scholarship 
of the 148 who translated the KJV and ASV into English, as 
well as those who translated the NKJ and NASB. In describ-
ing those who translated those born again, John records  that 
it is “not of blood, nor of the will of the flesh,” while Jesus 
was made flesh in His incarnation. We are no more God’s 
children literally than Jesus is the Son of God figuratively.

To say Jesus was the “only begotten Son of God” is to 
describe the virgin birth. Monogenes admittedly is used to 
describe Isaac in Hebrews 11:17, as the “only begotten  son” 
of Abraham. We need to remember that Isaac was the “only 
begotten son” of promise, as well as being “the only begotten 
son” of Abraham through Sarah at this time. Abraham later 
had other children, but they were not “children of promise” 
(Gal. 4:28-29). Monogenes is also used in Luke 7:12; 8:42, 
and 9:38, but in each instance it refers to the “only” child of 
the person identified. Jesus is the only One who is ever said 
to be the “only begotten” of the Father in heaven. Sure, Mary 
had other children, but none of them were begotten of God. 
They were begotten by Joseph.

As Roy H. Lanier Sr. stated, “Jesus became the Son of 
God by the incarnation in Luke 1:35.” (231) Remember, the 
angel said that the Holy Ghost would overshadow Mary, and 
that which would be born “shall be called the Son of God” 
(Luke 1:35). So, when He was born, He became the Son of 
God. Lanier continues, “So, ‘the holy thing’ cannot refer to 
Jesus in His pre-existence state as the Son of God; it sim-
ply says that the human side, the humanity, of Jesus is to be 
called the Son of God, or rather that Person born of Mary is 
to be called the Son of God” (231). Then Lanier continues 
in the same paragraph, “And being the ‘only begotten,’ he 
is the only one who ever was, or ever shall be born in the 
manner in which he was born. Jesus was ‘the only begot-
ten Son of God’ in the manner, or in a sense, that no other 
human being ever was or ever can be” (231). So, Jesus was 
never “figuratively” begotten, either in heaven or on earth. 
He had no beginning in heaven, and it might be said that He 
was “unbegotten” while in that relationship. He was “physi-
cally” begotten through Mary, becoming the “only begotten” 
through Mary, becoming the “only begotten” of the Father.

We close with this quotation from J. J. Carroll, in an 
article in the Gospel Journal.

By whom was Jesus begotten? Was He begotten by God the 
Father through the Medium of the Holy Spirit in the womb 
of the virgin Mary? Yes. He certainly was (Luke 1:35)! Was 
Jesus the only Son begotten by God the Father in the womb 
of the virgin Mary? Yes. He was (Luke 1:35)! Did the Father 
ever beget anyone other than Jesus in the womb of Mary or 
any other woman? No. He did not! Therefore, Jesus was and 
is the “only begotten Son” of God (26).

To argue that Jesus was God’s “only Son” or “the one 
and only Son” of God, is to plainly contradict other pas-
sages that tell us God had other “sons,” for He does, even 
today (those who are begotten by the gospel). To say that 
He was “unique” does not tell the whole truth, for others 
in Biblical history have been unique in their particular mis-
sion from God. Truth is, Jesus is unique, but it is because of 
His birth—having been begotten by the Spirit, and born of 
a virgin. No one else in human history has this  background. 
He is the “only begotten Son of God,” and this should not 
be forgotten. 

Footnotes
1. Foy E. Wallace, Jr., as quoted by Roy Lanier, Sr. in The Timeless 
Trinity.
2. Roy H. Lanier, Sr., The Timeless Trinity, Lanier Pub., Denver, Co., 
1974.
3. J. J. Carroll, “Is Jesus the Only Begotten Son of God,” The Gospel 
Journal, Cibolo, TX, 2003.
4. Begotten and Unbegotten, by Hugo McCord
5. W. E. Vine, Vine’s Expository Dict., Nelson Pub., Nashville, TN.
 1985.
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There are many Bible believing people who see noth-
ing wrong with social drinking. Many of them are honest. 
They just do not know that the word wine in Biblical times 
was used to refer to both alcoholic wine and nonalcoholic 
grape juice.  They also do not know that in Biblical times the 
people knew how to preserve nonalcoholic grapes juice year 
round without it fermenting.

These two misunderstanding have caused a lot of false 
assumption about what the Bible teaches about social drink-
ing. One of these assumptions is that the Bible condemns 
drunkenness and not moderate drinking.

In this article, I want to address a third misunderstanding 
that also causes some well-meaning brethren to think that 
Bible condemns drunkenness and not moderate drinking. 
This misunderstanding is how they define the word drunk.

Most, if not all, of our modern-day dictionaries defini-
tions for drunk conflicts with the actual meaning of the word. 
This should not be a surprise; after all it is not uncommon. A 
dictionary’s primary purpose is to simply give a definition of 
the current cultural usage of a word.

In the case of the word drunk it appears to be that as 
a culture, we want to cloud the issue by making this word 
more politically correct.  It was almost as if we, as a culture, 
want to change what the word means so we could ignore 
the truth. Our society has watered down the meaning of the 
word drunk to make it more palatable and we in the church 
have gone along with it. How one defines the word “drunk” 
will drastically affect how one understands scriptures where 
drunkenness is addressed.

Definition Of “Drunk”
What we want to define or determine about the word 

“drunk” can be stated in two questions. 1) “What does it 
mean to be drunk?” 2) “When is a person drunk?”

The definition for drunk in my Webster’s Abridged Dic-
tionary is “having the facilities impaired by alcohol.” This 
is the common understanding, but it only answers the first 
question. There is still the second question. At what point 
is a person’s facilities impaired enough by alcohol so as to 
be considered drunk? Does the person have to pass out, or 
be stumbling about, or be slurring his speech before his fa-
cilities are sufficiently impaired before he can be considered 
drunk?

Simply defining drunk as having one’s facilities im-
paired is not a complete definition. It is a comfortable way to 
avoid the whole truth. Here is the first example of clouding, 
watering down or making something politically correct.  It 

“ONE DRINK DRUNK?”
Brock Hartwigsen

is the politically correct way to say, “Define drunk anyway 
you want to. Who are we to judge when a person is drunk?”

The Webster’s New International Dictionary’s (WNID) 
definition of drunk uses a term that my abridged dictionary 
didn’t use. It defines drunk as, “Intoxicated with or as with 
strong drink; under the influence of an intoxicant, esp. an 
alcoholic liquor …” To fully understand this definition we 
need to understand the word intoxicate. The WNID defines 
intoxicate as “1. To poison. Obs. 2. To make drunk.” The 
first definition, “To poison” is identified as obsolete, defined 
as “no longer in use; disused; neglected.” By identifying “to 
poison” as an obsolete definition the dictionary is, for all 
intent and purposes, telling us to ignore it because that is not 
how the word is used today. This leaves us with the second 
definition, “To make drunk.” The second definition makes 
the definition of “drunk” a never ending circle, like a dog 
chasing its own tail. Around and around we go never getting 
anywhere. Drunk means to be intoxicated and intoxicated 
means to be “drunk” and on and on and on.  The dictionary 
is not defining either word. All it is doing is identifying both 
words as synonyms of each other.

Here is the second example of clouding, watering down 
or making something politically correct. It appears that the 
word intoxicate is defined consciously or unconsciously as a 
screen to hide the truth concerning drunkenness.

The prefix “in” of the word intoxicate is a Latin prepo-
sition which means in, i.e., within, into, inside, etc. Toxic 
comes from the Latin word for poison. So when the word 
intoxicate or any form of it is used in reference to the con-
sumption of alcoholic, it means the introduction of a poison 
into one’s body. This of course is the obsolete definition ac-
cording to WIND.

The dictionary might call it obsolete, no longer appli-
cable in our modern day usage, but that does not change the 
fact that it is an accurate definition.  In fact this definition is 
not obsolete. It is still used as a legal term in many states.  
Drivers who drive drunk are charged with “driving while 
intoxicated” (DWI). The first definition, “to poison,” is an 
inconvenient definition for anyone who wants to consume 
alcoholic beverages.

The first definition, “to poison,” is an excellent defini-
tion because alcohol is a poison and with the very first sip 
of an alcoholic beverage a person is putting poison into their 
bodies. They are intoxicating their bodies. Ethyl alcohol is 
the major component of alcohol in producing intoxication.   
The federal government classifies ethyl alcohol as a drug.   
Dr. Frank Overton refers to it as a “narcotic drug.” This 
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narcotic drug impairs the higher reasoning functions of our 
brains, the cortical functions, which are responsible for plan-
ning, judgment, cognition, calculation, attention, vigilance, 
sequencing, and memory.

It is the main drug effect of this most active element 
in alcohol which leads people to drink alcoholic beverages.   
Most drinkers drink because it relaxes them. In other words, 
it makes them feel different. This relaxation or different feel-
ing that they expressed a liking for is the impairment of their 
cortical functions.

The impairment of these mental functions makes a 
Christian more apt to not see temptation for what it is and 
thus more apt to give into it. When a Christian impairs these 
functions, they are like the Israelites in the days of Gideon 
who laid down their weapons and lapped the water like a 
dog. Putting down their weapons and bending down to lap 
the water impaired their ability to stay alert and be prepared.  
God told Gideon to send such men home because they were 
not fit to serve Him (Jud. 7:5-6). Is a Christian really fit 
to serve God when he has impaired his cortical functions, 
which are responsible for planning, judgment, cognition, 
calculation, attention, vigilance, sequencing, and memory?

A person becomes intoxicated/drunk well before there 
are any perceivable effects, i.e., slurring of speech, stumbling 
of gait or passing out. Dr. Rolla N. Harger states, “Within 
two or three minutes after a few sips of whisky or beer are 
swallowed, alcohol can be detected in the blood.” According 
to the Encyclopedia Britannica, some impairments of judg-
ment and self-control begin with concentrations of alcohol 
below those which will cause muscular incoordination. 

The Encyclopedia Britannica goes on and says that, 
“The higher nerve functions of the forebrain, such as reason-
ing, judgment, and social restraint are impaired by very low 
concentrations of alcohol in the blood.” 

So Called “Stages Of Drunkenness”
Dr. Donald L. Gerard states,
There is a general sequence of events which commonly oc-

curs when a sober person begins to drink alcoholic beverages. 
These events are expressions of the degree to which a person 
has lost control over his speech, emotional expression, and 
motor behavior. 
Irving Fisher stated, “So-called moderate drinking mere-

ly means moderate intoxication. A mild drinker denies that 
he is drunk, if he does not stagger, but a man who has drunk 
one glass of beer is one-glass-of-beer drunk.” 

Drunkenness is not a process. It is a result. A person 
does not get drunk after he has too many drinks. A person 
gets drunk as the result of his first drink, “one-drink-drunk.”  
A person cannot be a little drunk or partially drunk. Either he 
has alcohol in his brain that is affecting his higher reasoning 
abilities and or he has no alcohol in his brain.

When the male sperm unites with the female egg the 
woman is pregnant, not a little pregnant or partially preg-
nant, but pregnant. When a person takes ethyl alcohol into 
his body, he is intoxicated/drunk, not a little drunk or par-
tially drunk, but drunk.

Someone reading this article might be thinking that 
“one-drink-drunk” is my opinion and that the only ones who 
would agree with me are other anti-drinking bigots and/or 
narrow-minded religious conservatives who want to ban 
something simply because we were taught that it is wrong.  
They couldn’t be further from the truth. The Federal Avia-
tion Authority (FAA), which is not an association of anti-
drinking bigots and/or narrow-minded religious conserva-
tives, also believes in “one-drink-drunk.”

The FAA standard for pilots is that any alcohol content 
in a pilot’s blood makes the pilot too drunk to fly a plane.  
Why, because they know from tests and experience that any 
measurable content of alcohol, no matter how small, in a 
pilot’s blood will mean that there is enough alcohol in his 
brain to impair his cortical functions which are responsible 
for planning, judgment, cognition, calculation, attention, 
vigilance, sequencing, and memory.  In other words, by their 
standards he is too drunk to fly, “one-drink-drunk.”

—189 Brookside Dr.
Stanton, KY 40380
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Most brethren understand the concept of agency until it in-
volves certain subjects, and then they seem eager to discard it.  
The purpose of this article is to establish the Biblical concept of 
agency. Once understood, it should be easy to understand and 
identify when studying the Scriptures.

The Temptation
One does not need to read very far into the Scriptures to find a 

credible example of agency.  How was Adam tempted? We could 
rightly state it this way: Adam was tempted to sin by means of 
Satan using the serpent to approach Eve (through the lust of the 
flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life), who then gave 
the forbidden fruit to him. Obviously, several served as agents to 
tempt Adam to sin.  

We know of the involvement of Satan, who was a murderer 
from the beginning and did not abide in the truth (John 8:44).  
Upon Satan God pronounced judgment—to put hatred between 
Eve’s seed (the seed of woman, Jesus) and Satan’s seed. Those 
who follow God and those who follow Satan have always been at 
odds. Genesis 3:15, most Bible students agree, describes the con-
flict of Jesus at the cross. Satan succeeds in getting Him crucified 
and this wins a battle against Jesus (bruises His heel), but Satan is 
utterly defeated (his head is bruised) when Jesus arises from the 
dead, thus establishing His Deity plainly once and for all.

The serpent is punished for allowing himself to be used by 
Satan (Gen. 3:14), and the woman also is punished for her role in 
the sin because she not only disobeyed herself, but also encour-
aged her husband to sin. Thus, Satan began the deception, using 
the serpent as his agent. The serpent beguiled Eve via the lust of 
the flesh, the lust of the eyes, and the pride of life (1 John 2:15-
17).  Adam still could have resisted but did not.

Who Killed Uriah the Hittite?
God spoke through Nathan the prophet (which itself is an 

example of agency).  Nathan told David: “You have killed Uriah 
the Hittite with the sword; you have taken his wife to be your 
wife, and have killed him with the sword of the people of Am-
mon” (2 Sam. 12: 9b).  God (through Nathan) makes it clear that 
David killed Uriah—although he did not do so himself, person-
ally.  He did it through others (agents), but since he gave the order, 
he is fully responsible for the act of treachery.

Other agents are not mentioned in verse 9, but they are men-
tioned in the text. David used the agency of a note that he sent with 
Uriah the Hittite, which he was to give to Joab (2 Sam. 11:14).  
This letter to the commander read: “Set Uriah in the forefront 
of the hottest battles, and retreat from him, that he may be 
struck down and die” (vs. 15). Thus, this written communication 
became a means of bringing about Uriah’s death. Unaware of the 
contents, David’s loyal soldier delivered the note to Joab, who 
followed its instructions.

The command of a king is almost always obeyed although 
exceptions do exist. For example, when Saul ordered his guards 
to kill the priests of Nob, they would not carry out the order (1 

AGENCY AND THE HOLY SPIRIT
Gary W. Summers

Sam. 22:17). He found a non-Israelite to execute the atrocity.  
Likewise, Joab could have disobeyed what David had authorized. 
Or he could have written back, questioning the order. While he 
might have and should have balked at the notion of putting brave 
warriors in harm’s way, he did what the king commanded. In fact, 
it was not only Uriah who suffered death, other brave men also 
died as a result of the action taken. “Then the men of the city 
came out and fought with Joab. And some of the people of the 
servants of David fell; and Uriah the Hittite died also” (2 Sam. 
11:17).  

There were, therefore, several agents in the death of this in-
nocent man. David’s will was carried out by means of a note sent 
to Joab, who chose to follow the instructions, and killed Uriah by 
means of the Ammonites. Although this event marks a low point 
in David’s reign, it does serve as an example of the way in which 
agency works.

Who Killed Jesus?
Occasionally, one finds an ongoing feud in which one party 

insists that the Jews crucified Jesus while their adversaries argue 
that the Romans put him to death. The argument avails nothing and 
is a waste of time. Both the Jews and the Romans killed Jesus; the 
factor that some overlook is that of agency. In case anyone could 
possibly miss the facts of the matter as recorded in Matthew, Mark, 
Luke, and John, Peter makes it clear in Acts 3:13-15:

The God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the God of our fathers, 
glorified His Servant Jesus, whom you delivered up and denied 
in the presence of Pilate, when he was determined to let Him go. 
But you denied the Holy One and the Just, and asked for a mur-
derer to be granted to you, and killed the Prince of life, whom 
God raised from the dead, of which we are witnesses.

Notice the facts in the above paragraph.
1. The Jews to whom Peter was preaching delivered up Jesus 

to Pilate.
2.  The Jews denied Jesus.
3. The Jews clamored for Jesus’ death when Pilate was deter-

mined to release Him.
4. They had an opportunity to have Jesus released, but they 

asked for a murderer (Barabbas) to be released to them instead.
5.  They killed the Prince of life.

All that the gospel writers recorded on these matters substanti-
ates what Peter preached in the quotation cited above.  They killed 
Jesus. Did they do it personally? They probably would have if they 
could have, but they accomplished their goal in the same way Da-
vid did—through agency.

Of course, the Roman soldiers scourged Jesus (at Pilate’s or-
der); they nailed him to the cross; they furthermore, to their shame, 
mocked Him. It was a Roman soldier who cast a spear into Jesus’s 
side to make certain He was dead. Pilate, as governor, had power 
over the proceedings, and the Roman soldiers carried out the ex-
ecution. But none of those things would have occurred if the Jews 
had not brought Jesus to be put to death and shouted, “Crucify 
Him! Crucify Him!” The Jews killed Jesus with the Romans as 
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agents.

The Holy Spirit
Most everyone understands agency as it is used throughout 

the Scriptures, but for some reason, when it comes to the way in 
which the Holy Spirit works, some want to eliminate or minimize 
the possibility of agency.  Certain observations on this topic are in 
order.  

First, the Holy Spirit once operated directly upon human be-
ings for various purposes. The Holy Spirit has operated directly 
upon man in the case of inspiration (2 Tim. 3:16-17; 2 Pet. 1:20-
21).  As Jesus was talking about the destruction of Jerusalem, He 
told His apostles that they would be brought before kings and rul-
ers for His name’s sake and that it would give them an opportu-
nity to bear testimony of Him (Luke 21:12-13). Then He added:  
“Therefore settle it in your hearts not to meditate beforehand 
on what you will answer; for I will give you a mouth and wis-
dom which all your adversaries will not be able to contradict 
or resist” (Luke 21:14-15).

The New Testament also mentions other direct means of 
the Holy Spirit influencing someone. On the Day of Pentecost, 
when divided tongues as of fire sat upon the apostles, “they were 
all filled with the Holy Spirit and began to speak with other 
tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance” (Acts 2:4). Later, to 
the Corinthians, Paul enumerates nine spiritual gifts—all of which 
involve the power or direct influence of the Holy Spirit upon cer-
tain individuals (1 Cor. 12:8-10).

 Those that involve inspiration are:

1.  The word of wisdom.
2.  The word of knowledge.
3.  Prophecy.
4.  Speaking in tongues.

Those that involve the Holy Spirit’s power are:
1.  Faith to accomplish miraculous things.
2.  Gifts of healing.
3.  The working of miracles.

Sometimes a supernatural ability is given:

1.  The discerning of spirits.
2.  The interpretation of tongues.
3.  Helps.
4.  Administrations.

These last two are listed later in 1 Corinthians 12:28. How-
ever, none of these miraculous gifts has continued to the present 
day. We speak the Word of God because we study it, and if we can 
discern properly, the reason is that we have practiced doing so.

Paul made it clear in 1 Corinthians 13 that these direct in-
fluences of the Holy Spirit were going to be done away (8-10).  
Therefore, Christians do not speak as though they are inspired di-
rectly by God. The Word that was revealed in the New Testament 
is what was inspired—not us. When God had given man all things 
that pertain to life and godliness (2 Pet. 1:3), inspiration and the 
gifts that confirmed them ceased. When the faith had been once for 
all delivered to the saints (Jude 3), Christians no longer needed the 
gifts that revealed it, nor the signs that gave the message validity.

Is the Holy Spirit Idle?
Many brethren seem to be at odds with themselves. On the 

one hand, they do not want to advocate modern-day spiritual gifts, 
yet they seem to want to move as far in that direction as they can 
without actually coming out and clearly saying so. Usually, they 
advocate a position which shows the Holy Spirit working, but they 
overlook or minimize agency. Some will acknowledge that the 
Spirit operates through the Word, but then they want to affirm that 
He works directly on the non-Christian and the Christian—but in 
conjunction with the Word.  No one has proven that. All that breth-
ren of this stripe have shown is that the Holy Spirit works through 
the Word (which we all believe) and that He works through provi-
dence (which we all also believe). Proving those two points by 
citing the Scriptures does not, however, establish their overall 
point—that the Spirit is working directly on individuals today.

As to the argument of these brethren that the Holy Spirit is 
idle today if He is not working directly, such is a non sequitur. If 
we agree that He can work providentially, then that eliminates the 
“idleness” charge.  Jesus came to earth and lived as a human being.  
He taught, worked miracles, and eventually was crucified. After 
He was raised from the dead, He ascended into heaven and has sat 
down on the right hand of God.  Have these same brethren accused 
Him of being idle? No, and neither have the rest of us.  He is the 
head of the church, and He is our Mediator. None of us knows 
how busy He is, but He is not necessarily idle just because He is 
no longer upon the earth, interacting with men. Likewise, the Holy 
Spirit is not necessarily idle just because He is not inspiring more 
Scriptures or supplying power to do more miracles. Jesus and the 
Spirit are idle from some of the things They once did, but that does 
not make Them idle, period.

What the Agency of the Word Accomplishes
In time past, then, the Spirit inspired the Word to be written, 

“which in other ages was not made known to the sons of men, 
as it has now been revealed by the Spirit to His holy apostles 
and prophets” (Eph. 3:5).  The Spirit also provided power for the 
miracles. Paul spoke of the “mighty signs and wonders” which 
were accomplished “by the power of the Spirit of God” (Rom. 
15:19).  But since these two duties of the Holy Spirit have been ac-
complished and fulfilled, is nothing being accomplished?

 The Spirit used these two techniques: 1) to communicate 
words; and 2) to provide convincing proof of the message. The 
Spirit still wields great power through that Word that He revealed.  
As part of the Christian armor, Paul told brethren in Ephesus to 
take “the sword of the Spirit which is the Word of God” (Eph. 
6:17). The Holy Spirit accomplishes much work through His Word.

How are people saved from their sins?  It is through the gospel 
inspired by the Holy Spirit. As Peter is recounting his meeting with 
Cornelius, he mentions that Cornelius said he was to send to Joppa 
for Simon Peter, “Who will tell you words by which you and all 
your household will be saved” (Acts 11:14). WORDS!  One must 
be taught the gospel in words he can understand. Does the Holy 
Spirit convert them?  Yes—in the sense that He inspired the mes-
sage. The one who does the preaching or teaching is an agent of 
salvation. The words themselves are the agent of the Holy Spirit.  

Paul wrote to the Corinthians that “it pleased God through 
the foolishness of the message preached to save those who be-
lieve” (1 Cor. 1:21b). Thus, whatever role the Holy Spirit has in 
conversion, it is not direct; it is through the agency of the Word.  
Add to these passages the fact that Jesus said, “If you abide in 
My word, you are My disciples indeed. And you shall know the 
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truth, and the truth shall make you free” (John 8:31-32). The 
Holy Spirit uses words, the message preached, the truth in order 
to save people from their sins. Why, then, would someone try to 
make a case for the Holy Spirit working independently of these 
means?

Is it possible, as some denominations teach, that the Holy 
Spirit must first make the heart receptive (through some sort of 
direct operation upon it) in order for a person to have faith?  Paul 
objects: “So then faith comes by hearing, and hearing by the 
word of God” (Rom. 10:17). Notice faith is not said to come by a 
miraculous and irresistible imposition of the Spirit upon the heart.  

“But what about being born again?” Someone might wonder. 
Did not Jesus say that a person had to be “born of the Spirit”?  
“Does not that mean that the Spirit must perform a direct operation 
on the heart?” Even on this matter the agency of the Word is set 
forth. Consider 1 Peter 1:22-25:

Since you have purified your souls in obeying the truth through 
the Spirit in sincere love of the brethren, love one another fer-
vently with a pure heart, having been born again, not of corrupt-
ible seed but incorruptible, through the word of God which lives 
and abides forever, because all flesh is as grass…. But the word 
of the Lord endures forever. (Bold italics for emphasis, mine GWS) 
Now this is the word which by the gospel was preached to you.
The truth is obeyed through the Spirit, since the Spirit re-

vealed the Word.  The Word is the incorruptible seed which is what 
is preached (since it is the gospel) and responded to. The Holy 
Spirit does not act apart from His Word in salvation but through 
His eternal Word.

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792
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HOW DOES THE HOLY SPIRIT CONVICT TODAY?”
(A REVIEW, PART 2)

Gary W. Summers
[Part one appeared in the 2014 September/October issue of CFTF.—Editor]

The basic issue under discussion is, “Does the Holy Spirit work 
directly in the 21st century, or does He only work indirectly through 
His Word and through providence?” Jonathan Jones of Maryville, 
Tennessee, at the 2014 Freed-Hardeman University lectures, af-
firmed that there is a third way that the Spirit works. Although he be-
lieves that the Holy Spirit operates through the Word, he also stated: 
“There is a dynamic, spiritual force at work behind the words that 
works through the Word to ‘pierce between soul and spirit’ and con-
vict our hearts.”  As we asked in the previous article:  “What is the 
Holy Spirit doing behind the Word that does not involve the use of 
the Word?”

Although we could all agree that the Holy Spirit “works through 
the Word,” Jones is trying to get to something more than that.  He 
asks the question: “Could the Holy Spirit work apart from the Word 
in a way that is more direct?” In his effort to answer this question 
he takes the long way around the barn; thus, we will follow his cir-
cuitous route.

Calvinism Answers Yes

“Many in the evangelical Christian world are quick to answer 
the question in the affirmative,” says Jones, and he is correct in this 
assessment, as well as his description of Calvinistic theology. He 
rightly denies that the Bible teaches that atonement is only offered to 
a few and that Holy Spirit conviction is irresistible. Citing Acts 7:51, 
he emphasizes that the teaching and influence of the Holy Spirit is 
not irresistible—which is also true.

The next three words of the speech, however, indicate a switch 
in direction—“Having said that….” If the reader did not have anoth-
er clue, what do these words indicate—if not that he is going to try to 
lift a tenet out of Calvinism and attempt to justify it, while rejecting 
the major body of doctrine called Calvinism?

Having said that, in many ways the Stone-Campbell Movement 

has been a theological resistance movement—especially when it 
comes to Calvinism.

First of all, many brethren, including this author, are offended 
by attempts to pigeonhole today’s (or previous) Christians as part 
of the Stone-Campbell Movement. Does anyone call the Reforma-
tion the Luther-Calvin Movement? This is the language of those with 
liberal leanings. In fact, it was Leroy Garrett who wrote The Stone-
Campbell Movement in 1981. Many of us objected to the designa-
tion then, and we have not changed since, although apparently some 
have.

Most of us do not, and never have, believed many of the things 
that either Stone or Campbell believed, but they were correct in their 
efforts to want to do away with denominational terminology, along 
with denominational doctrines and traditions. It is the principle of 
trying to restore New Testament Christianity that we still champion, 
and we follow that principle—not the men who advocated it. They 
were mere human beings and fallible, like the rest of us.  Their goal, 
and ours, is to determine what the Bible teaches, which is the reason 
that we are not postmillennialists, as Campbell was, nor do we reject 
the Deity of Christ, as Stone did.  

The main thing we received from Stone, Campbell, and several 
other men like them, was the idea that we restore New Testament 
Christianity as God gave it and as it is presented in the New Tes-
tament. This idea is a Biblical one, and we see restorations in the 
time of Hezekiah and the days of Josiah. They restored the kingdom 
which had introduced idolatry and practices that God had not autho-
rized.  They destroyed images and made an effort to go back to the 
teachings of the Law of Moses. Those in the Reformation and Resto-
ration eras also attempted to clear out the denominational clutter and 
return to New Testament doctrine.

In the course of the lecture, Jones quoted from Jack Cottrell, 
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whom he identifies as a member of the Independent Christian Church 
but further describes as “a part of the Restoration Movement.”  Many 
of us do not consider such individuals as part of the Restoration 
Movement. They long ago gave up that ideology when they adopted 
the use of instrumental music. As brethren are fond of saying, “You 
cannot restore what was never there in the first place.” They know 
full well that the use of musical accompaniment is not found in the 
New Testament and that history confirms the absence of instrumental 
music for centuries after the establishment of the church, but they are 
determined to use it anyway. Thus they have sold their birthright for 
a mess of instrumental pottage and cannot seriously be listed as those 
who are trying to “restore” New Testament Christianity.

A Theological Resistance Movement

What kind of verbiage is this?  When Josiah called the Israelites 
back to the Law of Moses, could it have been termed “a theological 
resistance movement to idolatry”?  After the captivity, did Ezra lead 
“a theological resistance movement” against unauthorized divorce 
and remarriage? Are we not always supposed to resist sin and error 
in all its various forms? But consider the quote from Cottrell:

As Restoration leaders battled Calvinism, the only kind of direct 
work of the Holy Spirit that they could envision was Calvinism’s ir-
resistible grace. The result was the development of a reactionary the-
ology that has happened among us where any possibility of the Holy 
Spirit working on the heart of a human being is rejected wholesale as 
Calvinistic doctrine (218).

Is not Cottrell (and therefore Jones) saying that the Holy Spirit 
works directly on the heart, although not in a Calvinistic way? Is the 
point not that we overreacted to Calvinism and thus eliminated all 
possibilities that the Holy Spirit would work directly on the human 
heart in some other way? Surely, we might consider that possibility, 
but what would be the purpose of the Holy Spirit operating directly 
on the heart? And if the Holy Spirit chose to operate directly on some 
human hearts and not others, would that not make Him a respecter of 
persons—especially prior to conversion?

Next was a quote from Jimmy Jividen’s book, Alive in the Spir-
it, published by the Gospel Advocate (1990):

Some people reacted to this direct operation of the Holy Spirit in con-
version and went to the other extreme, denying that the Holy Spirit 
had any work in the world at all…. In some writings of that time the 
reader would think the Holy Spirit should be put in a box and shipped 
back to the first century where He belonged. In other writings of the 
time, you would think that the Holy Spirit was imprisoned in the 
Bible and forbidden to have free course in the world (113).

The context of Jividen’s statement is uncertain. He may have 
simply been arguing for the Spirit to work providentially. But if not, 
this kind of argumentation is the same used by Pentecostals when 
brethren show from the Scriptures that spiritual gifts were only tem-
porary and are no longer in existence (1 Cor. 13). They taunt, “Oh, 
you don’t believe that the Holy Spirit has anything to do today.”  
This is bad reasoning.  Just because the Holy Spirit had changed His 
technique or His methods does not mean that He retired. Likewise, 
just because Jesus is no longer walking upon the earth, teaching and 
performing miracles, does not mean He has been shipped back to the 
first century, either. He is still Head over the church, His body, and 
greatly concerned about what is happening in it.

Regardless of the relevance of Jividen’s quote, Jones continues 
with another one by Cottrell—this one from his book, Power from on 
High: What the Bible Says About the Holy Spirit, page 200:

The problem with Calvinism is not a direct operation of the Holy 

Spirit as such, but a specific kind of direct operation (emph. his), one 
that is the spawn of total depravity…. Calvinism’s brand of direct 
operation of the Holy Spirit that is selective and irresistible and pro-
ceeds [sic, it should be precedes, GWS] faith and repentance must 
be rejected.

Again, the question must be asked: “Of what does the non-Cal-
vinistic brand of direct operation of the Spirit consist?” Whatever 
Cottrell means, Jones, after the quotation, said, “I agree with that.”  
He added that although we must reject Calvinism, “that does not 
necessarily require a wholesale abandonment of the concept of the 
direct operation of the Holy Spirit entirely.” Again we ask, “What is 
the Holy Spirit doing directly and non-Calvinistically?”

2 Timothy 3:5

Perhaps not surprisingly, Jones does two things that Mac Deav-
er did at this point. He says: 1) that different views on this topic 
should not be a matter of fellowship; and 2) If you don’t agree with 
his position, you are probably a deist.

It is my judgment—and you can have your own judgment (and 
we can extend grace and love to-ward one another)—it is my judg-
ment that when we reject the possibility of any direct action of God 
in our lives today, we get dangerously close to a deistic view of God 
that leaves us in a place where we view God as being far removed 
from our world and has left us with nothing but the Bible. To deny 
an eminent presence of God’s work in our world today leaves us 
spiritually like a valley of dry bones. Scripture warns us against this 
tendency that would happen in the later days.

He then cited 2 Timothy 3:5 and applied it to those who would 
disagree with him. They are those who have a form of godliness 
but deny its power. He omitted the last part of the verse which says, 
“And from such turn away,” which certainly indicates that if what 
he is saying is true, it is most definitely a matter of fellowship, and he 
should not be fellowshiping anyone who disagrees with him!

It is not valid to apply 2 Timothy 3:5 in the way he did.  First of 
all, Pentecostals would throw the same passage back at him because 
he does not speak in tongues. Second, denying a direct operation of 
the Holy Spirit is not the context of 2 Timothy 3. It would be rather 
silly, in a day when the Spirit was actually working directly with the 
miraculous gifts, to deny that the Holy Spirit worked directly. Paul is 
describing those who professed Christianity but did not live it. They 
had a form of godliness but denied the power of a godly life.

The late Winford Claiborne has spoken a number of years on the 
Freed-Hardeman lectureship program. He was assigned this passage 
for the Annual Denton Lectures on 1-2 Timothy and Titus. He wrote:

During the last days—that is, during the entire Christian era—there 
will be many who will have a “form of godliness,” but who deny “the 
power thereof; from such turn away.” The men and women Paul de-
scribed in these verses may pretend to be devoted to the church of our 
Lord, but in reality they have only a “form of godliness.” They either 
do not understand the meaning of true Christianity, or they prefer to 
determine on their own what they will do in the work and the worship 
of the church. They may not deny with their mouths the Lord Jesus 
Christ, but they deny Him by their actions. Paul demanded that faith-
ful saints turn away from such people. We cannot fellowship those 
who are unfaithful to the gospel (296).

Jonathan Jones, the speaker in the lecture under review, is also 
an adjunct professor in what once was called the East Tennessee 
School of Preaching and Missions. For their 12th lectureship, that 
school did Studies in Timothy and Titus. William Woodson, who also 
spoke on the Freed-Hardeman lectures for several years, wrote the 
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following on 2 Timothy 3:5:
(19) There was for them an outward show, form, semblance of hav-
ing a genuine sense of submission to God, but the power and impact 
of genuine devotion (emph. GWS) they did not know and in fact 
refused to acknowledge (vs. 5).

Paul’s impressive command, expressed in the middle imperative, in-
structed Timothy and those Timothy could influence with true [sic, 
it should be truth] to turn away from such teachers, to avoid, to shun 
these unsavory pretenders and to continue to do so (vs. 5) (207).

Clearly, Jones does not apply the verse correctly.

Deism

Jones believes that the Holy Spirit operates on the non-Christian 
and the Christian directly in a non-Calvinistic way. Christians who 
do not agree are denying the power of God. That interpretation is 
erroneous, but if it were correct, how could the speaker fellowship 
those of us who disagree? Furthermore, he accused us of being dan-
gerously close to a Deistic view. But why would that be?  We believe 
that the Holy Spirit still works through His providence, that Christ is 
the involved Head of His church, and that the Father will answer our 
prayers. These are not the beliefs of Deists. The speaker is just trying 
to coerce the audience to accept his position.

Jim Cymbala

Jones quotes from Jim Cymbala, and one wonders why. Most 
brethren have never heard of him, but he “pastors” the Brooklyn 
Chapel, a megachurch of about 16,000 people. From his own Web-
site come the beliefs of this group. Concerning the Holy Spirit and 
His indwelling, they say:

We believe the Holy Spirit is the Promise of the Father, the Com-
forter who indwells and places every believer in the Body of Christ, 
bestows spiritual gifts upon the Church and convicts the world of sin 
and the judgment to come. 

While all believers are indwelt by the Spirit of God (Romans 8), we 
believe the baptism of the Holy Spirit is a definite endowment of 
power for service and is separate from conversion. 

So, Cymbala is a charismatic who believes in the baptism of the 
Holy Spirit today, along with all the spiritual gifts. And we should 
listen to his views—why?  Nevertheless, he is quoted:

If I were Satan and my ultimate goal was to thwart God’s kingdom 
and purposes, one of my main strategies would be to get church goers 
to ignore the Holy Spirit…but when believers live in the power of the 
Spirit, the evidence in their lives is supernatural.

Jones, then emphatically announced: “I agree with that state-
ment.” What does it mean? Since Cymbala is a charismatic, we 
might assume that he is referring to a Christian possessing a spiritual 
gift.  What else would he mean by living “in the power of the Spirit”?  
If Christians were to say such a thing, we would probably infer that 
such a brother had studied diligently and was living by the Word that 
was inspired of the Holy Spirit, but Cymbala surely does not mean 
that.

But which of us would say that the evidence of God in our lives 
is supernatural? Would this assertion not lead us to conclude that 
God is doing something to us, directly, and therefore whatever He 
has done would serve as a subjective evidence of His existence? 
Where is Jones going with this idea?

Does the Holy Spirit Work Directly on the Christian

Previously in this review of Jonathan Jones’ lecture at the 2014 
Freed-Hardeman University Lectureship we have refuted the idea 
that the Holy Spirit works directly upon the sinner. But brother Jones 

also advocated that the Holy Spirit works directly upon the Christian 
as well, a position held by Mac Deaver, also.  

What makes Jones’ errors so difficult to discern is that he sur-
rounds them with snippets of truth. He spends a considerable amount 
of time arguing what Christians already believe—that the Holy Spir-
it works providentially. Yes, the Spirit can use situations and circum-
stances to provide opportunities for the non-Christian to draw closer 
to God and make the decision to obey the gospel.  He can also ar-
range opportunities for the Christian to re-evaluate his life and repent 
of various sins he has been committing.

But neither of these does the Holy Spirit do directly. As Jones 
comes to the subtopic of the Spirit’s work in regeneration, he makes 
the following statement (from his on-line notes):

Once a person is convicted of the Holy Spirit and instructed with the 
Word and has arrived at belief and repentance…the Holy Spirit sub-
sequently moves the human heart to submit to his [sic] direct work of 
regeneration within the heart of a person. 

What do these words mean? One is instructed by the Word, 
which is capable of bringing one to faith and repentance, but then 
the Holy Spirit must take over and perform a direct work of regen-
eration.  The Holy Spirit, after one comes to a level of understanding 
through being taught the Word, must then move the human heart to 
submit.  Jones takes issue with Calvinism but fails to see that the 
Spirit moving the heart to submit to the gospel is Arminianism (Cal-
vinism’s poor cousin).

The difference between these two isms is that Calvinism teaches 
that God does everything—without any compliance on the part of 
man. God selects the person He wants saved and operates directly 
on his heart so that he can receive the Word and obey. Arminianism 
teaches that man must be taught by the Word of God, but he still 
must have a direct operation of the Spirit in addition to being taught 
the Word. Sometimes the way this arrangement is phrased is that the 
Spirit is working in conjunction with the Word. Jones seems to be 
in favor of the Arminian view. Since he holds a Master of Divinity, 
is it possible that he does not know he is articulating the doctrine of 
Arminius?    

Conversion

Apparently, the Holy Spirit must perform some sort of direct 
operation in the heart of a sinner between the time he repents and 
the time he is baptized because Jones continues in his notes: “In 
the event of baptism, the Holy Spirit is poured into the heart to re-
generate and spiritually renew the believer (Acts 2:38; 5:32; 1 Cor. 
12:13).” 

The reader may be familiar with these verses; if so, he knows 
that they do not substantiate the claim. Acts 2:38 has Peter declaring 
what the Jews on Pentecost needed to do in order to be forgiven of 
sins: repent and be baptized. Nothing is said about the Holy Spirit 
being poured into their hearts to regenerate them.  Peter does prom-
ise them, after they are baptized, the gift of the Holy Spirit, which 
some think is a miraculous gift while others would argue that it is 
another way of referring to salvation. Even those who believe the 
gift is the literal Holy Spirit, however, would disagree with Jones’ 
strange claim here.   

Acts 5:32 does not say a word about the Holy Spirit being 
poured into the heart to regenerate a sinner. It simply records that 
God has given the Holy Spirit to those who obey Him. Citing 1 Cor-
inthians 12:13 is a huge blunder to try to establish his case; Jones 
disagrees with most faithful brethren in doing so. Paul wrote: “For 
by one Spirit we were all baptized into one body—whether Jews 
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or Greeks, whether slaves or free—and have all been made to 
drink into one Spirit.”  The baptism the apostle refers to is baptism 
in water, which all must submit to in order to have their sins cleansed 
and to become Christians. It is by the teaching of the Holy Spirit that 
we come to that knowledge. It is through the agency of the Spirit 
(His teaching, to be precise) that we are baptized into the one body, 
the one church (Eph. 1:22-23; 4:4).  Nothing is said about the Spirit 
being poured into the heart to regenerate it.

Hendiadys

Next Jones cites Titus 3:5-7. Paul does teach that we are not 
saved by works of righteousness (baptism, however, is the work-
ing of God—Col. 2:12). He writes that God saves us “through the 
washing of regeneration and renewing of the Holy Spirit.”  Jones 
thinks that these descriptions are referring to two different actions, 
but these are two expressions for the same thing, which constitutes 
the figure of speech called hendiadys. Not only did the inspired writ-
ers use this figure of speech; so do we. The word hendiadys literally 
means “one through two.” We use expressions such as “big and fat” 
or “sick and tired.” The two expressions may not be identical, but 
they are closely related.

We undergo the renewing of the Spirit when we undergo the 
washing of regeneration. Baptism is the way the Holy Spirit renews 
us.  Another example might make it clearer.  Paul writes in 2 Thes-
salonians 2:13: “But we are bound to give thanks to God always 
for you, brethren beloved by the Lord, because God from the 
beginning chose you for salvation through sanctification by the 
Spirit and belief in the truth.”

Are these two totally different concepts? Is sanctification of the 
Spirit something that the Holy Spirit does personally and directly?  
Is it entirely different from belief in the truth? No, the two concepts 
are related, and John 17:17 shows that connection clearly: “Sanctify 
them by Your truth. Your Word is truth.” People are not sanctified 
because the Holy Spirit operates directly on the human heart. We are 
sanctified by learning, believing, and obeying the truth. These two 
thoughts then are expressed, but the one operates through the other.  
It does not mean that the two descriptions are isolated and separate 
in meaning.

An even simpler example is found in Ephesians 1:1b, as part of 
Paul’s greeting: “To the saints who are in Ephesus, and faithful in 
Christ Jesus.” Are the saints and the faithful two different groups 
of individuals?  Likewise, Paul writes: “To the saints and faithful 
brethren who are in Colosse” (Col. 1:2a). Two expressions are of-
ten used to describe one basic idea.

The “Pouring Out”

The one passage that mentions the “pouring out” concept is Ti-
tus 3:6, but nothing is said about the heart. After referring to the 
“renewing of the Holy Spirit,” Paul added, “whom He poured out 
on us abundantly through Jesus Christ our Savior.” One might 
make a case for Paul referring here to the Day of Pentecost, where 
Peter quotes Joel as saying, “I will pour out of My Spirit on all 
flesh” (Acts 2:17b) and, “I will pour out My Spirit in those days” 
(Acts 2:18b). But even if one disagrees with that view, Jones has not 
proved his own contention at all.

Jones claims the Spirit‘s direct impact upon our hearts (in con-
version) is a “spiritual heart transplant.” And he cites Ezekiel 36:26-
27! “And I will give you a new heart and put a new spirit within 
you; I will take the heart of stone out of your flesh and give you 
a heart of flesh. I will put My Spirit within you and cause you 
to walk in My statutes, and you will keep my judgments and do 

them.”

This passage is not a prophecy of the individual Christian; it is 
a prophecy of the nation of Israel. A quick perusal of verse 25 and 
verses 28-29 will demonstrate that fact. In the LXX, the pronouns 
translated “you” are in the plural. The Pulpit Commentary applies 
the passage to Israel and even says specifically that verses 28-31 “de-
scribe the results which should follow in Israel’s experience when 
God should have thus gathered, cleansed, and renewed them” (12:2: 
241). Several other commentaries could be cited to show that most 
scholars understand this passage in Ezekiel to be describing the res-
toration of Israel—not what God is going to do to the obedient in the 
New Testament in the conversion or sanctification process.

Moral Power

Jones asserted that the Holy Spirit gives the Christian direct, 
Divine help. He said: “Rather, the Spirit works to provide ‘moral 
power’ to assist the Christian in resisting temptation and living a 
holy life. The Spirit’s work is one of sanctification in our lives. Lis-
ten to Ephesians 3:16.”

Mac Deaver, in his debate with Jerry Moffitt, said essentially the 
same thing—that the Holy Spirit provided extra help for the Chris-
tian to overcome sin, but no one could get him to tell us how much 
more help the Christian received? Does the child of God get twice 
as much help in resisting evil?  Or perhaps it is only 75% more—or 
50% more. Could it be as low as only 10% more help? Of course, 
such questions are absurd—because the doctrine of extra help is ab-
surd.  Asking such questions serves to heighten the absurdity. The 
reader should also see that Jones has advanced a hypothesis which 
he can in no way prove—only allege.

In Ephesians 3:16 (the same verse cited by Mac Deaver when 
he attempted to prove the theory), Paul desires that God would grant 
brethren “to be strengthened with might through His Spirit in the 
inner man.” Does this mean that God is going to reach into the hu-
man heart and crank up the moral courage button?  No.  We know the 
means by which God will accomplish this goal—and that is through 
His Word. Who is not familiar with the oft-quoted verse from Psalm 
119:11: “Your word I have hidden in my heart, that I might not 
sin against You” (vs. 11)? Internalizing the Scriptures in our minds 
will provide the power to resist sin and temptation.

Another problem for Jones is that, if the Spirit is providing mor-
al power for Christians to overcome sin, then whose fault is it when 
the Christian falls prey to sin? Deaver always answered that the extra 
power does not override someone’s free will—which leads us back 
to the absurdity of asking, “Well, then, just how much “extra help” 
do we get?”

Romans 8:13

“For if you live according to the flesh, you will die; but if by the 
Spirit you put to death the deeds of the body, you will live” (Rom. 
8:13).

Remember that this entire passage involves a contrast between 
walking according to the flesh and walking according to the Spirit 
(Rom. 8:1). Those who set their minds on the things of the flesh live 
according to the flesh, and those who set their minds on the things 
of the Spirit live according to the Spirit (Rom. 8:5). Verse 13 simply 
continues this line of thought. Nothing in the verse hints that the 
Spirit is providing special power, but Jones says: “Our own will-
power alone will never be able to produce a sanctified holy life. Paul 
makes that clear. Listen to Romans 8:13.”

Apparently Jones is reading into the text something that he 
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The Old Paths Pulpit
Sermon Outline

Danny Douglas

INTRODUCTION:
A. One day when I was a boy about 40 years ago, living 

on North Main St., then Columbia Hwy, in Mt. Pleasant, TN, 
something came in the mail from someone calling himself: 
“Reverend Ike.” (It is unscriptural to call any mere human be-
ing “reverend,” or by any other Divine title, Psa. 111:9; Mat. 
23:8-10.) 

B. It had to do with a “prayer cloth.” If you sent Ike a do-
nation you would receive a prayer cloth, connecting you with 
Ike and thereby bringing you prosperity. 

     1.  Ike supplied pictures of people who had donated 
money to him. They had big cars and other material things. 

WHAT WOULD GOD DO FOR ME?
 (Romans 8:31-32)

(Ike was headquartered in NY, NY and died in 2009—his son 
succeeded him in the business of “conning” people, etc. Now, 
you can get this “prayer cloth” for your iPad,  iPhone, etc. His 
false teaching was that God was within you and He would 
cause you to prosper materially.

    2. However, when Ike died, from the Bible we learn, as 
did the Rich man, he too found out many things (Luke 16). He 
took not one dime of the millions he “conned” out of others 
with him (1 Tim. 6:7).

 C.  Ike said: “The lack of money is the root of all evil,” 
but God’s Word says: “The love of money is the root of all 
evil…” (1 Tim. 6:10).

wants there (eisegesis). Nothing is said there about extra power from 
the Holy Spirit being present to aid the Christian in putting to death 
the deeds of the flesh. But Jones continues: “Now think about this: 
You can load your dishwasher full of dishes, and you can shut the 
door, and you can start it.  And that dishwasher can work just as hard 
as that little dishwasher works, but those dishes probably won’t get 
clean if you don’t put any soap in there.” 

Really?  But we already have a sin-fighting agent—the Word of 
God.  Knowing and abiding by the Word of God is sufficient to let us 
“be like a tree planted by the rivers of water, that brings forth its 
fruit in its season…” (Psa. 1:3). Even under the old covenant, God’s 
followers had the ability to restrain their feet from every evil way 
(Psa. 119:101). God’s Word has always provided light (Psa. 119:130, 
cf. 105). Yet Jones says:

Romans 8:13 indicates there are two things at work—my own force 
of will but also the work of the Holy Spirit in me. If I, by the Spirit, 
put to death the deeds of the body, I will live. Sanctification does not 
occur through believing the truth alone. The Holy Spirit must do His 
sanctifying work within us. 

In John 17:17, Jesus called upon the Father to sanctify the disci-
ples through the truth. The Father may use the Holy Spirit to accom-
plish that, but the Holy Spirit uses the Word He inspired—the truth.  
Romans 8:13 does not teach that the Spirit must act independently 
of His Word. Jones is reading into the text what is not in it. He cites 
J. W. McGarvey (Standard Commentary) on Romans 8:13 to help 
bolster his interpretation:

The testimony of Christian experience is that the aid of the Holy 
Spirit, though real and effectual, is not so obtrusive as to enable the 
one aided to take sensible notice of it.  To all appearances and sensa-
tion, the victory over the flesh, is entirely the Christian’s own, and he 
recognizes the aid of the Spirit—not because his burdens are sensibly 
lightened—but because of the fact that in his efforts to do right, he 

now succeeds where lately he failed.

This statement may agree with Jones, but it is not necessarily 
true because McGarvey (though we have tremendous respect for 
him) said it. However, can Jones prove that these are McGarvey’s 
words? The Commentary on Thessalonians, Corinthians, Galatians 
and Romans (also known as the third volume of the Standard Bi-
ble Commentary), was written by McGarvey and Pendleton.  Jones 
omitted mentioning the co-author both in his speech and in the notes 
he has made available. The date of publication which Jones cited is 
1916, which was five years after McGarvey’s death. The introduc-
tion to the book is written only by Philip Y. Pendleton.  If Pendleton 
edited the final version of the book, and it was published five years 
after McGarvey’s death, these comments may more reflect Pendle-
ton’s thinking than McGarvey’s.  

Conclusion

We are living in an age in which the religious world craves the 
personal, direct touch of the Holy Spirit, in what might be viewed as 
the desire to exalt Self. Most brethren have not been willing to ven-
ture into the realm of tongue-speaking and Holy Spirit baptism—but 
they are headed in that direction. They are trying to pry open the 
door that leads to Pentecostalism, but if they never enter that realm 
themselves, their followers will.    

Even in the time of miracles, it was written that Christians had 
been begotten by the gospel (1 Cor. 4:15) and brought forth by the 
Word of truth (Jam. 1:18). Sinners were born again, not of corrupt-
ible seed but incorruptible—through the Word of God which lives 
and abides forever (1 Pet. 1:23). This is the means by which the Holy 
Spirit operates in conversion and in sanctification.

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792
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D. The Lord takes care of His own: “For the LORD God 
is a sun and shield: the LORD will give grace and glory: 
no good thing will he withhold from them that walk up-
rightly,” Psa. 84:11; cf. Mat. 6:33; Phil. 4:19.
I. Our topic for study is: What would God do for me?
     A.  Is God only a God of material prosperity?
          1.  The wealth  and prosperity preachers would have us 
to believe that this is what God is all about.
          2.  They would have a difficult time dealing with the 
poor beggar Lazarus found in Luke 16—“And there was a 
certain beggar named Lazarus, which was laid at his gate, 
full of sores, And desiring to be fed with the crumbs which 
fell from the rich man's table: moreover the dogs came 
and licked his sores” (Luke 16:20-21).
          3.  But when Lazarus died he was ushered into Paradise 
(Luke 16:22).
          4. The love of God is too great to simply give us the 
temporary things of Life (Titus 1:2).
     B. Note the following illustration: When we were children, 
what if our parents satisfied our cravings for toys, candy, and 
fun all the time.
       1.  This is not true love (Pro. 13:24).
       2.  More love, patience and discipline is required to train, 
correct, & discipline them (Heb. 12:5ff.).
    C.  God is striving to make us a better people, a people who 
are prepared to go to Heaven! 
       1. Illustration—Can you imagine going to college without 
a high school preparation, or becoming a surgeon without 
many years of training?
       2. So, God has to mold us spiritually: “But now, O 
LORD, thou art our father; we are the clay, and thou our 
potter; and we all are the work of thy hand” (Isa. 64:8). 
II.  God Gave His Only Begotten Son.  
     A.  God gave His only begotten Son—John 3:16; 1 John 
4:9-10: 

In this was manifested the love of God toward us, 
because that God sent his only begotten Son into 
the world, that we might live through him. Herein 
is love, not that we loved God, but that he loved us, 
and sent his Son to be the propitiation for our sins.

    B.  Consider this illustration: A Bus Driver was driving bus 
load of miners down a narrow mountain road when a little boy 
appeared in the road. The driver had to make a choice. Either 
keep to the road and sacrifice the child’s life, or go over the 
side of the mountain and destroy many lives. He sacrificed the 
child. Later, he was noticed holding the child and weeping. He 
had sacrificed his own son!
    C.  Consider Romans 8:31-32; 5:8-11. Man is unworthy and 
undeserving, but “the Rev Ike” said not to say that.
III.  Christ Gave Himself.

    A.  See Galatians 1:4-5; 2:20—The Son of God gave Him-
self for you (Rev. 1:5; Rom. 5:6-8).
    B.  Notice the Following Description of the Crucifixion.

Then delivered he him therefore unto them to be 
crucified. And they took Jesus, and led him away. And 
he bearing his cross went forth into a place called the 
place of a skull, which is called in the Hebrew Gol-
gotha: Where they crucified him, and two other with 
him, on either side one, and Jesus in the midst (John 
19:16-18).
Then came the soldiers, and brake the legs of the first, 
and of the other which was crucified with him. But 
when they came to Jesus, and saw that he was dead 
already, they brake not his legs: But one of the soldiers 
with a spear pierced his side, and forthwith came there 
out blood and water. And he that saw it bare record, 
and his record is true: and he knoweth that he saith 
true, that ye might believe. For these things were done, 
that the scripture should be fulfilled, A bone of him 
shall not be broken. And again another scripture saith, 
They shall look on him whom they pierced” (John 
19:32-37).

    C.  After the resurrection of Christ...
The other disciples therefore said unto him, We have 
seen the Lord. But he said unto them, Except I shall 
see in his hands the print of the nails, and put my fin-
ger into the print of the nails, and thrust my hand into 
his side, I will not believe. And after eight days again 
his disciples were within, and Thomas with them: then 
came Jesus, the doors being shut, and stood in the 
midst, and said, Peace be unto you. Then saith he to 
Thomas, reach hither thy finger, and behold my hands; 
and reach hither thy hand, and thrust it into my 
side: and be not faithless, but believing. And Thomas 
answered and said unto him, My Lord and my God. 
Jesus saith unto him, Thomas, because thou hast seen 
me, thou hast believed: blessed are they that have not 
seen, and yet have believed. And many other signs 
truly did Jesus in the presence of his disciples, which 
are not written in this book: But these are written, that 
ye might believe that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of 
God; and that believing ye might have life through his 
name (John 20:25-31).

     D.  Consider the following illustration: The Daughter of a 
scared mother. She wondered why her mother was not pretty 
like other mothers. She learned that her mother received the 
scar while trying to save her daughter from a burning house 
when the child was very small. The girl exclaimed: “I have the 
most beautiful mother in the world!”
     E.  Through Christ’s great sacrifice we have:
          1.  Redemption and Forgiveness of Sins (Eph. 1:7; 1 
Peter 1:19-21).
          2.  Nearness to God (Eph. 2:13; Heb. 10:19).
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DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH

What Would He Think?
Roelf L. Ruffner

Dr. Jerry Reed, Professor of Piano at Lipscomb University, 
will return to Columbia (TN) Sunday (October 26, 2014) to 
present a recital at First United Methodist Church. The re-
cital will feature sacred music from the 20th Century on the 
church’s new Kawai grand piano. …The event will begin with 
a brief dedication of the church’s new piano, given earlier this 
year.

The above quote is from an article in the Columbia Dai-
ly Herald. I was not surprised that a faculty member from an 
apostate college like Lipscomb University (LU) in Nashville 
would be performing in such a place. They have taken the 
“broad way” (Mat. 7:13, 14) for quite a few years now. This 
brother is not only guilty of unauthorized worship of God by 
the use of a mechanical instrument of music (John 4:24; Col. 
3:16-17; Eph. 5:19), but he was fellowshipping a denomina-
tion, the Methodist Church, as well (Mat. 15:9; John 17:21; 
1 Cor. 1:10; Eph. 5:19). I personally do not know how a 
New Testament Christian could help “dedicate” a piano in 
the Methodist Church. Did they sprinkle some water on the 
keyboards or did Perry just lay hands on it?

I wonder what brother David Lipscomb would have 
thought of a “Christian” school named after him allowing a 
faculty member to do such a thing? I imagine he would have 
dismissed Dr. Reed immediately. In his day he took a strong 
position against the use of mechanical instruments of music 
in worship. I came across this quote from him in “Questions 
Answered”:

My Position On The Organ
Brother Lipscomb: It is reported that you are not opposed to 
the use of the organ in the worship when the church is united 
in desiring to use it. Is that your position?

It discourages me to receive such questions from those who 

have been readers of the Gospel Advocate. It seems to me 
there is just as much reason for asking me if I believe the Bible 
is true or that Jesus is the Son of God.

There was no doubt where he stood on this issue. He 
stood with the Bible. It is obvious that those who continue 
to attach his name to an educational business do not follow 
the Bible. LU has chosen to stand with the religious world 
with its gods of the piano and the organ. The question for 
LU is not “What would Lipscomb think?” But “What does 
God think?” The prophet Isaiah in speaking of the apostate 
Hebrews of his own day and how God viewed their attempts 
at vain worship wrote, 

He that killeth an ox is as if he slew a man; he that sacrifi-
ceth a lamb, as if he cut off a dog's neck; he that offereth 
an oblation, as if he offered swine's blood; he that burneth 
incense, as if he blessed an idol. Yea, they have chosen their 
own ways, and their soul delighteth in their abominations. 
I also will choose their delusions, and will bring their fears 
upon them; because when I called, none did answer; when 
I spake, they did not hear: but they did evil before mine 
eyes, and chose that in which I delighted not (Isa. 66:3,4).

[http://columbiadailyherald.com/lifestyles/features/renowned-
pianist-perform-sunday-columbia-s-first-umc#sthash.9zQjuDCR.
dpuf as of October 28, 2014.]

[“Questions Answered by Lipscomb and Sewell,” M. C. Kurfees, 
Editor: Nashville, TN: McQuiddy Printing Company, 1957; pp. 
474-475.]

“Only Sinners Worship Here”
The title of this section of Deviations from the Truth was 

taken from the marquee in front of a church building used by 
brethren in middle Tennessee. It is dismaying to see breth-
ren adopt a common denominational mantra: “Christians 
are just sinners saved by grace.” I imagine the brethren who 

          3.  The church (Acts 20:28; Eph. 5:25).
IV.  The Holy Spirit Brought the Word of God To Man.
       A.  Jesus promised the apostles (John 16:13-15) and it 
was fulfilled (Acts 2:4; 1 Pet. 1:12; Rom. 1:16).

But God hath revealed them unto us by his Spirit: for 
the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of 
God… Which things also we speak, not in the words 
which man's wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy 
Ghost teacheth; comparing spiritual things with spiri-
tual (1 Cor. 2:10-13).

       B.   The Spirit guides man only through the Word of God: 

“And take the helmet of salvation, and the sword of the 
Spirit, which is the word of God:” (Eph. 6:17). 
V.   What will you do for Jesus, for he has provided greater 
riches than those that are temporal (Eph. 1:3; 3:8; 1 John. 
2:17. 1 John 4:19; John 14:15; Luke 9:23)?
Invitation: Give the plan of salvation—Heb. 5:8-9; Mat. 
11:28-30; Acts 18:8; 8:32-39; 2:38; 22:16; Gal. 3:27; 1 Cor. 
15:58. Also invite the erring children of God to be restored 
(Acts 8:22-24; 1 John. 1:9; Jam. 5:16; Pro. 28:13).

—704 Azalea Dr.
Mt. Pleasant, TN 38474
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put up this sign want sinners to feel welcome at their wor-
ship services. It fits well into the aura of non-judgmentalism 
many want to radiate nowadays.

I believe the average sinner would like this. He may feel 
that all Christians are hypocrites. He may think that this is a 
church that will accept him and his sins. Perhaps he is a so-
cial drinker, a recreational drug user, a bit covetous, an occa-
sional adulterer or fornicator. Whatever his sin he knows that 
he will not be “judged” because this church is made up of 
sinners like him. He will not hear a message that teaches that 
sinners must repent before they may be accepted by God. 
“Repent ye therefore, and be converted, that your sins 
may be blotted out, when the times of refreshing shall 
come from the presence of the Lord” (Acts 3:19).

Most brethren do not realize that this idea originated in 
the pit of Hell. John Calvin, the 16th Century Swiss reli-
gious reformer, taught the false doctrine of Total Hereditary 
Depravity or the idea that all of us are BORN sinners. He 
further taught that as a sinner we have no part to play in our 
salvation. IF we are PREDESTINED to be saved by God, 
His IRRESISTIBLE GRACE will cause the Holy Spirit to 
draw us to salvation. His modern day followers are fond of 
saying that because we are all dirty, filthy little sinners we 
can do NOTHING to gain God’s grace.

But the Holy Bible informs us that no one is born a sin-
ner (cf. Eze. 18:20-23). Sin is a spiritual state brought on by 
my actions or free will. Sin is breaking God’s command-
ments, either consciously or unconsciously (1 John 3:4). Sin 
is not doing what one knows is right in God’s sight (Jam. 
4:17). Sin is also “all unrighteousness” (1 John 5:17). For 
a Christian, sin can also be doing whatever is “not of faith” 
(Rom. 14:23). But  a person is NEVER categorized in the 
Bible as a sinner because they were born that way—sin or 
sinfulness if no an inherited condition.  

Yet the question remains “Is a Christian just a forgiven 
sinner?” The Bible teaches that the Christian is forgiven of 
their sins by the grace of God through the blood of Christ 
(cf. 1 Pet. 1:18, 19). When we obey the gospel of Christ we 
come in contact with that precious blood in the watery grave 
of baptism (Acts 2:38; Rom. 6:4). At that point our sins are 
remitted and we are not longer “sinners” but “saints” (2 The. 
1:10).

A “sinner” is one who willfully continues in sinful be-
havior or in a pattern of sin. But this is not the definition of a 
Christian! “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). Do Christians ever sin? Yes! And when they repent and 
sincerely ask God’s forgiveness in prayer they are forgiv-
en (1 John 1:9, 10). May a Christian become a sinner once 
again (2 Pet. 2:20-22)? Yes! But God forgives one upon that 
person’s repentance, confession of sin(s), and asking God to 
forgive one’s sins. 

Some turn to the apostle Paul in justifying their liberal 
use of the term “sinner.” “This is a faithful saying, and 
worthy of all acceptation, that Christ Jesus came into 
the world to save sinners; of whom I am chief” (1 Tim. 
1:15). But was Paul saying that he was a “saved sinner?” 
Paul was alluding to the terrible transgressions he had com-
mitted against the church of Christ BEFORE he became a 
Christian (1 Tim. 1:13). To use this verse to maintain that 
Paul was still a sinner or someone who habitually continued 
to sin is to disregard his previous writings about sin and 
forgiveness.

Those among us who have adopted denominational jar-
gon should shed it and say Bible things using Bible words. 
If we are faithful to the Word of God we will strive not to 
fall back into sin. We will also lovingly invite the sinner to 
come hear the words of life that can make him free from sin. 
And we will preach sermons and teach Bible studies that 
will make that clear to all. 

I charge thee therefore before God, and the Lord Jesus 
Christ, who shall judge the quick and the dead at his ap-
pearing and his kingdom; Preach the word; be instant 
in season, out of season; reprove, rebuke, exhort with all 
long suffering and doctrine (2 Tim. 4:1,2).

If you are a sinner, Christian or not, please, please gain 
forgiveness of God today! Perhaps you have not obeyed the 
gospel of Jesus Christ and repented of your sins. Through 
His precious blood your sin-scarred soul can become 
“whiter than snow” (Isa. 1:18). You need not be a sinner 
anymore but a son or daughter of God. 

A CRACK IN THE IDOL
For one hundred and eighty-four years the religious-

cult-business empire known as the Church of Jesus Christ 
of Latter Day Saints (LDS) has held up their slain prophet-
seer-revelator as almost a semi-divine figure. They speak 
lovingly of “Joseph” (Joseph Smith, Jr.) and his portraits 
always seem to have an angelic glow about them. For Mor-
mons his life was akin to Jesus Christ’s in righteousness and 
sinlessness. Just as Moses received the 10 commandments 
on Mt. Sinai, Smith received on the Hill of Cumorah from 
an angel the Golden Bible or plates of gold which he trans-
lated from “reformed Egyptian” into English and called the 
Book of Mormon. “But though we, or an angel from heav-
en, preach any other gospel unto you than that which we 
have preached unto you, let him be accursed” (Gal. 1:8).

What Smith did in the western part of New York all 
religious hucksters eventually do—established a church 
centered on oneself. Because of his heretical teachings 
and Smith’s financial shenanigans the Mormons were run 
out of New York, Ohio, and Missouri and finally settled in 
Nauvoo, Illinois in 1839. There Smith used his charismatic 
personality and zealous missionaries to draw the gullible 
from America and Europe to build a temple and a city with 
a population of 12,000 by the time of his lynching in 1844.
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Charges of adultery and polygamy or “plural marriage” 
plagued Smith and his followers since the early 1830s. There 
were rumors and anti-Mormon newspaper articles reporting 
that Smith and his inner circle had multiple wives. These 
accusations were vehemently denied by Smith. Yet in 1843 
he secretly had a “revelation” from God (He claimed to have 
had several) which proclaimed “a new and everlasting cov-
enant” or Celestial marriage in which a Mormon male could 
be “sealed for time and eternity” to more than one wife. It 
was kept secret until after his death in 1844 when Smith’s 
successor Brigham Young revealed it in the LDS’s new ref-
uge in Utah territory. Polygamy was opened practiced by 
Mormons there until a manifesto by LDS President Wil-
liam Woodruff outlawed it in 1890 just in time for Utah to 
become a part of the United States of America. Since then 
this cult has excommunicated and turned in any polygamist 
members to the authorities. And they have denied that Smith 
was a polygamist; though historians claim he was “sealed” 
to upwards of 48 women in his life.  

But “the times they are a changin’” and the LDS is a 
master chameleon. Many of its members are now internet 
savvy and can read what others say about Mormon history 
and especially the charlatan Smith. Polygamy is also gradu-
ally being accepted in American society as evidenced by 
the reality TV shows “Sister Wives” and “My Five Wives.” 
Recently an essay on the church website proclaimed that re-
search has shown that Smith did after all have more than 
one wife, perhaps as many as forty. Some of those women 

“sealed” to Smith were for “eternity” as a “spiritual wife” 
and their marriage did not include sexual relations. The es-
say maintains that Smith and his legal wife Emma struggled 
mightily to accept his revelation. I imagine they did!

If Smith lied to the world about plural marriage, what 
other things did he lie about? The tales Smith told about see-
ing and talking with God, Jesus, the angel Moroni, John the 
Baptist, and finding the golden plates and translating them 
must now also be suspect. Since the LDS church hierarchy 
has kept this skeleton in its closet for so long, what other 
things has it not revealed? Their idol known as Joseph is 
now cracked and Lord willing it will be shattered into many 
pieces in the days to come.

“For when they speak great swelling words of vanity, they 
allure through the lusts of the flesh, through much wan-
tonness, those that were clean escaped from them who live 
in error. While they promise them liberty, they themselves 
are the servants of corruption: for of whom a man is over-
come, of the same is he brought in bondage” (2 Pet. 2:18, 
19).

[Doctrine and Covenants/Pearl of Great Price, Salt Lake City, 
Utah: Corporation of the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day 
Saints, 1982; pp. 266-267.]    

[https://www.lds.org/topics/plural-marriage-in-kirtland-and-
nauvoo?lang=eng as of November 17, 2014.]

—2530 Moore Court Dr.
Columbia, TN 38401

Visit Scripturecache.com…
Exposition, Exegesis, and Commentary on a  

variety of Bible Topics and Passages 

    Over the past half-century-plus I have had the opportunity to write hundreds of articles and manuscripts. My 
late beloved wife, Lavonne, and our son, Andy, have written a considerable body of material as well. These doc-
uments treating various Bible and Bible-related subjects total several thousand pages.  

          Dub McClish           Lavonne McClish      Andy McClish 
    At the urging of others, we are making these materials more widely available than possible by printed media. 
Through our Website, these are accessible at no charge to Bible students everywhere. If the things we have writ-
ten help even one person to a better understanding of the Sacred Text and to a closer relationship with its Divine 
Author, we will feel amply rewarded. Please visit scripturecache.com soon. —Dub McClish 
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-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–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 [By phone inside USA (281) 475-8247; Inside 
the U.K.: Cambridge (England): 01223-911243];  Alternative Cambridge 
contacts: Joan Moulton - 01223-210101;  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.

-Montana-

Helena–Mountain View Church of Christ, 1400 Joslyn Street, Helena, 
Mt. 59601, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Matt 
Bidmead (406) 461-9199.

-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: 
allenlawson@earth-comm.com.

-South Carolina-
Belvedere (Greater Augusta, Georgia Area)–Church of Christ, 535 
Clearwater Road, Belvedere, SC 29841,www.belvederechurchofchrist.
org; e-mail belvecoc@gmail.com, (8-3) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 
a.m., 6:00p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Evangelist: Ken Chumbley (803)279-8663

Texas-

Denton area–Northpoint Church of Christ, 4224 N. I-35 (Greenway Plaza, 
just north of Cracker Barrel). Mailing address: 4224 N. I-35, Denton, TX 
76207.  E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Website: www.northpointcoc.
com.  Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish: 
(940) 387-1429; dubmcclish@gmail.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., 1:30 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures, and the internet school, Truth Bible 
Institute. 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.

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

Contending For The Faith
P. O. Box 2357
Spring, Texas 77383-2357 
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