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GUNS AND THE BIBLE REDUX
Kenneth D. Cohn

(Continued on Page 4)

I had previously authored an article entitled “Guns and 
the Bible.” I received an inquiry respecting that article that 
this article is intended to answer. In all that we do, we are 
to do by the authority of Jesus Christ (Col. 3:17). The mo-
tivation for the questions posed by this respondent was out 
of a concern to do only what is authorized by the last will 
and testament of our Lord Jesus Christ. Rarely these days 
do I see anyone, even those calling themselves New Testa-
ment Christians, caring so much about the authority of Jesus 
Christ. 

My article titled “Guns and the Bible” has as its basic 
premise that we are created by God with a God-given attri-
bute of self-preservation and that, as a corollary, we have the 
right of self-defense which would include the use of deadly 
force. Although there are innumerable instruments of deadly 
force, I focused on guns since that is currently a topic of 
vigorous political debate in the United States. Although I be-
lieve the biblical principles apply regardless of the country, 
the treatment of the 2nd Amendment to the U. S. Constitu-
tion necessarily limits that portion of my article to the United 
States. (Note: This article should be read in conjunction with 
my previous article, “Guns and the Bible,” which is incorpo-
rated herein by reference.)

I use the term “right” to mean an option that God permits 
to be freely exercised, provided that such can be exercised 
without violating the “rights” of others. In the biblical sense, 
a scriptural right is not a scriptural obligation. A biblical 
right does not have to be exercised; it is an optional matter 

governed by expediency. An expediency is that which allows 
for the best means of fulfilling an obligation. If there is no 
obligation, then there is no expediency. Therefore, in order 
to use deadly force to defend one’s person, family members, 
and others, there first must be the obligation to preserve life. 

I used the term “self-defense” in the sense of protecting 
myself, my family, and others from death or physical injury 
at the hands of others. It is in this action that I, and by ex-
tension, others in a similar situation, can preserve physical 
health and life. I was not talking about preserving me or any-
one else from embarrassment or criticism. There is no place 
for vengeance in the act of self-defense or, for that matter, 
punishing criminals since the state has that authority (Rom. 
13). Firearms are merely an instrument of deadly force that 
may be employed in self-defense. Prior to the invention of 
firearms, swords, knives, clubs, and the like, were used, and 
I suppose can still be used.

The purpose of my previous article, “Guns and the Bi-
ble,” was neither to sensationalize the use of deadly force 
nor to trivialize the taking of a person’s life even though 
their own actions result in its forfeit. Taking a life is a very 
serious matter. Modern entertainment media portray the tak-
ing of life as a casual thing with no consequences, emotional 
or otherwise, to the taker. The Bible and modern media are 
at opposite ends of the scale. I have advised people who are 
considering acquiring and carrying a concealed weapon that 
they should have it clear in their own mind when, and if, 
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Editorial...

(Continued on Page 13)

JESUS CHRIST AND
CONTROVERSY

INTRODUCTION

Jesus was bold and uninhibited in contending for the 
truth, denouncing sin, exposing error, and marking false 
teachers. One need only engage in a cursory reading of Mat-
thew, Mark, Luke, and John to see that Jesus did not toler-
ate error, or those who advocated it—especially hypocrites. 
Moreover, Jesus spoke to the spiritual needs of the people 
He addressed. For example, our Lord did not say to His audi-
ence in the sermon on the mount what he did to the Jews in 
the temple when He was cleansing it. To hear some tell it, all 
of His sermons should have been, 

And why take ye thought for raiment? Consider the lilies 
of the field, how they grow; they toil not, neither do they 
spin: And yet I say unto you, That even Solomon in all his 
glory was not arrayed like one of these (Mat. 6:28-29). 

But there was a time, a place, and a people who needed to 
hear, “It is written, My house shall be called the house 
of prayer; but ye have made it a den of thieves” (Mat. 
21:13). Thus, Jesus was a controversialist.

Some biased historians write history the way they 
wished it had been. Thus, they tell us their skewed views of 
people, events, and things. Some have done that with Christ. 
Because of their corrupted theologies, they cannot conceive 
of Christ being engaged in controversy; they have redefined 
terms and given us a picture of Jesus that the Bible does 
not give us. And these claim to be His friends. Thus, our 
Lord is deeply and grievously wounded in the house of His 
“friends.”

Men cannot make Jesus over into what they want Him to 
be. Oh, they may attempt to do it, but they cannot do so with 
people possessing good and honest hearts, who search the 
scriptures, allowing them and them alone to paint the portrait 
of Jesus that only they can paint (Luke 11:15; Mat. 5:6; John 
5:39; 2 Tim. 2:15). We therefore set ourselves on our course 
with these words of long ago, “We would see Jesus” (John 
12:21). Thus, we seek an unvarnished scripture portrait of 
Jesus, the Great Controversialist.

A DEFINITION OF TERMS
What is the definition of the word controversy? 
Basically, a controversy is an ongoing dispute between at least 
two parties, but most often large groups of people, where the 
subject is of an affecting nature, meaning whatever the subject 
is about, it has some kind of effect on the people of the dispute 
or on society as a whole (“What is Controversy?”).
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they would use deadly force. If they cannot do that, then I 
advise against carrying.  

I will use all other means possible to minimize the ne-
cessity of using deadly force when in a confrontation with a 
perpetrator of physical harm. First, I will use common sense 
to avoid places and situations having greater threat potential. 
But sometimes threats come looking for victims of opportu-
nity. If I can run from threats, I will, although my running 
days are far in my past. But if I simply cannot avoid such, 
then I am prepared mentally to use deadly force. I do not 
intend to shoot a kid stealing a watermelon out of my wa-
termelon patch, that is, if I had a watermelon patch. But I 
am fully prepared, mentally and functionally, to use deadly 
force against a perpetrator of physical harm against me, my 
loved ones, and others.

DO WE HAVE A BIBLICAL
OBLIGATION TO PRESERVE LIFE?

As previously stated, a biblical right may or may not 
be exercised. Whether we do or do not has nothing to do 
with what we are obligated to do so to be pleasing to God. 
That being the case, biblical rights fall into the category of 
expediencies. Therefore, if we have no biblical obligation to 
preserve life, including our own, then we have no right to 
resort to the use of deadly force to preserve life.

Of all of God’s creation, man is held in the highest es-
teem by God. Of what creature did Jesus say, “Look at the 
birds of the air, for they neither sow nor reap nor gather 
into barns; yet your heavenly Father feeds them. Are you 
not of more value than they?” (Mat. 6:26, NKJV). Who 
among us would not seek to rescue and protect our horse, 
cow, or other farm animal upon which our livelihood de-
pended from predation whether by man or beast? Isn’t a man 
of more value than a farm animal? Jesus thinks so. That be-
ing the case, what biblical principle constrains us from de-
fending ourselves or others from those who would unlaw-
fully seek our physical harm? None of which I am aware.

A warning was delivered to Noah by God respecting the 
value that God placed on human life, the punishment for un-
lawfully taking of man’s life, and the reason for such prohi-
bition. As recorded in Gen 9:5-6, God said,

And surely your blood of your lives will I require; at the 
hand of every beast will I require it, and at the hand of 
man; at the hand of every man's brother will I require the 
life of man. Whoso sheddeth man's blood, by man shall his 
blood be shed: for in the image of God made he man.

Man is made in the image of God, therefore, it is a se-
rious thing to unlawfully take, and even to attempt to un-
lawfully take, another man’s life. God said that He would 
require the life of the man unlawfully taking the life of the 
innocent. Since man was made in the image of God, there 
was not sufficient value in the life an animal that may be 
offered in compensation for the life of man. Only man had 

sufficient value. This principle may be the reason for the ne-
cessity of the sacrifice of Jesus for our sins. We “killed” our 
souls by sinning against the One who gave us that soul. Only 
something of equal or greater value could be given to com-
pensate for that “murder.” That “something” was the sinless 
Jesus. Indeed, it was necessary for Him to be sinless or the 
value would have been insufficient to redeem our souls.

In warning against fornication, the apostle Paul wrote, 
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).

The temple was revered by the Jews. They would not destroy 
the temple nor could they envision the destruction that oc-
curred in A. D. 70. If it were within their power, they would 
have prevented its destruction. Indeed, neither Solomon’s 
temple nor Herod’s temple was destroyed absent the con-
comitant destruction of the nation itself. To the extent that it 
is within our power, neither should we allow the destruction 
of the temple of our person; it belongs to God, not ourselves. 

The wise sage of Proverbs wrote,
If thou forbear to deliver them that are drawn unto death, 
and those that are ready to be slain; If thou sayest, Behold, 
we knew it not; doth not he that pondereth the heart con-
sider it? and he that keepeth thy soul, doth not he know 
it? and shall not he render to every man according to his 
works? (Pro. 24:11-12).

Where there is peril to an innocent party and one has the 
power to negate the peril, but does nothing, then will his 
works not find him out? Matthew Henry, in his commentary, 
had this to say about this passage:

A great duty required of us, and that is to appear for the re-
lief of oppressed innocency. If we see the lives or livelihoods 
of any in danger of being taken away unjustly, we ought to 
bestir ourselves all we can to save them, by disproving the 
false accusations on which they are condemned and seeking 
out proofs of their innocency. Though the persons be not such 
as we are under any particular obligation to, we must help 
them, out of a general zeal for justice. If any be set upon by 
force and violence, and it be in our power to rescue them, we 
ought to do it. Nay, if we see any through ignorance exposing 
themselves to danger, or fallen in distress, as travellers upon 
the road, ships at sea, or any the like, it is our duty, though it 
be with peril to ourselves, to hasten with help to them and not 
forbear to deliver them, not to be slack, or remiss, or indiffer-
ent, in such a case.

God set forth the great principle of the watchman in Eze-
kiel chapter 33 warning Ezekiel that he must warn the house 
of Israel that they had imperiled their souls. But the warning 
to Ezekiel was prefaced by the following:

Again the word of the Lord came unto me, saying, Son 
of man, speak to the children of thy people, and say unto 
them, When I bring the sword upon a land, if the people 
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of the land take a man of their coasts, and set him for their 
watchman: If when he seeth the sword come upon the land, 
he blow the trumpet, and warn the people; Then whosoev-
er heareth the sound of the trumpet, and taketh not warn-
ing; if the sword come, and take him away, his blood shall 
be upon his own head. He heard the sound of the trumpet, 
and took not warning; his blood shall be upon him. But he 
that taketh warning shall deliver his soul. But if the watch-
man see the sword come, and blow not the trumpet, and 
the people be not warned; if the sword come, and take any 
person from among them, he is taken away in his iniquity; 
but his blood will I require at the watchman's hand (Eze. 
33:1-6).

The watchman had a duty to protect the lives of those 
over whom he was set as a watchman. He was to be held 
accountable if he did not fulfill the obligation laid upon him 
as a faithful and diligent watchman. But what was his duty 
if it were the case that he was not yet posted to his duty sta-
tion? What if his watch did not begin until 12:00 am, and it 
was 11:55 p m? Or what if he were not a watchman at all, 
but was merely visiting the watchman at his post, and the 
watchman was distracted, but the visitor discovered the dan-
ger approaching? Is there not any obligation in these cases? 
Certainly there is. With opportunity, there is obligation (Gal. 
6:10). When and where we have the opportunity and means 
to preserve the lives of ourselves or others, we are under 
obligation to do so, seeing the value that God places on our 
lives.

SOME MORE OLD TESTAMENT ACCOUNTS
OF POSSESSION AND PRESERVATION

When the Israelites were rebuilding the walls of Jeru-
salem at the initiative of Nehemiah, they were opposed by 
Sanballat and his cohorts. 

But it came to pass, that when Sanballat heard that we 
builded the wall, he was wroth, and took great indignation, 
and mocked the Jews. And he spake before his brethren 
and the army of Samaria, and said, What do these feeble 
Jews? will they fortify themselves? will they sacrifice? will 
they make an end in a day? will they revive the stones out 
of the heaps of the rubbish which are burned? Now Tobiah 
the Ammonite was by him, and he said, Even that which 
they build, if a fox go up, he shall even break down their 
stone wall (Neh. 4:1-3). 
And yet the Israelites continued to build for Nehemiah 

said, “So built we the wall; and all the wall was joined 
together unto the half thereof: for the people had a mind 
to work” (Neh. 4:6). But that did not end the opposition.

 But it came to pass, that when Sanballat, and Tobiah, and 
the Arabians, and the Ammonites, and the Ashdodites, 
heard that the walls of Jerusalem were made up, and that 
the breaches began to be stopped, then they were very 
wroth, And conspired all of them together to come and to 
fight against Jerusalem, and to hinder it (Neh 4:7-8).

But to avoid the hindrance intended by Sanballat and his 

co-conspirators, the Israelites armed themselves for protec-
tion and preservation while they rebuilt.    

Nevertheless we made our prayer unto our God, and set a 
watch against them day and night, because of them. And 
Judah said, The strength of the bearers of burdens is de-
cayed, and there is much rubbish; so that we are not able 
to build the wall. And our adversaries said, They shall not 
know, neither see, till we come in the midst among them, and 
slay them, and cause the work to cease. And it came to pass, 
that when the Jews which dwelt by them came, they said 
unto us ten times, From all places whence ye shall return 
unto us they will be upon you. Therefore set I in the lower 
places behind the wall, and on the higher places, I even set 
the people after their families with their swords, their spears, 
and their bows. And I looked, and rose up, and said unto 
the nobles, and to the rulers, and to the rest of the people, 
Be not ye afraid of them: remember the Lord, which is 
great and terrible, and fight for your brethren, your sons, 
and your daughters, your wives, and your houses. And it 
came to pass, when our enemies heard that it was known 
unto us, and God had brought their counsel to nought, 
that we returned all of us to the wall, every one unto his 
work. And it came to pass from that time forth, that the 
half of my servants wrought in the work, and the other half 
of them held both the spears, the shields, and the bows, and 
the habergeons; and the rulers were behind all the house of 
Judah. They which builded on the wall, and they that bare 
burdens, with those that laded, every one with one of his 
hands wrought in the work, and with the other hand held a 
weapon. For the builders, every one had his sword girded by 
his side, and so builded. And he that sounded the trumpet 
was by me. And I said unto the nobles, and to the rulers, 
and to the rest of the people, The work is great and large, 
and we are separated upon the wall, one far from another. 
In what place therefore ye hear the sound of the trumpet, 
resort ye thither unto us: our God shall fight for us. So we 
laboured in the work: and half of them held the spears from 
the rising of the morning till the stars appeared. Likewise 
at the same time said I unto the people, Let every one with 
his servant lodge within Jerusalem, that in the night they 
may be a guard to us, and labour on the day. So neither 
I, nor my brethren, nor my servants, nor the men of the 
guard which followed me, none of us put off our clothes, 
saving that every one put them off for washing (Neh. 4:9-
23, Bold Italics mine, KDC).

What is clear from the foregoing passage is that Sanbal-
lat and his allies were intent on slaying the Israelites working 
on the wall. Consequently, and to prevent harm to his peo-
ple, Nehemiah set the people in place armed with swords, 
spears, and bows. These Israelites did not constitute an army 
so there was no common armory from which they could 
draw weapons. The people brought their own weapons. Ap-
parently, they kept weapons at home. The very purpose of 
these weapons were to allow the application of deadly force 
as needed. As is often the case today, the knowledge of the 
perpetrator that the intended victim is armed often is suffi-
cient to prevent an escalation to the point of the necessity of 
the use of deadly force. In like fashion, Sanballat’s intended 
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destruction of the Israelites on the wall was denied by an 
armed coterie of wall builders. Also, the Israelites carried 
weapons on their persons in areas of perceived threat. Would 
any right-thinking person today deny that the United States 
(or insert your favorite country) is guided less by the Word 
of God that in years past? Consequently, there is less regard 
for the sanctity of life or respect for property rights than in 
years past. With that in mind, is the carrying of concealed 
handguns today given the general threat of harm any differ-
ent from these Israelites of old carrying weapons on their 
person to protect themselves from harm?

There is another lesson to be learned from this fourth 
chapter of Nehemiah. Auditors generally aver that the prin-
cipal lesson to be learned is that where the people have a 
mind to accomplish a stated goal (Neh. 4:6), hopefully wor-
thy, then it can be accomplished regardless of the odds. And 
so it is. Not to be ignored or lightly regarded, however, are 
the other, sometimes inferential, lessons that are taught. One 
inferential lesson, for example, is that in order to accomplish 
the rebuilding of the wall, the Israelites must preserve their 
own lives. Other inferential lessons are set forth in the pre-
ceding paragraph.

We read in the book of Esther how that Haman was filled 
with wrath at the Jews because Mordecai, uncle of Queen Es-
ther, would not pay Haman homage as commanded by King 
Ahasuerus. Haman conspired to have all the Jews destroyed 
by issuing a decree in the King’s name “… to destroy, to 
kill, and to cause to perish, all Jews, both young and 
old, little children and women, in one day, even upon the 
thirteenth day of the twelfth month, which is the month 
Adar…” (Est 3:13b). Mordecai informed Esther of the plot 
and “charge[d] her that she should go in unto the king, to 
make supplication unto him, and to make request before 
him for her people” (Est 4:8). Esther responded to Morde-
cai with these words: 

All the king's servants, and the people of the king's prov-
inces, do know, that whosoever, whether man or woman, 
shall come unto the king into the inner court, who is not 
called, there is one law of his to put him to death, except 
such to whom the king shall hold out the golden sceptre, 
that he may live: but I have not been called to come in unto 
the king these thirty days (Est. 4:11).

Mordecai answered Esther with words that are so famil-
iar to those who cherish the word of God:

Think not with thyself that thou shalt escape in the king’s 
house, more than all the Jews. For if thou altogether hold-
est thy peace at this time, then shall there enlargement 
and deliverance arise to the Jews from another place; but 
thou and thy father's house shall be destroyed: and who 
knoweth whether thou art come to the kingdom for such a 
time as this? (Est. 4:13-14).

Queen Esther did appeal to King Ahasuerus and made 
known the plot of Haman. The result to Haman was his death 

by hanging. But it was unlawful to reverse the decree issued 
by Haman in the name of the King. Therefore, the king is-
sued another decree that

granted the Jews which were in every city to gather them-
selves together, and to stand for their life (i.e., to protect 
and preserve their lives), to destroy, to slay, and to cause to 
perish, all the power of the people and province that would 
assault them, both little ones and women, and to take the 
spoil of them for a prey (Est. 8:11).

Consequently, “…the Jews smote all their enemies with 
the stroke of the sword, and slaughter, and destruction, 
and did what they would unto those that hated them” 
(Est. 9:5). The Jews used deadly force to protect and pre-
serve their lives against those seeking their harm. Such 
self-preservation is fundamental to the human makeup. Fur-
thermore, the use of deadly force had legal sanction. Every 
state in the United States authorizes the use of deadly force 
to preserve one’s life even though the particulars may vary 
from state to state. 

SOME NEW TESTAMENT ACCOUNTS OF
POSSESSION AND PRESERVATION

In my previous article, “Guns and the Bible,” I gave a 
number of accounts in which weapons were possessed and 
life was preserved against potential malefactors. The article 
has been incorporated herein by reference and the reader 
should access that article. 

CONSIDERATION OF THE “GOLDEN RULE”
AND “LOVING YOUR NEIGHBOR”

The 12th verse of the seventh chapter of Matthew reads 
as follows: “Therefore all things whatsoever ye would 
that men should do to you, do ye even so to them: for this 
is the law and the prophets.”

Many otherwise well-intentioned individuals often 
quote this verse as a sort of proof-text that one should not use 
deadly force against another since that one would not want 
deadly force used against himself. The part of verse 12 that 
is most often quoted (or paraphrased), viz., “do unto others 
as you would have them do unto you” in its application by 
most is taken to mean “whatever personal favors or accom-
modations that I would want for myself, then I should in the 
same manner and to the same extent favor or accommodate 
others.” Politicians will vote for programs or bills of col-
leagues that they may otherwise oppose politically looking 
to the day that they will call in their chits for something they 
want passed or funded. This is an all too common expression 
of the “do unto others as you would have them do unto you” 
crowd. It is also a gross misapplication of the verse. Chap-
ter 7 begins with Jesus setting forth the divine standard of 
righteous judgment in contrast with the human standard of 
judgment. Although men expect a more lenient standard to 
be used in judgment of themselves, God will judge men us-
ing the standard of judgment that such men use in judgment 
of others, (or so it will seem to men). So then, it is a contrast 
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of standards of judgment, one is righteous (that of God’s) 
and the other is self-righteous (that of men). Therefore, the 
verse is saying that if one expects to be judged righteously 
(i.e., impartially, objectively, fairly, and consistently from 
judgment to judgment, which of necessity must be based on 
a perfect standard), then that one must judge others accord-
ingly. 

There is nothing in the verse that precludes one from 
using deadly force, or any effective form of coercion, to pre-
vent a perpetrator from inflicting bodily harm on an inno-
cent individual or dispossessing others of possessions or the 
security of home and person. If it does preclude the use of 
force against a criminal actor, it turns the “golden rule” on 
its head. Such erroneous application would protect the guilty 
and work harm to the innocent. If such were the case (and it 
is not), the innocent have no expectation of assistance from 
adherents to such convoluted thinking, who are otherwise in 
a position to render preventative aid. The criminal, however, 
has a free hand to inflict suffering on the defenseless victim 
with no fear of resistance. But if the adherent to such con-
voluted thinking believes the police may use deadly force in 
such circumstances, then by all rules of logic, so should the 
common citizen. If not, why not?

In Matthew the 22nd chapter, Jesus was asked which 
was the greatest commandment. He answered:

Jesus said unto him, Thou shalt love the Lord thy God 
with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy 
mind. This is the first and great commandment. And the 
second is like unto it, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thy-
self (Mat. 22:37-39).

In Luke 10:29-37, we have recorded the dialogue be-
tween Jesus and His questioner:

But he, willing to justify himself, said unto Jesus, And 
who is my neighbour? And Jesus answering said, A cer-
tain man went down from Jerusalem to Jericho, and fell 
among thieves, which stripped him of his raiment, and 
wounded him, and departed, leaving him half dead. And 
by chance there came down a certain priest that way: and 
when he saw him, he passed by on the other side. And like-
wise a Levite, when he was at the place, came and looked 
on him, and passed by on the other side. But a certain Sa-
maritan, as he journeyed, came where he was: and when 
he saw him, he had compassion on him, And went to him, 
and bound up his wounds, pouring in oil and wine, and 
set him on his own beast, and brought him to an inn, and 
took care of him. And on the morrow when he departed, 
he took out two pence, and gave them to the host, and said 
unto him, Take care of him; and whatsoever thou spendest 
more, when I come again, I will repay thee. Which now of 
these three, thinkest thou, was neighbour unto him that 
fell among the thieves? And he said, He that shewed mercy 
on him. Then said Jesus unto him, Go, and do thou like-
wise.

It is only natural that in normal circumstances I love 
myself as much or more than I love my neighbor. After all, 

I feed myself, I see to it that I have regular medical check-
ups, I brush my own teeth, I see to my own needs, I allow 
myself recreation time, and so on. I do not do that for my 
neighbor. But the real test of loving my neighbor as myself 
comes when my neighbor has a great need that he cannot 
meet without help. When my neighbor is accosted by those 
intent on harm, does the injunction to “Love your neighbor 
as yourself” mean that I cannot help my neighbor from suf-
fering impending harm, or must I wait until he has had the 
stuffings beaten out of him? The so-called good Samaritan 
came upon the victim and had compassion on him and took 
care of him. What if it were the case that the good Samaritan 
came upon the hapless victim just as he was falling in among 
the thieves, must the good Samaritan wait until the thieves 
were finished with the victim before he could help? Com-
mon sense says that he should prevent the injury if he had 
the means to do so.

I grew up on a farm outside a small central Texas town. 
We lived next to a spillway of the city lake. Consequently, 
there was a significant dip in the highway in front of our 
farm as the road crossed the spillway. I do not know why, 
but it seemed that everyone in the county wanting to rid 
themselves of unwanted dogs would speed up to the spill-
way, come to a sudden stop, kick the dog out, and then speed 
off. Ours was the first house that the dog could see, so we 
had plenty of strays, mostly curs, and some diseased. On the 
farm of the 50s, we had to, shall we say, euthanize the strays 
ourselves, some of which I did. I did not particularly relish 
the task, but I knew it had to be done, and I suffered no an-
guish once the deed was done. I have a beautiful 13-year old 
granddaughter who presently loves only horses. If it were 
the case that a rapist attempted to accost my granddaughter, 
I would have no compunction whatsoever in dispatching that 
rapist than I did the aforementioned dogs. I would not like to 
have to do so, but I would suffer no pangs of conscience in 
preventing the criminal assault. Actions have consequences. 
The criminal has no right whatsoever to expect safety and 
security while the intended victim has no hope.

QUESTIONS RAISED
I have received a series of questions along with com-

mentary from a reader (mentioned in the introduction) who 
has an interest in self-defense as long as it does not conflict 
with the teachings of Christ. His stated purpose in posing 
such questions was to test the soundness of my arguments 
set forth in said article. I very much appreciate his interest 
in my article since it gives me the opportunity to test my 
own arguments against the thinking of others. Although I 
believe my arguments have the force of logic and the author-
ity of scripture, I am under no illusion, however, that I have 
persuaded all readers. If one chooses not to employ deadly 
force to defend himself or others because it would violate 
his conscience to do so, I believe him to be wrong, but fully 
within his rights to refrain from so doing. The question that 
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remains is this: Exactly what means, deadly or non-deadly,  
would one employ to preserve life when a perpetrator is in-
tent on ending life?

As stated previously, a “right” is an expedient. It may 
or may not be exercised. Expedients are necessary to fulfill 
“obligations,” those things that we must do to be pleasing to 
God. I may employ an expedient (“right”) that another may 
not employ. Although the law of Moses is not binding on us 
today, there are accounts of actions in the Old Testament that 
either set forth principles that are binding today or provide 
expedients to fulfill obligations, or both. Paul wrote that

All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profit-
able for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruc-
tion in righteousness: That the man of God may be perfect, 
thoroughly furnished unto all good works (2 Tim. 3:16-17). 

At the time of this writing of Paul’s, the Old Testament scrip-
tures were the only readily available scripture since the New 
Testament was in the process of being delivered. Paul also 
wrote, “For whatsoever things were written aforetime 
were written for our learning, that we through patience 
and comfort of the scriptures might have hope” (Rom. 
15:4). The “written aforetime” has reference to the Old 
Testament. So we are to learn certain principles from the 
accounts of actions given in the Old Testament that I have 
set forth. What we are to learn is that certain principles are 
obligatory even today, but the particular methods in fulfilling 
those obligations are optional. Although there are primary 
principles to be learned, there are also ancillary principles. 
The principles taught in an Old Testament account of actions 
may have been obligatory for that time but not now, while 
other principles may be obligatory today. Some expedients 
(options) employed in an Old Testament account of actions 
in carrying out the obligation may be appropriate for that 
time (in fact, it may have been the only option available), but 
there may be other options available today. In the Nehemiah 
account of action, the obligation was to build the wall. The 
ancillary obligation was to stay alive in order to perform the 
work. Dead bones move no stones! (A valuable lesson to be 
learned from this particular passage is that where there is a 
will to accomplish, it will be accomplished.) The expedient 
the Israelites employed in carrying out the obligation was to 
arm themselves to the teeth with the weapons of their day 
against the murderous intent of Sanballat. 

We are to hold life in high regard, we are to preserve life, 
in order to accomplish the will of our Heavenly Father. In my 
previous article, I pointed out that the apostle Paul employed 
the offices of the Roman soldiers to preserve his life. Paul’s 
reasons for doing so were well stated in Philippians 1:21-26: 

For to me to live is Christ, and to die is gain. But if I live 
in the flesh, this is the fruit of my labour: yet what I shall 
choose I wot not. For I am in a strait betwixt two, having a 
desire to depart, and to be with Christ; which is far better: 
Nevertheless to abide in the flesh is more needful for you. 

And having this confidence, I know that I shall abide and 
continue with you all for your furtherance and joy of faith; 
That your rejoicing may be more abundant in Jesus Christ 
for me by my coming to you again.

But the “how” we preserve life is optional, i.e., an ex-
pedient, a right. You may preserve and protect life in one 
way, and I may do it in another. But the accounts of actions I 
have given at least approve the OPTION of the use of deadly 
force. 

In my “Guns and the Bible” article, I referenced Mat-
thew 24:43 and Luke 11:21 in which the homeowner is por-
trayed as a defender of his household against an intruder. The 
concerned reader asked this question: “Are Matthew 24:43 
and Luke 11:21 conclusive since Jesus sometimes uses ex-
amples without approving of what is done (for example, the 
unrighteous judge)?” I prefer the term “account of action” 
rather than “example.” In the determination of whether an 
account of an action is approved (or permitted) by Jesus, 
one must take all that the Bible has to say on the subject. 
The point being made in the account of action by the un-
just judge (Luke 18:1-8) is not that Jesus approves or disap-
proves of his actions (there are other passages/principles that 
determine that), but that even a political figure, who is either 
kissing babies or stealing their lollipops, will give the peti-
tioner the justice sought if pressed hard enough. How much 
more will God readily render justice to His children whom 
He loves. So, therefore, keep asking. Jesus is not approving 
the judge’s injustice (there are other biblical principles that 
condemn such), but is using a common occurrence to make 
a spiritual point. In the Matthew 24:43 and Luke 11:21 pas-
sages, defending one’s household was a common practice in 
that day. It still is so today. There are no other passages that 
I know of that condemn the defense of one’s household in-
cluding the use of deadly force. Therefore, it is an approved 
practice that has options.

The respondent to my previous article asks:
With regard to Luke 22:36-38, if Jesus is referring to a 
literal sword rather than to a spiritual sword, is every 
Christian then commanded to buy a gun? And why did 
Jesus make the general statement when He told Peter 
to put away his sword, “Put your sword in its place, 
for all who take the sword will perish by the sword” 
(Mat. 26:52). And in Rev. 13:10 “He who kills with the 
sword must be killed with the sword.”
Jesus, in Luke 22:36-38, said, 
Then said he unto them, But now, he that hath a purse, 
let him take it, and likewise his scrip: and he that hath 
no sword, let him sell his garment, and buy one. For I 
say unto you, that this that is written must yet be accom-
plished in me, And he was reckoned among the transgres-
sors: for the things concerning me have an end. And they 
said, Lord, behold, here are two swords. And he said unto 
them, It is enough.
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Unless there is some compelling reason not to take the 
explicit word to mean what it means in its conventional us-
age, then sword means a literal sword. One cannot buy a 
spiritual sword. Burton Coffman, in his commentary on this 
particular passage, had this to say:

The absolute pacifist tradition among Christians of all ages 
and the acceptance of it by many commentators make this 
verse “a real problem” for many. Most commentators view 
the passage as figurative, as did Geldenhuys, who said, “The 
Lord intended (these words) in a figurative sense.” [19] But if 
the sword is figurative, what about the purse, the wallet, and 
the cloak?
As Hobbs said, “It is impossible to tone down this statement; 
neither can we dismiss it as not being a genuine saying of Je-
sus.” [20] The clear meaning of the passage is that “a sword” 
is the one thing needful, even surpassing in priority such an 
important item as a cloak. The two errors to be avoided here 
are (1) the supposition that the gospel should be spread by 
the sword, and (2) the notion that a sword should ever be 
employed against lawful authority. Before the evening was 
over, the Lord would have further occasion to demonstrate 
the proper and improper uses of the sword. Barnes was cer-
tainly correct in his view that “These directions (concerning 
the sword) were not made with reference to his being taken in 
the garden but to their future lives.” [21]
J. S. Lamar, an eminent Restoration scholar, expressed sur-
prise “to find several of the ablest Protestant expositors in-
terpreting (this passage) as a warrant for self-defense.” [22] 
Nevertheless, the view maintained here is that self-defense is 
exactly what Jesus taught. Self-defense is a basic, natural right 
of all men, and there is no lawful government on earth that 
denies it. Just why should it be supposed that Jesus denied to 
Christians such a basic right has never been explained. “Resist 
not evil ... go the second mile ... turn the other cheek... give 
thy cloak also, etc.” are not applicable to situations in which 
one’s life is threatened, or endangered.
[19] Ibid., p. 672.
[20] Herschel H. Hobbs, An Exposition of the Gospel of Luke 
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1966), p. 307.
[21] Albert Barnes, op. cit., p. 150.
[22] J. S. Lamar, The New Testament Commentary, Vol. II 
(Cincinnati, Ohio: Chase and Hall, 1877), p. 260.

Does this mean that every Christian must buy a gun? 
No, it does not. A gun is merely an optional instrument that 
can be used in self-defense. I remember a brother in Christ 
in Jakarta, Indonesia who was of Chinese extraction. During 
a period of rioting there in which the Chinese were targeted, 
as he walked about, he carried a golf club with him for self-
defense. A firearm would have been more effective protec-
tion, but, of course, in Indonesia, only the armed forces and 
police were authorized to carry firearms.

Matthew 26:52-54 reads thus: 
Then said Jesus unto him, Put up again thy sword into his 
place: for all they that take the sword shall perish with the 
sword. Thinkest thou that I cannot now pray to my Father, 

and he shall presently give me more than twelve legions of 
angels? But how then shall the scriptures be fulfilled, that 
thus it must be?” 
Jesus is reproving Peter for trying to prevent the very 

thing that Jesus came to do, i.e., die on the cross that we may 
have forgiveness of our sins. He did not tell Peter to get rid 
of the sword, but rather to put it into its place. 

Jesus prayed in the garden: “O my Father, if it be pos-
sible, let this cup pass from me: nevertheless not as I will, 
but as thou wilt” (Mat. 26:39), and “O my Father, if this 
cup may not pass away from me, except I drink it, thy 
will be done” (Mat. 26:42). So it is clear that Jesus had to 
go to the cross to accomplish the salvation of men’s souls. 
There was no other way. Jesus did not intend to let force 
of arms frustrate that goal although He could have called 
thousands of angels if He chose not to go to the cross. The 
Matthew passage along with the Revelation 13:10 is say-
ing that the Kingdom of Christ is not a kingdom established 
and maintained by force of arms. In Jesus’ time, there was a 
kingdom established and maintained by force of arms. That 
was the Roman empire. The Jewish state, as clients of the 
Roman empire, used force of arms to capture and crucify 
Jesus. And they both were destroyed by force of arms. New 
Testament Christianity was not established by force of arms 
nor is propagated by the same. It was established, and is 
propagated and maintained, by the Word of God, the sword 
of the Spirit (Eph. 6:17). Its weaponry is in the realm of 
ideas, not arms. There is, however, a religion today that was 
established and spread by force of arms, and is maintained 
by threat of death—Islam. It is my hope that they may come 
to repentance, but if the scripture contains any truth whatso-
ever, Islam must die by the sword. 

My questioner goes on to ask:
Did Jesus need to rely on anyone with a sword? “If He did not, 
He was certainly relying on someone who did.” When they 
tried to throw Him off a cliff. He just walked through their 
midst and left. Romans 13 refers to “governing authorities.” 
Does not “rulers” need to be kept in that context? They are 
also “avengers” whereas in Rom. 12 Christians are told not to 
avenge themselves.

Whether Jesus “needed” to rely on anyone with a sword, 
I do not know. But the Scriptures are clear that at least some 
of his disciples were armed without objection being raised 
by Jesus, but with approval. The implication is that Jesus 
and His disciples saw at least some utility in carrying weap-
ons. Protection perhaps? The following is recorded in Luke 
4:28-30:

And all they in the synagogue, when they heard these 
things, were filled with wrath, And rose up, and thrust 
him out of the city, and led him unto the brow of the hill 
whereon their city was built, that they might cast him 
down headlong. But he passing through the midst of them 
went his way… (Luke 4:28-30).
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There was nothing that was going to keep Jesus from the 
cross. And He was only going to the cross when it was duly 
appointed for Him to go there. In the passage above, it was 
not time for Jesus to die, and He certainly was not going to 
die by any means other than crucifixion. In the above pas-
sage, Jesus was grabbed by a mob intent on throwing Him 
off a cliff. Yet He just passed through their midst and went 
His way. This escape is nothing short of divine intervention.

As I stated in my introductory remarks, there is no place 
for vengeance in the act of self-defense or, for that matter, 
punishing criminals since the state has that authority (Rom. 
13). I posed the following question in my first article: “If 
the homeowner acts in the capacity of one having authority 
over his very limited domain, or over his own person, and 
such action is in compliance with established civil law, is 
this individual acting as an agent of the state, or as autho-
rized by the laws of such state?” I cannot address the laws of 
the country or state in which the reader resides. The law in 
the State of Texas is that: 

A peace officer or any other person (emphasis mine, KDC), 
may, without a warrant, arrest an offender when the offense 
is committed in his presence or within his view, if the offense 
is one classed as a felony or as an offense against the public 
peace (Texas Code of Criminal Procedure, Title 1. Code of 
Criminal Procedure, Chapter 14. Arrest Without Warrant, Ar-
ticle 14.01, paragraph (a)).

In 1870, the Supreme Court of Texas recognized the 
statutory proviso allowing ordinary citizens to “aid in the 
detection and repression of crime” by becoming “auxiliary” 
peace officers, clothed with the authority to arrest, “without 
warrant,” those who commit felonies. This authority extends 
beyond the confines of the home, but I limited my applica-
tion primarily to the home. So, therefore, the homeowner, 
under the laws of the State of Texas (and other states as 
well), is a “ruler” or “magistrate” as contemplated by Ro-
mans 13, albeit in a limited capacity.

The following is a succinct description of the use of 
deadly force in Texas.

In Texas, there are several situations where a person is justi-
fied in using force or deadly force.
A person may use force against another to the degree the per-
son believes that it is reasonably necessary to protect them-
selves or a third person from another’s unlawful use of force.
Deadly force is defined as the degree of force likely to cause 
death or serious bodily injury, which includes actually firing a 
gun. However, the threat of using deadly force by displaying 
a weapon, if it is intended to cause apprehension that an actor 
will use deadly force if necessary, is defined by law as the use 
of force not deadly force.
In Texas it is presumed that deadly force was reasonably nec-
essary if it is used against an individual who was unlawfully or 
forcibly entering or entered into an occupied home, business, 
or vehicle or is attempting to forcibly remove another against 
his or her will from an occupied home, business, or vehicle. 
Deadly force is also presumed to be justified to prevent the 
commission or attempted commission of murder, aggravated 
kidnapping, sexual assault, aggravated sexual assault, robbery 
and aggravated robbery.
In Texas if a person is present in any place where they have a 
right to be, they have no duty to retreat and have the right to 
use force, including deadly force, if they reasonably believe 
that it is necessary to prevent death or serious bodily injury 
to themselves or to prevent the commission of murder, aggra-
vated kidnapping, sexual assault, aggravated sexual assault, 
robbery or aggravated robbery.
Texas law allows a person to use force in the protection of 
property to prevent or terminate another’s trespass or other 
unlawful interference with the possession of real or personal 
property. Deadly force can be used in Texas when the crime 
against property is classified as arson, burglary, robbery, crim-
inal mischief at night or theft at night. Deadly force may also 
be used to prevent a person from fleeing with property imme-
diately after the commission of a burglary, robbery, aggravat-



Contending for the Faith—January/February/2016                                                                                                          11

ed robbery, or theft during the nighttime if the actor believes 
that the property cannot be recovered by any other means or 
the use of force other than deadly force would expose the per-
son to a substantial risk of death or serious bodily injury.
Texas also allows a person to use force and deadly force to 
protect the personal property of a third party. The use of force 
is permissible if the person believes that the force or deadly 
force is necessary to prevent the commission of theft or crimi-
nal mischief, or if the person believes that the third party has 
asked them to protect the property, the person has a legal duty 
to protect the property, or the third party is the spouse, parent, 
child or under the care of the person using force (https://www.
uslawshield.com/portal/texas-gun-law/).

All of this is to say that the ordinary citizen, not holding 
any public office, not a peace officer, and not even employed 
by the state, nevertheless can act on behalf of the state when 
it comes to felonious acts. In Texas, as in many states, it is 
recognized that the home is, in effect, one’s castle. There-
fore, there is no duty to retreat in the face of threat (the so-
called Castle Doctrine, as noted in the fifth paragraph of the 
above excerpt on the use of deadly force). Again, this further 
emphasizes that the homeowner is acting in a limited way as 
an agent of the state.

The responder to my first article further asks.
In 1 Timothy 5:8 the context is clearly with regard to financial 
support. Are you sure that this can be extended to defending 
someone with lethal force? Have you given consideration the 
question as to whether, even if a Christian is allowed to defend 
himself and his family, there might be limits and restrictions 
to how he does this on the basis of other teachings of Christ?

Without a doubt, provisions would include food, shelter, 
and clothing. But what is it about this passage that limits the 
phrase “provide not for his own” to just these items. Logic 
says that food and clothing that are routinely stolen, or shel-
ter that is continually intruded upon, is a provision in name 
but not in substance. The effort is of none effect. By implica-
tion then, security and protection must in some fashion be 
provided. And if it is the case that the needy person is taken 
into one’s own household, does not the provisions, or actions 
taken, for one’s self defense extend to the needy person now 
making a part of the household? There are limits and restric-
tions to the defense of the Christian and his family. In its ap-
plication, it must not violate any obligatory matter contained 
in Scripture. The defense must not be an act of vengeance. 
It must comply with established civil law except when civil 
law violates the law of Christ (Acts 5:29).

The last series of questions that my reader poses follows: 
Do you carry a gun? If so, do you carry it at all times? When 
would you use it? Would you want your 18-year old son to 
carry a gun? Are you sure you are not ignoring some funda-
mental aspects of the issue in your article?

As to whether I carry a gun, yes I do. And I know how 
to use it. As a matter of information, my wife also carries a 
gun (and I am as nice to her as I possibly can be!). I admit 

that the perpetrator of death and mayhem almost always has 
the advantage of surprise, but the advantage is minimized to 
a degree when more persons are in possession of a firearm. 
Data are available that shows violent crimes rates fall after 
states permit the carry of concealed weapons. Also, the num-
ber of annual instances of the non-deadly use of firearms 
by law abiding citizens in the U. S. (inclusive of concealed 
carry permit holders) to prevent harm is in the hundreds of 
thousands if not millions. But, of course, there is no sensa-
tionalism in that, so the mainstream media does not report it. 
As to whether I would let my 18-year old son carry a gun, 
I do not have an 18-year old son (my youngest son is 39). 
In Texas, there is no general restriction on the carrying of a 
rifle or shotgun in a nonthreatening manner. With respect to 
a concealed handgun, 18-year olds are not allowed to carry. 
They must be 21. I recommend anyone qualified to carry a 
concealed handgun to do so.  Not all persons are comfortable 
with guns, handguns in particular. It is their choice to carry 
or not, and I respect that choice.

As to the fundamentals, I have endeavored to get down 
to the most fundamental aspects of the question. I know of a 
preacher (now deceased) who was opposed the use of deadly 
force in the case of forced entry into his home by a perpetra-
tor intent on killing and raping his wife. His logic was that 
she was a Christian and she would go to heaven. Of course, I 
do not know how willing she was to be a victim, but I would 
pose the question differently. What if the intended victim 
was a 13-14 year old daughter whom the preacher believed 
had reached the age of accountability. Additionally, she was 
studying what one must do to become a Christian, but just 
had not at that moment made the decision to render obedi-
ence to Christ. Would this preacher have been so cavalier 
with her life? He would be making a moral judgment re-
specting the lives of others that he had no right to make. If he 
wanted to forfeit his own life, fine, but to make that choice 
for others, unthinkable!

The aforementioned preacher’s attitude respecting the 
obligation to preserve life as demonstrated in this article 
begs the question as to whether said preacher would have 
sinned had he failed to take whatever action was available to 
him to preserve life including the use of deadly force. If so, 
then he would be guilty of a sin of omission (Luke 12:47-
48, Jam.s 4:17). But to base this conclusion only on the use 
of, or failure to use, deadly force would be to preclude any 
other means to defend against a perpetrator of bodily injury 
of death. The taking of life for any reason is a serious matter 
that many are simply not psychologically prepared to do. If 
they tried to do so, they would simply be frozen either with 
fear or doubt that deadly force is required in the confron-
tation. Furthermore, one not familiar in the use of deadly 
weapons just may not be capable of using deadly weapons 
to any effective degree. Of course, the perpetrator does not 
know the skill level of the one wielding the weapon which is 
sufficient reason for the perpetrator to flee.
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The world is in need of the saving gospel of Jesus Christ. 
Paul wrote that he was “not ashamed of the gospel of 
Christ: for it is the power of God unto salvation to every 
one that believeth; to the Jew first, and also to the Greek” 
(Rom 1:16). God has vested His power to save in the Gospel 
of Christ. But Paul went on to write respecting many even 
today: 

And even as they did not like to retain God in their knowl-
edge, God gave them over to a reprobate mind, to do those 
things which are not convenient; Being filled with all un-
righteousness, fornication, wickedness, covetousness, ma-
liciousness; full of envy, murder, debate, deceit, malignity; 
whisperers, Backbiters, haters of God, despiteful, proud, 
boasters, inventors of evil things, disobedient to parents,  
Without understanding, covenantbreakers, without natu-
ral affection, implacable, unmerciful: Who knowing the 
judgment of God, that they which commit such things are 
worthy of death, not only do the same, but have pleasure 
in them that do them (Rom 1:28-32).

The apostle Paul wrote that God our Saviour would 
“have all men to be saved, and to come unto the knowl-
edge of the truth” (1 Tim 2:1). The apostle Peter wrote that 
“[t]he Lord is not slack concerning his promise, as some 
men count slackness; but is longsuffering to us-ward, not 
willing that any should perish, but that all should come 
to repentance” (2 Pet. 3:9). 

 In Ephesians 4:17-24, Paul contrasts the old man and 
the new man.

This I say therefore, and testify in the Lord, that ye hence-
forth walk not as other Gentiles walk, in the vanity of their 
mind, Having the understanding darkened, being alien-
ated from the life of God through the ignorance that is in 
them, because of the blindness of their heart: Who being 
past feeling have given themselves over unto lascivious-

ness, to work all uncleanness with greediness. But ye have 
not so learned Christ; If so be that ye have heard him, and 
have been taught by him, as the truth is in Jesus: That ye 
put off concerning the former conversation the old man, 
which is corrupt according to the deceitful lusts; And be 
renewed in the spirit of your mind; And that ye put on the 
new man, which after God is created in righteousness and 
true holiness.

God wants all to be saved and to repent, to put off the 
old man of sin and put on the new man of righteousness 
and holiness. Until that happens, we will continue to need to 
protect and preserve ourselves and others from perpetrators 
of death and mayhem.

—31311 Chelsie Pl.
Magnolia, TX 77354-3405
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 The word controversial means: “Tending to provoke 
or cause controversy by its nature” (“Controversial”). Jesus 
certainly “tended to provoke or cause controversy by His na-
ture.” And, they were certainly “ongoing disputes” concern-
ing “subjects having an effect on the people of the dispute 
and on the society as a whole.”

As God is love (agapao), so He is truth and vice versa. 
Love and truth are coeval and necessary to one another in 
the one divine essence that is Deity. As the essence of God is 
eternal, then love and truth are eternal. Thus, love and truth 
are not mutually exclusive—one is eternally present with the 
other in the one God. Thus, in God it is impossible to have 
love without truth or to have truth without love. Because 
love and truth are of God’s essence, He cannot lie. Thus, all 
love and all truth come from Him and from no other source.

When the eternal Word became flesh, love and truth 
became flesh. Because Jesus Christ is the truth, everything 
that pertains to the nature of truth pertains to Jesus (John 
14:6). Thus, as He said of Himself to Pilate, “To this end 
was I born, and for this cause came I into the world, that 
I should bear witness unto the truth. Every one that is of 
the truth heareth my voice” (John 18:37).

If a man is allowed to define his terms to suit himself, he 
can uphold anything to be true. Thus, when we read and hear 
what many teach about Christ, we know they have embraced 
modern definitions of “meekness,” “love,” “kindness,” 
“compassion,” “mildness,” and “tenderness.” Therefore, to 
get at the truth about them, we must view these words in the 
light of their ancient definitions and how they were used, 
and to whom they were applied by the inspired writers. If we 
refuse to do this, we will see our Lord in a false light.

With many, Jesus is thought of as never raising his voice, 
never opposing anyone, and willing to compromise truth for 
the sake of peace and union (not unity). Moreover, He is 
perceived as accepting sinners in their sins, and never de-
manding that they cease and desist from their sinful conduct. 
Such people cannot see Jesus ever crossing another person 

in standing for the truth or in opposing error. This false view 
of Jesus causes people to think that if a person is sincerely 
religious, Jesus would never embarrass or offend him/her by 
pointing out his/her errors and sins. They see Jesus embrac-
ing all religions, all churches, all gods, and all philosophies.

To them, Jesus is an overly permissive parent, giving 
over to the badgering of His spoiled children’s every de-
mand. He is a big “pushover.” Although He may threaten 
to punish his children when they do wrong, in actuality He 
never rebukes or punishes anyone. If they will promise Him 
they will be good, whether they keep their promise or not, 
the final outcome is that He will not punish them for their 
evil conduct.

Meekness is not weakness. Its backbone is not that of 
a wet, limp, and jellied noodle, warm though it may be. It 
took more strength than we can comprehend for the sinless 
Christ to become a man, live on earth without sinning, con-
front hardhearted hypocrites of His own religion and race, 
willingly enduring what He did at the hands of sinners, and, 
finally, to suffer a prolonged, shameful, and agonizing death 
on the cross (Phi. 2:7; Heb. 2:9; 6:16; 12:2-3). Assuredly, 
Jesus was not crucified for saying “Consider the lilies of 
the field,” but because He declared, “Ye have made my Fa-
ther’s house a den of thieves.” 

Love (agapao) does not condone or defend sin or sin-
ners, but reveals sin to be mankind’s most vehement enemy 
and those who engage in and promote it to be the enemies of 
the cross of Christ. Love makes it clear that sin is the only 
thing that can separate man from God. Because God is love 
and Jesus is God, then Jesus did and does not condone any 
wrong, but rather exposes, reproves, rebukes and refutes it, 
calling for all men to repent of and turn from it, and fully 
embrace the truth. 

Thus in the life of the faithful child of God, love never 
attempts to make error as acceptable to God as is truth, or to 
compromise the truth with error, but treats it for what it is—
error. Thus, a loving Christian identifies, rebukes, refutes, 
and calls to repentance those who propagate error (false 

(Continued from page 2)



14    Contending for the Faith—January/February/2016

teachers and those living in sin), warning the faithful of the 
error(s), and identifying the false teachers.

WE CANNOT BE LIKE JESUS
All sorts of efforts have been made in an attempt to stop 

members of the Lord’s church from rebuking error and the 
false teachers who propagate it. The following is a prime ex-
ample of one of those efforts. James Hinkle and Tim Wood-
roof wrote: 

As we study the example of Jesus in conflict situations, it is 
important to remember that in at least one respect, Jesus was 
very different from us. He was always right! He saw the will 
of God absolutely and knew God’s mind completely. We, on 
the other hand, “see but a poor reflection” and can only “know 
in part” (1 Cor. 13:12).

Accordingly, certain aspects of Christ’s conflict style are not 
to be imitated by His disciples. We cannot take the role of 
teacher and Lord (as He could). We cannot speak with abso-
lute confidence and omniscience (as He did). We cannot see 
the hearts of others and know with certainty their motives (as 
He had the ability to do).

There are, however, some characteristics of Christ in conflict 
we would do well to imitate. In particular, there are lessons 
for us to learn in the attitude Jesus took toward those with 
whom He clashed. At the heart of Jesus’ conflict style was a 
firm commitment to win people rather than arguments (154).

Obviously Hinkle and Woodroof absolutely know that 
“we … ‘see but a poor reflection’ and can only ‘know in 
part’ (1 Cor. 13:12).” However, it should be pointed out that 
1 Corinthians 13:12 is Paul’s explanation of how the infant 
church in lieu of the completed New Testament functioned 
under the direct revelation and guidance of the Holy Spirit. 
The New Testament came in part and parcel. It was not the 
case that one day the New Testament was not on earth, but 
the next day the completed book was in the world. Paul is 
saying that God revealed the New Testament a little at a time 
as needed. So Hinkle and Woodroof’s usage of this passage 
is completely out of context. But, we have the completed 
New Testament. And it has been here for about two thou-
sand years (Jam. 1:25; 2 Pet. 1:3). Thus, said authors ought 
to have known better than what they wrote. With that error 
corrected, let us turn to what it is that they unerringly and 
absolutely know. They wrote that:

“He (Jesus) was always right.”
Is it possible for a mere mortal to be absolutely right 

about anything? Must one be inspired as were the apostles 
before one can claim absolute knowledge about anything? 
Because we do not know everything does not necessarily 
mean we cannot absolutely know something. Even Hinkle 
and Woodroof make absolute knowledge claims.

“He saw the will of God absolutely 
and knew God’s mind completely.”

 Who is it that is claiming to know as Jesus knows then 

or now? Who is it that is claiming omniscience? However, 
while Jesus was in His earthly ministry before His death, 
He did not know when the end of the world would be—
and He absolutely knew He did not know it. But what He 
knew He was emphatic and absolute in the knowing of it or 
them. What Hinkle and Woodroof would have us believe is 
that unless we can “see the will of God absolutely and know 
God’s mind completely” then we cannot make any absolute 
knowledge claims about matters of doctrine. Do Hinkle and 
Woodroof absolutely know that God exists, that Jesus is De-
ity, and that the Bible is the infallible, inerrant, all-sufficient, 
final, and complete revelation of God to man? 

“… certain aspects of Christ’s conflict style
are not to be imitated by His disciples.”

What are these “aspects” of His “conflict style” that “are 
not to be imitated by His disciples”? Again, who is it that 
claims to know a person as Jesus fully and infallibly knew a 
person? Paul said to Timothy and, thus, to all men (and that 
includes uninspired men): “And the things that thou hast 
heard of me among many witnesses, the same commit 
thou to faithful men, who shall be able to teach others 
also” (2 Tim. 2:2). Can men teach what they do not know? 
But if they know something, then they can know that they 
know it and know it absolutely. 
“We cannot take the role of teacher and Lord (as He could).”

Who is saying that any mere mortal can “take the role 
of teacher and Lord (as He could)”? We can know and speak 
Jesus’ Words and we can know what they imply as clearly 
and absolutely as we can know what He explicitly (in just so 
many words) taught. Are Hinkle and Woodroof telling us we 
cannot do that? What does it mean to preach the word? What 
did Paul mean when he exhorted Timothy with the words, 
“These things command and teach” (1 Tim. 4:11)? What 
did Jesus mean when he said, “If ye continue in my words 
then are ye my disciples indeed. And, ye shall know the 
truth and the truth shall make you free” (John 8:31-32)?

“We cannot speak with absolute
confidence and omniscience (as He did).”

Speaking with “absolute confidence” is not at all the 
same thing as speaking from “omniscience (as He did).” 
Thus, we must ask who it is that is saying we are to speak 
from “omniscience (as He did)”? Let Hinkle and Woodroof 
give us a “for instance” or an example of a mere mortal in 
the Lord’s church who is doing this. What these two apos-
tates are teaching is that in order to “speak with absolute 
confidence” one must be omniscient. This is simply not true. 
Indeed, Hinkle and Woodroof seem to speak with absolute 
confidence when they wrote what they did.

“We cannot see the hearts of others and know with
certainty their motives (as He had the ability to do).”
Since when does teaching someone the truth on any-

thing require that we “see the hearts of others and know 
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with certainty their motives (as He had the ability to do)”? 
Again, who is it that teaches that we must be omniscient 
before we can know the truth about salvation and teach it to 
others? However, the Lord told mere mortals that by peo-
ple’s “fruits ye shall know them” (Mat. 7:20). When one 
tells me that a believer who has repented of his sins does not 
have to be baptized to be saved from sin, at least I know that 
person does not properly understand the truth about the one 
baptism (Eph. 4:5). How would anyone know that a person 
needed instruction if they could not know such a person 
was in error? 

“There are, however, some characteristics
of Christ in conflict we would do well to imitate.”

How do Hinkle and Woodroof know that there are 
“some characteristics of Christ in conflict we would do well 
to imitate”? Can they “take the role of teacher and Lord (as 
he could)”? Can they “speak with absolute confidence and 
omniscience (as He did)”? Can they “see the hearts of others 
and know with certainty their motives (as He had the abil-
ity to do)”? The answer to all three questions is a resound-
ing “no”—they cannot do as Jesus did in the sense of His 
omniscience and authority. But, according to them, if you 
are not able to be omniscient then you cannot teach with 
absolute confidence. According to them, they do not possess 
the wherewithal to teach absolutely, authoritatively, and con-
clusively, but they are going to absolutely, authoritatively, 
and conclusively teach “some characteristics of Christ in 
conflict” that “we would do well to imitate” anyway. And, 
thus they have absolutely concluded that “we would do well 
to imitate” Christ as they see that need in our lives. The legs 
of the lame are not equal!

“In particular, there are lessons for us to learn in the
attitude Jesus took toward those with whom He clashed.”

 But Jesus’ attitude came from one who bore all the 
marks of Deity. Are the authors telling us what aspect of 
Jesus’ life and teachings we can imitate when they do not 
possess any of the traits that they say are requisite for one 
to possess in order to do as Jesus did? Are they picking and 
choosing the lessons we are to learn from Jesus and those we 
are not to learn from Him. By what criteria do they make the 
distinction between what lessons we can learn from one who 
is omniscient and those that we cannot learn. And, where do 
they get the wherewithal to teach with authority anything to 
be a lesson to us from the life of Jesus? They do not have the 
authority and omniscience of Christ, but that does not seem 
to bother them when they want to teach their doctrines.

Can we emulate the attitude Jesus had when he ap-
proached the Samaritan woman at the well (John 4)? Or, 
should we have the attitude of Jesus toward Peter when he 
rebuked him (Mat. 16:23)? Or, can we have the attitude of 
Paul when he instructed Titus to teach elders:

For there are many unruly and vain talkers and deceivers, 
specially they of the circumcision: Whose mouths must be 

stopped, who subvert whole houses, teaching things which 
they ought not, for filthy lucre’s sake. One of themselves, 
even a prophet of their own, said, The Cretians are alway 
liars, evil beasts, slow bellies. This witness is true. Where-
fore rebuke them sharply, that they may be sound in the 
faith; Not giving heed to Jewish fables, and command-
ments of men, that turn from the truth. Unto the pure all 
things are pure: but unto them that are defiled and un-
believing is nothing pure; but even their mind and con-
science is defiled. They profess that they know God; but in 
works they deny him, being abominable, and disobedient, 
and unto every good work reprobate (Tit. 1:10-16).

“At the heart of Jesus’ conflict style was a firm
commitment to win people rather than arguments.” 
What an indictment! If anyone desires to win an argu-

ment, he does not have “a firm commitment to win people.” 
Where did we ever learn such a thing? It seems to me that 
Jesus made and won arguments because he desired to win 
people. People are intellectual and rational beings. Thus, 
God through the great prophet Isaiah declared on behalf of 
God to His people “Come now, let us reason together” 
(Isa. 1:18). In teaching Felix, Paul “reasoned of righteous-
ness, temperance, and judgment to come” (Acts 24:25) 
and on and on we could go. We cannot win people to the 
Lord and not make the case for Christ, His gospel, and His 
New Testament church. One does not love the sinner by try-
ing to figure out ways to allow him to remain in his sins 
and in all manner of false doctrine because we are afraid to 
rebuke him. To love someone as Jesus did is to tell the truth 
of God he needs to hear no matter how much he may hate it 
or love it. It is our obligation to God to live a Godly life and 
that means teaching the truth to people and refuting the error 
they may be in whether they like it or not. As Paul asked the 
Galatians, “Am I therefore become your enemy, because 
I tell you the truth” (Gal. 4:16)? Why would Paul ask this 
question if he did not know they could well become angry 
with him for telling them what they needed to hear, but that 
they did not desire to hear? 

Let it be clearly understood, no one is advocating in any 
way or to any degree that we should do any hurt to people 
or abuse them. But the problem with many people in and out 
of the Lord’s church is that they do not want anyone to be 
told he is wrong, that he must repent of the wrong done, and 
change his life to what the truth of the gospel demands of 
him to be. Thus, they attempt to present Jesus in such a way 
as to remove the militancy of the church, and thereby allow 
people to live in sin. 

JESUS’ APPEAL TO THE WORD OF GOD
The Sadducees did not believe in angels, spirits, or the 

resurrection. Knowing our Lord’s teaching regarding the res-
urrection, on one occasion the Sadducees attempted to put 
our Lord in a dilemma. They presented to him a case under 
the law of Moses where a woman had been married scrip-
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turally seven times to seven different brothers. Now, since 
Jesus believed in the resurrection, they asked him whose 
wife will she be in the resurrection. By their questions they 
thought they could catch Jesus in a contradiction and thus 
they could deny the resurrection. Of course Jesus knew this 
and replied with: 

Ye do err, not knowing the scriptures, nor the power of 
God. For in the resurrection they neither marry, nor are 
given in marriage, but are as angels in heaven. But as 
touching the resurrection of the dead, have ye not read 
that which was spoken unto you by God, saying, I am the 
God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of 
Jacob? God is not the God of the dead but the living (Mat. 
22:29-32). 

Part of Mark’s account reads, “Is it not for this cause 
that ye err, that ye know not the scriptures, nor the pow-
er of God?” (12:24). The question of the resurrection was 
settled by an appeal to Exodus 3:6.

Jesus pointed out that the present housing for man’s spir-
it is earthly (2 Cor. 5:1-4). However, He points out that such 
will not always be the case. At death, men put off their earth-
ly tabernacles, but the spirit continues to live, “For as the 
body without the spirit is dead, so faith without works 
is dead also” (Jam. 2:26). Jesus proves His point by em-
phasizing that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were alive when 
God spoke to Moses though their earthly sojourn had been 
over for years. Thus, there is a resurrection of man into the 
new and eternal building after the likeness of Christ’s glori-
fied body (Phi. 3:21; 2 Cor. 5:1-4; 1 Cor. 15:40-57; 1 John. 
3:1-3). Notice the present tense verb found in Exodus 3:16, 
making it clear that when Moses penned those words and 
when Jesus quoted them, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were 
living following their physical death. Thus, the question was 
settled by scripture and the power of God.

At one time Jesus and His disciples were charged with 
violating the Sabbath by plucking the ears of grain on that 
day (Mark 2: 23-28). Jesus pointed out that David, out of 
necessity, ate what otherwise he could not (1 Sam. 21:6). 
Thus, Christ taught that the Sabbath was made for man and 
not man for the Sabbath. Therefore, Jesus, the sinless man, 
was lord even of the Sabbath. By a proper application of 
scripture to the point at issue, the matter was resolved.

In the minds of honest and good people, a correct appeal 
to scripture covering the disputed issue will settle the con-
troversy. But when men with less than honest hearts refuse 
to accept the truth, they will oppose it and those who teach 
it. Rather than recognize their error, they opposed and fought 
against Jesus. In such a case the one who taught the truth 
should not feel any shame and we must not allow ourselves 
to be discouraged when others reject the truth. 

APPEAL TO TRUTH CONFESSED OR
TO AN ESTABLISHED CUSTOM 

The Pharisees slander was powerfully exposed and com-
pletely refuted when Jesus appealed to something that they 
admitted to be true. The accusation directed against Jesus 
was that He was casting out demons by the power of Beel-
zebub, the prince of devils (Mat. 12:24). Jesus responded by 
reminding the Jews that their own exorcists claimed to have 
the power to cast out demons. “And if I by Beelzebub cast 
out demons, by whom do your sons cast them out? there-
fore shall they be your judges” (Mat. 12:27). The truth the 
Pharisees admitted actually condemned them because of its 
logical implication. 

The Pharisees and scribes considered Jesus’ association 
with publicans and sinners gross misconduct. Therefore, 
they rebuked Jesus with, “Why do ye eat and drink with 
the publicans and sinners?” (Luke 5:30). Jesus answered, 
“They that are whole need not a physician; but they that 
are sick. I am not come to call the righteous but the sin-
ners to repentance” (Luke 5:31-32). The Pharisees could 
say nothing because they admitted the truth that Jesus gave 
as the basis for His actions.

So, they turned to another question (Luke 5:33-39). In 
an attempt to resolve what they considered to be a conflict 
between their conduct and that of Christ’s disciples, the dis-
ciples of John asked, “Why do we and the Pharisees fast 
oft, but thy disciples fast not?” (Mat. 9:14). It appears that 
the Pharisees and the scribes were also party to this question 
(Luke 5:33). Jesus simply explained while He was with them 
they had no reason to fast. Therefore, His disciples were eat-
ing and drinking. When Jesus was no longer with them, they 
would fast. Then He appealed to a common custom among 
them, patching old garments with old cloth and not new. 
They understood what that meant and made the application. 

ARGUMENT AD HOMINEM
The argument ad hominem does not prove a proposition 

to be true. However, it does show that one cannot hold to two 
positions that contradict each other. He must give up one or 
the other positions or both. Consistency will not allow him 
to hold both.

A woman possessed with a certain infirmity for eighteen 
years came to Jesus for healing. After He had healed her, 
the ruler of the synagogue condemned Jesus’ action with, 
“There are six days in which men ought to work: in them 
therefore come and be healed, and not on the day of the 
Sabbath” (Luke 13:14). Then Jesus employed the argument 
ad hominem (argument to the man) and declared:

Ye hypocrites doth not each one of you on the sabbath 
loose his ox or his ass from the stall, and lead him away 
to watering? And ought not this woman being a daughter 
of Abraham, whom Satan had bound, lo, these eighteen 
years, to have been loosed from this bond on the day of the 
sabbath? (Luke 13:15-16; ASV).

As long as the Pharisees held that their conduct was 
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right, they could not question Jesus’ conduct.
Jesus did not hesitate to meet error pointedly. Our Lord 

asked questions, argued, and most effectively confounded 
His enemies and destroyed their arguments. If we would 
emulate Jesus in all things, we must imitate His conduct in 
meeting error and its proponents.

TOLERANCE AND INTOLERANCE
Some have forgotten that Christians are to seek God’s 

blessing and favor and not man’s favor (Gal. 1:10). Why call 
ourselves servants of God and seek not His favor?

What is intolerance? When a man demands that another 
give up his error under threat of force, that is intolerance. 
But when one shows another through correctly reasoned 
persuasion from the scriptures and refutation of the other’s 
false positions that he should dispense with error and em-
brace the truth, that is tolerance. Jesus was tolerant and, to 
the extent He was tolerant, we too must seek to follow Him. 
To bring men to see their errors and thereby create within 
them a sharp sense of guilt for their sins is our responsibility. 
It is what one seeks to accomplish in preaching the gospel to 
sinners and erring saints alike. This is why Jesus was a con-
troversialist, but it is not intolerance. One must have a clear 
concept of truth and a personal sense of one’s responsibility 
in denouncing error as well as that of urging men to reject 
error and submit to the truth if they are to be faithful teachers 
of the Word of God. However, let us never confuse this with 
intolerance.

BIAS AND PREJUDICE
Since my youth, I have not understood how one could 

claim to believe in Christ and fail to see that Christ engaged 
regularly in controversy. Thus, to be a Christian (one who is 
of Christ), one will be involved in religious controversy as 
our Lord was involved in it. It is an integral part of living the 
Christian life—a necessary part of being faithful to our Lord.

I have found it rather interesting, to say the least, that 
some members of the church will militantly argue that it is 
wrong to debate. Many years ago in my first full-time work, I 
came early to the midweek Bible study to find an older sister 
and brother already in the building. They were involved in a 
discussion that had waxed rather warm by the time I arrived 
on the scene. They were in the process of debating whether 
it was scriptural to engage in religious debates. The brother 
was in the affirmative and the sister was in the negative. Re-
alizing the situation, I listened long enough to find an open-
ing and remarked that I really was enjoying the debate. Only 
with my remark did both disputants realize what they were 
doing. The man was quite pleased with my observation, but 
the woman did not know what to say. For a Christian to be 
opposed to religious controversy is equivalent to saying that 
I love God but I am opposed to worshipping him. It is simply 
absurd to believe such a thing.

The people who are opposed to controversy tend to 

avoid discussions or issues that would bring into view mat-
ters likely to cause controversy. Thus, they plead for a spirit 
of tolerance. But the following quotation reveals that for 
which that are in actuality calling. 

There are many pleas made these days for “tolerance.” But 
often “tolerance” is not the right word for that which is de-
manded. What is meant is “compromise.” Tolerance and com-
promise are not the same thing. This is tolerance—to grant 
to another the same rights which I claim for myself. This is 
compromise—to sacrifice heart-felt conviction in order that 
someone else may be pleased or in order to avoid a breach of 
peace (Beardsley).

To compromise with wrong in the name of tolerance is to 
dishonor God and His Word.

Practically every day of our Lord’s life on earth found 
Him either opposed by or opposing error and sin. He had 
many conflicts with the scribes and Pharisees (Mat. 23 and 
12:24). He also taught that His followers would have trou-
ble, opposition, and controversy (Mat. 10:35ff.).

Many religious persons have a dread of controversy, and wish 
truth to be stated without any reference to those who hold the 
opposite errors. Controversy and a bad spirit are, in their es-
timation, synonymous terms, and to strenuously oppose what 
is wrong is considered as contrary to Christian meekness. 
Those who hold this opinion seem to overlook what every 
page of the New Testament lays before us. In all the history of 
our Lord Jesus Christ, we never find Him out of controversy 
(Beardsley). 

How do people study their Bibles and fail to see that 
whole books of God’s Word are given over to polemics? The 
letter of Jude is a case in point. Remove Jude’s rebuke to 
false teachers, his warning to Christians, and his exhortation 
for Christians to fight against error and one does away with 
the book. It is a wonder to me that some church members do 
not remove it from their Bibles because it is not a “positive” 
presentation of the truth. Of course, they have done so in 
their minds and thinking. 

How far does one read into any of the Bible, especially 
the New Testament, before one reads of controversy over 
doctrine? But there are those who will argue that we ought to 
“preach the gospel” and not “argue” among ourselves. Like 
the man and woman earlier mentioned, they do this without 
seeing their self-contradiction.

Let it be said here that we are not advocating an argu-
ment that rises from and promotes personal opinions and 
likes and dislikes. These must be avoided. However, the 
New Testament is clear that Christians will be involved in 
doctrinal conflict until the end of the world at Jesus’ second 
coming.

Is the truth of God constantly under attack, misrepresen-
tation, and dilution? Paul and Barnabas “had no small dis-
sension and disputation with” the Judaizing teachers (Acts 
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15:1-2). What if no one had opposed these false teachers be-
cause the brethren did not believe in controversy? This her-
esy would have spread throughout the churches and choked 
the church to death. The same is true of Paul withstanding 
Peter to the face over this same matter (Gal. 2). Those who 
depart from the faith are to be rebuked “sharply, that they 
may be sound in the faith” (Tit. 1:13). Confronting error 
and those who teach it is what Paul is urging Christians to do 
when he writes to Timothy to “fight the good fight of faith” 
(1 Tim. 6:12). Near the end of his turbulent life, Paul de-
clared that he has “kept the faith” (2 Tim. 4:7) and this per-
tains to confronting false teachers in and out of the church.

Some well-meaning preachers, desiring to maintain 
peace and harmony where they preach or in controversial 
matters in the brotherhood, run like a scalded dog, fearing 
that it will split their church and they will lose their job. 
They are nothing more or less than cowards. Granted that di-
vine wisdom must be exercised in dealing with controversial 
issues, but they must be dealt with as the Bible teaches. Con-
troversy in local churches is very healthy if righteousness 
and New Testament principles are being defended. Where 
did we ever learn otherwise? Certainly not from the Bible.

It might surprise some people, but controversy has been 
a blessing to the Lord’s church. I thank God for the great 
and good men who have mounted the polemic platform to 
meet and denounce error and those who advocate it, no mat-
ter what the error was/is. Remarking on church members 
who were unwilling to fight, a denominational preacher, J. 
C. Ryle, said:

The only positive thing about them is that they dislike distinc-
tiveness and think extreme and decided and positive views 
are very naughty and very wrong. These people live in a kind 
of mist or fog. They see nothing clearly, and do not know of 
what they believe. ... They are eaten up with a morbid dread 
of controversy and an ignorant dislike of party spirit; and yet 
they really cannot define what they mean by these phrases 
(Beardsley).

I have quoted this man because he has a better under-
standing of the importance of truth and the terrible danger of 
error than a great many of my brethren do—especially some 
preachers. 

The Greek scholar, J. Gresham Machen had this to say 
on the matter:

Again, men say that instead of engaging in controversy in 
the Church, we ought to pray to God for a revival; instead of 
polemics, we ought to have evangelism. Well, what kind of 
evangelism is it that is indifferent to the question what evan-
gel it is that is to be preached? ... not the evangelism that Paul 
meant when he said, ‘Woe is unto me, if I preach not the gos-
pel.’ No, my friends, there can be no true evangelism which 
makes common cause with the enemies of the cause of Christ 
... (Beardsley)

What biblical truth is not controversial—God, Christ, 
the Holy Spirit, the Bible, etc.? Now, how can the church 
be faithful to Christ and not be controversial as well? The 
truth pricks, stabs, scalds, and enrages the hearts of men. If 
you do not recognize that, then you need to be converted to 
Christ yourself.

CONCLUSION
As noted earlier, a person who argues that a Christian 

should not debate is grossly inconsistent for he is debating 
when he does so! It is a sad thing when those who claim to 
be Christians do not see that polemics better enables us to 
do much good. Do we not see that truth and error in contrast 
will cause truth to shine clearer? If we are to be true follow-
ers of Christ, we must avoid weakness in both courage and 
conviction. We must recognize that when brethren oppose 
debating they are revealing that they are unconcerned for the 
truth. For only a person of such low concern for the truth can 
refrain from opposing error. The church enjoyed its great-
est growth during the time of debates. Thus, no matter the 
cost to us personally, let each Christian determine to uphold 
the truth against all error. Moreover, we must strongly en-
courage the brethren who publicly meet error. We must be 
militant and aggressive in our teaching. This is the example 
Jesus has left us. This is the manner whereby men are stirred 
up. This is what caused men to oppose Jesus and the apos-
tles. Debating now will have the effect it did then—some 
believed and some did not.

I say again, if a church member is not controversial as 
we have attempted to describe it in this editorial (as Jesus 
was), that person has little to no concern for the truth. The 
spirit he exercises must be one of meekness and fear—as 
those terms are defined and used in the Bible. This will cause 
him to be strong in the Lord and in the power of His might. 
We must appeal to scripture and legitimate reason, not to 
personalities, questioning of motives, and similar attacks of 
any kind. A close study of Jesus will show us how the meek-
est of all men was the most controversial of men.
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DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH
Roelf L. Ruffner

A DESIGNED TRAP
And God said, Let the earth bring forth grass, the herb 
yielding seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after his 
kind, whose seed is in itself, upon the earth: and it was 
so.  And the earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding 
seed after his kind, and the tree yielding fruit, whose seed 
was in itself, after his kind: and God saw that it was good 
(Gen. 1:11-12).

Those who hold to the irrational “theory of evolution” 
often see themselves as totally rational and view the believer 
in the Bible’s account of Creation as totally irrational and 
superstitious. Yet one of the arguments against macro-evo-
lution used by creationists and non-creationists is called “In-
telligent Design” (ID). It is the theory that life did not just 
“happen” but was designed by an intellect or to paraphrase 
the theologian William Paley, “Every watch has a watch-
maker” or “Every design must have a designer.” “For every 
house is builded by some man; but he that built all things 
is God” (Heb. 3:4).

I recently read about some scientific discoveries con-
cerning the Venus Fly Trap plant, a carnivorous plant native 
to the wetlands of North and South Carolina. This plant has 
special leaves, or maw, which trap insects when they trigger 
sensory hairs in the leaves. When the hairs are touched, it 
closes, trapping the animal, and then slowly digests it.

The article reveals that this plant “counts” the number of 
times its prey touches these hairs and uses this information 
to aid in digestion. A new study shows that the number of 
times the hairs are touched determines the amount of diges-
tive juices that are released by the plant. The larger the prey 
the more digestive juices are released by the plant.

Time is also a factor. For example, only after two touch-
es of the hairs, within a 15-20 second time period, does the 
plant shut the trap. This way the plant can tell the difference 
between rain drops, other false alarms, and a live animal. 
Scientists say this keeps the plant from wasting energy.

Does this sound like something which “evolved” over 
millions, billions, or trillions of years? Did some blind cos-
mic watchmaker throw the dice again and again and again 
until he got it right? No sane person, whose eyes are not 
veiled to the truth by unbelief, could deny that this plant was 
designed by an intelligent designer. If you did not know bet-
ter, you could presume from its actions that this tiny plant 
had a mind. Evolutionists have even vainly laid out a “theo-
retical” way this plant could have evolved. When you read it 
,you laugh at their prejudice and vanity.

This lush planet is filled with examples of Intelligent 

Design. Why? From the tiny Venus Fly Trap to the ecologi-
cal intricacies of the African rainforest, God is sending us a 
message loud and clear—“I made this and I made you!” 

For thus saith the Lord that created the heavens; God him-
self that formed the earth and made it; he hath established 
it, he created it not in vain, he formed it to be inhabited: I 
am the Lord; and there is none else (Isa. 45:18).

Let us inoculate ourselves and our loved ones from the 
evolutionary propaganda which threatens to destroy faith. In 
the Day of Judgment, there will be no excuse for unbelief.

For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all 
ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, who hold the 
truth in unrighteousness; Because that which may be 
known of God is manifest in them; for God hath shewed 
it unto them. For the invisible things of him from the cre-
ation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by 
the things that are made, even his eternal power and God-
head; so that they are without excuse (Rom. 1:18-20).

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Watchmaker_analogy#William_Pal-
ey as of February 10, 2016
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Venus_flytrap as of February 
10,2016.
http://www.bbc.com/news/science-environment-35371349 as of 
February 10, 2016.
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A SINNER’S PRAYER
Sufficient to such a man is this punishment, which was 
inflicted of many.  So that contrariwise ye ought rather 
to forgive him, and comfort him, lest perhaps such a one 
should be swallowed up with overmuch sorrow.  Where-
fore I beseech you that ye would confirm your love toward 
him (2 Cor. 2:6-8).

The New Testament commands the church to withdraw 
fellowship from “every brother that walketh disorderly” 
(2 The. 3:6). In the 21st Century church of Christ not many 
congregations practice “church discipline.” Yet many claim 
long and loud that they follow the “pattern” of the New 
Testament in all they do. They usually drop from their rolls 
members who fall away and then they are forgotten. Friend-
ships, family ties, business associations, and just plain negli-
gence get in the way of obeying the Lord. They are concen-
trated on keeping every contributor to the church, not losing 
part of their income flow.

But true disfellowshipping is not a “shunning” or even 
“excommunication” (Loss of salvation) as some religious 
groups teach. It is a congregational effort of Christian love 
to save another’s soul (1 Cor. 5:4, 5).
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Recently, the congregation I serve along with brother 
Danny Douglas (the Central Church of Christ) after much 
thought and prayer decided to begin a process of withdraw-
ing fellowship from two of our brethren. We sent letters to 
two of them pleading with them to repent or we would with-
draw our fellowship from them in two weeks. We sent a third 
member a letter of withdrawal of fellowship effective im-
mediately.

The next Sunday we heard that one brother we had 
warned was seriously ill in the hospital. He suddenly quit 
attending worship months ago. Numerous attempts had been 
made to reach him in person, by phone and by letter.

Brother Danny determined he would go that very night 
and attempt to visit him in the hospital. I accompanied him. 
This fallen brother was in the Critical Care Unit. We both 
downed surgical gowns and gloves to enter his room, not 
knowing what to expect. I was surprised that we were greet-
ed warmly by him. After a brief conversation, brother Danny 
asked him if he wanted to repent of his sin and be restored 
to the church. With tears in his eyes this sinner said, “Yes!” 
Brother Danny and I prayed with this brother to the Father 
that he might be forgiven—a true “sinner’s prayer.”

At this writing, our brother is no longer a fallen brother 
but a restored saint. God be thanked! He is also slowly re-
covering from his illness. “Confess your faults one to an-
other, and pray one for another, that ye may be healed. 
The effectual fervent prayer of a righteous man availeth 
much” (Jam. 5:16).

Brethren, does the congregation you attend practice 
church discipline? If not, demand they do so. If they refuse, 
depart and cleave to one which does. The Lord will bless 
you. Withdrawal of fellowship, carried out the scriptural 
way, is a perfect example of agape or Christian love. Do we 
truly love our brethren? Do we love and cherish their soul? 
Do we want them to spend an eternity in Hell or in Heaven?

Brethren, if any of you do err from the truth, and one con-
vert him; Let him know, that he which converteth the sin-
ner from the error of his way shall save a soul from death, 
and shall hide a multitude of sins (Jam. 5:20).
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ASHDODISMS AT LIPSCOMB UNIVERSITY
In those days also saw I Jews that had married wives of 
Ashdod, of Ammon, and of Moab: And their children 
spake half in the speech of Ashdod, and could not speak in 
the Jews’ language, but according to the language of each 
people (Neh. 13:23,24).
Language is the main component of human communica-

tions. God made us that way. If you want to change some-
thing, whether politically, socially, or religiously, begin by 
changing the vocabulary. Change agents (spiritual terrorists) 
within the body of Christ are trying to change the vocabulary 
of the church of Christ to make it more like Satan’s realm— 

the so-called religious world.
I received a message the other day from Lipscomb Uni-

versity’s “Institute For Christian Living” advertising their 
upcoming “Nurture 2016.” The theme this year is “Expe-
rience God and Flourish.” What I read did not make me 
“flourish.”  What I read I did not recognize as a Christian 
and a student of the Bible. But as an observer of the Emerg-
ing Church Movement (ECM) and my familiarity with their 
vocabulary, it made perfect sense. The ECM is an ecumeni-
cal attempt to bring together elements of Roman Catholic 
and Greek Orthodox mysticism, pop-psychology, Eastern 
Religions, and New Ageism to make the practitioner “closer 
to God” and bring “spiritual renewal” to the church. This is 
another lie from Satan (2 The. 2:10-12). The Bible depart-
ments at LU and ACU are filled with disciples of the Emerg-
ing Church Movement.

Notice the following sentence from the announcement: 
“This year, we have spiritual directors, life coaches, and 
those facilitating formational prayer, with whom you can 
meet for a private session.”
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“SPIRITUAL DIRECTORS”
“Spiritual director” refers to someone who will counsel 

participants in this workshop “into life-forming experiences 
with the Holy Spirit” (Quote from the bio. of the featured 
speaker and director of ICS, Kris Miller.) No, this is not old 
fashioned, rolling in the aisle Pentecostalism, but it is just as 
heretical. It is not an “experience with the Holy Spirit” but a 
spasm of misguided emotion. Yes, we all may be counseled 
by a mature Christian, using the Bible. But when they imply 
that one needs something else IN ADDITON to the Bible to 
“experience God,” they deny the all-sufficiency of the Word 
of God and denigrate the true work of the Holy Spirit.

All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profit-
able for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruc-
tion in righteousness: That the man of God may be per-
fect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works (2 Tim. 3:16, 
17—emphasis mine).

“LIFE COACHES”
“Life coaching” is psycho-babel phrase foreign to the 

New Testament. It is “the process of helping people identify 
and achieve personal goals” (Wikipedia). Sounds harmless 
but the goal of ECM is to change individuals into something 
akin to chanting, meditating monks, or nuns. Why not study 
the scriptures together and make God’s goals your goals? “I 
have refrained my feet from every evil way, that I might 
keep thy word” (Psa. 119:101).

“FORMATIONAL PRAYER”
I found this definition of formational prayer by “Pro-

fessor” Terry Wardle of the Ashland (Ohio) Theological 
Seminary (An ECM nursery): “a ministry of the Holy Spirit, 
moving through a Christian caregiver, bringing the Healing 
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Freedom is the possession 
of only those who have

the courage to defend it.

Presence of Jesus Christ into the place of pain and broken-
ness within a wounded person.” Huh? Again they drag the 
Holy Spirit away from His rightful place working through 
the word of God (John 6:63; Eph. 6:17; 2 Pet. 1:20, 21). They 
equate some emotional release with the Holy Spirit. They 
are attempting to use prayer (most likely chanting/medita-
tion) to make it easier to trust one’s feelings rather than to 
obey God. Notice that the Holy Spirit is not mentioned as 
working though the word of God but through the “caregiver” 
(I am beginning to hate that word). I also imagine there is at 
least one lit candle in those “private sessions” and probably 
incense burning to bring “spirituality” to the occasion. This 
is the ECM “vain worship” (Mat. 15:9).

There is “nothing new under sun” (Ecc. 1:9) in the 
ashdodisms at LU. Satan has been at work there for quite 
a while. I know that brethren David Lipscomb, James A. 
Harding, E.A. Elam, H. Leo Boles, and other Godly men 
and women who sacrificed so much for their beloved school 
would be “spinning in their graves” if they knew what was 
going on at LU.  “Now the Spirit speaketh expressly, that 
in the latter times some shall depart from the faith, giv-
ing heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines of devils” (2 
Tim. 4:1).  
http://www.lipscomb.edu/news/event/detail/5913 as of February 
6, 2016.
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Coaching#Life_coaching as of Feb-
ruary 6, 2016.
http://www.retreat2him.com/formational_prayer as February 6, 
2016
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THE FOLLY OF MAN-MADE RELIGIOUS UNITY
“Then had the churches rest throughout all Judaea and 

Galilee and Samaria, and were edified; and walking in the fear 
of the Lord, and in the comfort of the Holy Ghost, were multi-
plied” (Acts 9:31). In the religious world one sees the monu-
ments to religious division and false doctrine all around. 
They are called “denominations.” Few of them claim to be 
the church one reads about in the New Testament, the church 
of Christ (Rom. 16:16), but A PART of that church. Some, 
such as the Anglican Communion (Church of England, Epis-
copal Church USA, etc.) are large bureaucratic beehives with 
millions of members (85 million worldwide) all claiming to 
be A PART (not the whole!) of the church of Christ. They 
have a mask of religiosity, ritual, piety, and do-gooderism 
which conceals a frothing mass of discontent and unbelief.

All is not well with the Anglican Communion. They have 
censured their counterpart in the United States, the Episco-
pal Church USA (ECUSA), from full participation in their 
religious shindigs for three years. Their transgression for 
this religious paddling is the altering of the church cannon 
(laws) to allow same-sex marriage among its members. This 
transgression has upset the more conservative elements of 
the Communion in “the South” (Africa & Asia). They have 
refused to fellowship the ECUSA for quite a while. Now 

they have persuaded the Church of England to go along with 
censure.

This is the utter, contemptible lie of denominational 
politics. Any outward show of unity masks inward division. 
“But the wicked are like the troubled sea; for it cannot 
rest, and its waters cast up mire and dirt.  There is no 
peace, saith my God, to the wicked” (Isa. 57:20, 21). The 
ultra-liberal ECUSA began ordaining women priests and 
homosexual priests many years ago; clearly ungodly and 
unscriptural! They hide behind a façade of “high church” 
or religious ritual borrowed from the Roman Catholics and 
the heathen. The Church of England, or Anglican Church 
is going down the same route but a bit slower. Both groups 
are hemorrhaging members. At their Canterbury, England, 
meeting recently, insiders fought and bit until this compro-
mise censure came out.  That is the nature of politics but not 
of the true church of Christ. Following a rather contentious 
meeting of the early church (cf. Acts 15), the Apostle Paul 
wrote the following: 

And when James, Cephas, and John, who seemed to be pil-
lars, perceived the grace that was given unto me, they gave 
to me and Barnabas the right hands of fellowship; that we 
should go unto the heathen, and they unto the circumci-
sion (Gal. 2:9).

This was not “agreeing to disagree” but an acknowledgment 
of the Truth of the Gospel and a submission to the Savior.

Religious division and compromise are horrid evils 
which foster unbelief in the word of God.

Neither for these only do I pray, but for them also that be-
lieve on me through their word; that they may all be one; 
even as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also 
may be in us: that the world may believe that thou didst 
send me (John 17:21, 22).

These folks are trying to save their man-made religion and 
their lofty positions in life—the heart and soul of denomina-
tionalism and the antithesis of New Testament Christianity. 
Such an attitude crucified the Lord of glory (John 11:47-53).

We must plead with our friends and loved ones to leave 
this denomination—ALL DENOMINATIONS! All denomi-
nations will be dealt with when Jesus returns. “But he an-
swered and said, Every plant, which my heavenly Father 
hath not planted, shall be rooted up” (Mat. 15:13). Let us 
know the true unity of obeying the word of God (John 8:31, 
32; 3:36—ASV).
http://www.bpnews.net/46156/episcopal-church-censured-for-
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    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 thescripturecache soon. —Dub McClish 

The Scripturecache—New Website!
Exposition, Exegesis, and Commentary on a  

variety of Bible Topics and Passages 

gay-marriage-stance, as of January 22, 2015.
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THE HOPE OF THE GOSPEL
“Likewise, I say unto you, there is joy in the presence of 
the angels of God over one sinner that repenteth” (Luke 
14:10).

Monday, January 11, 2016, I was listening to the news 
and two glaring events dominated the newscast: the death of 
David Bowe and the profane, vulgar Golden Globe Awards 
Show the night before.

David Bowie was a rock star. I remember when he burst 
onto the music scene in the late 1960s. He was known back 
then for being “bisexual.” He sometimes claimed to be ho-
mosexual but the last twenty years he lived as a heterosex-
ual, married man with three children. His death was treated 
by the media as if a great and noble personage had passed 
into eternity.

The Golden Globe Awards show is an annual event hon-
oring acting, that I never watch. But, by all accounts, this 
year it was a vulgar exhibition of profanity and sexual in-
nuendo, with much of the dialogue bleeped out. This took 
place in a time slot which used to be known as the “Family 
Viewing Hour” or 8-9 p.m. EST. Most of the reporting cen-
tered on the various states of nudity actresses exhibited in 
their attire for the show.

Our once vibrant society has descended to the depths 
of lasciviousness in the last two generations. I am ashamed 
of the pseudo-culture of the United States and it tears at my 
heart to see her in such a state. The moral, spiritual and ethi-
cal vacuum grows deeper each day.

Yet what can the Christian do about it? Hand wringing, 
article writing, and complaining goes only so far. Fill that 
vacuum with Christ—live, think and act as Jesus would! In 
the face of an ungodly world, become Godly! 

Ye are the light of the world. A city that is set on an hill 
cannot be hid. Neither do men light a candle, and put it 
under a bushel, but on a candlestick; and it giveth light 
unto all that are in the house. Let your light so shine before 
men, that they may see your good works, and glorify your 
Father which is in heaven (Mat. 5:14-16).

We must begin by purging sin from our own lives. The 
Apostle Paul and the Holy Spirit viewed the rotting Gentile 
world of the First Century A.D. and exclaimed, “Wherefore 
God also gave them up…” (Rom. 1:24). In his epistle to the 
Roman church, he pivoted to the religious Jews and wrote, 
“Therefore thou art inexcusable, O man, whosoever thou 
art that judgest: for wherein thou judgest another, thou 
condemnest thyself; for thou that judgest doest the same 
things” (Rom. 2:1). He was condemning them for their hy-
pocrisy in shaking their heads at the Gentiles while tolerat-
ing sin in their own lives. To bring the Light to a godless 
culture, one must first rid themselves of sin.

Knowing this, that our old man is crucified with him, that 
the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we 
should not serve sin…Let not sin therefore reign in your 
mortal body, that ye should obey it in the lusts thereof. 
Neither yield ye your members as instruments of unrigh-
teousness unto sin: but yield yourselves unto God, as those 
that are alive from the dead, and your members as instru-
ments of righteousness unto God (Rom. 6:6, 12, 13).



Contending for the Faith—January/February/2016                                                                                                          23

The ONLY hope for our dying world is the Gospel. Why 
not show the above mentioned verses (or other verses) to 
your lost neighbor, brother, sister, uncle, aunt, friend, enemy, 
etc? They might pull a knife on you (unlikely!) or just turn 
away with rolled eyes or they might begin to think. Many 
people do not know a single Bible verse and yet they still 
are repulsed when sin in their lives is humbly pointed out 
to them (Acts 2:36-37; 24:24-25; Rom. 7:24). Why not give 
the Bible a chance to do its work and produce the hope of 
the Gospel in this world?  “So shall my word be that goeth 
forth out of my mouth: it shall not return unto me void, 

but it shall accomplish that which I please, and it shall 
prosper in the thing whereto I sent it” (Isa. 55:11). “And 
of some have compassion, making a difference:  And oth-
ers save with fear, pulling them out of the fire; hating 
even the garment spotted by the flesh” (Jude 22, 23).

—2330 Moore Court
Columbia, TN 38401

fefefe
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There is a strong consensus among some in the brother-
hood today that you should never call names when it comes 
to identifying one who is a proponent of false doctrine. It is 
viewed as an act of hostility if you name a brother who is 
publicly espousing a scripturally untenable position..

It has been a practice of mine, as long as I have been 
preaching, to call attention to what some brethren are say-
ing on certain issues, and to mention their names in con-
nection with it, if necessary. In those areas wherein some 
brethren are propagating false and dangerous notions, it is 
always necessary to mention their names in connection with 
it. If a brother has written a divisive book or made heretical 
statements publicly, then we should not hesitate to let people 
know what is being said and who is saying it. It would be 
less than honest to do otherwise. To simply say that “some 
brethren” suggest thus and so is not enough to warn others of
what is being taught and who is teaching it. If there is an is-
sue troubling the brotherhood of Christ and there is a brother 
out there promoting it, then, we need to know who it is that 
is saying it is so that we can heed the New Testament injunc-
tion to “mark them which cause divisions and offences 
contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; and 
avoid them” (Rom. 16:17). You cannot mark a phantom and 
avoid an unknown. Thus, you cannot obey God by treating 
the false teacher with nameless courtesy. The obligation that 
we have to mark and avoid the false teacher is greater than 
his self-perceived “right” to say and publish anything he 
wants to no matter how twisted, and expect none to raise an 
eyebrow or say anything by way of criticism.

It is not vindictive pride that prompts me to suggest to 
you that calling the names of false teachers, whether in or 
out of the church of our Lord, is right and proper. The prec-
edent for such a straightforward approach has been set by Je-
sus and His inspired apostles. Jesus said, “Beware ye of the 
leaven of the Pharisees, which is hypocrisy” (Luke 12:1). 
In that brief statement, He identified both the problem to be 

avoided and the ones responsible for promoting it, thus, vio-
lating liberal etiquette on both counts. Again, Paul wrote of a
doctrinal concern of his day, saying: 

And their word will eat as doth a canker: of whom is Hy-
menaeus and Philetus; Who concerning the truth have 
erred, saying that the resurrection is past already; and 
overthrow the faith of some (2 Tim. 2:17-18).

Let the brother who thinks that calling names is wrong tell 
wherein Paul erred in the above statement. If he cannot be so 
bold, then, let him tell wherein we err if we do as Paul did.

It is right and proper to call the names of those teach-
ing falsely in order that others might know. One day another 
will call their name and they will answer. We pray for their 
repentance before that time

—602 S. Parker Road, Ste 109
Denver, CO 80231

www.piedmontcoc.net

Calling the Names of False Teachers
Lester Kamp
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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) 989-8155.

-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., 

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.

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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 This 2016 lectureship book, edited by David Brown, 
contains the material presented at the Contending for the 
Faith lectureship, hosted by the Spring Church of Christ. It 
serves at least two valuable purposes: 1) It provides funda-
mental Bible teaching on such important matters as baptism 
in the Holy Spirit, speaking in tongues, and the nature of 
and cessation of miracles; and 2) It updates brethren on the 
present-day thinking of some leaders of the current digres-
sion in the church.

The first chapter (appropriately) deals with, “What Con-
stitutes Fatal Error?” This is the definition provided that is 
then elaborated on with examples to illustrate the point.

I am affirming that any doctrine causing one to omit or 
violate a God-authorized obligation pertaining to becoming 
a Christian, or that is necessary to living the Christian life, is 
a false doctrine that constitutes “fatal error” (3).

This definition should be examined closely. God is the 
only One Who may authorize what we do and what we teach 
(Col. 3:17). Therefore, Christians cannot do what God has 
not authorized with respect to becoming a Christian, offering 
acceptable worship, or living the Christian life, nor can they 
omit what He requires to be done. We know that it has been 
Satan’s goal from the very beginning to separate man from 
God, and he does that by encouraging us to ignore what God 
said—His authority.  

The devil can have no greater delight than to pervert the 

RECOMMENDED READING: 
FATAL ERROR ABOUT THE HOLY SPIRIT

Gary W. Summers

way in which one is saved in the Scriptures—so that people 
think they are Christians when they are not.  Having failed 
in preventing believers from obeying the true gospel, Satan 
next delights in seeing that our worship becomes perverted, 
as with Cain not giving God what He required (Gen. 4:1-
7), or as Nadab and Abihu did when they offered to God 
that which was not authorized (Lev. 10:1-2). The third area 
of emphasis that Satan then goes after is to keep Christians 
from living properly (for example, violating the principles 
clearly set forth in Galatians 5:19-23).  

Errors regarding the Holy Spirit may affect all three of 
these areas. Calvinism teaches that a person can only respond 
to the gospel if the Holy Spirit allows him to; those sitting 
around waiting to feel drawn may be forever disappointed 
because they have never had a personal subjective “experi-
ence,” thus confirming they are one of the “chosen.” Second, 
errors pertaining to the Holy Spirit will cause some to think 
they ought to be speaking in tongues or prophesying, thus 
perverting today’s worship. The third area that affects Chris-
tian living is thinking that the Holy Spirit will somehow pro-
vide extra strength in resisting temptation, granting wisdom 
directly to the individual, or directly communicating with 
him in various situations.

The remainder of this essay delves into examples of what 
are matters of obligation and matters of option. Also enu-

America’s Waning Confidence—Lee Moses................................7
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Christians—The Saved–Are in the Church–Jerry Brewer.....12
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Editorial...

The big and terrible problem with what this cartoon depicts is 
that there is a spoon/fork combination that is neither a fork nor a 
spoon. The law of the excluded middle is a law of Logic demand-
ing, in the case of the cartoon, that a thing is either a spoon or not 
a spoon, a fork or not a fork. Thus, in the cartoon there should 
be another door for the singular entity known as a combination 
spoon/fork. In other words, it is either a spoon/fork or not. 

In human beings there are ONLY males and females of the 
species. There is no human entity that is a combination male/fe-
male as there is a combination spoon/fork as depicted in the above 
cartoon, which combination spoon/fork is neither a spoon nor a 
fork, but its own entity. 

Just because a human being thinks strongly and with regular-
ity that he is George Washington, or that he is a goat, or a horse, 
does not make him what he thinks he is. The same is true when 
a male thinks he is a female or vice versa. We understand when 
someone thinks he is George Washington, or a goat, etc., that 
one’s thinking does not actually make him what he thinks he is. 
We recognize that for one to truly think one is a goat, or whatever, 
or whoever, that such a mental state indicates one is mentally ill.

One’s powers of thought, no matter how strong, will not 
change one’s DNA. As Jesus said, “Which of you by taking 
thought can add one cubit unto his stature” (Mat. 6:27)? If by 
thinking, one cannot “add one cubit unto his stature,” certainly 
one’s thinking by no means is strong enough to change one person 
from one sex to the other, or into a sexless human. I find it interest-
ing that people never think themselves into being sexless humans. 

If a male who thinks he is a female, thus seeing himself as a 
female, must be permitted to use a woman’s toilet that is peopled 
by a woman or women, then according to that logic, if one truly 
thinks he is a supreme court justice, that person must be permitted 
to be who he thinks he is. If not, why not?

We are witnessing the natural and unbridled lusts of the Sod-
omites and the promulgation of the agenda of so-called transgen-
ders by the government, education, corporations, and others who 
love and make a lie. To the nation’s great hurt, this kind of im-
moral and self-inflicted lunacy is exposing us more and more to 
the corruption that is in the world through lust. It is nonsense gone 
to a sinful seed.

—David P. Brown, Editor
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Friday, June 10
7:00 pm          Nature of a Type               Terry Hightower
8:00 pm          Interpretation of Types     David P. Brown

Saturday, June 11
9:00 am          Prophet                               Michael Hatcher
10:00 am        Priest                                             Doug Post
11:00 am        King                                          Wayne Blake
     Lunch Break
1:00 pm         O. T . Sacrifices                  Terry Hightower
2:00 pm         Passover                            Harrell Davidson
3:00 pm         Open Forum
     Dinner Break
7:00 pm         Abraham                                   Jerry Brewer
8:00 pm         Typical Places                          Jess Whitlock

Sunday, June 12
9:00 am         Jonah                                     Daniel Denham
10:00 am       Abraham’s Sacrifice
                       of Isaac                                       Paul Vaughn
     Lunch and Dinner Break
1:00 pm         Noah’s Ark                                Wayne Blake
2:00 pm         Melchizedek                                  Lee Moses

Monday, June 13
9:00 am           Wilderness Wanderings         Paul Vaughn
10:00 am         Moses                                           Geoff Litke
11:00 am         Hosea                                             Doug Post
     Lunch Break
1:00 pm          David                                              Gene Hill
2:00 pm          Adam                                            John West
3:00 pm          Open Forum
     Dinner Break
7:00 pm          Sabbath                                Daniel Denham
8:00 pm          Types of Baptism               Harrell Davidson

Tuesday, June 14
9:00 am          The Serpent in the
                        Wilderness                                Jerry Brewer
10:00 am         Joshua                                          John West
11:00 am         Cities of Refuge                   David P. Brown
      Lunch Break
1:00 pm          Restoration                              Jess Whitlock
2:00 pm          The Court                                       Gene Hill
3:00 pm          Open Forum
     Dinner Break
7:00 pm          The Holy Place                            Geoff Litke
8:00 pm           The Holy of Holies                           Lee Moses

41st Annual Bellview Lectures
June 10 – 14, 2016

Typology

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 Lec-
tures when making your reservations. If you are planning on 
attending the lectureship you may want to make your motel 
reservations early.

Books
The lectureship book, Typology, will be available for pur-

chase. The price has not yet been determined. The book will 
contain 27 chapters and will be a spiral-bound book. Everyone 
will want to purchase a copy and perhaps additional copies for 
gifts. The books will not be mailed until after the lectures are 

Bellview Lectures Information
over.

Books-on-CD
The Bellview lectureship books (1975-1976, 1978, 1988-
2005, 2007-2016) will be available on CD in Adobe PDF. The
price of the CD is $37.75. The CD also includes the Defender
(1970, 1972-2015), Beacon (1972, 1974-2015), and other ma-
terial.

Meals
The ladies of the Bellview Church of Christ will provide a 

complimentary lunch on Saturday, Monday, and Tuesday. For 
all other meals, a list of restaurants will be available at the reg-
istration tables.

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

view them live on the Internet:

www.bellviewcoc.com/lectures.phpOpen Forum Questions
Send questions to: mhatcher@gmail.com
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Who has been a member of the Lord’s church for very 
long and does not know of Jesus’ plea for unity in John 17:20-
21? Who does not know of Paul’s rebuke to the Corinthians for 
being divided over personalities (1 Cor. 1:10-13)? How often 
have we recognized that Paul called those Corinthians carnal-
minded (1 Cor. 3:1-4)? Virtually all brethren know these truths, 
yet unity does not exist. Furthermore, all agree with these 
principles, yet unity does not exist. Why not?

In February, the Gospel Advocate published some articles 
on the subject of unity. The first of these says that humility 
is the first essential ingredient, which is one of the key rea-
sons behind division. If brethren would practice humility, al-
most any matter could be cleared up—because many of them 
involve past mistakes. Pride prevents brethren from saying, 
“I’m sorry” or “I made a mistake.” No, rather than do that, a 
situation remains unresolved for days, months, and years. Of 
course, if a difficulty between two individuals were confined to 
them, at least, it would only involve two parties. But how often 
does that ever happen? Pretty soon others are dragged into the 
fray, thus establishing a barrier that will unlikely be torn down 
any time soon. Escalation usually results.

Other qualities frequently absent in conflicts are gentle-
ness, patience, and love (pages 12-14). People become so out-
raged in a personal dispute that the civility we all know ought 
to exist immediately flies out the window, taking with it any 
chance of reconciliation. We would all be appalled if a brother 
became so angry that he struck a fellow Christian. Why are we 
not equally distressed when a brother (or sister) becomes so 
angry that a grudge develops that lasts for years? Neither one 
is right, yet we condemn the former and say nothing about the 
latter.

Another article correctly states that unity could be 
achieved if we all listened to Jesus. The fact is that we do not, 
nor will that unwillingness change. This precept is obviously 
for other people to keep. If I do not abide by it, I have justifi-
able reasons. Oh, sure, we all quickly criticize denominational 
folks who deny the authority of Christ, but if we do so, it’s all 
right. What’s that unflattering term for people who do that?  
Oh, that’s right—hypocrites. Is that designation a bit strong?  
Hang on. There’s no shortage of proof.

“Unity is possible when brethren devote themselves more 
to the teaching of the biblical text than they do to their opin-
ions, traditions, or desires” (20).  That is exactly correct, but 
again it is not followed. If our first priority was to God and 
His Word, and we committed ourselves to unity, a number of 
the divisions we currently have would have long since been 
resolved. Is this a harsh indictment of brethren? If we know the 
truth and the importance of unity, then, yes, it is—because we 
fail to take our responsibility seriously.

WHY UNITY DOES NOT PREVAIL
 IN THE LORD’S CHURCH

Gary W. Summers

Barriers to Unity
Pride has done so much damage to the kingdom of heaven 

that only error surpasses it. In fact, pride prevents many doc-
trinal errors from being changed, also. For example, some-
one may have taught a particular thing that he had not quite 
thought through. When challenged somewhat, rather than ad-
mit he may have overstated the case, he digs in his heels and 
goes even further than he had originally. He ends up defending 
what he would have condemned only a short time previously.  
The more resistance he meets with, the more certain he be-
comes that his false doctrine (and now all of its applications as 
well) are correct.

The process occurs something like this. I cannot admit to 
having taught or practiced error because I am Brother Highly 
Regarded, and it will damage my reputation if I back away 
from anything I have ever taught. Rather than admit having 
misstated something or making a correction, which brethren 
would have welcomed, the choice is made to entrench one-
self even further. Sadly, some never emerge from the quagmire 
they have created.

But even worse than situations involving error are those 
where none exists. Both sides are Christians who otherwise 
adhere to Biblical teaching. “Aunt Matilda said she would fix 
a blueberry pie to take to the potluck.” “No, she never said 
that. She only said she would think about it.” “But she was 
seen buying blueberries at the grocery store.” “So what? It’s 
a free country. Maybe she was going to use them later in the 
week for a family get-together.” “Now, look. Everybody ex-
pected her to bring the pie to the church supper, and Cousin 
Murgatroid was greatly offended that he didn’t get his usual 
piece—especially since he had given her $5.00 to purchase 
the ingredients.” ”She never understood that the money was to 
be used for blueberries. Anyway, he didn’t have to be so vocal 
about it at the dinner.”  “Well, I don’t know. He gave her the 
money and expected just one piece. And it wasn’t there!”  

Pretty soon there are allegations that Aunt Matilda prob-
ably had used the money to buy something else and that she 
refused to make the pie to get even for a practical joke Cousin 
Murgatroid had played on her favorite niece. “He didn’t know 
that the Jack-in-the-box would actually explode.” “Well, what 
else did he think gunpowder would do when ignited by a 
spark?” On and on the silliness goes. So there have been two 
churches in the town of Harmony (population 300) for nearly 
40 years now. Aunt Matilda and Cousin Murgatroid are long 
gone, but the feud continues. Would it have been so hard for 
the woman to have apologized for not making the pie and offer 
to fix one he could have all to himself? As sad as such a situa-
tion might be, it could be worse. Brethren from other congre-
gations could have chosen sides, also.
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So, people are offended and refuse to be placated.  Defen-
siveness sets in, and people begin assigning motives to others 
which were never even thought of.  Humility, gentleness, pa-
tience, and love cannot be found in evidence. An “Us Versus 
Them” mentality forms, and unity falls by the wayside.  What 
is more important—someone’s feelings, or the church of the 
Lord?  Division loudly proclaims the wrong answer.

Lack of Communication (obviously) keeps brethren from 
resolving problems.William Shakespeare died 400 years 
ago—on April 23, 1616, which is the reason Google had his 
picture (along with scenes from some of his famous plays) on 
their Website that day. Othello, one of his famous tragedies, 
involves a trusted friend getting the title character to believe 
something that was not true. He contrived situations and infor-
mation to make it look as though Othello’s innocent wife, Des-
demona, was cheating on him with one of his military men, 
Cassio. So inflamed does he become with jealousy and rage 
that he kills her. Only too late does he discover that she had 
always been faithful to him and that he had been “played.”

Logically, the tragedy could have been avoided if he had 
taken the time to talk with her. She never had a chance to ex-
plain anything and did not even know that she had been ac-
cused of wrongdoing. Likewise, how many times do breth-
ren fail to sit down with each other to discuss a problem in a 
non-hostile environment? One brother had a lot of animosity 
toward an eldership but was asked to sit down and talk with 
them. He clearly had some anger issues, but to his credit he 
controlled himself. The meeting got off to a bumpy start, but 
after some questions were asked and answered, it became clear 
that someone had been feeding him misinformation. Commu-
nication resolved the problem. Unfortunately, these circum-
stances are all too rare. Often, it is the case that someone or 
some group has done a hatchet job on a preacher, an eldership, 
or a congregation, and they may not even be aware of what has 
been alleged. Brethren can make no attempt to solve a problem 
when they do not know it exists.

When some brethren are asked why they have not tried to 
effect unity with others, they shrug their shoulders and say, “It 
will not do any good.”  One wonders how they know that when 
they have not tried. Preconceived ideas, suspicions, and ru-
mors (apparently accepted) will not suffice as reasons to make 
no effort to achieve unity with our brethren for whom Christ 
died.  

If one church knows that a sister congregation has depart-
ed from the truth, then we are not dealing with the same thing.  
If they have announced publicly that they will have women 
serve as deaconesses or that they are adding instruments of 
music to the worship (any worship), then they have clearly 
rejected the authority of the Scriptures. But many things that 
occur are not nearly this drastic, and perhaps loving communi-
cation might help. We should not make the mistake of assum-
ing that brethren delight in practicing error; oftentimes they 
lack knowledge.

Intentionally rejecting what the Scriptures teach leads to 
division.  How incongruous is it for Christians to extol, “how 

good and pleasant it is for brethren to dwell in unity!” (Psa. 
133:1)—but then do nothing to make it happen! As already 
discussed, pride is a compelling factor in propagating division, 
as is the failure to communicate. This third barrier overlaps 
with the second, but it involves a direct violation of what Jesus 
said to do.

Jesus taught:  “Moreover if your brother sins against 
you, go and tell him his fault between you and him alone. If 
he hears you, you have gained your brother” (Mat. 18:15).  
How often does a wounded brother or sister tell almost every-
one BUT that individual? By this time, the difficulty has already 
spread, and chances of resolution have diminished.  Some may 
have already chosen “sides” based on partiality rather than on 
evidence. Or the offended soul may keep the problem to him-
self, saying nothing at the time, but allowing his feelings of 
anger to fester. Later they may express themselves in a way 
totally unrelated to this initial situation.  Someone may ask 
him, “Why are you so vehement against this brother?” “Well, 
he has done other things before this,” comes the response, but 
since he never discussed it, he does not know if the original 
problem may have only been a misunderstanding. Jesus was 
wise to insist on communication because most things between 
brethren of good will can be mended.

An offended brother has an obligation to communicate.  
“Go” sounds a lot like a command. On the other hand, what if 
a person knows that a fellow Christian has something against 
him? Jesus covered that, too:

Therefore if you bring your gift to the altar, and there 
remember that your brother has something against 
you, leave your gift there before the altar, and go your 
way. First be reconciled to your brother, and then come 
and offer your gift (Mat. 5:23-24).
Unity is so important that Jesus does not want anything to 

get in the way of it. Did someone indicate that he was offended 
by something a Christian said or did? He should then go to 
him—make the time to sort out what happened—find out what 
it is that is troubling another. Jesus wants problems resolved so 
that unity would exist in His church and so that nothing would 
hinder the work.

Yet brethren will not apply these principles. On a few 
occasions, concerned brethren have telephoned or written to 
protest something they deemed offensive only to be greeted 
with a huge yawn and an “I really don’t care” attitude. How is 
that fulfilling Matthew 18:15? Or Matthew 5:23-24? Some just 
refuse to communicate, period. On the other hand, conscien-
tious brethren have never refused to meet with or discuss an 
issue with a brother. What some apparently fail to realize is 
that neglecting to do these two things is being disobedient to 
the Lord.  Surely, the Lord, Who gave His life for the church, 
cannot be happy that some are not nearly so interested in unity 
as they profess.

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792
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(Continued From Page 1)
merated are six errors regarding the Holy Spirit that would 
be fatal to the Christian if he believed them (12). The second 
chapter discusses the claim by some that we need the direct 
help of the Holy Spirit to keep us from sin. (If this is the 
case, then whose fault is it when we sin?) A special emphasis 
is given to the fact that such teachings (whether intended or 
not) attack the all-sufficiency of the Scriptures (26-30).

Some are now claiming that the promise of Holy Spirit 
baptism in Matthew 3:11 is something that all Christians 
receive, which is something that Mac Deaver has begun to 
teach in recent years. He has made this position known both 
in books and articles that he has written, as well as in pub-
lic debates that he has held on Holy Spirit-related issues. 
Ironically it is his father, Roy Deaver, who is cited to re-
fute Mac’s teaching. In fact, two quotes by his father utterly 
refute Mac’s interpretation of Matthew 3:11 and are well 
worth noting (38, 40).

The following words begin the next topic:
The doctrine that men today are “Spirit-filled” or “filled 
with the Holy Spirit” is one of those doctrines that was 
once peculiar to Pentecostals. But, like many other false 
Pentecostal doctrines, it has become trans-denomina-
tional and even churches of Christ—who ought to know 
better—now describe themselves as “Spirit-filled” (41).
Some might wonder what is wrong with being “Spir-

it-filled.” After all, if we follow the teachings of the Holy 
Spirit as He inspired the New Testament, can we not be 
said to be “Spirit-filled”? Yes, but as the above quote indi-
cated, that is not the way the phrase is being defined. Those 
“brethren” using this description refer to a direct, personal 
leading of the Spirit—separate from what the Word teaches. 
Cited are quotes from a congregation in Altus, Oklahoma, 
one in Highland Oaks in Dallas, one in Wichita, Kansas, and 
one called “The Branch” (formerly the church in Farmers 
Branch, Texas) (41-43).

It has become the mantra of those who introduce error 
to say, “Well, we studied the subject and prayed about it.” 
Especially have such statements been used to allow women 
to preach or teach publicly and to introduce mechanical in-
strumental music. It is always the same line. Studying the 
subject is good, but praying about it is not going to elicit 
any more information from God than we already have.  Yet 
when The Branch began using mechanical instrumental mu-
sic, they stated how they arrived at such a decision: “This 
conclusion is the result of much prayer and considerable 
study of the Scriptures on this matter.”  Whose wisdom did 
they study—Max Lucado’s? The Scriptures do not support 
their actions.

One question that many brethren have considered is, “In 
the New Testament, who received the baptism of the Holy 
Spirit?” One of the passages to consider is Acts 2.  Although 

most brethren have taught for decades that only the apostles 
received the baptism of the Holy Spirit on Pentecost, Mac 
Deaver has departed from that position and now claims that 
all 120 were. Several reasons are cited to explain why that is 
not the case (61-62). The design and purpose of Holy Spirit 
baptism is also delineated (62-64). Several writers point out 
the fact that by the time Paul wrote Ephesians 4:4-6, there 
was only one baptism and that was the one for the forgive-
ness of sins (64-66).

In the section on John 3:5, the following teaching by 
Mac Deaver is refuted:

But before a man can be given the indwelling of the 
Spirit, he must be regenerated by the Spirit so that his 
nature is changed. And this is clearly when a man is bap-
tized in water. As a man’s body is lowered in the water, 
when it is submerged in the water, the Holy Spirit sub-
merges that man’s human spirit within himself to change 
his nature. And at the very precise moment when God 
considers that man no longer sinner but now saint, at 
that precise instant, the regenerating submerging Spirit 
moves from the outside to the inside of that heart (Tit. 
3:5; Gal. 4:6) (76).
The verses cited do not confirm the heretical view es-

poused above. No verse talks about immersing the human 
spirit into the Divine Spirit, as a careful Bible student would 
immediately recognize. Again, if it were the case, then whose 
fault is it when man sins? We know that Peter, for example, 
was actually baptized in the Holy Spirit (Acts 2:1-4). No 
one (in his right mind) would even think about denying that 
fact. So how do we explain that Peter later sinned and was 
to be blamed, thus necessitating that Paul rebuke him (Gal. 
2:11-14)?  Since his human spirit had unquestionably been 
immersed into the Holy Spirit, how was Peter able to sin?  

The purpose of Holy Spirit baptism was not to change 
the nature of the human being. Jesus told the apostles that 
they would receive power when the Holy Spirit came upon 
them. They were emboldened to preach the Word of God 
(Luke 24:49, Acts 1:8). They were able to speak in tongues 
as a sign to unbelievers and to glorify God. Neither baptism 
in water nor the Holy Spirit changed anyone’s nature. Bap-
tism in water changed their state from one of condemnation 
to one of salvation.  And this occurs—not by what the Holy 
Spirit does—but by what the blood of Christ does in washing 
away our sins (Rev. 1:5). By His blood we are washed, sanc-
tified, and justified (1 Cor. 6:11). The role of the Spirit was to 
reveal truth so that people could obey the truth. He also bore 
witness to the truth with miracles, signs, and wonders. He 
tells us how to become mature Christians (2 Pet. 1:5-11; Gal. 
5:22-23). Deaver has assigned to the Spirit what He Himself 
does not claim.

Much more is presented on various aspects of this topic 
(see particularly pages 81-94). Another fatal error is the con-
cept of “special illumination” by the Holy Spirit—the idea 
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that the Spirit not only inspired the Bible to be written, but 
He has to make clear to us what those words mean. In other 
words, the Spirit must “directly” enable the Christian to UN-
DERSTAND Scripture. One problem with this claim is that, 
among all who claim to be directly helped by the Spirit, they 
cannot agree on the meaning of various passages (95-118).  
More than a page full of endnotes is included.

An excellent analysis of the Jonathan Jones’ speech at 
Freed-Hardeman University in 2014 is given (119-39). Sev-
eral quotations from that presentation at the lectures reveal 
the direction that many (including some at FHU?) are lean-
ing toward at the current time, and the refutation of these 
errors is superb. Chapters such as these are worth the price 
of the book. More outstanding material, (including the dis-
tinction between Calvinism and Arminianism) immediately 
follows with a careful look at “John Wesley’s Second Work 
of Grace” (140-41). Wesley is the forerunner of much that 
some are claiming today.

Do people come to Christ because of the teaching in the 
Word, or must the Holy Spirit specifically draw them (152-
62)? What does John 14-16 actually teach about the Holy 
Spirit (163-75)? One passage that has been especially butch-
ered is Acts 2:38-39. What is set forth on this passage (and 
others) is crucial. One quote from John T. Lewis on Mark 
16:16 is especially pertinent; he asked: “Did you ever hear 
a Baptist, Methodist, or Presbyterian preacher tell sinners to 
do what Christ said to tell them?” (181). Likewise, they will 

not preach what Peter did on the Day of Pentecost, either.  
Mark 16:15-20 is also covered (186-91).

Many have heard of the “oneness” doctrine—that Je-
sus is the only person in the Godhead; this error is set forth 
and soundly refuted (192-205). Other chapters deal with 
“The Nature and Purpose of Miracles,” “The Laying on of 
Hands,” “Speaking in Tongues,” along with what the New 
Testament says about when such spiritual gifts would cease.  
Sections dealing with specific Scriptures include John 7:37-
39, 1 Corinthians 12:13 and 13:8-13, and Joel 2:28-32. Other 
doctrinal sections include an analysis of Calvin’s teaching 
on “Irresistible Grace” and the idea that the Holy Spirit is not 
a Person. The book closes with two chapters on “The Single 
Woman” and “The Married Woman.”

Faithful brethren should not underestimate the impact 
that some “Christian” preachers are having with these errors. 
Many churches and elderships no longer know the Book as 
they once did. Neither have they kept themselves familiar 
with what is occurring in the church.  Most of us want to 
believe the best of our brethren and have forgotten that Satan 
can present himself as an angel of light (2 Cor. 11:13-15).  
This book provides the opportunity for everyone to see what 
is happening NOW, as well as where it all originated.  At this 
time the book is available only on CD. It may be ordered 
from Contending for the Faith, (281) 350-5516. 

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792

According to a recent Gallup poll, Americans have 
lost confidence in most major American institutions. The 
poll shows a significant decline in Americans’ confidence 
in Congress, the presidency, the Supreme Court, banks, or-
ganized religion, news media, and the police.1 Not only are 
Americans losing trust in American institutions, according 
to another poll, Americans are losing trust in each other.2 

One writer concluded, “All in all, it’s a picture of a nation 
discouraged about its present and worried about its future, 
and highly doubtful that its institutions can pull America out 
of its trough.”3

It is not the purpose of this article to determine whether 
or not America’s citizens and major institutions are worthy 
of the nation’s confidence. But it is worth asking whether 
or not America’s waning trust in God lies at the heart of 
America’s generally waning confidence. While federal cur-
rency still claims, “In God We Trust”, far fewer Americans 
are regularly attending religious services or regularly read-
ing and studying their Bibles than in decades past. God’s 

influence has been removed from the public sphere. How is 
it that waning American confidence in God can lead to wan-
ing American confidence in America itself?

First of all, those who trust in God are generally more 
worthy of trust. Those who seek to live by Biblical principles 
know that “lying lips are an abomination to the LORD” 
(Pro. 12:22). They know that “all liars shall have their part 
in the lake which burneth with fire and brimstone: which 
is the second death” (Rev. 21:8). As such they will speak 
the truth and keep their word even to their own personal 
detriment (Psa.15:4). They will seek to be impartial (Lev. 
19:5; Pro. 24:23; Jam. 2:1). An aspiring politician recently 
observed that people of faith make better leaders, because 
faith gives one empathy, humility, and optimism—all desir-
able leadership traits.

Another recent poll shows that “More than two thirds 
(69 percent) believe that American values have declined, 
and they point to political corruption, increased materialism, 

AMERICA’S WANING CONFIDENCE
Lee Moses

(Continued on Page 13)
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And they said, Go to, let us build us a city and a tower, 
whose top may reach unto heaven; and let us make us a 
name, lest we be scattered abroad upon the face of the 
whole earth. And the LORD came down to see the city 
and the tower, which the children of men builded. And the 
LORD said, Behold, the people is one, and they have all 
one language; and this they begin to do: and now noth-
ing will be restrained from them, which they have imag-
ined to do. Go to, let us go down, and there confound their 
language, that they may not understand one another’s 
speech. So the LORD scattered them abroad from thence 
upon the face of all the earth: and they left off to build the 
city. Therefore is the name of it called Babel; because the 
LORD did there confound the language of all the earth: 
and from thence did the LORD scatter them abroad upon 
the face of all the earth (Gen. 11:4-9).

On a plain in the land of Shinar (Gen. 11:2), the people 
started a “unity movement.” Instead of  multiplying and 
spreading throughout the earth as God had commanded them 
(Gen. 9:7), they decided to do as they pleased. Adam Clarke 
aptly observes: “Being therefore strictly united in all things, 
coming to the fertile plains of Shinar they proposed to settle 
themselves there, instead of spreading themselves over all 
the countries of the earth, according to the design of God...” 

The “unity movement” at Babel has its modern day 
counterparts in the community church movement and others 
who are caught up in “unity-in-diversity” efforts, seeking to 
unify while ignoring the doctrine of Christ (cf. 2 John 9). 
They were “unified” in their efforts to do their own thing in 
defiance of the will of the living God! Unity without God is 
no good. Atheists and humanists may unify in their efforts 
to denounce faith in God. Muslim terrorists unify in their 
efforts to destroy innocent human lives. The Watch Tower 
Society goes out in unison to spread their false doctrines. 
Those at Babel were unified, but they were also displeasing 
to God. It was not Divine unity! God destroyed their efforts, 
just as one day He will root up every thing that He has not 
authorized (cf. Mat. 15:13; 7;21-23).

The people at Babel had the numbers. Yet, this did 
not make them right! In the heart of Houston, Texas, Joel 
Osteen proclaims his enticing message to thousands every 
week in the enormous facility which houses “Lakewood 
Church.” Yet, they are all lost! God is no more pleased with 
Osteen’s false doctrines and his multitudes than He was with 
the wicked world of Noah’s day (Gen. 6:1-13). Many way-
ward congregations, which are now located where faithful 
churches of Christ once met, are growing in number. They 
are no longer the Lord’s church. This is the age of the “mega 
church,” when large community churches number into the 

thousands. Many people reason, “We have a large crowd. 
We must be doing something right!” They have forgotten the 
words of Jesus: 

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 (Mat. 7:13-14). 

The people at Babel wanted to make a name for them-
selves. They wanted to do things their way instead of 
God’s way. Many preachers and congregations want to be 
renowned. They want a big name. They want to do things 
their way instead of the Lord’s way. They want mechanical 
instrumental music and special singing groups in the wor-
ship, but this is not God’s way (cf. Eph. 5:19; Col. 3:16). 
They want entertainment in the worship, rather than wor-
shiping God in spirit and in truth (cf. John 4:22-24). They 
want women in leadership roles in the church, but again, this 
is not God’s way (cf. 1 Tim. 2:8-14). They want to have joint 
services with denominations, or pulpit exchanges with sec-
tarian preachers, but this is not the Lord’s way (cf. 2 John 
9-11). They want to have an environment where a religiously 
mixed married couple can both feel accepted and not be of-
fended. They want a place where unscripturally “married” 
couples can find comfort. All of this is wrong. It is sinful 
to seek to comfort those in sin by compromising the faith! 
Their hearts need to be pricked so that they might repent, 
obey the Lord, and be saved! (cf. Acts 2:36-38; 2 Cor. 7:10; 
Heb. 5:8-9). 

The people at Babel wanted to build a tower “whose 
top may reach unto heaven.” Yet, they were not going to 
reach heaven. Those in the “unity movement” are seeking 
a path to God that is not based on the doctrine of Christ. 
We cannot have fellowship with God apart from abiding in 
the doctrine of Christ, as John declared: “Whosoever trans-
gresseth, 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” (2 John 9). Their atti-
tude is not like that of Jesus, who prayed to the Father, “not 
my will, but thine be done” (Luke 22:42). Their attitude is 
self-willed and despises “dominion” (i.e., authority). Jude 
describes them: “Likewise also these filthy dreamers de-
file the flesh, despise dominion, and speak evil of digni-
ties” (Jude 8). Theirs is a way of confusion and the sure path 
to eternal destruction in (Rev. 21:8). 

—704 Azalea Dr.
Mt. Pleasant, TN 38474

The Unity Movement at Babel
(Genesis 11:1-9)
Danny Douglas
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DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH
Roelf L. Ruffner

A MARVELOUS WORK AND A BLUNDER
“Therefore, I will proceed to do a marvelous work 

among the people, yea, a marvelous work and a wonder…” 
(2 Nephi 27:26—Book of Mormon).

For many years I have observed the shenanigans of that 
theological cult, the Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day 
Saints or the Mormons. Their founder, Joseph Smith, Jr., 
claimed that an angel named Moroni gave him a book of 
golden plates which Smith translated into the Book of Mor-
mon. I have read this work of religious fiction from cover to 
cover—a boring task!  The following is a partial list of its 
many blunders, which shows it to be a work of fiction and 
not inspired by God. I compare its blunders with accuracy of 
the Holy Bible.

1.  The Book of Mormon claims that Native Americans 
are descendents of ancient Jews (Book of Jacob, Chapter 1). 
There is no scientific or historical evidence for this assump-
tion. The Bible does not mention them by name, but it does 
carefully delineate between nations and peoples mentioned 
in its pages.

2.  Only two cities of the many mentioned in the Book 
of Mormon have been located—Bethlehem and Jerusalem. 
Mormon archeologists have tried in vain for over a hundred 
years to find any others. Within the pages of the Bible are 
found the names of hundreds of cities and villages, most of 
which have been documented, some of which still exist.

3.  In the pages of the Book of Mormon (BOM) whole 
phrases and words seem to have been copied directly from 
the King James Version (KJV) of the Bible. Here are just a 
few examples:

KJV: “…shall be cast out into outer darkness; there 
shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth” (Mat. 8:12).

BOM: “…shall be cast out into outer darkness; there 
shall be weeping and gnashing of teeth” (Alma 40:13).

KJV: “…by this time He stinketh” (Martha - John 
11:39).

BOM: “…others say that he is dead and that he stinketh” 
(A queen - Alma 19:5).

One of the phrases repeated in almost every chapter 
of the Book of Mormon, often several times in a chapter, is 
“And it came to pass…” It is obvious that the author was try-
ing to duplicate the style of the translators of the King James 
Version. This would be ridiculous except for the fact that 
millions of people accept the Book of Mormon as the literal 
word of God; “Another testament of Jesus Christ.”  

4.  The Book of Mormon seems confused about the birth 
place of Jesus. Alma 7:10 has Jesus being born in Jerusalem. 
Yet 1 Nephi 11:13-20 has him born in Nazareth. The Bible 
records Jesus being born in Bethlehem (Mat. 2:1; Luke 2) 
as was prophesied of the Christ in the Old Testament (Mic. 
5:2).

5.  The Book of Mormon uses the word Bible (2 Nephi 
29) and dates that reference at 559-545 B.C.; at least 1,000 
years before the term was used to describe the compilation 
of the Old and New Testaments into one volume.

6.  In the Book of Mormon God commands a Jew named 
Jared to build an airtight barge “tight like unto a dish” (Ether 
2:17). Later He has him put a hole in the top and the bottom 
of the barge for ventilation (Ether 2:17-20). If Noah of the 
Bible had built this, the ark would have flooded and sunk!

These are all just a few of the many blunders found in 
the Book of Mormon. In comparison the Holy Bible is a book 
of accuracy. It is the inerrant word of the living God. 

It seemed good to me also, having had perfect understand-
ing of all things from the very first, to write unto thee in 
order, most excellent Theophilus, That thou mightest 
know the certainty of those things, wherein thou hast been 
instructed (Luke 1:3-4).

The Book of Mormon: Another Testament of Jesus Christ, The 
Church of Jesus Christ of Latter Day Saints, Salt Lake City: Utah, 
1982.

gfgfgfgf 

LETTER TO ACU’S BROWN LIBRARY
“Woe unto you, when all men shall speak well of you! for 
so did their fathers to the false prophets” ( Luke 6:26).
Abilene Christian University
Brown Library
To Whom It May Concern:

I read in the Winter-Spring issue of ACU TODAY that 
ACU will be adding the papers of Max Lucado to an hon-
ored place in the Milliken Special Collections and Archives 
of the Brown Library. As a Christian, a preacher of the Gos-
pel, a student of Restoration history and an ACU alumnus 
(’76) I wish to express my profound disappointment in the 
University’s decision.

It is an undeniable fact that Max is a very popular reli-
gious writer who has sold millions of books and influenced 
millions. I have no qualms with a writer being successful, 
but at what a price? For example, the other day a Lutheran 
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friend of mine told me that his “pastor” has started using one 
of Max’s books in his Bible class. With sadness and disgust I 
told him that Max was no longer affiliated with the churches 
of Christ and even the church he serves in San Antonio (Oak 
Hills) has removed “of Christ” from their sign. Max Lucado 
is a false teacher, no longer a brother-in-Christ, and has been 
marked by faithful members of Christ’s body for a long time 
(cf. Rom. 16:17,18). He no longer writes, teaches, or preach-
es the truth of the Gospel (John 8:31,32) as did those who 
took part in the Restoration or even the founders of ACU.

I have noticed that Max strives to offend no one, in tune 
with the religious pluralism of our age. You might call his 
message “cotton candy religion”—all fluffy sweetness yet 
nothing in the middle. Sin is rarely condemned in his books. 
I remember seeing him on the Larry King Show a few years 
ago. He would not condemn the sin of homosexual behavior 
as the Holy Bible does, in spite of Larry’s many attempts to 
get him to do so. The gospel Max teaches is not the Gospel 
of Jesus Christ (Gal. 1:9).

Max also downgrades or does not mention the neces-
sity of baptism for the remission of sins for salvation (Mark 
16:16; John 3:5; Acts 2:38, 22:16; Rom. 6:1-6) in his writ-
ings. When he does mention it in his books he seems to agree 
with Baptist false doctrine that a sinner is saved before he is 
baptized. I attempted to correspond with Max a couple of 
years ago about this (cf. Mat. 18:15), but all I got was a terse 
four word reply and a referral to one of his aides. Would any 
of the Restoration preachers have agreed with Max about 
baptism? History says no!

Max also has problems with Christian fellowship: he fel-
lowships those not in fellowship with Jesus and His church 
(Eph. 5:11; 2 John 9-11). He has fellowshipped Roman 
Catholic priests which none of the Restorers or the founders 
ACU would have done. Would Max debate Baptist preach-
ers, Presbyterian preachers, and Roman Catholic Church of-
ficials as Alexander Campbell and others did? Would he con-
front anyone about their religious error? Why then does his 
“collection” deserve to be in the same room as their works?

I imagine my letter will be tossed into your round file af-
ter reading. But I would hate to stand before the Lord on the 
Judgment Day with Max Lucado’s record of apostasy (Mat. 
7:21-23). As an alumnus I request you remove his collection 
from the Milliken Special Collections and Archives. Please 
show some respect for those brave men who risked all for 
the Cause of Christ and the restoration of New Testament 
Christianity. Please recall the history of Abilene Christian 
University and how the founders of ACU in 1906 clave to 
the Lord and His word rather than the Digressives and their 
man-made additions to the worship of God. Max Lucado 
does not deserve to be mentioned in their company.

Sincerely,
Roelf L. Ruffner
evangelist

O BRAVE NEW (ROBOT) WORLD!
Robots are among us. They may not be the clanking ma-

chines of old science fiction movies, but they are the ATM, 
the welder in the auto assembly line, and the bomb disposal 
unit. They are coming soon to fast food restaurants and may 
be helping determine treatment for patients in the intensive 
care unit (ICU) of the local hospital. In the last scenario, they 
will be called upon to make ethical and moral decisions.

In an internet article I read (“Can we trust robots to make 
moral decisions?”—Quartz) the author asks the question, 
“How do we build an ethical machine?” They conclude (1) 
You must first decide on “a special ethic’s law, write a code 
from such a law, and create a robot that strictly follows that 
code” and, (2) You must “create a machine—learning robot 
and teach it how to respond to various situations so as to ar-
rive at an ethical outcome.”

As I read this article it dawned upon me that in their 
dilemma these scientists had stumbled upon a pretty good 
proof of the creation of man as recorded in the Holy Bible. 
(1) God created a sentient being “in his own image” (Gen. 
1:27). This creature has the ability to make moral and ethical 
decisions. No other creature, ant or ape, can do this. (2) From 
the beginning God has given man laws to use in making these 
decisions. When man discards God’s laws he descends into 
the anarchy of the jungle or “dog eat dog.” But we have the 
Bible, complete with a moral code (Law of Moses, the Beati-
tudes, the Golden Rule, etc.) including examples of people 
wisely using its code and examples of those  breaking it and 
suffering the consequences (Pro. 14:12; Rom. 6:23).   

At least one robot-moral-code-developer in this article 
revealed their philosophical leanings, “Humans are a prod-
uct of natural selection so we have built into us ideas that 
are self-interested or at least in the interest of our group over 
others. These are a result of being able to survive as a spe-
cies.” Apparently they want to depend upon the false prem-
ise of the atheistic theory of evolution in their quest to design 
morals for robots. In the last century multiplied millions died 
in Communist gulags and Nazi concentration camps because 
their oppressors’ morality and ethics were based on this 
Godless theory. Humanity was seen as animals. “There is a 
generation whose teeth are likes words, and whose fangs 
are like knives, To devour the poor from off the earth, 
And the needy from among men” (Pro. 30:14).

Nowhere in this article did I find God and His word 
even alluded to. The author continually turned to philoso-
phers and ethicists but God was noticeable absent. The real 
question should not be can we trust robots to make moral 
decisions but can we trust the morally confused to program 
robots to make moral decisions? These folks cannot even 
agree on what is right from wrong!

When there is no acknowledgement of God and His 
word, sin or the breaking of God’s law reigns. “In those 
days there was no king in Israel: every man did that 
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which was right in his own eyes” (Jud. 21:25). When we 
(or these ethicists) fail to acknowledge the moral code of the 
Holy Bible we have a real dilemma.

This article ends with no answer to that dilemma, except 
humanism. 

“It might simply be impossible to reduce human ethical deci-
sion making into numerical values for robots to understand, 
says Lin— how to codify compassion or mercy, for example. 
But he says that robot ethics can be seen as a problem of hu-
man ethics. ‘Thinking about how robots ought to behave is a 
soul searching exercise in how humans ought to behave,’ he 
says, “It’s a way for us to know ourselves.’” 

Yes, humanity is the problem. Robots will only be as ethical 
and moral as their programmer.

The tragedy is that these programmers fail to look to 
the Creator of man as the source of moral codes. They don’t 
even acknowledge His existence. He knows us better that we 
know ourselves.

The heart is deceitful above all things, and desperately 
wicked: who can know it? I the Lord search the heart, I 
try the reins, even to give every man according to his ways, 
and according to the fruit of his doings (Jer.17:9,10).

He decided long ago what is ethical and what is moral.
(http://qz.com/653575/can-we-trust-robots-to-make-moral-deci-
sions as of April 4, 2016.)
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“WE DON’T HAVE THE PROMISE OF A MINUTE!”
It all happened in a flash! One minute I was traveling 

down the highway early on a Sunday morning for my ap-
pointment with the Lord and His brethren. The next min-
ute, I was parking my car on the side of the road after an 
accident. I am thankful I swerved missing the rear end of 
the truck in front of me and struck his door instead. At that 
moment it dawned upon me that no one was hurt and no one 
was dead—only a busted headlight casing on my car. At the 
rate of speed (about 55 mph) I was traveling I could have 
been dead. As my grandmother Langley used to say, “We 
don’t have the promise of a minute!”

On Tuesday of the next week I took part in the funeral 
of one of our members who had died Saturday night. As I sat 
there I thought, “This funeral could have been for me.” The 
following are some thoughts concerning life and death.

Human life is a fragile thing
The Holy Bible is replete with warnings of the fragility 

of humanity. “For all flesh is as grass, and all the glory 
of man as the flower of grass. The grass withereth, and 
the flower thereof falleth away” (1 Pet. 1:24). Americans 
living today have an average lifespan of 78 years but that is 
no guarantee of longevity. We must teach each other about 
the slender thread of existence we hang by and the need to 
ever change in accordance with God’s word. As I heard one 

preacher proclaim at the end of his sermon, “Some of you in 
this audience may never hear the Gospel invitation extended 
again.”

God chooses the time to take us
God has given us freedom of choice in this life (Jos. 

24:15). We may think we are prolonging our lives by avoid-
ing bad habits and dangerous situations. (Both are good 
decisions.) However, God does not work according to our 
timetable. Of the rich fool our Lord said, “But God said 
unto him, Thou fool, this night thy soul shall be required 
of thee: then whose shall those things be, which thou hast 
provided?” (Luke 12:20). King Herod Agrippa I died sud-
denly because of his blasphemy, “And immediately the 
angel of the Lord smote him, because he gave not God 
the glory: and he was eaten of worms, and gave up the 
ghost” (Acts 12:23). Looking at his own mortality Job said, 
“For I know that thou wilt bring me to death, and to the 
house appointed for all living” (Job 30:23).

The end is permanent
Too many, young and old, live their lives as if they were 

immortal. They see death as something that can be bargained 
away or endlessly delayed. At funerals (Now referred to as 
“Celebrations of Life.”) we all come face to face with our 
own mortality. I should realize that that casket is where I 
will be someday, if the Lord tarries. I might think, “No! I still 
have things to do and things to see.” At death all my posses-
sions that possessed me, my unattained goals, my good in-
tentions, my human relationships, and my momentary plea-
sures will be no more, forever.  

We must be ready
The Holy Bible warns us that the end of our sojourn on 

this earth is closer than we think. And the next event after 
our death will be our judgment before the Creator. “And 
as it is appointed unto men once to die, but after this 
the judgment” (Heb. 9:27). Everyone should be prepared 
for our death or the Lord’s return, whichever comes first. 
“….behold, now is the accepted time; behold, now is the 
day of salvation” (2 Cor. 6:2b).

The question of life.
 The real question of life is not “Was my life meaning-

ful?” or “Will I leave behind a heritage—will others remem-
ber me?” The question I should ask about my short existence 
on this planet must be, “Am I ready to the meet the Judge?” 

For we must all appear before the judgment seat of Christ; 
that every one may receive the things done in his body, ac-
cording to that he hath done, whether it be good or bad.  
Knowing therefore the terror of the Lord, we persuade 
men… (2 Cor. 5:10-11a). 

Are you and I ready?

—2330 Moore Court
Columbia, TN 38401
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FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making available a 

CD-ROM free of charge. Why is this CD important? 
ANSWER: It contains an abundance of evidentiary 
information pertaining to Dave Miller’s doctrine and 
practice concerning the re-evaluation/reaffirmation of 
elders, MDR, and other relevant and important mate-
rials and documents directly or indirectly relating to 
the Brown Trail Church of Christ, Apologetics Press, 
Gospel Broadcasting Network, MSOP, and more.

To receive your free CD 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 

24 Hours A Day,
Seven Days A Week At: 

www.contending4thefaith.org

Members of the church that Jesus built do not denomi-
nate themselves into parties by their names. There were no 
hyphenated Christians in the first century, such as “Baptist 
Christians,” “Methodist Christians,” “Presbyterian Chris-
tians,” or “Anglican Christians.” Then, and now, the saved 
were and are simply “Christians” (Acts 11:26; 26:28; 1 Pet. 
4:16) and all Christians are in the church of Christ. The 
church that Jesus built (Mat. 16:18) did not have a name. 
None was needed because He built only one (Eph. 1:22-23; 
4:4). The term “the church of Christ” is not a name, but a 
designation of ownership. Local congregations are designat-
ed as “churches of Christ” (Rom. 16:16) and every saved 
person on earth is in Christ’s church. Not a single person is 
saved in a denomination.

Paul said that “all spiritual blessings” are in Christ 
(Eph. 1:3) and that includes salvation. It is also manifest that 
those in Christ are in His church, for the church “is his body, 
the fullness of him that filleth all in all” (Eph. 1:22 -23). 
To be in Christ is to be in His church and to be in His church 
is to be in Christ.

Those blessings in Christ are enumerated by Paul in 
Ephesians, chapter one. Those in Christ are the “chosen” of 
God (v. 4), God’s adopted children (v. 5), made acceptable to 
God (v. 6), redeemed and forgiven through Christ’s blood (v. 
7), and heirs of heaven (v. 11). No one is in Christ who has 
not repented and been baptized into Him (Acts 2:38; Gal. 
3:26-27).

When the gospel was first preached on Pentecost (Acts 
2), 3,000 believers obeyed the gospel message by repenting 
and being baptized, and the scripture says they were added 

to the church (Acts 2:38-41, 47). Now, this question arises: 
“To which denomination were they added?” The answer is 
“none.” Were the apostles, and others in the first century, 
members of a denomination? Absolutely not! No such thing 
as a denomination among professing Christians  then exist-
ed. Those 3,000 souls were added to the church of which you 
should be a member—the church which Christ, its Founder, 
Jesus Christ, will save (Eph. 5:23). Not a single person in 
Acts two was added to any denomination. The church is the 
saved body of Christ and rejects denominationalism.

God has only one family and all of His children are in 
that family. Paul told Timothy,

These things write I unto thee, hoping to come unto thee 
shortly: but if I tarry long, that thou mayest know how 
thou oughtest to behave thyself in the house of God, which 
is the church of the living God (1 Tim. 3:14-15).

 This passage identifies God’s house as the church. As 
used in this context, the word house means “family.” The 
church is God’s family and it is so designated in Ephesians 
3:15 as well. God has only one family and to insist that God 
has children in all denominations is to accuse God of adul-
tery. He has no children outside of His family. Denomina-
tions are not the family of God and are no part of that family. 
They are man-made “families” that are unknown in the Word 
of God. The church of which you should be a member—the 
one you read about in the New Testament—rejects denomi-
nationalism because it blasphemes the name of God in its 
pretense that God has children in many different “families.”

— 616 N Locust Ave.
 Elk City, OK 73644

“Avoid any so-called remedy that is worse
 than the disease it was designed to cure.”

CHRISTIANS—THE SAVED—ARE IN THE CHURCH
Jerry C. Brewer
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    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 thescripturecache soon. —Dub McClish 

The Scripturecache—New Website!
Exposition, Exegesis, and Commentary on a  

variety of Bible Topics and Passages 

declining family values, and a celebrity-obsessed culture as 
the culprits.”4 Should one be surprised values have declined 
when the lone reliable basis for values—the infallible word 
of God—has been disregarded and brushed aside? “For my 
people is foolish, they have not known me; they are sot-
tish children, and they have none understanding: they 
are wise to do evil, but to do good they have no knowl-
edge” (Jer. 4:22).

Perhaps a significant part of the problem lies in Amer-
ica’s absence of alternatives in which to place their confi-
dence. America has failed to trust in God, and has become, 
in some respects, forbidden to trust in God. So where else 
can America turn? Failure to trust in God forces one to place 
undue dependence upon man. But eventually, the most bril-
liant minds err, the mightiest armies fall, and the most trust-
worthy leaders disappoint in some fashion. Those whose 
trust lies solely in man and human institutions have been 
let down time and again. Should it be any wonder that their 
confidence has faded into cynicism?

However, those who trust in God are not compelled to 
lean upon human individuals and institutions to the same de-
gree. As Hezekiah boldly declared,

With [the king of Assyria] is an arm of flesh; but with us is 
the LORD our God to help us, and to fight our battles. And 
the people rested themselves upon the words of Hezekiah 
king of Judah (2 Chr. 32:8).

Furthermore,
Some trust in chariots, and some in horses: but we will 
remember the name of the LORD our God (Psa. 20:7).

Woe to them that go down to Egypt for help; and stay on 
horses, and trust in chariots, because they are many; and 
in horsemen, because they are very strong; but they look 
not unto the Holy One of Israel, neither seek the LORD! 
(Isa. 31:1).

Our confidence in man and human institutions must always 
be tempered with the realism that God is the only one truly 
worthy of all confidence. But when one has no one and noth-
ing in which to place his confidence, what does he have left?

End Notes
1 Jeffrey M. Jones, “Confidence in U.S. Institutions Still Below 
Historical Norms,” June 15 2015 Gallup. http:// www.gallup.com/
poll/183593/confidence-institutionsbelow-historical-norms.aspx.
2 Connie Cass, “In God We Trust, Maybe, But Not Each Other,” 
Associated Press, Nov. 30, 2013. http://apnews.myway.com/ar-
ticle/20131130/DAACV0QO2.html.
3 Ken Walsh, “Americans Have Lost Confidence . . . In Every-
thing,” June 17 2015 U.S. News & World Report. http://www.us-
news.com/news/blogs/ken-walshswashington/2015/06/17/ameri-
cans-have-lost-confidence-in-everything.
4 Mark Penn, “Americans Are Losing Confidence in the Nation 
but Still Believe in Themselves,” June 27 2012 The Atlantic. 
http://www.theatlantic.com/national/archive/2012/06/americans-
are-losing-confidence-in-the-nation-but-still-believe-in-them-
selves/259039/.

— 621 South Central High Rd. 
Rives, TN 38253

 E-mail: truth@bereacoc.org
Website: bereacoc.org

(Continued from Page 7)
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Years ago I remember my dad illustrating the way in 
which error and apostasy creep into the church. He would 
draw a horizontal line on the chalkboard, which he said rep-
resented Truth. He would then go back to the beginning of 
the line and begin tracing the first line. Then he would ever 
so slowly begin creeping away from the original line. It was 
almost imperceptible at first, but it would slowly move away 
until the two lines were far apart. The second line represent-
ed how apostasy creeps into the church. He would then em-
phasize that apostasy never comes in directly in opposition 
to Truth.

This reminds me of what the Hebrews writer states: 
“Therefore we ought to give the more earnest heed to the 
things which we have heard, lest at any time we should 
let them slip” (Heb. 2:1). This shows the ease of slowly 
drifting away from the Truth. Generally, people (or the con-
gregation they attend) are not going to go to sleep one night 
sound in the faith and wake up the next morning having to-
tally apostatized. It is a slow process that begins by compro-
mising on “small” things. However, once you compromise 
in one area, there is no stopping point. Notice a couple of 
examples of this principle:

Paul warned the Ephesian elders: “Also of your own 
selves shall men arise, speaking perverse things, to draw 
away disciples after them” (Acts 20:30). As one observes 
the history of the church, he sees that the papacy resulted 
from a very slow drifting away. It did not come in overnight. 
It was not until A.D. 606 that Boniface III proclaimed him-

self “universal bishop”—the full-blown papacy had arrived. 
It took over 500 years for the apostasy to become total (the 
fullness of Catholic papacy), yet the principles for the pa-
pacy began very early in the church. It began with a very 
little bit of compromise concerning the eldership.

Moving the instrument into the worship was not simply 
an overnight occurrence. It took several decades to get some 
accustomed to the instrument. They began compromising 
just a little at first, until they gave up any opposition to the
mechanical instrument in worship. However, as is the case 
with all compromise, once they compromised in one area, 
there was no stopping point. This compromise continued 
until the Christian Church denomination resulted. Howev-
er, they could not stop the compromise, and they ended up 
splitting their denomination because some were willing to 
compromise on any and every point of doctrine while some 
wanted to hold the compromise to just a few areas. However, 
the “limited compromise” people had no defense, for once 
you compromise in one thing, there is no basis for holding to 
God’s Word in any area

—4850 Saufley Field Road
Pensacola, FL 32526

Email: bellviewcoc@gmail.com
Internet Website: http://www.bellviewcoc.com

gffg

“Be able to accept life as you find it; but 
don’t be satisfied to leave it that way.”

Compromise
Michael Hatcher
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DIRECTORY OF CHURCHES 

-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) 989-8155.

-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-

Elk City–Northeast Church of Christ, 616 N. Locust Ave., Mailing address 
P.O. Box 267, Elk City, OK  73648-0267, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 
5:00 p.m. Wed., 7:00 p.m. Jerry and  Nathan Brewer, evangelists. The church 
building is one block east of North Van Buren, on East Avenue C in Elk 
City, Oklahoma . FaceBook : www.facebook.com/nechurchofchristecok. 
Phone: (580) 225-4395

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., 

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.

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.
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Realized Eschatology
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Resolved: The Scriptures teach that the general 
resurrection of the dead is yet future and is a 
bodily resurrection.
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Resolved: The Scriptures teach that the general 

resurrection is a bodily resurrection and is not 
still future.
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Editorial...
GOD’S RAINBOW

The devil has always taken what pertains to God and 
twisted it into something evil and filthy. Thus, Satan’s ser-
vants have chosen the rainbow to be a symbol of perverted 
sexual sins that are against nature. Of such perverts the apos-
tle Paul wrote: 

For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all 
ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, who suppress 
the truth in unrighteousness, because what may be known 
of God is manifest in them, for God has shown it to them. 
For since the creation of the world His invisible attributes 
are clearly seen, being understood by the things that are 
made, even His eternal power and Godhead, so that they 
are without excuse, because, although they knew God, 
they did not glorify Him as God, nor were thankful, but 
became futile in their thoughts, and their foolish hearts 
were darkened. Professing to be wise, they became fools, 
and changed the glory of the incorruptible God into an 
image made like corruptible man—and birds and four-
footed animals and creeping things. Therefore God also 
gave them up to uncleanness, in the lusts of their hearts, to 
dishonor their bodies among themselves, who exchanged 
the truth of God for the lie, and worshiped and served the 
creature rather than the Creator, who is blessed forever. 
Amen. For this reason God gave them up to vile passions. 
For even their women exchanged the natural use for what 
is against nature. Likewise also the men, leaving the natu-
ral use of the woman, burned in their lust for one another, 
men with men committing what is shameful, and receiving 
in themselves the penalty of their error which was due. And 
even as they did not like to retain God in their knowledge, 
God gave them over to a debased mind, to do those things 
which are not fitting; being filled with all unrighteousness, 
sexual immorality, wickedness, covetousness, malicious-
ness; full of envy, murder, strife, deceit, evil-mindedness; 
they are whisperers, backbiters, haters of God, violent, 
proud, boasters, inventors of evil things, disobedient to 
parents, undiscerning, untrustworthy, unloving, unforgiv-
ing, unmerciful; who, knowing the righteous judgment of 
God, that those who practice such things are deserving of 
death, not only do the same but also approve of those who 
practice them (Rom. 1:18-32—New King James Version).
Nevertheless, the rainbow continues to stand for God’s 

promise to man that He will never again destroy the world 
with water. To Noah God said:

I do set my bow in the cloud, and it shall be for a token of 
a covenant between me and the earth. And it shall come 
to pass, when I bring a cloud over the earth, that the bow 
shall be seen in the cloud: And I will remember my cov-
enant, which is between me and you and every living crea-
ture of all flesh; and the waters shall no more become a 
flood to destroy all flesh (Gen. 9:13-15).

But, God did not say He would never destroy the world. 
The apostle Peter wrote to Christians, saying,
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Whereby the world that then was, being overflowed with 
water, perished: But the heavens and the earth, which are 
now, by the same word are kept in store, reserved unto 
fire against the day of judgment and perdition of ungodly 
men. But, beloved, be not ignorant of this one thing, that 
one day is with the Lord as a thousand years, and a thou-
sand years as one day. The Lord is not slack concerning 
his promise, as some men count slackness; but is longsuf-
fering to us-ward, not willing that any should perish, but 
that all should come to repentance. But the day of the Lord 
will come as a thief in the night; in the which the heavens 
shall pass away with a great noise, and the elements shall 
melt with fervent heat, the earth also and the works that 
are therein shall be burned up. Seeing then that all these 
things shall be dissolved, what manner of persons ought ye 
to be in all holy conversation and godliness, Looking for 
and hasting unto the coming of the day of God, wherein 
the heavens being on fire shall be dissolved, and the ele-
ments shall melt with fervent heat? (2 Pet. 3:6-12).

Also, the apostle Paul wrote the following comforting 
words to Christians in Thessalonica:

Seeing it is a righteous thing with God to recompense 
tribulation to them that trouble you; And to you who are 
troubled rest with us, when the Lord Jesus shall be re-
vealed from heaven with his mighty angels, In flaming fire 
taking vengeance on them that know not God, and that 
obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ: Who shall be 
punished with everlasting destruction from the presence 
of the Lord, and from the glory of his power; When he 
shall come to be glorified in his saints, and to be admired 
in all them that believe (because our testimony among you 
was believed) in that day (2 The. 1:6-10).

All those who choose to live immoral lives and who re-

fuse to obey the Lord in all things pertaining to their salva-
tion from sin, will be punished eternally in a devil’s hell. The 
apostle Paul warned, 

Now the works of the flesh are evident, which are: adul-
tery, fornication, uncleanness, lewdness, idolatry, sorcery, 
hatred, contentions, jealousies, outbursts of wrath, selfish 
ambitions, dissensions, heresies, envy, murders, drunken-
ness, revelries, and the like; of which I tell you beforehand, 
just as I also told you in time past, that those who practice 
such things will not inherit the kingdom of God (Gal. 5:19-
21—New King James Version).

Paul also wrote:
Do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the 
kingdom of God? Do not be deceived. Neither fornicators, 
nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor homosexuals, nor sod-
omites, nor thieves, nor covetous, nor drunkards, nor re-
vilers, nor extortioners will inherit the kingdom of God (1 
Cor. 6:9-11—New King James Version).

Also, the apostle John recorded,
But the fearful, and unbelieving, and the abominable, and 
murderers, and whoremongers, and sorcerers, and idola-
ters, and all liars, shall have their part in the lake which 
burneth with fire and brimstone: which is the second 
death (Rev. 21:8).

Most people live by the appetites of the flesh. They nev-
er think about what happens when this life is over, and they 
are no longer in this world, or are moved by the appetites of 
their fleshly bodies; for all such will have ceased to be with 
man’s departure from this present world and, finally, when 
God destroys it and all things material. 

—David P. Brown Editor
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Before writing anything else, I want to emphasize the 
following point. One of the first things that must be under-
stood about the Catholic Church is this: It is not the apos-
tate church of Christ. Catholicism developed and formed out 
of the apostate church. It was never the Lord’s church in 
any way, form, or fashion whatsoever. It is human in origin. 
Therefore, in reality, it is the oldest and longest existing sec-
tarian organization on record.

 I say this in the beginning of this article because I have 
often noted that Protestant denominationalists (and some 
brethren) refer to the Roman Catholic Church as, “the apos-
tate Roman Catholic Church.” The Catholic Church did not 
come from or fall from anything scriptural. It came from the 
fermented minds of men who were long separated from the 
church revealed on the pages of the New Testament. Hav-
ing made, and emphasized, that important point, I will now 
begin our study of Roman Catholicism.

In this brief study, I will not attempt to investigate the 
many facets of the Roman Church. Such would be an impos-
sible task in the limited space. Furthermore, such an exhaus-
tive study is not necessary in order for one to see the falsity 
of Catholicism. I will, therefore, deal with the fundamental 
and foundational erroneous tenets of Catholicism. Thereby, 
I shall have proven that Catholicism is from man and not 
from God.

SEVEN FOUNDATIONAL CATHOLIC
ASSUMPTIONS WITHOUT BIBLICAL SUPPORT

The following seven stones in the foundation of the 
Catholic Church are mere assumptions without biblical sup-
port:

1. The church was built upon the apostle Peter.
2. Jesus gave the apostle Peter the authority of binding 

and loosing whatever laws he thought advantageous for the 
times as long as such laws remained within the structure of 
the basic teachings of the church of Christ.

3. Jesus made Peter the head of the church and the vicar, 
or chief ambassador, of Christ and ruler of the universe.

4. Peter was made the Prince of the Apostles.
5. The authority of Peter and his successors was univer-

sal in spiritual and temporal matters.
6. The authority of Peter and his successors was/is su-

preme and independent of all earthly authority.
7. Peter’s office has been passed down to his successors 

throughout all ages.
It should be emphasized that if I prove the first four as-

sumptions in the previous list to be erroneous, the points in 

The Roman Catholic Church: From Heaven Or From Men?
David P. Brown

the remainder of the list are also false. Moreover, the whole 
superstructure of Catholicism will collapse with the failure 
of its foundation. Let us, therefore, begin this study of Ca-
tholicism by examining the first four foundation points pre-
viously enumerated.

WAS THE CHURCH BUILT UPON PETER?
In their attempt to prove that the church was built upon 

the apostle Peter, Catholics go to Matthew 16:18, where the 
apostle records that Jesus stated, “And I say also unto thee, 
That thou art Peter, and upon this rock I will build my 
church; and the gates of hell shall not prevail against it.” 
Let us examine this passage. In the Greek language, “Peter” 
is in the masculine gender (petros). Petros means a small 
stone or pebble. Jesus used the feminine gender in the Greek 
language for “rock” (petra) when He said, “upon this rock 
I will build my church.” Petra means a ledge or cliff of 
rock. In the light of the meaning of these two Greek words, 
translated “rock” in Matthew 16:18, are we to conclude that 
Jesus built His church on a pebble, or a cliff of rock? Indeed, 
Jesus built His church on the foundation rock of truth that 
Peter confessed, namely, that Jesus is, “the Christ, the Son 
of the living God,” the New English Bible notwithstanding 
(Mat. 16:16).

Catholics try to attack the previous “gender argument” 
by pointing out that Jesus spoke Aramaic and not Greek; that 
the book of Matthew originally appeared in Aramaic and, 
unlike Greek, the genders are the same in Aramaic. I point 
out that it is Catholic tradition—nothing more, nothing less, 
and nothing else—that says the book of Matthew originally 
appeared in Aramaic. It is merely a Catholic assertion that 
such is the case. Where is the proof? Furthermore, if Jesus 
originally spoke the words of Matthew 16:16 in Aramaic, it 
was the Holy Spirit Who infallibly guided Matthew to write 
Matthew 16:18 in Greek. Does anyone doubt that the Holy 
Spirit knew how to say infallibly in Greek what Jesus said 
infallibly in Aramaic—and, thus the different tenses?

Please consider the following points regarding the tens-
es in Matthew 16:18:

1. The oldest Greek manuscripts have the words petros 
and petra in this verse.

2. It is against sound rules of Biblical interpretation 
(hermeneutics) to have Peter being the doorkeeper and at 
the same time the foundation. At times, Jesus is called the 
builder, the purchaser, the foundation, etc., of the church. 
However, inspiration never has Jesus in a single figure oc-
cupying more than one position or place at any one time.

3. Where in the New Testament does one find the apostles 
and evangelists preaching, “Peter” as they planted churches? 
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It would seem that such would be the case if Peter—and not 
Christ—was the foundation of the church. On the contrary, 
as they established churches, they preached Christ as the 
only foundation of the church (1 Cor. 3:11).

4. If, as the Catholics allege, it was true that the church 
was built upon Peter the man, they would not be proving that 
the church rested on any so-called successor or office. How-
ever, if they mean that the church was built upon an “office,” 
then it was not built on “the man” Peter. Of course, neither is 
true, but this is a good example of Catholic “hocus pocus.”

WAS PETER AUTHORIZED TO
DEFINE LAWS FOR JESUS?

In the Catholic attempt to state that Peter, and the popes 
to follow him, were authorized to “define” our Lord’s laws, 
they go to Matthew 16:19. In that passage, Jesus said, “I 
will give unto thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven: 
and whatsoever thou shalt bind on earth shall be bound 
in heaven; and whatsoever thou shalt loose on earth shall 
be loosed in heaven.”

All the apostles of Christ had the same authority given 
to them by Jesus as Peter did (John 20:21-23). Among other 
things, in order to rightly divide the word of God (2 Tim. 
2:15), one must have and examine the totality of what the 
Bible says on any given subject before reasoning with the in-
formation and drawing a conclusion. Matthew 16:19 is only 
part of what the Bible says on this matter—and the Catholics 
do not understand it. The teaching done in Matthew 18:18 
and John 20:21-23 bears on who and how many of the apos-
tles received authority from Jesus Christ.

The truth of the matter regarding what Matthew 16:19 
literally says in the Greek language is as follows: Jesus said, 
“and whatever you forbid on earth must be what is al-
ready forbidden in heaven, and whatever you permit on 
earth must be what is already permitted in heaven.” The 
Greek terms, “must be whatever is already forbidden” and 
“what is already permitted” are passive participles. The same 
is true of the grammar of Matthew 18:18. Thus, the truth of 
the matter is that Jesus told the apostles they were permitted 
to bind only what had already been bound in heaven and 
loose on earth only what had already been loosed in heaven.

The apostles of Christ are the ambassadors of Christ to 
earth—eyewitnesses of Jesus Christ (2 Cor. 5:20; Acts 1:8). 
They, and they alone, possessed plenipotentiary power. This 
is the authority that one ambassador from one government 
has in representing his government to another. It means that 
he alone may speak the official position of his government 
to another government. An ambassador may not change any 
part of what his government has previously determined. He 
may only state it accurately. The same is true of all the apos-
tles—not just Peter—of Jesus Christ in representing the will 
of the court of heaven to men on earth (John 16:13; Luke 
24:29; Acts 2:4; 1 Cor. 2:4; 1 Pet. 1:21). For Paul’s apostle-

ship, see Galatians 1:11-17. Thus, Christians continue today 
in the apostles’ doctrine (Acts 2:42).

It is interesting to note that in 1870, when Pius IX was 
“defined” by the Vatican Council to be “infallible,” it was by 
a majority vote of the cardinals and bishops after many days 
of heated debate. The Holy Spirit had nothing to do with the 
decision.

There is no Scripture that supports, 1) Peter being given 
the authority Rome asserts was given to him or, 2) succes-
sors to Peter’s office. Therefore, 3) how could Peter pass 
down to his successors that which he never had?

DID CHRIST MAKE PETER
HEAD OF THE CHURCH?

Catholics cite John 21:15-17 in an attempt to prove their 
claim that Christ made Peter to be head over all the church. 
The Scripture reads,

So when they had dined, Jesus saith to Simon Peter, Si-
mon, son of Jonas, lovest thou me more than these? He 
saith unto him, Yea, Lord; thou knowest that I love thee. 
He saith unto him, Feed my lambs. He saith unto him a 
second time, Simon, son of Jonas, lovest thou me? He saith 
unto him, Yea, Lord; thou knowest that I love thee. He 
saith unto him, Feed my sheep. He saith unto him the third 
time, Simon, son of Jonas, lovest thou me? And he said 
unto him, Lord, thou knowest all things: thou knowest 
that I love thee. Jesus saith unto him, Feed my sheep.

In interpreting this Scripture, three assumptions are made 
by Catholics: 1) That Jesus was asking Peter if he (Peter) 
loved Him (Christ) more than the other apostles loved Him 
(Christ); 2) that Jesus had in mind the “laity” and the “cler-
gy” when He told Peter to, “feed my lambs” and, “Feed my 
sheep.” According to Catholic doctrine, this was our Lord’s 
way of telling Peter to take care of the whole church—“laity” 
and “clergy”; and, 3) that such authority was to be handed 
down to the popes who succeeded to Peter’s office.

It is important to understand that in the passage under 
consideration Jesus employed two Greek words for “feed” 
or “tend.” They are boske and poimaine. Ordinarily, boske is 
rendered simply “feed.” When used figuratively, it means to 
“teach.” The idea is the impartation of spiritual food. In the 
New Testament, poimaine is used several time and in most 
cases translated “feed.” Some versions render poimaine into 
“tend.” Paul told the Ephesian elders to, “Take heed unto 
yourselves, and to all the flock, over the which the Holy 
Ghost hath made you overseers, to feed the church of 
God, which he hath purchased with his own blood” (Acts 
20:28). In this passage the elders are commissioned to the 
same thing that Peter was told to do. In this regard, Peter 
later wrote,

The elders which are among you I exhort, who am also an 
elder, and a witness of the sufferings of Christ, and also a 
partaker of the glory that shall be revealed: Feed the flock 
of God which is among you, taking the oversight thereof, 
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not by constraint, but willingly; not for filthy lucre, but of 
a ready mind (1 Pet. 5:1-2). 

“Feed” is translated from poimainate. Peter says it is the re-
sponsibility of all elders to do what he was to do. He was 
their fellow-elder. There is nothing in the Scriptures indicat-
ing that Peter thought of himself as the pope and, therefore, 
head of all the church. It is simply a figment of Catholic 
imagination.

WAS PETER MADE CHIEF OF ALL
THE APOSTLES OF JESUS CHRIST?

The first Scripture to which Catholics appeal to attempt 
to prove that Peter was made chief of all the apostles is Acts 
8:14-15). It reads, 

Now when the apostles which were at Jerusalem heard 
that Samaria had received the word of God, they sent unto 
them Peter and John: Who, when they were come down, 
prayed for them, that they might receive the Holy Ghost.”

Question: If Peter was “Prince of The Apostles” how 
was it that the other apostles sent him (Peter) on a special 
mission? Would not the “Prince of The Apostles” have been 
doing the “sending” rather than the “going”? Recently, it 
was the Pope who called the American Cardinals to Rome, 
not the Cardinals calling the Pope to America.

In Acts 19:15-22, Luke records the meeting of the el-
ders, apostles, and others, as well as the subsequent letter 
produced by them to be sent to the Gentile brethren concern-
ing the relationship of the Law of Moses to the Gentiles. 
Peter did not run the whole shebang! Notice that the Scrip-
ture reads that, “it seemed good to the apostles (not Peter 
alone—DPB) and the elders (not Peter alone—DPB), with 
the whole church (not Peter alone—DPB).” The Roman hi-
erarchy does not operate this way today. In the case of the 
decision just noticed and the subsequent letter produced, the 
Scripture reveals that, “it seemed good to the Holy Spirit 
and to us, to lay upon you no greater burden than these 
necessary things.” This means that the apostles, elders, and 
the “whole church” were in complete accord with what the 
Holy Spirit had revealed.

By inspiration of the Holy Spirit, Paul declared that he 
was, “not a whit behind the very chiefest apostles” (2 Cor. 
11:5). How could Paul truthfully make the preceding point if 
Peter was the “Prince of The Apostles”? Moreover, in Gala-
tians 2:11-14 we have the record of Paul rebuking Peter for 
his hypocrisy regarding not eating with the Gentile brethren 
at Antioch of Syria. Question: what cardinal, archbishop, or 
bishop today would dare say or write what Paul did of Peter 
to the “infallible” “Right Reverend” “Holy Father,” “Prince 
of The Apostles,” “his eminence” the pope?

Literally, “tradition” is the only thing Catholicism has 
left to attempt to uphold the supremacy of Peter. However, 
the meaning of the word tradition is that which is handed 
down. And, if that which is handed down finds no support in 

the Scriptures, then it has no weight and must be repudiated 
and rejected (2 Tim. 2:15; 3:16-17; Jam. 1:25; John 12:48; 
Heb. 4:12; Eph. 6:17; Luke 8:11). It would be nothing less 
or more than the tradition of men. Of such men, Jesus said, 
“But in vain they do worship me, teaching for doctrines 
the commandments of men” (Mat. 15:9).
SOME QUESTIONS FOR CATHOLICS TO PON-
DER REGARDING WHERE THEIR DOCTRINES 

ARE FOUND IN THE BIBLE
1. Where is the claim made that Peter was the ruler of 

the universe?
2. Where did Peter ever claim any civil government 

power?
3. Where did Peter ever claim any supremacy to any ex-

tent over the other apostles?
4. Where did Peter ever claim to hold “the place of God” 

on earth? (Pope Leo XIII, Praeclara Gratulationis Publicae, 
The Reunion of Christendom, June 20, 1894).

5. Except as Peter was led by the Holy Spirit, when did 
Peter ever claim to speak for Jesus?

6. Where is the proof that Peter was ever in the city of 
Rome?

7. Where does the Bible reveal that Peter established the 
“papal throne”?

8. Where does the Bible teach that Peter had any suc-
cessors?

CONCLUSION
In this brief article, we have seen that the Scriptures do 

not teach that,
1. The church was built upon Peter.
2. Peter was given the authority of binding and loosing 

whatever laws he thought ought to be changed as long as 
they remained within the basic structure of the basic teach-
ing of Jesus.

3. Peter was made the head of the church, vicar of Christ, 
and ruler of the universe.

4. Peter was the prince of the apostles.
5. Peter and his successors’ authority were universal in 

spiritual and temporal matters.
6. Peter and his successors’ authority was “supreme” 

and “apart” from civil authority.
7. Peter’s office and authority were passed down to his 

successors for all time.
As I wrote in the beginning of this article, if one of these 

seven fundamental stones concerning Peter in Catholicism’s 
foundation is erroneous, the whole of Catholicism fails and 
falls to the ground. Everything—the organization of the 
Catholic Church, her fake miracles, her celebration of Mass, 
her doctrine of Transubstantiation, her doctrine of Purgato-
ry, her Confessional System, her Seven Sacraments, and on, 
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and on—is utterly destroyed.
It is my desire that all those who espouse the name of 

Jesus Christ as their Savior would turn to the Bible and the 
Bible only, knowing that it is capable of making Christians 
only—members of the church of which we read in our own 
New Testaments—the church of Christ (Acts 2:38, 41, 42, 
47; Rom. 16:16). Why not be a Christian—nothing more, 

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

Every Presidential election cycle, particularly dur-
ing the Republican primaries, an expression is heard much 
more widely than at other times—this expression is “evan-
gelical Christians,” or sometimes simply “evangelicals.” 
Pundits and prognosticators see this group as a significant 
constituency toward determining the winner of the Repub-
lican primary. Controversy was stirred when Donald Trump 
identified himself as an evangelical. Some members of the 
churches of Christ consider themselves evangelical Chris-
tians. But what is an evangelical Christian?

The term “evangelical” itself comes from the Greek 
word for “gospel,” euangelion. Very literally then, evan-
gelical means “pertaining to the Gospel.” Obviously, every 
Christian (in the true sense of the term) is “pertaining to the 
Gospel.” It is the Gospel that saved him and made him a 
Christian (1 Cor. 4:15; 15:1-2). It is the Gospel by which he 
continues to live (John 6:63; Rom. 8:1). It would be redun-
dant to refer to a “pertaining-to-the-Gospel” Christian, since 
there is actually no other kind. But it would otherwise be ac-
curate to refer to a Christian as an “evangelical Christian” if 
one were to use its literal meaning. However, the designation 
evangelical has assumed a different meaning altogether from 
its literal meaning.

Evangelicalism is a movement that traces its origins 
to the eighteenth century. It came “from the confluence of 
Pietism, Presbyterianism, and the vestiges of Puritanism. 
Evangelicalism picked up the peculiar characteristics from 
each strain—warmhearted spirituality from the Pietists (for 
instance), doctrinal precisionism from the Presbyterians, 
and individualistic introspection from the Puritans.”1  Also 
contributing to this was High Church Anglicanism, which 
brought to Evangelicalism “rigorous spirituality and in-
novative organization.”2 The Handbook of Denominations 
defines evangelical as “a word to denote primary loyalty to 
the gospel of Christ in contrast to ecclesiastical or rational-
istic types of Christianity; spiritual-mindedness and zeal for 
Christian living as opposed to ritualism.”3

Evangelical churches are Protestant churches that are 
considered distinct from mainline Protestant churches based 
on certain beliefs. These beliefs include:

1. The Bible is the highest authority in all matters of 
doctrine and faith.
2. Jesus Christ’s death on the cross is the only possible 
source of salvation.
3. It is important to teach non-Christians about Jesus and 
to encourage them to trust in Jesus.
4. One receives salvation by faith alone (some add re-
pentance).
5. Most (but not all) believe in the doctrine of the rap-
ture, claiming that Christians will be instantaneously 
sucked up into the air, leaving everyone else to suffer 
through the Premillennial “tribulation” period.4 

The Bible shows no disagreement with these first three 
tenets as stated; neither should anyone else. However, the 
Bible clearly refutes belief #4, stating, “Ye see then how 
that by works a man is justified, and not by faith only” 
(Jam. 2:24). Obedience is required for salvation: “He be-
came the author of eternal salvation unto all them that 
obey him” (Heb. 5:9). Jesus stated, “He that believeth and 
is baptized shall be saved” (Mark 16:16). Those considered 
“evangelicals” deny the necessity of obedience generally 
and the necessity of baptism specifically.

This view expressed in belief #4 pollutes their applica-
tion of beliefs numbers 1-3 as well. Evangelicals clearly do 
not hold the Bible as the highest authority in all matters of 
doctrine and faith. If they did, they would not deny what the 
Bible clearly and repeatedly teaches about the necessity of 
baptism to procuring salvation (Acts 2:38; 22:16; Rom. 6:3-
4; Gal. 3:27;1 Pet. 3:21). One can observe the practices of 
evangelicals and see that they do not submit to the authority 
of the Bible, feeling free to add to the worship of the New 
Testament whatever they see fit.

They also use their view of belief #2 to support their 
view expressed in #4—since Christ did everything neces-
sary to obtain salvation, they will insist that no one can do 
anything else to contribute toward his salvation. Their own 
hypocrisy is seen in that they will demand that one contrib-
utes belief (and sometimes repentance) toward his own sal-

WHAT IS AN “EVANGELICAL CHRISTIAN”?
Lee Moses

nothing less, and nothing else? Why not renounce all sectar-
ian denominationalism and have a “thus saith the Lord” for 
all you believe and practice (Col. 3:17)? It is the way that is 
right and cannot be wrong. On the other hand, Catholicism 
is not from heaven, but from men.

—David P. Brown, Editor
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DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH
Roelf L. Ruffner

vation.
And what evangelicals believe should be taught to 

non-Christians is that they can be saved—indeed, must be 
saved—by faith only, a fatal error that poisons those they 
teach. 

Furthermore, the Bible nowhere teaches the doctrine of 
the rapture.

So while Christians might accept the designation “evan-
gelical” if used literally, Christians must distance them-
selves from evangelicalism. Evangelicalism is based upon 
error. And, as mentioned, evangelicalism traces its roots to 
the eighteenth century. If one is to be a Christian, he will 
need to trace his religious origin much earlier than the eigh-
teenth century. To be more precise, he will need to trace his 
religious origins to the church that Christ built in the first 
century.

END NOTES
1 Wikipedia, s.v. “Evangelicalism,” https:// en.wikipedia.org/
wiki/Evangelicalism.
2 Ibid.
3 Frank S. Mead, Handbook of Denominations in the United 
States, 5th edition (Nashville: Abingdon Press, 1970), p. 231.
4 Jamie Dean, “Just As I Am,” WORLD Magazine, Apr 2, 
2016, 36; Traci Schumacher, “ Five Beliefs That Set Evangel-
icals Apart From Other Christians,” Newsmax, Apr 2, 2015, 
http://www.newsmax.com/FastFeatures/evangelical-chris-
tians-beliefs/2015/04/02/id/636050/; Bob Smietana, “What 
Is an Evangelical? Four Questions Offer New Definition,” 
Christianity Today, Nov 19, 2015, http://www.christianityto-
day.com/gleanings/2015/november/what-isevangelical-new-
definition-nae-lifewayresearch.html.

—621 South Central High Rd.
Rives, TN 38253
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A NATION GONE MAD?
The Lord shall smite thee with madness, and blind-
ness, and astonishment of heart: And thou shalt grope 
at noonday, as the blind gropeth in darkness, and thou 
shalt not prosper in thy ways: and thou shalt be only 
oppressed and spoiled evermore, and no man shall save 
thee (Deu. 28:28-29).
The above citation is from the prophet Moses who 

warned ancient Israel that if they departed from the Law 
of Moses their nation would descend into social and politi-
cal chaos. And they did so many times in their long history 
(Jude 2:11-23). The kingdom of Northern Israel or Samaria 
is a perfect example of this. After seceding from David’s 
kingdom, they embraced idolatry and materialism. Their 
political system gradually disintegrated into one palace 
coup and assassination after another. God began to shear 
off their territory to the Assyrians (2 Kin. 15:29). And in 
721 B.C., their kingdom was conquered by the Assyrian 
Empire and many were taken into captivity (2 Kin. 17:6-
23; 18:10-12). The southern kingdom of Judah followed 
much the same broad way (Mat. 7:13). They did have a 
few righteous kings, who followed the Law like Hezeki-
ah and Josiah who tried to reform the nation. But Judah 
gradually became more idolatrous and depraved than their 
northern cousins. They descended into political anarchy 
and were conquered by the Neo-Babylonian Empire and 
taken into seventy years of captivity beginning in 606 B.C. 
with Jerusalem destroyed in 586 B.C.

My friends, God rules in the affairs of men whether they 
realize it or not. “And he changeth the times and the sea-
sons: he removeth kings, and setteth up kings: he giveth 
wisdom unto the wise, and knowledge to them that know 
understanding” (Dan. 2:21). America is not ancient Israel 
nor has it ever been a “Christian nation,” but it has professed 
in the past a standard of morality based on the Holy Bible. 
I am sorry to write that in the last few generations all that 
has changed. Now much of America is as Godless as any 
pagan society. Abortion, profanity, same-sex marriage, gen-
derless bathrooms, sexual immorality, drunkenness, drug 
abuse, licentiousness gone to seed, rampant covetousness, 
and unscriptural divorce and remarriage are only a few of 
our nation’s sins.

And like ancient Israel America is, in my opinion, head-
ed toward political chaos. For a generation society as be-
come more polarized and fragmented. Extreme ideologies 
such as socialism and populism are being accepted by many. 
This current primary season has descended into provocative 
rhetoric and personal attacks by candidates. Politically mo-
tivated violence has even raised its ugly head for the first 
time since the 1960s. Many are looking for a “strong leader” 
to impose order. Are we headed down the path of ancient 
Israel?

In the election of 1860, our political system began to 
unravel. Since the 1840s, the debate over chattel slavery has 
grown louder and louder. In 1855, a guerrilla war broke out 
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inspired historian Luke records the miraculous occasion in 
the Temple in Jerusalem of the healing of a forty plus years 
old crippled man by the apostle Peter and its profound ef-
fect upon the thousands of people in the Temple that day. 
Peter, John, and the Holy Spirit used that miracle to convict 
the people of their sins and to exhort them to obey the Gos-
pel of Jesus Christ and gain forgiveness of sins. “Repent ye 
therefore, and be converted, that your sins may be blot-
ted out, when the times of refreshing shall come from the 
presence of the Lord” (Acts 3:19). Peter and John were 
promptly arrested by the Temple police and thrown into jail.

The next day, the two apostles appeared before the au-
gust body of the Sanhedrin or the Council of the Seventy. It 
was dominated by the materialist High Priest Caiaphas and 
his family, of the sect of the Sadducees. The High Priest had 
been the prime mover behind the Sanhedrin’s illegal arrest, 
trial, and crucifixion of Jesus the Christ months before (John 
11:47-53). The apostles preached the Messiahship of Jesus 
and His resurrection from the dead; which the Sadducees 
vehemently denied. The High Priest and his family con-
trolled more than eighteen thousand Levitical priests who 
performed their sacred duties every hour day and night in 
the Temple (Jackson, 68). In something akin to the modern 
day Mafia, this family allowed the money changers and ani-
mal dealers to operate openly in the Court of the Gentiles, in 
violation of the Law of Moses, taking a share of the profits. 
Jesus cleansed the Temple twice during His ministry striking 
their hypocrisy and greed directly in their pocketbooks (John 
2; Mat. 21).

Yet, if I was a first-time reader of this account, being a 
student of history, I would ask myself how Luke knew of 
this conversation by the council held in secrecy. One pos-
sibility is that John heard of this from his contacts within 
the council. Apparently he knew the High Priest (John 18:15 
—“another disciple”) and perhaps his family. But I think 
that relationship changed dramatically for John after the es-
tablishment of the church of Christ in Acts 2.

A more probable source is found in Acts Chapter 6. In a 
remarkable statement Luke writes, “And the word of God 
multiplied; and the number of the disciples multiplied 
in Jerusalem greatly; and a great company of the priests 
were obedient to the faith” (Acts 6:7—emphasis in italics 
mine.) This “company” or “disorganized throng” (Vines, 
115) was so convinced by the evidence concerning the Gos-
pel (the Resurrection, the miracles of Jesus and the apostles, 
and their irrefutable eyewitness) that they “checked it in” 
with the High Priest and his syndicate and obeyed the Mes-
siah (John 3:5; Acts 2:37, 38). Those priests probably lost 
everything formerly precious to them. For me these priests 
may have been the source of the conversation of the council 
recorded in Acts 4:15-17.

This revealed record once again rings the bell of authen-
ticity for the inspiration of the Holy Bible. Luke did not write 

in Kansas and Missouri between pro-slavery and anti-slavery 
settlers. Materialism was rampant in society with a dog-eat-
dog mentality, especially in business. Americans drank four 
times as much as they do now and drunkenness was almost 
universally accepted. While some people feigned religios-
ity, they forgot the Golden Rule and love of one’s neigh-
bor, especially if that neighbor was black. In the Supreme 
Court’s 1857 Dred Scott decision, it was ruled that a black 
man (freeman or slave) had no rights in the United States 
that a white man was bound to respect. Before the election 
the Democratic Party, which had controlled the Presidency, 
the Senate, and the Supreme Court for many years, split into 
two parts (North and South) primarily over slavery. The old 
Whig Party changed its name and tried to stay neutral. The 
relatively new Republican Party reluctantly accepted slav-
ery but wanted it contained to the South. After a raucous, 
hate filled campaign on all sides, Abraham Lincoln won with 
only 39.9% of the vote (virtually none from the South) yet 
a plurality of the Electoral College. He traveled secretly to 
his inauguration in Washington, D.C. in March 1861 under 
death threats. Most Southern states seceded from the Union 
in the meantime and the first shots of the Civil War were 
fired on Ft. Sumter in Charleston, SC harbor on April 12, 
1861. Our beloved nation had gone mad.  

No political party, ideology, or even a demagogue on a 
white horse can change the confused moral, spiritual, and 
ethical cesspool of our nation and its disintegrating politics. 
“Thus saith the Lord; Cursed be the man that trusteth in 
man, and maketh flesh his arm, and whose heart depar-
teth from the Lord” (Jer. 17:5). We must pray on our knees 
earnestly and daily for our beloved nation and its leaders (2 
Tim. 2:1,2). We must reform our own lives to reflect the life 
of our Savior, getting rid of any “isms” in our way (Tit. 2:11-
14). We must concentrate on saving souls, rather than dol-
lars, with the soul cleansing primitive Gospel of Jesus Christ 
(Acts 2:37,38; Rom. 1:16). ONLY the Gospel can save our 
nation from this madness and the judgment of God (2 Cor. 
5:10; Acts 17:30,31). Our nation and our culture need resto-
ration to God!  Are you a part of God’s purpose for Christ’s 
kingdom, the church, in this world or a hindrance to it? “Ye 
are the salt of the earth: but if the salt have lost his sa-
vour, wherewith shall it be salted? it is thenceforth good 
for nothing, but to be cast out, and to be trodden under 
foot of men” (Mat. 5:13).

ANOTHER RING OF AUTHENTICITY
But when they had commanded them to go aside out of the 
council, they conferred among themselves, Saying, What 
shall we do to these men? for that indeed a notable miracle 
hath been done by them is manifest to all them that dwell 
in Jerusalem; and we cannot deny it. But that it spread no 
further among the people, let us straitly threaten them, 
that they speak henceforth to no man in this name (Acts 
4: 15-17).

In the Book of Acts Chapters 3 and 4, the physician and 
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his book on a lark or rush to finish it without painstakingly 
checking the facts. It was not a book of gossip as were many 
historical records of his day. Rather this historian, inspired 
by the Holy Spirit (2 Pet. 2:20, 21), left us a treasure to be 
read, understood, and obeyed. For the Holy Bible is not only 
inspired of God but inerrant. 

Forasmuch as many have taken in hand to set forth in 
order a declaration of those things which are most surely 
believed among us, Even as they delivered them unto us, 
which from the beginning were eyewitnesses, and minis-
ters of the word; It seemed good to me also, having had 
perfect understanding of all things from the very first, to 
write unto thee in order, most excellent Theophilus,  That 
thou mightest know the certainty of those things, wherein 
thou hast been instructed (Luke 1:1-4).

Jackson, Wayne, The Acts of the Apostles, Courier Pub-
lications: Stockton, CA;   2000, p. 68.

Vine’s Expository Dictionary of Biblical Words, Eds.: 
W. E. Vine, Merrill Unger, William White, Nashville, TN: 
Thomas Nelson Publishers, 1985.

THE UNCOMMON MEMORIAL MEAL
“For as often as ye eat this bread, and drink this cup, 

ye do shew the Lord's death till he come” (1 Cor. 11:26).
For almost 2,000 years, Christians have come together 

to remember their Lord’s command and to partake of a me-
morial meal or the Lord’s Supper. “And upon the first day 
of the week, when the disciples came together to break 
bread, Paul preached unto them, ready to depart on the 
morrow; and continued his speech until midnight” (Acts 
20:7).

Over the centuries the Roman church made this meal 
into a superstitious ritual. The bread became “the host” or 
“the real presence”—the literal body of Christ. The meal 
itself became separated from other acts of worship—a 
sacrament.

In the 19th Century, Christians sought to restore the sim-
plicity, yet the necessity, of observing the Lord’s Supper—
as authorized of Christ. “And he took bread, and gave 
thanks, and brake it, and gave unto them, saying, This is 
my body which is given for you: this do in remembrance 
of me” (Luke 22:19—emphasis in italics mine).

Christians would ride on horseback, in wagons, carriag-
es, and walk on foot for miles around to gather together to 
remember their Lord and Master’s death. Sisters would have 
baked the unleavened bread. “The fruit of the vine” (Luke 
22:18) had been made from grapes, carefully preserving the 
unfermented grape juice or “the blood of grapes” (Gen. 
49:11). A simple cloth would sometimes cover the table and 
the emblems to keep the flies away. A brother would often 
make a short “table talk” to remind the partakers of what 
they were doing. One brother might “preside over the table” 
while the other brothers passed out the emblems. There was 

no pomp and circumstance, no “mystery,” just simple New 
Testament Christianity.

Today the weekly Sunday observance of this Christian 
act of worship distinguishes the Lord’s church from most 
other religious bodies. It is one of the identifying marks of 
the undenominational church or “one body” (Eph. 4:4) we 
read about in the New Testament.

Does the church you attend observe this memorial meal 
every Sunday as one of the five acts of worship in the first 
day of the week worship assembly, or does it only attempt to 
do it monthly, quarterly, yearly, or on some so-called “holy 
day?” Does it have a non-Sunday observance? Does it make 
the Lord’s Supper a part of some common meal? If the an-
swer is “yes” to any of these practices, by what authority do 
they do this? Is it by man-made authority (tradition, manual, 
church edict, catechism, discipline, etc.) or the authority of 
the Lord—the New Testament? “And whatsoever ye do in 
word or deed, do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving 
thanks to God and the Father by him” (Col. 3:17). “But 
in vain they do worship me, teaching for doctrines the 
commandments of men” (Mat. 15:9; John 12:48).

If the answer is “yes,” please flee from that false church 
as did Joseph from Potipher’s wife! Seek and find the body 
of Christ on the pages of the New Testament. Learn the gos-
pel, believe, and obey it. Then, as a repentant believer in  
Christ, you can be immersed in water by the authority of 
Christ for the remission of your sins (Mark 16:15; Rom. 
1:16; 1 Cor. 15:1-4;10:17; Acts 17:30; Rom. 10:10; Acts 
2:38; 22:16; Rom. 6:3, 4; Col. 2:12; Gal. 3:26, 27, Acts 
2:41, 42, 47). Having obeyed the gospel you can serve Him 
faithfully all your life (Rev. 2:10; 1 Cor. 15:58). Of the early 
church it is written,“And they continued stedfastly in the 
apostles’ teaching and fellowship, in the breaking of bread 
and the prayers” (Acts 2:42—ASV, 1901—emphasis in 
italics mine).  If we believe what they believed and do what 
they did, in the way they did  it, and for the reason they did 
it, we will be saved as they were saved from their sins and be 
faithful in the Lord’s church. 

—2330 Moore Court
Columbia, TN 38401

“And fear not them which kill the 
body, but are not able to kill the 
soul: but rather fear him which 
is able to destroy both soul and 
body in hell”  (Mat. 10:28).
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INTRODUCTION
Railroad tracks run parallel to each other, as do numer-

ous other things (e.g., lines on a music staff, window blinds, 
prison bars, et al.). Such items are not only aligned; they go 
in the same direction and generally have the same terminus. 
Parallels exist not only in the area of physical phenomena, 
but in the realm of ideas well.

The “no holds barred” intensity of the current presiden-
tial campaign served to accentuate the deep political (social, 
cultural, and religious rift in our nation. Numerous seasoned 
presidential campaign observers agree that this is one of the 
most bitterly fought races ever. This highly-charged atmo-
sphere has provoked a few thoughts concerning some ideo-
logical parallels. Generally, the national political division 
breaks along “conservative” and “liberal” lines, often identi-
fied as the “right” and the “left,”respectively.

SOME GENERAL PARALLELS
Some general parallels are obvious between the politi-

cal and religious landscapes. Professed believers in God, the 
Bible, and the Christ are also divided along the lines of the 
“right” and “left” dichotomy that is observable in politics. 
This conservative-liberal division is quite apparent in both 
the Roman Catholic Church and in Protestant Denomina-
tionalism (with pronounced liberal dominance in the latter). 
So we see these parallel “rails” of politics and religion: both 
are very much divided along conservative and liberal lines.

Even closer to home, it is no secret that the church of 
Christ is also deeply divided along conservative and liberal 
lines. (I do not employ the term liberal to be unkind or unfair, 
but to be accurate. Liberal accurately describes those who 
take liberties with God’s Word.) What began in a seemingly 
small way about half a century ago has steadily developed 
into a cleavage with no foreseeable prospect of repair. The 
church is moving inexorably toward a repeat—in the not-
too-distant-future, I fear—of the tragic complete sundering 
of the body of Christ that occurred a century ago (some seem 
never to learn or care about the lessons of history). Not a few 
believe said division has already occurred. As sad as it is 
to contemplate, the conservative–liberal tension has already 
produced internal schism in hundreds of congregations. 
The number of entire congregations that have moved or are 
moving leftward is surely in the hundreds—if not more. It is 
only a matter of time now until the reality of this division is un-
deniable—even by the most dedicated religious“ostriches.”

Those who have read any of my writings or who have 

POLITICS AND RELIGION:
LIBERALS WILL BE LIBERALS

Dub McClish

heard me preach for any length of time are aware of my un-
ashamed conservative perspective. Liberals fail who seek to 
slander me by throwing this label my way. To me, conserva-
tive is neither pejorative nor demeaning; it is complimen-
tary. For my part, the true meaning of this term has only 
positive connotations. I do not claim to speak for them, but I 
believe there are still many faithful saints whose only inter-
est in religion is mine—to simply conserve or preserve that 
“once-for-all-delivered” faith (Jude 3) for which the Lord 
died. Conservatives are the real restorers. We seek no more 
and no less than the unadulterated doctrine and practice of 
the New Testament.

The proclivity of liberals to categorize all who object 
to their schemes as “antis” stems from the misconception 
that conservatives like to “make laws.” Notwithstanding this 
frequent accusation, I am not the least bit interested in mak-
ing any new laws for God (If I have ever done so, it was 
not because of, but in spite of, any such intent). This charge 
accurately describes genuine “anti-ism,” not genuine conser-
vatism. (By genuine anti-ism I refer to the practice of mak-
ing personal scruples about such things as church support of 
children’s homes, church co-operation, eating in the church 
building, the time of meeting, or even the color of the carpet, 
grounds of fellowship. All other things being equal, such 
scruples [whether held by congregations or by individuals] 
are of no consequence to a genuine conservative—as long as 
they remain just that—personal scruples.)

When one objectively considers the correct definition 
of conservative, he will realize that personal-scruple-en-
forcing “anti” brethren are no more conservative than lib-
erals and that liberals are as much in the law-making busi-
ness as are extreme “antis.” Liberals just make their laws 
broader, whereas said “antis” make theirs narrower, than 
God’s law—but both are law-makers. The implication of the 
foregoing remarks is clear: Liberalism and anti-ism are both 
extremes; conservatism occupies the happy middle ground 
of Truth. If I did not believe this, I would seek other ground.

Liberal innovators drove the wedge that eventually 
split the church a century ago. They began it all by intro-
ducing the missionary society and the [mechanical] in-
strument of music a half century earlier. Until then, the 
church was marching as a solid, united phalanx and making  
great gains for the Truth on every hand. Ironically, those 
conservative brethren (whose only aim was the restoration 
of primitive Christianity) who resisted the innovators and 
their innovations were shown the door and blamed for the 
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division.
Like their earlier counterparts, today’s liberals, with 

their host of innovations—all symptomatic of their rejection 
of the authority of Scripture—are completely culpable for 
the division now occurring in the church. The list of strange 
practices and doctrines they have imposed— and are impos-
ing—on the Lord’s people is as long as my arm (and I have 
long arms). The only sense in which those who endeavor to 
preserve the ancient landmarks are guilty of the current divi-
sion is that we have dared expose and oppose the nefarious 
machinations of the liberals. Many of us plan to continue 
doing so.

SOME SPECIFIC PARALLELS
With the foregoing as background, let us now consider 

a more specific set of parallels—the one that exists between 
liberals/leftists in politics (including the major news media) 
and their liberal/leftist counterparts in the church (including 
the “news media” operated by brethren). These two groups 
of liberals run on parallel “rails”—they just circulate in dif-
ferent spheres of activity. Liberals in the church mirror the 
nature, attitudes, and tactics demonstrated by politicians and 
media principals on the left (especially in the recent and cur-
rent) presidential campaigns. Consider the following:
Liberals do not like to be called “liberals”

A politician may spend twenty years amassing the most 
liberal voting record in the US Senate. Yet, when his op-
ponent emphasizes this, correctly labeling him a “liberal,” 
the liberal (and the “establishment” media) will shame the 
exposer for daring to call him what he is. In politics, liberals 
know that they rarely win unless they can somehow disguise 
their liberalism, so they try to hide under such terms as mod-
erate, progressive, or centrist.
Liberals in the church object to this term also, and for the 
same reason. Preachers, professors, and editors who no lon-

ger love the Truth and who seek to turn the church into a 
denomination (which they already believe it to be), do not 
like to be identified for what they are—liberals. They know 
that faithful brethren will not tolerate their shenanigans if 
convinced of their liberalism. They thus prefer moderate, 
progressive, and centrist, just as politicians do.
Liberals are elitists

Liberal politicians are generally arrogant and puffed 
up with their own importance. They believe they are bet-
ter, smarter, and wiser than “ordinary” people. They exhibit 
a “nose-in-the-air” condescension toward their constituents 
that smacks of an ancient landlord’s attitude toward his serfs. 
The “common people” would hardly know how to tie their 
shoes or chew gum without their patronizing advice and 
oversight.

Liberals in the church are eaten up with arrogance and 
elitism. This is especially so if they have earned a PhD, and 
even more so if they occupy a professorship in one of the 
universities founded by brethren. Many of them have been 
off to Harvard, Princeton, or some other school full of infi-
del theologians, and have come back enlightened. They have 
escaped the shackles of simple faith in the Bible as God’s 
verbally and plenarily inspired Word. Reminiscent of the 
Gnostics of old, they know it all—even more than God has 
revealed. Job’s mordant response to Zophar nails them: “No 
doubt but ye are the people, and wisdom shall die with 
you” (Job 12:2).

We pitiful souls who have only been studying and 
preaching the simple Truth for forty, fifty, sixty, or more 
years are just ignoramuses. We are not linguists or theolo-
gians, and they are. My, my, such Neanderthals as we still 
believe that faithful churches of Christ today are the one 
church of the New Testament in our time, that one must be 
in it to be saved, and that the only way one can enter it is 
by obeying Jesus’ plan of salvation, culminating in baptism 
unto remission of sins (Acts 2:37–47).

Liberals profess themselves to be supremely tolerant. In 
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their campaign speeches, liberal candidates typically boast 
of their tolerance for all viewpoints, lifestyles, behaviors, 
and attitudes. Their practice, however, reveals that their 
“tolerance” definitely has limits. It comes to an abrupt halt 
when one dares question and/or expose the fallacies and/or 
evils of such things as abortion and homosexual behavior. 
[We can add to the list the so-called transvestites and trans 
genders.—Editor] Verily, liberals are among the most intol-
erant people on earth—if in doubt just resist them or their 
policies. [Some of us who have resisted, exposed, and re-
nounced their errors have experienced their kind of love and 
tolerance, and we have pointed out the same to the church 
for years—“You have not be loved until you have been loved 
by a liberal.”—Editor]

So it is with liberals in the church. They are so sweet and 
profoundly tolerant that they would not dare offend anyone 
by preaching on the errors of denominationalism, the sin of 
using instrumental music in worship, or the necessity of bap-
tism for remission of sins. They would not think of saying 
or doing anything that might cause some sinner to get the  
idea he is lost. They see no problem with “social drinking,” 
near-nakedness in public, adulterous marriages, or buying a 
lottery ticket—they are so tolerant, you see.

Or are they? Actually, they are only tolerant of almost 
everything and anyone, except sound doctrine and those who 
preach and defend it. They have an extremely low tolerance 
threshold for any teaching that counters their agenda. For 
decades such places as Pepperdine U, ACU, LCU, Lipscomb 
U, and the Tulsa Workshop have not tendered invitations to 
conservative preachers to speak. Liberal churches years ago 

closed their pulpits to any but liberal preachers. I suppose 
it is because liberals are so exceedingly tolerant that they 
do not extend these invitations. “But conservative congrega-
tions do not invite liberals into their pulpits, either,” someone 
observes. The difference is that we do not pretend or profess 
to be super-tolerant of all views. We make it known plainly 
that we are consciously intolerant of and will not provide a 
platform for false teachers, as the Scriptures obligate us to be 
and do (Rom. 16:17–18; 2 Tim. 4:2–4; 2 John 10–11; et al.).
Liberals are experts at applying a double standard

Liberal politicians demonstrate this practice in various 
ways (including their professed tolerance, discussed above):

First, political liberals project themselves as great cham-
pions of the First Amendment of our Constitution, part of 
which guarantees free speech. They are all for free speech as 
long as they and their media sycophants are viciously lying 
about their conservative opponents. However, they sudden-
ly care not so much for free speech when opponents come 
forward with the truth about their dangerous policies, major 
character flaws, and inconsistencies. By threat and intimida-
tion they seek to silence conservative voices in the media. 
By long serving as the unpaid voice of liberals the “major” 
news media have outrageously abused the very free speech 
right under which they operate. Amazingly, they do such in 
the name of “objectivity,” while denying their glaring bias. 
They are pleased to mitigate, slant, and/or even withhold 
significant conservative facts and voices from the public.

Liberals in the church are not interested in freedom of 
expression. The closing of most of the university lecture-
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ships and liberal big church pulpits to all but their kind (all 
the while professing tolerance) is a case in point. The Chris-
tian Chronicle bills itself as “An international newspaper for 
members of churches of Christ.” It boasts of its “balance” and  
“objectivity,” yet its pages are filled with promotion—paid 
and unpaid—of the most liberal institutions, projects, and 
men among us. Its editors misname “liberals” as “progres-
sives” and refer to those seeking to conserve New Testament 
teaching and practice as “traditionalists” (Oct. 2004:30). 
Where were “balance” and “objectivity” when its editor 
described conservatives as those who exclude all but those 
who “worship as the church did in the early decades of the 
last century” (July 2004:30)? Contrariwise, we charge them 
with rejecting the plan of salvation and the pattern for the 
church of the first century.

Second, as mentioned earlier, political liberals object to 
those who correctly label them liberals. Labeling, they say, 
is unfair and prejudicial. Yet, in another application of the 
double standard, they are the biggest labelers around. They 
refer to political conservatives as “the radical right,” “the 
vast right-wing conspiracy,” “the religious right,” and simi-
lar terms with a curled lip and an unbatted eye.

So it is with liberals in the church. As mentioned above, 
they do not want to be called what they are—liberals. They 
self-righteously and indignantly decry the awful practice of 
labeling. I have even heard some conservative brethren mis-
takenly join the voices of liberals in this respect, declaring, 
“The New Testament does not contain the words, conserva-
tive or liberal, so we should not use them.” No, not explic-
itly, but it does so implicitly in every passage that warns of 
apostasy and enjoins faithful adherence to the Gospel, which 
passages permeate the inspired volume (as even neophyte 
Bible students should know). Nonetheless, liberals have 

proved themselves very prolific, adept, and imaginative in 
labeling their opponents (e.g., “legalists,” “five-steppers,” 
“brotherhood watchdogs,” “witch-hunters,” “keepers of 
orthodoxy,” “Pharisees,” “traditionalists,” “commandment 
keepers,” “new antis,” et al.) It is not that liberals do not like 
labeling; they just do not like to be on the receiving end of 
labels that truly characterize them.

CONCLUSION
The truth of the matter is that liberals will be liberals, 

wherever one finds them. If political liberals should someday 
gain control of all branches of our government and if they 
watered-down our constitution and the God-given rights and 
freedoms it guarantees, we could still live as God’s people 
and be saved at last. Of course, we would likely be under se-
vere opposition and duress (political liberals have generally 
demonstrated that they think believing in God is a joke, the 
Bible is a fairy tale, and alley cats and barnyard animals are 
proper role models for “morals”—with my apologies to the 
animals in some cases).

However, liberals in the church will cause souls to be 
lost. They have no more respect for the inspired constitution 
of the kingdom of Heaven than political liberals have for 
the US constitution. They have an amazing ability to ignore 
Paul’s mandate: “And whatever ye do, in word or in deed, 
do all in the name of the Lord, giving thanks to God the 
Father through him” (Col. 3:17). They preach a diluted 
message that is destroying the church everywhere men im-
plement it. Their message robs men of the plan of salvation 
from sin, and ultimately, therefore, of Heaven itself. Liber-
alism is simply another word for apostasy and heresy. Paul 
described those who thus walk as “holding a form of godli-
ness, but having denied the power thereof,” and enjoined: 
“from these also turn away” (2 Tim. 3:5). [NOTE: I wrote 
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the foregoing MS while editor of THE GOSPEL JOURNAL. 
It appeared in a slightly different form as my “Editorial Per-
spective” in the November 2004 issue of said publication, 
of which I was editor (revised/updated 2/17/16). DM]—{I 
have taken some editorial liberties with the article by chang-

ing a few words and adding an editorial comment here and 
there to reflect the present state of affairs in politics and the 
Lord’s church.—Editor} 

—908 Imperial Drive
Denton, TX 76209

gfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfgfg

ADDENDUM TO THE PREVIOUS ARTICLE

As brother McClish in the preceding article empha-
sized, liberalism is often associated with a political party but 
for many years now it has also greatly troubled the Lord’s 
church. Today liberalism is a very strong influence on the 
thinking (such as it is) of church members (not a few elders 
and preachers) regarding fellowship between and among 
themselves.

Further, liberals are church members whose wills are 
not restrained by what the New Testament authorizes. For 
whatever reason, they desire to go beyond the things that are 
written in God’s Word (1 Cor. 4:6, ASV–1901). In liberalism, 
people’s individual choices are always right for them. It does 
not matter if the Bible instructs them in a different way, they 
determine what is true for themselves. Thus, what is correct 
to them is determined by their own feelings, concepts, and 
estimation.

There have always been liberals in the church that say 
sin is not that destructive. Thus, they teach that the doctrine 
of Christ, the only avenue for saving truth to reach man-
kind, is not as important as love. Fundamentally, they define 
“love” to be a syrupy, sick, sentimentalism rather than that 
which always lead one to obey God as He reveals His will 
to mankind in the Bible in general and the New Testament in 
particular (Col. 3:17; 2 Tim. 3:16, 17; Heb. 4:12; Luke 8:11; 
Jam. 1:25; John 8: 31, 32; 17:17; 12:48; 15:10; 1 John 5:2, 
3). Remember the admonition of the apostle John found in 2 
John 6-11. Thus, liberalism opens one up to loosing people 
from what God in His Word binds on them. 

Most readers of this paper know that one is not required 
to go as far from rejecting the restrictions of God’s Word as 
have Rubel Shelly, Max Lucado, Abilene Christian Univer-
sity (ACU), Lipscomb University, etc., regarding the doc-
trine of Christ before one can be correctly labored a liberal. 
For anyone in the church to loose oneself or others from a 
New Testament obligation is to make oneself guilty of the 
sin of liberalism. Let us consider the following to see the 
proof of the foregoing affirmation.

The apostle Paul taught in Romans 15:4 that Old Tes-
tament accounts are to teach Christians about living as the 
Lord would have them live under the authority of Jesus in 
His church. Thus, we turn to the account of Nadab and Abi-
hu found in Leviticus chapter ten to realize that it takes only 

one sin (in this case one liberal act) to condemn the sinner. 
Just what sin against God did Nadab and Abihu commit? 

They used a fire “which He had not commanded them” 
(Lev. 10:1). From man’s perspective, what the two brothers 
did may seem as nothing, but to God it revealed their lack 
of faith in Him. They did not take God at His Word (Rom. 
10:17; 2 Cor. 5:7; Heb. 11:6). Thus, God killed them for 
loosing where He had not loosed. We must not be guilty of 
the same kind of sin. We must not add to or take away from 
God’s instructions (Deu. 4:2; Rev. 22:18,19).

The foregoing being the case, there are liberals over 
much and their are liberals over a little when it comes to 
the doctrine of Christ. What is spiritually destroying many 
brethren today is not being liberal in many areas of one’s 
life, such as ACU, etc., but being liberal in a few or only 
one area of living the Christian life. Such brethren have not 
denied that the New Testament is a divine pattern, or advo-
cated that the church is a denomination, or that the use of 
mechanical instruments of music in worship is acceptable to 
God, or that the Lord’s Supper can be observed on other days 
than the first day of every week in the worship assembly 
of the saints, or that women may be preachers, etc. In fact, 
many of them continue to teach what faithful brethren have 
always taught. But it is in their lack of consistent application 
of those truths that has permitted Satan to devour them. They 
have arbitrarily decided that if a brother or sister is mostly 
sound in life and doctrine but just a little bit unsound, rather 
than break fellowship with them, they continue in fellowship  
with them. The view with some seems to be this—if we point 
out their sin(s) whatever it is, telling them they are wrong, 
then we can continue to fellowship them.

We have seen this error practised by preachers, elders, 
preacher training schools, the churches that sponsor them, 
certain papers, and lectureships. It comes down to the fact 
that many brethren are content with accepting liberalism on 
the level of Nadab and Abihu, but not on the level of Jere-
boam, the son of Nebat or Ahab. The Lord willing, we will 
deal more with this kind of  liberalism in another issue of 
CFTF.   

—David  P. Brown, Editor    
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Editorial...     CONSENSUS FELLOWSHIP
Over the years, there have been and continues to be cer-

tain brethren who are deliberately and consistently ignoring 
the Holy Spirit’s teaching concerning fellowship in the in-
spired absolute objective standard that is the New Testament 
(Col. 3:17; Jude 3; 2 John 9, 10; John 12:48). In recent years, 
it seems that the number of brethren rejecting the New Testa-
ment’s teaching about fellowship has grown. These brethren 
are not among those rank liberals who are far to the left of 
the truth, apostates such as Max Lucado, Rubel Shelly, Pep-
perdine U., Abilene Christian U., Lipscomb U., etc. In fact, 
they have in times past correctly opposed these rank digres-
sives. However, those same brethren are not at all consis-
tent, regular, and steadfast in practicing scriptural fellowship 
regarding matters about which they consider less important 
than the preceding listed liberals and their far to the left false 
doctrines. In other words, if they were Israelites they might 
be concerned about “Golden Calf” worship, but not about 
the private sins of Nadab and Abihu.

In many cases, the brethren we have in mind teach 
the truth concerning fellowship, but they only practice it 
when they arbitrarily decide to do so. As to who should and 
should not be fellowshipped, they apply the truth concern-
ing the same on the basis of their own respect of persons.  
They closely observe which way the wind is blowing regard-
ing what certain influential brethren will or will not do. If 
they think that opposing whatever or whomever will cause 
them to lose financial support, gospel meetings, lectureship 
invitations, and/or highly esteemed advantageous connec-
tions in the church, or put them at odds with preacher train-
ing schools, from which many of them are graduates and, 
sadly, with which they are joined at the hip with no intention 
of being parted, they will not oppose it or them. Simply put, 
these weak-kneed brethren are not about to lose their high-
ly esteemed and cherished “chief seats.” They are as was 
Ephraim of old, “joined to idols...” For those who desire to 
remain faithful to God, the remedy prescribed by the prophet 
for Israel concerning Ephraim is the same now as then— 
“let him alone”  (Hos. 4:17).

“CONSENSUS FELLOWSHIP”   
These inconsistent brethren follow what I call “the con-

sensus standard” for determining who should or should not 
be in fellowship. As previously noted, “the consensus stan-
dard” brethren decide to support, oppose, or attempt to re-
main neutral regarding whatever or whomever on the basis 
of WHO the preacher is, the number and nature of the errors, 
his influence (or the lack of it), the group with which he is 
associated (Is it “too big to fail?”), and the financial loss if 
he/we oppose it. This is the way “the consensus standard” 
brethren think, purpose, and plan. If the foregoing is familiar 
to you, it should be, because it smacks of the dishonest char-
acters in secular politics. 

One cannot help but wonder if the false MDR doctrine 
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popularized by the late James D. Bales had appeared for the 
first time today, whether Bales would have been opposed 
by “the consensus standard” brethren. Indeed, I am made to 
wonder if brother Bales would have remained in fellowship 
at that time if the late brethren Thomas B. Warren and Roy 
C. Deaver had not taken the lead in opposing and refuting 
brother Bales’ false doctrines on MDR (the alien sinner is 
not amenable to the law of Christ and the so-called “Pauline 
Privilege”). After all, most of what brother Bales believed 
was scriptural. Indeed,  until he began to propagate his errors 
concerning MDR, he was a leading opponent of liberals in 
the Lord’s church. 

The mind-set of those brethren who continue to claim to 
be sound in the faith and who do not presently accept the lib-
eralism of Lipscomb U., ACU, et al., is, nevertheless,  “unity 
in diversity” in obligatory matters, a course that the far left 
liberals have long followed.  

Once “the consensus standard” brethren have stamped 
their “Good Church Housekeeping Seal of Approval,” or 
placed their “Imprimatur” on someone, or some organiza-
tion, or doctrine, woe be to those who do not accept their 
dictums and pontifications. In such matters, about which this 
article is concerned, “the consensus standard” brethren and 
their followers do not deal in facts, or in the scriptures per-
taining thereto. As far as “the consensus standard” breth-
ren are concerned, the truth about anything is whatever they 
decide it to be. They are interested in one thing, promoting 
themselves, their work, and opposing whoever gets in their 
way. There is little to no fear of God before their eyes, and 
they are searing their consciences as they travel down the 
broad way that ends at the same place where Shelly, Lucado, 
Pepperdine U., ACU, Lipscomb U. et al. are residing. Not to 
realize that salient but terribly sad fact is to be bigger fools 
than the people who think that politicians have the answer 
to all the problems in our culture, society, and nation. In this 
editorial, a prime example of the foregoing bad mind-set, I 
am sad to say, is displayed by brother Perry Sexton in the 
Facebook discussion begining on page 7. Just remember, 

one has not been loved until one has been loved by a liberal. 
Before closing I want to mention another fellowship er-

ror. The brethren engaged therein demand that anytime a 
church withdraws fellowship from someone, all brethren 
without question or investigation must accept the withdraw-
al. Of course, if a church scripturally withdraws from some-
one, they will be able to prove to inquiring brethren that their 
discipliary actions were scriptural (1 The. 5:21). 

In a case where there are as many brethren in good stand-
ing in a congregation who are opposed to the withdrawal as 
there are brethren who are for it (especially when the alleged 
sin has to do with one’s conduct rather then doctrinal er-
ror), it is virtually impossible for one outside the congrega-
tion to know the facts in such a case so they can comply 
with 1 Thessalonians 5:21, especially where no elders ex-
ist. Thus, “outsiders” cannot act by faith in honoring such 
a withdrawal of fellowship because they cannot prove what 
transpired in the matter (Col. 3:17; 2 Cor. 5:7). When the 
accusers demand that all churches accept what they dictate 
to them without question, but refuse to meet with all church 
members in said congregation that were involved in said 
matter, even refusing to permit the accused to face his accus-
ers unless it is before a group the accusers have personally 
approved, sensible brethren ought to “smell a rat.”

When “outside” brethren are willing to make up their 
minds based ONLY on what one side in such a church fray 
told them, indicating no interest in hearing what other breth-
ren who were personally involved in said matters have to say 
to the contrary of said accusers, one cannot help but wonder 
about the accusers’ desire for scriptural justice and equity. 
Why would anyone permit oneself to make up one’s mind 
about such a serious matter on partial information? 

Our prayer is that all those in error on fellowship, re-
gardless of the kind of error it is, will repent of their sins 
before they leave this world.

—David P. Brown , Editor
‘



4 Contending for the Faith—July/August/2016

In the last ten years there have been numerous excuses 
offered by brethren, who should know better, as to why the 
Dave Miller doctrine on the re-evaluation and reaffirmation 
(reconfirmation) of elders does not need to be exposed, op-
posed, rejected, refuted, and condemned. Although there is 
absolutely no Scriptural authority for it, various men erst-
while known as soldiers of truth have been amazingly silent. 
Rather than offering Biblical refutation against it, or even 
attempting to present Scriptural justification for it, “they all 
with one consent began to make excuse.” It is as if they 
have forgotten that silence in the face of sin is sinful! They 
have caved in to pressure in the brotherhood, rather than op-
posing it for what it really is—a false doctrine! Evidently 
favor among men is more important to them than the Divine 
charge to expose, oppose, and rebuke sin when darkness and 
error appear: “And have no fellowship with the unfruitful 
works of darkness, but rather reprove them” (Eph. 5:11; 
cf. 2 Tim. 4:1-2). Indeed, error must be rebuked, refuted, and 
confuted, and efforts must be made to convince and convict 
those teaching, practicing, or believing it, by wielding “the 
sword of the Spirit, which is the word of God” (Eph. 6:17; 
cf. Tit. 1:9-13; 2:15; Jude 22; 1 Tim. 5:20; 2 Tim. 3:16-17; 
4:2).

DO NOT FORGET THE CURSE OF MEROZ
In the song of Deborah and Barak, after the defeat of 

God’s enemies, the Canaanites, a curse was pronounced 
against the inhabitants of Meroz, because: “they did not 
come to help Jehovah when He was fighting with and for the 
Israelites” (Keil & Delitzsch). The Divine pronouncement 
was: “Curse ye Meroz, said the angel of the LORD, curse 
ye bitterly the inhabitants thereof; because they came 
not to the help of the LORD, to the help of the LORD 
against the mighty” (Jud. 5:23). In like manner, silence is 
sinful when the truth is at stake! 

This brings to mind those who refuse to stand up with 
those who are fighting with the Lord against the many errors 
facing the Lord’s church. This includes, but is not limited to, 
the false doctrine of change agents, such as: Rubel Shelly, 
Mike Cope, Max Lucado, Jeff Walling, and others. However, 
a more imminent danger to sound brethren is the influence of 
men who are not overtly teaching error themselves, but who 
are bidding Godspeed to those who do, or to their supporters. 
This is a violation of 2 John, verses nine through eleven and 
other passages, which declare God’s law on fellowship. It is 
an insidious danger because certain men of sound reputation 
are refusing to speak out on such cutting edge issues that 
are slowly creeping into the church, such as Miller’s elder 

IS ELDER RE-EVALUATION AND REAFFIRMATION 
REALLY A MATTER OF INDIFFERENCE?

Danny Douglas

re-evaluation / reaffirmation and marriage intent doctrines. 
This new “unity in diversity” movement, as practiced by 
the Memphis School of Preaching and others, is sweeping 
the brotherhood, wherein men formerly known for sound-
ness are extending fellowship to congregations, schools, and 
preachers who are in violation of God’s law on fellowship. 

If it is their “righteousness” that forbids such brethren to 
oppose elder re-evaluation and reaffirmation, why does their 
“righteousness” not demand their defense of it? If there is 
nothing to it, why not oppose those who charge Dave Miller 
with fatal error? Moreover, if they sincerely believe that all 
this is much ado about nothing, then why not attempt to set 
forth Scriptural arguments to correct and refute those who 
are in opposition to this matter of “indifference”? Further-
more, why does not the astute and articulate Dave Miller 
himself rise up and defend his bizarre ideas about the elder-
ship and marriage intent? 

True men of God in the past who have been attacked 
for what they believed and taught were unafraid to mount 
the polemic platform and do battle by laying out their logi-
cal arguments and mightily contending for their convictions 
in public debate. Yet, we see none of this out from brother 
Miller and those who defend him. Why are they silent as 
the tomb in attempting to logically justify a practice which 
heretofore was unknown among faithful churches of Christ. 
If it is a scriptural and wise way to conduct congregational 
matters, when will his adamant supporters implement this 
novel idea for their elderships? When will Forest Hill (home 
of MSOP) and Getwell in Memphis, and others, set into 
motion that which has brought chaos and division into the 
Brown Trail church of Christ, Hurst, Texas, where it has 
been practiced on two occasions? Hopefully, never, but why 
defend and promote one who has helped to introduce it into 
the Lord’s true church? In love, we pray that he and they will 
repent. Does not the Bible still say:

Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them which cause 
divisions and offences contrary to the doctrine which ye 
have learned; and avoid them. 18 For they that are such 
serve not our Lord Jesus Christ, but their own belly; and 
by good words and fair speeches deceive the hearts of the 
simple (Rom. 16:17-18).

THE BIBLE DOES NOT AUTHORIZE ELDER
RE-EVALUATION / REAFFIRMATION

Attempts have been made to justify Brown Trail’s prac-
tice of the re-evaluation and reaffirmation of elders because 
there were men in the eldership who needed to be removed. 
If that were the case, then God has given the church instruc-
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tion whereby to remove such men without concocting a new 
and unauthorized practice. Paul instructed Timothy:

Against an elder receive not an accusation, but before two 
or three witnesses. Them that sin rebuke before all, that 
others also may fear. I charge thee before God, and the 
Lord Jesus Christ, and the elect angels, that thou observe 
these things without preferring one before another, doing 
nothing by partiality (1 Tim. 5:19-21).

The Bible nowhere authorizes men to rid the church of 
a Scripturally qualified elder simply because some members 
refuse to follow him or do not perceive him to be a leader. 
Yet, the Brown Trail leadership and Dave Miller implement-
ed this very thing. In the process of carrying this out, brother 
Miller taught the following while working with the Brown 
Trail church of Christ: “Not only may a man no longer meet 
the qualifications, but conceivably a man could meet the 
qualifications, brethren, and yet not be perceived by that 
flock as a shepherd. Not be a man to whom they would sub-
mit themselves. Shepherds cannot lead where sheep will not 
follow.” However, holding elders to the scrutiny of human 
perception would submit the Lord’s church to mere human 
subjectivism rather than the absolute authority of the New 
Testament of Christ. 

The Miller philosophy, stated in his own words above, 
is faulty in more than one way. First, members are to submit 
to the eldership. No elder on his own has any authority, but 
collectively the elders of the congregation have authority to 
rule and oversee the flock (cf. Acts 20:28; 1 Pet. 5:2-3). Sec-
ondly, members who refuse to submit to Scripturally quali-
fied elders need to be rebuked and disciplined—not catered 
to. “Obey them that have the rule over you, and submit 
yourselves: for they watch for your souls, as they that 
must give account, that they may do it with joy, and not 
with grief: for that is unprofitable for you” (Heb. 13:17). 
Rather than putting Scriptural elders out of the eldership, it 
is the child of God who refuses to respect them and follow 
their lead who needs to be dealt with, and not vice versa 
as the Miller doctrine implies. Rather than the church rebel 
being responsible for his own rebellion, the Miller doctrine 
would hold Scriptural elders responsible for the rebel’s be-
havior. According to this reasoning, the obedient Moses and 
Aaron should have been swallowed up by the earth rather 
than the disobedient Korah, Dathan, and Abiram, who re-
belled against the authority of God (cf. Num. 16). 

Such an idea is completely foreign to the Scriptures. Ac-
cording to this flawed logic, preachers to whom stiff-necked 
brethren refuse to listen should quit preaching, and preach-
ers who are not perceived as gospel preachers by men should 
not attempt to preach at all. Nevertheless, thanks be to God 
that elders, preachers, and Christians alike are found pleas-
ing to God, not based upon human perception, but upon their 
adherence to the word of God! Paul instructed Timothy to: 
“Preach the word; be instant in season, out of season…”, 
even when people would not endure sound doctrine and 

turn away their ears from the truth” (cf. 2 Tim. 4:1-4). 
Gospel preachers today are to obey that same charge. Fur-
thermore, God commanded Isaiah to keep preaching even 
when the people would not listen:

Also I heard the voice of the Lord, saying, Whom shall 
I send, and who will go for us? Then said I, Here am I; 
send me. And he said, Go, and tell this people, Hear ye in-
deed, but understand not; and see ye indeed, but perceive 
not.  Make the heart of this people fat, and make their ears 
heavy, and shut their eyes; lest they see with their eyes, 
and hear with their ears, and understand with their heart, 
and convert, and be healed. Then said I, Lord, how long? 
And he answered, Until the cities be wasted without inhab-
itant, and the houses without a man, and the land be ut-
terly desolate, And the Lord have removed men far away, 
and there be a great forsaking in the midst of the land (Isa. 
6:8-12).

ANOTHER QUALIFICATION 
FOR ELDERS HAS BEEN ADDED 

During the same sermon, brother Miller further stated: 
“What follows then that one of the qualifications of a shep-
herd is that the membership perceives him to be such, and 
is willing to submit and to follow to respect and to trust.” 
Whether he admits to this or not, by making such a state-
ment brother Miller added unto the qualifications for elders 
laid down in the New Testament. Nowhere in Titus chapter 
one or in First Timothy chapter three can this qualification 
be found, that members must perceive a man to be an elder. 
Some members of the church do not perceive the importance 
of faithful attendance, but that does make faithful attendance 
unnecessary. Some do not believe in withdrawing fellowship 
from the disorderly, but it still is required by God. 

No doubt, there have been congregations with a sev-
eral worldly or rebellious members who did not consider a 
godly elder to be a true elder. Consequently, they sought to 
oust him from the eldership, but were unable to do so if they 
had succeeded such congregations would have long gone by 
the wayside. Yet, had the re-evaluation and reaffirmation of 
elders doctrine been practiced in these congregations, the 
carnally minded would have succeeded and the devil would 
have had a heyday! We are warned not to add to or take away 
from the word of God (cf. Rev. 22:18-19)!
WHERE IS THE SCRIPTURAL AUTHORITY FOR 

VOTING TO EXPEL GODLY ELDERS?
One might argue that there is nothing in the New Testa-

ment forbidding such a practice. However, the same argument 
could be made in behalf of using mechanical instruments in 
Worship. Yet, there is as much Scriptural authorization for 
worshipping with the mechanical instrument as there is for 
elder re-evaluation / reaffirmation—None! We are to do all 
“in the name of the Lord Jesus” (Col. 3:17), that is, by His 
authority and according to His word. 

When the Brown Trail elders first practiced this in 1990, 
one of the forms they presented to the membership was a 
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“Biblical Rationale For Evaluation of Elders.” In harmony 
with brother Miller’s sermon, it included the following dec-
laration:

Shepherds cannot lead where sheep will not follow. Even if 
a man is technically qualified to be an elder, if the member-
ship where he attends does not perceive him as a leader whom 
they respect and trust, he cannot shepherd effectively. (Dave 
Miller.)

In fact, they said that an elder had to be approved by 
75% of the membership whether scripturally qualified or 
not. That means that 26% of the members had the power to 
expel a godly elder from the eldership by popular vote. 

Also included in the process was a statement to the 
members entitled: “Procedure For Implementing Elder Eval-
uation/Selection Process.” Two of the Items stated:

3. Distribute evaluation/selection forms to the mem-
bership (April 22). Give membership one week to care-
fully/prayerfully evaluate present eldership as well as po-
tential new elders and submit forms to the committee no 
later than April 29.

4. Tabulation of forms by the committee. Present el-
ders must receive 75% support of those submitting forms. 
Individual interview appointments will be scheduled. In-
terviews will facilitate introspection and review biblical 
qualifications.

This practice is nothing short of an opportunity to vote 
a Scripturally qualified elder out of the eldership there is no 
authority for it!

WHERE IS BROTHER MILLER NOW?
Brother Dave Miller, current Director of Apologetics 

Press, Montgomery, Alabama, has stated that it is not an un-
scriptural practice and that he would do it again. The prac-
tice known as Re-evaluation and Reaffirmation of Elders 
was derived from change agents and liberals, whose basic 
problem is that they “despise dominion” (authority). Jude 
warns of such in Jude 8: Likewise also these filthy dream-
ers defile the flesh, despise dominion, and speak evil of 
dignities. This hallmark of the liberal is readily seen in this 
false doctrine which robs the eldership of its authority. 

Sadly, brother Dave Miller, whose excellent book, Pilot-
ing the Strait, is an effort to oppose change agents, has cast 
his lot with them in the practice of Re-evaluation and Reaffir-
mation of Elders. Students of Church History are well aware 
of the fact that the first major departure from the faith in the 
early centuries of Christianity, which led to the full-blown 
development of the papacy and Roman Catholicism, was the 
destruction of the scriptural organization of the church. God 
has ordained that a plurality of elders are to oversee the local 
church (cf. Acts 11:30; 14:23; 15:2, 4, 22, 23; 16:4; 20:17; 
21:18; 1 Tim. 5:17; Tit. 1:5; Jam. 5:14; 1 Pet. 5:1). 

God has vested in the local eldership the authority to car-
ry out the work which He has charged them to do (cf. Heb. 
13:17; 1 The. 5:12-13; 1 Pet. 5:1-3). Moreover, the Scrip-

ture teaches that the Holy Spirit makes overseers (elders), 
and that they are to feed the blood-bought church of God, 
as Paul stated to the Ephesian elders: “Take heed therefore 
unto yourselves, and to all the flock, over the which the 
Holy Ghost hath made you overseers, to feed the church 
of God, which he hath purchased with his own blood” 
(Acts 20:28).

CONCLUSION
The bottom line is that the reevaluation and reaffirma-

tion of elders is unscriptural in nature. It is an innovation that 
brings subjectivism into the Lord’s church. It is a process 
that has the potential of ruining any faithful congregation. 
Therefore, it cannot be sound and scriptural. 

It is shocking that some brethren, including some who 
at first opposed the process, are now defending it. Brethren, 
we cannot defend error, and be right. There is no scriptural 
authority for it. We cannot practice the reevaluation and reaf-
firmation of elders in the “name of the Lord Jesus” (Col. 
3:17). Let us be warned about introducing practices into the 
Lord’s church that would result in transgressing the Biblical 
pattern for church organization. Let us be warned:

For I testify unto every man that heareth the words of the 
prophecy of this book, If any man shall add unto these 
things, God shall add unto him the plagues that are writ-
ten in this book: And if any man shall take away from the 
words of the book of this prophecy, God shall take away 
his part out of the book of life, and out of the holy city, 
and from the things which are written in this book (Rev. 
22:18-19).
Let us also remember that if we do not abide in the doc-

trine of Christ, then we cannot have the Father and the Son:
Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine 
of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine of 
Christ, he hath both the Father and the Son. If there come 
any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not 
into your house, neither bid him God speed: For he that 
biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil deeds (2 John 
9-11). 

—704 Azalea Dr.
Mt. Pleasant, TN 38474

ddouglas111611@gmail.com

[The previous article appeared originally in the August, 
2015, Defender, edited by Michael Hatcher. Bro. Hatcher 
also posted the article to the Timeline of his Facebook  page. 
Bro. Douglas also posted his article to his own Facebook 
page Timeline. Following bro. Dogulas’ posting of said ar-
ticle, a long discussion between several brethren ensued on 
said Timeline. The discussion continued throughout August, 
2015. A year has past since anyone has posted anything 
about it on said Timeline. Also, bro. Douglas’ article is as 
timely today as it was a year ago. That being the case, we 
decided to print said article and the discussion about it ap-
pearing on said Facebook Timeline. —Editor]
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[Because the following posts were taken directly from 
bro. Douglas’ Facebook page there are grammatical and 
mechanical mistakes in the language typical of such posts. 
We have lightly edited the posts to make them as readable 
as we could without changing anything that pertained to 
the discussion. —Editor ] 

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, has this been prac-
ticed by any other congregation since this happened 25 
years ago in 1990? It would be good also to post the link 
to what Dave Miller said in that sermon and also his latter 
explanation. 8/3/15 at 8:17am

Michael Hatcher: Perry, it has been practiced by 
other congregations. It was practiced again in 2002 by the 
Brown Trail congregation. The elders of that congregation 
did send out a letter repenting of mistakes they had made. 

Perry, are you trying to defend the practice? Do you 
believe the practice is sinful? Are you trying to say that 
since it happened in 1990, that one does not need to repent 
of it? 8/3/15 at 8:31am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher, how do you get all of 
that from my post??? When a post like this is made do you 
believe it is good to also give the original sermon so peo-
ple can actually see what was said? I am not defending any 
such practices that are unscriptural. By the way, my post 
was made to Danny Douglas. What other congregations 
did this? And have they also repented? 8/3/15 at 9:01am

 Michael Hatcher: Perry, there were questions (which 
you really did not answer). Are you suggesting that brother 
Daniel Douglas was lying about what was said in the ser-
mon, or misrepresenting what was said in the sermon? The 
sermon has been reproduced numerous times through the 
years, both the transcript and the audio.

To say that you are “not defending any such practices 
that are unscriptural” is a pretty worthless statement. I do 
not think anyone would state that they support any prac-
tices that are unscriptural. Do you believe that elder R/R 
is Scriptural?

The post was made in response to the post by Danny 
Douglas. It was a public post and your response was pub-
lic. If you wanted it to be only to brother Douglas, you 
should have sent him a private message. You did not do 
that, though, did you?

In 1997 Dub McClish documented 7 congregations 
that he personally knew that had practiced it. In May 2004 
issue of The Christian Chronicle, they documented sev-
eral other congregations who were practicing this. Brother 

McClish was and is opposed to such while The Christian 
Chronicle was supportive of the practice. 8/3/15 at 9:14am

 Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher, I am sorry you do not 
like my answer. You did not answer my question at all. That 
was a yes/no question! You may say my answer “is pretty 
worthless,” but I stand by it. My response was public, but 
addressed to Danny Douglas. Why did not Danny answer (I 
am asking Danny)? My question was simple and my state-
ment was simple. Like in your first response, your second 
response shows you read into people’s statement things that 
are not there. Therefore, I will not get into a further discus-
sion with you on this matter. Since I made my post, will you 
and others make a full blown attack on me??? I say again, “It 
would be good also to post the link to what Dave Miller said 
in that sermon and also his latter explanation.” I am sorry 
you do not like this, but I believe both sides of this should 
be told together. Since you seem to want to get into it on 
this matter why don’t you challenge Dave Miller for a de-
bate on it? One more question, did Danny send this to Dave 
Miller. And please do not read into this that I believe public 
false teachers should be approached privately first. I believe 
as brethren when we refute brethren publicly we should let 
them know what we are doing. What do you think? End of 
discussion with you. Let me know if you get a debate with 
Dave Miller. 8/3/15 at 10:09am

David P. Brown: Michael Hatcher, brother Perry Sex-
ton’s comments evidence how far behind the times he is 
regarding the R&R issue and the controversy connected 
thereto. Everything he asks for and suggests has been done 
or at least attempted, especially when it comes to the many 
times brethren have attempted to get Dave Miller publicly 
to defend what he believes regarding R&R of elders and the 
many efforts engaged in by some of us to meet with him and 
those brethren defending him to discuss the same. I seriously 
doubt that brother Sexton knows about the MDR doctrine 
that brother Miller teaches either, which doctrine appeared 
about the same time of the R&R issue the last time that Mill-
er was connected thereto. If he does know about it, he can 
say so and then tell us what it is and where he stands on that 
topic. Some folks just don’t keep up with what is happen-
ing. If brother Sexton can get Dave Miller to enter into a 
public four night oral debate on his R&R doctrine and/or his 
MDR doctrine we would be glad for him to do so. His sug-
gestion that we let brother Miller know about these matters 
and where we stand regarding them and him compounds the 
evidence that brother Sexton simply does not know what has 
transpired for well over ten years, but especially since 2005 
regarding this and other issues connected thereto. 8/3/15 at 

AUGUST 2015  DISCUSSION ON THE TIMELINE OF BROTHER DANNY
DOUGLAS’  FACEBOOK PAGE CONCERNING HIS ARTICLE,

“IS ELDER RE-EVALUATION AND REAFFIRMATION
REALLY A MATTER OF INDIFFERENCE?” 
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11:01am
 Daniel Douglas: Regardless of how little or how much 

it has been practiced since 1990, it was sinful then, it is sin-
ful now, and brother Dave Miller has never repented of this 
false doctrine that he taught. Effectively, this doctrine has 
the potential of destroying any eldership or congregation. It 
is unjustified and unauthorized by the Scriptures. Col. 3:17; 
Rev. 22:18-19. With God, there is no “statute of limitations.” 
Once a sin—Always a sin, and all sin needs to be repented 
of. Sin does not change regardless of how many years ago it 
was practiced and false doctrine does not go away because 
of time. God proved that in the Old Testament, when He re-
membered the sins committed by nations centuries after they 
were committed and remained unrepented of. The teaching 
of brother Miller on this subject and his error on the elder-
ship is well-documented for any who would like a copy of it. 
Let us uphold the truth, not oppose it, and let us oppose error 
and not defend it, regardless of who is involved. God is no 
respecter or persons, and neither should we be! Acts 10:34-
35. 8/3/15 at 10:34am

Daniel Douglas: Yes, brother Sexton, it has been prac-
ticed since 1990. 8/3/15 at 10:36am

Daniel Douglas: Brother Sexton, Do you remember 
when you were staying in Mt. Pleasant back in the winter of 
2012-2013 that I came to your house and presented material 
to you on the Dave Miller error? You really did not express 
a desire to go further in depth on the matter, although the 
material presented at that time was sufficient to raise serious 
concern. The documentation is readily available to prove that 
Miller taught exactly what we are saying. We must oppose 
error and defend the truth always, as God commands (Rom. 
16:17-18; Eph. 5:11; Tit. 1:14). You also will recall how that 
I preached on the fact that we cannot give and receive sup-
port from those who are involved in error or the fellowship 
of it, since giving and receiving are a form of fellowship (cf. 
Phil. 4:14-15; 2 John 9-11). 8/3/15 at 10:56am

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, Your post is isolated 
from Dave Miller’s sermon and other material on this. I ask 
again would it not have been good to have given the readers 
a link to Miller’s sermon on this? Why will you not answer 
this? I remember the visit, but your assessment is wrong. My 
assessment was you wanted me to believe you without any-
thing from Miller. I think my assessment is proven in this. 
8/3/15 at 11:23am

Michael Hatcher: Since Mr. Sexton will not respond to 
me anymore (per his statements), it is obvious that some will 
just drink the “Kool-Aid” of Dave Miller and attack anyone 
who exposes his error. They do not care about truth or what 
is right and wrong. They make demands of others that they 
would not live by themselves, nor does the Bible support or 
live by it. Sad, but that is the type of individuals we often 
must deal with—especially when it comes to Dave Miller 
and his false doctrine. They will support Dave Miller no 

matter what he has taught, supported, encouraged, etc. 
David P. Brown, either Mr. Sexton does not care about 

the efforts that have been put forth by a multitude of people 
or is simply willfully ignorant regarding them. 

I certainly wonder how one can take a sinful action and 
explain it away to make it a non-sinful action? Apparently 
this is what Mr. Sexton thinks Dave Miller’s “explanation” 
does. Sad when someone believes you can explain sin away! 
8/3/15 at 11:34am

Dub McClish: I’ve just now caught up with this ex-
change. My Bellview Lectures MS on this subject was 
referenced earlier. If Mr. Sexton would care to read it, it is 
available at the following: http://thescripturecache.com/
wp-content/uploads/2015/04/REEVALUATION-REAF-
FIRMATION-OF-ELDERS.pdf, 8/3/15 at 11:48am

Michael Hatcher: That lectureship manuscript was 
from 1997. So the oppositions to Dave Miller have not been 
done in a corner. 8/3/15 at 11:52am

Dub McClish: I will add the following disclaimer: 
Some of those whom I quoted as opposed to the R/R prac-
tice 28 years ago have since made serious compromises on 
fellowship and other errors (i.e., Mac Deaver, Terry Varner, 
Garland Elkins, Robert Taylor). At that time they were all 
sound men; what they said relative to the R/R procedure is 
as true now as it was then. 8/3/15 at 11:55am

Michael Hatcher: As to a debate, when Dave Miller 
refused to debate a Baptist regarding what one must do to 
be saved and refused the challenge of a Muslim to debate, it 
is no wonder that he will not debate this subject. He would 
have been standing for Truth on either one of those debates 
that he refused, yet in this he would be standing for error. No, 
Dave Miller will not debate the subject. 8/3/15 at 12:23pm

David P. Brown: To all who are reading this thread, if 
you will contact us through Contending for the Faith’s web 
page (www.ctftpaper.com—Editor) we will be glad to sup-
ply primary documentation regarding the R&R of elders, 
etc. If brother Sexton was not working [so] hard to be will-
ingly ignorant of said matters pertaining to Miller, et al., 
he would be doing a better job than repeating that Miller’s 
sermon should appear beside brother Douglas’ article. The 
truth of the matter is that this man does not desire to know 
anything definitive and complete about the Miller fiasco. 
That is evident from his ignorance of the matters that he 
mentioned. What he does like to do is “hit and run” because 
that is all he can or cares to do. I suggest that brother Sexton 
take Danny’s article about which he is so exercised and put 
it along side Miller’s sermon and send it out to all since he is 
concerned about the whole story being told. In fact, will he 
publish brother Douglas’ article along with Miller’s sermon 
to all since he has such great concern for the truth regarding 
Miller’s errors?? BTW, brother Sexton has not answered one 
way or the other regarding his beliefs pro or con concerning 
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Miller’s false doctrine concerning R&R of elders or Miller’s 
false doctrine on MDR. Now, why will he not answer for 
himself? 8/3/15 at 2:11pm

Dub McClish: Ignorance is one thing, but willful ig-
norance ratchets the matter up another notch. Brother Sex-
ton travels about on his evangelistic sorties (no criticism of 
evangelism with the Truth, mind you), raising money to do 
so, while he’s demonstrated that he’s both uninformed and 
uninterested in becoming informed. BTW, aren’t those on 
this list required to answer questions submitted to them? 
8/3/15 at 2:18pm

Geoff Litke: Perry Sexton, why didn’t you just call Dave 
Miller if it is that important. I did. He told me he did NOT 
repent because there is nothing to repent of and that those 
parading his “statement” as repentance were misrepresent-
ing him. (Italics mine—Editor) 8/3/15 at 2:20pm

Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas, why did you not answer 
my first post instead of brother Hatcher answering it? I ad-
dressed it to you. 8/4/15 at 11:43am

Perry Sexton: I am asking these questions individually 
so your answer will be clear. 8/4/15 at 11:43am

Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas, did you get out of 
my posts that I believe time covers sin? Yes/No. 8/4/15 at 
11:44am

Perry Sexton: Why did you not give the link to Dave’s 
sermon? Will you give that link now? 8/4/15 at 11:46am

Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas, did you send your post 
to Dave Miller? If not, why not? 8/4/15 at 11:46am

Perry Sexton: Why the attack on just Dave Miller? 
What about all the elders, preachers, and other congrega-
tions who have done this practice? 8/4/15 at 11:47am

Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas, has Dave Miller ever 
advocated that other congregation follow his “error?” Please 
document it. 8/4/15 at 11:49am

Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas, please explain how “the 
Holy Spirit makes overseers (elders).” 8/4/15 at 11:50am

Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas stated, “Brother Dave 
Miller, current Director of Apologetics Press, Montgomery, 
Alabama, has stated that it is not an unscriptural practice and 
that he would do it again.” Please provide documentation for 
this. 8/4/15 at 11:51am (Note Geoff Litke’s post above re., 
Miller’s comment to him—Editor)

Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas wrote, “In fact, they said 
that an elder had to be approved by 75% of the membership 
whether scripturally qualified or not.” Please provide proof 
for this. 8/4/15 at 11:53am

Johnny Oxendine: Just send this brother the CD so he 
can see the voting handouts, etc., as David P. Brown said 
earlier, if someone is not aware of the details this far along...
ten years after...then there is no way to cover all of that in 
this space...any questions should be answered after he has 

received and absorbed the whole CD...until then it will only 
be piecemeal. 8/4/15 at 12:09pm

David P. Brown: At least one thing is made crystal 
[clear] by brother Sexton’s questions—he has not kept up 
with much of anything regarding the discussion of this topic 
over the past ten or more years. How often have the ques-
tions he posed, with many others connected thereto, been 
dealt with during the time I’ve mentioned. He is the type of 
character that sticks his head as deep in the sand as he pos-
sibly can and, only when forced to do so, does he pull it out 
for a peak at what’s going on. He then throws [out] a few 
questions–questions that have been answered and discussed 
years ago, only to then poke is head back down deep into his 
hole. With preachers of Sexton’s stripe around, no wonder 
the church is in the mess it is. 8/4/15 at 12:12pm 

Michael G. Knox: David P. Brown, et. al.—Some peo-
ple are busy trying to save souls more than being the brother-
hood police. The reason the church is in the mess it is in is 
that too many brethren on all sides of any given issue being 
too political and choosing sides without having considered 
all the information. In short, too many get their exercise 
jumping to conclusions rather than critically examining all 
of the evidence. As many of you may recall, this all started 
with Perry asking for more information. No one can truly 
be both an effective evangelist and a fully informed brother-
hood watchdog. Just because something happened over 10 
years ago does not mean that all preachers will know ALL 
about what happened—good, evil or indifferent. 8/4/15 at 
9:14pm

David P. Brown: [Michael G. Knox], the apostle Paul 
was one of the greatest soul winners to ever walk this earth. 
However, the peerless apostle had as much to say about 
watching out for, exposing, refuting, and marking false 
teachers as anyone ever did. Was Paul a brotherhood police-
man and/or “a brotherhood watchdog?” Your statements of, 
1) “Some people are busy trying to save souls more than 
being the brotherhood police” and 2) “No one can truly be 
both an effective evangelist and a fully informed brother-
hood watchdog” are palpable false. No one is so blind as 
he who refuses to see. Your use of one “being the brother-
hood police” and “watchdog” are prejudicial terms used by 
you to denigrate every passage in the Bible (especially the 
New Testament) that warns Christians about being vigilant 
and watchful concerning error in and out of the church (es-
pecially in the church) and who propagates the same. Be-
sides that, you do not mind opposing in print and publicly 
someone when your think one is wrong. Please explain your 
scripturalness in so doing, but then opposing others who do 
what you have no problem doing when it suits you. The legs 
of the lame are not equal. 8/4/15 at 1:56pm  

Michael Hatcher: This did not start by Sexton asking 
for more information. He had been offered the information 
by brother Danny Douglas a few years ago. David P. Brown 
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has offered to send him a CD with the requested information 
and the offer was never accepted. Thus, like most of your 
other statements as brother Brown has already pointed out, 
your statement, “As many of you may recall, this all started 
with Perry asking for more information” is likewise false. 
8/27/15 at 6:56am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher, I am making these 
posts individually so we all can see clearly your answers to 
each post. Please reply to each one individually. 8/5/15 at 
7:31am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher wrote, “To say that you 
are ‘not defending any such practices that are unscriptural’ 
is a pretty worthless statement.” Michael, are you aware of 
the meaning of the word “such?” August 5, 2015 at 7:32am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher, please answer it this 
time: “When a post like this is made do you believe it is good 
to also give the original sermon so people can actually see 
what was said?” Yes/No. 8/5/15 at 7:33am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher, you and others have 
accused me of many things unjustly. I think any honest per-
son can see this. You need to consider your errors and char-
acter! Do you think you all are not guilty of Matthew 7:1ff? 
8/5/15 at 7:34am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher, did you step up and of-
fer to debate that Baptist and Muslim in the place of Miller? 
If not, why not? I do not know the reason why Dave Miller 
did not debate them or you, if that is the case, but there can 
be good reasons. The time element is one reason and that is 
one reason I am not going to continue long in this discussion. 
I must say, I have far better things to do. 8/5/15 at 7:35am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher, you stated, “The post 
was made in response to the post by Danny Douglas. It was 
a public post and your response was public. If you wanted 
it to be only to brother Douglas, you should have sent him a 
private message. You did not do that, though did you?” Mi-
chael, no I did not, Danny’s post was public as you pointed 
out. Why should I answer in private??? Is this the same rea-
son you and Danny will not post a link of Miller’s original 
sermon to Danny’s original post: so people CANNOT see 
what was actually said? I addressed it to Daniel Douglas, 
did you miss that? I suppose you, and the other like-minded 
as you, would have liked me to answer Danny’s public post 
privately. That seems clear in your statement. Let Danny an-
swer for himself. You all can coach him privately, but let him 
answer for himself!!! 8/5/15 at 9:37am

Daniel Douglas: At this point, I am going to be brief 
because I have a funeral to preach in a little while. I have 
been away from this discussion since Monday due to vari-
ous circumstances. Yet, I will say this, evidence and docu-
mentation for the Dave Miller error was offered and made 
available years ago, but some have not accepted or studied 
it. Moreover, watching out for error in the brotherhood is 

one of the duties of gospel preachers and men of God (cf. 
Eze. ch’s. 3 & 33:1; Acts 20:28-32; 2 Tim. 4:1-5). I have 
presented the article on the Dave Miller error in sincerity 
and love. It is the truth. If any do not like it or appreciate 
it, they need to investigate, or examine themselves (2 Cor. 
13:5). Brother Michael Hatcher has a CD available with lots 
of documentation, including brother Miller’s word for word 
sermon. Albeit, the evidence and quotes in the article that I 
wrote should be enough. (How many of you have presented 
Rubel Shelly’s full sermon on grace before you quoted him 
in saying, “We do not contribute one whit to our salvation” ? 
Let us be honest.) Indeed, we should have a concern for sav-
ing souls (Mark 16:15-16). Yet, to save them and go off and 
let the church be overrun with error is not in harmony with 
the principles of Ephesians 5:23-33; 5:11; Rom. 16:17-18; 
2 John 9-11. Moreover, I know of one brotherhood “watch-
dog,” who edits a sound brotherhood publication, and I was 
talking to him this past Saturday morning. He had to hurry 
off because he and other Christians had a door knocking ses-
sion. Well, by their fruits we shall know them (Mat. 7:15-
20). 8/5/15 7:51am

Michael Hatcher: Well we see how much value to put 
in Perry Sexton’s word! He stated, “End of discussion with 
you.” Yet, now we have 6 different posts directed specifi-
cally at me. Glad you are a man of your word, Perry.

Perry, I am not your slave! I can answer any way I wish 
to answer and I am not bound by your dictate to “Please 
reply to each one individually.” No one died and left you in 
charge!

I know what “such” means! I also know where the word 
came from—its origin. Such a condescending attitude you 
show here!

Perry when you ask the question “‘When a post like this 
is made do you believe it is good to also give the original ser-
mon so people can actually see what was said?’ Yes/No” you 
need to define “good.” However, brother Daniel Douglas has 
already responded to this showing the silliness of such an 
argument. However, since it is not Biblically mandated, it 
is the option of the author as to whether he wishes to do so 
or not. The problem is when certain individuals imply that 
a person is wrong for not doing so. They again need to be 
reminded that they are not God!

Perry, you have shown what you are by the comments 
that you have made and the false demands you have tried to 
impose upon brother Douglas. No, I am not guilty of Mat-
thew 7:1!

To ask such questions about those debates proves you 
have no knowledge and do not care about anything regard-
ing truth in these matters but simply try and find a way to 
discredit others. The facts are: the debate with the Baptist 
was that he would only debate someone with a Dr. degree. 
I do not have one and do not want one. Thus, for me to step 
up and debate him in place of Miller is a ludicrous question. 
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The debate Miller refused with the Muslim is one where 
the Muslim challenged Miller (not me) based upon what he 
claimed was false statements in Miller’s book. After Miller’s 
refusal, another brother did step up and debate him in place 
of Miller. I did not find out about the debate and the events 
surrounding it till it was already over and done with. So 
again, a ludicrous question by Perry.

Perry if you respond to a public post in a public way, 
then don’t start crying and whining when someone else 
responds. Brother Douglas certainly does not need me to 
“coach him privately” or otherwise. You owe brother Doug-
las an apology for such disregard for a good man. However, 
you have demonstrated your attitude through this entire ex-
change so I won’t hold my breath waiting for you to do so. 
You are, as David P. Brown stated, like the proverbial man 
who sticks his head in the sand only to come up to denounce 
those who are doing what the Lord commands in “earnestly 
contend[ing] for the faith which was once delivered unto the 
saints.” 8/5/15 at 8:53am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher wrote “Well we see 
how much value to put in Perry Sexton’s word! He stated, 
“End of discussion with you.” Michael, in a public debate 
or discussion should not the opponents have equal amount 
of time/space/opportunity??? I addressed my statement and 
question to Danny Douglas; you jumped in before him to 
answer. Why? After I said “End of discussion with you,” you 
made several more posts in reference to me and what I had 
posted. Do you think I do not have a right to reply? You and 
I had equal posts, two each, and then I said, “End of discus-
sion with you.” Must you have the last word? And then keep 
on with even more? Again, I believe honest people can see 
the truth in this matter, all of it. Those “6 different posts di-
rected specifically at” you were in regards to you nipping at 
me as I tried to end the discussion with you and get Danny 
Douglas to answer for himself. I guess you just could not 
wait to get in on the attack! You did not do as I requested 
and answer each post individually. This makes it harder for 
readers to see readily just how you answered each one. Now 
why do you not want to make it as clear as possible as to 
what you are answering??? Why should not Danny Douglas 
post a link to his original post so people can go to it and ac-
tually read what was said? Is it the same reason that you do 
not want to make it clear as to what you are answering on my 
posts??? 8/5/15 at 10:28am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher wrote, “I know what 
“such” means! I also know where the word came from—its 
origin. Such a condescending attitude you show here!” Mi-
chael, you judge so? Other people can judge for themselves, 
please consider: Michael Hatcher wrote, “To say that you are 
“not defending any such practices that are unscriptural” is a 
pretty worthless statement. I do not think anyone would state 
that they support any practices that are unscriptural. Do you 
believe that elder R/R is Scriptural?

The post was made in response to the post by Danny 
Douglas. It was a public post and your response was public. 
If you wanted it to be only to brother Douglas, you should 
have sent him a private message. You did not do that, though 
did you?

In 1997 Dub McClish documented 7 congregations that 
he personally knew that had practiced it. In May 2004 issue 
of The Christian Chronicle, they documented several other 
congregations who were practicing this. Brother McClish 
was and is opposed to such while The Christian Chronicle 
was supportive of the practice.” Michael, you used the word 
“such” in copying my post and your statement about brother 
McClish. I think the word is used in the same manner. Why 
did you and others not understand that??? Is it because you 
attack everyone who does not believe you all in every single 
detail??? You all have misjudged me and bashed me in many 
ways. Honest people can see this. 8/5/15 at 12:33am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher, I am finishing up a gos-
pel meeting tonight and moving on for another “sortie” as 
brother Dub McClish called it. So don’t think just because I 
do not answer in a day or so that I have turned tail and ran. 
8/5/15 at 10:33am

Michael Hatcher: All I have seen from Perry is attacks 
on a faithful brother, sticking his head in the sand and then 
jumping up to attack those who are doing what Jude and 
other Bible writers command us to do, playing God in trying 
to force us to do as he dictates us to do. Yet, he has continued 
to refuse to answer the simply question if elder R/R is sin-
ful. Oh he is against everything that is sinful but refuses to 
state whether that action is sinful or not. When called upon 
he diverts attention away from the real issue as to whether or 
not elder R/R is sinful. 

No your word, Perry is worthless. You said you were 
finished then lied about it. Now you try to make an excuse 
for your lie and simply whine about my responses. I never 
made such statement nor am I bound by your statement. Ad-
ditionally, every post you make to me simply continues to 
show that you are a liar.

No one has to agree with me regarding anything. How-
ever, they must agree with what God teaches. When a person 
engages in sin and when others defend the sinner in the error 
of his ways, then it our responsibility to expose the sin and 
those who support such. August 5, 2015 at 11:45am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher I have much confidence 
in brethren with honest hearts. I say again I believe they can 
see who is doing what. You have shown much of your char-
acter. Sad! 8/6/15 at 1:43pm

 Michael Hatcher: Perry, you have lied again from your 
previous statement. Brother Douglas was doing exactly what 
the Bible demands of Christians and you have attacked him. 
You bury your head in the sand and then jump up to attack 
the faithful. 8/6/15 at 1:45pm
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Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher, please tell me how I 
lied again. 8/6/15 at 1:49pm

Michael Hatcher: On Aug. 3, at 12:09 pm you wrote, 
“End of discussion with you.” Yet, you continue. Every post 
you make to me says that you lied when you stated that. 
8/6/15 at 1:51pm

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher, I answered that very 
well above but you did not really deal with it. You sure strain 
at gnats! I was trying to end the discussion with, but you 
had to keep on and on, [etc]. Just like in the beginning when 
I addressed my post to Danny Douglas and you evidently 
could not wait to get in. I guess you would like for me to not 
answer you so and can just go unchecked. Is that what you 
want??? Is this why you will not post Dave Miller’s original 
sermon??? Have you ever in your whole life time ended a 
discussion with someone and then took it up later??? August 
6, 2015 at 2:05pm

Perry Sexton: Good bye for now. 8/6/15 at 2:06pm
Michael Hatcher: And I dealt with it previously also. 

No one made you state what you did. You are the one who 
chose to end it. I am not subject to what you do. No one died 
and left you to be god. You stated it, then jumped back in. 
You did not have to jump back in, but you decided that and 
thus violated what you had previously stated; thus when you 
post something to me, you show that you cannot be trusted. 
8/6/15 at 2:14pm

Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas, are you going to answer 
my posts shortly after my original post? 8/8/15 at 9:27am

Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas, do you believe it would 
be good also to post the link to what Dave Miller said in 
that sermon and also his latter explanation along with your 
original post? Yes/No. I think you know what “good” means 
even though Michael Hatcher would not answer this ques-
tion plainly because he said he needed me to define the word 

“good.” 8/8/15 at 9:28am
Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas wrote, “Moreover, I 

know of one brotherhood ‘watchdog’, who edits a sound 
brotherhood publication, and I was talking to him this past 
Saturday morning. He had to hurry off because he and other 
Christians had a door knocking session. Well, by their fruits 
we shall know them (Mat. 7:15-20).” Danny, did that un-
named brother pass out CFTF in the door knocking? If not, 
why not? 8/8/15 at 9:30am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher wrote, “However, I see 
you continue to wish to change the subject. Do you, Perry 
Sexton, believe elder R/R is sinful?” Michael, here is my 
original post, “Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, has this been 
practiced by any other congregation since this happened 25 
years ago in 1990? It would be good also to post the link 
to what Dave Miller said in that sermon and also his lat-
ter explanation.” From this simple statement and question I 
received all of these malicious attacks and false accusations 
about me!!! 

Michael, look at my original post (above) and please be 
honest and answer this: Who changed the subject??? 

See Hatcher on “such” and “good” in his former posts. 
Hatcher wants to continue to attack me but have me 

never to answer him again!!! What ungodliness!!! Michael 
Hatcher again to try to cause you to understand this: I tried 
to end the conversation with you, but just because I end one 
discussion with you does not mean I never have another right 
to answer your continued vicious attacks on me!!! Do you 
hold yourself to this same standard you impose on me??? 

What kind of a man are you??? Do I not have a right to 
answer your ungodly attacks on me??? I full well believe 
any honest person can see who did what!!! God knows for 
sure. 8/8/15 at 9:51am

David P. Brown: Perry Sexton, is it scriptural to distrib-
ute letters written to churches, which letters discuss all kinds 
of internal problems of said churches, to church members 
and non-church members like? August 8, 2015 at 9:51am
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Daniel Douglas: Brother Sexton, Have you ever written 
an article of warning regarding false teaching in the brother-
hood? If so, then did you hand the same article out in your 
door knocking sessions? 8/8/15 at 10:58am

Daniel Douglas: I said in my last post, “Let us be hon-
est.” That means that we apply the same standard to our-
selves that we apply to others. 8/8/15 at 11:00am

Daniel Douglas: Isaiah and the other faithful prophets 
of old, not only preached to save souls but to warn God’s 
people against sin and error. The same was true of the apos-
tles. Paul was one of the greatest examples of this (cf. Acts 
20:20, 28-32). Today, in order to be faithful preachers and 
servants of Christ we must not only evangelize and seek to 
save the lost, but also to warn against fatal error. 8/8/15 at 
11:03am

Daniel Douglas: The words of Isaiah are very appropri-
ate here: “His watchmen are blind: they are all ignorant, 
they are all dumb dogs, they cannot bark; sleeping, ly-
ing down, loving to slumber” (Isa. 56:10). It is because 
the preachers and elders in the brotherhood whose who fail 
to do their duty, that error creeps into the body of Christ. 
Indeed, it is an honor to be unlike the “dumb dogs” that 
“cannot bark; sleeping, lying down, loving to slumber.” 
They are especially quiet when certain well-known brethren 
or schools are involved! 8/8/15 at 11:06am

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, I will make my post 
again, please answer the question plainly. I posted: “Dan-
ny Douglas wrote, ‘Moreover, I know of one brotherhood 
‘watchdog’, who edits a sound brotherhood publication, and 

I was talking to him this past Saturday morn He had to hurry 
off because he and other Christians had a door knocking ses-
sion. Well, by their fruits we shall know them (Mat. 7:15-
20).” Danny, did that unnamed brother pass out CFTF in the 
door knocking? If not, why not?” Please answer this Danny. 
8/11/15 at 6:54am

Michael Hatcher: The only ungodliness I see in all this 
is Perry Sexton!!!! He tries to bind things on others that are 
not bound by God. He tries to bind things on others that are 
directly contradicted by the Scriptures. He has continued to 
lie. He refuses to define his terms. He refuses to answer the 
one question that directly pertains to this entire subject (“Do 
you, Perry Sexton, believe elder R/R is sinful?”). Perry is 
acting more like an agent of Satan than a supporter of Christ. 
8/11/15 at 7:01am

Perry Sexton: Michael Hatcher, I am finishing up a gos-
pel meeting tonight and moving on for another “sortie” as 
brother Dub McClish called it. So don’t think just because I 
do not answer in a day or so that I have turned tail and ran. 
8/5/15 at 10:30am

Gilbert Gough: Excellent job Danny. 8/6/15 at 1:58pm
Dennis Francis: It’s entirely too bad that Perry Sexton 

who has “better things to do” has spent all this effort attack-
ing those who are trying to stand against error and for the 
truth rather than actually attempting to find out for himself 
“whether these things are so.” So many today place an un-
due self importance on only doing a part of the Lord’s work 
while not doing the rest. If it were only evangelism the Lord 
wanted done, why were 22 books of the New Testament 
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written to refute error? 8/6/15 at 2:21pm
David P. Brown: Perry Sexton reminded Daniel Doug-

las of his comment to him (Sexton) by quoting the same 
back to him with follow up questions. Danny’s quotation and 
Sexton’s question are once again stated here: “... ‘Moreover, 
I know of one brotherhood ‘watchdog’, who edits a sound 
brotherhood publication, and I was talking to him this past 
Saturday morning. He had to hurry off because he and other 
Christians had a door knocking session. Well, by their fruits 
we shall know them (Mat. 7:15-20).’ Danny, did that un-
named brother pass out CFTF in the door knocking? If not, 
why not?” By quoting Danny and asking him the questions 
that he did, Sexton reveals the false premise on which he is 
basing his thinking. Sexton’s false premise is: “The scrip-
tures teach that if a church chooses to with hold certain re-
ligious issues from the general public, then it is wrong to be 
engaged in dealing with said issues at all.” Obviously, Sex-
ton thinks the foregoing proposition is true. The fact that he 
does think it to be true speaks all the more as to how weak, 
shallow, and erroneous his “thinking” is. Among several im-
portant matters to which brother Sexton is blind is the fact 
that the letters to the churches that comprise the New Testa-
ment dealt with all kinds of internal problems, but they were 
circulated among all the churches of Christ and were read 
to the public assemblies of the churches. Thus, for example 
all the terrible problems of the church at Corinth were made 
available to all. When brother Sexton distributes a New Tes-
tament to a non member, he needs to remember that most of 
it was written to churches and individual Christians concern-
ing all kinds of error in and sinful conduct of members of the 
church. Tell us, brother Sexton, have you placed New Testa-
ments into the hands of non-Christians? Or, in making them 
available to the general public, did you limit them to only 
reading those parts of it that dealt with becoming a Chris-

tian, and forbade them from reading about the issues and 
problems among Christians? Let us not hold our breath till 
this “prime example of a learned gospel preacher” answers 
the foregoing questions as well as other important questions 
pertaining to the same.

In dealing with brother Sexton I am reminded of the 
preacher, who upon being charged with being a “witch 
hunter,” responded, “I suppose the charge that I am a “witch 
hunter” is a true one, for I certainly found a witch.” In broth-
er Sexton’s case he is a witch without the ability to fly a 
broom. I think we can safely conclude he did not graduate 
from “Hogwarts.” 8/11/15 at 1:49pm

Perry Sexton: David P. Brown, you make many false 
charges again about me. I know my thinking, God knows 
it perfectly, but who do you think you are to know my 
thoughts? You have missed it by miles! Why did you put 
your statement in quotation marks as if I had said ??? Are 
you relying on the possibility that no one will go back and 
check for themselves? I believe if any honest person would 
go back and examine all these posts they will see clearly the 
many false charges made by you and others and see your 
ungodliness. 8/12/15 at 9:16am. [Italics mine— Editor]

Perry Sexton: David P. Brown, you like Hatcher and the 
others, got all of that [from all your posts] from my follow-
ing first post, “Perry Sexton Daniel Douglas, has this been 
practiced by any other congregation since this happened 25 
years ago in 1990? It would be good also to post the link 
to what Dave Miller said in that sermon and also his latter 
explanation.” Simply amazing!!! I think any honest person 
reading these posts can see what I asked for and how you all 
reacted. All of this malicious treatment of me because of this 
post!!! What ungodliness. I suppose you all THINK you do 
service to God and His church by such ungodliness. 8/12/15 
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at 9:19am 
Perry Sexton: David P. Brown, when a post like Danny 

Douglas’ original post is made, do you believe the author (in 
this case Danny) should give the link or other information 
where the original sermon was made? I think people should 
have the option of reading it for themselves. Don’t you? Yes/
No. 8/12/15 at 7:20am

Perry Sexton: David P. Brown, it should be obvious to 
anyone that I am not talking about what all has been done 
and said about this matter. To try to make it clear to you 
all, I am talking about the post made by Danny under this 
discussion. Do you suppose there may be several thousand 
brethren who have not heard all the details of this? And have 
not read the original? Do you think they should have the op-
portunity to read the original for themselves??? Or, do you 
just want what you all say about it seen and read??? 8/12/15 
at 9:21am

Perry Sexton: David P. Brown, to answer a former post 
of yours: it is Danny’s article, I am leaving it up to him to 
post a link to the original sermon or not. We will see what 
kind of character he is. Why can’t Danny Douglas answer 
plainly the simple questions I asked him? 8/12/15 at 7:23am

Perry Sexton: David P. Brown, do you support AP? Do 
you use their material? 8/12/15 at 7:25am

David P. Brown: No, I do not support AP. No, I do not 
use their material. 8/27/15 at 6:03am

David P. Brown: Perry Sexton, do you want the Miller 
CD? 8/27/15 at 6:04am

Michael Hatcher: David P. Brown of course brother 
Danny Douglas offered to give him material a few years ago 

and he rejected it according to what brother Daniel Douglas 
has stated. 8/27/15 at 6:09am

David P. Brown: Brother Perry’s “forgettery” works 
very well. His memory operates under the “selective service 
act”—selecting what he remembers and what he forgets. 8/ 
27/15 at 7:07am

Kent Bailey: Excellent material Danny! 8/11/15 at 
1:41pm

Kent Bailey: If being set for the defense of God’s truth 
makes me a watch dog, then woof, woof! August 11, 2015 
at 1:44pm

David P. Brown: And, Kent Bailey, I’ll add my “Bow 
Wow!” to your “Woof, Woof!” (lol). 8/11/15 at 1:54pm

Kent Bailey: Right on David P. Brown. We both need 
to make sure all of our distemper shots are updated. 8/11/15 
at 1:56pm

Dennis Francis: I was referred to many years ago as a 
“watchdog of orthodoxy.” Considering the source, I felt I 
was in good company. Since a watchdog is to be on guard, 
we certainly have adequate scriptural support for such (1 
Tim. 6:12, Acts 20:27ff, etc.). 8/11/15 at 2:01pm

Dennis Francis: Kent Bailey you may have known that 
individual. He had formerly preached in Mountain Home 
and other congregations in the Boise area. He was the point 
man for unity in diversity in that area. 8/11/15 at 2:04pm

Michael Hatcher: I wonder if Perry would consider 
Jude a “brotherhood watchdog”? Or, what about Paul as he 
often wrote to congregations warning them of error and false 
teaching. Should we consider Peter a “brotherhood watch-
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dog” since he wrote what he did in 2 Peter 2 ((in particular). 
Oh, and who can forget the apostle of love, John. Would he 
have to be considered a “brotherhood watchdog” consider-
ing what he wrote to the congregations in Asia? I think it will 
be an honor to stand with these “brotherhood watchdogs.” 
8/11/15 at 2:05pm

David P. Brown: I’m sad to say when all is said and 
done there will always be “sunshine patriots,” “fair weather 
soldiers,” “Fifth Columnists,” and “back shooters” in the 
Lord’s army as well as this nation’s military. August 11, 
2015 at 2:11pm

Gilbert Gough: I wonder if brother Sexton has read 
Ezekiel 3:17-21. 8/11/15 at 2:24pm

David P. Brown: Gilbert Gough, maybe brother Sex-
ton read it, but he doesn’t believe what he read. 8/11/15 at 
2:43pm

David P. Brown: Brother Perry Sexton has no problem 
whatsoever growling and barking at some of us for doing 
what he thinks is wrong. But he can’t stand it when we bark 
at false teachers. Strange that he is blind to his own confused 
conduct. 8/11/15 at 2:37pm

Daniel Douglas: Certain demands have been made 
upon those who are standing against the false doctrine of 
R&R of the Elders (taught by Dave Miller), such as: Da-
vid P. Brown, Michael Hatcher, Daniel Douglas, and others. 
The things that brother Perry Sexton would enjoin upon us 
before marking and refuting a false teacher, evidently are 
the following:... any time a false teacher is marked and his 
doctrine is refuted, or perhaps, he has applied it only to the 
Dave Miller situation. 8/11/15 at 11:55am

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, in the first place your 
post is very unclear. I kindly ask you to show where I have 
demanded anything. Are you mimicking Michael Hatcher 
(see his post on Aug. 5)? You are making false accusations 
against me. What you say is not true at all. 

My first and original post was: “Perry Sexton [addressed 
to] Daniel Douglas, has this been practiced by any other con-
gregation since this happened 25 years ago in 1990? It would 
be good also to post the link to what Dave Miller said in that 
sermon and also his latter explanation.”

Daniel Douglas, from this simple post I have been vi-
ciously attacked by you and others. 

Daniel Douglas, please answer what Michael Hatcher 
would not answer plainly: “When a post like this is made 
do you believe it is good to also give the original sermon so 
people can actually see what was said?” Yes/No.

Daniel Douglas, when you quote someone is it not cus-
tomary to give the source so people can see for themselves? 
You may want to see my article posted on my time line last 
night where I quote one and gave the source. My article may 
give you cause to find further fault in me. When you quote 

the Bible to non-Christians and those less informed do you 
give the reference or do you just expect everyone to take 
your word for it? 8/18/15 at 7:53am

Daniel Douglas: Excuse me, let me finish my post— 
The obligations that we have before refuting a false teaching 
according to brother Sexton implied that I have erred in the 
article that I presented, and according to statements that he 
has made are: 1) a notice must be sent to the false teacher; 
2) an internet link must be posted where the entire message 
wherein the alleged false doctrine was taught may be read. 
If this is the only situation wherein it is “good” to present a 
refutation of false doctrine, then we need Scriptural author-
ity to back up such a position. 8/12/15 at 2:01pm  

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, you have misrepresent-
ed me! 8/13/15 at 4:06pm

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, what hindered you from 
finishing your post? Danny, are you willingly misrepresent-
ing me or just missed it? Danny Douglas, does one have the 
right to defend himself? Do you not know of Bible verses 
showing this? How would you like to be accused, but never 
given a chance to defend yourself? Do you really think what 
you are doing in these posts are anywhere Christ-like??? 
What you have done will be more clear IF you would answer 
my questions!!! Is this why you have not answered them all 
and plainly??? 

Here is the situation: I think it was Aug. the 2nd I saw 
where you, Daniel Douglas, made your original post on my 
“Time line” without my permission. It read like this: Daniel 
Douglas with Perry Sexton and 12 others (I believe it was 
12) and your article followed. It appeared as if I had ap-
proved of it, but I had never even seen it. I removed your 
post from my “Time line” and the next day made my original 
post whereupon I have been viciously attacked by you and 
others. Danny Douglas, you made your original post public 
(potentially the whole world can see it) 

On my FB I have several hundred people many of which 
may be non-Christian, new converts, etc. And of all the tags 
and shares 1,000’s of people not knowing about this; 1,000’s 
of new Christians and old Christians alike may be discour-
aged by all the animosity and perhaps even caused to fall 
away; 1,000’s of non-Christians seeing the dissension in the 
church of Christ hindered by the great animosity seen posted 
against me. 

Yes, error needs to be refuted and I think I have done my 
share of that. And yes, before you ask and accuse, the people 
knew what I said because most of it was between us. I did it 
to their face not behind their back. 

I request, not demand, that you answer these questions 
plainly and simply: (1.) Was it 1990 when Dave Miller 
brought the sermon under consideration in your article? (2.) 
Was Miller the only preacher or member of the church in-
volved in it? (3.) Was Miller the first to teach anything similar 
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to this? (4.) If not, have you or any of the other members of 
your pack tried to correct the error? (5.) Did you mark them? 
(6.) Have you marked them as much as you have Miller? (7.) 
Are you still marking them as you do Miller? (8.) When did 
you or any of your pack learn of Miller’s sermon? (9.) How 
did you come to know about Miller’s sermon? (10.) How 
long after you learned of Miller’s sermon did you mark him? 

What I would like to know is why are you and your pack 
raving so much about Miller and not the others. Please tell 
us. 8/18/15 at 9:54am.

Daniel Douglas: If it is necessary to inform a public 
teacher of error when a public refutation of his error is done, 
as brother Perry Sexton implies that I should have done, then 
I have two questions: 1) Brother Sexton, have you done that 
every time that you refuted the Pope of Rome, Billy Gra-
ham, or Rubel Shelly, or any other false teacher? 8/12/15 at 
12:03pm

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, I never implied that. 8/ 
13/15 at 4:07pm

 Daniel Douglas: Then why did you ask if I had done 
that, and why had I not done that? 8/13/15 at 7:47pm

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, see my answer above 
as well about your post being “public.” Furthermore, it has 
been 25 years ago since Miller gave that sermon. He is a 
brother in Christ. God has instruction concerning a brother 
erring in the faith, does He not? I think your brother Miller 
should know you are still on the attack. Danny you told me 
yourself that Miller had issued a statement concerning his 
sermon. Can you provide that statement? Do you think the 
public, the non-members, the new converts, the weak mem-
bers, and the strong members alike have a right to see that? 
Or do you just want what you have to say about it known to 
all of these??? 8/18/15 at 9:54am

Daniel Douglas: Another Question, for brother Perry 
Sexton, If it is necessary to contact the false teacher ei-
ther before or during the refutation of his false doctrine, 
then please provide Scriptural examples or principles that 
would enjoin such upon us. If it is in the example of Jesus, 
the apostles or any other inspired men, please provide this. 
(We do have word for word documentation to prove all that 
has been said in this article under consideration regarding 
brother Miller’s Re-Evaluation and Reaffirmation of Elders 
doctrine. Documentation has been offered and let me offer 
it again. We should have a “thus saith the LORD” for all 
that we bind upon others. Where is the direct statement or 
command, the implication, or the binding example, for that 
which brother Perry Sexton has implied that I should have 
done, in order to refute this false doctrine (Rev. 22:18-19)? 
8/12/15 at 2:10pm

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, please go back and read 
my first post carefully and then please answer the second 
question. 8/13/15 at 4:10pm

Daniel Douglas: Brother Perry, I did answer that R&R 
of Elders has been practiced since 1990. 8/13/15 at 7:47pm

Daniel Douglas: Brother Perry Sexton, You did imply 
the above by your questions and criticisms. You implied that 
a link should have been provided. 8/13/15 at 7:50pm

Daniel Douglas: Brother Miller has never given Scrip-
tural justification for what he did, nor has he repented of this 
false doctrine. 8/13/15 at 7:51pm

Daniel Douglas: Brother Perry, You have criticized me 
for this article, but you have failed to show anything that I 
have done that violates the word of God. 8/13/15 at 7:52pm

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, you keep on misrep-
resenting me. Please show me (I am not demanding, just 
asking) where I have tried to bind this on anyone. Are you 
throwing up smokescreens? See my above posts. 8/18/15 at 
7:55am

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, you keep on misrep-
resenting me. Please show me (I am not demanding, just 
asking) where I have tried to bind this on anyone. Are you 
throwing up smokescreens? See my above posts. 8/18/15 at 
7:57am

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, please tell me what 
Jesus implied by His question here: “The baptism of John, 
whence was it? from heaven, or of men?” (Matt. 21:25). 

Daniel Douglas, also, did the disciples understand what 
Jesus implied here: “Jesus saith unto him, If I will that he 
tarry till I come, what is that to thee? follow thou me.” 
(John 21:22). Danny, is it possible that you inferred that 
which I did not imply??? 

Daniel Douglas, for what it is worth to you I speak all 
these things with love for you and all the church. God knows 
my mind and I think I know my mind a little better than you 
do. I did not imply those things you accuse me of. 8/18/15 
at 9:58am

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, Did Miller teach this 
outside of his congregation? Did his elders instruct him 
to teach this? Has Miller taught this publicly since 1990? 
8/18/15 at 7:58am

 Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, did Miller issue a state-
ment concerning his sermon? If so, where may we find it? 8/ 
18/15 at 7:59am

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, wherein have I criticized 
you for the article? Danny, you make false charges but fail to 
show the proof. This seems to be typical of you. My 1st post 
to you was: “Perry Sexton [addressed to] Daniel Douglas, 
has this been practiced by a by any other congregation since 
this happened 25 years ago in 1990? It would be good also 
to post the link to what Dave Miller said in that sermon and 
also his latter explanation.”  8/18/15 at 10:00am

Daniel Douglas: I can provide Dave Miller’s word for 
word sermon on R&R of elders, although I do not have a 
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link to it on the internet. Are you interested in it, brother 
Perry Sexton? You have not provided a single defense of this 
false doctrine, and of course, you are not able to successfully 
defend that which is not authorized by the New Testament. 
8/13/15 at 7:57pm

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, of course I have not 
defended this false doctrine, why should I? Danny was my 
post about your article? You and your pack have viciously 
attacked me because of my first post. I believe people have a 
right to defend themselves, don’t you??? I believe as breth-
ren we ought to treat one another as brethren, don’t you??? I 
believe members should have the right to hear both sides of 
an issue, don’t you??? Evidently you do not based upon your 
initial post and others thereafter. 

My post was not against your article, yet you and the 
pack attack me!!! Why, is it because I am not in your pack??? 
Is it strange to you that I follow no man, except those godly 
men of the Bible as they follow Christ??? Because I mildly 
rebuke (if you can even call it that) you, a member of this 
pack does that make me worthy to suffer as I have from the 
pack’s claws and fangs??? 

Daniel Douglas, why should I answer wolves like you 
have shown yourselves to be? My first address was to you 
Danny, yet Hatcher answered and then by his second post 
calls my statement “pretty worthless,” yet within 5 sentences 
he uses the word “such” as I did, but cannot or WILL NOT 
comprehend my meaning – and the pack follows suit!!! Dan-
iel Douglas, would you care to count how many times you 
used the word “such” in your article and then please explain 
(I am not demanding) why you all cannot understand my 
statement using that same little word (such)??? Must I really 
supply a definition of the word “such” and “good”?

Daniel Douglas, Michael Hatcher wrote, “In 1997 Dub 
McClish documented 7 congregations that he personally 
knew that had practiced it. In May 2004 issue of “The Chris-
tian Chronicle,” they documented several other congrega-
tions who were practicing this. Brother McClish was and is 
opposed to such while “The Christian Chronicle” was sup-
portive of the practice.” [Posted Aug. 3 at 12:14pm] 

Daniel Douglas, please note Michael’ use of the word 
“such.” I ask you, did these 7+ congregations practice this 
“elder R/R” before Miller’s sermon or after? Now, you and 
the pack are so informed in all these matters you should be 
able to tell us precisely, but will you? 

Daniel Douglas, yes, please mail me the CD you all have 
put together: mail to 1763 you know the rest and please do 
not share my address. 8/18/15 at 10:01am

Daniel Douglas: Brother Perry Sexton, Are you going 
to impugn my character and motives, if I fail to meet de-
mands that God does not required of me in order to refute 
error, but which you have required? Let us provide things 
honest and honorable in the sight of all men. Rom. 12:17. 

8/13/15 at 8:11pm
Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, will the attacks from 

you and the pack never cease??? I do not fear what honest 
thinking people will learn from all this. The truth is quite 
clear to those who love the truth more than packs! I clearly 
see why many multitudes will not make a peep, they seem 
smarter than me. But for your information I told my wife 
before I ever made that first post that I was opening myself 
up for attacks of all kinds, you see, I am not totally unin-
formed of this pack. I have seen these ungodly attacks on 
others before. 

I really do not believe it is possible to have a good sound 
and honest discussion with any of you. I think that is prov-
en here and elsewhere. Are you satisfied with your conduct 
before Almighty God in this??? Please examine yourself. I 
think any honest person can see for themselves if they will 
examine all of this closely. 8/18/15 at 8:02am

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, would you please an-
swer my posts I made on August 4th beginning at about 
2:43pm? And would you also be so kind as to answer below 
each post out of courtesy so we all can see exactly what you 
are answering and see exactly what I did say. and do? Please 
note that these are requests, like all the rest of my posts, 
they are not demands, but requests. Please do not continue 
to show your character by misrepresenting me. 

Daniel Douglas, now that you are answering for your-
self, what little you have answered, would you please write 
a short article showing how a congregation is to deal with 
elders who sin and will not repent. And how a congregation 
is to deal with “elders” who were never qualified in the first 
place? Please give details. Again I am not demanding, but 
requesting this. I am sure such an article would be good for 
the brotherhood. You may already have one that you would 
share with us. 8/18/15 at 10:03am .  

Perry Sexton: David P. Brown wrote, “I’m sad to say 
when all is said and done there will always be ‘sunshine pa-
triots,’ ‘fair weather soldiers,’ ‘Fifth Columnists,’ and ‘back 
shooters’ in the Lord’s army as well as this nation’s military.” 

David P. Brown, are you referring to me in any of this? If 
so, why did you not mention my name? What I have written 
was posted directly to the one [Daniel Douglas] that I had a 
statement for. Now if you are not referring to me, why not 
name the person(s) to whom you are referring? Or are you 
guilty of what you wrote? And if you are referring to me, 
do you praise the one [Danny] who has written up a brother 
in Christ for something he said in a sermon (by direction 
of his own elders) 25 years ago??? And do you praise him 
[Danny] for airing this for the whole world to see, but yet not 
referencing the quotations??? Do you praise Danny for not 
referencing his quotations??? Do you praise Danny for not 
giving the world an opportunity to see for themselves??? Is 
this typical of how you all operate??? Is this Christianity??? 
8/18/15 at 10:04am
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David P. Brown: Well of course I am speaking of you, 
but certainly not only you. You are simply the one at pres-
ent who is displaying your fruit for all to see as a strutting 
peacock reveals his tail feathers of glory. You are just one of 
many. How many times have we advertised far and wide the 
free CD, doing the same for almost ten years. That CD deals 
with the questions you are asking. Moreover we have written 
on the matter many times over the years as well as published 
what others have written on the same years before the 2005 
fiasco regarding Miller, et al. Must you and others be roped, 
hog tied, and force fed what is very much free and readily 
available to any one who desires to learn of these things? In 
fact, we have distributed literally hundreds of said CDs with 
the permission for those who received them to burn as many 
copies of the same that they desire and to give them to those 
who need to be informed about what the CD covers. You are 
a willingly and willfully ignorant man (as are others of your 
stripe) at the very least on the Miller, et al., matters. If you 
informed yourself on these and other like matters troubling 
the Lord’s body, you would remove your chief “sugar stick” 
that props up the fragility of your approach to the Miller 
matter, et al., or anything else that you think would be detri-
mental to you and your work. You desire for the churches to 
see you as one who occupies such a pious seat that he is too 
far above the fray of his lesser brethren. You prove the same 
by the way you are dealing with said matters in your posts on 
this forum and you will not change your approach in dealing 
with such matters. You will never go against what is popular 
in the church regarding said matters. I am very sorry to say 
that such is in your spiritual and moral DNA, bro. Sexton. 
8/18/15 at 9:11am

David P. Brown: If bro. Sexton were as exercised over 
Dave Miller’s false doctrines and practices of which Miller 
has not repented, as well as other errors in the church and 
those who advocate the same, especially false teaching re-
garding fellowship, as he is upset with us, he would have 
others who are of the same mind set as he now is, dealing 
with him as he is presently dealing with us. A member of the 
church is not sound in the faith ONLY because he teaches the 
truth, but also because of the error he exposes and refutes. 
Now, just continue to read bro. Sexton’s posts and you will 
note where he focuses and with whom he is truly upset—and 
it is not with false teachers. He is upset (terribly upset) with 
those of us who expose and refute false teachers especially 
those in the church and point out such spiritual wimps as 
he is—brethren who are far more upset and exercised at us, 
than with Miller or any other false teacher. If he can spend 
the time that he has already spent and he continues to spend 
dealing with us (such as his “dealing” with us is), what could 
he accomplish in his work? Well, on second thought, would 
those churches and people with whom he works use and sup-
port him at all if he were that interested in opposing with 
regularity all forms of error, especially in the church. Now 
watch bro. Sexton’s response to this post. He won’t change 

a thing in how he responds, but he will not respond at all to 
those who teach error—especially if he can declare that the 
“statute of limitations” as to time and number of people im-
pacted by any error has “run out.” But he has no problem at 
all in taking in after us. No one is so blind but he who refuses 
to see. 8/18/15 at 9:14am  

Michael Hatcher: I am very thankful I am with the 
“pack” who are doing what God commands all Christians to 
do in contending earnestly for the faith that was once for all 
delivered to the saints. I will proudly continue to do so even 
though there are those like Mr. Sexton who will continue to 
support the false teachers and attack those doing what God 
commands. 8/18/15 at 8:38am

Danny Douglas: Brethren, The matter of documentation 
should not be called into question here, seeing that word for 
word quotes were given (in context) and the entire sermon 
by Dave Miller is available and offered. To require more 
than the apostle Paul himself did and more than the Lord 
requires is to make requirements which God Himself did not 
make. (cf. 2 Tim. 2:16-18; Rom. 16:17-18; Rev. 22:18-19). 
8/18/15 at 7:56pm

Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas it is very disappoint-
ing to see you a Christian, furthermore a gospel preacher, 
defend yourself in not giving reference to your quotes of a 
man, yes a brother in Christ. When quotes are made a refer-
ence is to be given! This is common practice and is taught 
in all schools (maybe not the pack you are with now). Fur-
thermore, it is common courtesy. But what you display here 
is typical of the pack you run with: proud, arrogant, bet-
ter than thou attitude, etc. Honest brethren can and do see 
these things. Danny’s statement, “Brethren, The matter of 
documentation should not be called into question here, see-
ing that word for word quotes were given (in context) ….” 
Danny, what an arrogant statement!!! It sure seems to say to 
me, “Who are you to question me?” Attitude. This is seen 
in others of the pack in this discussion. Danny continues in 
that statement, “… and the entire sermon by Dave Miller is 
available and offered.” Danny Douglas you know you did 
not offer this nor did you give proper reference for your quo-
tations of Miller. Do not try to pretend it was given up front. 
Danny you know that proper references should have been 
given. Without proper reference to your quotes of Miller, do 
not the quotes of him become hearsay or rumor; tale bearing 
and gossip? God has given us many verses on these matters; 
we ought to take heed to them! 

Danny Douglas would you go and answer plainly all my 
points and questions I made on Aug. 13 at about 7pm? In 
which I stated, “On my FB I have several hundred people 
many of which may be non-Christian, new converts, etc. 
And of all the tags and shares 1,000’s of people not knowing 
about this; 1,000’s of new Christians and old Christians alike 
may be discouraged by all the animosity and perhaps even 
caused to fall away; 1,000’s of non-Christians seeing the dis-
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sension in the church of Christ hindered by the great animos-
ity seen posted against me.” Danny Douglas Do all of these 
1,000s and possibly 1,000s of 1,000s have the right to know 
the source of your quotes??? Or must they just take your 
word for it??? Have you not given the impression to perhaps 
1,000s of people (in and out of the church) that in the church 
of Christ we can just put a quotation mark (“) around words 
and claim someone made those statements and that “WE” 
do not have to give proper reference as the world has been 
taught to do? How can these search your quotes whether or 
not they are so (cf. Acts 17:11). And do not they have the 
right to see the context and whole document? Danny you 
know that you did not give proper reference to the quotes 
of a brother before, potentially, the whole world to see. And 
you and the pack attack me as a defender of a false teacher 
which you had no basis for at all!!! Is this Christianity or just 
rules of the pack of vicious wolves??? Honest brethren can 
and will see the truth! 

Danny Douglas I must ask with all kindness and love 
for your soul, do you really think Paul would approve of 
what you did? Did not Paul show he had a right to speak for 
himself and defend himself? Are you willing to deny these 
things in order to justify yourself??? Do you really think 
God approves of your actions here? Did not God give ample 
proof for His Word? Much more could be said on all these 
matters but these should suffice. I would appreciate it if you 
would answer this and my former posts along these same 
lines with simple and plain statements as a Christian ought 
to and not cunningly avoid answering. 8/26/2015 at 8:55am

Danny Douglas: I have given the quotes within context 
and offered you “word for word documentation” (corrected 
August 26, 2015 at 8:07am post, by DD). God is my judge 
and I have several witnesses here, including brethren Mi-
chael Hatcher, Dub McClish, David P. Brown, and others. 
Your have impugned my motives and Christian character, 
brother Perry Sexton, and given requirements that I do not 
find in God’s word in the process of exposing false doctrine. 
If any of the faithful brethren here think that I have failed to 
properly document what I have said, I would appreciate their 
speaking up and letting me know. Brother Perry, as for part, 
God knows my motive and my heart. There is one thing that 
can be said and that is the defenders of the faith with whom 
I am honored to be associated and who have been unfairly 
attacked in this discussion, have not denied what they teach 
and what they have taught. This cannot be said of all preach-
ers. My desire is expressed by the beloved apostle Paul (Acts 
24 : 16; Rom. 1 : 16; 16 : 27). We will stand before the Judg-
ment seat of Christ, Who knows the heart, purpose, actions 
and life of all men, including those of myself and other faith-
ful brethren, and nothing that you say against us is going to 
change what God verily knows (2 Cor. 5:10; Rom. 14:10-12; 
Heb. 4:13; Pro, 15:3; John 2:24-25). 8/26/15 at 10:06am

Michael Hatcher: Brother Danny Douglas you have 

acted honorably and Scripturally in all this. 8/26/15 at 
8:08am

Dub McClish: Danny, you’ve given sufficient docu-
mentation for those willing to accept it. 8/26/15 at 9:29am

Michael Hatcher: Brother Dub McClish, some people 
will never accept the truth, documentation or not! 8/26/15 at 
9:31am

Danny Douglas: Brethren, It is not dishonest to refuse 
to answer every quibble, “straw man, and ad hominem at-
tack of men who are merely seeking to set a trap rather than 
sincerely seek the [the word “truth”added on 8/26/15, 10:21 
am by DD—Editor] on a matter. Of this our Lord is the per-
fect example (cf. Mat. 21:23-27). I returned brother Sexton’s 
questions with questions for him. [He was offered Dave 
Miller’s word for word sermon—Sentence corrected by DD 
on 8/26/15, 10:21 am—Editor]. In fact, two and a half years 
ago I offered to study with him regarding Dave Miller, his 
errors, fellowship errors, and concerning all those involved 
in it, but he was not interested. Yet, he should have been be-
cause it is important to God (Eph. 5:11; 2 John 9-11; Rom. 
16:17-18. 8/26/15 at 10:20am

David P. Brown: My remarks given in answer to bro. 
Sexton’s post will be divided into different posts.

It is herein emphasized that bro. Miller has never con-
fessed that the R&R of elders is a sinful action. Thus, bro. 
Miller DOES NOT think he must repent of the same. It is 
a fact that the Brown Trail elders (BT) have confessed that 
they made a mistake in judgment in choosing to practice said 
R&R of elders, but never has said eldership confessed that 
the actual practice of the R&R of elders is a sin. If anyone 
knows of a statement wherein either brother Miller or the 
BT elders have confessed that they engaged in sin when they 
practiced the R&R of elders and they have repudiated and 
renounced said erroneous doctrine, and asked God and their 
brethren for forgiveness for having engaged in said error, I 
would appreciate having proof of the same. I will be more 
than happy to publish it in CFTF. 

The following is a review and critique of what brother 
Perry Sexton wrote and posted that is fundamentally an at-
tack on bro. Danny Douglas’ character rather than the sub-
stance of bro. Douglas’s posts concerning Dave Miller’s 
re-evaluation/reaffirmation of elders (R&R) error as twice 
practiced by the Brown Trail Church of Christ, Hurst, Texas. 
Brother Perry Sexton posted: “Danny Douglas, it is very 
disappointing to see you a Christian, furthermore a gospel 
preacher, defend yourself in not giving reference to your 
quotes of a man, yes a brother in Christ. When quotes are 
made a reference is to be given! This is common practice 
and is taught in all schools (maybe not the pack you are with 
now). Furthermore, it is common courtesy.”

DPB COMMENTS: The absurdity and disingenuous-
ness of bro. Sexton’s remarks in the foregoing quotation 
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from his post is seen in part in that I have personally of-
fered a free CD to bro. Sexton that contains the documenta-
tion that he calls for. Moreover, there is other documentation 
that is far more than he and others of his stripe care to see. 
He reminds me of a self-willed and deluded ignoramus who 
threw dust in the air and then complained because he could 
not see because there was so much dust in the air, which evi-
dence bro. Sexton did not and does not want to see in the first 
place. To read only brother Sexton’s complaints about “no 
documentation” in said matter, one would think that it has 
never been mentioned at all, when in reality there is as much 
adequate documentation pertaining to the same as there is 
that the pope is a Roman Catholic. Bro. Sexton, do I need 
to produce documentation that the pope is a member of the 
Roman Catholic Church every time I say as much? Indeed, 
in view of your convoluted and absurd comments in how 
you have dealt with the Miller et al., matters, it is you who 
need to provide adequate evidence and credible witnesses 
that you are a faithful gospel preacher according to the New 
Testament definition of the same. Because bro. Sexton does 
not want to avail himself of the adequate evidence and cred-
ible witnesses that have been around for years proving what 
we have said about the errors of bro. Miller, including his 
erroneous beliefs about the R&R of elders, does not mean 
such proof of the same is not there. However, bro. Sexton 
deliberately chooses with malice aforethought to attack bro. 
Douglas’ character rather than deal with the issue. Bro. Sex-
ton needs to get a good dictionary and look up the defini-
tion of “slander” and “libel.” For, obviously he does not un-
derstand or else he does not believe what the Bible teaches 
about the same.

Also, notice bro. Sexton’s loving disposition of mind 
revealed when he referenced those who stand where Danny 
stands on the said Miller matter as “the pack you are with 
now.” 8/26/15 at 4:10pm

David P. Brown: Bro. Sexton posted: “But what you 
display here is typical of the pack you run with: proud, arro-
gant, better than thou attitude, etc. Honest brethren can and 
do see these things. Danny’s statement, “Brethren, The mat-
ter of documentation should not be called into question here, 
seeing that word for word quotes were given (in context) 
….” Danny, what an arrogant statement!!! It sure seems to 
say to me, “Who are you to question me?” attitude. This is 
seen in others of the pack in this discussion. Danny contin-
ues in that statement, “… and the entire sermon by Dave 
Miller is available and offered.” Danny Douglas you know 
you did not offer this nor did you give proper reference for 
your quotations of Miller. Do not try to pretend it was given 
up front. Danny you know that proper references should 
have been given. Without proper reference to your quotes of 
Miller, do not the quotes of him become hearsay or rumor; 
tale bearing and gossip? God has given us many verses on 
these matters; we ought to take heed to them!

“Danny Douglas would you go and answer plainly all 

my points and questions I made on Aug. 13 at about 7pm? 
In which I stated, “On my FB I have several hundred people 
many of which may be non-Christian, new converts, etc. 
And of all the tags and shares 1,000’s of people not knowing 
about this; 1,000’s of new Christians and old Christians alike 
may be discouraged by all the animosity and perhaps even 
caused to fall away; 1,000’s of non-Christians seeing the dis-
sension in the church of Christ hindered by the great animos-
ity seen posted against me.” Danny Douglas Do all of these 
1,000s and possibly 1,000s of 1,000s have the right to know 
the source of your quotes??? Or must they just take your 
word for it??? Have you not given the impression to perhaps 
1,000s of people (in and out of the church) that in the church 
of Christ we can just put a quotation mark (“) around words 
and claim someone made those statements and that “WE” 
do not have to give proper reference as the world has been 
taught to do? How can these search your quotes whether or 
not they are so (cp. Acts 17:11). And do not they have the 
right to see the context and whole document? Danny you 
know that you did not give proper reference to the quotes 
of a brother before, potentially, the whole world to see. And 
you and the pack attack me as a defender of a false teacher 
which you had no basis for at all!!! Is this Christianity or just 
rules of the pack of vicious wolves??? Honest brethren can 
and will see the truth! 

“Danny Douglas I must ask with all kindness and love 
for your soul, do you really think Paul would approve of 
what you did? Did not Paul show he had a right to speak for 
himself and defend himself? Are you willing to deny these 
things in order to justify yourself??? Do you really think 
God approves of your actions here? Did not God give ample 
proof for His Word? Much more could be said on all these 
matters but these should suffice. I would appreciate it if you 
would answer this and my former posts along these same 
lines with simple and plain statements as a Christian ought 
to and not cunningly avoid answering.”

DPB COMMENTS: More dust thrown in the air by bro. 
Sexton so he can continue in his attempts to justify, at least 
in his own eyes, his complaints that he cannot see. Again, to 
read what bro. Sexton wrote in the previous quotation one 
would think that no one has ever documented anything re-
garding the said Miller matter. Where has bro. Sexton lived 
over the past ten and more years? It is bro. Sexton who has 
not kept up with what has gone on in the church over the last 
several years, at least concerning the said Miller matters. 

Clearly, bro. Sexton has no sense of personal responsi-
bility to keep himself and those to whom he preaches fully 
informed as to false doctrine and false teachers in the church. 
To him it is as if the New Testament has little or nothing 
to say about the obligation of gospel preachers to warn the 
brethren about false teachers and the error they teach. If bro. 
Sexton had been one of the Ephesian elders to whom the 
apostle Paul addressed himself in Acts chapter twenty when 
the apostle warned them of men arising from among them-
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selves teaching error, he would have asked for documenta-
tion that such was actually going to happen. And, in the first 
century church there must have been some like bro. Sexton, 
for in time brethren departed from the faith, not-with-stand-
ing the fact that the apostles and faithful evangelists warned 
them of the same. Notice that bro. Sexton calls us wolves to 
criticize us because we are warning the brethren about false 
teachers and false doctrine. Now you know exactly how the 
first century false teachers conducted themselves relative to 
the warnings the apostles gave to the first century church. 
Have you ever heard of a wolf in sheep’s clothing?

When Jude used “common salvation” did he sin be-
cause he did not define and document that expression? The 
fact that a matter is “common” or commonly known by those 
who see the need to keep themselves informed, means that 
every time the matter is referenced or the term used in a con-
versation that one is not required to define and document it. 
If bro. Sexton thinks to the contrary, then let him take it up 
with the Holy Spirit and with Jude (Jude 3). Bro. Sexton, do 
you desire the Miller CD or do you desire to remain willfully 
and willingly ignorant so you can engage in your charac-
ter assassination of Danny and avoid the topic of concern? 
Will you receive any other documentation having to do with 
said Miller matters, or do you desire to remain in your self-
imposed ignorance of the same, which willful ignorance you 
enjoy hiding behind? 8/26/15 at 2:32pm  

David P. Brown: Bro. Sexton labels Danny as arrogant. 
If ever there was an arrogant comment it is bro. Sexton’s 
comment wherein he labels bro. Danny Douglas as an ar-
rogant person. I have not seen a person who rejoices in self-
imposed ignorance concerning a topic who does so well in 
projecting a more arrogant spirit than does bro. Sexton, at 
least when it comes to his refusal to be informed about the 
Miller, et al., matters. 

Bro. Sexton again complains about non-members and 
new members of the church being exposed to bro. Danny 
Douglas’ exposure of Miller’s errors and his own failure to 
be informed accurately about the said Miller matters. In an 
earlier post several days ago I ask bro. Sexton if he ever 
placed a New Testament in the hands of non-members and 
new Christians. If he has, and we know he has, did he not 
realize that he was placing into their hands, for the most part, 
material that dealt with all manner of issues and errors in 
which members of the first century church were involved 
and entangled? Is he telling us that non-members must not 
be informed of church problems until they are members of 
the church and even then new Christians should be kept from 
the fact that problems exist in the church today even as they 
did in the first century? One thing that Danny’s exposure of 
bro. Sexton’s failure to do, that all faithful gospel preachers 
are to do, is to expose and refute false teachers, which those 
non-members and new members of the church now know 
brother Sexton did not do and does not do. But in reading 
the New Testament for themselves these non-members and 

new members of the church can see what God expects, yea, 
demands, that preachers must do if they are to be considered 
faithful, and that bro. Sexton in at least the Miller, et al., mat-
ters refuses to do. 

For a man who will not answer questions, bro. Sexton 
certainly can ask them. Have the readers noticed that if it 
was not for bro. Sexton’s charge that bro. Douglas has not 
documented what has been documented countless times and 
on numerous occasions over many years, which documenta-
tion has been offered to bro. Sexton on more than one occa-
sion, bro. Sexton would have virtually nothing to say. Thus, 
the only other thing bro. Sexton can do is to continue to ma-
lign bro. Douglas’ character, for he cannot afford to engage 
in a fair objective discussion of the actual issue(s). To en-
gage in such an enlightened discussion of the actual issue(s) 
bro. Sexton would of necessity have to be enlightened on 
the subject. Of course, bro. Sexton is not about to allow any-
thing to dispel his cherished ignorance for it is about the only 
thing left for him to hide behind. Now, remove the two fore-
going areas of bro. Sexton’s expertise in argumentation and 
he is left with absolute nothing to say. What is wrong with a 
man who has no more response than to argue for documenta-
tion that has been supplied on countless occasions and that is 
once again offered at this time to him, but he readily maligns 
his opponent’s character in order to keep his head above wa-
ter while all the time telling him how much he loves him and 
God? Yes, bro. Sexton those reading these exchanges can 
readily see your willful ignorance and your character vilifi-
cation of brother Douglas, but what they do not see is your 
dealing with the issue(s) that is common to all those who 
over the years have kept themselves fully informed about 
the Miller, et al, matters. To be fair with bro. Sexton, we 
must say that he is not alone in the said manner in which he 
is dealing with the said Miller matters, for a host of men will 
not apply the truth on fellowship and exposing false teachers 
and their errors when it comes to dealing scripturally with 
said Miller, et al., matters. They have been weighed in the 
balances of truth and found very much wanting. 

Before closing, here are some True/False questions for 
bro. Sexton to answer, but we won’t hold our breath till he 
answers them:

1. T F Apologetics Press with its present director, Dave 
Miller, may be scripturally supported.

2. T F Lipscomb University with it its present religious 
practices may be scripturally supported.

3. T F East TN School of Preaching and Missions with its 
present beliefs and practices may be scripturally supported.

4. T F Memphis School of Preaching with its present 
beliefs and practices may be scripturally supported.

5. T F The R&R of elders as twice practiced by the BT 
Church of Christ, Hurst, TX is authorized by the New Testa-
ment 
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6. T F No matter how common an error is, every time it 
is mentioned in a discussion it must be fully documented or 
it is to be considered gossip. END 8/26/15 at 4:18pm 

Danny Douglas: Amen! Well said, brother Brown! Pro. 
23:23. 8/26/15 at 7:15pm

Danny Douglas: Amen, brother David P. Brown! Thank 
you for fighting the good fight of faith! 1 Tim. 6:12. 8/26/15 
at 7:17pm

Dub McClish: Religion and politics travel on parallel 
rails. Brother Sexton reminds me of the “establishment” Re-
pubs. (e.g., McConnell, Boehner, et al.) who wouldn’t dream 
of opposing the real enemies—the Dems. (who have been 
responsible for driving our nation to the cusp of absolute 
abandonment of its founding principles), but they aim all 
of their arrows and bullets toward Constitutional conserva-
tives who are seeking to restore it to its original order (e.g., 
Ted Cruz, Ben Carson, Tea Party members, et al.). 8/22/15 
at 1:09pm

Perry Sexton: Brother Dub McClish, you who seem to 
think you know everything, please tell me what errors I have 
stood against in the past 7 years. 8/19/15 at 11:03am

Perry Sexton: Dub McClish wrote above on August 3 at 
5:18 “Ignorance is one thing, but willful ignorance ratchets 
the matter up another notch. Brother Sexton travels about on 
his evangelistic sorties (no criticism of evangelism with the 
Truth, mind you), raising money to do so, while he’s demon-
strated that he’s both uninformed and uninterested in becom-
ing informed.” Dub McClish, please be honest enough to tell 
all! 8/19/15 at 11:05am

Perry Sexton: Brother Dub McClish, from what I wrote 
before your post on Aug. 3, please explain how you have ar-
rived at my “ignorance” and “willful ignorance,” and “while 
he’s demonstrated that he’s both uninformed and uninterest-
ed in becoming informed.” 8/19/15 at 11:04am

Perry Sexton: Brother Dub McClish, exactly what are 
you trying to imply by this statement you made, “Brother 
Sexton travels about on his evangelistic sorties (no criticism 
of evangelism with the Truth, mind you), raising money to 
do so, while he’s demonstrated that he’s both uninformed 
and uninterested in becoming informed.” Dub McClish, 
please be honest enough to tell all! 8/19/15 at 11:05am

Perry Sexton: Brother Dub McClish, you know very 
little about what I do, you are not very informed. Is it any 
business of yours what I do??? August 19, 2015 at 11:05am

Perry Sexton: Brother Dub McClish, have you ever re-
ferred to your evangelistic efforts, or anyone else’s as “sor-
ties”? Why do you refer to my evangelistic efforts as “sor-
ties”? What is your motive? 8/19/15 at 11:06am

Perry Sexton: Brother Dub McClish, I am uniformed 
on this, what you wrote, “BTW, aren’t those on this list re-
quired to answer questions submitted to them?” Brother Dub 

McClish, please explain it to me. I am sure Danny Douglas 
is informed very well on the matter. You might ask him why 
he did not answer all my questions. 8/19/15 at 11:06am

Dub McClish: Perry Sexton, Perry Sexton, Brother 
Sexton: I hardly “know everything,” and I’ve never claimed 
to do so, and I have no idea what doctrines you have stood 
against in the past 7 months, much less, 7 years. It seems evi-
dent, however, that elder R/R and its chief promoter might 
not have been among them. 8/22/15 at 12:14pm  

Dub McClish: Brother Sexton: First, please accept 
my apology for the statement about your “raising money.” 
I spoke out of turn and made a judgment I had no right to 
make. As to answering you promptly, I seem to recall some 
lapses of days at times in your responses to questions. 
8/22/15 at 11:49am

Dub McClish: Brother Sexton: I made the statement 
concerning your being uninformed relative to the attitude 
you have indicated in your posts over the past few days con-
cerning the errors of brother Dave Miller. 8/22/15 at 12:15p

Dub McClish: Brother Sexton: I’ve already addressed 
my unfortunate statement about “raising money.” I’ve also 
addressed my comment about your “intentional ignorance.” 
All of us are ignorant about various things which are of no 
consequence. However, the doctrines of brother Miller (el-
der R/R and marriage intent)—both of which he has defend-
ed rather than repenting of them—are of great consequence. 
An abundance of information—well documented—has been 
readily available for years, yet you seem to be inclined to 
defend him and at the same time reticent to avail yourself of 
documentation of his errors. 8/22/15 at 12:01pm

Dub McClish: Brother Sexton: It is the business of all 
who will be faithful to the Master of us all to be concerned 
about one another, whether it is expressed in reproof, rebuke, 
or exhortation (2 Tim. 4:2). I’ve already done my mea culpa 
for expressing an improper attitude in some of my remarks 
to you. However, that does not change either what brother 
Miller has taught (and defended when challenged) or your 
seeming nonchalance toward same. 8/22/15 at 12:19pm

Dub McClish: Brother Sexton, yes, I believe I have 
heard such efforts referred to as “sorties.” I cannot recall that 
I’ve referred to my efforts as “sorties,” but I would not hesi-
tate to so use it nor would I be offended if someone used it of 
my feeble efforts. I count it an honorable term, for its basic 
meaning is “an attack made by troops coming out from a po-
sition of defense,” which is not a bad description of at least 
half of the work of soldiers in the Lord’s army. As a man 
with military service (for which I express my sincere thanks) 
I would have thought you were aware of the meaning and 
use of this term. I’m sorry if this term was offensive to you. 
My motive was to call attention to your willingness to ignore 
the errors (and by implication, defend) of a false teacher and 
engage in fellowship with others who do so as well. As a 
youngster, we used the expression, “Turn about’s fair play?” 
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Now I kindly ask your motive for being so determined to 
defend the indefensible. 8/22/15 at 12:43pm

Dub McClish: Brother Sexton, I honestly asked the 
question about answering questions. I know that some of the 
lists that some of us are on require the answering of ques-
tions. However, this discussion’s being on a FB page, this 
rule may not apply. As far as I can tell, Brother Douglas has 
answered your queries. Please note that I saw a couple of 
typos in my earlier messages in this series that I have since 
corrected. The first one was especially crucial (omitting a 
negative) that made the statement say the opposite of my 
intent—proof positive that this scribe doesn’t “know every-
thing.” While I don’t know everything, I do know (and any-
one can know who cares to know) that brother Dave Miller 
has been “given a pass”—for whatever reason(s)—on his 
heresies. I pray that he and all those who are encouraging his 
impenitence by fellowshiping him will repent this side of the 
Judgment. 8/22/2015 at 12:56pm

Perry Sexton: Dub McClish, I am sorry I did not have 
the option to answer below each of your post. This is one 
problem of such discussions on FB. You can sort it out. 
Thanks for your apology but none was needed as I am not 
ashamed that money is needed to preach the gospel. But to 
make it clear I do not go raising money as it is already raised. 
I go and try to help small struggling congregations and at 
times receive no funds from them at all and sometimes refuse 
the funds offered. I pray and trust, and know that we have 
helped many in many ways. My question to you was about 
the “sorties” which you did address below. I am not certain 
what you meant by this, “As to answering you promptly, I 
seem to recall some lapses of days at times in your responses 
to questions.” I do not recall saying anything about you not 
answering promptly. 8/26/15 at 7:05am

Perry Sexton: Dub McClish, you are right about all this, 
but why do you expect me to know all about Dave Miller? 
As far I can tell you all are the only ones keeping it going. 
See my post below. 8/26/15 at 7:06am

Perry Sexton: Dub McClish, yes I am somewhat uni-
formed on the matter as I have never ran into it at all except 
from some of you. I have worked with 30 different congre-
gations in the past few years and not a one showed any signs 
of error on “elder R?R.” From what I have seen from you all 
it seems to be the most pressing issue in the brotherhood. I 
am not sorry that I have not run into it except from you all. 
I have seen many other errors and have dealt with those er-
rors to the best of my knowledge and discretion. And many 
of the errors seem far greater and doing far more damage to 
the brotherhood then the “elder R?R” doctrine. 8/26/15 at 
7:07am

Perry Sexton: Dub McClish I am sorry that you too 
have missed the point (my original post). And yes as above 
and elsewhere I believe there are by far more pressing issues 
in the brotherhood than the attacks on Dave Miller. I ask you 

why so much on Miller and hardly a word about the others: 
elders, preachers, etc. and the ones before and after Miller 
doing the elder R/R? 8/26/15 at 7:08am

Perry Sexton: Dub McClish, I understand about my 
brother’s keeper but does that mean we investigate every 
brother and snoop for the scoop before the proof? [Def. I 
intend for “snoop” = “A spy who makes uninvited inquiries 
into the private affairs of others.” [WordWeb] Do I have the 
God given right to snoop into the affairs of elder’s meetings 
of another congregation to be sure they do everything just 
right? Are you all the only ones who cannot err in judgment 
(based on other posts from you all)? When one errs and it is 
made public shall we attack with all claws and fangs first or 
does God have another method? As I explained above I have 
not seen this “elder R&R”as an issue, but I have seen many 
far greater issues. 8/26/15 at 7:09am

Perry Sexton: Dub McClish thanks for the honor. As 
seen before I see again you have been investigating me at 
least somewhat. I am and was aware of the meaning of the 
word sortie, but there seems more implied in your state-
ment than praise, but that is between you and God. I have 
explained about the error above. 8/26/15 at 7:10am

Perry Sexton: Dub McClish thanks for clearing that up 
about the answering of questions. I do not personally know 
Dave Miller, but I do believe he has been attacked above 
measure, but others in that same matter have been, as you 
say of Dave, “given a pass” and yes by you all. Why? Why 
such an attack on Miller and not the others? No, Danny has 
not answered all my questions and many he has “answered” 
were vague. 8/26/15 at 7:10am

Daniel Douglas: Brother Perry Sexton, Which questions 
did I not answer? You have not answered all my questions. 
For example, whenever you have written an article exposing 
error such as on the Pope, Billy Graham, or Rubel Shelly, 
Did you? 8/21/15 at 7:29pm

Daniel Douglas: Inform the false teacher? Did you pro-
vide the entire article or sermon in which the error you ex-
posed was found? Moreover, Please give Scriptural proof 
that this must be done, as you have implied. Please be fair 
and honest, brother Sexton. Now, I have told you that Mill-
er’s word for word sermon is available upon request. If you 
refuse that request Perry Sexton, you are simply quibbling 
and not sincere about documentation. 8/21/15 at 7:32pm

Daniel Douglas: Let us provide things honest in the 
sight of God and all men. Rom. 12:17; Acts 24:16. We are 
sincere about exposing error and refuting it, as God com-
mands (Eph. 5:11). Why would you, brother Perry Sexton 
attack those who oppose fatal error? This is at the real crux 
of the matter. Rather than attack defenders of the faith, why 
not attack error and expose those who bring it, as God com-
mands (2 Tim. 2:16-18; Rom. 16:17-18)? 8/21/15 at 7:37pm

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas ever since the begin-
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ning of time Satan and his workers have quoted Scripture 
to make themselves appear as angels of light, but it does 
not work for honest discerning brethren, it works only for 
silly women and gullible brethren. I am relying on honest 
discerning brethren to make righteous judgments in these 
matters, I know God does and will in the end. You all make 
it appear as if you and the pack are the only ones refuting 
error and marking false teachers. You all make it appear that 
if one is not a part of the pack he is lost. I have already made 
mention of when we were with you and then Dub McClish’s 
sermon at the gospel meeting there. From my judgment in 
these matters the number one thing on your all’s agenda is to 
destroy Dave Miller. I would say you have brainwashed the 
members of your congregation this way. I would ask, why 
so much teaching on the Dave Miller subject at such a small 
congregation without elders? Are you expecting trouble??? 
And then to beat it all, Dub McClish holds a gospel meeting 
where the public is invited and at least one sermon is on this 
matter!!! Is it essential to salvation for people to develop a 
mind-set of attack and destroy Dave Miller before they can 
be saved??? 

As I have posted elsewhere in these posts I have refuted 
error, confronted false teachers and warned brethren of error 
and false teachers of many stripes in the past few years (con-
trary to what has been insinuated by some of you, and not 
worrying about money because I know God will supply my 
needs). I have done the same all of my Christian life.

Jim Miller: I must say after following this now for 
a while that as Michael said I am grateful to run with the 
“pack.” Mr Sexton seems unwilling to follow the commands 
laid out in scripture. This is a dangerous road to walk Mr. 
Sexton. You simply can’t fellowship with error and expect 
to please God. 8/22/15 at 12:08pm

Philip Crews: Amen. 8/22/15 at 12:19pm
Daniel Douglas: Brother Perry Sexton requested that I 

write an article on elders who sin and how to deal with it. I 
admit that I overlooked this request. At this time, I am going 
to state Biblical principles regarding this matter. First of all, 
if an elder is guilty of being a heretic, after the first and sec-
ond admonition, he is to be rejected, and this would include 
any elder who would be like Diotrophes or any other kind of 
heretic (cf. Tit. 3:10-11; 3 John 9-11). Secondly, if an elder 
(or any other Christian) is guilty of committing a personal 
offence against another brother then the steps are to be fol-
lowed that Jesus laid out in Matthew 18:15-17. Thirdly, if an 
elder causes divisions and offences contrary to the doctrine 
of Christ, then he is to be marked and avoided (cf. Rom. 
16:17-18; 2 John 9-11). This would include an elder (or any 
Christian) who would teach contrary to the doctrine of Christ 
and refuses to receive the words and doctrine of our Lord 
Jesus Christ. The faithful are to withdraw from such a one 
(1 Tim. 6:3-5; 2 John 9-11). [This would also include any 
elder or Christian who is in fellowship with, or upholds, any 

person or action that pertains to darkness—Eph. 5:11; 2 John 
9-11]. Fifthly, if an elder ceases to possess the qualifications 
of Christian character laid out in 1 Tim. 3:1-7 or Tit. 1:5-9, 
then he is no longer qualified to be an elder. (Certainly, an 
elder, as any other Christian should be given the opportunity 
to repent. However, this does not necessarily mean that he 
should continue as an elder, even if he does repent. Nonethe-
less, he should be forgiven, if he repents [cf. 2 Cor. 2:5-11; 2 
Cor. 7:10; Luke 17:3-4; Mat. 6:14-15; Eph. 4:32]). Sixth, if 
an elder ceases to perform the God-given duties required of 
elders (cf. 1 Pet. 5:1-3; Heb. 13:17; Acts 20:28; Tit. 1:9-13), 
then he is guilty of the sin of omission (Jam. 4:17). For this 
he should also repent., and this, as with any sin, requires the 
bringing forth of fruits worthy of repentance (cf. Mat. 3:8; 
Luke 3:8; Acts 26:20). Obviously, any elder who is guilty 
of immorality or any other sin of which has not repented, 
should be dealt with as any Christian (cf. 1 Cor. 5:1-13; 2 
The. 3:6, 14, 15). God, in His great wisdom, requires the 
following regarding a charge of sin being brought against 
an elder: “Against an elder receive not an accusation, but 
before two or three witnesses” (1 Tim. 5:19). If it be the 
case that an elder has sinned, the inspired apostle further en-
joins, “Them that sin rebuke before all, that others also 
may fear” (1 Tim. 5:20). If an elder or elders are, accord-
ing to the Scriptures required to repent, or no longer meet 
the qualifications of an elder, then the faithful and qualified 
elders should lead the congregation in dealing with this mat-
ter. If it be the case that an elder should resign or be made 
to resign, based on Scriptural principles, including the wis-
dom of God’s word, then the faithful elders should deal with 
such an elder, and of course, if he refuses to do so, then they 
should lead the congregation in dealing with the matter, with 
all things being done decently and in order, and above all, 
according to the authority of Christ (cf. Mat. 28:18; Col. 
3:17; 1 Cor. 14:40). I will hasten to say this, that the Scrip-
tural principles that I have just laid out are a far cry from 
the Re-Evaluation and Re-Confirmation (Re-Affirmation) of 
Elders taught by Dave Miller and practiced by the Brown 
Trail congregation in Hurst, Texas, several years ago, and 
that which continues to be taught and practiced by certain 
liberals. Miller taught and they practiced the idea that an el-
der may be removed by not receiving a certain percentage of 
approval of the congregation, whether or not he had sinned 
(Please see the article above on, The Re-Evaluation and Re-
Affirmation of Elders for documentation of this process, and 
also, we can provide Dave Miller’s word for word sermon). 
8/22/15 at 4:24pm

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas I full well agree with the 
teachings of the Scriptures you have provided. It would be 
wonderful if fallible humans would follow the Word of God 
in all things then I would not have been falsely accused of 
many things and slandered as I have been in these posts by 
you all. Many things are not perfectly clear and as easy to 
deal with as with what you wrote seems to make it appear. 
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Danny wrote, “If it be the case that an elder should resign or 
be made to resign, based on Scriptural principles, including 
the wisdom of God’s word, then the faithful elders should 
deal with such an elder, and of course, if he refuses to do 
so, then they should lead the congregation in dealing with 
the matter, with all things being done decently and in order, 
and above all, according to the authority of Christ (cf. Mat. 
28:18; Col. 3:17; 1 Cor. 14:40).” Danny, the how is what I 
was asking for and I think you know it. I think we all know 
the Scriptures on what you wrote. I asked, “… would you 
please write a short article showing how a congregation is 
to deal with elders who sin and will not repent. And how a 
congregation is to deal with “elders” who were never quali-
fied in the first place? Please give details.” Danny, you know 
what I was asking for, but after your good article with Scrip-
ture (which I agree with) you end up right back at the start-
ing place and really did not answer what I asked. So I ask 
again using parts of your sentences: How shall “the faithful 
elders” deal “with such an elder”? How shall the faithful el-
ders “lead the congregation in dealing with the matter, with 
all things being done decently and in order, and above all, 
according to the authority of Christ”? I must say that I have 
never been involved in any real eldership problems because 
I have worked with small congregations (as I intended to 
when I started preaching) usually without elders. I have been 
on both sides of the fence of “firing” a preacher and know 
firsthand it does not always go as it should. Many times 
there are splits in the congregation, etc., too much to talk 
about here, but I am sure in dealing with unqualified elders 
there can be many problems because of the human element. 
8/26/15 at 6:56am.

Daniel Douglas: Furthermore, regarding the informa-
tion which I have given above, I have more to say, in con-
nection with the request of brother Perry Sexton concerning 
how to deal with an elder that sins. There is a great difference 
between what I have taught above, and what Dave Miller 
taught regarding the Re-Evaluation and Re-Affirmation of 
Elders (Please see the article written originally, which has 
sparked this discussion.) 1. According to Miller’s Re-Evalu-
ation & Re-Affirmation of Elders Doctrine, an elder does not 
have to be guilty of any sin at all, but (as the documentation 
proves) one might be a fully qualified elder and still suf-
fer the shame and humiliation (as if he had sinned), by be-
ing cast out of the eldership by popular vote. [Brother Perry 
Sexton, while you are so adamant in attacking the “pack” 
of defenders of the faith for opposing such fatal error, why 
don’t you get busy and either defend this practice of Dave 
Miller’s or study and see why it is a damnable heresy?] 2. 
Further, in regard to the Dave Miller error, one might even 
be guilty of sin as an elder, and remain in the eldership, if he 
were to receive a large enough percentage of favorable votes 
within the process which Miller laid out at Brown Trail. This 
within itself proves the R&R of Elders doctrine to be fatal 
error, in that, it enables the word of God to be made of none 

effect, as the scribes and Pharisees had done with their tra-
ditions [cf. Mat. 15:1-9; Mark. 7:6-13]. What I have taught 
regarding an elder in sin, is according to God’s word, in that, 
any person is to be dealt with according the same principle, 
whether he be an elder or not. God is no respecter of persons 
(Acts 10:34-35; 1 Tim. 5:21; cf. 1 Tim. 5:19; Mat. 18:16; 
2 Cor. 13:1). 3. Brother Dave Miller, in his teaching on the 
re-evaluation and re-affirmation of elders (for which he has 
never repented) has added a qualification to the eldership, 
and that being that an elder must be perceived as a leader 
(See documentation in the original article above.) The quali-
fications of elders are given in 1 Tim. 3:1-7 & in Tit. 1:5-9. 
Yet, nowhere in these passages or anywhere else in the New 
Testament, is the qualification stated that an elder must be 
“perceived as a leader.” No doubt, this is to add to the word 
of God, and we are strictly forbidden to add to, or to take 
away from, the word of God (cf. Rev. 22:18-19). Some shal-
low and misled brethren would not know a true elder, gospel 
preacher, or any other kind of leader, if they came face to 
face with him. Yet, the Miller doctrine would turn the future 
of a congregation over to such people if it were put into force 
and implementation throughout the brotherhood. Brother 
Perry Sexton, why don’t you get busy and provide Scriptural 
authorization for Dave Miller’s new elder qualification, or 
else study your way out of this matter and stop defending 
a marked false teacher, and stop defending those who are 
defending a marked false teacher! (Pro. 17:15). What I have 
taught in regard to dealing with an elder in sin, is based on 
what the New Testament teaches, including how to deal with 
an elder or any Christian in sin, and the God-given qualifica-
tions of elders. Much more could be said, but I will say this, 
the doctrine and practice of Re-Evaluation and Re-Affirma-
tion (Reconfirmation) of Elders, leads to subjectivism in the 
Lord’s church. Perhaps, this is the most insidious danger of 
it. It would cause the Lord’s people, members and elders, to 
base the organization of the church on popular vote or the 
whims of men. We have an objective standard, the standard 
of the word of God (cf. Phi. 3:16; 2 John 9; 1 Cor. 1:10; 
Heb. 4:12). It is the standard by which one day we shall all 
be judged (John 12:48; Rom. 2:16; Ecc. 12:13-14). Pleas-
ing man, even in a congregation or in the brotherhood or 
anywhere else, will lead to eternal ruin (cf. Exo. 23:2; Mat. 
7:13-14; John. 12:42-43; Gal. 1:10). This is a grave danger. 
Paul refused to please men (Gal. 1:10). Peter and the other 
apostles before the Jewish leaders, even at the peril of their 
own lives, refused to please men. They said and we should 
all say, by our words and our actions: “We ought to obey 
God rather than men” (Acts 5:29). 8/22/15 at 5:06pm

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas wrote “[Brother Perry 
Sexton, while you are so adamant in attacking the “pack” 
of defenders of the faith for opposing such fatal error,…]” 
Daniel Douglas wherein have I attacked any of you for “op-
posing such fatal error”? Are you willfully ignorant here or 
just lying??? Who is really doing the attacking and maintain-
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ing them? Is it possible for you and the pack of wolves to 
honestly answer questions without false accusations, intimi-
dations, and ganging up on your victim? Does the pack seek 
to destroy everyone who does not follow the pack? I ask you 
again, is this Christianity? I have mentioned this before but 
you have not responded to it and many other things like this. 
Please go back and honestly answer all my post made to you 
individually. And please restrain the pack from answering 
for you. FB is not a very good place to have such a lengthy 
discussion as a reader can easily get confused and especially 
when answers are not made in reply to the immediate post. 

Daniel Douglas continued “[… why don’t you get busy 
and either defend this practice of Dave Miller’s or study and 
see why it is a damnable heresy?]” Daniel Douglas, so you 
admit that I have not defended Miller’s error, but yet I have 
been accused of it!!! Honest seekers of truth can see all of 
this, but the blind will continue to lead the blind. Daniel 
Douglas, early on I made it clear that I do not follow Miller’s 
error. When are you going to answer the post concerning 
“such”? Daniel Douglas, please answer this, did you give 
proper documentation to the quotes you made by Miller in 
your original post when you made the original post? Have 
you given proper documentation to Miller’s quote in this 
series since then? Daniel Douglas, you know that I do not 
oppose marking false teachers, but it seems to me the pack is 
after Miller above measure! Why? Is this the most pressing 
issue in the brotherhood??? 

Daniel Douglas wrote, “Some shallow and misled breth-
ren would not know a true elder, gospel preacher, or any oth-
er kind of leader, if they came face to face with him.” Typical 
of the pack you seem to be referring to me without calling 
my name. When I looked into this matter in about 2008 or 
‘9 I saw the character of some of you then; and again when I 
was with you in the winter of 2012-2013. And now in all of 
this the characters of you all are seen even more as vicious 
wolves seeking to destroy those who do not toe your line and 
agree with you all perfectly. I believe you truly do rely upon 
people taking your word for everything and not giving ref-
erences (see your post on 8-18 at 10:56pm). Danny, please 
answer my above post about the 1,000s. As I said before I 
believe there is more to this matter than just marking error 
and a false teacher. 

In the past few years I have worked with 30 different 
congregations and not a one showed any signs of error on 
“elder R?R.” The only time I have heard of it was through 
you all. I ask again, is it the most pressing problem in the 
brotherhood today??? I have seen many errors and have 
dealt with those errors to the best of my knowledge and dis-
cretion as a Christian and a preacher. From my experience, 
I believe one of the most pressing needs in the brotherhood 
is an exposure of the Mac Deaver error. Since you all like to 
tear into people, has any of the pack challenged Mac for a 
debate??? By the way, years ago I exchanged some emails 
with Mac concerning his error and I must say he was much 

more brotherly/Christian acting than you all. Mac was very 
courteous to me; however he did not answer many of my 
questions, like you all. I have ran into a host of errors that 
seem to me are doing much damage to the church, but I have 
never seen the “elder R?R” except from you all. While we 
were with you we got just about sick of hearing so much 
about it, then shortly thereafter Dub McClish held a gospel 
meeting there and guess what at least one of the topics was 
about? That is right. At least in your all’s minds the most 
pressing issue in the brotherhood clearly seems to be attack 
and destroy Dave Miller. You would think someone of you 
wanted and still wants his job! Will you deny this? 

Daniel Douglas wrote, “(Please see the article written 
originally, which has sparked this discussion.)” Danny, as 
many times as I have corrected you all on this you still per-
sist in your error. Why? Can you not read my words? What 
the discussion is about is my original post and you know 
this! My original post and cause of all these vicious attacks 
on me is this: “Perry Sexton [to] Daniel Douglas, has this 
been practiced by any other congregation since this hap-
pened 25 years ago in 1990? It would be good also to post 
the link to what Dave Miller said in that sermon and also 
his latter explanation.” Danny I still know proper reference 
should be given in spite of your ungodly attempt to prove 
otherwise. It is obvious you do not believe proper reference 
should be given for quotations (see Danny’s post August 18 
at 10:56pm). 

Daniel Douglas, if you would honestly answer all my 
questions I believe more light could be shed on this matter. 
Is this why you will not answer them all plainly? In the first 
place the discussion should have been between you and me 
as I addressed my post to you. I think I can clearly see why 
others do not question any of you. You all have ganged up on 
me with your vicious attacks and false accusations (typical 
of the pack), but at the same time will not honestly answer 
questions. It is true, I have not answered all of the pack’s 
questions, but why should I when my questions have not 
been dealt with honestly? 8/26/15 at 6:58am

Daniel Douglas: Brother Perry Sexton, actually, I was 
not referring to you when I spoke of those who are “shallow 
and misled.” However, from the things you have written, 
you are wrong about your conclusions. I am not saying that 
anyone misled you to think this way, but nonetheless you are 
holding a position that cannot be upheld. Let us give a “thus 
saith the LORD”. (1 Pet. 4:11; Col. 3:17). 8/26/15 at 3:53pm

Daniel Douglas: Brother Perry Sexton, You are defend-
ing brother Miller indirectly, but you are not setting forth 
logical arguments and defending the practice of the Re-eval-
uation and Reaffirmation of Elders. 8/26/15 at 3:54pm

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas you can keep on claim-
ing that all you want to, but God knows my mind and God 
knows exactly why you keep on being so dishonest in all of 
this. You know my original post but you will not even deal 
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with that in an honest manner. As I have said before, as if it 
matters, proper documentation should have been given to the 
quotes you made of Miller and you know that and you also 
know that it should have been done, but yet you whimper 
like a wolf pup and ungodly try to defend the fact that you 
did not provide documentation and then turn and say you did 
provide documentation, but you know it was after the fact. 

Dave Miller is a brother in Christ and deserves an op-
portunity to answer for himself if he so desires. Furthermore 
the 1,000 of 1,000s of non-Christians and new Christians 
deserve the right to see for themselves what Dave preached 
without having to receive your all’s CD, which personally 
having seen more of how you all are in these posts, I would 
not put much stock in what you all say at all. Why is it that 
you all cannot deal with a matter honestly without creating 
a smokescreen via your straw man??? You do not have the 
honesty and humility to admit your error so you turn and at-
tack me for things you have made up even going to the point 
of claiming you do not understand the little word “such” as 
Hatcher did. By the way, when are you going to answer my 
post on that??? Never, I suppose. 8/31/15 at 3:17pm 

Perry Sexton: Daniel Douglas, there you go again 
(above at 6:53 pm). I believe I am right in that you are trying 
to make it appear that I uphold “elder R/R” as was taught 
by Miller in 1990 which was directed by his elders from my 
understanding of, but you know you are misrepresenting me. 
Now if it is not that then it must be about proper documen-
tation of quoting someone and I can easily defend that and 
have. 8/31/15 at 1:19pm
[At about this point in the discussion a brother Bill Williams 
made several posts. Most of what he wrote had little to do 
with the subject of R&R of elders. However, he advocated 
other errors. When he was answered and refuted by several 
different brethren, he left the discussion. His post at the time 
were not readily available to everyone and it was, therefore, 
difficult to get the comments that he made. Since his post did 
not deal with what was being discussed and they did not ap-
pear for all to see, we removed his posts.—Editor] 

Daniel Douglas: Brother Perry Sexton, You asked me to 
write an article on how to deal with an elder in sin. I wrote 2 
lengthy posts on this matter. I answered your request. Yes, as 
I said before, congregations have practiced the R&R of El-
ders since Dave Miller first taught it. Also, I did offer docu-
mentation to you. How can you honestly deny that. Just say 
the word and I will email you a word for word copy of it. You 
have also been offered a CD with loads of documentation. 
Have you answered this offer? It is very puzzling as to why 
you deny the facts regarding documentation. Moreover, in 
marking false teachers, have you ever quoted Rubel Shelly 
or any other false teacher, without reading or presenting the 
false teacher’s entire sermon at the time that you spoke or 
wrote about it? Brother Perry, this is an honest question. You 
want to malign my character for not doing this in the original 

article, although the documentation is offered. Yet, I would 
dare say that you have not done what you are requiring of 
me. Let us provide things honest before God and man (Rom. 
12:17; Acts 24:16). 8/26/15 at 4:00pm

Gene Hill: Bro Douglas, excellent post. However, 
I have no more confidence that this one will be read with 
any more discernment that have your previous such posts. A 
willfulness to misunderstand on the part of one, is difficult 
if not impossible to overcome. In reading your posts and the 
responses, I thought that I was missing something because 
the connection between post and response was not present. I 
believe that an obtuseness is demonstrated that renders any 
further efforts, at least on my part, not worth the effort. I will 
leave it to your capable and patient hands. 8/27/15 at 1:31pm

Danny Douglas: ... The proper and correct appointment 
of elders is based on the word of God. It is subject and so 
are those who are selected to Divine Authority, namely, the 
word of God (1 Tim. 3:1-7; Tit. 1:5-9). The faithful mem-
bers weigh the fruits of men against the word of God, our 
Standard (Col. 3:17; Mat. 28:18; Phil. 3:16), to see who is 
qualified (cf. Mat. 7:15-20). There is a vast difference be-
tween this and the idea that Dave Miller advanced in his 
R&R of Elders teaching, and that being that a Scripturally 
qualified elder could be removed by a vote of at least 25% 
of the congregation. Even Miller’s own words bear this out. 
Thus, the word of God was not the standard being followed, 
and hence, the process was subjective. Yet, it was not SUB-
JECTED to the word of God, nor authorized by it. (Heb. 
4:12). 8/27/15 at 1:41pm

Johnny Oxendine: ...when you have brethren offering 
a multitude of reasons for supporting (rather than withdraw-
ing from) Dave Miller (all the way from, he repented, he had 
nothing to repent of, to it’s not worth splitting the brother-
hood over, to the asinine comment “he cannot lead if the 
congregation will not follow”) and they are all revealing a 
broad set of contradictions and an inharmonious cacophony 
of willful ignorance, why bother with lengthy scriptural re-
sponses? Why provide detailed explanations with the hope 
of informing? Everyone knows the support for Dave Mill-
er was about money to keep AP afloat...and that Memphis 
[Memphis School of Preaching—Editor] did an about face 
because they feared losing support...the glib plebeian os-
triches now arriving are posers...no doubt in fellowship with 
Brad Harrub, Phil Sanders, et al...and not really interested in 
“contending for the faith”...but probably also viewing Paul 
and Jude as busybodies who were not willing to let bygones 
be. August 27, 2015 at 4:47pm

Dennis Francis: Johnny Oxendine you are correct. He 
did a drive by and then cleaned up the evidence. 8/27/15 at 
6:40pm

Danny Douglas: Does anyone sense that these “nice 
and kind” brethren who are so concerned about us dealing 
with the Miller error, are very personal in their attack on us? 
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8/27/15 at 6:39pm
Danny Douglas: I need more knowledge and wisdom 

from God (Jam 1:5; 2 Pet. 3:18; Pro. 1:7). However, that 
does mean that we are not able to discern between truth and 
error, or between that which the Bible authorizes and that 
which it does not authorize (2 Tim. 2:15; 3:14-17). I do not 
have any ill-will toward you [Perr Sexton—Editor]or any-
one else. Yet, I must stand for the truth and against error. 
This is my God-given duty as a Christian and as a gospel 
preacher. If it means that I lose friends and favor in so doing, 
then so be it. “We ought to obey God rather than men” 
(Acts 5:29). 8/27/15 at 8:50pm.

Danny Douglas: Brother Curless is one of the LORD’s 
number and thus, he is one of our number in the body of 
Christ. Moreover, he does not agree with the R&R of Elders 
nor the fellowship compromises that are going on today, and 
neither does brother Tony Ferrell, another faithful brother in 
Christ and gospel preacher. I am look forward to going and 
worshiping with the Wards Chapel church of Christ, where 
he is the faithful preacher, in one night of their Gospel Meet-
ing coming up on September 4-6. Brother Curless will be 
the speaker. Brother Harrell Davidson was there in a Gos-
pel Meeting this past summer. These godly men hold to the 
“old paths” (Jer. 6:16). I am honored to be in fellowship 
with these faithful brethren who love the Lord and who love 
the truth, and these other faithful men of God who have an-
swered for the truth and against error in this discussion. ... 
We are to “prove all things” and to “hold fast that which 
is good” (1 The. 5:21). 8/27/15 at 9:00pm 

Samuel Alejo Bagsangi: Brother Danny Douglas, that 
is the only [thing–7.02am] they can do to defend themselves 
and their error. So sad. 8/28/15 at 6:46am

Perry Sexton: Danny Douglas wrote, “Does any-
one sense that these “nice and kind” brethren who are so 
concerned about us dealing with the Miller error, are very 
personal in their attack on us?” Danny I am not defending 
what any others may have said about you all, but as for me 
referring to you all as wolves fits the bill very well in my 
opinion from the things you all have falsely accused me of, 
etc. It is amazing to me how you continue to mark your-
selves for what you are. You make the above comment, but 
when Hatcher and Brown speak evil and lie about me you 
say nothing!!! WHY is this Danny??? You all have shown 
yourselves very well to be the vicious wolves I called you. 
You praise and lick, as dogs do, one another’s wounds and 
continue your same ungodly tactics. 

Danny Douglas, I challenge you to copy these posts 
from the beginning and put them on Power Point and teach 
on Christian Characteristics using yourself, Hatcher, and 
Brown as outstanding examples of Christians, preachers, 
and elders. I honestly do not believe you have it in you to 
handle aright these posts as you have proven so in these very 
posts. [Since brother Sexton suggested we post these com-

ments for all to see, said posts are herein given for those 
who are NOT willingly and willfully blind. If they are not 
content with what is herein given, the readers may go to 
Daniel Douglas’ Facebook page—it is ON Daniel Douglas’ 
Facebook page, 8/1/15— and read all of them.—Editor] It 
is certainly not foreign to the Bible for such people to act as 
you all have yet think they are serving God!!! Very sad. 

Danny Douglas, there are over 717 counties in the USA 
without the true church and let us just say each of these 
counties have only 4 towns each. That would be 2,868 towns 
without the true church in the continental USA. I cannot help 
to think about how much good could have been done by you 
all if you had used just a fraction of the time and energy you 
all have used in trying to destroy Dave Miller since 1990, 
or whenever you all started your attack on him. Answer all 
my questions on Dave Miller and we all will understand bet-
ter why you are still attacking him more than anyone else. 
8/31/15 at 1:15pm

Danny Douglas: I would describe Bill Williams [as 
noted earlier, the brother whose posts were removed—Edi-
tor] and Perry Sexton by Matthew 15 : 13-14. They have 
proven that they will not accept the truth and the evidence. 
We need to leave them alone, who insist on the road to com-
promise! 8/31/15 at 4:03pm

Michael Hatcher: Amen brother Danny Douglas. There 
comes a time when you are simply casting your pearls before 
swine. 8/31/15 at 4:13pm

Danny Douglas: Amen! 8/31/15 at 4:14pm
David P. Brown: Brethren Brown and Hatcher have 

lied about brother Sexton?????!! Amazingly amazing as to 
the extreme lows to which disingenuous people will sink in 
their weak attempts to defend what is indefensible. Not one 
false statement has been made by either one of us regarding 
brother Perry Sexton. Since he thinks we have lied about 
him let him state precisely and explicitly the lie(s) we have 
told about him. Brother Sexton does enough harm to himself 
without anyone having to lie about him. I assure you neither 
of us will hold our breath until he puts into writing the lies he 
so boldly declares that we have told about him. He ought to 
be ashamed of himself for sinking so low in his vain attempts 
to defend himself, saying such things about us. Indeed, all we 
and brethren Douglas and McClish (along with other good 
brethren) have done, was done to help brother Sexton see his 
errors and inconsistencies with the hope that we could/can 
bring him to repentance. I have nothing but the kindest of 
feelings toward him. I certainly can’t have anything personal 
against him, because I don’t even know the man personally 
any more than he knows me. However, please notice when 
you read all of his posts, his lack of personal knowledge of 
me does not stop him from belittling my character. All I can 
conclude about his sad conduct is that this is his routine and 
practiced way of dealing with people when he can’t handle 
the evidence and the arguments therefrom that prove him to 
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be in error. I can only suppose that the poor man thinks such 
is the way Christians are to treat one another, seeing how it 
is that he has engaged in so many absurdities and slanderous 
remarks in this whole discussion. The foregoing along with 
his adamant refusal to accept adequate evidence and credible 
witnesses proves he does not want to believe the truth on 
said matters. But in rejecting the same, bro. Sexton demon-
strates for all to see his profound confusion, along with his 
adamant, willful, and abysmal ignorance. 8/31/15 at 4:58pm

Danny Douglas: I agree, brother Brown. His personal 
attacks against you, brother Hatcher, brother McClish and 
myself, are unfounded and unjust. We can be sure that we 
have dealt with Dave Miller and his false teaching, but have 
not shown personal animosity and mean-spiritedness as this 
man has done. Actually, he and Bill Williams are both guilty 
of that which they accuse us. Indeed, it is because they can-
not answer the evidence and is the reason that they are get-
ting so personal in their attacks. It is like the old saying that 
if you throw a rock in the middle of a pack of dogs, the one 
that comes out howling and whining is the one that has been 
hit. That article hit a nerve, a target, a guilty conscience or 
something. Methinks it may go back to supporters and con-
gregations they like to fellowship. Yet, the Scripture still 
says what it does in : Rom. 16:17-18; Eph. 5:11; 2 John 9-11. 
All the Perry Sexton’s ... in the world can’t change it! 1 Pet. 
1:25. 8/31/15 at 5:48pm

Danny Douglas: Above, I said: “I certainly have a lot 
more to learn ... and I realize that. I need more knowledge 
and wisdom from God. Jam. 1:5; 2 Pet. 3:18; Pro. 1:7. How-
ever, that does mean that we are not able to discern between 
truth and error, or between that which the Bible authorizes 
and that which it does not authorize. 2 Tim. 2:15; 3:14-17, ... 
It should read, “that does not mean we are not able to discern 
between truth and error...” 8/27/15 at 9:22pm

Danny Douglas: Brother Michael Hatcher is a faith-
ful brother in Christ, as is brother David P. Brown. We op-
pose the exaltation of man in the Pope (Mat. 23 : 8-12) and 
all compromises of the faith (cf. Jude 3; Galatians 2 : 3-5). 
8/28/15 at 5:19am

[On September 14, 2015, Perry Sexton posted the fol-
lowing response on his own Facebook page.— Editor] 

Daniel Douglas, Michael Hatcher, David P. Brown, 
Dub McClish: Marking Themselves For What They Are! 

The above named have made false charges against me 
and then Danny Douglas blocked me from his FB site where 
the charges were made so that I can no longer answer. My 
guess is they all are privy to this blocking. Since Danny’s 
blocking of me I have sent him two emails which he has not 
answered. I also have requested to be friends with the others 
named above so that I could answer their false charges on 
their FB site but none have accepted. I want it known that 
this is the only reason I wanted to be “friends” with them, 

because I certainly do not believe I am in fellowship with 
them. I believe any honest person can see that their accusa-
tions against me are false and drummed up, and so proving 
that they are dishonest people. You can judge for yourself 
(John 7:24) by going to Daniel Douglas FB and viewing the 
posts dated 8-1-15 and following. See what they accused me 
of, but then see my posts if I am guilty of such accusations. 
Evidently they are so high, proud, and arrogant minded that 
they think they can do and say what they want to and get 
away with it. I have seen this in other articles from them. My 
friends they do not represent Christianity! 

As I challenged Danny Douglas I challenge them all with 
this: Take all the posts, put them on power point and show to 
their congregations how they answered. Let them show from 
their answers to my posts just how a Christian, preacher, and 
elder of the church of Christ is to behave himself!!! I cannot 
imagine grounded Christians following such people. On into 
my posts I refer to them as vicious wolves because they have 
demonstrated to me to be just that in many ways (cp. Phil. 
3:2; 2 Tim. 3:1-6; Jude 10-13, etc.). 

Keep in mind Danny’s original post was made public 
which makes it practically available to the whole world: 
non-Christian, new converts, weak members and all. They 
exhibit dishonesty and much ungodliness. Only eternity 
will tell how much harm such people as this has done to 
the Lord’s church! I believe they are guilty of everything 
they accuse me of. This is a common tactic of their kind. Is 
it right to make accusations and then block one so he can-
not answer? Even the non-Christian can see this is not right! 
Keep in mind all the attacks started with my original short 
post (below) made on Aug. 3rd. 

They operate by bullying people and I can full well be-
lieve that many of their followers are so intimidated that they 
dare not cross them in any manner. You can see how they 
did me just because of my post below. In all of my dealings 
with false teachers I have never, to my remembrance, been 
treated so ungodly! 

Friends, you who are friends with any of these people 
named above please pass this post on to them. At this point 
(after Danny Douglas blocked me from his FB site) I do not 
see the need to answer any more of their false accusations 
because I think honest people can clearly see how ungodly 
they are. However, I may write about this ungodliness as I 
have time and desire to do so in the future for the benefit 
of those who are caught up in following such ungodliness. 
There is a need to mark false brethren: “Now I beseech you, 
brethren, mark them which cause divisions and offences 
contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; and avoid 
them” (Rom. 16:17). Their spirit is so contrary to Christ it 
is absolutely pathetic!!! Can people like this be trusted in 
anything they say??? 

You can see Danny’s original post on his Daniel Doug-
las’ FB site dated August 1 and the many posts which fol-
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low. I suggest that you check it out for yourself and copy it 
entirely in case Danny decides to remove the incriminating 
evidence. If Danny has removed any post, as of yet, I am not 
aware of it, but it would not surprise me if he has removed 
some posts. 

You will also see how my original post was made spe-
cifically to Danny but the others jumped in real fast and then 
they did the relay thing! 1 Definition intended: “A fresh set 
of dogs in hunting” [Chambers Dictionary (12th Edition)] I 
say again, this is not Christianity! 

And then instead of dealing accurately with my post 
they falsely accused me (created a straw man [Definition 
intended: “A weak or sham argument set up to be easily re-
futed.”]. It occurred to me that they are so “Contentious for 
Their Faction” that if they do not have something to argue 
about they will create something, which they certainly did in 
this case. And I have seen this before. Has God anything to 
say about contentious brethren? You might start with Prov-
erbs 6:19. 

This all came about by Danny Douglas tagging me in a 
post he made which made it appear as if I had known about 
it, which I did not. The post can be seen, at least for now, 
on his (Daniel Douglas) FB dated August 1 and is titled: “Is 
Elder Re-Evaluation and Reaffirmation Really a Matter of 
Indifference?” I removed Danny’s post from my FB site and 
made the following post on Danny’s FB in reply to the ar-
ticle:

“Perry Sexton Daniel Douglas, has this been practiced 
by any other congregation since this happened 25 years ago 
in 1990? It would be good also to post the link to what Dave 
Miller said in that sermon and also his latter explanation.” 
August 3 at 11:17am

The following post I made may sum up my position 
more than any other post I made:

“Perry Sexton Daniel Douglas, what hindered you from 
finishing your post? Danny, are you willingly misrepresent-
ing me or just missed it? Danny Douglas, does one have the 
right to defend himself? Do you not know of Bible verses 
showing this? How would you like to be accused, but never 
given a chance to defend yourself? Do you really think what 
you are doing in these posts are anywhere Christ-like??? 
What you have done will be more clear IF you would answer 
my questions!!! Is this why you have not answered them all 
and plainly??? 

“Here is the situation: I think it was Aug. the 2nd I saw 
where you, Daniel Douglas, made your original post on my 
“Time line” without my permission. It read like this: Daniel 
Douglas with Perry Sexton and 12 others (I believe it was 
12) and your article followed. It appeared as if I had ap-
proved of it, but I had never even seen it. I removed your 
post from my “Time line” and the next day made my original 
post whereupon I have been viciously attacked by you and 

others. Danny Douglas, you made your original post public 
(potentially the whole world can see it) 

On my FB I have several hundred people many of which 
may be non-Christian, new converts, etc. And of all the tags 
and shares 1,000’s of people not knowing about this; 1,000’s 
of new Christians and old Christians alike may be discour-
aged by all the animosity and perhaps even caused to fall 
away; 1,000’s of non-Christians seeing the dissension in the 
church of Christ hindered by the great animosity seen posted 
against me. 

“Yes, error needs to be refuted and I think I have done 
my share of that. And yes, before you ask and accuse, the 
people knew what I said because most of it was between us. 
I did it to their face not behind their back. 

“I request, not demand, that you answer these ques-
tions plainly and simply: (1.) Was it 1990 when Dave Miller 
brought the sermon under consideration in your article? (2.) 
Was Miller the only preacher or member of the church in-
volved in it? (3.) Was Miller the first to teach anything similar 
to this? (4.) If not, have you or any of the other members of 
your pack tried to correct the error? (5.) Did you mark them? 
(6.) Have you marked them as much as you have Miller? (7.) 
Are you still marking them as you do Miller? (8.) When did 
you or any of your pack learn of Miller’s sermon? (9.) How 
did you come to know about Miller’s sermon? (10.) How 
long after you learned of Miller’s sermon did you mark him? 

What I would like to know is why are you and your 
pack raving so much about Miller and not the others. Please 
tell us.”8/18/ at 10:54am [Posted on Danny’s site on indi-
cated date and time] Daniel Douglas has not answered (as of 
9/9/15) these questions and many others like them.

[Although brother Sexton indicates he posted his remarks on broth-
er Douglas’ page, according to brother Douglas, he never saw it on 
his page. This does not mean that bro. Sexton did not do as he said, 
but that bro. Douglas has never found it on his own Facebook page. 
Furthermore, in bro. Sexton’s aforequoted September comments on 
his own Facebook Timeline, he offeres nothing new. He continues 
his irrational rant against Danny Douglas and the rest of those he 
lovingly labeled “a pack”—time and again attacking their charac-
ter. From Aug. 2015 until Aug. 2016 Bro. Sexton never requested 
what was so freely and repeatedly offered to him, specifically the 
documentation he declared to all repeatedly that he so desperately 
desired. All he did was to harp, whine, bark, howl, and rage on as 
if nothing had been offered to him. In this he reminds me of denomi-
national preachers, who, in debate have run out of soap, so they 
just repeat what they have said as if they have not been answered. 
Regarding the complete discussion exchange, only those posts were 
removed that had little to no bearing on the discussion, or because 
they were repetitive. Our editing was to save space and provide 
continuity and clarity to the discussion. Some of the dates could be 
incorrect, but one can read the whole discussion on Daniel Doug-
las’ Facebook page. Nothing was done that altered the discussion 
of the R&R of elders issue in said posts. —Editor] 
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OBSERVATIONS REGARDING PERRY SEXTON’S
STATEMENT  ON HIS FACEBOOK PAGE DATED 9/14/15

Danny Douglas

While it is truly regrettable that brother Perry Sexton has 
chosen the path of justifying the wicked and condemning the 
just (Pro. 17:15), the situation does provide an opportunity 
for teaching and learning. 

Here are some lessons that may be learned. 
1. Christians are to “prove all things” (1 The. 5:21). 

This is true not only regarding what we believe and prac-
tice, but also regarding charges and accusations that one 
makes against others [cf. 2 Cor. 13:1]. Abundant evidence 
has been offered to Perry Sexton regarding the false teaching 
of Dave Miller (on more than one occasion), which he has 
rejected. Yet, in his harangue against those who oppose the 
Dave Miller error (Perry Sexton Facebook page, September 
14, 2015), he provides no solid proof for his charges, only 
accusations. It is one thing to quibble, but quite another to 
provide evidence. 

2. Moreover, to be a sound gospel preacher, it is not 
only important to teach people the truth, but also to defend 
the truth when it is attacked. We are to be like Paul, “set 
for the defence of the gospel” (Phi. 1:17). Brother David P. 
Brown well stated:

If bro. Sexton were as exercised over Dave Miller’s false doc-
trines and practices of which Miller has not repented, as well 
as other errors in the church and those who advocate the same, 
especially false teaching regarding fellowship, as he is upset 
with us, he would have others who are of the same mind set 
as he now is, dealing with him as he is presently dealing with 
us. A member of the church is not sound in the faith ONLY 
because he teaches the truth, but also because of the error he 
exposes and refutes (Daniel Douglas Facebook page, 8/18/15, 
11:14 a.m.).

3. It is not a waste of time to deal with error. While it 
is important to convert souls to Christ, it is equally impor-
tant to further instruct and warn them that they might remain 
saved! [cf. Col. 1:27-29; Acts 20:28-32]. Brother Dennis 
“Skip” Francis made an excellent point regarding the matter:

It’s entirely too bad that Perry Sexton who has ‘better things 
to do’ has spent all this effort attacking those who are trying 
to stand against error and for the truth rather than actually at-
tempting to find out for himself ‘whether these things are so’. 
So many today place an undue self importance on only doing 
a part of the Lord’s work while not doing the rest. If it were 
only evangelism the Lord wanted done, why were 22 books of 
the New Testament written to refute error? (Daniel Douglas, 
Facebook, 8/6/15, 4:21 p.m.).

4. Another important lesson is to: “Provide things 

honest in the sight of all men” [Rom. 12:17b]. Brother 
Sexton implied that he was not allowed to defend himself 
on my Facebook page. His misleading statements are very 
disappointing. He was allowed to make many statements, 
including some very harsh ones, for 21 days, from August 5, 
2015, until August 26. Eventually, he was blocked because 
of his refusal to deal with the issue at hand, that is, Dave 
Miller’s teaching on Re-evaluation and Reaffirmation of El-
ders. While continuing his attack against faithful brethren for 
exposing and refuting this heresy, as we are commanded to 
do (Rom. 16:17-18; Eph. 5:11), he never offered one single 
defense of it! Why should one’s Facebook page continue to 
be abused and misused by one who will not debate the facts, 
and who constantly condemns the efforts of godly men? 

5. Moreover, compromise does not pay! Brother Sex-
ton, along with many other church members, has weaved 
himself into a web of compromise, out of which he cannot 
free himself, apart from repentance. By claiming to uphold 
the truth while at the same refusing evidence of error on 
the part of a well-known writer and preacher, he is seek-
ing to do the impossible. One cannot stand for the truth and 
defend error at the same time. While he will deny that he 
was defending the Miller error, what else can be said when 
a gospel preacher goes on the attack against godly men who 
are seeking to refute a certain doctrine, namely, the Miller 
doctrine? Faithful brethren will not compromise with Perry 
Sexton, Dave Miller, Memphis School of Preaching, Apolo-
getics Press, and others, who are selective in the error they 
oppose. God forbids us to show respect of persons (Rom. 
2:11; James 2:1). Let us be like Paul, who said concerning 
the Judaizing teachers: “To whom we gave place by sub-
jection, no, not for an hour; that the truth of the gospel 
might continue with you” [Gal. 2:5]. When one seeks to 
defend error, he puts himself into an indefensible position, 
because one cannot defend the indefensible. We say with the 
apostles, “We ought to obey God rather than men” (Acts 
5:29).

6. The words of brother Sexton on Facebook demon-
strate what is known as an ad hominem attack, or “attacking 
an opponent’s character rather than answering his argument” 
(dictionary.com). Obviously, he was unable to answer the 
Scriptural arguments set forth in my article on the Miller 
heresy, so he proceeded to question the way the article was 
presented and to make personal attacks. He spoke as if docu-
mentation had never been offered to him or as if he had never 
had an opportunity to see the evidence, although 2 ½ years 
earlier (winter of 2012-2013, Mt.  Pleasant, Tennessee) I de-
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livered written materials to him in his motor home and of-
fered to study the issue with him. Yet, he was not interested 
in the truth of the matter then, and evidently, until this day 
he is not interested. Furthermore, he was offered a free CD, 
and other sources of documentation, during our Facebook 
discussion last year, which included the word for word ser-
mon of Dave Miller and the errors practiced in connection 
with it, but he never accepted it. It is not honest to imply that 
brethren are making unfounded charges and then to refuse to 
look at the basis of those charges. Let us be: “in all things 
willing to live honestly” (Heb. 13:18b). He also implied 
that Miller’s word for word sermon should have been placed 
alongside my article, and that Miller should have been con-
tacted. Although, Dave Miller has been contacted and urged 
to repent many times, he has refused, and has plainly stated 
that he did not repent, and has nothing to repent of.  For ex-
ample, Geoff Litke stated in the discussion: “Perry Sexton, 
why didn’t you just call Dave Miller if it is that important. I 
did. He told me he did NOT repent because there is nothing 
to repent of and that those parading his ‘statement’ as repen-
tance were misrepresenting him.” (8/11/15, 4:20 p.m.). 

7. God authorizes, yea commands, that false teaching 
and false teachers be marked and warned against (cf. Rom. 
16:17-18; 2 John 9-11).  In regard to brother Sexton’s vari-
ous quibbles regarding my article, I replied:

If it is necessary to inform a public teacher of error when a 
public refutation of his error is done, as brother Perry Sexton 
implies that I should have done, then I have 2 questions: 1) 
Brother Sexton, have you done that every time that you re-
futed the Pope of Rome, Billy Graham, or Rubel Shelly, or 
any other false teacher? (Daniel Douglas, Facebook, 8/12/15, 
2:03 p.m.).

To this question, I never received an answer! Indeed: “The 
legs of the lame are not equal…” [Prov. 26:7a].

8. We are to follow the “golden rule,” and treat others 
as we would want to be treated [cf. Mat. 7:12], even when 
in disagreement. To open malign godly men, as brother Sex-
ton has done, reveals something about a person. I appreciate 
very much a statement that brother Michael Hatcher made to 
him during our discussion:

“Perry if you respond to a public post in a public way, then 
don’t start crying and whining when someone else responds. 
Brother Douglas certain does not need me to ‘coach him pri-
vately’ or otherwise. You owe brother Douglas an apology for 
such disregard for a good man. However, you have demon-
strated your attitude through this entire exchange so I won’t 
hold my breath waiting for you to do so. You are, as David 
P. Brown stated, like the proverbial man who sticks his head 
in the sand only to come up to denounce those who are do-
ing what the Lord commands in “earnestly contend[ing] for 
the faith which was once delivered unto the saints.” [Daniel 
Douglas, Facebook, 8/5/15, 10:53 a.m.]

9. I stand ready to defend and document the material I 
have presented: “Is Elder Re-Evaluation and Reaffirmation 

Really a Matter of Indifference?” While many brethren are 
indifferent toward this sinful practice, we can be assured that 
God is not indifferent toward any doctrine or practice that 
would destroy the Divine Plan for the Organization of the 
Church—“the church of God which he hath purchased 
with his own blood” (Acts 20:28; Also see Lev. 10:1-10). 

—704 Azalea Dr.
Mt. Pleasant, TN 38474

NOT FOR SALE
A well-dressed couple came into a toy shop with 

their two children. “We want some toys that will 
keep the children entertained “ the mother said.  
“My husband and I both work and the children are 
alone a great deal.”

The salesgirl showed them a variety of games 
and play equipment, but to each there was some 
objection. “It seems to me,” the mother said impa-
tiently, “that if you knew what we were looking for, 
you could find it among all these toys.”

The salesgirl sighed, “I’m sorry ma’am, but I 
believe what you are looking for—what your chil-
dren want—is a mother and a father; we don’t sell 
those here.

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcd

Jerry C. Brewer and Earl Wasonga

“Little buddy, Earl Craig Wasonga” is “a real sweetie” and was “my 
shadow while in Kenya,” Bro. Brewer said.  Jerry said he would have 
put him in his suitcase and brought him home if he could have. His 
father and mother are Veroon and Hulder Wasonga.

Bro. Brewer of Elk City, OK, long time and faithful Gospel preacher, 
recently returned from Kenya where he once again preached the Gos-
pel and taught the Bible in a preacher training school. We appreciate 
his work for the Lord and his safe return to the USA.   
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 To the shock of many observers, a private Cali-
fornia university is surrendering its Title IX religious 
exemption and embracing the Obama administration’s 
controversial transgender rules.

Pepperdine University, which is affiliated with the 
Churches of Christ, made the request in a letter sent in 
January to the Office for Civil Rights, a division within 
the U.S. Department of Education.

The university’s request was made public in a Huff-
ington Post story, The Christian Post reported.

Pepperdine was granted its Title IX exemption 
in 1985, when it stated traditional beliefs about man-
woman marriage and men-only roles in church.

Mr. Pepperdine rolls over in his grave 
 Bob Kellogg, Billy Davis (OneNewsNow.com), Tuesday, August 16, 2016

Outed by the Huffington Post story, a school 
spokesman has since said Title IX does not “not fully reflect Pepperdine’s values today.”

Pepperdine has approximately 7,600 students on its sprawling 830–acre Malibu campus.
Businessman and philanthropist George Pepperdine, father of the Western Auto store chain, founded the university in 

1937 as part of his Church of Christ faith.   
At the same time Pepperdine was caving, other religious-based colleges and universities in California have been fighting 

a state law that would strip them of the federal government’s Title IX exemption, forcing them to enroll openly homosexual 
students or face a lawsuit for expelling them.

OneNewsNow reported in an August 11 story that state Sen. Ricardo Lara has amended the legislation amid an outcry 
from minority students who are at risk of losing scholarships if they chose the religious-based schools.

Lara has vowed to bring the legislation back in a future legislative session.
“Pepperdine has in essence negated them as a university committed to Christianity and especially the teaching of scrip-

ture from the Bible,” complains attorney Brad Dacus with the Pacific Justice Institute.
The school’s backtracking, he says, should be a warning for parents who are considering sending their children there.
The Christian Post story noted that Pepperdine was included on a so-called “Shame List” compiled by a homosexual 

rights group and published last December.
CP asked Pepperdine officials if the school was motivated by the “Shame List” to withdraw its exemption but the school 

didn’t respond.
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[Editorial comment regarding the preceding article: 
George Pepperdine, a member of the Lord’s church and founder 
of Western Auto, was the original money behind founding what 
is today Pepperdine University (P.U.). Since its founding in 
1937, P. U. has never been very sound in doctrine, except in its 
first years of existence—roughly from its beginning through the 
1950’sand maybe into the 1960s. However, it never was com-
parable in Biblical soundness to her sister universities at the 
time of their beginning and for sometime thereafter—longer for 
some than others. (Today, I would not give you a rotten potato 
for any of the schools of higher education operated by so-called 
Christians. Some time ago these schools lost sight of the reason 
brethren founded them and of what pure, primitive, New Testa-
ment Christianity actually is. All of them are at various stages 
of digression—some further along than others ).

Historically, among the schools operated by the brethren, 
P. U. has been in the forefront of digression and apostasy in 
the Lord’s church. Today, and for many years, it has exibited 
far more interest in academics than in Biblical morals and New 
Testament Christianity. P. U. denigrates the New Testament as 
a divine pattern or inspired blueprint and all those who teach 
that it is.

Some years ago in a hotel in London, U. K., I spotted a 
young man wearing a sweat shirt with Pepperdine University 
inscribed across the front of it. Since we were sitting close to one 
another, I purposely struck up a conversation with him with the 
intent to ask him about P. U. When the discussion got around to 
the church, he had no idea of P. U’s. connection with the church 

of Christ, although he had earned a graduate degree from P. U. 
This chance meeting with a P. U. graduate may seem nothing to 
some people, but this tells me that a person who is not a member 
of the Lord’s church can go through a program of study at P. 
U. with little to no concern exhibited on the part of the school 
regarding one’s spiritual condition.

It might surprise many members of the church to learn that 
a high percentage of all the so-called Christian universities’ stu-
dent bodies today are not members of the Lord’s church. More-
over, such students can go through those schools without said 
schools making much, if any of an attempt, to convert them to 
Christ.

As noted earlier, P. U. and her sister so-called Christian 
universities are for the most part secular schools with a reli-
gious or Bible department connected to them. Moreover, many 
of those Bible departments are the source of all kinds of doctri-
nal error, especially error on Christian fellowship. But, with all 
of this said and done (and over the years much warning about 
said schools has taken place), you simply cannot warn many 
brethren concerning said universities.

Sadly, now the same is being seen regarding the conduct of 
the preacher training schools operated by various churches and 
the blindness toward them of those who support them. Many of 
them are about where the Bible departments of the universities 
were about 40 to 50 years ago—weak doctrinally and afraid to 
say anything that might set them against their sources of money 
and friendship. In too many cases, follow the money trail and it 
will take one back to the devil.—Editor]

“TAUGHT WRONG
AND BAPTIZED RIGHT”?

Jerry C. Brewer

It is not possible to be taught error and be Biblically baptized. 
Christianity is a teaching and a taught religion. Jesus said, “No 
man can come to me, except the Father which hath sent me 
draw him: and I will raise him up at the last day. It is written 
in the prophets, And they shall all be taught of God. Every 
man therefore that hath heard, and hath learned of the Fa-
ther, cometh unto me” (John 6:44-45). God draws men to Jesus 
Christ but that drawing is not mystical, mysterious, or “better-felt-
than-told.” It is through hearing and learning. To “hear” the gospel 
means to understand it in the inner man. Jesus said again, “For 
this people’s heart is waxed gross, and their ears are dull of 
hearing, and their eyes they have closed; lest at any time they 
should see with their eyes, and hear with their ears, and should 
understand with their heart, and should be converted, and I 
should heal them” (Mat. 13:15). Understanding the gospel mes-
sage is requisite to coming to Jesus for salvation.

Salvation begins in learning (John 6:45) and culminates in 
obedience. Paul told Christians at Rome, “But God be thanked, 
that ye were the servants of sin, but ye have obeyed from the 
heart that form of doctrine which was delivered you. Being then 
made free from sin, ye became the servants of righteousness” 
(Rom. 6:17-18). When were they made servants of righteousness? 

When they obeyed that form of doctrine delivered them. What was 
the doctrine? It was the gospel of Christ. They heard, learned, and 
obeyed and thereby became Christians. The word doctrine means 
“teaching.” They obeyed a form of teaching. They were taught the 
right doctrine and were baptized for the right reason—the remis-
sion of sins (Acts 2:28). When they did that, they were added to the 
church by Christ (Acts 2:47).

No matter what anyone tells you, a person who is baptized 
in the Baptist Church has not been taught the right doctrine and, 
therefore, has not been Biblically baptized. Baptists disdain the 
Lord’s statement that “He that believeth and is baptized shall 
be saved” (Mark 16:16). Baptist preachers will tell you that one 
is saved by “faith only” and then should be baptized to enter the 
Baptist Church (upon a vote of approval from that church), making 
it much easier (for them) to get into heaven than into the Baptist 
Church! 

This was the case with a dear lady at Salisbury, Maryland dur-
ing our last gospel meeting. She had been baptized as a Baptist and 
thought she was saved. We addressed this very topic in a sermon 
and during a question and answer session. Her heart was honest 
and she came to understand the Lord’s teaching on salvation, and 
was Biblically baptized into Christ. She heard, learned, and acted 
upon what she was taught from the Scriptures. That is the only way 
one can be saved.

—308 South Oklahoma  Ave.
Elk City, OK 73644
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Contending For The Faith
P. O. Box 2357
Spring, Texas 77383-2357 

-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) 989-8155.

-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. Contacts: Keith Sisman [By phone inside USA 
(281) 475-8247; Inside the U.K.: 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-

Elk City–Northeast Church of Christ, 616 N. Locust Ave., Mailing address 
P.O. Box 267, Elk City, OK  73648-0267, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 
5:00 p.m. Wed., 7:00 p.m. Jerry and  Nathan Brewer, evangelists. The church 
building is one block east of North Van Buren, on East Avenue C in Elk 
City, Oklahoma . FaceBook : www.facebook.com/nechurchofchristecok. 
Phone: (580) 225-4395

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, (803) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 
a.m., 6:00p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., 

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) 218-2892; dubmcclish@gmail.com.

Houston area–Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 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.

DIRECTORY OF CHURCHES 
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When I left home, August 4, for my third trip to Ke-
nya in East Africa, I had high expectations for my purpose 
in going. I was to teach classes in the Kalamindi School of 
Preaching at Ndhiwa. The first week, August 8-12, would be 
spent in Paul’s epistle to the Galatians, and the second week, 
August 15-19, on the subject of The Holy Spirit. In addition 
to teaching the classes, I was to preach for three Lord’s Days 
at Kalamindi, Lighodo, and Lieta.

Leaving my home in Elk City, OK at 11 a.m., I headed 
to Will Rogers World Airport to catch my KLM flight at 2:45 
p.m., but not before stopping to buy scarves for two Kenyan 
widows we aid each month, Anjilina and Magdalena, and for 
Dorothy Kagaga and Hulder Wasonga. I also took a commu-
nion set that we no longer used for the church at Muhuru Bay. 
The Muhuru preacher, Veroon Wasonga asked for the trays, 
so I packed them into a second suitcase, along with some 
gifts my daughter, Holley, sent for her “kids,” Abi Wasonga, 
and Sandy and Nadine Kagaga. Many of the congregations 
in Kenya do not have communion trays and use plates on 
which to set the individual communion cups, which carries a 
risk of spillage. My expectations for this latest 18,000 mile 
round trip journey to Kenya did not include the snags—and 
danger—I would encounter.

I arrived at the airport two hours before departure, af-
ter flagrantly violating my doctor’s orders by stopping at 
Braums for a Jalapeno and Pepper Jack Cheeseburger as a 
“going away” gift to myself. My first snag—which was a 
portent of things to come—came when I checked in at the 
airport. The ticket agent told me there was a problem with 

PREACHING THE GOSPEL IN WESTERN KENYA
Jerry C. Brewer

my itinerary, and set about to solve it. It took an hour and 
a half for her to do so. By the time I passed through secu-
rity, where I was held up because a “cylindrical object” (a 
bottle of medicine) showed in my x-rayed carry-on, and got 
to the gate, the aircraft was boarding for the flight to Atlanta. 
I made it to my seat and settled in for an uneventful flight to 
Atlanta, then on to Amsterdam overnight.

One precaution I have always taken in going to Kenya 
is to secure a prescription from my doctor for medicine to 
prevent Malaria. That terrible mosquito-borne disease takes 
countless lives of small children and elderly each month in 
Kenya, and we always have the added protection of mos-
quito nets, under which we sleep at night. The medicine is 
taken weekly, with the first dose a week before leaving and 
the last one a week after coming home. On the all day flight 
to Nairobi, on Friday, I reached into my carry-on for my Ma-
laria medicine since I had taken the first dose a week earlier. 
To my shock and dismay, I had a second major snag, discov-
ering that I had left the medicine at home. I could only pray 
that the mosquito net would suffice.

After an all day flight from Amsterdam, I arrived in Nai-
robi at 9:40 p.m., August 5. My host and dear friend, Benard 
Kagaga, always meets me in Nairobi and has rooms for us 
at the Blue Hut Hotel. We always spend the night there and 
leave for Ndhiwa—a distance of 226 miles—on Saturday 
morning. That trip by car takes about 7-9 hours. This time, 
Benard said we would go very early, at 3:00 a.m., in order to 
get to Ndhiwa around 10-11 a.m. We got to bed about 12:30 



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 

(Philippians 1:7,17) and refute error (Jude 3). Therefore, we ad-
vertise only what is authorized by the Bible (Colossians 3:17). 
We will not knowingly advertise anything to the contrary and 
reserve the right to refuse any advertisement.

All setups and layouts of advertisements will be done by 
CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH. A one-time setup and layout fee 
for each advertisement will be charged if such setup or layout 
is needful. Setup and layout fees are in addition to the cost of 
the space purchased for advertisement. No major changes will 
be made without customer approval.

All advertisements must be in our hands no later than one 
month preceding the publishing of the issue of the journal in 
which you desire your advertisement to appear. To avoid being 
charged for the following month, ads must be canceled by the 
first of the month. We appreciate your understanding of and 
cooperation with our advertising policy.

MAIL ALL SUBSCRIPTIONS, ADVERTISEMENTS AND LET-
TERS TO THE EDITOR, P. O. Box 2357, Spring, Texas 77383-
2357. COST OF SPACE FOR ADS: Back page, $300.00; full page, 
$300.00; half page, $175.00; quarter page, $90.00; less than 
quarter page, $18.00 per column-inch. CLASSIFIED ADS: $2.00 
per line per month. CHURCH DIRECTORY ADS: $30.00 per line 
per year. SETUP AND LAYOUT FEES: Full page, $50.00; half 
page, $35.00; anything under a half page, $20.00.

CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH is published bimonthly. P. O. 
Box 2357, Spring, Texas 77383-2357 Telephone: (281) 350-5516.

2 Contending for the Faith—September/October/2016

Editorial...     
More Evidence of the Practice Consensus 

Fellowship Among Churches of Christ

Regarding the article by brother Dub McClish  beginning 
in this issue of CFTF on page 3, we want to emphasize what 
brother McClish cited in his endnotes to his article. Specifi-
cally, that brother Michael Hatcher first assigned it to brother 
McClish for the 1998 Bellview Church of Christ Lectures, 
Pensacola, Florida. Speaking on that same lectureship was 
the late Curtis Cates, late Director of the Memphis School 
of Preaching. Having heard brother McClish’s lecture, 
brother Cates assigned brother McClish the same topic 
for the 1999 MSOP Lectures.

Now we hear that certain brethren who represent them-
selves as faithful to the Lord in all things are declaring that 
under no situations, circumstances, or cases does the New 
Testament teach that one church may withdraw fellow-
ship from a sister congregation.  

In the following article, brother McClish clearly sets out 
the New Testament truth regarding the same. In so doing he 
refutes this mendacious doctrine that the New Testament does 
not authorize one church to withdraw fellowship from a sister 
congregation of the Lord’s people.   

With this error concerning Christian fellowship appear-
ing once again, propagated by those who style themselves as 
standing in opposition to any and all error, it is another strong 
indicator that the Biblical doctrine of Christian fellowship 
is continuing to be corrupted in certain brethren’s attempt 
to justify their erroneous practice of fellowshiping breth-
ren who are guilty of error, but who refuse to acknowl-
edge their error in repenting of, confessing  their sins, and 
praying for God’s forgiveness. This is nothing  more or less 
than a form of Rubel Shelly’s old doctrine of “big ‘F’ little ‘f’ 
fellowship,” or “unity in diversity” in matters of obligation.  

As we wrote in our last editorial, it is nothing more or 
less than what I call “consensus fellowship”—if certain breth-
ren from the preacher training schools, workshops, and para-
church organizations, brethren who draw heavily from church 
members’ bank accounts for their support, think that opposing 
whatever the error may be, poses a threat to their financial 
support, then they decide that particular error is not a great 
danger to the church. Is it any wonder how councils of men 
became the standard for what is right and wrong in religion 
long ago and continues to work in man-made churches and 
among apostate brethren?  This is what I mean by “consen-
sus fellowship”—brethren are trying to figure out ways and 
means to remain in fellowship with sinful brethren and con-
tinue to think of themselves as acceptable to God in so doing. 
In his article, brother McClish deals with one of the ways 
wicked men seek to harbor other evil men in the church. 

—David P. Brown,  Editor    
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ONE CONGREGATION MAY WITHDRAW FROM
ANOTHER CONGREGATION

Dub McClish

INTRODUCTION1 
A certain city of 15,000 people has two congregations 

which have the name “Church of Christ” on their buildings. 
Congregation “A” has eight hundred members; congrega-
tion “B” two hundred. For the past fifteen years congrega-
tion “A” has become progressively “softer” in its teaching 
and has emphasized social issues more and more. It has con-
sistently used guest preachers who are on the cutting-edge of 
liberal thought on such subjects as verbal inspiration of the 
Bible, the distinctiveness of the church, Scriptural worship, 
the necessity of baptism, the work of the Holy Spirit, fel-
lowship, divorce and remarriage, and such like. Its preacher 
joined the local ministerial alliance a few years ago and has 
no problem joining with the denominations in their “Easter” 
and “Christmas” celebrations. He willingly sits on the plat-
form with the denominational “pastors” and sings hymns to 
the moaning of their organs at such affairs. He has already 
swapped pulpits with some of these “pastors.” Congrega-
tion “A” has begun to accept members from denominational 
groups which either practice sprinkling or which practice 
immersion while denying the necessity of the act for salva-
tion.

Congregation “B” has elders who are determined that 
the church they oversee will submit to the authority of the 
Scriptures in all that it does and teaches. This congregation 
has become increasingly uncomfortable with the behavior 
of its sister congregation across town. The elders of “B” 
have expressed their concerns to the elders of “A” more than 
once, only to receive denials that they have changed or to be 
told (in a polite way, of course) to mind their own business. 

Finally, congregation “B” cannot tolerate being identified 
with congregation “A” any longer. Everyone in town can 
see that “A” is much different from “B” (even though they 
do not realize why). The townspeople applaud the obvious 
“new” attitude of change, syncretism, and tolerance they can 
see in “A” which has made it largely indistinguishable from 
their own denominations, except for the name, “Church of 
Christ,” which is still on the building. The elders of “B” 
want to maintain their Scriptural identity and distinguish 
themselves from “A” for the sake of the members of “B,” 
for the sake of members of “A” who might be salvaged, and 
for the sake of their fellow-citizens. 

The elders of “B” fully recognize that the practices and 
doctrines of “A” are heretical and unauthorized and that they 
have forfeited their Scriptural identity. They would like to 
lead “B” in withdrawing fellowship from “A,” announcing 
this action alike to the congregation, to the elders of “A,” 
and to the city by means of a newspaper announcement. 
However, an influential preacher—editor of an influential 
brotherhood journal—has convinced the preacher and el-
ders at congregation “B” that there is no Scriptural authority 
for one church to “mark and avoid” another. They therefore 
have resigned themselves to the idea that they are helpless to 
do anything more about their predicament. Since “B” cannot 
publicly withdraw from “A,” the whole town assumes that 
“B” is in agreement with “A” and that “A” represents what 
the church of Christ actually is everywhere. The cause of 
Truth and righteousness suffer mightily, error has a field day, 
and the devil gains a distinct advantage. 

If it is wrong now for one church to withdraw from an-
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other, it has always been wrong to do so. Please read on. 
Do we owe the people in the Independent Christian and the 
Disciples of Christ denominations a long-overdue apology? 
From approximately 1875 through 1906 hundreds of con-
gregations that were once true to the old paths of authorized 
worship and work adopted the mechanical instrument in their 
worship and the missionary society in their work. As they 
did so one by one, they apostatized and lost their identity as 
churches of Christ. Congregations which refused these in-
novations marked, dissociated themselves from, and ceased 
their fellowship with those churches that adopted them. By 
1906, the apostasy was so apparent that the federal census 
recognized the churches of Christ and the Christian Church 
(which since 1926 has been composed of the Disciples and 
the Independents) as separate entities. Many (perhaps most) 
of those “progressive” congregations wore (and some still 
wear) the name “Church of Christ.” Not only should we 
apologize to these apostate sects, but while we are at it, we 
should also censure, even at this late date, our spiritual fore-
bears in the congregations who dared do the withdrawing. 
They had no Scriptural right to do so because one church 
cannot withdraw from another church.

The previous paragraph is written with admitted (and 
we trust obvious) sarcasm and irony in an effort to empha-
size what this writer believes to be an unfounded and absurd 
position. The notable preacher/editor and the preacher and 
elders of congregation “B” above represent the teaching of 
some otherwise faithful brethren among us, namely that one 
congregation cannot withdraw from another congregation.

If this contention is correct, the elders of congregation 
“B” above cannot even tell those under their oversight to 
have no fellowship with congregation “A.”  

If this contention is correct, we should indeed censure 
our faithful brethren of yore.

If this contention is correct, we would most certainly 
owe those in the two-fold Christian Church denomination a 
genuine apology for the mistreatment they received.  

If this contention is correct, furthermore, consistency 
would demand that we actually restore fellowship and work 
hand in hand with them with no change on their part. 

Do the Scriptures authorize, explicitly or implicitly, one 
congregation to withdraw from another? This is a relevant 
question for every age because of the possibility of apostasy 
on the part of entire congregations in every age, including 
the first century (Rev. 2–3). We have for some years been in 
the midst of a vast apostasy among the Lord’s people, fos-
tered by a veritable conspiracy of liberals among us who are 
bent on “dumbing down” the Scriptural identity of the body 
of Christ to make it fit the mold of human religious orders. 
With hundreds of congregations already swept away in the 
current digression, the question before us is particularly ap-
propriate for our time. Let us study the subject of withdraw-

ing fellowship, especially as it pertains to this question. 
SOME BASIC CONCEPTS CONCERNING                                                                
FELLOWSHIP IN THE NEW TESTAMENT

Obtaining And Maintaining Fellowship
Since detailed discussion of such concepts as the defini-

tion of New Testament fellowship, how spiritual fellowship 
with others is obtained, and how it is maintained may be 
found elsewhere, only brief mention will be made of them 
here. Our English word fellowship translates the Greek word 
koinonia, found in both noun and verb forms in the New 
Testament. It has to do with sharing things in common, joint 
participation, partnership, and like ideas. The basis of fel-
lowship among men is their common fellowship with Deity: 
“Yea, and our fellowship is with the Father, and with his 
Son Jesus Christ” (1 John 1:3).2 Only when two or more 
people have established fellowship with God and His Son 
can they thereby be in fellowship with each other.

Men are sinners (Rom. 6:23), and sin separates men 
from God and His perfect holiness (Isa. 59:1–2). Through 
His sacrifice on the cross, Christ has made it possible for 
men to be reconciled to God (“that he might bring us to 
God,” 1 Pet. 3:18). This establishment of fellowship is pos-
sible only when men are freed from the guilt of their sins, 
which is accomplished when the penitent believer repents 
and is baptized in order to receive forgiveness (Acts 2:37–
38). This statement is true because the Lord has chosen the 
act of immersion in water (based upon the appropriate prec-
edents) as the act in which He washes the sinner of his sins 
in the cleansing blood of Christ (Acts 22:16; Rev. 1:5; Rom. 
6:3). Some three thousand people responded to the Pentecost 
preaching in this very way (Acts 2:41), and they are imme-
diately described as being and continuing in fellowship with 
each other (v. 42). By this means, men enter into fellowship 
with God and thereby with one another.

However, continuing in fellowship with God and with 
other men is not a given—men can forfeit their fellowship 
with God. Note the conditionality of John’s statement of this 
fact: “If we say that we have fellowship with him [God, 
DM] and walk in the darkness, we lie, and do not the 
truth: but if we walk in the light, as he is in the light, we 
have fellowship one with another…” (1 John 1:6–7). Note 
the following: 

1. Remaining in fellowship with God is dependent 
upon one’s “walking in the light,” a metaphor meaning 
faithful obedience to the Word of God. 

2. Only as two or more people continue to live lives 
that are obedient to God, thereby enjoying His fellowship, 
do these persons continue to “have fellowship one with an-
other.” 

3. It is possible to lose one’s fellowship with God (and 
thus one’s fellowship with all others who are in fellowship 
with God), or John’s statement is meaningless.
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When persons in the same geographical location are 
obedient to the Truth, cleansed of their sins, and come into 
fellowship with God and with one another, they constitute 
the Lord’s people, the church, in that location. The three 
thousand who came into fellowship with God and each other 
on Pentecost were at the same time “added to the church” 
(Acts 2:47, KJV) and were thereafter “the church which 
was in Jerusalem” (8:1; 11:22; cf. 15:4) until and unless 
they moved elsewhere (8:4). The same was true in Antioch 
of Syria (11:26; 13:1), Antioch of Pisidia, Lystra, and Derbe 
(14:23), and likewise in every place on the New Testament 
map where the seed of the kingdom bore its fruit (cf. Acts 
20:17; 1 Cor. 1:2; Col. 4:15–16; 1 The. 1:1; et al.). It has ever 
since remained so as the Lord continues to add saved ones 
to His church. 

Obviously the individuals within these respective con-
gregations had fellowship with the other members thereof, 
even as we do presently. In addition, these congregations, 
though separated by hundreds or thousands of miles, also 
had fellowship with each other, as congregations. When the 
Jerusalem church heard of the church in Antioch of Syria, she 
extended her fellowship by sending the good man Barnabas 
to assist them (Acts 11:22–24). Sometime later, the church in 
Antioch expressed its fellowship with the Jerusalem Church 
and other Judean congregations by sending a financial con-
tribution to its needs (vv. 27–30). Various congregations had 
fellowship with the Corinthian Church by supplying Paul’s 
support while he worked there (1 Cor. 11:8). This fellow-
ship between congregations is also seen in the bounty Paul 
gathered from many congregations in the Gentile provinces 
to meet the needs of the Jerusalem Church (Rom. 15:25–27; 
1 Cor. 16:1–2; 2 Cor. 8–9). The churches in the provinces 
had fellowship with each other, and they all had fellowship 
with the Jerusalem Church. Surely none would question the 
existence of fellowship among the New Testament congre-
gations. Such fellowship between faithful congregations of 
the Lord’s people continues to the present.
Fellowship Can Be Forfeited and Withdrawn

In light of the foregoing, particularly the statement from 
1 John 1:6–7, one should not be surprised that the New Tes-
tament has much to say about the forfeiture of fellowship. 
The warnings of apostasy are many and frequent. Likewise, 
the instructions that relate to dealing with impenitent, sinful 
brethren are plain and profuse. These passages have to do 
with what may appropriately be called “corrective church 
discipline,” and they relate directly to the withdrawal of fel-
lowship from such brethren.  

In one sense, almost the entire New Testament has to 
do with spiritual discipline—bringing and keeping the flesh 
and spirit under control of the Word of God so that the soul 
may be saved at last. However, there are at least sixty-eight 
verses that relate directly to the corrective side of spiritual 
discipline, in which are specified a wide range of sins (if 

unrepented of) that cannot be ignored. The requirement of 
us to withdraw fellowship from such erring brethren is prin-
cipally based upon the fact that such ones have already for-
feited their fellowship with God. We must make a choice: If 
we would remain in fellowship with God, we cannot remain 
in fellowship with such brethren. The reader’s attention is 
called to a few of these at this juncture, while several others 
will be referred to later.

The Lord spoke as follows:
And if thy brother sin against thee, go, show him his fault 
between thee and him alone: if he hear thee, thou hast 
gained thy brother. But if he hear thee not, take with thee 
one or two more, that at the mouth of two witnesses or 
three every word may be established. And if he refuse to 
hear them, tell it unto the church: and if he refuse to hear 
the church also, let him be unto thee as the Gentile and the 
publican (Mat. 18:15–17). 

Paul penned a very plain statement to the Romans on 
this subject:

Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them that are causing 
the divisions and occasions of stumbling, contrary to the 
doctrine which ye learned: and turn away from them. For 
they that are such serve not our Lord Christ, but their own 
belly; and by their smooth and fair speech they beguile the 
hearts of the innocent (Rom. 16:17–18).

Paul’s imperative statement to the Thessalonian Church 
is also explicit:

Now we command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord 
Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw yourselves from every 
brother that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradi-
tion which they received of us.… And if any man obeyeth 
not our word by this epistle, note that man, that ye have 
no company with him, to the end that he may be ashamed. 
And yet count him not as an enemy, but admonish him as 
a brother (2 The. 3:6–15). 

Although John is popularly called the “apostle of love,” 
he did not shrink from writing clearly on this subject:

Whosoever goeth onward and abideth not in the teaching 
of Christ, hath not God: he that abideth in the teaching, 
the same hath both the Father and the Son. If any one 
cometh unto you, and bringeth not this teaching, receive 
him not into your house, and give him no greeting: for he 
that giveth him greeting partaketh in his evil works (1 John 
1:9–11).

We call attention to some bold, crucial terms in the fore-
going passages: “Let him be unto thee as the Gentile and 
the publican,” “mark…, turn away from,” “we com-
mand…that ye withdraw yourselves,” “note that man,…
have no company with him,” “receive him not into your 
house, and give him no greeting.” Many other passages 
forcefully and clearly set forth the responsibility for exercis-
ing corrective discipline (e.g., 1 Tim. 1:3–4, 19–20; 6:20–21; 
2 Tim. 3:8–9; Tit. 1:9–11; 3:10–11; et al.). The entirety of 1 

(Continued on Page 10)
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(Continued From Page 1)

a.m. and I slept no more than an 
hour. I was up by three when Be-
nard knocked at my door.

We set off in the dark, leav-
ing Nairobi behind and heading 
to our destination more than 200 
miles distant. We were in Be-
nard’s car, but Frederick Oweno 
was driving. Driving in Nairobi 
requires a nerve and skill that 
neither Benard nor I have. A 
former British Colony, Kenya’s 
customs were largely adopted 
from Britain, including cars with 
steering wheels on the right side 
that drive on the left side of the 
road. I had been a bit uneasy 
since leaving Nairobi, seeing 
cars on the dark road with lights 
on bright and driving on the left 
side of the road. About two hours 
later, we came to Narok, where 
we stopped for gas, and Freder-
ick left us to take transportation 
back to Nairobi.

Benard took over driving 
and I got into the front seat with 
him. We had gone about two or 
three kilometers from Narok 
when my second, and most se-
rious, snag occurred on the trip.  
At 5:42 a.m., Benard suddenly 
cried, “No!” and swerved our car 
sharply to the left. An immediate 
violent crash with an oncoming 
car ensued which spun us com-
pletely around on the road, de-
positing the front of Benard’s car 
in the ditch on the opposite side. 
We had nearly suffered a head-
on crash with a drunk driver. Had 
it not been for Benard’s alertness, 
we would have been badly in-
jured, or killed, but by the grace 
of God neither of us suffered an 
injury. Benard did hurt tendons 
in his foot by pressing so hard on 
the brake pedal, which was use-
less. His car was totally wrecked, 
with the right front wheel torn 
completely off and the right side 
caved in. The next five hours 
were spent dealing with a police 

investigation, towing Benard’s 
car to Narok, and the arrest of the 
drunk driver. With the high level 
of police corruption in Kenya, it 
is doubtful that the drunk, who is 
a doctor, will ever face criminal 
charges. After two days of travel 
and 9,000 miles later, I was still 
on the road. We arrived at Be-
nard’s home late Saturday after-
noon where I unpacked, greeted 
old friends, thanked God for our 
safety, and prepared to preach 
the next day at Kalamindi.

Despite all of the setbacks 
we encountered, the work was 
fruitful. The first week, Aug. 
8-12, I had 32 students in the 
class on Galatians and all of them 
showed intense interest. I had 
sent Benard copies of my com-
mentary on Galatians and each 
student received a copy for his 
own. Some of them were former 
students, and others were new. 
Many came a long distance from 
Kenya’s Western Province on the 
Uganda border to study. Benard 
provides them living quarters 
and several ladies cook three 
meals a day for them, which are 
served in the building.

The first Sunday in Kenya, 
August 7, I preached at Kala-
mindi which hosts the preach-
ing school. On  Sunday, August 
14, Benard rented a car that 
took him, Juma Wencelaus, and 
me to Lighodo where I would 
preach that day, and where one 
of my original students in 2012, 
Tom Omollo, preaches. We are 
blessed by generous brethren in 
this country who aid us in sup-
porting 12 preachers in Kenya. 
The Hornbeak, Tennesee church, 
where brother Harrell David-
son preaches, adopted Tom as 
their man to support. Tom came 
from a Catholic family and has a 
brother who is a Catholic priest 
in Washington, D. C. He bap-
tized his mother, Elsa, into Christ 
in March of this year and she is 

Car Accident Caused By Drunk Driver

Benard and Dorothy Kagaga

Teaching the Book of Galatians at the 
Kalamindi School of Preaching at Ndhiwa, Kenya

Transportation to Preach at Lieta
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a faithful member of the Lighodo 
church. Tom’s brother, George 
Omollo, was baptized September 
7, 2014, following worship at Ka-
lamindi where I preached that Sun-
day, and he remains a faithful mem-
ber there.

The Lighodo congregation was 
begun through the efforts of Tom 
and Benard in January of this year 
and now has 15 members, all of 
whom were baptized since it be-
gan. On the Sunday we were there, 
I counted 28 in attendance, and they 
told us that they have visitors from 
the area every Lord’s Day.

Because most brethren walk 
to worship, and due to the lack of 
electricity, most churches in rural 
Kenya meet only once on Sunday. 
However, the worship and class pe-
riods last about three hours. Before 
the Lord’s Supper, one of the men 
makes a talk explaining its signifi-
cance. Another man does the same 
before the  collection. During the 
talk before communion, one of the 
men mixes the dried grape juice 
with water for the Lord’s Supper. 
They must do this because they lack 
refrigeration and the liquid juice 
would ferment. Many of them do 
not have communion trays and pre-
cariously, and gently, serve the indi-
vidual cups on plates. I preached, 
with Tom translating into Luo, and 
Benard spoke before the Lord’s 
Supper and the collection, as Tom 
translated for him. Tom led sing-
ing and, as their songs are in Luo, 
I could not sing the words. How-
ever, when a tune was recognized, I 
sang in English. One of those was, 
“I’ll Be Somewhere Listening For 
My Name.” The prayers were also 
translated, either into English or 
Luo.

After our worship, the ladies 
of the church brought out tables 
and loaded them with dishes of rice, 
beef or chicken stew, and Kenya’s 
version of corn bread. We had un-
refrigerated Pepsi to drink and one 
lady made me cringe when she 

opened hers. Lacking a bottle opener, 
she opened it with her teeth. My teeth 
would have cracked and dropped out!

The second week of classes—A 
Study of The Holy Spirit—was con-
ducted August 15-19. We spent the 
first day and a half charting every 
verse in the Bible which contains 
the word spirit and determined if 
the word there referred to The Holy 
Spirit, man’s spirit or disposition, or 
some “other” spirit. This was to im-
press upon the students that the word 
spirit does not always mean The Holy 
Spirit, and that even though the word 
is capitalized in the Bible, it may not 
mean The Holy Spirit. Other topics 
covered that week were, “The Holy 
Spirit As a Divine Being and Member 
of The Godhead,” “The Mission of 
The Holy Spirit,” “Holy Spirit Bap-
tism,” “Did Cornelius Receive Holy 
Spirit Baptism?” “Miracles and Their 
Purpose,” “The Phrase, ‘Filled With 
The Spirit’ As Found in The Bible,” 
“The Seal and Earnest of The Spirit,” 
“The Leading and Influence of The 
Spirit,” and “The Gift of The Holy 
Spirit.” In connection with this last 
lesson, each student received a copy 
of the tract, “The Gift of Acts 2:38-
39” by Wayne Price and Ron Cosby. 
Additional topics which we covered 
were, “How Does The Holy Spirit 
Convert Men?” “Born of Water and 
The Spirit (John 3:3-8),” “The Wit-
ness of The Spirit,” and “Resisting 
The Holy Spirit.”

The church at Lieta, nine kilome-
ters from Kalamindi (about five and 
a half miles), was conducting a gos-
pel meeting that week, and ended on 
Sunday, August 21. I was to preach at 
Lieta that morning. A very short trip 
to preach can be daunting in Kenya, 
especially when traveling by motor 
bike. That was my experience when 
Benard and I left for Lieta on August 
21. Without a car, because of our ac-
cident on August 6, Benard hired two 
motor bikes and their drivers to take 
us to Lieta.

Turning off the paved road that 
runs past Benard’s house, we began 

Preaching at Lighodo with
Tom Omollo translating

Preaching at Lighodo with 
Tom Omollo translating

The church building at Lieta

With two of my original students from 2012

Left-Vitalis Nyamula and Right-Lucas Mwai. 
Both are gospel preachers and are supported 

monthly by the Northeast Church of Christ,
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the journey on a narrow dirt road, 
filled with ruts and holes, that 
bounced us around for about 4 
miles until it narrowed to a small 
trail, that was also rutted and 
filled with rocks. Just before we 
turned off that trail to descend 
downhill past a hut toward Lei-
ta’s building, my driver hung the 
bike on a large rock which stalled 
us and tipped us over to the left. 
I went sprawling onto the grass 
and dirt on my left side, soiling 
my “Sunday best” and sticking 
a thorn into my left hand which 
was temporarily very painful. 
The driver righted the bike and I 
climbed back on  for the last several hundred feet to  Liea, 
after about a 20 minute trip.

Once there, we entered the house of Lieta’s preacher, 
Elias Owana, and met several brethren for tea and bread. 
One of my students, Lucas Mwai, who preaches at Sota, 
was there with his wife, 
Milder. Brethren had 
come from many other 
congregations as well 
to support the meeting. 
Brethren in Kenya are 
very supportive of each 
others’ gospel efforts. 
There was a time in our 
part of Oklahoma when 
churches were sound and 
we would attend each 
night of area meetings 
to support them. That is 
no longer the case here. 
However, in the Kenya area, brethren not only support the 
meetings with their attendance, but also help in door-to-door 
efforts for them. They take the Great Commission serious-
ly—more so than a lot of brethren in the U. S.

The church at Lieta has about 30 members, but there 
were around 50-55 people in attendance for this last day 
of their meeting. Benard taught from Hebrews 12 in Bible 
Class and I preached in worship on the topic of “Reason and 
Religion” with First Peter 3:15 as my text, explaining our 
preaching and practice from the New Testament. Benard’s 
brother, Veroon Wasonga translated for him and one of my 
students, Francis Aloo, translated for me during the sermon. 
The return trip to Kalamindi was uneventful—except for the 
bouncing and jostling on the rutted trail and road. I held on 
for dear life with one hand behind me gripping a handle and 
the other in front holding my Bible.

That was my last at Kalamindi. A long journey home 

awaited me and the first leg was 
taken by Benard, Dorothy, and 
me when we boarded a bus at 
6:00 p.m. in Ndhiwa for the 8-9 
hour, 226 mile, trip to Nairobi 
where I would catch my plane. 
The bus ride was arduous and 
tiring. We were unable to sleep, 
except for short cat naps, because 
of the hard seats and incessant 
loud music blaring from the radio 
throughout the bus.

We arrived at the bus station 
in Nairobi at 2:15 a.m., Monday, 
August 22, and were told that we 
could stay on the bus until 5:00 
a.m. waiting for our ride. There 

was no waiting room at the station, and I suppose it was 
safer to remain on the bus. Benard called his driver, Freder-
ick Oweno, to pick us up and he arrived more than an hour 
later. We loaded everything into his car and headed for the 
apartment of Moses Oloo and his family. Moses is Doro-

thy’s brother. We arrived 
at the apartment a half 
hour later and I fell onto 
a pallet Moses’ wife had 
for me on the floor. Be-
nard slept on the couch. 
That was about 4:30 
a.m. When I woke up at 
8:00 a.m., Benard was 
already awake and try-
ing to contact some men 
he had been teaching by 
correspondence.

Benard is the most 
tireless worker I have ever known in the church. Practically 
every waking moment is spent by him in reading, studying, 
or teaching. He contacted Hiram Njiru, whom he had met 
through Face Book, and Hiram came to the apartment. I was 
very impressed with him. He is a young man, perhaps in his 
early 30s, who worked in Dubai, United Arab Emirates, and 
was converted to Christ there. I was very surprised that the 
church exists in that Arab country, but he said they have no 
problems with persecution there. Hiram is knowledgeable 
and seemingly well–grounded in the faith. Benard gave him 
four copies of Leroy Brownlow’s book, Why I Am A Member 
of The Church of Christ, and I gave him my last copy of my 
commentary on Galatians, as well as a copy of the tract by 
Wayne Price and Ron Cosby.

By noon, he and Benard had left the apartment to meet 
with another student. Some time after 4:00 p.m., I wrote in 
my diary that Benard and Hiram had been gone since noon, 
and said, “I pray another soul will be added to Christ as a 

Benard and Dorothy Kagaga, my gracious and wonderful 
hosts who always take very good care of me in Kenya

and their children, Margaret, Sandy and Nadine

Galatians Class, Kalamindi School of Preaching, Ndhiwa, Kenya
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result of their effort.” 
Shortly after that, Be-
nard returned and an-
nounced that my prayer 
was answered. He had 
baptized the man at a 
hotel after being re-
fused the use of the pool 
at one hotel. The second 
hotel he tried charged 
him a fee for the pool 
and the man was bap-
tized into Christ.

About 5:30, I took 
a bath and put on my 
last clean trousers and 
shirt that Dorothy had 
washed and ironed for 
me, and at 7:55 p.m., 
with Frederick driving, we left for Jomo Kenyatta Airport for 
my flight home. Navigating the traffic in Nairobi is a night-
mare. Unless one has been through there, it is impossible to 
describe the teeming masses of humanity walking the streets 
and the bumper to bumper traffic. Pedestrians have no right 
of way in Kenya and the most over-used part of any vehicle 
is the horn. At one point, we drove along for about five miles 
while traffic in an oncoming lane was at a dead standstill.

Just before we arrived at the airport, we were creeping 
slowly along. I was in the back seat behind Frederick on 
the right when an oncoming vehicle on our right hit a large 
puddle of water. It came crashing through Frederick’s win-
dow, drenching him and me in the back seat. It felt as though 
someone had thrown a five gallon bucket of cold water on us. 
My “clean” shirt and trousers were soaked and Dorothy took 
her wrap and tried to dry me off. I figured the water would 
dry sooner or later, but on arrival at the airport I learned that 
there was oil in the water and my khaki trousers were spotted 
all down the front. So much for a bath and clean clothes for 
my flight home!

No car enters Jomo Kenyatta Airport without a security 
check. We arrived there at 9:05 p.m. All passengers are re-
quired to exit the car and pass through a metal detector in a 
building beside the entry lanes. After that is done, the car is 
thoroughly checked and the driver picks up his passengers 
who are waiting at the curb. We then proceeded to the Inter-
national Terminal and parked, Benard, Dorothy, and Freder-
ick accompaning me. This is as far as they could go. I went 
through the security check at the terminal door and proceed-
ed to a men’s room to change my oily khakis for the cleanest 
dirty pair in my suitcase. After entering the terminal, passen-
gers must obtain their boarding passes before checking their 
bags. Once that is done, a document check (boarding pass 
and Passport) is conducted before proceeding to the baggage 
check. After my bag was checked, I headed to my gate, only 

to be stopped outside 
the gate by a man with 
a dog. He asked me to 
place my carry-on on 
the floor and step back. 
I did so, and the dog 
sniffed it and passed 
me for entry into the 
gate. Inside, I under-
went another docu-
ment check, then was 
allowed to find a seat. 
That was at 10:55 p.m. 
The plane was already 
boarding for my 11:59 
flight to Amsterdam.

Since my first 
visit to Kenya in 2012 
when I taught for three 

weeks in the preaching school, I have been deeply impressed 
with, and thankful for, the sound and faithful work of Be-
nard Kagaga. When the story of the church in Western Kenya 
is told, his name will be written large. Primarily because of 
him, the churches of Christ and their preachers in that area 
of Kenya are doctrinally sound. He, and they, are unashamed 
and unafraid to preach the pristine gospel of Jesus Christ and 
to earnestly contend for the faith. They are aware of doctrinal 
departures in this country which threaten the church, such 
as elder reevaluation/reaffirmation, Dave Miller’s refusal 
to repent of those things, anti-ism which has been imported 
to Kenya by Keith Sharp and others, the Bear Valley Bible 
Institute which operates a school at Kisumu near Ndhiwa, 
as well as Golf Course Road which is making inroads there 
and operating “feeding stations” at Ndhiwa. Those faithful 
brethren in Western Kenya are in my daily prayers, and will 
remain so, as they sound forth the clarion gospel call and 
gather souls into the one church of Jesus Christ.

Among the new efforts of brother Kagaga is a twice 
weekly, one hour, radio program that covers Western Ke-
nya around Lake Victoria. It will be broadcasted on Sunday 
and Thursday evenings. The cost of that effort is nothing, 
compared with radio time in this country. One hour costs 
him 1,000 Kenya Shillings (Ksh), which is about $12.00 in 
our money. We intend to increase our support to him in this 
amount to pay for his radio time and urge anyone who would 
like to be a part of this good work to help us in it. 

—308 South Oklahoma Ave.
Elk City, OK 73644

 “Into our hands the gospel is given. Into our hands is 
given the light! Haste, let us carry God’s precious 

message, guiding the erring back to the right.” 

Lucas Mwai, who preaches at Sota, and his wife, Milder Adhiambo Mwai,  
at Lieta for worship. Benard Kagaga in the background. Lucas  and Mild-
er have a young daughter who suffers from Sickle Cell Anemia. The North-
east Church, Elk City, OK helps monthly with  the medical expenses neces-
sary to keep her alive.
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(Continued from page 5)

Corinthians 5 is devoted to this sobering subject.
Undeniably, the Lord’s people are taught to keep the 

church pure, not only by sound doctrine (Gal. 1:6–9; 2 Tim. 
4:2–4; et al.), but by the withdrawal of fellowship from those 
who stubbornly refuse to be bound by it. The teaching is so 
clear that no reasonably intelligent person can fail to grasp 
it. No excuse warrants our neglect of this responsibility 
when circumstances demand it. If human laws are enacted 
against it, we must serve the higher law of God. If judges 
rule against it, we must still submit to the Judge of judges. 
With the courageous apostles we must take our stand: “We 
must obey God rather than men” (Acts 5:29).

SINS THAT DEMAND WITHDRAWAL
OF FELLOWSHIP

Doctrinal Errors
Numerous passages not only warn of doctrinal errors, 

but they specify the exercise of discipline upon those who 
teach them. Timothy was to “…charge certain men not to 
teach a different doctrine” (1 Tim. 1:3). Hymenaeus and 
Alexander, who had made “shipwreck of the faith,” were 
to be “delivered unto Satan” (a reference to their being 
expelled from the fellowship of the saints in Ephesus) (vv. 
19–20). The Ephesians had to turn away from certain others 
because they “erred concerning the faith” (6:20–21). Hy-
menaeus and Philetus had to be shunned because they were 
destroying the faith of others by teaching that the resurrection 
had already occurred (2 Tim. 2:16–18). Elders are charged 
with the task of stopping the mouths of and sharply reprov-
ing gainsayers, vain talkers, deceivers, teachers of fables 
and commandments of men, and those who turn away from 
the Truth (Tit. 1:9–14). As earlier noted, those who promote 
teaching contrary to that of the apostles and who beguile 
the hearts of the innocent are to be marked and turned away 
from (Rom. 16:17–18). Also, as previously mentioned, those 
who do not abide in the things which Christ taught are not to 
be given our hospitality or even greeted in such a way as to 
be encouraged in their false teaching (2 John 9–11). Clearly, 
false teachers who cannot be reclaimed for the Truth are to 
be withdrawn from.
Ungodly Division

We specify “ungodly division” because God approves 
of, yea demands, some division. In fact, when a brother or 
sister must be withdrawn from, a division between that per-
son and the church occurs, but it is one that God demands. 
Ungodly, unauthorized division includes: 

1. One who commits a personal offense against a 
brother and will not repent (Mat. 18:15–17) 

2. One who causes “divisions and occasions of stum-
bling” by his false doctrine (Rom. 16:17–18) 

3. Those who seek to “overthrow…households” by 

vain speech and deception (Tit. 1:9–11; cf. Acts. 20:29–31) 
4. One who is “factious” (a “heretic,” KJV) (Tit. 

3:10)
Miscellaneous Causes

The New Testament’s lengthiest treatment of corrective 
discipline is aimed primarily at the sin of fornication (1 Cor. 
5:1–9). However, the same passage also enjoins disciplin-
ary treatment of those who are covetous, idolaters, revilers 
(those who verbally abuse others), drunkards, and extortion-
ers (v. 11). A text earlier noticed commands the church to 
withdraw from the “disorderly,” from a Greek term used 
especially in a military context to denote those who break 
rank or who are insubordinate (2 The. 3:6). Paul uses the 
term here to describe those “that work not at all, but are 
busybodies” (v. 11), but it is a broad term capable of refer-
ring to any conduct that expresses rebellion against the Word 
of God. Likewise, those who would not obey Paul’s word by 
means of this letter were to be marked by and refused the 
company of the faithful (v. 14). The elders in Crete were to 
discipline the “unruly,” a term referring to those who were 
undisciplined, disobedient, rebellious. (A brother who will 
not discipline himself must be disciplined by his brethren.) 
Again, we have a term broad enough to include any sort of 
impenitent departure from Truth and righteousness. 

So far as we know, faithful brethren down through the 
years have all but universally  given at least lip-service to the 
fact that the New Testament explicitly enjoins the practice 
of withdrawal of fellowship from somebody by somebody! 
(Unfortunately, there have been relatively few congregations 
that have found the spiritual fortitude to execute it.) But to 
whom do these instructions apply? Who is to execute them? 
Are these instructions limited to congregational action to-
ward its members alone and/or to individual saints and their 
behavior toward other individuals? Those who deny that one 
congregation can either mark or identify and withdraw fel-
lowship from another congregation are forced to limit ev-
ery passage that orders withdrawal of the disorderly only 
to one or both of the aforementioned applications. But do 
these passages have any application to broader relations of 
fellowship, particularly to relationships between congrega-
tions of the Lord’s people? Do faithful congregations (and/
or individuals, for that matter) have the right (not to say, for 
the moment, the duty) to publicly identify and withdraw fel-
lowship from unfaithful, apostate congregations? Here we 
come to the real burden of this treatise.
SOME SCRIPTURES AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS 

CONCERNING INTER-CONGREGATIONAL
RELATIONS

Acts 9:26: 
“And when he was come to Jerusalem, he assayed to 

join himself to the disciples: and they were all afraid of 
him, not believing that he was a disciple.” This passage 
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describes the attempt by Saul of Tarsus to “place member-
ship” with the Jerusalem Church when he returned to the city 
for the first time since his conversion. He was converted in 
Damascus and was a member of the congregation there (vv. 
10–25). The congregation in Jerusalem refused to extend fel-
lowship to him until Barnabas, whom they knew well and 
trusted, vouched for him (vv. 27–29). Admittedly, the breth-
ren in Jerusalem erred in their assessment of this individual 
case involving Saul, but will anyone argue that they erred in 
principle? Does a congregation not have the right to ques-
tion the faithfulness of one who seeks to join himself to it? 
Must elders of a congregation accept anyone without ques-
tion who seeks membership? Barnabas did not question the 
right of the Jerusalem brethren to reject Saul or anyone else 
who sought membership in the congregation. He only testi-
fied to the genuineness of Saul’s conversion and dedication, 
proving that he was worthy of their fellowship. Remember, 
Saul was not a member of the Jerusalem Church but of that 
in Damascus. This case demonstrates therefore that a con-
gregation can take action involving the refusal of fellowship 
against one who is a member of another congregation.
Acts 15:22–23:

Then it seemed good to the apostles and the elders, with 
the whole church, to choose men out of their company, and 
send them to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas; namely, 
Judas called Barsabbas, and Silas, chief men among the 
brethren: and they wrote thus by them, The apostles and 
the elders, brethren, unto the brethren who are of the Gen-
tiles in Antioch and Syria and Cilicia, greeting.

Admittedly the letter which follows in verses 24–29 had 
the authority of apostolic wisdom behind it. However, this 
does not alter the following facts: 

1. “The elders, with the whole church” (v. 22; cf. v. 
23) in Jerusalem were plainly identified as participants in 
sending it 

2. The letter from the church in Jerusalem was sent not 
only to the church in Antioch, but to the several congrega-
tions in Syria and Cilicia (v. 23) 

3. It is not intrinsically wrong for one congregation to 
be concerned about the doctrine and practice of another con-
gregation or congregations—such was the burden of the 
letter 

4. It is not intrinsically wrong for one congregation to 
write a letter of warning and admonition to another congre-
gation or congregations that may be in danger of succumb-
ing to error
Romans 16:17–18:

Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them that are causing 
the divisions and occasions of stumbling, contrary to the 
doctrine which ye learned: and turn away from them. For 
they that are such serve not our Lord Christ, but their own 
belly; and by their smooth and fair speech they beguile the 

hearts of the innocent. 

Will anyone argue that this injunction to mark and turn 
away from false teachers who caused division applied only 
if the heretics were members of the Roman Church? If so, 
then it must follow that it would be permissible for them to 
embrace Judaizing teachers who might come from Jerusalem 
or resurrection-deniers from Corinth. If a congregation may 
refuse to extend fellowship to and may warn others about 
the apostasy of one person who is part of another congre-
gation (as demonstrated by the implications of the passage 
above), may a congregation do the same concerning two or 
three apostate members from elsewhere? If so, may the 
congregation do so concerning two or three dozen? Why 
does it then become wrong if it is done to a congregation of 
two or three hundred? If congregations may not withdraw 
and/or withhold their fellowship from any but their own lo-
cal members, then congregations are left without defense 
against identity with and/or attack from one or one hundred 
apostates from without. As in the case of Saul and the Jeru-
salem Church (Acts 9:26), so also this passage implies that 
a congregation can take action involving the refusal of fel-
lowship against one who is a member of another congrega-
tion.
1 Corinthians 10:20–21:

But I say, that the things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they 
sacrifice to demons, and not to God: and I would not that 
ye should have communion with demons. Ye cannot drink 
the cup of the Lord, and the cup of demons: ye cannot par-
take of the table of the Lord, and of the table of demons.

This passage demonstrates that it is wrong for one per-
son in the Corinthian church (thus for the whole church) to 
have fellowship with one demon (thus with a church com-
posed of or devoted to demons). It is thus mandatory that a 
church have no fellowship with a church not in fellowship 
with God. This being so, how can it be wrong for a church 
to identify or mark a church of demons and announce that 
it has no fellowship with it? “But the ‘Church of Demons’ 
in Corinth never was in fellowship with God,” someone de-
murs. True, but suppose its members had once been in fel-
lowship with God and drifted into demonism, thus forming 
the “Church of Demons”? Would this mean that the faithful 
congregation could not then mark it and disfellowship it? 
If so, the logic behind this conclusion is mysterious in the 
extreme.
2 Corinthians 6:14–18:

Be not unequally yoked with unbelievers: for what fellow-
ship have righteousness and iniquity? or what communion 
hath light with darkness? And what concord hath Christ 
with Belial? or what portion hath a believer with an un-
believer? And what agreement hath a temple of God with 
idols? for we are a temple of the living God; even as God 
said, I will dwell in them, and walk in them; and I will be 
their God, and they shall be my people. Wherefore Come 
ye out from among them, and be ye separate, saith the 
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Lord, And touch no unclean thing; And I will receive you, 
And will be to you a Father, And ye shall be to me sons and 
daughters, saith the Lord Almighty.

This statement indicates that it is possible (though dis-
pleasing to God) for saints to be in an unequal and unholy 
fellowship with unbelievers. This letter was written to the 
“church of God which is at Corinth” (1:1), so it applies 
to congregational as well as to individual relationships. 
Does not this passage therefore forbid both congregations 
and individual saints from forming or maintaining an alli-
ance/fellowship with any person or group (congregation) of 
persons that would adversely affect one’s loyalty to Christ 
and His Word? If this be the case, it must follow that just as 
an individual saint can (yea, must) withdraw from any such 
fellowship, so must a group or congregation of saints do in 
order to follow Paul’s edict.
2 Corinthians 11:28: 

“Besides those things that are without, there is that 
which presseth upon me daily, anxiety for all the church-
es.” The New Testament knows nothing of “dislocated” 
members—all were members of a local congregation of the 
Lord’s people. Even Paul, who traveled the Empire, had a 
“home” congregation—Antioch of Syria—to which he re-
turned again and again with the reports of his labors (Acts 
11:25–30; 13:1–3; 14:26–28; 18:22). We are to have great 
loyalty for the congregation of which we are members, sup-
porting it and working as part of it, in every way possible as 
long as it abides in the Truth. However, local church loyalty 
in no way precludes concern for “all the churches,” as seen 
in Paul’s statement. Exclusive loyalty to and concern for a 
local congregation is an expression of spiritual myopia, pro-
vincialism, and isolationism and is selfish to the maximum. 
If individual saints may/should have concern for sister con-
gregations, how can it possibly be wrong for an entire con-
gregation to have concern for other congregations? Would 

not this concern include not only an interest in their progress 
and growth, but also an interest in their soundness in doc-
trine or practice?
Ephesians 5:11: 

“And have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of 
darkness, but rather even reprove them.” Of course, this 
command applies to individual saints in the Ephesian Church 
and their relationship to other individuals in their immediate 
circumstances. However, as with Romans 16:17–18, it is ut-
terly arbitrary to limit the application and implication of this 
imperative to individuals, as if congregations are somehow 
exempt from them. Are there those who are willing to affirm 
that God forbids His individual children to have fellowship 
with other individuals engrossed in darkness and commands 
them to reprove such, but that He allows congregations of 
His people to have fellowship with and forbids them to re-
prove other congregations who are in the realm of dark-
ness? We are willing to affirm that this passage applies to a 
single saint or to a congregation of two hundred saints. It 
is never right for God’s people—in whatever numbers—to 
have fellowship with evil. Contrariwise, it is ever right for 
God’s people—in whatever numbers—to reprove evil. The 
number of people involved has nothing whatsoever to do 
with the implementation of the command.
1 John 4:1: 

“Beloved, believe not every spirit, but prove the spir-
its, whether they are of God; because many false proph-
ets are gone out into the world.” John wrote this epistle to 
Christians “in general” rather than to a specific individual 
or church. The passage above has to do with preachers and 
what they preached. The message of the preachers was (and 
is) to be put on trial so as to determine if it was (is) from 
God. Obviously, it was not merely the preacher in a local 
congregation who was to be thus proved by its members. 
Rather, John warns of many false prophets who have “gone 
out into the world,” referring to men who might come to 
them from afar. Hence John has in mind any and every 
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preacher, from whatever congregation, who might come to 
them or whom they might go to hear. The entire purpose of 
the proving would be to believe or disbelieve him, to accept 
or reject him, to extend fellowship to or withhold/withdraw 
fellowship from him. This passage proves that a congrega-
tion may sit in holy judgment of, and identify and reject as 
a heretic, one who was not a member of that congregation.
2 John 7, 9–11:

For many deceivers are gone forth into the world, even 
they that confess not that Jesus Christ cometh in the 
flesh.… Whosoever goeth onward and abideth not in the 
teaching of Christ, hath not God: he that abideth in the 
teaching, the same hath both the Father and the Son. If 
any one cometh unto you, and bringeth not this teaching, 
receive him not into your house, and give him no greeting: 
for he that giveth him greeting partaketh in his evil works. 
Although John addressed his second letter to “an elect 

lady and her children” (v. 1), it is still universally classi-
fied as a “general epistle.” Notice that John warned about the 
many deceivers who were circulating and strictly charged 
that such were not to be given hospitality or greeting (equiva-
lents of fellowship). To do so would be tantamount to partak-
ing in their evil deeds. Again, this reaches far beyond merely 
a false teacher who might be a member of a local congrega-
tion, as indicated by the universal expressions, “gone forth 
into the world” (v. 7), “whosoever” (v. 9), and “any one” 
(v. 10) in reference to him. It is very likely that John refers to 
traveling preachers from distant congregations, rather than 
to members of the congregation where this dear Christian 
lady lived. “But this was written to an individual, rather than 

a congregation,” someone avers. What is the point of such a 
statement except to imply that while individuals should not 
entertain and greet (so as to endorse) false teachers (who are 
not members of the local congregation), the congregation as 
a whole may do so? 
Revelation 2:5: 

“Remember therefore whence thou art fallen, and 
repent and do the first works; or else I come to thee, and 
will move thy candlestick out of its place, except thou re-
pent.” The reader is reminded that the Son of God is the au-
thor of these words in His letter to the church in Ephesus. If 
she did not repent, the Lord warned that He would withdraw 
fellowship from her, as implied by the threat to “move her 
candlestick.” “But the fact that the Lord could take this ac-
tion does not mean that a congregation can,” someone may 
object. All right, let us test this objection. Suppose Ephe-
sus did not repent and the Lord identified her as an apos-
tate church which He could not fellowship. What should the 
faithful churches of Asia do? Would they please the Lord by 
continuing to fellowship her or by refusing to withdraw fel-
lowship from her? Would they displease the Lord by follow-
ing His example and withdrawing fellowship from her? To 
insist that one congregation cannot identify another congre-
gation as apostate (and thereupon withdraw fellowship from 
it) is to insist that it is Scriptural to dishonor the Lord’s 
withdrawal and that it is unscriptural to follow the ex-
ample of the Lord Himself.

MISCELLANEOUS CONSIDERATIONS
Besides the principles drawn from the foregoing passag-
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es, there are some additional ones that bear on the question 
of congregation-to-congregation withdrawal of fellowship. 
While some of these principles may somewhat overlap some 
of those already mentioned, we now give more specific at-
tention to them.
Congregations Can Recognize and Extend Fellowship to 
Each Other

This premise has already been established on the ba-
sis of (1) the fellowship extended by Jerusalem to Antioch 
(Acts 11:20–23), (2) the fellowship reciprocated by Antioch 
toward Jerusalem and the Judean churches (vv. 27–30), and 
(3) the fellowship between the churches in the provinces 
with one another and with the congregation in Jerusalem 
(Rom. 15:25–27; 1 Cor. 16:1–2; 2 Cor. 8–9). Besides these 
obvious examples, we may further observe without fear of 
successful contradiction that fellowship between the congre-
gations described in the New Testament is implicit in the 
very nature of the case. 

It is axiomatic that if churches can Scripturally express 
the fellowship that exists between them (because of their 
common loyalty to God’s Word), in gestures of both edifica-
tion and benevolence (as demonstrated above), they likewise 
can Scripturally express the cessation of fellowship when a 
congregation apostatizes. If this conclusion does not follow, 
we are unable to understand why. This one principle should 
be sufficient to settle the issue and answer the question.
Congregational Membership Is a Moot Issue

As individual Christians we must certainly obey in our 
daily lives the commands to identify and withdraw from 
those who rebel against the Lord. Likewise, congregations 

must execute these commands against their own unruly and 
disorderly members. Do these mandates end at the “congre-
gational borders”? We say they do not. Consider the follow-
ing hypothesis: Fifty members of a congregation desire the 
use of an organ in worship so strongly that they are will-
ing to divide the church if necessary to have it. The elders 
have withstood them and are preparing to lead the church 
in withdrawing fellowship from them. However, before this 
is done, the group leaves and starts a new congregation six 
blocks away. What now? According to some, the “organ” 
group are now protected since the faithful church they have 
left is powerless to do anything but accept them as a sister 
congregation. But let us take it a step further. What if the fif-
ty liberals had been withdrawn from before they started their 
own church? Does the faithful church now have to reinstate 
fellowship with them? According to some (if they are con-
sistent in their contention on this subject) they would have 
to take such action.

The issue of fellowship withdrawal does not turn upon 
congregational membership, but upon fidelity to the Lord 
and His Word and upon the meaning of fellowship itself. 
When a brother or a congregation forfeits its fellowship 
with God by either religious or moral error, he/it forfeits his/
its fellowship with all of those who are still in fellowship 
with God. Moreover, God has decreed (as shown from nu-
merous inspired statements) that those who have thus fallen 
from God’s fellowship are to be identified as apostate and 
consequently turned away from by those still in fellowship 
with Him. It matters not whether the apostasy is in only one 
brother or sister in a local congregation or an entire congre-
gation across town or in another city, state, or nation—the 
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principle is precisely the same.
The Identity and Purity of the Church Must Be Considered

The overriding purpose of corrective spiritual discipline 
is to reclaim the one or ones who have strayed (1 Cor. 5:5; 
2 The. 3:14), and this should be the principal aim of mark-
ing and withdrawing from an entire congregation. However, 
there are other Scriptural purposes as well. One of these is 
to purify the church and protect its purity and identity as the 
people of God. Thus the Corinthians were ordered to “purge 
out” the fornicator and his sin because “a little leaven leav-
eneth the whole lump” (1 Cor. 5:6–7). If a false teacher or 
an immoral saint is allowed to retain respectability, such will 
have a corrupting influence on the rest of the church. Not 
only so, but such behavior will be identified with the church 
by those of the world.

The local church cannot protect and preserve its own 
purity if it harbors rank sin in its bosom. It must lovingly 
but firmly make the Scriptural options clear to the apostate 
brother—his repentance or his expulsion from their fellow-
ship. Neither can a faithful congregation protect and pre-
serve its own pure reputation and identity as the church of 
Christ in a community if it does not make the same Scrip-
tural options clear to the liberal, digressive, apostate congre-
gation that may be on the other side of town and that is still 
dishonestly displaying the name, “Church of Christ,” on its 
building. Neglect or refusal of a faithful church to do this 
constitutes dereliction of duty to its own members, to the 
heretical group, and to those outside the church.  

OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED 
Those who aver that there is no Scriptural authority for 

one congregation to withdraw fellowship from another offer 
certain objections to the practice, principal among which are 
the following:
There Is No Explicit Command for One Congregation To 
Withdraw from Another

There are many things we recognize as Scripturally au-
thorized on the basis of implicit, rather than explicit, teach-
ing (e.g., building or buying a place for the church to as-
semble, the use of song books, the use of a public address 
system, utilizing radio and television to preach the Gospel, 
et al.). Have these brethren forgotten that what the Bible 
authorizes implicitly is just as valid as what it authorizes 
explicitly? The implications are clear that impenitent apos-
tate brethren are to be marked and refused fellowship by the 
faithful, whether the apostate is an individual or a congrega-
tion full of apostates. This “no-explicit-command” objection 
smacks of the approach to Scriptural authority made by our 
“anti” brethren concerning support of children’s homes from 
the church treasury. It is hardly worthy of notice. However, 
men desperate to uphold an untenable position will often 
grasp at straws.
For One Church to Withdraw from Another Violates Congre-
gational Autonomy

The Scriptures indeed teach the principle that each con-
gregation is to be a self-governing entity under the oversight 
of its own elders (Acts 20:28–31). However, we are inter-
ested in knowing just how local congregational autonomy 
is violated when a faithful congregation urges a sister con-
gregation to repent of its rebellion against Heaven and then 

(Continued on Next Page)
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marks it and withdraws from it when it refuses. Has the one 
congregation made any law which it seeks to impose on the

 other? Has the action of the faithful, withdrawing 
church robbed the heretical group of its ability to choose and 
act as it pleases? Not at all, in either case. As was true con-
cerning the previous objection, this objection has also been 
frequently raised by those of the “anti” persuasion for almost 
half a century as they have opposed congregational coopera-
tion in evangelism. Ironically, some of our “anti-anti” breth-
ren are now using the same baseless objection to oppose the 
practice of congregational “discooperation” (withdrawal of 
fellowship).
Withdrawal of Fellowship Commands Are Addressed to In-
dividuals Rather Than to Congregations

Where have we heard this argument before? As with the 
foregoing objections, it has been a trademark of our “non-
institutional” brethren in debate to point to certain passages 
(e.g., Gal. 6:10) and insist that they apply only to “individual 
action,” and that we must not apply them to “congregational 
action.”  In response to their argument, we have correctly 
pointed out that Paul addressed his letter to “the churches of 
Galatia” (Gal. 1:2), thus indicating that whatever was writ-
ten therein authorized congregational action. How can our 
brethren miss the same point concerning Paul’s instruction 
to Thessalonica concerning the duty to withdraw fellow-
ship? Paul addressed 2 Thessalonians to “the church of the 
Thessalonians” (1:1) and then commanded it/them (among 
other things) to “withdraw yourselves from every brother 
that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition which 
they received of us” (3:6; cf. v. 14). 

Some might quibble and say that this passage addresses 
only the manner in which one congregation is to deal with 
its own disorderly members, not those of other congrega-
tions. We freely admit that the primary purpose of Paul’s 
injunction is to deal with a problem peculiar to Thessalonica. 
However, consider the following: 

1. The withdrawal is to be practiced toward “every 
brother that walketh disorderly” (emp. DM). One who 
limits this only to the members of the church in Thessaloni-
ca does so arbitrarily. A similar case is found in what Paul 
wrote to the Ephesians: “And have no fellowship with the 
unfruitful works of darkness, but rather even reprove 
them” (Eph. 5:11). Are we ready to say that Paul’s com-
mand concerning “no fellowship” applies only to those in 
the Ephesian Church, and that congregations have no such 
responsibility and are exempt from it? 

2. We have already established (on the basis of Acts 
15:22–23) that one congregation is authorized to send a let-
ter of concern, warning, or admonition to another congrega-
tion or congregations concerning its/their teachings and/or 
practices. 

3. John warned the brethren to whom he wrote to 

“prove the spirits, … because many false prophets are 
gone out into the world” (1 John 4:1). While this warning 
would surely apply to the “local” preacher, it more especially 
warned the brethren of those preachers who were not mem-
bers of the local church—those who “are gone out into the 
world” and who would thus come to them from afar. Now if 
a church should reject one false teacher from elsewhere, by 
what convoluted “logic” can one conclude that it should not, 
cannot reject—withdraw from, publicly identify—a church 
full of them or that supports one or more of them, whether it 
is across town or in another nation?   
There Are Some in the Worst Congregation Who Are Inno-
cent of Error

We are willing to admit that some are innocent in per-
haps most of the apostate congregations now extant—it may 
be so in all of them. However, such has been true in many 
situations in which God “disfellowshipped” an entire group 
of people. He knows that punishment of the wicked will of-
ten bring suffering to the innocent as well (Exo. 20:5). There 
were righteous people in the corrupt church at Sardis (Rev. 
3:1–6), and those who claim that a whole church cannot be 
disfellowshipped like to emphasize this fact, as though it 
helps their cause. The “argument” then follows that to with-
draw from the whole congregation would mean withdrawal 
from some who were faithful. 

Notice first that we dare not isolate the material written 
to the seven churches of Asia from all of the other relevant 
New Testament teaching regarding error, repentance, and 
fellowship. Notice also that the purpose of the letters to the 
churches of Asia was to assess their spiritual condition and 
to call upon the majority of them to repent or be disowned by 
the Lord. There was thus a period of reprieve to see if they 
were going to repent, during which the faithful might still 
remain there and work to bring about repentance. 

However, from the balance of New Testament teaching 
we must conclude that if those called “faithful” remained in 
Sardis after their time of “probation,” they would be disfel-
lowshipped by the Lord along with the rest. The principle is 
clearly enunciated later in the Revelation. When the destruc-
tion of “Babylon the great” was imminent because of her 
iniquities, a heavenly voice cried, “Come forth, my people, 
out of her, that ye have no fellowship with her sins, and 
that ye receive not of her plagues” (Rev. 18:4). It is all 
the more reason to mark and withdraw from a congregation 
that has gone astray, that the innocent may be so alerted and 
alarmed that they will flee that wicked place. Pointing to a 
few who may be righteous in a wicked congregation is seen 
to be no argument at all, but merely another quibble in order 
to somehow avoid the duty to withdraw from apostate con-
gregations.

CONCLUSION
It is not only a Scriptural right, but a duty, to withdraw 
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from erring brethren, regardless of the spiritual relation-
ship involved, including individual-individual, individual-
congregation, congregation-individual, and congregation-
congregation relationships. Anyone who would forbid one 
congregation to withdraw fellowship from another (when its 
apostasy justifies it) legislates where God has not done so—
the classic definition of anti-ism. 

When a church so compromises the Truth that it is no 
longer recognizable as a church of Christ, how can faithful 

sister congregations fail to mark it and refuse to withdraw 
fellowship from it and still be faithful to God?

ENDNOTES
1. This MS was written for the 1999 Memphis School of Preaching Lec-

tures book, and appeared therein. A few statements herein originally appeared in 
slightly different form in the author’s chapter in Studies in 1 and 2 Thessalonians 
and Philemon, ed. Dub McClish (Denton, TX: Valid Pub., Inc., 1988), pp. 338–57 
and in Christian Fellowship, ed. Michael Hatcher (Pensacola, FL: Bellview Church 
of Christ, 1998), pp. 425–43.

2. All Scripture quotations are from the American Standard Version (1901) 
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A FALSE ASSUMPTION
When Jesus therefore saw His mother, and the disci-
ple whom He loved standing by, He said to His mother, 
“Woman, behold your son!”  Then He said to the disciple, 
“Behold your mother!” And from that hour that disciple 
took her to his own home (John 19:26, 27–NKJ). 

You may not have known this, but Monday, August 15th 
was the “Assumption of Mary,” a major religious feast day 
in the Roman Catholic Church and various other denomi-
nations. It is the day, according to them, when the still liv-
ing Mary, the mother of Jesus, ascended body and soul into 
Heaven. You may search your Bible from Genesis to Revela-
tion and find neither hide nor hair of this false doctrine. Even 
the Apocrypha, the uninspired books the Roman Church has 
added to its version of the Bible, fails to mention it. This 
feast day was rarely observed in this man-made religious 
body until the Middle Ages, and then infrequently. Finally, 
in 1950, Pope Pius XII declared it infallible dogma or an 
unquestioned belief.

All my life, I have wondered at the worship of Mary by 
adherents of Catholicism. I recall how the late Pope John 
Paul II made a point of making a pilgrimage to every shrine 
to the Virgin Mary in the different countries he visited during 
his papacy. Maryolatry in Roman Catholic theology seems 
to supplant the worship of the Father and the Son. “Little 
children, keep yourselves from idols” (1 John 5:21).

As a Christian, I have a great appreciation for Mary. 
God choose her to be the human mother of the Messiah—a 
great honor. “And the angel came in unto her, and said, 
Hail, thou that art highly favoured, the Lord is with 
thee: blessed art thou among women” (Luke 1:28). Mary, 
among all the virgins of ancient Israel, was chosen by God 
to be the vessel of the Holy Spirit in fulfillment of prophecy 
(Isa. 7:14; Mat. 1:10-23; Luke 1:35). She was at Calvary 
standing near her Son’s cross while His life ebbed away and 

DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH
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most of His disciples had fled like a cubby of quail (John 
19:25). All these are admirable qualities, but none makes her 
divine and worthy of veneration as “co-redemptrix” or co-
redeemer with Jesus Christ.

Catholic teaching refers to some Bible passages to sup-
port their damnable doctrine of the Assumption of Mary. The  
following examples are perhaps the worst case of eisegesis 
(the false reading of something into a text) I have ever seen. 
One is 1 Corinthians 15:27—“For he hath put all things 
under his feet. But when he saith all things are put un-
der him, it is manifest that he is excepted, which did put 
all things under him.” They combine this passage with 
the Messianic seed prophecy of Genesis 3:15—“And I will 
put enmity between thee and the woman, and between 
thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and thou 
shalt bruise his heel.” While both passages deal with Je-
sus’ triumph over Satan and death followed (in context) by 
His ascension into Heaven, where is Mary’ ascension into 
Heaven mentioned? Mary was a descendent (seed) of Eve 
and she played her role in defeating Satan by giving birth to 
the Messiah, but to assume that she also ascended to Heaven 
is a false assumption.

Another passage used is Psalm 132:8—“Arise, O lord, 
into thy rest; thou, and the ark of thy strength.” This is 
from a psalm of David that expresses his desire that the Ark 
of the Covenant be returned to the tabernacle. The Ark had 
been taken in battle by the Philistines, returned by them, and 
resided in a house for twenty years before being returned to 
the tabernacle in Jerusalem by David (1 Sam. 4, 5; 7:1, 2; 2 
Sam. 6).  

The Roman Church has proclaimed Mary the “Ark of 
the New Covenant.” “The Virgin Mary is the living shrine of 
the Word of God…” according to them,  much as the old Ark 
of the Covenant contained the Ten Commandments on stone 
tablets. Using Psalm 132:8 as a pretext, they maintain that 
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she ascended into Heaven bodily and did not die. Do you 
grasp that? I do not! Their theologians do a masterful job of 
trying to create a parallel between the Old Testament and the 
New Testament that does not exist. It is a false assumption—
a false teaching which they try to bolster with a peppering of 
passages which do not mix. I am reminded of what the Holy 
Spirit and the Apostle Peter wrote about those who abuse 
Scripture, in particular the Apostle Paul’s writings: 

As also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these things; 
in which are some things hard to be understood, which 
they that are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also 
the other scriptures, unto their own destruction (2 Peter 
3:16). 
 Please, especially those who are Catholics, examine 

this false doctrine about Mary in light of the Scriptures. Do 
your leader’s explanations pass the “smell test,” or are they 
nothing but nonsense, passed off on the people as if they 
are from God? Do you believe this humble, human, servant 
of God, if she were alive, would agree to this? Please re-
member that Mary did not consider herself divine. The real 
Mary uttered these words, “And my spirit hath rejoiced in 
God MY SAVIOR. For he hath regarded the low estate 
of his handmaiden: for, behold, from henceforth all gen-
erations shall call me blessed” (Luke 1:47-49—caps mine, 
RLR.).

END NOTES
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Assumption_of_Mary#Scriptural_ba-
sis as of August 19, 2015.
http://www.catholic.com/magazine/articles/mary-the-ark-of-the-
new-covenant as of August 19, 2016.

HOW MAY I BECOME A SAINT?
“When he shall come to be glorified in his saints, and 

to be admired in all them that believe (because our tes-
timony among you was believed) in that day” (2 Thes. 
1:10).

September 4, 2016, the late Anjezeo Gonxhe Bojaxhim 
was canonized or became a “saint” in the Roman Catholic 
Church. Once she was known as “Mother Teresa.” Her new 
title is “Saint Teresa of Calcutta.” In her 87 years, this for-
merly obscure nun from Albania became an international ce-
lebrity known to millions for her work among the poor and 
the terminally ill in India and other nations through the reli-
gious order she founded—Missionaries of Charity. Along the 
way, she picked up virtually every prize and medal known 
to man, including the Nobel Peace Prize. She had her picture 
in countless newspapers and magazines, along with televi-
sion interviews. Before the Catholic Church proclaimed her 
a “saint,” the public had already made her one.

Beatification “is a recognition accorded by the Catholic 
Church of a dead person's entrance into Heaven and capac-
ity to intercede on behalf of individuals who pray in his or 
her name” (Wikipedia).  “Canonization” is the culmination 

of a usually long process (sometimes centuries) at the end of 
which the beatified are proclaimed saints and added to a list 
or canon of approved saints. The process includes the church 
verifying two miracles attributed to this person. For Teresa 
,the supposed first miracle occurred in 2002.

In 2002, the Vatican recognized as a miracle the healing of 
a tumor in the abdomen of an Indian woman, Monica Besra, 
after the application of a locket containing Mother Teresa's 
picture (Wikipedia).

Later her husband and her doctor claimed the woman was 
healed using medicine to treat a cyst not a tumor.

On 17 December 2015, the Vatican confirmed that Pope Fran-
cis had recognized a second miracle attributed to her, involv-
ing the healing of a Brazilian man with multiple brain tumors 
(Wikipedia). 

How foreign all this is to simple New Testament Chris-
tianity! I found the word saints used 61 times in the King 
James Version of the New Testament. Contrary to Catholic 
doctrine it alluded to both living and dead Christians. “Unto 
the church of God which is at Corinth, to them that are 
sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be saints, with all that 
in every place call upon the name of Jesus Christ our 
Lord, both their’s and our’s” (1 Cor. 1:2). The word saints 
means “sanctified ones” (Vines). To qualify for sainthood in 
the First Century A.D. church of Christ, you only had to be 
a Christian—no meeting man-made standards of an observ-
ably exemplary life; no long waiting period for a church bu-
reaucracy to approve your “beatification;” no requirement of 
at least two miracles. This means that the repentant alcoholic 
who obtains remission of sins by the blood of Christ and 
becomes a Christian a few days before he dies is as much a 
saint as the Christian of thirty years who converted him.

Truly, we need a lot more saints—in the Biblical sense. 
You and I may become a saint the same way people have for 
the last two thousand years—by obeying the Gospel of Jesus 
Christ and remaining faithful to your Lord.

1. Hear the word of God (Rom. 10:17)
2. Believe in Jesus Christ as the Son of God (John 8:24)
3. Repent of your sins to God (Acts 17:30)
4. Confess before others that Jesus is the Son of God 

(Rom. 10:9, 10)
5. Be baptized, immersed in water for the remission of 

sins (Acts 2:38).
6. Remain faithful to the Lord for the rest of your life 

(Rev. 2:10)
“And such were some of you: but ye are washed, but 

ye are SANCTIFIED, but ye are justified in the name of 
the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our God” (1 Cor. 6:11 
—caps mine, RLR). [https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mother_
Teresa as of September 9, 2016.]
I BELIEVE GOD!

The Apostle Paul, a prisoner of Jesus Christ, was on 
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board a ship bound for Rome to appeal to Caesar. In the mid-
dle of the Mediterranean Sea, the ship became caught up in a 
violent storm which lasted many days. Paul stood before the 
crew and proclaimed that he had received a message from 
God by an angel. God told him that no one would lose their 
life because of the storm. Then Paul exclaims, “Wherefore, 
sirs, be of good cheer: for I BELIEVE GOD, that it shall 
be even as it was told me” (Acts 27:25—caps mine, RLR).  

We should have the type of faith Paul had—a simple, 
child-like faith based on the unquestioned assurance of 
God’s word. When unbelieving men challenge our faith we 
should answer with the response—“I believe God…”

But sanctify the Lord God in your hearts: and be ready 
always to give an answer to every man that asketh you a 
reason of the hope that is in you with meekness and fear 
(1 Pet. 3:15).

I BELIEVE GOD when men say, “Man evolved from 
lower forms of life by blind chance” or “God used evolution 
to create man.” “Through faith we understand that the 
worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things 
which are seen were not MADE of things which do ap-
pear” (Heb. 11:3).

I BELIEVE GOD when unbelievers say, “The Bible is 
just another spiritual or philosophy book which men have 
written.” “ALL SCRIPTURE is given by INSPIRA-
TION of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, 
for correction, for instruction in righteousness” (2 Tim. 
3:16—caps mine, RLR). 

I BELIEVE GOD when men say, “All good people will 
go to Heaven.” 

And to you who are troubled rest with us, when the Lord 
Jesus shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty an-
gels,  In flaming fire taking vengeance on them that KNOW 
NOT God, and that OBEY NOT the gospel of our Lord Je-
sus Christ (2 The. 1:7, 8—caps mine, RLR).

I BELIEVE GOD when religionists say, “Just accept 
Jesus into your heart as your personal Savior and you will 
be saved” and “After you are saved be baptized when it is 
convenient.” 

Now when they heard this, they were pricked in their 
heart, and said unto Peter and to the rest of the apostles, 
Men and brethren, WHAT SHALL WE DO?  Then Pe-
ter said unto them, REPENT, and BE BAPTIZED every 
one of you in the name of Jesus Christ FOR THE REMIS-
SION OF SINS, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy 
Ghost (Acts 2:37, 38—caps mine, RLR).
I BELIEVE GOD when the denominational world says, 

“You may worship God anyway you like as long as you are 
sincere.” “God is a Spirit: and they that worship him 
MUST worship him IN spirit and IN truth” (John 4:24—
caps mine, RLR).

I BELIEVE GOD when some of my brethren say, “It 

doesn’t matter how you dress or how you live, as long as you 
love the Lord.”

I WILL THEREFORE that men pray everywhere, 
lifting up holy hands, without wrath and doubting. 
IN LIKE MANNER ALSO, that women adorn them-
selves in MODEST apparel, with shamefacedness 
and sobriety; not with broided hair, or gold, or pearls, 
or costly array (1 Tim. 2:8, 9—caps mine, RLR).

“Prove all things; HOLD FAST to that which is good. 
ABSTAIN from all appearance of evil” (1 The. 5:21, 22—
caps mine, RLR).

Do you believe God and His Son? Are you obeying 
God or obeying men? As my grandmother used to say, “The 
proof is in the pudding!” “Not every one that saith unto 
me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of heaven; 
but he that DOETH the will of my Father which is in 
heaven” (Mat. 7:21). “And he answered and said unto 
them, My mother and my brethren are these which hear 
the word of God, and DO IT” (Luke 8:21).
NU-SPEAK!

“And he answered and said unto them, Have ye not 
read, that he which made them at the beginning made 
them male and female” (Mat. 19:4).

Our Lord quoted from the Lawgiver Moses’ account 
of creation to emphasize God’s plan for human sexuality: 
one man and one woman united in marriage for life (Mat. 
19:5-9). There is no room in God’s plan for the perversion of 
same-sex marriage or even marriage to an animal. Both are 
unnatural! God did not create from the clay and breathe into 
that fashioned receptacle an asexual or sexless being (Gen. 
2:7). He made this abundantly clear when He later created 
a female as a companion to the male He had initially cre-
ated (Gen. 2:18, 21-25). Yes, occasionally someone is born 
anatomically incomplete, but this is not the norm and is rare. 
This is not what God intended from the beginning (Gen. 
1:27).

I recently read that Vanderbilt University in Nashville, 
TN, is now pushing a “genderless” society under the guise 
of “pronoun etiquette.” Each employee’s new name badge 
now includes name, title and “preferred” pronoun (He/Him/
His; She/Her/Hers; Ze/Zir/Zirs). That last bit of German 
sounding nonsense is for those who are gender–confused 
or “transgendered.” There is also a small stick figure on the 
badge clothed in half of a dress. The purpose of all this is to 
make the university community seem accepting of the sexu-
ally aberrant. 

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).
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In the last fifty years, American society has had the ho-
mosexual agenda forced upon it by social engineers on the 
cultural left. It all began with the legitimization of homo-
sexual behavior by the media. These sad sexual deviants 
were portrayed as victims who must be protected as are ra-
cial minorities. And now we have homosexual marriage and 
Human Rights Commissions to punish those who stray from 
political correctness. 

In the last year, the administration of President Obama 
has begun to force institutions taking federal funds, such as 
schools, to provide rest rooms and locker rooms for those 
who FEEL they are not what they appear to be biologi-
cally—male or female. What a farce of human decency and 
common sense!

How did this happen? How did our culture get turned 
upside down? Men and women have forgotten God and His 
word. The Gospel of Christ raises culture up from barbarity 
and animal passions. But when God and His word are taken 
out of the equation a moral and ethical vacuum ensues which 
depravity fills.

For this reason GOD GAVE THEM UP up to vile pas-
sions….And even as they did not like to retain God in their 
knowledge, GO GAVE THEM OVER to a debased mind, 
to do those things which are not fitting (Rom. 1:26, 28—
NKJV, caps mine RLR).

Has God given up the United States of America to “vile 
passions?” Has God turned our once decent, God-fearing 
nation over to a depraved mind-set? What is the answer to 
this predicament Americans find themselves in this Year of 
our Lord 2016? The answer is restoration—restoration of 
our self and our nation to God and His ways. Have you been 
restored to your Creator, the one who made you in His im-
age? “He restoreth my soul: he leadeth me in the paths 
of righteousness for his name's sake” (Psa. 23:3). [http://
www.bpnews.net/47546/he-she-huh-pronoun-campaign-
cultural-marxism as of September 16, 2016.]
 REMEMBER ME, O MY GOD!
“Remember me, O my God, concerning this, and wipe 
not out my good deeds that I have done for the house of 
my God, and for the offices thereof” (Neh. 13:14).

As I walked across the street to speak to a neighbor 
recently, I noticed three men sitting at the entrance of the 
apartment building. I had to go by them to reach my neigh-
bor’s apartment. Approaching, I noticed one man had a large 
bottle of beer in his hand and another had a smaller pint size 
bottle of amber colored liquid of what I assumed was whis-
key. They spoke to me as I entered. One man said, “How 
are you doing today, preacher?” and I cordially responded, 
“O, better than I deserve, I reckon.”  After I visited with my 
neighbor I had to pass through them again on my way out. 
The man with the bottle spoke and said, “Preacher, please 
pray for me and give this to the church,” as he handed me 
two dollars. I politely refuse but he insisted. I thanked him, 

shook his hand and asked his name. He answered and I again 
noticed the bottle he was now trying to conceal between his 
legs.

The next Sunday I placed his contribution in the basket, 
along with my own. I also prayed, “Father, bless _______ 
and help him to come to a knowledge of the Truth. Help him 
and all others to be unshackled from sin and Satan’s poison. 
Humble me that I might be an instrument of your grace in 
this man’s life.” 

It is sin that separates us from God whether it is con-
sumption of alcohol, drugs, pornography, gossiping, false 
doctrine, or just neglecting to do what we know is good 
(Jam. 4:17). “For all have sinned and fallen short of the 
glory of God” (Rom. 3:23). “But we are all as an unclean 
thing, and all our righteousnesses are as filthy rags; and 
we all do fade as a leaf; and our iniquities, like the wind, 
have taken us away” (Isa. 64:6). “But your iniquities have 
separated between you and your God, and your sins have 
hid his face from you, that he will not hear” (Isa. 59:2).

The greatest good I can do for this lost soul, and myself, 
is to kindly warn him of his sin and show him the way out.

Jesus answered them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Who-
soever committeth sin is the servant of sin. And the servant 
abideth not in the house for ever: but the Son abideth ever. 
If the Son therefore shall make you free, ye shall be free 
indeed (John 8:34-36).

The other day I inquired of the manager as to where this 
man lived. She told me and I went and knocked on his door. 
He responded and I walked into a darkened room with the 
stench of old tobacco smoke in the air. He and a male friend 
were sitting eating a sandwich. He was holding a large bottle 
of beer. Before them on the coffee table was an ashtray filled 
with cigarette butts. I spoke to him and said, “________, I 
did what you asked me to do.” I then handed him a flyer for 
our Gospel Meeting and invited him to come. On the flyer I 
had written “Please come! Your neighbor and friend, Roelf,” 
followed by my phone number. He thanked me and then I 
left not wishing to intrude on his meal.

All of us must do what we can to further the Gospel. 
For some it may be some deed that requires Herculean ef-
fort and faith. For others, like me, it may be a simple act of 
concern and trust in God’s promises. But above all we must 
do something!  I believe the small deeds, done for the right 
reasons, often accomplish as much as the mighty ones. “For 
as the body without the spirit is dead, so faith without 
works is dead also” (Jam. 2:24). “Therefore, my beloved 
brethren, be ye stedfast, unmoveable, always abounding 
in the work of the Lord, forasmuch as ye know that your 
labour is not in vain in the Lord” (1 Cor. 15:58).
WHEN THE LORD RETURNS HIS
FEET WILL NOT TOUCH THE GROUND!

“Then we which are alive and remain shall be caught 
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up together with them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in 
the air: and so shall we ever be with the Lord” (1 The. 
4:17).

Paul paints a reassuring scenario in 1 Thessalonians for 
the Thessalonian Christians and us as to Jesus Christ’s Sec-
ond Coming.

·    The Lord will return for all to see and hear.
·    He will come in the clouds.
·    The dead in Christ will be resurrected first.
·    The faithful living will then meet the Lord in the air.
·    We will forever be with the Christ.
Contrary to what millions believe, there will be no “se-

cret” rapture. In fact, there will be no “rapture” (by their 
definition) at all! The false doctrine of the rapture refers to a 
secret Second Coming of Christ in which He returns sudden-
ly and silently to snatch away from the earth the righteous 
living along with the resurrected bodies of the deceased 
Christians to be with Him in heaven for a period of seven 
years. It is followed by a third return in which Jesus fights 
a bloody battle and then reigns over a physical kingdom for 
1,000 years or a millennium.  You may have seen the bumper 
sticker which says, “In Case of Rapture This Car Will Be 
Unoccupied” or something to that effect. Imagine the Prince 
of Peace allowing driverless cars, trucks, trains and airplanes 
to crash, kill and injury thousands of innocents.  This is part 
of the equally false and soul-damning doctrine called Premi-
llenialism. “Jesus answered, My kingdom is not of this 
world…” (John 18:36).

But Jesus never said believers would be raised before 
the “last day” or the day He returns. That day refers to His 
return and subsequent judgment of humanity. 

And this is the Father's will which hath sent me, that of all 
which he hath given me I should lose nothing, but should 
raise it up again at THE LAST DAY. And this is the will of 
him that sent me, that every one which seeth the Son, and 
believeth on him, may have everlasting life: and I will raise 
him up at THE LAST DAY” (John 6:39, 40—caps mine, 
RLR). 

There is no other day after THE LAST DAY, so believers 
cannot be raised before or after the last day.

But the Holy Bible once again is triumphant over man-
made religious doctrine. It indicates that at His second and 
only return to this earth Jesus’ feet will not even touch the 
ground. Notice the text: “…to meet him in the air…so we 
shall EVER be with the Lord” (1 The. 4:17—caps mine, 
RLR). 

With the millions of faithful through the ages we look for 
our Lord and Master returning to us as he left us two thou-
sand years ago. “Which also said, Ye men of Galilee, why 
stand ye gazing up into heaven? this same Jesus, which is 
taken up from you into heaven, shall so come in like man-
ner as ye have seen him go into heaven” (Acts 1:11). “He 

which testifieth these things saith, Surely I come quickly. 
Amen. so, come, Lord Jesus” (Rev. 22:20).  
SHOULD WE HAND OUT TWINKIES
TO THE STARVING?

Which when the apostles, Barnabas and Paul, heard of, 
they rent their clothes, and ran in among the people, cry-
ing out, And saying, Sirs, why do ye these things? We also 
are men of like passions with you, and preach unto you 
that ye should turn from these vanities unto the living 
God, which made heaven, and earth, and the sea, and all 
things that are therein (Acts 14:14,15).

This brave sermon was preached by brethren Paul and 
Barnabas in Lystra on their first missionary journey. While 
preaching the gospel there, Paul healed a crippled man (Acts 
14:7-10). The superstitious Lystrans thought they were the 
gods Jupiter (Zeus) and Mercury (Hermes). The local priest 
of Jupiter tried to worship them (Acts 14:13) provoking Paul 
and Barnabas’s response. They held nothing back in their 
response but spoke the unvarnished truth (the word of God) 
to them and condemned their paganism. The people later 
turned on them and nearly stoned Paul to death (Acts 14:19).

I wonder how religious liberals would have reacted to 
such a situation. For example the “Meet-You-At-The-Tap” 
folks would be too busy indulging in the pagan feasts which 
involved the consumption of mass quantities of alcohol, 
while they peddled a watered down gospel—a pseudo-gos-
pel which allows drinking of alcoholic beverages as long as 
“you don’t get drunk” (figure that one out!). The Community 
Church Movement would be too busy meeting the Lystran’s 
“felt needs” rather than preaching to them not to “walk in 
their own ways” (Acts 14:16) or the pagan lifestyle of idol-
atry and debauchery.

Some brethren would have invited them to view their 
“Financial Peace University” videos on Wednesday nights 
hoping to ease them gently into the church. Financial prob-
lems can be a “hell-on-earth,” but financial advice does not 
replace warnings about literal Hell fire which awaits the sin-
ner if they do not repent.

And if thine eye offend thee, pluck it out: it is better for 
thee to enter into the kingdom of God with one eye, than 
having two eyes to be cast into hell fire: Where their worm 
dieth not, and the fire is not quenched (Mark 9:47, 48).

We face an ungodly, hedonistic culture which is fast becom-
ing like the pagan, idolatrous culture of Paul and Barnabas’s 
day. Are we to seek to reach them with diversions and per-
versions rather than the Truth? Would you feed a starving 
man Twinkies or nutritious food? Do we seek to bring the 
sinner into the Kingdom of Heaven through the back door 
or honestly, with love, tell them the Truth and risk being re-
jected or worse? To do the former is to fail to understand the 
spiritual battle with Satan we are in. As Jesus told Saul of 
Tarsus, 

To open their eyes, and to turn them from darkness to 
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light, and from the power of Satan unto God, that they may 
receive forgiveness of sins, and inheritance among them 
which are sanctified by faith that is in me (Acts 26:18). 

Brethren, let us preach and teach the Truth. This will 
involve teaching the truth about drinking, drug use, adul-
terous marriages, “living together,” gambling, cursing, ho-
mosexuality, pornography, covetousness, and false doctrine, 
etc. But one soul saved from eternal damnation by the blood 
of Christ is worth it all. “And such were some of you: but 

ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are justified 
in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our 
God” (1 Cor. 6:11).

—2530 Moore Court
 Columbia, TN 38401

When brother Warren debated Antony G. N. Flew 40 
years ago in 1976, those who attended were excited to see 
what would unfold: Would the atheist with his use of logic 
prevail—or the Christian, a man of faith? Brother Thomas 
B. Warren, the Christian, began in his first speech to pres-
ent logical arguments, and he never relented. One can only 
imagine what Flew expected to occur in the debate, but it 
was the Christian who used logic while the atheist ran away 
from it. Brother Warren pointed out in his book, Logic and 
the Bible, that David Hume wrote: “No man turns against 
reason until reason turns against him.” 

Holger Neubauer was trained by Thomas B. Warren 
(among others), but during this debate there was no evidence 
of it. He refused to answer the logical arguments which 
brother Denham made, even though he signed his name to 
do exactly that the first two nights and therefore obligated 
himself to do so. Nor did he set forth any arguments of his 
own—except for one on the third night of the debate. So 
what did he do? Just as Flew came prepared with classroom 
lectures which he gave instead of debating, so Neubauer ob-
viously came prepared to make speeches designed to explain 
the major tenets of his doctrine. Neither Flew nor Neubauer 
actually engaged in debate. Occasionally they commented 
on something the opposition said, but that was about it. 

The proof that this was Neubauer’s aim is that he often 
times would bring up a verse or a passage, and when brother 
Denham would explain it, he would drop it like a hot potato 
and never mention it again. It was a strange way of debating.  
On the other hand, Daniel Denham fulfilled his affirmative 
obligations by setting forth logical arguments which Neu-
bauer, for the most part, ignored. When he was in the nega-
tive the last two nights of the debate, Denham spent his time 
looking at what Neubauer had said and answering the points. 
This is what a debater is supposed to do. Unfortunately, only 
brother Denham came to actually debate. 

When one of the two disputants engaged in a controver-

THE DENHAM-NEUBAUER DEBATE 
Gary W. Summers

sial matter refuses to fulfill his obligations, those who are 
observers should ask themselves, “Why?” Especially those 
who share Neubauer’s position should ask themselves why 
he would choose to “debate” the way he did. Does he know 
that his position is wrong? Why can’t he discuss the subject 
logically? Whether he realizes it or not, the answer is that 
a position that cannot be logically set forth or defended is 
wrong.

The Proposition
The first two nights of the debate, the proposition was:  

“The Scriptures teach that the general resurrection of the 
dead is yet future and is a bodily resurrection.” Those words 
mean probably what the reader thinks they mean and which 
he has heard all of his life. It means that there is (as we often 
sing) “a great day coming,” in which there shall be a resur-
rection from the dead, as Jesus taught: 

Do not marvel at this; for the hour is coming in which all 
who are in the graves will hear His voice and come forth—
those who have done good to the resurrection of life, and 
those who have done evil, to the resurrection of commen-
dation (John 5:28-29).

On that day, all shall be raised bodily from the dead. 
All shall first be changed to a resurrected body before being 
rewarded or punished. Those, like brother Neubauer, who 
hold to the AD 70 doctrine (also called Realized Eschatol-
ogy or Max Kingism), deny that there is a future general 
resurrection and that all people will be bodily raised from the 
dead. They believe that the resurrection described in John 
5, along with the second coming of Christ, occurred in AD 
70, when Jerusalem was destroyed. Thus they argue that no 
future coming of Christ and no future day of resurrection 
will occur.

Now, everyone agrees that Jesus came in judgment upon 
Jerusalem (figuratively, through the Roman armies) in AD 
70, but we deny that this destruction was what Jesus had ref-
erence to in John 5:28-29. Brother Denham pointed out that 
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there are several comings of Christ mentioned in the New 
Testament.  Jesus came figuratively in the person of the Holy 
Spirit (John 14:17-18), in judgment on Jerusalem in AD 70, 
and in judgment later on Rome, the persecutor of the church, 
according to the Book of Revelation. He even threatened to 
come in judgment on the church at Ephesus when He urged 
them to repent, or He would remove their candlestick (Rev. 
2:5). However, there is only one second coming in judgment 
on the whole world.

Neubauer’s response was to say that these brethren had 
more comings of Jesus than Old MacDonald had animals 
on his farm, with, “Here a coming, there a coming—every-
where, a coming coming.” He probably thought this was a 
good laugh line—one that would score well with his folks—
until one realizes that these various comings were not in-
vented by “these brethren.” The Holy Spirit describes them 
in the Holy Book. Brother Denham later chastised him for 
his frivolity. 

However, a good reason exists for concluding that the 
figurative coming in judgment on Jerusalem in AD 70 is not 
the second coming described in so many passages of Scrip-
ture. Denham went to the very plain verses recorded in Acts 
1:9-11. He pointed out that these words were not part of a 
figurative or symbolic passage—but of narrative, which is to 
be taken literally.

Now when He had spoken these things, while they watched, 
He was taken up, and a cloud received Him out of their 
sight. And while they looked steadfastly toward heaven as 
He went up, behold, two men stood by them in white ap-
parel, who also said, “Men of Galilee, why do you stand 
gazing up into heaven? This same Jesus, who was taken up 
from you into heaven, will so come in like manner, as you 
saw Him go into heaven (Acts 1:9-11).

Since the angels assured the apostles that Jesus would 
come again in like manner, that means that Jesus will come 
literally (rather than just figuratively or symbolically), vis-
ibly, personally, and bodily.  Each night the debaters had an 
opportunity to ask 5 questions, which had to be answered in 
writing before the first speech of the evening. One of the first 
questions Neubauer was asked was if Jesus would return vis-
ibly, and he answered, “False.”

Brother Denham pointed out all the words in the text 
relating to physical sight: watched, out of their sight, looked, 
gazing, saw.  Furthermore, Revelation 1:7a says: “Behold, 
He is coming with clouds, and every eye shall see Him, 
and they also who pierced Him.” Neubauer could never 
get beyond this first argument.

Some time, in the course of his first negative speech, 
Neubauer cited Matthew 24:30, which does mention people 
seeing Jesus coming in clouds in judgment on Jerusalem, 
but this passage is obviously figurative and symbolic while 
Acts 1:9-11 is not. Apocalyptic language is used in Matthew 
24, and “the sign” would appear. Neubauer began talking 

about the Scripture’s use of clouds as a motif. A cloud hides 
the presence of God. Whatever he was getting at, he did not 
answer the argument made by brother Denham.

Neubauer also claimed that “all the comings are the 
same,” which no serious Bible student would say, in light 
of the fact that God came in judgment several times in the 
Old Testament—on Assyria, Babylon, Edom, etc. None of 
these involved the judgment on Jerusalem in AD 70. The 
only thing Neubauer ever said additionally on Acts 1:9-11 
was in his first speech on the second night when he ridiculed 
the idea of a literal, bodily return. He wanted to know what 
height Jesus would be and if He would still have scars in His 
hands. Everyone knows that flesh and blood cannot enter 
heaven and that Jesus’ body had to undergo change before 
He entered heaven to be seated on the right hand of God, but 
that does not negate what the angels said. How are people 
to recognize Him if He does not have the appearance of His 
physical body? 

In his opening speech, Daniel made one other argument 
based on 1 Thessalonians 4:13-17, which his opponent ig-
nored in his next speech. Since Neubauer did not follow 
Denham’s lead, what did he do? 

Neubauer’s First Response
He began by stating:  “If you understand the time of the 

event, you can understand the nature of the event,” which is 
interesting. What did he mean by it? He first talked about the 
wolf and the lamb prophecy of Isaiah 11:1 being fulfilled. 
Okay, but what does that have to do with the issue? Then he 
went to Revelation 1:1 and 1:3, as well as Revelation 22:6 
and 10 to show that the things written in Revelation were 
“at hand” and would “shortly” take place. Nobody disagrees 
with these Scriptures (obviously); we often use those verses 
to show that premillenialism is false.

But Neubauer and his cohorts will argue that Revelation 
was written prior to the destruction of Jerusalem, and thus 
it would occur within a year or two. No date for the writ-
ing was given by Neubauer, but usually the early date is AD 
69, which would be about as shortly as possible. Denham 
eventually pointed out that the phrase at hand means that the 
prophecy is about to begin—not necessarily that all that is 
recorded would be completed shortly.

Neubauer went on record as saying the phrases are al-
ways immediate. He hammered that point repeatedly. Then 
he said, “However, there might be a marker in the text that 
signifies it does not begin until later.  The second night of the 
debate these statements were played next to each other in a 
loop. “Always. However.  Always.  However.” As brother 
Denham pointed out, “If something is always, then there 
cannot be a however.”

By far, the majority of brethren believe that the Book 
of Revelation is referring to the destruction of Rome, the 
persecutor of Christians. Neubauer said that the seals, the 
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trumpets, and the bowls are all referring to the same event, 
just as Pharaoh’s dreams of the seven skinny cows and the 
seven ears of grain confirmed the truth of the prophecy. The 
only trouble is that inspiration told us that the case involving 
the grain and the cows was so. Nowhere in Revelation does 
anyone reveal that the seals, the trumpets, and the bowls are 
the same message. Nothing in inspiration confirms that no-
tion. And in fact, it would ruin the symbolism both in Gen-
esis and Revelation. Two is a symbol of strength while three 
is the number of the Godhead. For something to be stated 
three times is one time too many.

One other topic Neubauer covered, which appeared not 
to have any relevance to Denham’s material was to give an 
exposition of Zechariah 14:1-9. He claimed that it referred to 
the coming of the Lord in judgment on Jerusalem in AD 70 
and that all commentaries agree with him on that interpreta-
tion. This reviewer has three commentaries on Zechariah.  
Two of them disagree that what is being described is the de-
struction of Jerusalem in AD 70. Neubauer also claimed that 
Peter and Paul were the two witnesses that went to heaven 
in Revelation 11. Agreement on that claim is slim, but even 
if everyone on earth were in agreement, it had nothing to do 
with answering Denham’s affirmative.

Observations
These first two speeches set the tenor for the debate; giv-

ing a full rundown for the four nights would be tedious; so 
key insights and statements will be examined. It was difficult 
to follow Neubauer. In his second speech on the first night, 
for example, he zipped through several Scriptures, and the 
connection between them was lost. This reviewer wrote 
down 18 verses so diverse that how they were logically con-
nected is totally unknown. They vary from Deuteronomy, 
Galatians, Luke, Ezekiel, 1 Thessalonians, Ephesians, Reve-
lation, Isaiah, John, and Hebrews. It began to dawn (perhaps, 
millennially dawn) on some people that Neubauer was using 
the tactics of Jehovah’s Witnesses and premillennialists in 
darting here and there to try to stitch together a doctrine.

The first speech of the last night of the debate proceeded 
in the same way—so much so that at the conclusion of the 
speech, this reviewer wrote down the following words about 
Neubauer—confused and confusing. In that same speech, he 
claimed:  “I don’t care what secular history says about Isaiah 
7:14. I believe it is a triple entendre.” [He had pooh-poohed 
secular history earlier when it disagreed with his “interpreta-
tion.” Most of those present were fairly shocked at that pro-
nouncement.] What he meant here is anyone’s guess.  But he 
is wrong about Isaiah 7:14. It does not have three separate 
fulfillments; it only has one.

Some think the first fulfillment was Isaiah’s wife having 
a son—or if not her, someone else living in the same time 
frame. The problem with that is, since Isaiah and his wife 
were married, she was not a virgin. If anyone knew what the 
Hebrew word almah meant, it would be the Jews, and they 

translated it in the Greek Septuagint (LXX) as parthenos, 
a word which always means “virgin.” No young woman in 
Isaiah’s day was a virgin who gave birth to a son.  If so, who 
was she? Could we have a name, perchance?

The one and only correct interpretation regards Mary 
giving birth to Jesus; that this is the correct interpretation 
and application of Isaiah’s prophecy is confirmed by the in-
spired writer, Matthew (1:22-23). However, Neubauer sug-
gests another fulfillment. He had a theory about the male 
child born to the woman clothed with the sun, with the moon 
under her feet, being Jesus also. While it is obvious that the 
child born is Jesus (He is the male child who was to rule all 
nations with a rod of iron—Rev. 12:5), He is spoken in this 
passage as having been brought forth by Israel (the woman 
described), who was anything but a virgin—either physical-
ly or spiritually. The two passages (Isaiah 7:14 and Revela-
tion 12) cannot be combined.

Throughout the debate Neubauer assumed that if cer-
tain language was used in one place, it meant the same thing 
elsewhere. While that does sometimes occur, such language 
may have a different meaning or a new meaning, building 
on what had happened previously. To assume that the same 
word or phrase always means the same thing it did elsewhere 
is the logical fallacy of equivocation. Having been taught 
logic, Neubauer should know better.

Having covered some of the fundamental matters con-
cerning the debate, let us look at some of the issues raised. 
One of these involved the prophecy of Paul in 2 Thessalo-
nians 2 concerning “the man of sin.”  Neubauer affirmed that 
this man was the high priest and that Jesus destroyed him 
in AD 70. Accompanying this assertion was that the Jews 
were the persecutors of Christians and that God would thus 
destroy them when Jesus came in AD 70, as per 2 Thessalo-
nians 1:6-9. This is also supposed to correspond to what is 
being described in the Book of Revelation.

Several problems with this interpretation virtually leap 
off the pages of the New Testament. First of all, the perse-
cution described in Revelation was intense. No one thinks 
only a few were put to death; the cry is heard of the souls 
who were under the altar, asking how long it would be until 
their blood was avenged in Revelation 6:9-10. This fits well 
with the Roman persecution of Christians since hundreds 
and thousands were put to death. How many Christians did 
the Jews put to death?  Stephen was the first (Acts 7:59-60).  
Paul indicates there were some others in Jerusalem (Acts 
26:9-10).  He gives no indication of a vast amount, however.  
Neubauer indicated that the Jews had persecuted many in 
Thessalonica, and they had, but how many Christians died 
there?  Acts 17:9 says the rulers of the city took security for 
Jason and the rest but then let them go. So far as we know, 
no Christian lost his life there.

Brother Neubauer correctly says that we ought to look 
for what a text meant to the ones who first received it before 
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we ask what it means to us. So what did 2 Thessalonians 1:6-
9 mean to them? It was assurance that those who troubled 
them (by way of persecution) would be troubled by the Lord. 
Since Paul was writing to those yet alive, they are the ones 
who would receive rest. Paul says nothing about those put to 
death as part of their persecution in either 2 Thessalonians 1 
or 2.  So, did the Jews persecute Christians? Yes, but nothing 
indicates that the Jews themselves caused very many deaths 
of Christians—not like the amount of martyrs described in 
Revelation. 

2 Thessalonians says that Jesus would come in flaming 
fire to take vengeance on the persecutors. Is that said of the 
destruction of Jerusalem? No, fire is a sign of eternal judg-
ment, as in Matthew 3:10-12, 25:41, 46. How would Chris-
tians persecuted by Jews in Thessalonica have been reward-
ed by the destruction of Jerusalem?  Neubauer’s theory does 
not match the facts.   

The Man of Sin (2 The. 2)
Bible students have always been intrigued by the iden-

tity of the man of sin.  Neubauer insisted that he was the high 
priest and that any other interpretation—especially, the man 
of sin being the pope—was wrong.  Of course, if one is talk-
ing about the literal temple of God, the high priest does seem 
to fit, and the explanation of Jesus destroying him in AD 70 
logically follows.  

However, Denham repudiated that idea by saying that 
Paul wrote in 2 Thessalonians 2:2 they should not think that 
what he had previously taught them was “at hand” (the trans-
lation of the King James). Neubauer took high exception to 
that translation, saying that the New King James and Vine’s 
Expository Dictionary were correct when they rendered the 
words:  “as though the day of Christ had come.” Greek tech-
nicalities aside, frankly, what is the difference?  How is “the 
day had come” different than “the day is at hand”?

The American Standard also contains “at hand.” The 
Revised Standard uses “has come,” as does the New Ameri-
can Standard and the English Standard Version. Young’s Lit-
eral Translation renders it “hath arrived.” All of them are 
expressing what Paul meant. Do not think that the Day of 
the Lord (even the beginning of its fulfilment) was at hand, 
had arrived, or was present. Why should they not think that?  
Because there would first be “the falling away” and “the 
man of sin” would be revealed (v. 3).

How can this description refer to the high priest?  Did 
Christians not already know the sinfulness of that man?  Had 
he not been instrumental in determining that Jesus be cru-
cified (Mark 14:60-64)? That is quite revelation enough as 
to his character. Also Paul had letters from the high priest 
to bring Christians bound to Jerusalem (Acts 9:1-2). What 
more evidence does anyone need to have in order to know 
that he is a sinful man, acting contrary to the interests of 
God?

Did the high priest claim to be God (v. 4)? Perhaps in a 
way he acted as though he were, but he never said he was.  
And what was restraining him (v. 6)?  Nothing. He con-
stantly took as much power as Rome would give him. Rome 
never stepped aside so that his power could increase. He was 
eventually taken out of the way, but he meets only a few of 
the characteristics Paul listed.  All the things that apply to the 
man of sin must fit.  And what signs and lying wonders did 
the high priest ever claim to do (v. 9)?  Christians were never 
duped by him to the point of not possessing salvation (v. 10).

Although Neubauer ridiculed the idea that the passage 
refers to the pope, that interpretation actually fits better. Al-
ready mentioned in the text was the fact that before the Lord 
returned to destroy him, there had to be first the falling away 
(v. 3). What falling away was there between AD 52 and AD 
70? No one has ever heard of one. But all know that the 
church fell away during the Dark Ages.

The pope does indeed oppose God and exalt himself (v. 
4).  Several references throughout history have called him, 
“Our Holy Lord God, the Pope.” These have been challenged 
by the Catholic Church as being unwarranted comments and 
mistranslations. But even if they are incorrect, does not the 
pope accept worship? Peter refused to do so (Acts 10:25-
26); even an angel refused (Rev. 19:10). Only Jesus accepted 
worship because He was God in the flesh. The pope is not, 
but he accepts worship. The pope also prays to Mary, as do 
many Catholics. Various websites deny all these things, but 
there is more than sufficient information to confirm the truth 
of the matter. 

Neubauer objected that the pope was never in the temple 
(church) of God. But exactly when did the original church 
go into apostasy? It began in the second century and contin-
ued in that direction until Boniface III proclaimed himself 
universal bishop over the church. Sprinkling did not become 
common for baptism until after 1100 or 1200. Some claim 
that the official change was “in 1311” at “the Council of 
Ravenna,” which allowed people to choose immersion or 
sprinkling. It may be that Boniface III had been immersed 
for his sins and entered the church that had increasingly 
wandered away from the New Testament. But even if he was 
not a member of the Lord’s church, he claimed to be and thus 
set himself up as God in the temple.

The mystery of lawlessness was already at work, which 
is the desire for self-exaltation. Diotrephes would display 
such an attitude (3 John 9), and Paul would warn against 
those who would draw away disciples after themselves (Acts 
20:30). When the nation of Rome was destroyed (around 
476), the papacy soon became full blown. There were al-
ready five bishops over various regions of the world prior 
to 606. The office of pope will remain until the Lord returns 
and destroys him with the brightness of His coming.

Over the years popes have claimed to do miracles (v. 9), 
and many have been deceived. When people do not have a 
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love of the truth, they will believe anything. They “did not 
believe the truth but had pleasure in unrighteousness” 
(v. 12). Was that true of those who followed the high priest?  
What corruption were they involved in? They were greedy, 
yes. Jesus exposed that attitude in the money changers. But 
those who profited from such endeavors were few.  What did 
the Jews as a whole gain by following the high priest? They 
were rewarded with death when Jerusalem fell.

However, adherents of Catholicism get precisely what 
is stated in verse 12. Their system of religion allows them 
to have pleasure in unrighteousness. They confess their 
sins, do some penance, and then go engage in the same sin 
again.  Just prior to the Reformation—and helping to bring it 
about—was the sale of indulgences, which allowed a person 
to purchase pardon for sins in advance of committing them.  
Thus, people have pleasure in unrighteousness. Which of 
these two proposed explanations best fits the data?

Date of New Testament Books Being Written
Several books of the New Testament have been assigned 

dates that come after AD 70. Among them are the gospel of 
John, as well as the epistles of 1, 2, and 3 John, Jude, and the 
prophetic book of Revelation. However, if everything was 
fulfilled in AD 70, then all the books had to be written previ-
ously. One problem for those who assert that idea (in the face 
of historical evidence to the contrary) is that not enough time 
elapsed for the development of Gnosticism.

On the other hand, Neubauer defends A. T. Robinson 
who opined that any New Testament book written after AD 
70 would surely have mentioned the Destruction of Jerusa-
lem.  It is true that the gospel of John omits all of the proph-
ecies concerning that horrible and bloody event. But why 
does it not occur to these scholars that the reason these latter 
books do not mention it is precisely because everyone was 
aware of it?  Would anyone expect there to be references to 
World War II immediately upon its conclusion? Sure, there 
might be analyses, etc., but everyone knew about it and did 
not have to be informed. In a world considerably less full 
of information than ours, all of John’s readers would know 
what had happened there.

The Death of the Law
In the second speech on the third night of the debate, 

Neubauer put up a chart that read:  “The Law died by means 
of the Cross but not at the Cross.”  “What?” someone says, 
scratching his head. “Oh, yeah,” emphasizes Neubauer.  
“The Law was nailed to the cross but wasn’t taken away un-
til AD 70. It was only passing away (Heb. 8:13).” According 
to him, Jesus’ coming the second time without sin to salva-
tion (Heb. 9:28) means that Jesus took away the Law at the 
Destruction of Jerusalem and established His law. This is the 
way Jehovah’s Witnesses argue.

The Law was nailed to the cross, period (Col. 2:14).  
Did Jesus die that day? Then so did the Law. The hatred 

between Jews and Gentiles was fueled by the Law of Moses.  
According to Ephesians 2:11-15, Jesus became our peace, 
having broken down the middle wall of division between 
them. Therefore Jew and Gentile could be one in one body 
(Eph. 4:4-6). This did not occur at AD 70—but at the cross.  
Otherwise, Jew and Gentile could not be heirs of Abraham 
and united together until AD 70. But they clearly were long 
before that date (Gal. 3:26-29).

In Hebrews 8:6-7, we read that Jesus established (past 
tense) a better covenant which contained better promises.  
Then the writer quotes from Jeremiah 31:31-34 which proph-
esied of the new covenant. Afterward, the prophet, quoting 
the phrase, a new covenant, says that the old, therefore, was 
ready to vanish away—at the time Jeremiah wrote! Neubau-
er (perhaps intentionally) tries to make the verse applicable 
at the time Hebrews was written rather than when Jeremiah 
wrote. Hebrews 8:6-7 said that it had already passed away, 
thereby disproving Neubauer’s thesis and showing him to 
take the verse out of context. The reader should study He-
brews 9:27-28. It refers to the death of men followed by the 
judgment—not a new law. Jesus came the first time to save 
us from sin, but His second coming will involve eternal sal-
vation.

The New Math
In the second speech of the last night of the debate, Neu-

bauer introduced the audience to his special brand of arith-
metic (reminiscent of the bit Rush Limbaugh used to air of 
“Louis Farrakhan’s Million Man Math Made Easy”). After 
pointing out that no one in the Old Testament ever lived to be 
1,000 years old, he stated that Adam lived 930 years. Then 
he said that Jesus was baptized at age 30 and Jerusalem was 
destroyed 40 years later, thus making 1,000 years. How 
amazing!

Well, consider this. After the resurrection, Jesus’ dis-
ciples caught 153 fish. Divide that by the number of those 
in the Godhead (3), and the quotient is 51. Now subtract the 
number of days that Jesus fasted in the wilderness (40), and 
the result is 11—the number of apostles Jesus had left af-
ter Judas betrayed Him and hanged himself. What do these 
numerical manipulations prove? Apparently, they serve as 
evidence for whatever someone desires of them.

Boasting
Holger Neubauer made two boasts on the final night of 

the debate. In his second speech, he claimed rather force-
fully, “Do you realize that we have already two people who 
have changed their minds, who had your view before the 
debate? We’re whippin’ you very well.”  In his last speech he 
spoke more temperately, but nonetheless he exuded the same 
level of confidence as he said: 

But we’re not gonna give up. We’re not gonna shut up. We’re 
not gonna back up. We believe that we have the truth, and 
we’re changing minds. I can tell you about anti preachers in 
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Indianapolis. I can tell you about brethren in Ohio who are 
reading our material. I can tell you about brothers in North 
Carolina, I can tell you about brothers in Florida, who have 
contacted us.  So, if we’re just so heretical, how do seasoned 
men, gospel preachers rethink some of the arguments that 
we’re making?

That is a question we all wish we had the answer to.  
How did Mac Deaver, Bob Berard, Glenn Jobe, and others 
rethink their views on the Holy Spirit? Neubauer moderated 
for Ben Vick when he debated Mac Deaver in 2011. He cer-
tainly knows that Mac changed his mind. How seasoned men 

are swept away by error is one of the great mysteries. Can 
Neubauer explain why Rubel Shelly became a liberal? Dan-
iel Denham gave a great response to these two statements 
by pointing out we were once united, but the introduction 
of this doctrine has created division. “This has become their 
golden calf…they’re dividing churches, and he’s proud of 
that.” 

—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792

dcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdcdc

IT’S A DANGER TO 
THE SOULS OF MEN!

Bill Jackson 

To speak, or not to speak? That is the choice placed before every 
Gospel preacher, every bulletin editor, every Christian journal edi-
tor. The choice is placed before us because of issues; and issues are 
here, and will always be here, because of sin’s entry into the world 
(Genesis 3). There is no such thing as an “issueless Christianity” 
in a world where sin and Satan do their work.

We keep hearing from those who admit that the issues are 
present, but their recommendation is that nothing be said about 
it. The preacher, or the editor, is censured for speaking and writ-
ing on it, as if the noble thing to do when an issue rears its head 
is to ignore it; we wonder if some feel that by ignoring it, it will 
go away? The basis behind the urging of silence is that men are 
involved, and thus, these men have their friends, associates, and 
supporters, and they do not want to see their friends spotlighted at 
all. Let a problem as Crossroadism appear, and let men thus begin 
to promote it; then, those who try to counter it face the friends and 
supporters. Let someone get off on the doctrine of marriage, di-
vorce, and remarriage, and spread the doctrine abroad; again, those 
countering the false position must face the friends and supporters. 
Let a college or a paper take a turn away from the truth, and they 
must face the friends and supporters of those colleges and papers. 
And the beat goes on . . . “Ignore the issue, for I want no criticism 
of my friends and co-workers.”

Then, what does the faithful writer, editor do? Is he to elevate 
men above God? Is he to value physical association above truth? Is 
the protection of some man, or school, or paper to take precedent 
before proclamation of truth? Is he to decide that Paul really did 
not know what he was talking about in picturing the warfare upon 
us in 2 Corinthians 3:5? Is he to be a man pleaser when such is 
never commended, but rather always condemned in the work? Is 
every issue Satan places before the kingdom to be weighed with, 
“Where do my friends stand? Maybe I should just be silent?”

Brethren, there is just one consideration, and it is paramount. 
On any issue, the question is: “Is this a danger to the souls of men?” 
If it is something in the realm of human judgment and expediency, 
then there should be no pressing. But if it has to do with the doc-
trine of God, and thus truth is involved and the souls of men are 

involved, speak we must! Whatever man is involved, whatever 
group may be involved, whatever congregation, whatever college, 
whatever paper—the kingdom and God’s Word are vastly more 
important than any man or group of men, involved in whatever 
endeavor. Every faithful man must view every issue, and then in 
weighing whether he is to speak or not, we insist that it is still the 
vital question: “Is it a danger to the souls of men?” If it is, truth 
and souls demand speaking!                                        —Deceased

[Our late beloved and lamented co-worker, W. N. “Bill” Jack-
son, passed from this life in the spring of 1991. However, his spirit 
is clearly seen in this brief but very timely article. Many of those 
who stood with him in upholding the truth, exposing error, and 
marking false teachers, wherever they made themselves known, 
no matter who they were, have ceased to stand where Bill stood, 
write as he wrote, and speak as he spoke until the day of his death.  
Several of them considered themselves brother Jackson’s friends 
and fellow soldiers of the cross, but in the intervening years they 
have ceased their warfare against many sins and have gradually 
become a part of the problem rather than the scriptural solution. I 
am thankful to have known and worked with brother Jackson. Men 
like him do not  appear often in the church of our Lord.—Editor]
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The author (Kevin Pendergrass) of the article bearing 
the title above operates a blog on which he comments about 
a wide variety of Bible-related topics. His blog’s statement 
of purpose begins: “The purpose of my blog is to provide 
honest, sincere, and in-depth Bible study and research to 
the best of my personal ability….” His opening paragraph 
indicates that he was reared in and preached in “conserva-
tive Churches of Christ,” an expression he uses five times. 
One might wonder if he is implying that he was not honest 
and sincere and did not engage in in-depth Bible study and 
research for however many years he preached the Gospel 
faithfully. It is apparent that he wants readers to know that 
he has distanced himself from his earlier convictions. The 
foregoing references to the church leave the impression that 
he conceives of it as merely another denomination.

I commend his second-paragraph summary of some of 
the many passages of Scripture that establish beyond doubt 
the necessity of ordering behavior and speech according 
to that which God has authorized, a necessity that applies 
alike to individuals and congregations. All is well until near 
the paragraph’s end, when he begins a sentence with “But 
what I began to see…,” and this turns out to be a very sig-

“WHERE IS YOUR AUTHORITY?”—A REVIEW
Dub McClish

nificant “but.” For the most part, the remainder of the article 
undermines the author’s preceding words (and the passages 
he referenced). 

Remarkably, his third paragraph accurately sets forth 
principles relating to the law/transgression/sin relationship. 
He likewise correctly expounds on Scriptural authority, 
whether posited by an explicit statement or by implication. 
However, brother Pendergrass follows his admirable prior 
statements by declaring that most “conservative Churches of 
Christ” abuse and improperly define or apply “the concept 
of authority.” 

The remainder of his article is an attempt to correct three 
problems that, according to him, illustrate the mistakes of 
his (apparently) former church affiliation. The remainder of 
the article takes the reader on a journey into the Pendergrass 
version of the “new hermeneutics” liberals began champi-
oning a few decades ago. The immediate aim of this false 
scheme of interpretation was to cast aside inspired, Biblical 
hermeneutical principles that have been tested and proved 
true by both time and polemics. However, the ultimate aim 

[The following article by our friend, faithful brother in the Lord, and longtime fellow 
Gospel preacher, Dub McClish, thoroughly reviews Kevin Pendergrass’ article entitled, 
“Where is your authority?” Following brother McClish’s review, we have printed
Pendergrass’ article so our readers can read it for themselves.  —Editor]
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Editorial...
ON BEING A CHRISTIAN 

The old year ends and a new year begins. But Jesus did not say 
sufficient to the year is the evil thereof. Our Lord taught us to live 
one day at a time because sufficient to the day is the evil thereof 
(Mat. 6:34). But people ignore living one day at a time and make 
a big to do about making new year’s resolutions. Of course, rarely 
are those boasts of great things in the new year much more than lies 
when it comes to keeping them. One would think that we would not 
need to be taught such an elementary matter, seeing that no one can 
live but one day at a time. If we take care of today’s business, we 
are as ready as we can be for whatever tomorrow, if it comes, will 
bring. Of course some day there will be no next day.  As Christians, 
if tomorrow does not come, we get to go to our long home which is 
far better than anything here. But while we are here we continue to 
wish everyone a happy and festive season of good things and that 
the new year will be happy for you and yours.  By the way, it will be 
much happier if you will learn to live one day at a time.

FRIEND OR FOE

From time to time, over my nearly 52 years of preaching, I have 
encountered preachers who can preach the gospel and expose error, 
but they never have learned how to live the Christian life. Thus, they 
do not know their friends from their foes. 

An eldership along with their preacher and three members met 
with a preacher (we will call him preacher “A”) to seek clarification 
of certain issues, have a better understanding of his work, and prop-
erly dispense with any differences that all present indicated they 
wanted settled, including and especially preacher “A.” The meeting 
could not have gone better. All was handled well, with everyone 
leaving the meeting in a happy mood having enjoyed the fellowship, 
clarification of information, and the understanding reached.  

Some weeks passed and preacher “A” correctly exposed pub-
licly some hypocritical conduct of certain preachers who did not 
mind fellowshipping false teachers. Having seen the stand preacher 
“A” had taken, other preachers sought to help preacher “A” with his 
exposure of said sinful conduct of these erring preachers. In fact, 
said preachers had knowledge of these matters long before preacher 
“A” did. But rather than be thanked by preacher “A,” they were sum-
marily attacked by preacher “A” with all sorts of uncomplimentary 
verbiage he posted on Facebook and in private emails. Preacher “A” 
was a completely different man than when he left the earlier noted 
meeting. But as is all too often the case with such people, not many 
weeks past, and here was preacher “A” once again cooing like a 
dove to those whom he had earlier in print slapped. And, why such a 
change in preacher “A”? You guessed it—preacher “A” now sought 
their help in a certain matter.

What is to be done about such characters? Leave them alone.  It 
is impossible to help them. After all they are “legends in their own 
minds” and really do not need anyone but themselves—until they 
think they can use you. Then, all of a sudden, you are important 
to them again. I had rather play with rattlesnakes than to deal with 
brethren who never have learned to live the Christian life, regard-
less of how well they uproot denominational evils and crack liberal 
nuts—which things are needed. Fundamentally, they are out for 
themselves and woe be to the person that in their paranoid minds 
are perceived as obstacles between them and their goals. 

  —David P. Brown, Editor
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of this movement, I aver, is to pave the way for rendering 
obligatory matters optional—almost without limit. The fruit 
of the Pendergrass hermeneutic has already moved him to 
write at length in defense of instrumental music in worship, 
which he for several years correctly exposed as unauthor-
ized. He now urges this practice as “optional” and one that 
should not affect fellowship between users and refusers.

The initial “problem” Pendergrass addresses is our “pre-
supposition that a law has already been violated.” This he 
labels “a grave mistake”: “When you condemn someone for 
not having authority, you are assuming they [sic] are violat-
ing a law” (to which I emit, “Duh”). He suggests we should 
ask about any questionable doctrine or practice, “Is there a 
law” instead of “Where is your authority?” But what is the 
difference in the ultimate meaning of the two questions?” 
He attempts to make a distinction where there is none. His 
illustration of the Walmart shopper is absurd. The 8 o’clock 
shopper need only tell his questioner, “The sign on the door 
says ‘open 24 hours a day’.”

This no-law dictum, however, is Pendergrass’s way of 
taking a swipe at the Scriptural/logical principle of “pro-
scription by silence.” He has fallen prey to the age-old bro-
mide of denominationalists (and liberals in the church) when 
challenged for their Scriptural authority to employ mechani-
cal instruments in worship: “Where does the New Testament 
forbid them?” or “There’s no law against using them.” He 
no longer recognizes the fact that when God specifies the 
means of carrying out any Divine ordinance, He does not 
need to specify any related exclusions—inspired silence in 
such cases constitutes exclusion. 

Rational persons have universally employed this prin-
ciple every day of their adult lives. We do so unconsciously 
because it is innate to rationality. When my cardiologist 
gave me a prescription for Brilinta several months ago, it 
never entered my mind to ask, “Will you please list all of 
the medications you’re not prescribing?” Nor did the phar-
macist, upon accepting said prescription, say, “I’m sorry for 
the delay, Mr. McClish, but I must call your doctor to obtain 
the list of medications he is not prescribing.” The explicit 
prescription implicitly—and logically—excluded all other 
prescription medications without naming a single exclusion. 
By the “Pendergrass principle” my doctor and my pharma-
cist would have had to explicitly list every unauthorized pre-
scription medication (which, of course, is a gross absurdity). 

Inspired writers recognized the proscription-by-silence 
principle. No angel could be God’s only begotten Son, but 
not because God named every angel and said, “You are not 
my son.” Every angel was excluded by God’s saying to our 
Lord alone, “Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten 
Thee” (Heb. 1:5; cf. v. 13; Acts 15:23–24). The same au-
thor (who I believe was Paul) employed this principle. In 
the course of comments on priests under the Mosaic Law, 

(Continued From Page 1) he remarked that the Lord was excluded from being such a 
priest on earth (8:4). But upon what basis was He thus ex-
cluded? “For it is evident that our Lord hath sprung out 
of Judah; as to which tribe MOSES SPAKE NOTHING 
concerning priests” (7:14, emph. DM). When God speci-
fied Levi as the priestly tribe (Lev. 8, et al.), it was unneces-
sary—and would have been superfluous—for Him to list the 
remaining tribes as unqualified. God’s prescription of Levi 
as the priestly tribe rendered His silence about a priest from 
Judah or any other tribe proscriptive. 

This incident is a window into the hermeneutical code 
of inspired men, and it perfectly illustrates the proscription-
by-silence principle. This principle is nothing more than the 
recognition of the force of implication, to which Pendergrass 
paid lip service in his third paragraph. He even cited He-
brews 7:14 as an illustration of implicit authorization, yet he 
fails to see that his no-law-against-it contention denies the 
force of implication, particularly of Hebrews 7:14.

Pendergrass’s no-law-against decree opens the flood-
gates to erroneous doctrine and practice. Where is the thou-
shalt-not statement regarding the religious acts of counting 
beads, lighting candles, or burning incense? Where are we 
forbidden to observe the Lord’s Supper on Thursday night? 
Where is the New Testament law forbidding a local congre-
gation to buy and operate a Papa John’s pizza restaurant to 
supplement the church’s income? This list can be extended 
almost endlessly.

Is it really so difficult to see the application of these mat-
ters relating to instrumental music in worship? This ques-
tion takes us back to the earlier mention of the stock reply 
of those who advocate (or at least tolerate) the addition of 
instruments to the church’s worship: “The New Testament 
doesn’t forbid them.” They are wrong; the New Testament 
does indeed forbid them—by specifying the spiritual music 
God accepts as singing (not playing) that speaks to, teaches, 
and admonishes the singers as they worship God (Eph. 5:19; 
Col. 3:16) and by being utterly silent about the use of any 
music other than singing. Let us rework Hebrews 7:14 rela-
tive to instrumental music: “For it evident that instrumental 
music in Christian worship hath sprung out of human de-
sires; as to which practice Christ spake nothing concerning 
worship.”

It is difficult to overemphasize the significance and 
consequence of honoring or rejecting this hermeneutical 
principle in Bible study. Apart from it the restoration of 
an apostate church would have been—and is—impossible. 
Moreover, it would be impossible to maintain the restored 
church without it. For lack of understanding and/or employ-
ing this principle relating to Scriptural silence, the professed 
“believing” world is hopelessly divided into thousands of 
sects. And yes, for abandoning this principle the church of 
the Lord continues to be ravaged by divisive liberalism. And 
for lack of consistent application of the principle, division 
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exists even among those who are not dedicated liberals. 
The second “problem” Pendergrass professes to see in 

“conservative Churches of Christ” is that our “misapplied 
view of authority is very abstract and undefined.” He then 
accuses us of “subjectivism,” whereby we determine what 
is “authorized” and “unauthorized” by mere personal whim. 
It would be humorous—if not so pitiable—to read his claim 
that a one-cup brother and another brother who defends the 
use of multiple containers both “use the same reasoning.” 
Surely, it is evident even to a neophyte in logic and Biblical 
knowledge that two men do not arrive at contradictory con-
clusions by “using the same reasoning.” My observations on 
this initial sample of Pendergrass’s claim that the “same rea-
soning” brings men to diametrically opposed positions apply 
likewise to the additional alleged illustrations of his accu-
sation. It is most certain that brethren Gary Summers and 
Wayne Jackson did not use “the same reasoning” to reach 
their conclusions regarding praying directly to Jesus, as both 
of them would surely testify! The “problem” involved in 
reaching different conclusions is not that the means of ascer-
taining Biblical authority is “abstract and undefined.” Rath-
er, the illustrations proffered simply illustrate that at least 
one of the parties is not correctly applying concrete and de-
fined principles of Biblical hermeneutics, a fact that brother 
Pendergrass once doubtless understood—and followed.

The article next declares that the former “problems” 
have precipitated the third, described in three terms: “divi-
sion, ignorance and strife.” One cannot gainsay the fact that 
very regrettable division exists among brethren, but such is 
hardly a new phenomenon. The church of the Lord has never 
been free of it, nor will it ever be—at least in time. I assume 
that our brother concedes that the apostles employed infal-
lible hermeneutics, yet the apostolic church was beset with 
those who were determined to bring the Gentile saints under 
Moses’ Law (Acts 15:1), some who said the resurrection was 
already past (2 Tim. 2:18), some who denied the resurrection 
(1 Cor. 15:12), some who rejected faithful brethren (3 John 
9), and others. As then, so now, it is ridiculous to blame di-
vision on correct Biblical hermeneutics. True, some do not 

correctly apply these principles, as was the case in the first 
century. However, much of the division of the first century 
church did not relate to hermeneutics. Such sinful motives as 
jealousy, covetousness, fear, human loyalties, pride, hunger 
for power, and homage to tradition caused much of the divi-
sion, even as they continue to do so. It is axiomatic that the 
misuse of a valid principle or practice can never rightly be 
cited in opposition to the principle or practice itself, which 
our brother is attempting to do.

Employment of Biblical hermeneutics, which brother 
Pendergrass has abandoned, will indeed cause division 
wherever and whenever there are those who refuse to submit 
to Biblical authority. Further, may we remember that not all 
division displeases the Lord. Numerous passages demand it 
when Truth and righteousness are at issue (e.g., Mat. 18:15–
17; Acts 15:22–29; Rom. 16:17–18; 1 Cor. 5:1–13; 2 The. 
3:6–15; et al.). Such division and strife were not—and are 
not—the fault of those who demanded/demand the Lord’s 
authority for their/our words and deeds (Col. 3:17). We do 
not need a “new hermeneutic,” but that all will correctly ap-
ply the “old hermeneutic.” 

Although he claims no intent to “demean” or “con-
demn” any of his targets, the Pendergrass rhetoric falls short 
of his professed intent. He accuses those whom he has con-
demned in his essay of “flippantly condemning others.” This 
is akin to liberals who are very negative about what they 
perceive to be “negative” preaching. Actually, “flippant” fits 
his censure of “others” whom he avers are misusing Bibli-
cal hermeneutical principles. But do not miss his real aim: It 
is not merely at some men who have differences. His target 
is the hermeneutics employed by the inspired writers them-
selves—which hermeneutics will not allow him (or those 
who have preceded him in the apostasy with which he is 
now complicit) to open the flood gates of error. I earnestly 
exhort brother Pendergrass to return to the solid ground he 
has abandoned.

—908 Imperial Drive
Denton, TX 76209

AUTHORITY, PERMISSION

WHERE IS YOUR AUTHORITY?
Kevin Pendegrass

“Where is your authority?” Have you ever been asked this 
question by a member of the Churches of Christ? Growing 
up in the conservative Churches of Christ, this was a ques-
tion that was often asked when discussing pretty much any 
belief or practice. As a former preacher, most of my sermons 
included the concept of “authority” and the condemnation of 
those who, I believed, were guilty of practicing and teaching 

gfgfgfgfgfgfgfg

beliefs that lacked biblical authority.
The typical passage usually cited when teaching about 

Bible authority is Colossians 3:17 (See also: 1 Corinthians 
10:31). Paul says, “And whatever you do in word or deed, 
do all in the name of the Lord Jesus, giving thanks to 
God the Father through Him.” The point usually made 
from this verse is that we must do everything in the name of 
Jesus. Doing something in “the name” of someone signifies 
doing something by their [one’s] authority (see: Acts 4:7). 
Since Jesus has all authority (Mat. 28:18) and since authority 
means the power or permission to act, the conclusion is that 
in everything we do, we must have God’s power or permis-
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sion to act.
Of course, this idea is not just taught in Colossians 3:17. 

This concept is seen throughout all of Scripture, including 
verses emphasizing doing His will and meeting His approval 
(See: Mat. 7:21; 1 The. 5:21; Rom. 12:1-2; Phi. 1:10; etc.). 
Therefore, when someone accuses you for practicing with-
out God’s authority, they are in essence accusing you of act-
ing without God’s permission. But what I began to see is 
that the issue really wasn’t the issue. After all, every sincere 
person attempting to follow God is wanting to act by His 
power and permission. The real issue is not must we act by 
God’s authority, but how do we know if we are acting by 
God’s authority?

We can know that we are acting by God’s authority as 
long as we are not willfully and rebelliously violating His 
law (Rom. 6:1-2; Heb. 10:26; Gal. 2:18-21). In Romans 4, 
Paul is discussing the difference between faith and law. He 
states a universal truth when he says, “where there is no 
law, there is no sin” (Rom. 4:15). In order for there to be 
sin, there must be a violation of law for “sin is transgression 
of the law” (1 John. 3:4). Law can be given either explic-
itly (John. 13:34; e.g., Do this/Don’t do this—States in an 
explicit way) or implicitly (Num. 3:11-13; Heb. 7:14; e.g., 
Specifying  a speed limit of 50 would implicitly exclude any 
speed over 50). Sin entered the world because God gave a 
law and Adam and Eve violated that law (Gen. 3:11). Not 
only is this a biblical teaching, but this is also a practical 
teaching. If a city didn’t have a speed limit, then there would 
be no speeding tickets. Authority or permission is intrinsic 
in the absence of law.

When properly applied, the teaching of authority is 
unanimously agreed upon. We should all seek God’s permis-
sion, and abstain from violating God’s laws. But the problem 
arises when the concept of authority is not properly applied 
and defined. In most conservative Churches of Christ, the 
concept of authority is abused and is not properly defined or 
applied. There are at least three problems of how the conser-
vative Churches of Christ misapply biblical authority.

The first problem is the presupposition that a law has 
already been violated. This is a grave mistake. When you 
condemn someone for not having authority, you are assum-
ing they are violating a law. In the conservative Churches 
of Christ, the first question is typically, “Where is your au-
thority?” Whereas the first question should be, “Is there a 
law?” The next time that someone condemns you because 
they accuse you of lacking authority for a practice, ask them 
what law you are violating? You can’t be guilty of lacking 
authority if there is no law you are violating.

Image that you are shopping at Walmart at 8:00 p.m. and 
a man comes up to you and asks you where your authority is 
to shop at Walmart past 5:00 p.m. What would your reaction 
be? You would probably ask him what he means. You would 
ask him if there is a law, rule or policy that would forbid you 

for shopping past 5:00 p.m. Imagine if he responded by say-
ing, “No, there is no law against it, but you just don’t have 
the authority to do it.” You would probably try to get the 
man some help or call for security because he isn’t making 
any sense. Someone cannot properly accuse you of lacking 
authority until they have proven that you are violating a law. 
This brings us to the next problem.

The second problem I found is that this misapplied view 
of authority is very abstract and undefined. When one begins 
with an abstract belief, then any practice can be “authorized” 
or “unauthorized” at one’s own subjective choosing. Let me 
illustrate exactly what I mean. All of the examples below are 
from preachers of the Churches of Christ.

Those in the Churches of Christ who believe that it is 
a sin to use multiple containers for the Lord’s Supper do so 
because they claim that there is no authority. In an article by 
Andrew Richardson, he begins by asking, “What authority 
do men have to use multiple cups of fruit of the vine during 
their congregation’s observance of the Lord’s supper?” Their 
conclusion? There is no authority. But then, using the same 
reasoning, Wayne Jackson teaches that there is authority for 
multiple containers for the Lord’s Supper.

Professor of Freed Hardeman University, Dr. Ralph 
Gilmore, believes that one is authorized to hand clap in wor-
ship (Freed Hardman University, Lectureship: Open Forum 
2007). Dr. Dave Miller believes that one does not have the 
authority to clap in worship.

Wayne Jackson believes that one has the authority to 
pray directly to Jesus. Gary W. Summers does not believe 
that we have the authority to pray to Jesus and must pray 
directly to God the Father.

These examples could be endlessly multiplied. You have 
those in the Churches of Christ who believe there is no au-
thority to have a kitchen in the church building. You even 
have those in the Churches of Christ who argue that there 
is no authority to support an orphans home out of a “church 
treasury.”

It is not my intent in this article to demean or condemn 
any of these men. My intent is to simply show the inconsis-
tency and to illustrate how some of these men are justifying 
practices under the guise of authority while others are con-
demning the same practice under the guise of authority, even 
though they are all supposedly using the exact same alleged 
reasoning. This is what happens when you use an abstract, 
undefined false presupposition. This brings me to the third 
problem with this belief.

The third problem is the division, ignorance and strife 
this belief has caused. Flippantly condemning others by pre-
supposing that there is no authority for a practice has turned 
into a hobby for many preachers and has become the shallow 
answer for members of the conservative Churches of Christ 
when they don’t really have an answer. Aside from the illus-
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trations above, I have personally heard preachers claim that 
there is no authority for power point during sermons, pitch 
pipes during worship and even chewing gum for recreational 
purposes since we shouldn’t be spending money on superflu-
ous things. Of course, as stated before, the list could literally 
be endless.

Here is the point: Seeking God’s permission is not a bad 
thing. It is a good thing. However, we must first understand 
that if there is no law being violated, then there can be no 

sin. Furthermore, having your own convictions through your 
personal study is not a bad thing. It is a good thing. However, 
we should not condemn others and divide lines of fellowship 
where there is no law. Until we let go of shallow answers and 
turn to the depths of God’s truth, unnecessary division will 
keep occurring and confusion will continue to reign king.
October 15, 2016—This article is printed without any 
changes or modifications.—Editor

http://www.kevinpendergrass.com/category/authority/

“AN IMPERFECT CHURCH FOR
IMPERFECT PEOPLE”?

Lee Moses

Some time ago, this writer passed by an advertisement 
for a denominational group which proudly proclaimed that 
they were “an imperfect church for imperfect people.” Obvi-
ously, they thought that many people would find this appeal-
ing. They perhaps thought that people would reason with 
themselves, “Well, I’m not perfect, and neither is anybody 
else. Those who would claim to be perfect are just hypo-
crites. Since I will never be perfect, I may as well join in 
with those who are at least willing to admit that they are not 
perfect.” “Nevertheless what saith the scripture” about “an 
imperfect church for imperfect people”?

The Lord’s church is the perfect church. It is perfect in 
its origin—the eternal mind of God (Eph. 3:10-11). Since it 
comes from the mind of God, it is perfect in its design (2:20-
22). It has the perfect Builder, Christ (Mat. 16:18). It has 
the perfect atonement, the blood of Christ (Eph. 5:25-27). 
It has the perfect Head, the perfect King (5:23; Col. 1:13). 
It has the perfect nobility of purpose, to proclaim the saving 
Gospel and to glorify the King of kings (Mat. 28:18-20; Eph. 
3:20-21). It has the perfect destination, the dwelling place of 
God (1 Cor. 15:24). Contrariwise, any other church has none 
of these things. They are humanly designed, built, perpetu-
ated, governed, and will go the way of all the world (2 Pet. 
3:10; 1 John 2:17). So, the church who admits they are “an 
imperfect church” can at least be commended for truth in 
advertising.

We have all heard the saying “Nobody is perfect.” It is 
true that nobody is sinlessly perfect, “For all have sinned, 
and come short of the glory of God” (Rom. 3:23); “All we 
like sheep have gone astray; we have turned every one to 
his own way” (Isa. 53:6); “If we say that we have no sin, 
we deceive ourselves, and the truth is not in us” (1 John 
1:8). Yet, when one is baptized for the remission of his sins 
to be added to the Lord’s church (Acts 2:38, 41, 47), that per-

son is perfect: “There is therefore now no condemnation 
to them which are in Christ Jesus, who walk not after the 
flesh, but after the Spirit” (Rom. 8:1, emphasis LM). There 
remains no more guilt for their sins: “And in their mouth 
was found no guile: for they are without fault before the 
throne of God” (Rev. 14:5). As a Christian lives by the 
Scriptures, “The man of God may be perfect, throughly 
furnished unto all good works” (2 Tim. 3:17). The apostle 
Paul labored to build up the church “that we may present 
every man perfect in Christ Jesus” (Col. 1:28). Christians 
are still susceptible to temptation, they still need God, and 
they most certainly are not God. Yet by the grace of God, 
they can be perfect for the use of the Lord, and they can 
stand perfectly pure before the Judgment Throne. 

So is “an imperfect church for imperfect people” desir-
able? No doubt some will think so. But why? One does not 
have to settle for that which is vastly inferior. The Gospel in-
vitation is open to all, regardless of how imperfect they may 
have been in times past (Mat. 11:28-30; Rev. 22:17). Do not 
settle for “an imperfect church for imperfect people.” Only 
accept the perfect church for perfected people.

—621 South Central High Road
Rives, TN 38253

Be not thou therefore ashamed of the testimony of our 
Lord, nor of me his prisoner: but be thou partaker of the 
afflictions of the gospel according to the power of God; 
Who hath saved us, and called us with an holy calling, not 
according to our works, but according to his own purpose 
and grace, which was given us in Christ Jesus before the 
world began, But is now made manifest by the appearing 
of our Saviour Jesus Christ, who hath abolished death, 
and hath brought life and immortality to light through 
the gospel (2 Tim. 1:8-10; see Rom. 1:16; Gal. 3:26, 27; 
Acts 2:38, 41, 42, 47; Eph. 1:3; 5:27; 1 John 1:7).
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“PHYSICIAN, HEAL THYSELF?”
“Now when the sun was setting, all they that had any 

sick with divers diseases brought them unto him; and he 
laid his hands on every one of them, and healed them” 
(Luke 4:40).

I try to keep abreast of the comings and goings in the 
denominational world because I firmly believe in the axiom, 
“Know thy enemy!” Recently I saw the following article in 
the daily issue of Charisma (a Pentecostal-charismatic on-
line magazine), “C. Peter Wagner Admitted to Hospital for 
‘Weakened Condition’.” The article went on to report that 
the family requested the prayers of everyone since this Pen-
tecostal preacher was in the hospital with dehydration prob-
lems.

I googled this man’s name and found that he was promi-
nently known writer, theologian, and missionary to South 
America. He has even taught at the Fuller Theological Semi-
nary in California. He has written some seventy books in-
cluding one titled “How To Have A Healing Ministry” in 
1988.

Hmmm! If he believes that miraculous healing is for to-
day and he has taught others how to heal, then why doesn’t 
he heal himself or have one of his disciples heal him? The 
answer is that he is a false teacher and canot do this (Rom. 
16:17,18). Every so-called “healer” in the past has died. If 
their claims were true, they would still be with us. 

The purpose of the miracles found in the New Testament 
was to confirm or “make secure” (Vines) the word of God. 
“And they went forth, and preached every where, the 
Lord working with them, and confirming the word with 
signs following” (Mark 16:20). We have that confirmed 
word today in the form of the New Testament (Jude 3). Why 
do we need it confirmed again? It is once confirmed always 
confirmed. When a thing is confirmed, the passing of time 
does not unconfirm what was confirmed.

I wish no ill will toward Mr. Wagner. I hope he gets 
well. Yet above all my prayer is that he repents of the false 
doctrine(s) he has helped perpetuate for many years. The age 
of miracles is past and the inspired, infallible, inerrant word 
of God is the standard of faith and practice for Christians. 
“But when that which is perfect is come, then that which 
is in part shall be done away” (1 Cor. 13:10).

[http://www.charismanews.com/world/60109-c-peter-wag-
ner-admitted-to-hospital-for-weakened-condition? as of 
September 27, 2016. ]

DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH
Roelf L. Ruffner

SPIRITUAL INJUSTICE
“I marvel that you are turning away so soon from 

Him who called you in the grace of Christ, to a different 
gospel,  which is not another; but there are some who 
trouble you and want to pervert the gospel of Christ” 
(Gal. 1:6, 7).

October 18, 2016, at Lipscomb University (LU) in Nash-
ville, TN, Ms. Michelle Higgins of St. Louis was invited to 
speak in chapel services. LU, named for the late brother 
David Lipscomb, was once affiliated with the churches of 
Christ but that affiliation is long gone. It has now wholly 
apostatized and is in the process of morphing into another 
secular institution.

Ms. Higgins is “director of worship and outreach min-
istry at the South City Church (Presbyterian) in St. Louis, 
MO” and spokesperson for Black Lives Matter (BLM), a ra-
cially divisive leftist political organization. Why would LU 
have anything to do with this lady and BLM?  They had her 
speak at TWO other events on campus over a two day peri-
od. In her chapel talk, she said, “White supremacy demands 
that only one type of worship education understanding be 
the center of how we view Jesus.” “White supremacy” is 
a phrase associated with the Ku Klux Klan and racism, not 
New Testament Christianity. There is no room in the Gospel 
for racism of any sort, whether white or brown or black. The 
Christianity of the New Testament was the same Christianity 
practiced by LU’s namesake—David Lipscomb. From what 
I have read, he had no place in his heart for the man-made 
barriers of race, ethnicity, and social class. “And (God) 
hath made of one blood all nations of men for to dwell on 
all the face of the earth, and hath determined the times 
before appointed, and the bounds of their habitation” 
(Acts 17:26).

What is happening to LU has happened many times 
throughout history. Men and women have pushed God and 
obedience to His word out of their lives by compromise and 
apostasy. This spiritual void is replaced by Satan and his 
false gospel of “social justice.”  This false gospel upends the 
Great Commission and righteous living with a pseudo-reli-
gious zeal for righting of all perceived “wrongs” in society 
(real or imagined). Dear reader, our world will always have 
its injustices because it is ruled by Satan (Mark 14:7; 1 John 
5:19). Only at the Second Coming of Jesus Christ and the 
subsequent Judgment Day will all wrongs be revealed and 
made right (2 Cor. 5:10; 2 The. 1:7-9).

Also in the article was a picture of LU’s mascot – a stat-
ue of a bison or buffalo. LU allows students to write graf-
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fiti and slogans on it (apparently the statue is washable). In 
honor of Ms. Higgins, the letters “BLM” were spray painted 
on the side of the statue along with the old communist salute 
of a clenched fist. How more disgusting can this get? 

For the time will come when they will not endure sound 
doctrine, but according to their own desires, because they 
have itching ears, they will heap up for themselves teach-
ers; and they will turn their ears away from the truth, and 
be turned aside to fables (2 Tim. 4:3-4, NKJ).

Jesus and His faithful brethren realize that this is a sin-
sick world (1 John 2:15-17). We should not make it our pri-
mary mission as Christians to right all the wrongs around us. 
Rather we should make it our goal to fulfill the Great Com-
mission (Mat. 28:19,20) and reach a dying world with the 
Gospel. Only the word of God can change the human heart 
and its behavior. “And of some have compassion, making 
a difference: And others save with fear, pulling them out 
of the fire; hating even the garment spotted by the flesh” 
(Jude 22, 23).
[http://dailyrollcall.com/?p=13813 as of October 24, 2016
http://fox17.com/news/local/lipscomb-university-facing-criti-
cism-for-a-speaker-connected-to-black-lives-matter as of October 
24, 2016.
http://luminationnetwork.com/category/news/as of October 24, 
2016.]

THE GOSPEL VS. THE WORLD
“And as he reasoned of righteousness, temperance, 

and judgment to come, Felix trembled, and answered, 
Go thy way for this time; when I have a convenient sea-
son, I will call for thee” (Acts 24:25).

There Paul stood, probably in chains (cf. Acts 26:29), 
before the Roman Procurator of Judea, Marcus Antonius 
Felix and his beautiful nineteen year old wife, the princess 
Drusilla, great-granddaughter of King Herod the Great. Fe-
lix, a freed slave, had clawed his way to the top of the Ro-
man bureaucracy. He was known as a very licentious per-
son. Along the way to his position, he had seduced Drusilla 
away from her first husband, King Azizus of Emesa. They 
were now living in adultery (cf. Mat. 19:9). As Procurator, 
he had accepted bribes and also had a Jewish high priest as-
sassinated. What does Paul say to them? Does he proclaim 
to them the need to “like and feel good about yourself” or 
“don’t worry, be happy” or “God accepts you the way you 
are?” Not Paul!

Paul knew that this pair had a knowledge of Christianity 
(Acts 24:22). That foregoing meant that they knew of Chris-
tianity’s claim that Jesus was the Christ and had risen from 
dead. They may have heard of the cry of Jesus to “Repent, 
for the kingdom of heaven is at hand” (Mat. 4:17). They 
knew of the thousands who had repented of their sins and 
been immersed in water for the remission of their sins in 
Jerusalem a few years before (Acts 2:38, 41). 

Luke records that Paul “reasoned” or gave a strong 
argument regarding three things: “righteousness, temper-
ance, and judgment to come.” “Righteousness” meant 
upright conduct before God. “Righteousness exalteth a na-
tion: but sin is a reproach to any people” (Pro. 14:34). 
“Temperance” meant self-control, exactly what Felix and 
Drusilla were not practicing.  “Such is the way of an adul-
terous woman; she eateth, and wipeth her mouth, and 
saith, I have done no wickedness” (Pro. 30:20). Paul also 
covered something many forget about today—“the judg-
ment to come.”

Because he hath appointed a day, in the which he will judge the 
world in righteousness by that man whom he hath ordained; 
whereof he hath given assurance unto all men, in that he hath 
raised him from the dead (Acts 17:31).

Assuredly, Paul spoke “truth to power” before these two 
august sinners in Caesarea. He did not compromise the Gos-
pel to suit the audience. “Preach the word; be instant in 
season, out of season; reprove, rebuke, exhort with all 
long suffering and doctrine” (2 Tim. 4:2). Some today 
would accuse Paul of being “unloving and hateful” because 
he pointed out the sin of these sinners and the remedy. Yet, is 
it not the loving thing to do regarding any sinner?

Felix’s reaction to Paul’s message revealed his fear. As a 
judge of Paul and others he knew what judgment and justice 
involved. He physically shook or trembled (“was terrified” 
ASV, 1901) at the prospect of divine punishment for his sins. 
This pagan understood Paul’s plain preaching. The neo-pa-
gans and hedonists of today can also understand plain,Bible 
preaching. “For we must all appear before the judgment 
seat of Christ; that every one may receive the things done 
in his body, according to that he hath done, whether it 
be good or bad” (2 Cor. 5:10). Sadly, his response was not 
obedience of the Gospel, but procrastination.

Drusilla’s reaction is not recorded by Luke. This pam-
pered teenager may have just shrugged off Paul’s message as 
“hell fire and brimstone stuff.” As a “Jewess” (Acts 24:24) 
,she probably understood more deeply than Felix what Paul 
was speaking about. She may have also noticed her hus-
bands’ reaction. Did she tremble, at least inwardly? History 
records that Drusilla and her son by Felix tragically died in 
the fire and brimstone from Mt. Vesuvius’ eruption August 
24, 79 A.D.  Yet, it is also just as tragic every time a sinner 
spurns the Truth and dies unforgiven by the blood of Christ. 
“And now why are you waiting? Arise and be baptized, 
and wash away your sins, calling on the name of the 
Lord” (Acts 22:16—NKJ).
[https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Antonius_Felix as of Septem-
ber 22, 2016.]

TORMENTED FOR ETERNITY
“And, behold, they cried out, saying, What have we 

to do with thee, Jesus, thou Son of God? art thou come
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hither to torment us before the time?” (Mat. 8:29).
The demons that possessed the two men in the coun-

try of the Gergesenes were not shy about proclaiming their 
belief in Hell as a place of eternal punishment. They knew 
what awaited them at the Judgment Day (“the time”) and 
who would send them to Hell—the Son of God. The devil 
and his minions will not go out of existence or be annihilated 
at the Judgment. “And the devil that deceived them was 
cast into the lake of fire and brimstone, where the beast 
and the false prophet are, and shall be tormented day 
and night for ever and ever” (Rev. 22:10). Do you not be-
lieve in Hell or in eternal torment? Satan and his demons do!

Yet some religious folk and a growing number of my 
brethren do not believe in Hell. The idea of eternal punish-
ment makes them squeamish at best. Their questioning usu-
ally begins with, “How could a loving God…?” In essence, 
they do not believe in the inspiration and authority of the 
Bible because the Bible is replete with warnings about and 
descriptions of Hell. The Prince of Peace spoke more about 
Hell than He did Heaven. Notice the Son of God’s explicit 
warning:

And if thine eye offend thee, pluck it out: it is better for 
thee to enter into the kingdom of God with one eye, than 
having two eyes to be cast into hell fire: Where their worm 
dieth not, and the fire is not quenched (Mark 9:47, 48).

In other words, let nothing deter you from entering “the 
kingdom of God” or Heaven. While both are eternal, Hell 
and its punishments are incredibly horrendous. Heaven is in-
describably wonderful. Hell is God’s ever burning and ever 
decaying refuse dump—Heaven His ever shining eternal 
city.

Recently, I heard of a preacher admit to the congregation 
that he did not believe in eternal punishment. He (includ-
ing false teacher Edward Fudge and the Jehovah Witnesses.) 
believes that the sinner will be punished by annihilation at 
the Judgment Day. But Jesus in His description of the fate of 
those sentenced to Hell at the Judgment Day said, 

Then shall he say also unto them on the left hand, Depart 
from me, ye cursed, into EVERLASTING fire, prepared 
for the devil and his angels…And these shall go away into 
EVERLASTING punishment: but the righteous into life 
eternal (Mat. 25:41, 46—Emphasis mine, RLR).

The punishment for rebellion against the All Mighty on 
that great and terrible day will be as eternal as the one who 
gives it. And how do you “annihilate” or burn up a “living 
soul”— the eternal spirit given by God to a human being 
(Gen. 2:7)? To ask such a question is to answer it.

How could a loving God NOT send a sinner to Hell? 
“Shall not the Judge of all the earth do right?” (Gen. 
18:25). He sent His only begotten Son to this rebellious world 
to save us from Hell. “For God so loved the world, that he 
gave his only begotten Son, that whosoever believeth in 

him SHOULD NOT PERISH, but have everlasting life” 
(John 3:16—Emphasis mine, RLR). The word perish refers 
to the “second death” (Rev. 21:8) or the eternal torment 
which will be worse than physical death. It is only right or 
just that God, who patiently put up with those who defiantly 
disobeyed Him in their life on earth, will sentence them to 
eternal separation from Him (Rom. 3:4). He warns us repeat-
edly of the consequences of sin in the His word (Rom. 6:23). 
By His grace He offers us pardon or remission of our sins 
(Acts 2:38). Yet He made us creatures with free will. If we 
fail to believe the Scriptures and accept His offer, we have 
only ourselves to blame for all eternity (cf. Luke 16:27-31).

Years ago, I often heard sermons preached about Hell 
from many pulpits and on the radio. Now even those who 
claim they believe in the Bible and the doctrine of eternal 
punishment rarely mention it. Imagine a fireman timidly 
knocking on the door of a burning house and telling the oc-
cupants, “I certainly don’t want to alarm you but you might 
consider vacating your home. I think smoke is coming out 
of the back window. Please don’t hurry!” Rather the Gospel 
should be proclaimed as a matter of great urgency with a 
warning that Hell is to be avoided at all costs. “Ye serpents, 
ye generation of vipers, how can ye escape the damnation 
of hell?” (Mat. 23:33). “And now why are you waiting? 
Arise and be baptized, and wash away your sins, calling 
on the name of the Lord” (Acts 22:16 - NKJ).  

WILL YOU AND I BE ABLE TO MAKE THIS 
STATEMENT AT THE END OF OUR LIVES?

“Wherefore I testify unto you this day, that I am pure 
from the blood of all men. For I shrank not from declar-
ing unto you the whole counsel of God (Acts 20:26-27— 
ASV, 1901).

This statement was made by the Apostle Paul as he met 
for the last time with the elders from the church of Christ in 
Ephesus. He had labored among them for over two years as 
an evangelist. During this time, he had (1) twelve disciples 
of John the Baptist baptized; (2) preached in the local syna-
gogue; (3) preached in the school of Tyrannus; (4) preached 
the word of the Lord “to all that dwelt in Asia….both Jew 
and Greek” (Acts 19:10); (4) performed miracles; and, (5) 
caused many to burn their books of superstition for the sake 
of the word of God (Acts 19:19). The inspired writer Luke 
summed up Paul’s work in Ephesus by writing, “so mightily 
grew the word of the God and prevailed” (Acts 19:20). 

But what did Paul mean by the phrase “I am pure from 
the blood of all men”? He may have been referring to a pas-
sage from the Old Testament book of Ezekiel:

When I say unto the wicked, Thou shalt surely die; and 
thou givest him not warning, nor speakest to warn the 
wicked from his wicked way, to save his life; the same 
wicked man shall die in his iniquity; but his blood will I 
require at thine hand. Yet if thou warn the wicked, and he 
turn not from his wickedness, nor from his wicked way, he 
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shall die in his iniquity; but thou hast delivered thy soul 
(Eze. 3:18-19). 

Paul felt no pangs of conscience for failing to teach his 
neighbors the Gospel of Christ. He had kept nothing back. 
He had proclaimed the Gospel publicly and “from house to 
house” (Acts 20:10). 

The Lord Jesus Christ has given each Christian a similar 
mission in this life. “And he said unto them, Go ye into 
all the world, and preach the gospel to every creature” 
(Mark 16:15). This commission was not given to the apostles 
and the Christians of the First Century A.D. only but to us as 
well. What verse in the New Testament gives any Christian 
permission to opt out of this blessed command? Some claim 
they “don’t know enough” to teach others the Truth or are 
“too tired” or “too busy” or “too shy” to obey the Lord in 
this matter. The first excuse is cured by studying the Bible (2 
Tim. 2:15) and even using various personal evangelism aids.  
“Too tired”—yet our Savior was also tired unto death as He 
carried our cross to Calvary. “Too busy”— the Lord was also 
busy with the Universe (“upholding all things by the word 
of His power” (Heb. 1:3) yet He found 33 years to come, 
live, and die as a man on earth. The “too shy” excuse can 
be remedied by the proper application of Philippians 4:13— 
“I can do all things through Christ which strengtheneth 
me” and the use of a Gospel tract placed in the hand of a 
sinner. Yet, this command of the Lord has a great blessing 
attached to it—Joy! 

And he took them the same hour of the night, and washed 
their stripes; and was baptized, he and all his, straightway. 
And when he had brought them into his house, he set meat 
before them, and rejoiced, believing in God with all his 
house (Acts 16:33, 34). 
That joy is not only shown by the former sinner and his 

teacher but also by the inhabitants of Heaven (Luke 15:7). 
Have we forgotten (or ever known) the joy of being a part 
of a sinner’s decision to have their sins remitted by entering 
that watery grave of baptism (Acts 2:38; 22:16; Col. 2:12)? 
Will we be able to make Paul’s claim on that great and ter-
rible Day when we stand before the Judge to answer for our 
lives?  “For we must all appear before the judgment seat 
of Christ; that every one may receive the things done in 
his body, according to that he hath done, whether it be 
good or bad” (2 Cor. 5:10).

SHOWER CAP SALVATION?
“Wearing a shower cap only moments from entering the 

baptismal waters, Ophelia White was beaming with excite-
ment.”

This was the first sentence from an article in a South-
ern Baptist publication about the baptism of a 94-year old 
woman in the Cook Baptist Church in Ruston, LA. The ar-
ticle claims the woman was baptized as a young girl and 
“for decades believed she had a relationship with Christ.” 
A friend, Joy, convinced her that she did not know “Christ 

as her personal Savior.” After weeks of discussion with Joy,  
Ophelia “publicly announced her profession of faith to the 
congregation” and was re-baptized. One must assume her 
first experience was not good enough, according to this ar-
ticle, because she did not have a “personal relationship with 
Jesus Christ.”

In this same article, Joy relates how years earlier she 
discovered that her husband, who was a deacon in the Bap-
tist Church, “admitted he did not have a saving knowledge 
of Christ” and as they were praying one day he “accepted 
Christ” and I assume was re-baptized.

I wonder what the Bible says about this. (Jerusalem,  
Day of Pentecost, A.D. 30, responding to Peter’s preaching) 
“Now when they heard this, they were pricked in their heart, 
and said unto Peter and to the rest of the apostles, Men and 
brethren, what shall we do? Then Peter said unto them, have 
ye made a profession of faith in Jesus Christ as your per-
sonal Savior? Do ye have a relationship with Him? If not, 
let all of ye bow thy heads and say the sinner’s prayer with 
me. Then at next month’s baptismal Sunday thou wilt all be 
immersed in the Jordan River.” Oops! I guess Peter wasn’t 
a Baptist preacher because he actually answered a different 
way: “Then Peter said unto them, Repent, and be bap-
tized every one of you in the name of Jesus Christ for the 
remission of sins, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy 
Ghost” (Acts 2:37, 38).

Philip’s encounter with the Ethiopian eunuch on the road 
to Gaza: “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? And Philip said, Knowest 
thou Jesus as thy personal Savior? The eunuch replied, I be-
lieve Jesus is the Son of God. Then Philip said, before thou 
art baptized thou needest to say this sinner’s prayer with me 
and be saved. And they prayed. Afterwards Philip said, Sir, 
this water stinketh, let us go onward to Gaza so I might bap-
tize thee in the clean water of the Mediterranean Sea.” Oops! 
It actually reads,

And Philip said, If thou believest with all thine heart, thou 
mayest. And he answered and said, I believe that Jesus 
Christ is the Son of God. And he commanded the chariot 
to stand still: and they went down both into the water, both 
Philip and the eunuch; and he baptized him (Acts 8:36-38).

In the book of Acts it is recorded how Jesus Christ re-
vealed Himself to Saul of Tarsus on the road to Damascus, 
Syria. A blinded Saul was told by Jesus to go into Damascus 
where “it shall be told be told thee what thou must do” 
(Acts 9:6). There for THREE days he fasted and PRAYED. 
Jesus sent the Christian Ananias of Damascus to Saul saying, 
“Saul, the Lord hast heard thy cry to Him and hast forgiven 
thy sins because thou hast accepted Him as thy personal Sav-
ior and hast called on His name. Praise the Lord! I will order 
thee a shower cap from Jerusalem. As soon as it arriveth we 
will baptize thee and the other baptismal candidates in either 
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the clear Abana or Pharpar Rivers, take thy choice. What 
size is thine head?” Sorry, that must be a Baptist rendering 
of the text. It should read Ananias COMMANDING Saul, 
“And now why tarriest thou? Arise and be baptized, and 
wash away thy sins, calling on the name of the Lord” 
(Acts 22:16). And Saul was baptized for the remission of his 
sins “immediately” (Acts 9:18). 

Please do not take my attempt at satire as a personal at-
tack on Ms. White, her friend or any of my Baptist friends 
and neighbors. The simple truth is that Baptist baptism is 
not Bible baptism. Baptist doctrine has one saved by faith 
only, BEFORE baptism. But the Holy Bible teaches one is 
saved at the point of baptism for the remission of sins after 
believing, repentance of sins, and confession of Jesus Christ 
as God’s Son (cf. Rom.10:17; Mark 16:16; Mat. 28:18-20; 
Acts 2:38; 22:16; 1 Peter 3:21, etc.)

Why remain in a man-made religious organization that 
teaches false doctrine? Are you depending upon some reli-
gious experience to save you rather than the blood of Jesus 
Christ? One comes into contact with that cleansing blood 
ONLY when they are immersed or buried into Christ’s death 
(Rom. 6:3, 4; Col. 2:12; 1 Pet. 3:21; Heb. 9:14), not because 
of some “personal relationship” or the uttering of a “sinner’s 
prayer” that cannot be found in the New Testament! And 
now why tarriest thou?
[http://www.bpnews.net/47813/its-never-too-late-94year-
old-gains-new-life as of November 1, 2016]

SOME COMMON QUESTIONS 
ANSWERED ABOUT THE SABBATH

1. Didn’t Jesus worship God on the Sabbath while on 
this earth?

Yes, but Jesus also lived and worshipped under the Law 
of Moses which has been done away with.

And you, being dead in your sins and the uncircumcision 
of your flesh, hath he quickened together with him, hav-

ing forgiven you all trespasses;  Blotting out the handwrit-
ing of ordinances that was against us, which was contrary 
to us, and took it out of the way, NAILING IT TO HIS 
CROSS (Col. 2:13, 14—emphasis mine, RLR).
“Having ABOLISHED in his flesh the enmity, even THE 
LAW OF COMMANDMENTS contained in ordinances; 
for to make in himself of twain one new man, so making 
peace” (Eph. 2:15—Emphasis mine, RLR).
2. Didn’t the Apostle Paul often teach and preach on 

the Sabbath in synagogues?
Yes, he used every opportunity to proclaim the Gospel. 

Yet he preached and taught on other days of the week as 
well. His mission was to both Jew and Gentile. 

And upon THE FIRST DAY OF THE WEEK, when the 
disciples came together to break bread, Paul preached 
unto them, ready to depart on the morrow; and contin-
ued his speech until midnight (Acts 20:7—Emphasis mine, 
RLR).
3. Didn’t Jesus actually rise from the dead on Satur-

day rather than Sunday, being crucified on Thursday?
Jesus was placed in the tomb late Friday afternoon and 

arose early Sunday morning. To the ancient Jews any part of 
a day was counted as a whole day (cf. Esther 4:15-17; 5:1).

Jesus’ body was laid in Joseph’s tomb right before the 
Sabbath began Friday evening.

And now when the even was come, because it was the 
preparation, that is, THE DAY BEFORE THE SAB-
BATH, Joseph of Arimathaea, an honourable counsellor, 
which also waited for the kingdom of God, came, and went 
in boldly unto Pilate, and craved the body of Jesus.  And 
Pilate marvelled if he were already dead: and calling unto 
him the centurion, he asked him whether he had been any 
while dead. And when he knew it of the centurion, he gave 
the body to Joseph (Mark 15:42-45—Emphasis mine, RLR). 
He arose Sunday morning at dawn. 
And WHEN THE SABBATH WAS PAST, Mary Mag-
dalene, and Mary the mother of James, and Salome, had 
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bought sweet spices, that they might come and anoint him. 
And very early in the morning THE FIRST DAY OF THE 
WEEK, they came unto the sepulchre at the rising of the 
sun (Mark 16:1, 2—Emphasis mine—RLR).
4. Doesn’t Hebrews 4:9 teach that one must keep the 

Sabbath?
“There remaineth therefore a rest to the people of 

God” (Heb. 4:9). The context of this verse shows that it 
refers to the Christian’s Heavenly reward. “For we which 
have believed do enter into rest, as he said, As I have 
sworn in my wrath, if they shall enter into my rest: al-
though the works were finished from the foundation of 
the world” (Heb. 4:3). That “rest” is not on Saturday, but is 
an eternal rest in Heaven.

Christians must follow the inspired New Testament 
example of worshipping God on the first day of week— 
Sunday. “And upon THE FIRST DAY OF THE WEEK, 
when the disciples came together to break bread, Paul 
preached unto them, ready to depart on the morrow; and 
continued his speech until midnight” (Acts 20:7).

THE POWER TO BECOME
But as many as received him, to them gave he power to 
become the sons of God, even to them that believe on his 
name:  Which were born, not of blood, nor of the will of 
the flesh, nor of the will of man, but of God (John 6:12, 13).
I am thankful to God to be a simple, New Testament 

Christian—free from the bondage to sin; free from the ten-
tacles of false doctrine; free from denominational trappings; 
free from Biblically unauthorized worship—in other words, 
free to do God’s will. 

But God be thanked, that ye were the servants of sin, 

but ye have obeyed from the heart that form of doctrine 
which was delivered you.  Being then made free from sin, 
ye became the servants of righteousness (Rom. 6:17, 18).

I am not a Christian through my own meritorious works, 
but through the love and grace of God and His only begot-
ten Son (John 3:16; Titus 2:11,12). Yet I also obeyed God’s 
Plan of Salvation for humanity—the Gospel of Jesus Christ 
(Rom.1:16,17). The Gospel or “good news” is simple, forth-
right, and determined. Plain-vanilla Gospel preaching saved 
my 12-year old soul from Hell. As the Apostle Paul ex-
plained to the Corinthians,

And my speech and my preaching was not with enticing 
words of man’s wisdom, but in demonstration of the Spirit 
and of power: That your faith should not stand in the wis-
dom of men, but in the power of God (1 Cor. 2:4, 5).
It is the wonder of the ages that God allows us to partake 

of the atoning sacrifice of Christ and be saved from our sins. 
I came into contact with the blood of Christ when I became 
a Christian (Acts 22:16; Rom. 6:4). 

But God commendeth his love toward us, in that, while 
we were yet sinners, Christ died for us.  Much more then, 
being now justified by his blood, we shall be saved from 
wrath through him (Rom. 5:8,  9).
However, obeying the Gospel also opens up a door to 

our true potential as children of God. As Christians we are 
part of something greater than ourselves—the Kingdom of 
Christ. New Testament Christianity helps make us what God 
intended for humanity to be: spiritually, socially, intellectu-
ally, emotionally, and physically. “And Jesus increased in 
wisdom and stature, and in favour with God and man” 
(Luke 2:52). 
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That we henceforth be no more children, tossed to and 
fro, and carried about with every wind of doctrine, by the 
sleight of men, and cunning craftiness, whereby they lie in 
wait to deceive; But speaking the truth in love, may grow 
up into him in all things, which is the head, even Christ 
(Eph. 4:14, 15).
The phrase “power to become” (John 1:12) involves the 

liberty to either obey the Gospel one has heard and believed 
or disobey. The language used says one gains the “power” or 
liberty of action to become a son of God when they believe 
and obey. For example, a medical school student may say, 
“I am studying TO BECOME a doctor.” He or she has not 
become a doctor yet, something must be done that only they 
can do. Likewise after hearing the Gospel (Rom. 10:17), the 
believer in Jesus Christ has the power or freedom of choice 
to proceed with their obedience to the Gospel (God’s Plan 
of Salvation). The Gospel includes not only belief in Jesus, 
but repentance of sins (Acts 17:30), confession of Christ as 
God’s Son (Rom. 10:9, 10), and baptism for the remission of 
their sins (Mark 16:16; Acts 2:38). If they DO this, they are 

saved from their sins and are “born again” (John 3:3, 5). If 
they fail to act in obedient faith, they are not a New Testa-
ment Christian or “sons of God” (John 1:12) no matter how 
loudly they profess that they are. 

Not every one that saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter 
into the kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the will of 
my Father which is in heaven. Many will say to me in that 
day, Lord, Lord, have we not prophesied in thy name? 
and in thy name have cast out devils? and in thy name 
done many wonderful works? And then will I profess unto 
them, I never knew you: depart from me, ye that work 
iniquity (Mat. 7:21-23).

Are you a New Testament Christian? Have you obeyed 
the Gospel of Jesus Christ or are you merely paying lip ser-
vice to it?

—2530 Moore Court
Columbia, TN 38401
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TARBET BOOKS FOR SALE
TARBET-BILLINGSLY DEBATE: Concerning Matthew–John and their relationship to 
Marriage, Divorce, Remarriage, and Adultery—$12.00
VISIONS OF TWO JERUSALEMS: Commentary on the book of Revelation—$12.00 
JESUS, THE ONLY BEGOTTEN SON: Deals with Greek monogenes—$10.00                  
THE “T” TRAIL: Geneology of “Tarbets” written in 1985 —$5.00

 Checks or Money orders only. Postage & Handling Included. NO “PayPal”

FREE BOOKS by Don Tarbet & Anne Bell
WITH THIS RING —Free
RAVENING WOLVES & A ROARING LION—Free
BOUNDARIES—SAFE & SECURE—Free   

 We pay postage & handling on these Free books—A mission effort.
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ORDER FROM:
DON TARBET
215 W. Sears St.
Denison,Texas 

Second Debate on the Subject of:

REALIZED ESCHATOLOGY
April 20-23, 2017

Bellview Church of Christ, 
4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola, Florida 32526

The propositions to be debated are:

Howard Daniel Denham will affirm: The Scriptures teach that the 
general resurrection of the dead is yet future and is a bodily resur-
rection.

Holger Neubauer will affirm: The Scriptures teach that the general 
resurrection is a bodily resurrection and is not still future.
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DIRECTORY OF CHURCHES 

-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) 989-8155.

-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. Contact: Inside the U.K.: 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. http://www.bellviewcoc.com/

-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-

Elk City–Northeast Church of Christ, 616 N. Locust Ave., Mailing address 
P.O. Box 267, Elk City, OK  73648-0267, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 
5:00 p.m. Wed., 7:00 p.m. Jerry and  Nathan Brewer, evangelists. The church 
building is one block east of North Van Buren, on East Avenue C in Elk 
City, Oklahoma . FaceBook : www.facebook.com/nechurchofchristecok. 
Phone: (580) 225-4395

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, (803) 442-6388, Sun.: 10:00 a.m., 11:00 
a.m., 6:00p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., 

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) 218-2892; dubmcclish@gmail.com.

Houston area–Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box 
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30 
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of  the Spring 
Contending for the Faith Lectures. 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.
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