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THE OCCASION OF THIS ARTICLE
(SUMMERS)

In December of 2002 Contending for the Faith
published “Being Fair,” written by me. The thrust of
that material was to demonstrate that much-respected
brethren Thomas B. Warrenand Andrew Connally
did not subscribe to the current view that M ac Deaver
(hereafter M. Deaver) teacheswith respect to the Holy
Spirit’sdleged direct influence upon the Christian. Mac
aso inssted that Goebel Music (hereafter Music)
agreed with his position, and it was pointed out that there
was no evidence to substantiate that claim.

M. Deaver objected strenuoudy to every point |
made—especially about Music. On January 2, 2003 he
wrote in a persona letter:

| havetalked with Goebel on the phone sincereceiving

your latest letter. Y ou seemto think that he simply would

not say to you on the phonethat heand | arein agree-
ment. In this you simply are mistaken. Wishing some-
thing to be so does not make it so. Gary, do you really
want to know what Goebel Music believes? Or areyou
afraid of finding out? Why do you think he dedicated
hisHoly Spirit referencework to brother Warren and to

my father? Shouldn’t that at least provide you with a

clue as to where he stands?

Up until this point it was my philosophy that M.
Deaver was assuming things that he wanted to believe,
but his challenge was bold and daring. Still, it seemed
preposterous. Could the man we all admired so much
for his consistent stand for the truth, the one who stood
tall against the liberalswho would have destroyed Pearl
Street back in the late 70s, the stalwart soldier who
opened brethren’ s eyes with the outstanding book, Be-

hold the Patter n—could this beloved brother possibly
agreewith M. Deaver’ serror regarding the Holy Spirit?

It remained unthinkable despite M. Deaver’'s
clams, and | told him so. On January 24, 2003, M.
Deaver’s replied to my letter and again urged me to
cal or write Music “...somehow | get the impression
you fear the phone call and what you will learn. Music
is not hostile. Why not have Marvin [Weir] (hereafter
Weair) cal him, if you cannot bring yourself to do it?’

Actudly, | eventually did both. | called and talked
to Goebdl: he neither acknowledged nor denied agree-
ing with M. Deaver. | dso caled Weir because we
had discussed this very point a year earlier. At that
time (February 2002) Weir had made at least two at-
tempts to schedule a meeting with Music, but nothing
was ever set up. Theeldersat Pearl Street had written
him aletter (May 2002), which was never mailed, be-
cause one elder (Joe Chism) suggested, “we owe
Goebd” apersona meeting instead. Because of brother
Music's poor health at that time, everyone decided to
forego any discussion about hisviewson M. Deaver’s
doctrine.

In 2003, however, largely due to M. Deaver's
letters previously reviewed, two discussions were ar-
ranged. Weir and two brothersfrom Rowlett met with
Music on Saturday, March 15", A meeting with the
PS elders and me was set up for the following Satur-
day, March 22, Music had invited meto attend in our
phone conversation and had indicated that the meeting
could be taped. However, | was not permitted to at-
tend it. As we were preparing to depart for the meet-
ing a Music’ s house, Joe Chism informed me, “ Goebel

(Continued on Page 8)
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Editonial...
A BIBLICAL OBLIGATION

It has dways been the practice of Contending
for the Faith to approach and treat the topics/per-
SoNs gppearing on its pages according to the direct
satements, examples, and implications of the words
of the Biblein generd and the New Testament in par-
ticular. This is the case because God has seen fit to
communicate hiswill to usin the form of language—
words. Without direct statements, examplesand what
they imply, language, if it could continue to be cor-
rectly identified as such, would lose mogt of its power
to communicate. And, with the loss of its communica:
tive dement, language would lose its ability to autho-
rizein much detail beyond what could be expressedin
snglewords. Itis, therefore, important to know that
direct satements, examples, and what they imply is
not an invention of man. It is as naturd an eement of
the communicative nature of language asis a baby’s
naturd inclination and ability to nurse—thefdseteach-
ersof the* new hermeneutics’ notwithstanding. There-
fore, whether ordly or in print, if we are to be well-
pleasing to God we have no choice but to examine dl
subjects under the infdlible guidelines set out by the
direct gatements, examples, and implications found
only inthe words of the Biblein generd and the New
Testament in particular (Colossans 3:17; Luke 8:11;
John 12:48; Ephesans 3: 3, 4; 6:17; | Timothy 4:16;
[l Timothy 2:15; 3:16, 17; Titus 1.2; Il Timothy 4:2;
Hebrews 4:12; James 1:21-25; | Peter 4:11).

CORRECT TO SPEAK IT
—WRONG TO PRINT IT

However, among those who stand for the right
and oppose thewrong are somewho believeit iscor-
rect to oraly expose false doctrine, false teachersand
their erroneous conduct, but not to doit in print. Since
the Bible does not authorize this mindset, we shdl not
adopt it; to the contrary we shall oppose it. Seeing
that thereisno biblica authority for thiskind of think-
ing, we know not why anyone claming to follow only
what the Bible authorizes would practice it. Never-
theless, regarding certain error and the propagators of
it, some “defenders of the faith” refuse to do in print
what they readily do oraly. Regardless of why these
brethren occupy thisinconsstent position, let it be again
dated that the Bible makes no such distinction. There-
fore, to best of our ability CFTF will makeonly those
distinctions made by the divine volume.
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FALSE CHARGES LAID AGAINST US

Some people have labeled us “Witch Hunters”
“Watchdogs’ and muchworse. They label usaccord-
ingly because these terms are meant to convey the
ideathat onthepagesof CF TF we hunt and/or watch
for things that are not there and/or that is dl we ever
do. Indeed, they say we will go so far asto manufac-
ture witches and boogie bears. However, we chd-
lenge anyone to search the pages of CFTF from its
beginning to the present and in 0 doing note how
accurate the paper has been in identifying and scrip-
turaly deding with error and those who teach it. And,
such people are spiritud witches—the “Non-Witch
Hunters’ dong with“Non-Watchdogs’ notwithstand-
ing.

Of course those who lovingly(?) label usto be
“Witch Hunters” and “Watchdogs® do not intend such
to be a compliment. However, we must plead guilty
tobeing“WitchHunters” and “Watchdogs’ astheBible
defines such and obligates us to be. Thisis the case
becauseover theyearswe have certainly found anum-
ber of witches and, as good watchdogs, we immedi-
ately set about to warn the people about the danger
they hold for the church.

It is interesting to note that the Law of Moses
cdled for the degth of witches and made rebellion
againg God synonymous with witchcraft (Exodus
22:18; | Samue 15:23). Furthermore, in the New
Testament, Paul placed witchcraft between idolatry
and hatred in hisligt of theworks of theflesh (Gdaians
5:19-21). Of course | am just a backward, ole boy
from Arkansas, but it seems to me from the afore-
mentioned scriptures done that a part of the practice
of pure and undefiled rdligion is kegping onesdlf “un-
gpotted from theworld” (James1:27). And, theNew
Testament gives us many details on how not to be a
worldly, spotted person.

Furthermore, God never condemned a faithful
watchman. To the contrary, he appointed them totheir
position and expected them faithfully to do their work
(Ezekid 3:17-19). However, God frankly warned the
watchman of the consegquencesto himif hewasfound
derdict in his duty—something that few among cer-
tain brethren consder worth noting (Ezekid 3:20; Ro-
mans 15:4).

Also, through the prophet Isaiah, God did not
mince words regarding how he viewed the watchmen
who falled to discharge their obligations. Indeed, he
compared them to “watchdogs’ that did not perform
their work. Listen to the prophet as he condemns
them. “Hiswatchmen areblind: they areall igno-
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rant, they are all dumb dogs, they cannot bark;
deeping; lyingdown, lovingtodumber. Yea, they
aregreedy dogswhich can never haveenough...”
(Isaiah 56:10, 11).

What shall we say then to these chargesthat are
meant to label usto be something lessthan Godly? In
the light of the scriptures we can only say that we are
thankful that some have taken note of the fact that we
are not dumb dogs nor the companions of witches.
Indeed, it seems that the witches among us do not
mind barking loud and long a usin an atempt toraise
their darm to warn their own motley breed of “pot
lickers’ that we have gone awitch-hunting

AMAZING HYPOCRISY

It is sad but true that the Lord's church has -
ways had certain poor souls in it who condemn and
oppose those they deem quilty of “the sin of labding”
and so on—but engage in condemnation and labeling
themselvesin opposing us. And their incons tency and
hypocrisy does not trouble them at dl. These same
pious peopleare highly offended because of thosewho
judge others—but they readily judgethosewhom they
deem guilty of judging. They are quick to judge our
moatives by charging uswith baing unloving inwhat we
do—but they do not consider themsalves unloving as
they judge and labd us. They employ harsh language
when they cdl us “knuckleheads” “witch-hunters,”
“watchdogs’ “legdigts” “Pharisees’ and the like or
worse—but they do not see that they are using what
they cdl harsh language when it isdirected toward us.

They areincons stent at best, hypocritesat worst
and unrighteouscharactersthrough and through. They
areblind guides. Of such people Jesussaid: “L et them
alone: they be blind leaders of the blind. And if
the blind lead the blind, both shall fall into the
ditch” (Matthew 15:14).

A FORGOTTEN AND/OR AN IGNORED PART
OF CHRISTIAN LIVING?

We aso know thet a part of Chritian living in-
volvesdefending faithful brethren againg theondaughts
of evil men. Itisashamethat certain brethren (some
of them think they are exceedingly faithful to the Lord)
adamantly refuseto publicly and without apology sand
aong side a Chrigtian when unrighteous charactersare
doing al within their power to destroy one's Godly
reputation.

An example of such Snful conduct isseenin the
actions of a certain dder in Audin, Texas. Without
correct evidence and no interest in getting it, he dan-
dered afathful brother verbdly. But to this dandered
brother’ s face he presents himsdf as a friend. What
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was it that Jesus said about “whited sepulchers’—
how they appear on the outside in contrast to the re-
dlity of the corruption found within (Matthew 23: 27,
28)? At least over the last severd years some have
opened ther eyes to his gossp, backbiting and hy-
pocrisy.

| am persuaded that the lack of proper action
on the part of these so-cdled friends is nothing more
or lessthan desertion under fireand dereliction of duty
inthe face of theenemy. They arecowards. Incarnd
warfare, if it could be proven that such was the case
with a soldier, the sentence for such acrime could be
death. And it should be.

“I HAVE HEARD MANY SUCH THINGS:
MISERABLE COMFORTERS ARE YE ALL”
(JOB 16:1)

Indeed we have experienced the solace (?) of-
fered by certain brethren who declare they are be-
hind us in the fight againgt error. But they are o far
behind us, if we had atelescope strong enough to see
them, we would only see their cowering, quivering
forms peeping out from under their own beds asthey
begged someone to protect them. And, if they are
doing anything they are doing their best to shoot usin
the back.

JUST WHAT GOD WANTED—A ROCK IN THE
GIANT’S FOREHEAD AND A MAN AFTER GOD’S
OWN HEART TO PUT IT THERE

Saul and his unfaithful army a the time when
Galiath caled for achampion from the army of 1sradl
to come out and fight him may best characterize some
of today’s so-caled soldiers of the Cross of Chrigt.
When David witnessed the unholy rabble sfearful and
unfaithful response to Goliath’'s chalenge (I Samud
17:23-25), he put the following question to some of
“|srad’s finex”: “What shall be done to the man
that killeth this Philistine, and taketh away the
reproach from Israd? For who isthisuncircum-
cised Philisting, that he should defy the armies
of the living God” (I Samud 17:26). Following his
brother Eliab’ srebuke (typical of the unjudtified criti-
cismslaunched againg God' sfaithful by week-kneed
brethren), David asked two rhetorica questions. The
questionsand their obviousanswers should beclosely
conddered and pondered by dl membersof the church
of Christ. David asked: “What have | done now?
Istherenot acause’ (I Samud 17:29)? Tomakea
long story alittle shorter, David ended the whole sor-
did affair by knocking Goliath in the head with arock
and cutting off his head with the giant Philigting sown
sword. Yes, that was a faithful and loving act of ser-
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viceto God onthe part of David—but | serioudy doubt
that the Philistinesthought it was. And, we may be cer-
tain that Goliath was not thrilled with the outcome.
IN THIS ISSUE

In our February CFTF and, the Lord willing,
other issuesto follow, wearededing with someof M ac
Deaver’'s (hereafter M. Deaver) doctrine on the d-
leged direct work of the Holy Spirit on theinward man
of the Chrigtian. We will also examine some of the er-
ror of the present Pearl Street Church of Christ elders
(Joe Chism, Randy Morseand Harry L edbetter)
pertaining to Dub M cClish’s (hereafter McClish) le-
gd, ethicd and biblica use of whet the Internd Rev-
enue Service cdls a 501 (c)(3) public charity. Also
agopeaing inthisCF TF ismaterid dedling with Goebel
Music's (heresfter Music) activity in someof the Pearl
Street dders (hereafter PS elders) high jinks.

TO THE PEARL STREET ELDERS—
PLEASE RELEASE THE AUDIOTAPES

We cdl on the PS dders to release the audio-
tapes (unedited and unaltered in any formor fash-
ion) of the Pear|l Street elders meetings held on
May 10 and May 14, 2003. McClish is in complete
favor of dlowing the public digtribution and hearing of
sad tapes. Are the PS dders refusing to reease the
tapesbecausethey will reved inHarry Ledbetter’ sown
voice his accusation that Joe Chism was the cause of
the problems in the PS edership because of his (Joe
Chism's) claim that he agreed with M. Deaver on the
direct work of the Holy Spirit on theinward man of the
Chrigian? Arethe PSddersafraid to releasethe afore-
mentioned tapes because they will prove that McClish
isaliar?

After | had sent trueffase questions to them, the
PS elders answered me in aletter dated September 7,
2003 wherein they declined to answer the questions |
sent them. They dso informed me that they had rec-
ommended to Music and Wayne French (deacon at
Pearl Street) not to answer any questions. However, in
refusing to answer questions sent to him regarding what
he understood the PS elders believed on this subject,
M. Deaver directed me to the elders and Music for
answers regarding what they believed (May we con-
clude that the Holy Spirit directly moved him to tell us
to do that?). But right now that’s a trip to a broken
cistern. And it isthe PS elders who have knocked the
bottom out of it. Strange the Holy Spirit did not know
to tell M. Deaver that it would do me no good to seek
answers from the PS dders.

Moreover, in an Internet chat room in mid-No-
vember Jacob M or se (son of P.S. eder Randy Morse)
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attempted to defend the PS eldersin their dander of
McClish. When pointed questions and comments
were directed toward him by anumber of chat room
participants, in his frugtration, he directed the ques-
tioners to the PS elders for thelr answers. Evidently
the poor young man aong with M. Deaver did not
know that the order of the day from the PS eders
was the sound of slence.

The PS e ders ended their September 7, 2003
|etter to mewherein they declined to answer my true/
fdse quegtions with: “We can assur e the brother -
hood, without reservations, that noeder at Pear|
Street holdsthe false Deaver viewsrelating to
the Work of the Holy Spirit (bolded by elders).”
Widl, | am sure that M. Deaver is happy to know
just where he stands with the present PS eders. He
told me to ask them about where they stood and
their plain and bold statement isthat M. Deaver, his
father Roy, M. Deaver’ ssons, Weylan and Todd are
al fdse teachers. As the late June Carter Cash
used to say regarding such debacles, “Life gets te-
dious, don'tit?” Now this getsrather interesting. M.
Deaver gatesthat Music agreeswith him. Music will
not answer “yed’ or “nay” asto whether he agrees
with M. Deaver. And, Music is under the oversight
of the PS dders. So hereiswhat we have: the elders
at Pearl Street say M. Deaver isafdse teacher. M.
Deaver says that Music agrees with him. And Mu-
gc¢, like Unde Remus Tar Baby, well, “He don't
sy nuth'n.” If M. Deaver is tdling the truth about
Music agreeing with him on the direct work of the
Holy Spirit on the inward man of the Chrigtian, then
the PSddersare overseeingaman, Music, who him-
«df isafdseteacher. Thequestionis: “IsM. Deaver
telling the truth about Music bdieving thesame ashe
does concerning the direct work of the Holy Spirit
on the inward man of the Chrigian?’ | suggest that
M. Deaver put dl of that in athreeline syllogismand
see what conclusion pops out. And, this does not
begin to touch the error regarding the IRS of which
the PS elders and Music are too proud to repent
and confess. WhereisM. Deaver inthat error?\Well,
asoleUncleRemus B’rer Fox found it expedient to
do, “Hejislay lo.” Of course, while M. Deaver con-
tinuesto“lay lo” and Music, “hedon’t say nuth' n”—
they both continue to benefit from what the Interna
Revenue Service cdls a 501 (c)(3) public charity.
TheHoly Spirit evidently has not directed either man
to make a comment on the truth or falsty of theig-
norant position taken by the PS elders on the matter.

Agan, why will not the PS dders rdease the

5



aforementioned audiotapes? Surdly the tapes will at
least confirm that the PSeders have dwaysbelieved
that M. Deaver and company are false teachers. IN

RELEASING THOSE TAPESWHAT DO PEARL

STREET ELDERS HAVE TO LOSE? “Oh what a
tangled web we weave when first we practice to de-

ceivel” It looks like it will take a direct operation of
the Holy Spirit to unravel the tangled mess their bra-

zen dishonesty has twisted together.

HONORABLE MEN ALL

And amended verson of Marc Anthony’s fu-
nerd oration for Julius Caesar from Shakespeare's
tragedy seems gppropriate for aclosing to this edito-
rial. Indeed how it does apply to the PS eders, for
they are dl honorable men.
Friends, Christians, brethren, lend me your ears,
The noble Harry Ledbetter
Hath told you that Dub McClish was ambitious:
If it were so, it was a grievous fault,
And grievously hath Dub McClish answer’d it.
Here, under leave of Harry Ledbetter and the rest
of the Pear| Street elders—
For Harry Ledbetter is an honorable man;
So areall the Pear| Street elders, all honorable men.

Assistant Edrtorial....

...He was my friend, faithful and just to me:

But Harry Ledbetter says he was ambitious

And Harry Ledbetter is an honorable man.

Dub McClish hath brought much acclaim to Pearl
Street

And she hath benefited greatly from the reputation
thereof.

Did this in Dub McClish seem ambitious?

When Pear| Street was in need,

hath not Dub McClish wept:

Ambition should be made of sterner stuff.

Yet Harry Ledbetter says he was ambitious;

And Harry Ledbetter is an honorable man.
...Look, in this place of his coat ran Randy Morse's
dagger through:

See what a rent the envious Joe Chism made;
Through this the well-beloved Harry Ledbetter
stabb’d;

And as he pluck’d his cursed steel away,

Mark how the blood of McClish follow'd it,

As rushing out of doors, to be resolved

If Harry Ledbetter so unkindly knock’d, or no;
For Harry Ledbetter, as you know,

was Dub’s close friend.

ET TU, BROTHER LEDBETTER?
—PDavid P. Brown, Editor-in-Chief

WHO IS THE HOLY SPIRIT?

Perhaps no other biblica topic has been more
misunderstood and misrepresented than that of the
Holy Spirit. For decadesthe church hasdedt with the
Pentecostal types of the world, and more than just a
few even in the Lord's body. Sadly, two extremes
currently seem to permeate the brotherhood; those
who credit the Holy Spirit with virtudly no work in
our livestoday, and those who credit Him with far too
much. Thisissueof Contending for the Faith will
attempt to provide the reader with a basic study of
theHoly Spirit aswell as somefase positionsput forth
concerning him. Itisimpossible given our limited space
to address every attribute and/or every fase doctrine
relative to the Spirit. However, we will do what we
can to notice afew truths concerning the Holy Spirit's
nature, aswell asaddressacertain fasepostionwhich
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seems to be troubling some within the body.

HE IS A SPIRIT

We should not have an aversion to the fact that
the Holy Spirit is a spiritud being. This fact has sent
some into a frenzy of purely imagined positions con-
cerning the nature of the Holy Spirit. God (the Fa-
ther) isaso referred to as a spirit (John 4:24). Jesus
Chrigt (the Son) iscalled aspirit (11 Corinthians 3:17).
Each of the persons of the Godhead isreferred to as
aspirit. Hence, the Holy Spirit isno more mysterious
than God or Christ.

HE 1S ALSO A PERSON

Thefact that the Holy Spiritisaspiritud beingin
no way negates his being a person. God is a person,
Christ is a person and so is the Holy Spirit. Far too
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many have reduced the Holy Spirit to nothing more
than some type of influence, or some “myderiousit.”
The Key To Science of Theology (aMormon docu-
ment) Sates, “The soirit is adivine fluid.” While this
definition has absolutely no biblical basis, it doestypify
the attitude of far too many in the religious world.

Like the Father, the Holy Spirit is not the author
of confusion (I Corinthians 14:33). Even inthe church
we have men who claim direct leadings (supernaturd
information, etc. ..) from the Spirit which putsthem at
oddswith the truth (not to mention the dlaim itsdlf be-
ing anti-biblica [Acts 20:32]). Biblicd language re-
peetedly refersto the Holy Spirit in waysthat reaffirm
his personage (John 14:26; 15:26; Luke 16:13,14).
Persond pronouns, masculine in gender and singular
in number are used no less than eeven timesin these
verses reative to the Holy Spirit.

PERSONAL CHARACTERISTICS

The Holy Spirit issaid to have amind (Romans
8:27). He possesses knowledge (I Corinthians 2:11;
14:11). He has power of volition and power to forbid
(I Corinthians 2:11; Acts 16:6,7; 21:11-14). He has
goodness and the power to love (Psalm 143:10;
Philippians 2:1). By Him we can have comfort (Ro-
mans 8:26; John 14:16f; Acts9:31). Of hisworksthe
Bible sayshe: spesks(Acts2:4), tedtifies (John 15:26),
teaches (John 14:26), guides (John 16:13), leads (Acts
16:6f) searches (I Corinthians 2:10f), intercedes (Ro-
mans 8:26) and reveds (I Corinthians 2:10).

The Bible dso reveds some of the emotionsthe
person of the Holy Spirit has. Notice, the Spirit can
be: liedto (Acts5:3,9), resisted (Acts 7:51), despised
(Hebrews 10:29), grieved (Ephesians 4:30), quenched
(I Thessalonians 5:19) and blasphemed (Matthew
12:31, 32). All of these traits clearly show that the
Holy Spirit isas much God asisthe Son and the Fa-
ther. They aso show that he is as red and can be
known and appreciated (and should be) as much as
the others.

THE WORD AND THE HOLY SPIRIT
Much has been madein the last few years of the
fact that the Holy Spirit and the word (the Bible) are
not the same. The truthfulness of thisposition is obvi-
ous and isnot in dispute. But the attempt by someto
affirm that the Spirit works on the hearts and minds of
men gpart from (they will syleit “in conjunctionwith”)
the word iswithout merit. The Bible doesnot affirm a
direct Spirit on spirit working of theHoly Spirit. What
the Holy Spirit doesto us he does through the instru-
mentality of the word of God. One writer (Z.T.
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Sweeney, The Spirit and theWord, pp. 122-125) in
answvering the question, “What arethethingsthat might
be accomplished by adirect persond indwelling (for
the sake of this discusson— operation) of the Holy
Spiritin Us? sad:

1. He might give us faith. But through the word
he does that (Romans 10:17).

2. He might enable us to enjoy anew birth. But
through the word he doesthat (I Peter 1:23).

3. He might give us light. But through the word
he does that (Psalm 119:130).

4. He might give us wisdom. But through the
word he doesthat (I1 Timothy 3:14, 15; Psdm 19:7).

5. Hemight convert us. But he doesthat through
theword (Psalm 19:7).

6. He might open our eyes. But he does that
through the word (Psadim 19:8).

7. He might give us understanding. But he does
that through the word (Psalm 119:104).

8. Hemight quicken us. But he doesthat through
theword (Psalm 119:50).

9. He might save us. But he does that through
the word (James 1:21).

10. He might sanctify us. But he does that
through the word (John 17:17).

11. He might purify us. But he doesthat through
theword (I Peter 1:22).

12. Hemight cleanse us. But that he doesthrough
the word (John 15:3).

13. Hemight make usfreefrom sin. But he does
that through the word (Romans 6:17,18).

14. He might impart adivine nature. But he does
that through the word (11 Peter 1:4).

15. He might fit us for glory. But he does that
through the word (Acts 20:32).

16. He might strengthen us. But he does that
through the word (Psalm 119:28).

Thisligt could be expanded but it should suffice
to make the point. All that we need to get from this
earth to glory is provided for usin the word of God.
When we see dlegedly smart men denying this fact
we are made to wonder how they have missed this
fundamenta fact. No man yet has given an example
of one thing the Holy Spirit does for the child of God
that the Bible does not do. The reason for thisis be-
cause such an example does not exist. And the day
they attempt to give onethey will Smply bedigressng
further from thetruth. It hasbeen said that, “ The Bible
and common senseissufficient to get amanto glory.”
| too agree with that statement.

—Michael Light, Assistant Editor
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The Silence of Music

(CONTINUED FROM PAGE 1)

caled and told me he does not want you at this meet-
ing.” Music also refused to let the meeting be taped.

M. Deaver sent one fina letter to me (February
20) prior to these meetings. He did not advise me to
cal and question Music in this communication; instead
he wrote: “1 suggest that you talk with brother Joe
Chism. Have you asked him what he believes with re-
gard to the Holy Spirit? The view that | uphold isnot a
new view at al.” This statement was made shortly
after Joe Chism had said in an elders’ meeting (inwhich
| was present): “I’ve been telling people that | don't
agree with Mac; he agrees with me: I’ ve believed that
doctrinefor forty years.” (If the reader is beginning to
see a connection between M. Deaver, Music, and Joe
Chism, it is no accident.)

RELUCTANCE (WEIR)

The four-year silence of Music as to whether or
not he agrees with and supports the teaching of M.
Deaver onthe Holy Spirit isdeafening. During the year
2000 Music was upset that he was losing support be-
cause certain charges were being levied against him
regarding his convictions on whether or not the Holy
Spirit worksdirectly on man’ sspirit in providing strength
and wisdom to the Christian. Because of conversations
with Music, | steadfastly refused to believe that he was
in agreement with what M. Deaver was advocating
about the direct work of the Holy Spirit. But M. Deaver
waswriting to the contrary. IntheBiblical Notes Quar-
terly (January-March 2002) M. Deaver wrote:

Goebel Music agreeswith usand weagreewithhim....

Y ou can searchtill you areblueinthefaceand you will

never find where we suggest for amoment that Goebel

and the Deavers are in disagreement over the Holy

Spirit (3).

In spite of what M. Deaver was saying, some
congregations continued their support of Music even
though various brethren by now were suggesting and/
or insisting that he was in agreement with M. Deaver
Music indicated that he was purposely not keeping up
(through periodicals, telephone cals, etc.) withwhat M.
Deaver wasteaching and thus was not currently aware
of dl the issues involved in the controversy. | strongly
encouraged Music to formulate a statement to be dis-
persed to the brotherhood denying that he believed (if
such weretrue) that the Holy Spirit works directly upon
man’s spirit in providing strength and wisdom to the
Christian (Ephesians 3:16; James 1.5). Music countered
by saying that he did not want to do anything to jeopar-
dizethe impact of his new book—A Resour ce and Ref-
erence Volume on the Indwelling of the Holy Spirit.
The book was copyrighted in 2000 and has been dis-

8

tributed to many states and foreign countries, but as of
this date no statement from Music has been issued to
deny or affirm the charges that were made against
him.

In the debate with Jerry M offitt at Pearl Street
in Denton (November 2000) M. Deaver affirmed: “The
Bible teaches that, in addition to His sanctifying
influence through His Word, the Holy Spirit oper-
ates directly to sanctify the heart of the faithful
Christian.” When two other brethren and | met with
Music on March 15, 2003, he would not answer with a
“yes’ or “no” when we asked him if he agreed with
M. Deaver’s proposition. He said, “I would have to
give that some thought.” Then he said, “Ask me what
Goebd believes and | will tell you.” We then asked,
“Goebd, do you believe that the Holy Spirit works di-
rectly on man's spirit in providing strength and wisdom
to the Christian?’ Instead of giving a “yes’ or “no”
answer to the question, he stated that he believes Ro-
mans 8:26.

Concerned parties have asked this question of
Music more than once, and there is yet to be a “yes’
or “no” answer given. Why? Assuredly, Music has not
been asked to answer atrick question. If M. Deaver
and numerous other brethren can answer this ques-
tion, why cannot Music answer it? Faithful supporters
deserve a straightforward answer to such questions
from those they support. All who believe the Bible be-
lieve in Romans 8:26. God, Christ, and the Holy Spirit
help the faithful Christian—but how? While we all
believe Romans 8:26, we do not dl believe that the
Holy Spirit operates directly on man's spirit.

REFUSAL TO ANSWER

A steadfast refusal to answer alegitimate ques-
tion can be quite reveding. What if one inquires, “Do
you believe in theigtic evolution?” The answer forth-
coming is, “1 believe in Genesis 1:1.” To affirm belief
in Genesis 1:1 does not answer where one stands re-
garding theigtic evolution. The question must be an-
swered either “yes’ or “no.” The sameistrue regard-
ing the question, “Do you believe that the Holy Spirit
works directly on man’s spirit in providing strength and
wisdom to the Christian?’ If Music believes that Ro-
mans 8:26 affirms such to be true, then why not give a
“yes’ or “no” answer to the question?

M. Deaver was asked a question at the debate
during the Annua Denton Lectures similar to the fol-
lowing:

Mac, per your belief that the Holy Spirit directly

strengthensman’ sspirit, if | sincerely pray for strength
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to overcome sometemptation but instead it overcomes

me, can | not conclude that the Holy Spirit failed to

strengthen me sufficiently?

The answer M. Deaver gave was. “It's just like
the Word of God—one can accept or rgject it.” | begto
disagree! One can indeed either accept or rgject the
word of God, but if the Holy Spirit is directly (not
through the word) strengthening me, | do not have this
option. Will one charge the Holy Spirit with only a par-
tia strengthening that is not sufficient to the task at
hand, or will one smply say that the Holy Spirit’ sdirect
strengthening can be refused? | mention this incident
because Music was made aware of the previous ques-
tion and answer, but he never would comment asto his
convictions regarding this matter.

M. Deaver states loudly and distinctly that Mu-
scisin full agreement with his position on the Holy
Spirit. He has declared such to be the case both pub-
licly and privately. Music’ sresponseto an inquiring broth-
erhood has been neither loud nor distinct but rather com-
pletely evasve. Music insgts that he did not give M.
Deaver permission to use his name in regard to this
matter, but such doesnot address where Music stands.

SILENCE (SUMMERS)

The meeting the men of Rowlett had with Music
was taped, and they went back through the discussion
later in amen’s meeting. Weir was authorized to write
Music aletter (May 8, 2003) in which he lamented that
Music, after two hours, had still not answered their ques-
tion. Reluctantly, they decided to discontinue their $600
amonth support effective June of 2003.

After | moved to Florida, | wrote three letters to
Music on thisissue, pleading with himto deny any agree-
ment with M. Deaver, if hedid indeed disagree. Inthe
first one (August 15, 2003) | told him how much | had
admired his work over the years and how | had de-
fended his name. Then | pleaded with him to declare
his views by agreeing with or denying the propositions
M. Deaver affirmed and denied in the Deaver-Moffitt
Debate. He ignored my request entirely but sent me a
copy of his book on the Holy Spirit (August 21, 2003),
concerning which he asked that | “READ IT IN ITS
COMPLETE ENTIRETY—FROM THE VERY
FIRST, YES, EVEN THE PREFACE, ETC., EVERY
WORD!!” (emphasisMusiC's).

In my second letter (October 17, 2003) | told him
it “is not redlistic to request that someone read 1,414
pages of material before” agreeing to answer a ques-
tion. | then reminded him of his own words from page
41 of Behold the Pattern: “The life of Jesus Christ
forms the most beautiful example the Christian can
imitate.” | agreed and reminded him of Alexander
Campbdl’s assessment of Jesus from page 42: “He
unsheathed His sword at the Jordan River, and threw
away the scabbard.” The following application was
then made;
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Brother Music, | always thought that this description
fit you—until this past year. Are you following the
example of Jesusin your steadfast refusal to answer a
simple question? Do you really think the Lord would
ask someoneto read a1400+ pagebook beforetalking
with him? Wouldn’t that attitude have surprised the
woman at the well? Brother Music, why have you
sheathed your sword? To paraphrase the great out-
spoken prophet Elijah (who never learned the art of
hedging), “If Mac is right, then join him and tell the
rest of uswearewrong; if heiswrong, why don’t you
tell him plainly, so that he can understand it?’

His October 24, 2003 response once again failed
to provide an answer. Instead he wrote:

GARY, YOU, YOURSELF, CAN HELPANSWER YOUR

OWN QUESTIONSIFYOU WILL ONLY STUDY, EX-

AMINETRUTHFULLY ALL THEMATERIAL! HOW-

EVER,IFYOUKNOW ITALL AND CAN DOCUMENT

IT BY THE WORD OF GOD, THEN JUST CONTINUE

ASYOU ARE DOING (emphasisMusiC's).

He said he was sending a copy of his|etter to the
PS elders, “AS | WORK CLOSELY WITH
THEM...”

In my third letter (October 31, 2003) | reminded
him of the purpose for which | had initialy written:

Inmy first letter of August 11th | outlined my predica-

ment to you with respect to my defense of your repu-

tation. | supplied you with the comments Mac Deaver
had made, assuring methat | waslosing my credibility.

Y ou have been given statements which would clarify

onceand for all whether or not, in fact, you agree with

his position.

| urged him to speek directly to this point. His
third letter (November 6, 2003) was brief, and he did
not address the subject at all.

We have al been very patient and respectful in
trying to get Musicto tell us where he stands—espe-
cidly congdering that M. Deaver has time and again
assured us that they are in agreement. No one has
jumped to any conclusions or acted rashly here, but
nearly four years have gone by, and Music is slent.
Ironically, over the past few monthsthe elders at Pearl
Street have repeatedly pressed McClish to debate M.
Deaver at the Pearl Street building and expressed
amazement that he will not do so. Yet no oneiscdling
on Mudicto debate his views. We have only begged
himto declare them, which he has steadfastly refused
to do. Perhapsthe PS elders should urge Music to make
known his position on the direct influence of the Spirit,
since he is working “so closaly together” with them.
Brethren, especially those supporting Music, have a
right to expect clarity from him. Perhaps some who
are especialy close to him might encourage him to be
forthright in this matter.

—5410 Lake Howell
Winter Park, Florida 32792-1097

9



CHURCHES AND PUBLIC CHARITIES
THE SEQUEL

Kenneth D. Cohn, CPA

In an open letter to the brotherhood dated July 31,
2003, theeldership (Joe Chism,Harry H. L edbetter,
and Randy M or se) of the Pearl Street Church of Christ
(referred to hereafter as“PS") in Denton, Texas made
certain serious accusations against brother Dub
M cClish (referred to hereafter as*“McClish”) respect-
ing Evangelistic Services, Inc. (“ESI”), apublic charity
McClish established under the provisons of Section
501(c)(3) of the Interna Revenue Code (“IRC") to
expedite his preaching and teaching the Gospel. (Un-
less the source of a document is otherwise credited
herein, al references to documents may be viewed in
the original by logging on to the website,
www.aboutpearl street.com and following the appropri-
ate links.) In response to a previous open letter by the
PS elders dated July 24, 2003, | emailed them asking
for additiond information so that the accusations made
againgt McClish could be properly evauated. No re-
sponse was received. Indeed, no response to arequest
for information has ever been received directly from
the PS elders. On the other hand, McClish provided
specific facts, conversations, dates, and the like, when
requested. On the basis of the facts provided, | con-
cluded that the accusations made by the PS elders
are without substance and patently false.

SOME CLAIM OF THE PS ELDERS

Inthe July 24" and July 31% |etters, the PS elders
claimed, among other things, that McClish was operat-
ing a “barely legd” and “unscripturd” public charity.
They recommended that McClish's supporters divert
their contributions to brother Goebel M usic. In these
letters, the PS elders made certain knowledge claims
respecting public charities that did not agree with the
IRC, court cases, IRS publications, or just plain com-
mon sense. After reading these letters, | decided to
write an article about churches and public charities to
provide the discerning reader with sufficient technical
information to properly evauate the PS statements re-
specting Section 501(c)(3) public charities. (That ar-
ticle appeared in the September 2003 issue of Con-
tending for the Faith and is posted on the above ref-
erenced website. This article should be read in con-
junction with the September article. McClish did not
ask me to write either article))

My articledid little or possibly no good for the PS
elders. Appearing over their signatures, a letter dated
September 24, 2003 (accessed on the above website
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by choosing the link “PS Elders on McClish-No. 3 &
McClish Response” under the section entitled “The
Pearl Street Letters and McClish Responses’), was
digtributed to the brotherhood characterizing my Sep-
tember articleasa” caustic critique” consisting “ mainly
of ridicule, accusations, misrepresentations and sar-
casm” (bold added). The reader of the September ar-
ticle may judge for himsalf whether it consisted mainly
of ridicule, accusations, misrepresentationsand sarcasm.
However, their claim isatactic to divert attention away
from the real issue—did | misrepresent any facts? If
so, which facts did | misrepresent?

The September 24t letter further states that my
article was “obvioudy prejudiced” presumably against
them and in favor of McClish. Prejudice is an adverse
judgment or opinion formed beforehand or without
knowledge or examination of the facts. | meticuloudy
examined the information available to me, both their
writings and McClish’ swritings, and | drew the proper
conclusions. The PSelders provided nothing of what
| requested from them | had to ask McClish to pro-
vide what the PS elders wrote or referenced, which he
gracioudy and promptly provided. (Although | have
never known McClish to lie, | will il reason with the
evidence and draw only the conclusions warranted
thereby. If he wereto tell me that a hen dipped snuff, |
would believe him, but ill I am going to look under her
wing for the snuff can.)

The PS elders have claimed that ESl is (1) a
“barely legal” organization, (2) the recipient of money
laundered by them, (3) alegd, but unethica organiza
tion, (4) an unscriptura organization like a missionary
society, and (5) organized for tax evasion purposes. |
will first address the tax evasion issue in the immedi-
ately following section and then respond to the
unscriptural organization assertion. In the third mgor
section, | will set forth a rejoinder to selected state-
ments made by the PS elders. Then | will make some
closing comments.

TAX EVASION AND TAX AVOIDANCE
Although the PS elders stated that ESI is not an
illegal organization, they claimed that ESI was “orga-
nized apparently for the sole purpose of evading taxes”
(bold added), which, if so, would clearly be an illega
purpose. IRC Section 7201 states:

Any person who willfully attempts in any manner to
evade or defeat any tax imposed by this title or the
payment thereof shall, in addition to other penalties
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provided by law, be guilty of afelony and, upon con-
viction thereof, shall be fined not more than $100,000
($500,000 in the case of a corporation), or imprisoned
not morethan 5 years, or both, together with the costs
of prosecution.

However, the Internal Revenue Service Manual

also states:

Avoidance of taxesis not a criminal offense. Any at-
tempt to reduce, avoid, minimize, or alleviate taxes by
legitimate means is permissible. The distinction be-
tween avoidance and evasionisfine, yet definite. One
who avoids tax does not conceal or misrepresent. He
shapes events to reduce or eliminate tax liability and,
upon the happening of the events, makes a complete
disclosure. Evasion, on the other hand, involves de-
ceit, subterfuge, camouflage, concealment, some at-
tempt to color or obscure events, or makesthings seem
other than they are. For example, the creation of abona
fide partnership to reducethetax liability of abusiness
by dividing theincome among several individual part-
nersistax avoidance. However, the facts of a particu-
lar case may show that an alleged partnership was not,
infact, established and that one or more of the alleged
partners secretly returned hisor her share of the prof-
itsto thereal owner of the business, who, in turn, did
not report this income. This would be an instance of
attempted evasion (Section 9.1.3.3.2.1).

DUTY TO CAESAR

When supporters of McClish's work contributed
fundsto PS and claimed a charitable deduction on their
income tax returns, were they evading taxes (acrimi-
nal act) or avoiding taxes (apermissible and expected
act in complete harmony with Matthew 22:21)? Any
rational person operating acommercia enterprisewould
to the best of higher ability structure transactions and
shape business events in expectation of reducing his
tax burden. The PS elders and all other rational per-
sons do the same. Y et, when McClish, aso arational
person, does the same as the PS elders and al other
rationa persons in this regard, the PS elders accuse
him of tax evasion.

All Chrigtians have a duty to “Render there-
fore unto Caesar the things which are Caesar’s;
and unto God thethingsthat areGod’s’ (Matthew
22:21). Wherein Holy Writ isthe obligation enjoined
upon the Christian to render therefore unto Caesar
the things which are not Caesar’s and that Caesar
never required to be rendered to him? Will the PS
eldersprovide an answer? Paul saysin Romans 13:7to
“Render thereforetoall their due: taxestowhom
taxes are due...” (NKJV). Governing authorities
specify what istheir due. Thereisno obligation here or
anywhere elsein the Bibleto pay the government more
or less than the amount that it has specified is due. If
there is some tax relief or benefit made available by
the government to certain taxpayers, such as preach-
ers, and such taxpayers take full advantage thereof,

Contending for the Faith—February/2004

neither Romans 13:7 nor any other Scriptureisviolated.

Isit wrong for preachersto take advantage of tax
laws not available to non-preachers? The apostle Paul
was a Roman citizen. When he was about to be exam-
ined under scourging in Jerusalem upon orders of the
commander of the Roman garrison, he inquired of the
centurion whether it was lawful to scourge an
uncondemned Roman citizen. Of course, it was not law-
ful and he was not scourged. That benefit of Roman
law was not available to the Jews, Paul’s brothers in
the flesh, who lacked Roman citizenship. If the apostle
Peter werein the same circumstances as Paul, he could
not have escaped scourging. Jesus, not a Roman citi-
zen, was scourged mercilessy by the Roman soldiers.
He could not have used Roman law for personal gain.
If it was right for Paul to use the law of his day for
personal advantage not available to dl others, why isit
wrong, as claimed by the PS elders, for McClish to use
thelaw today for tax relief not availableto al others. If
the use of Roman law by Paul and United States law
by McClish are not parallel, then why not?

IS ESI LIKE A MISSIONARY SOCIETY?

The concept of amissionary society is not pecu-
liar tothe Lord’ schurch. Many denominationa churches
employ it in one manifestation or another. A missionary
society, inits conventiond sense, isagroup of individu-
as, usudly connected organicaly to a religious body,
that assumes to itsdf the obligation of the church to
preach the Gospel or to perform some other duty del-
egated to the church in Holy Writ. Missionary societ-
ies, or any controlling body within a religious order,
emanate from the concept of the churchinitsuniversal
sense. The Bible does speak of the church in auniver-
sal sense with Chrigt asits head and only officer. The
apostles were ambassadors of Christ and were never,
in their apostolic capacity, officers of the church. El-
ders over aloca church are officers only of that local
church.

During the 19" Century restoration movement,
the question arose as to how best to carry on evange-
lism. In answering thisquestion, W. K. Pendleton, son-
in-law of Alexander Campbell, reasoned thus. God
gave the church universal the responsibility to evange-
lize the world; He did not specify the method that the
church universal wasto use; therefore, the church uni-
versa may employ any expedient method it chooses,
Pendleton considered the missionary society to be that
expedient method. There are two serious flaws in his
reasoning: Firg, it ignores the fact that the method has
been given. Although the Bible does speak of the church
initsuniversa sensetowhich al New Testament Chris-
tians belong, the Bible speaks of only the local church
(the largest and smallest organized entity of the world-
wide body of Christ) carrying out evangelism or any
other obligation imposed on the universal church. The
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pattern for evangelismis clear: Christiansin loca con-
gregations teach others; thereby people are converted
to Chrigt and, with al other things being scripturaly
equal, in time they are organized according to the New
Testament pattern. Thisprocessis continually repested.
Second, if the church universal isto carry out the obli-
gations laid on the church, then by implication there
must be auniversal organization to carry it out. History
proves that when men endeavor to carry out the obli-
gations of the local church within a church universal
framework, the result has been the formation of an or-
ganization that makes laws for the church. It becomes
a subdtitute for the church universal. We see this in
Roman Catholicism with their pope and magisterium
and in Protestant denominationalism with their synods,
conventions, conferences, councils, and the like.

The result of reasoning like Pendleton’s was the
missionary society. In the typica operation of the mis-
sionary society, participating churches send delegates
that, in turn, make decisions to be imposed on the local
congregations. The participating congregations must
accept the mgjority decision of the delegates if they
wish to remain in the missonary society (andin fellow-
ship with member churches). When amissionary soci-
ety makes decisions (rules, laws, or opinions) to beim-
posed on the local church, it has become a substitute
for the church universal. When alocal church cedesits
obligation to preach the gospel to the missionary soci-
ety, it has given up something that the Bible authorizes
only it to do. When elders over a loca church cede
legidative authority over optiona mattersto the mgjor-
ity will of the delegates to the missionary society, they
have, without New Testament authority, given up their
obligation to rule in matters of expediency. It is pre-
cisely for these reasons that faithful brethren oppose
such arrangements.

NO SUBSTITUTE FOR THE CHURCH

Today, any organization that isa substitute for the
church, legidates for the church, or assumes the obli-
gationsthat scripturally arelaid only ontheloca church,
is correctly likened to the missionary society. With the
rise of “anti-ism,” certain scriptural arrangements
among local churches to carry on evangelism or be-
nevolence were erroneoudly likened to the missionary
ociety.

The PS elders make the claim that ESI, with its
stated mission, is an unscriptural organization. In doing
50, they make the erroneous assumption that ES is
preaching and teaching the Gospel, the obligation of
the local church. The PS elders assert that preaching
in the First Century “was accomplished without any
extra-biblical organization like a missionary soci-
ety or public charity.” The placement of the words
“missionary society” and “public charity” in the same
statement is likely contrived to suggest that ES is a
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missionary society and, therefore, is unscriptura. A
missionary society may be a Section 501(c)(3) public
charity, but one similarity does not make the organi-
zations equivalent.

ESI, a Texas non-profit corporation, is acreation
of the state and qualified by the United States of
Americaasa Section 501(c)(3) public charity to expe-
dite the preaching and teaching of the Gospdl. ESl is
not a natural person; accordingly, it cannot preach or
teach anything. Dub McClish, as a natura person, is
preaching and teaching the Gospel. He was a member
of PS, a New Testament church, and under the over-
sight of the PS elders. Therefore, PS, the local church,
was fulfilling, in part, the Great Commissionto “Goye
into all theworld, and preach the gospel to every
creature” (Mark 16:15) through the work of McClish.
ESl only expedited what the individua, McClish, was
doing as a preacher of the Gospdl.

Unlike McClish, ESI does not preach the Gospel
to every creature; it does not preach the Gospd to any
cresture. It cannot do something that is physicaly im-
possible for it to do. It is a mechanism of the state to
provide tax advantages in the preaching and teaching
of the Gospel by McClish. The existence or nonexist-
ence of ESI had no effect at all on the obligation of PS,
the local church, to preach the Gospel to every crea
ture, accomplished, in part, through thework of McClish.
ESI made no decisions to be imposed on PS or her
elders. Infact, ESl makes no decisions at dl; it cannot
sinceit isnot anatural person. The PS eldership, hav-
ing had oversight of the natural person McClish, ceded
no legidative authority to ESI in matters of expediency.
Therefore, in no respect is ESl like a missionary soci-

ay.

“ANTI” ARGUMENTS
The arguments the PS elders make against ES|

are the same ones our “anti” brethren have made over
the years to oppose, for example, support of orphans

homes. In various arguments, they have charged that
any such arrangement is a substitute for the church
because it (1) assumes obligations that only the local
church can do (which they have not proved), or (2)

works through a corporation. Do the PS elders object
to the use of anon-profit corporation to expedite works
of the church in preaching or benevolence? (Perhaps
they would consider corporations “extra-biblical orga-
nizations’ since the Bible does not mention corpora-
tions.) Benevolence and preaching in the First Century
were accomplished without the lega entities existing
today (modern lega and economic systems are vastly

more complex), but that does not make the expeditious
use of such entities today unscriptural.

For example, Cherokee Home for Children in

Cherokee, Texasisarestored homefor children bereft
of parents to which PS has sent support. It is aso a
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Texas non-profit corporation and a public charity, and
yet PS has not characterized it as being an extra-bibli-
cal benevolent organization (although they should do so
to be consistent with their position on ESl). The redlity
is that PS is supporting the Cherokee home (not the
natural home, but the restored home) and not the Chero-
kee corporation. The Cherokee corporationis merely
afunding, risk management, and tax mechanism to ex-
pedite what the Cherokee home was established to do
as a home acting in the place of the natural home—
provide care for children bereft of parents. Likewise,
ESI is merely a mechanism to expedite what McClish
does—preaching the Gospel. Whether or not the Chero-
kee corporation existed, the restored home would till
be there helping Christians discharge a part of their
obligation as set out in James 1:27. And, whether or not
ESl existed, McClish would till be discharging his ob-
ligation to preach the Gospel as such passagesas Mark
16:15 and Il Timothy 2:2 authorize him to do. For em-
phasis | say again: The corporations merely give lega
advantage to the Cherokee restored home and to the
preacher McClish, respectively, as each discharges
obligations placed upon them by the authority of Jesus
in the words of the New Testament (Colossians 3:17;
Romans 10:17; 1l Corinthians 5:7).

COMPARING EACH ACTION

A comparison of each action taken (positive ele-
ment) or not taken (negative element) by the PS elders
in respect of Cherokee and ESI will emphasize their
inconsistent treatment of ESI. Has PS received tax-
deductible contributions, directly or indirectly, in sup-
port of the Cherokee home and McClish? Yes, it has.
Have the PS elders written checks out of such tax-
deductible funds to Cherokee Home for Children, the
corporation, and to ESI? Yes, they have. Does the
Cherokee home use the funds held by the Cherokee
corporation to operate the home? Yes, it does. Does
Dub McClish use the funds held by ESI to preach and
teach the Gospel ?Yes, he does. Do the PSdders, func-
tioning as elders, have control over Cherokee Home
for Children, the home? No, they do not. Cherokeeis
a home and the PS elders, functioning as elders, have
no authority over the home. Did the PS elders, func-
tioning as elders, have control over the preacher
McClish? Yes, they did. How was this the case? Be-
causethey and McClish agreed that the PS elderswould
have oversight of hiswork. Was PS, the loca church,
fulfilling the Great Commission, in part, through itsmem-
ber, preacher McClish? Yes, it was. WasES fulfilling
the Great Commission by preaching the Gospel?No, it
isincapable of doing so. Do/did the PS el ders, func-
tioning as elders, have control over the Board of Direc-
tors of Cherokee Home for Children, the corporation,
or ESI? No, for gover nance of such corporationsis
not within the scope of their authority as elders.
Did the PS elders cede their authority as elders to the
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Board of Directors of Cherokee or ESI? No, they did
not. Neither the Board of Directors of Cherokee nor
ESI make decisionsthat are/wereimposed on PS. The
PS elders make/made all decisions within PS to expe-
dite the work of PS including whether or not to send
fundsto Cherokee, the corporation, in support of Chero-
kee, the home, or to ESI, the corporation, in support of
Dub McClish, the preacher.

Which one of these positive elements is not au-
thorized by the New Testament? Which of the nega
tive elementsisauthorized by the New Testament? Or,
which one of these positive dements is forbidden by
the “perfect law of liberty” (James 1:25)? Which
one of the negative e ementsisauthorized by the same?
The answer: Not one of the positive elements previ-
oudy listed violates a direct statement, an example or
what is implied by the words of the New Testament.
Conversely, one cannot find a direct statement, an ex-
ample, or animplication which authorizes alisted nega-
tive element. All actions taken were authorized by the
word of God. Since each and every one of the posi-
tive elements is authorized by the New Testament
and not one of the negative elements was put into
action, the wholeisauthorized. Nevertheless, the PS
elders condemn ESI but not Cherokee. Thus, the PS
elders and their supporters find themselves in the sad
and unenviable position of opposing an expedient au-
thorized by God.

NOTHING CHANGES

To borrow the apostle Paul’ swords, “aswe said
before, so say | now again” (Gaatians 1:9a): As a
New Testament church, PSfulfillsit obligation, in part,
to “tovisit thefatherless’ (James 2:1) by supporting
the Cherokee restored home. It also fulfilled its obliga
tion, in part, to “preach the gospel to every crea-
ture” (Mark 16:15) when it supported the work of
preacher McClish. Nothing changes nor is any scrip-
ture violated merely because PS sends/sent the funds
to Cherokee, the corporation, or to ESI. To reiterate,
ESI can do no preaching or teaching—it is not a natu-
ral person. McClish does the preaching and teaching.
ESI merely expedites the preaching and teaching by
McClish by minimizing taxes and preserving continuity
of hiswork if the overseeing eldership is changed—as
indeed it was.

If athing isauthorized by the New Testament to
be used in the furtherance of the Gospel, it does not
become unauthorized and thus unscriptural merely
because the government makes available some advan-
tageinits use. The apostle Paul used the Roman gov-
ernment to pay his passage to Rome so he could preach
there (Acts23:11, 25:12). Asthe apostle Paul used what
the government of his day offered to minimize his ex-
penses in preaching the Gospdl, so McClish is usng
what the United States government offers to minimize
his expenses (taxes) in preaching the Gospd. Like Paul,
McClish is using good stewardship of the funds avail-
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ableto him.
A REJOINDER

In the following paragraphs, | will set forth are-
joinder to selected statements in the PS elders’ Sep-
tember 24" |etter. For ease of reference, | will desig-
nate first the page and then the paragraph, item, or
question as appropriate. Personally, | am appalled at
the profound ignorance of law and misuse of the Bible
exhibited by whoever wrote the September letter. As
we say in Texas, if ignorance goes for $40 a bar-
rel, I want drilling rights on that man’s head.

PS ELDERS CONFESS MONEY LAUNDERING

Page 1, paragraph 2—The PS elders apol ogized
and asked forgiveness for laundering the money of
McClish's supporters received by PS and remitted to
ESI. Legaly, money laundering is conduct or acts de-
signed in whole or part to conceal or disguise the na
ture, location, source, ownership, or control of money
to avoid atransaction reporting requirement under state
or federal law or to disguise the fact that the money
was acquired by illegal means. Money laundering isa
felony and the PS elders, having confessed openly,
should therefore immediately surrender toaU.S. mar-
shal for arraignment and prosecution. The PS elders
have admitted that ES is a legal operation. Further-
more, the sources and uses of funds received by ES|
are fully disclosed on its Form 990 filed annually and
open to public scrutiny. Therefore, they imply that
McClish's supporters acquired their funds from ille-
gal sources. If PS was laundering money, the right
course for the PS elders is to turn in the contributors
for arraignment and prosecution at the same time they
turn themselves in. If the PS elders are saying that
clean money isbeing “laundered” into dirty money, itis
inescapable that their “washing machine” is doing the
laundering and that they are using “dirt” for detergent.

Page 1, paragraph 3—The PS elders asserted
that | ridiculed them for having taken more than ten
years to discover that ole deceiver, McClish, in their
midst even though Harry Ledbetter actively coordi-
nated financia arrangements between PS and ESI for
all of those years. They attempted to justify the delay
in identifying McClish's dleged deception by claming
“when he turns and rends you, without cause, his de-
ceptions become more easily identified.” This State-
ment reveals more than they intended because it re-
vedls the true motivation for their attacks on McClish.
The term “turning and rending” used by the PS elders
isintended to portray McClish asviciously overturning
the sweet harmony existing among the PSelders. Criti-
ca in their statement is the timeframe of the “when.”
It was “when” McClish opposed brother Chism’'s ad-
vocacy of the doctrine propagated mainly by Mac
Deaver that declares adirect influence or working of
the Holy Spirit on the spirit of man. Such opposition
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resulted in McClish's resignation from the PS elder-
ship. It was at this point that the PS elders needed a
way to quickly discredit his oppostion. Their ill-con-
ceived attack on ES| was the resullt.

IT’S ALL ABOUT ENDING THE LECTURESHIP?

Page 1, paragraph 6—The PSeldersissued abold
statement, ‘BRETHREN, IT IS ALL ABOUT
OUR ENDING THE LECTURESHIP,” and then
proceeded to write six pages attacking McClish’s pub-
lic charity, ESI. Since they dlege it isdl about ending
the lectureship, it is strange indeed that they found it
necessary to focus so much attention on ES| and to
seek information on other public charities, such asMem-
phis School of Preaching, Apologetics Press, Inc., Fish-
ers of Men, and other organizations. What do ESI or
any of these other organizations haveto dowith“OUR
ENDING THE LECTURESHIP”? Perhaps there
is another motive at work here. The tapes of the PS
elders meetings conducted on May 10 and 14, 2003
would likely settle the assertion that it is about ending
the Annual Denton Lectures or whether it has to do
with brother Chism'’ sadvocacy of the Deaver doctrine.
The PSelders are holding on to those tapes tighter
than they would a brand new $100 bill. Why will
they not release these tapes? Perhaps the tapes do
not support their claims and accusations.

Page 3, paragraph 1—The PS elders claim that
the IRS stated emphatically that PS and ESI are not
the same. They are correct. PS and ES| are not the
same. PSis apublic charity operating as a church and
ESl isapublic charity operating asawork of the church.
Both are tax-exempt Section 501(c)(3) public chari-
ties. Because PSisachurch, it did not have to apply to
the IRS for exemption nor is it required to file an an-
nual report on Form 990. On the other hand, ESI had to
apply for exemption and is subject to stringent disclo-
sure and reporting requirements. In Texas, both PS and
ESl are exempt from income taxes, sales taxes, and
property taxes. Both may accept tax deductible contri-
butions. Both may have employees. Both are required
to report payments to individual s for services rendered
aswages on Form W-2, or as miscellaneousincome on
Form 1099. Both arerequired upon dissolution to transfer
remaining assets to another public charity or the gov-
ernment. The PS elders claim not to be experts on Sec-
tion 501(c)(3) organizations, but then write pages asiif
they were. They claim that the IRS is educating them.
“O wretched men that you are. Who will deliver you
from this body of law?’ Please, let me help you!

FALSE CHARGES

Page 3, statement 2—The PS elders claim that
they have not charged McClish with operating anille-
gal organization. They did, however, charge McClish
(through an unnamed “Christian brother, who is alaw-
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yer familiar with such public charities’) with operating
a “barely legd” organization. They clam to have in
their possession over 150 government documents per-
taining to public charities. No doubt they are till read-
ing them, for which | am grateful because they indicate
more could be said—the perfect antidote to an over-
dose of aspirin. The PS elders state, “Incidentdly, the
IRS has given us every indication that they would wel-
come awritten request to audit this charity.” (Can you
just picture some IRS agent arriving at work each morn-
ing with eager expectation that someone has requested
inwriting that ESI be audited? Imagine the disappoint-
ment at not recelving said request.) The PS elders, who
by their own admission are partners in the alleged de-
ception, could make this written request, but will not.
Why not? Because they would have to give substan-
tive reasons for such arequest and they cannot. (“I T
IS ALL ABOUT ENDING THE LECTURE-
SHIP” is not a substantive reason.) Perhaps someone
will request the IRS audit PS for admitted money laun-
dering.
PS ELDERS’ QUESTIONS

Page 3, question 1—The PS elders question the
need for the ESl public charity. First, it affords exemp-
tion from income and other taxes thereby extending
the impact of contributions in support of McClish's
preaching and teaching efforts. As a matter of public
policy, federal and state governments have favored
public charities, including churches, as serving the pub-
lic good. Such favor is evidenced by (1) tax benefits
available to public charities that are not available to
commercial enterprises; and (2) tax deductions for do-
nors. Second, as the PS elders have unwittingly dem-
ondrated, ESI preserves the continuity of McClish's
work when it is necessary to move the oversight of his
work to another eldership, which necessity arose when
he resigned as a PS elder. The third need is redlly a
benefit to PS. They were relieved from the obligation
to issue a W-2 to McClish for amounts paid to him or
maintain payroll records on him. That obligation was
assumed by ESI. | wonder if PSissuesa W-2 or Form
1099 to Goebd Music for support funds paid to
him by PS. Since they oversee his work, they have
that obligation and may have done so. But let them
so state. Fourth, ESI, as a corporation, provides some
measure of risk protection (as al corporations do).

Page 3, question 2—The PS elders question why
they were not told from the beginning about ESI and its
work. Okay, let's review. For over ten years the PS
eldersreceived funds earmarked for McClish' spreach-
ing and teaching work. For those same years, at least
one of the PS elders wrote checks payable to ESI for
those funds. Furthermore, the PS elders claim that the
informetion in their possession was obtained from “docu-
mentsthat are completely open for public scrutiny” (in-
cluding theirs). Yet, obliviousto it al, they did not have
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aclue what ESI was for. Suddenly, when McClish, to
use their words, “turns and rends them,” it becomes
clear to them that they had been deceived.

Page 3, questions 3 and 4—The PS elders won-
der why McClish’ s supporters were not asked to make
their support checks payable to ES. It is very simple.
McClish's work, which was expedited by ESI, was
under the oversight of the PS elders. Therefore, funds
weresent to PS. If the PS elders objected to McClish's
preaching and teaching work, they could have withheld
funds from ESI. The PS elders state “[ T]he deception
involved in this matter should be obviousto anyonewho
can see through a ladder.” | see the deception in this
matter, but it istheir ladder through which | am looking.
Only anindividual can perform the organizational pur-
pose of ESl, preaching and teaching the Gospel, and
the individual, Dub McClish, is how and has dways
been under the oversight of an eldership. ESI, the cor-
poration, is not under the oversight of an eldership, and
never has been. McClish’ s automobile has never been
under the oversight of an eldership, yet both ESI and
his automobile expedite his work, which is under the
oversight of an eldership.

Page 4, question 5—Apparently, the PS elders
would like al other preachersto be informed about the
great “ded” that McClish has enjoyed through ES. |
can help. | teach a tax course for preachers and
churches that includes the means to achieve statutorily
the great “deal” the PS elderslong for al preachersto
have. In spite of having been told, the PS elders appar-
ently still do not know that their own preachers have
available the same tax benefits through PS as enjoyed
by McClish through ESI. Such benefits are availableto
preachersthrough their employing churchesand | would
be pleased to inform them how to achieve such. And
yes, | do think of the money the church and preachers
can save through use of these lega techniques, and so
should al who clam to be sewards of the Lord’ smoney.

Page 4, question 6—The PSederswant to know
why McClish claimed on the qualification request form
(IRS Form 1023) that ESl is a church. One familiar
with church reporting requirements knows the IRS (or
any governmental agency) adheresto adenominational
church concept and assumes an ecclesiastical hierar-
chy. Whether it isexemption from income taxes or salf-
employment taxes, the categories offered on the appli-
cable IRS formsdo not fit conceptudly or definitionaly
the church as the Bible defines the church. One must
either modify the form (and possibly confuse the IRS)
or select the category that best conforms to the way
the true church works. McClish chose to modify the
form by indicating that ESI is “awork of the church,”
which modification was eadily identifiable on the form
examined by the PS elders. It was aso eadly identifi-
able by the IRS, which approved the application with-
out comment.
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A CHALLENGE, AN OFFER, AN APPEAL,
A WARNING, AND A PREDICTION

The PSeldersstatethat they “WANT MCCLISH
TO CHALLENGE US IN WRITING ON ANY
ERROR WE HAVE SAID ABOUT EVANGELIS
TIC SERVICES....” He has. One only has to refer-
ence the website noted at the beginning of thisarticleto
see the many false charges made by the PS elders and
the refutation of those charges by McClish. Bethat asit
may, | have aso challenged them in writing by refuting
their many erroneous statements about ESI. My refuta-
tions are not invalidated and unworthy of note merely
because McClish has not put them in writing. As a cer-
tified public accountant, my critique of the PS elders
statements about public charitiesis no less authoritative
than McClish's. Let them rebut my refutations of their
dams nade about ES. Furthernore, | challenge the
PS elders to debate me—publicly, in writing or orally—
respecting ESI. | will do so provided (1) they are as
open with the documentation in their possession (such
as the aforementioned tapes) as M cClish has been with
his and (2) they deal with specific facts. | offer addi-
tional explanation or clarification to anyone not yet clear

Twenty First Annual...
Southwest Arkansas Lectures

THE PARABLES OF JESUS
MARCH 19" - 21st, 2004
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7:00 pm
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Lunch Break

Lunch Break
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The Parable of the Prodigal Son (Luke 15:11-24)
The Parable of Counting the Cost (Luke 14:25-33)

The Parable of the Wise and Foolish Virgins (Matthew 25:1-13)
Lessons from the Elder Brother (Luke 15:25-32)
The Parable of the Persistent Widow (Luke 18:1-8)

The Parable of the Unforgiving Servant (Matthew 18:21-35)
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The Parable of the Unjust Steward (Luke 16:1-13)
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The Parable of the Talents (Matthew 25:14-30)

respecting any aspect of ESI. | appeal to the PS €-
dersto repent of their effortsto: (1) destroy McClish,
(2) cover up theviewsof the Holy Spirit held by brother
Joe Chism, (3) conced information (such asthe afore-
mentioned tapes), and (4) arouse suspicionintheminds
of the tax novice through the making of false clams
about ES| and McCligh'stax situation. The PS elders
expressed a“ concern” for McClish' ssoul. They should
not be so concerned for his soul that they lose their
own souls. The late brother Ira Y. Rice, Jr. often
said that you just cannot warn some brethren. Never-
theless, | issue this warning. Repent now beforeit is
everlagtingly too late. Sad though it may be, the PS
ederslikely will not repent. Pride will not let them. If
they continue on their present course, | predict that
the PS elders will lead PS off into some form of liber-
aism. Faithful brethren, having full knowledge of the
facts, will have nothing to do with them. Where else
can they go?
—4015 Evening Trail Dr.
Spring, Texas 77388-4937
Email: texankdc@hotmail.com

Robert Taylor
Toney Smith

John Moore
Robert Taylor
Bobby Liddell

Jerry Martin
Barry Grider
Michael Light
David Brown

James Boyd
Keith Mosher

Waymon Swain
Mark Mosher

CULLENDALE CHURCH OF CHRIST
2707 MT. HOLLY ROAD <«CAMDEN, ARKANSAS 71701¢ 870.231.5228
audio and video tapes of lectures will be available from James Green

16

Contending for the Faith—February/2004



DEAVER’S DIRECT
OPERATION

Stephen Wiggins

Fifteen yearsagoin hisperiodical, Biblical Notes,
Roy Deaver (hereafter R. Deaver) wrote the follow-
ing concerning the Spirit'swork as it pertains to influ-
ence exerted on aperson’ sinward man in both conver-
sion and Chrigtian living:

For near fifty years... | have preached the transforming

power of the Holy Spirit in the lives of men, but the

Spirit’s working always in and through, by means of,

the written word of God, both in the matter of conver-

sion and in the guiding of the Christian—never sepa-

rate and apart from the Sword of the Spirit, whichisthe

word of God. This| will continue to preach (Mar/Apr,

1989).

| believe R. Deaver is right on target here. The
Bibleteaches, and so R. Deaver was content to preach
for fifty years, that the Holy Spirit’s influence exerted
on themind of man in both conversion (John 16:8; Acts
2:37-38) and Chridtian living (Ephesians 3:16, 6:17) is
accomplished “adways in and through” the instrumen-
tality of God'sword.

In a 1997 ora debate M ac Deaver (hereafter
M. Deaver) was asked if the above statement wastrue
or false. He stated it was false. When it was then
pointed out that it was hisfather (and moderator during
the debate) who penned the statement M. Deaver’s
reply was “1 didn’t know it was daddy who wrote it,”
conveying he would have answered differently if he
would have known the source of the quotation. Some
four years prior to his affirming in this debate that the
Holy Spirit “directly” operates upon the mind of manin
Chrigtian living M. Deaver wrote an article which |
published in Hammer & Tongs. He stated:

...as long as we agree that the Holy Spirit convicts,

leads, directs and edifies only through the word of

God, whatever other differences there may be on the

subject ought not to havetheleast effect on the ques-

tion of our fellowship” (Nov/Dec 1993, emp. supp).

Once again, | believe this statement hits the
bullseye and is in harmony with what the Bible con-
veys. M. Deaver is here talking about continued fel-
lowship among brethren and truth being the basis for
such fellowship. He maintains that the only way this
fellowship may be biblically maintained among breth-
ren is that if al “agree that the Holy Spirit convicts,
leads, directs and edifies only through the word of
God.”

Ironicaly both R. and M. Deaver a onetimeknew
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and taught the truth on thework of the Spirit. R. Deaver
even declared that he had taught this for fifty years
and would continue so to preach. M. Deaver aso ada-
mantly refused fellowship to any brethren who taught
a“direct” influence of the Spirit. Both father and son
at one time believed that the Bible did not teach a di-
rect operation of the Spirit in either conversion or Chris-
tian living. Both declared such to be false doctrine. But
these brethren have done a “switcheroo” which has
resulted in some of the most pathetic and ridiculous
doctrinal aberrations ever ascribed to by once faithful
brethren. A few examples will illustrate.

DEAVERITE DOCTRINES

(1) Jesus anticipated the miraculous results of the
apostles’ baptism in the Holy Spirit when he informed
them the Spirit’ swork would involve abringing to their
“remembrance’ all that he had earlier taught them (John
14:26). Thisis clearly a promise of inspiration as it
pertains to the revelation of divine truth through the
apostles. But M. Deaver supposes this same promise
appliesto him, although “to alesser degree’ hetellsus.

At the 1997 debate, R. Deaver had for sale
Furman Kearley's book, God’'s Indwelling Spirit.
Within its pages Kearley asserts that, when one is
preaching, the Spirit is there to directly “stimulate our
minds so we remember the right scriptures at the right
time... [and to] help usto arrange our thoughts and to
bring to our remembrance information that will be of
help to usin making the right decision in the right Situ-
ation” (pp. 44,46). M. Deaver isthefirst pul piteer with
whom | have ever been involved in a debate that
claimed the ingpiration of John 14:26, with the excep-
tion of the Holy Rollers, of course.

But thisis how shoddy the Deaver exegetica ef-
fort has become. To take a promise of the Spirit's di-
rect, miraculous work in connection with their apos-
tolic office and apply it to al Chrigtiansis nothing short
of Pentecostalism. Somebody should tell that self-ap-
pointed Nashvillian apostle, Don Finto, to move over
because M. Deaver isacomin’ through!

(2) The Deaverite doctrine asserts the child of
God must be directly “enabled” by the Spirit in order to
successfully live a faithful Chrigtian life. Without this
direct assistance, one cannot fully obey the command-
ments of God. The Deavers maintain that the dien sin-
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ner, one “dead in trespasses and sins’ (Ephesians 2:1),
isconvicted and converted by the Spirit’ sinfluence only
through the word of God. But once that individual be-
comes a Chrigtian this spiritua influence through the
word is no longer sufficient.

Now, for someinexplicable reason, the personwho
becomes a Christian is debilitated and cannot function
fathfully without a direct operation of the Spirit. One
must now be “enabled” by the direct influence of the
Spirit to achieve that which he hasinsufficient ability to
accomplish on his own, namely obedience to God's
word. What the dien sinner can do in attaining obedi-
ence to God' s will without the Spirit’s direct operation,
the Christian cannot do, and, therefore, must have a
direct operation in order to maintain complete obedi-
ence (cf. R. Deaver in What Do You Know About
The Holy Spirit,[Third Annual Fort Worth Lectures
conducted by the Brown Trail Church of Christ, 1980,
p. 249].

Under the Old Law, Jesus taught that a person
could obey the commandments and possess eternd life
(Luke 10:25-28). This was done without a direct op-
eration of the Spirit on the individud. But now it is dif-
ferent. The child of God under the New Covenant, per
the Deaver contention, cannot be obedient without the
Spirit’ sinfluence by way of direct assistance. One must
have this “enabling” influence in order to be faithful.
The Cavinistic concept is that one cannot obey God
evenif hewanted to because of human depravity stem-
ming from inherited sin. We fear the Deavers have
unwittingly resurrected that worn out and oft refuted
Calvinigtic foolishness.

A SUPPOSITION

(3) M. Deaver supposes the Holy Spirit directly
assists him in understanding the meaning of scripture.
Thisis akin to that regurgitated sectarian nonsense of
the Spirit’s“illumination” wherein one smind isenlight-
ened as to the meaning of scripture by direct touch. It
isnot surprising the Deavers contend for such. For the
same passage (John 14:26) which M. Deaver supposes
giveshim apromise of direct assistance for hismemory
aso affirms that the Spirit shall “teach you al things.”
If M. Deaver applies one to himself then why not the
other?

In oral debate M. Deaver was asked to cite a
passage in which he does not need the Spirit's direct
help in order to understand its meaning. He was then
asked to cite another passage in which he does need
the Spirit’ s assistance. The passage he gave which he
claimsto need no assistance from the Spirit is Genesis
1:1. The passage he cited in which he does need the
Spirit’ s direct help is Ephesians 3:16.

His answer is a peculiar one indeed because, if
there was any passage in the whole Bible the Deavers
need the Spirit’ sdirect aid on, it would be the very first
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verse of the biblical record seeing they teach an
unscriptural dant of the so-called “ gap theory” on Gen-
esis 1:1-2 (cf. R. Deaver, Romans: God’'s Plan For
Man’s Righteousness ~ pp. 167-170). And then the
very passage he claims to need the Spirit'shelp is the
onethat speaks of the Spirit’ s strengthening the inward
man. But if direct assistance from the Spirit is needed
to understand this passage, why is he wasting histime
explaining the passageto othersin debate or his monthly
publication which he had used extensively to promote
his newfangled idess on the direct work of the Spirit?
According to M. Deaver one cannot understand the
passage without the Spirit's direct operation anyway.
Just let the Spirit illuminate and teach others what the
Deavers suppose to be true. Does the Spirit need his
help in teaching more clearly what he (M. Deaver)
clamsisdirectly illuminated by the Spirit anyway.

Who informed M. Deaver as to what passages
he must have help on and those on which he needs no
assistance from the Spirit? Did the Spirit revedl thisto
himin direct fashion aswell? It ismy persona opinion
what he needs more than anything else is an elemen-
tary course in the exegetical process. Asit isnow, this
brother has put the Spirit in the position of taking the
blame for his shoddy and inept efforts at interpreting
God's word.

DIRECT SPIRITUAL ILLUMINATION
AND DIVINE WISDOM

| fear that M. Deaver has adopted an dlitist men-
taity in that he (with his aleged inerrant Spiritud illu-
mination) holds a monopoly on the truth. Everybody
elseisacut under his skillful dexterity. Because they
woefully plagued with inadequate abilities when it
comesto interpreting God’ sword. | have seenthisvery
mentality when debating the “redlized eschatology”
brethren who have cultivated an esoteric view of bibli-
ca interpretation. They alone possessthekey of knowl-
edge to divine truth. It likewise surfaces when con-
tending with sectarian preachers of the charismatic
persuasion. It becomes difficult for these (like M.
Deaver), who see themselves as possessing an illumi-
nated mind resulting from the Spirit’ s direct help, not to
be condescending toward others deemed void of the
same abilities and supernatural advantages. Some have
gotten the distinct impression from the way in which
he has treated reputable brethren in the recent past
that he has become bloated with a self-serving arro-
gance and conceit as to rival the Renaissance pope of
your choice, and thus standsin need of agenerous dose
of common humility.

(4) The Deavers fancy that the promise of wis-
dom in connection with prayer of James 1.5 comes
about by the Spirit’s direct operation. The Deaver as-
sumption is that God directly infuses a degree of wis-
dom into one's mind in answer to prayer. But what
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they assume this: is because God gives something in
answer to prayer it must be given in directly. Not so.
God dispensed wisdom to the faithful in olden times
(Proverbs 2:6). But we would be amissto suppose this
was accomplished by some direct operation. Just be-
cause God is said to supply man with something does
not imply it is by direct or miraculous impact. God
“opens’ the hearts of non Chrigtians and “gives’ re-
pentance to the one never having obeyed the gospel
(Acts 11:18; 16:14; 11 Timothy 2:25). But who among
the Deaver clan will now affirm this is accomplished
by the Spirit’s direct influence?

The Deaver clamor on James 1.5 best illustrates
the throes of desperation to which these brethren will
stoop in order to attach some sort of credence to their
man-made theology. They take a passage that does
not even mention the Holy Spirit (the Holy Spirit is not
explicitely mentioned anywhere in the book of James)
and concoct an entire doctrind platform as to how the
Spirit supplieswisdom in answer to prayer. But thereal
corker is how they get the Spirit operating directly in
dispensing thiswisdom when the Spirit is not even men-
tioned. It beats me how these brethren can conjure up
an eaborate doctrine on the direct operation of the Holy
Spirit from passages that do not even refer to the work
of the Spirit, much less the direct work of the Spirit in
Chrigtian living. If this does not illustrate their shabby
exegetica efforts in mishandling God's word, | do not
know what does. How pathetic. How pitiful.

Consder that God gives us our daily bread in an-
swer to prayer (Matthew 6:11). God providesthe means
and opportunities whereby we may attain such bless-
ings from the Divine source. It is biblically affirmed
that he “gives’ these daily provisions. Just as he feeds
the birds of the air, so he providesfor
al hisearthly creatures. But one need
not think this mutualy excludes hu-
man responsibility on our part (Il
Thessalonians 3:10).

Thisisno lesstruewiththewis-
dom that God provides. We are in-
structed to “ buy” both truth and wis-
dom “and sell it not” (Proverbs
23:23). Certainly an individual may
become arecipient of both truth and
wisdom today. And | believethat one
may become a beneficiary of both in
answer to prayer (Matthew 7:7-8)
coupled with an exercise of human
responsibility to attain such. Our as-
certaining such blessingsfrom God is
not wholly based on human effort.
God does his part as the source and
provider of dl blessings. God gives
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and we receive. But one thing for sure, the Bible does
not teach, the Deaverite contention not withstanding,
that wisdom is given by the Spirit’s direct operation. It
is not miraculoudy infused into one's mind. Having at-
tained and received such a blessing, one then exhibits
this wisdom “from above’ by the “good life’ that he
lives in harmony with divine precept (James 3:13-18).
In fact, after observing the way M. Deaver has
conducted himsalf by sending out materia where breth-
ren go to hold gospel meetingsin an attempt to discredit
and sabotage their work in the kingdom, | maintain thet,
if anyone needs ablessing of wisdom, it is Deaver him-
sdf. His take on wisdom is anything but “ pure, then
peaceable, gentle, easy to be entreated.” He has
al but ruined his influence in a brotherhood that once
loved and appreciated his efforts before he became so
radical and bitter. He has al but dienated himsalf from
good brethren who once used him widely, al of thisas
aresult, at least in part, of his acrimonious conduct.

THE ALL SUFFICIENCY OF THE BIBLE

(5) The Deaverite doctrine of the Spirit’'s direct
operation impeaches the all-sufficiency of God' sword.
Itisanirreverent dam against inspired revelation from
God to man. M. Deaver’s assertion is that the Bible is
aufficient “informationally,” in that there is no need for
further inspired revelation in addition to the Bible. But
whereasthebiblical information issufficient, there must
be an additional influence to motivate the Chrigtian in
obedience to God. The Spirit's influence through the
written word is lacking and, therefore, does not supply
manwith dl heneeds“motivationdly” to remain afaithful
Christian.

Here again the Deaver dichotomy isthat the alien
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sinner has al he needs by way of information and mo-
tivation from the Spirit through inspiration’ swords. But
when it comesto onewho has aready obeyed the gos-
pel , it isadifferent matter. The Christian finds al the
in formation he needsin the Bibleto livethe Christian
life; but he needs additional motivation and assistance
inorder to “enable’ himto livefaithfully. Thisiswhere
the direct operation of the Spirit comes into play. The
Bible, as God' sinspired word, isinsufficient to accom-
plish complicate edification according to M. Deaver.
There must be what he calls a “ suprealiterary” influ-
ence above and beyond what the gospel provides to
remain faithful. Note what brother Guy N. Woods
says of this Deaver claim:
The contention, that the Holy Spirit, encourages,
strengthens, and motivates apart from theword, isan
impeachment of the sacred writings, becauseit strikes
at their claim of al-sufficiency. If there are influences
wrought upon us, apart from and in addition to the
revealed word of God, thisword is not sufficient, and
it requires these alleged additional influences to pro-
videall that Godintendsfor us. Y et, thebook claimsto
supply our every needin every areaof divineinstruc-
tion. If it does, there is no other influences wrought
uponusinthisarez; if it doesnot, itsclaimsarefalse.
But, if it may not be trusted in this matter, how may it
bein any other? (How The Holy Spirit DwellsIn The
Christian, p. 11).

PIONEER PREACHERS AND THE HOLY SPIRIT

(6) Another of M. Deaver’s declarations is that
the majority of Restoration preachers believed and
preached the same doctrine he now espouses on the
direct operation of the Holy Spirit. The implication of
this pretentious claim isthat heisthe onewho is stand-
ing in the great heritage of the Restoration Movement
while al the naysayers have not only forsaken biblical
truth but our spiritual forefathersin the faith as well.

But if this is true, why did brother R. Deaver
adamantly and forcefully state with al the confidence
he could muster that he had preached for fifty years
and would continue to preach the working of the Spirit's
influence upon mankind “dways in and through, by
means of, the written word of God, both in the matter
of conversion and in the guiding of the Chrigtian?’ Was
he preaching for half a century the direct opposite of
what we are now told and expected to believe is so
plainly taught by the New Testament; something so
clear that pioneersin the faith easily gleaned from the
pages of holy writ.

And, if M. Deaver believed and preached for
some thirty years that “the Holy Spirit convicts, leads,
directs, and edifies only through the word of God,” what
is his excuse for being so ignorant of both biblical and
Restoration literature for so long? Better yet, why did
it take thirty to fifty years for the Holy Spirit to en-
lighten these brethren to the truth of a direct opera
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tion? Was the Spirit incapable of such then but now dl
of asudden possesses the ability and willingnessto illu-
minate the Deavers as the chosen few in regard to the
very meaning of scriptural passages?

Weylan Deaver has gone on record touting that
those who oppose the Deaverite doctrine of a direct
operation are guilty of “anti-ism.” But if there is any
truth to this, father and son must first confessto preach-
ing and practicing anti-ism for fifty and thirty years, re-
spectively. What | am certain happened isthat once M.
Deaver accepted his new heresy and convinced him-
sdf it was legitimate, he then sought to bolster extra
biblical support from leading lights of the Restoration. It
was a brassy and bold move. But, alas, we know bet-
ter.

(7) M. Deaver's favorite passage which he sup-
poses teaches his pet theory of direct operation is
Ephesians 3:16 wherein Paul prays that the Chrigtian
“may be strengthened with power through his Spirit in
the inward man.” What our brother is guilty of hereis
what is commonly called the “fallacy of
overspecification” (D. A. Carson, Exegetical Falla-
cies, pp. 110-115). In other words our brother needsto
“learn not to go beyond thethingswhich arewrit-
ten” (I Corinthians 4:6, ASV-1901). M. Deaver does
this very thing by assuming the passage teaches the
Spirit’s direct touch when in fact no such thing is con-
veyed by the passage. It is pure assumption at itsworst.
If he can take a passage which speaks of the Spirit's
work in Christian living and merely assumeit isarefer-
ence to a direct operation , what hermeneutical prin-
ciple would deter one from making the same doppy
application to the conversion process? Consistency,
where art thou?

DIRECT STRENGTH

Thefact is God, Christ, and the Holy Spirit all are
said to strengthen the Christian (I Timothy 4:17;
Philippiams 4:13; Ephesans 3:16). But Deity accom-
plishes this feat, not by some imaginary “supraliter-
ary,” direct impact on the heart of man, but by and
through the agency of the gospd “which is able to
build you up” and to equip us sufficiently for the eter-
nal inheritance (Acts 20:32; 1l Timothy 3:16-17). M.
Deaver himsalf stated only ten yearsago that “the Holy
Spirit... edifiesonly through theword of God.” No doubt
it wasfrom the Bible he learned this and preached it for
thirty years. And now he wants us to believe the Spirit
hasdirectly illuminated and enlightened his mind on how
different it is now.

If he was the kind of responsible student some
suppose him to be, he would have considered contextu-
aly Paul’ spleafor the Ephesian brethren to be strength-
ened by the “Spirit in the inward man.” For the
apostle goes on to spdl out clearly how the Spirit's
strengthening process is accomplished. In 6:10-18 one
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isingructed to “be strong in the Lord, and in the
strength of his might” by buckling on “the whole
armor of God.” This involves the Christian adorning
the proper attire of truth, righteousness, faith, sava
tion, the gospd, “and the sword of the Spirit, which
istheword of God.” All of thisis then supplemented
with prayer, supplication, and vigilance® at all seasons
in the Spirit.” Somebody should tell him, if hewould
be content to stay with the word of God in matterslike
thishewill not go wrong. It iswhen he presumptuoudy
postulates his own suppositions that trouble arises.

CONCLUSION

There are two things for which | have deep con-
cern. Thefirst pertainsto the Deaver clan themselves.
| cringe to think of the Deaver family, once stalwart in
thefaith whose very name was synonymous with sound-
ness, passing from thislife to stand before the Gresat “I
Am” with blood stained hands, having subverted the
souls of good brethren and promoted schisms within
the body of Christ over their foolish and senseless
dogma. It istoo late for Bob Berard who had cast his
lot with the Deaverite contention before his untimely
death. Indeed the “ Judge of all the earth” (Genesis
18:25) will doright by him. And | pray God’' s mercy for
both him and the Deavers. But know that for the
Deavers who remain this side of eternity it is not too

late to make things right with both God and brethren
who voice concern for their spiritual welfare.

The second pertainsto the brotherhood asawhole.
The liberal element is having a heyday with the Spirit
buzzing about in frenzied fashion. Rubel Shelly has
got the Spirit somersaulting in Nashville and M ax
L ucado got the same song and dance in San Antonio.
All of thisisakin to the Deaverite doctrine asit pertains
to thisone principle: that the tap root of al the modern-
istic nonsense promoted by the liberal element is the
Holy Spirit’ sdirect operation. The liberdsattribute their
“progress’ to none other than what the Spirit isdirectly
doing and saying among them. This is no different in
principle than the Spirit working directly among the
Deavers, dlegedly enlightening their minds on the mean-
ing of scripture and providing enablement in addition to
the Spirit’s edification through God's word. We ought
to be presenting a united front to inform the brother-
hood of God' s people and opposing this neoPentecostal
influence among the liberal element. Our efforts are
hindered, however, by the Deaverite cancer that rages
among conservative brethren. The brotherhood suffers
as aresult.
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DEAVER’S ACTS 2:41 ARGUMENT
IMPLIES CALVINISM

Marion R. Fox

My book entitled “The Work of the Holy Spirit,
Volume I” has been revised with a number of the er-
rors taught by Mac Deaver being refuted. The second
edition contains nearly 700 pages of material (about
twice the length of the 15 edition). In the 2 edition of
my book | have added over a dozen separate answers
tothe Acts2:41 argument. Thisargument isthe source
of the direct operation doctrine being taught by M.
Deaver (and others) in the Lord’s church today. The
following are excerpts from the second edition of this
book (linking the Acts 2:41 argument with the direct
operation doctrine).

The eleventh reason to rgject this argument on
Acts 2:41 isthat it impliesthereisadirect operation of
the Holy Spirit in sanctification. If a dwelling of the
Holy Spirit by the word, in any manner, is allowed, the

implications are the same as the representative dwell-
ing. The following outline sets forth the possible pos-
tions on the dwelling of the Holy Spirit:

1—Litera dwelling separate from the word and
without the word of God.

2—Litera dwdling aong with (in conjunction
with) and dwelling through the word of God.

3—Representative dwelling (only through the
word of God).

If this argument on Acts 2:41 is sound, the sec-
ond and third options are disproven and the advocate is
forced to accept the first option. If the dwelling does
anything (any view except the hibernation theory), this
operation must be by adirect means, separate from the
word of God. This doctrine is certainly Cavinistic, at
least implicitly (cf. Appendix D). Additiona evidence

of the link between this doctrine and Calvin-

MEMPHIS SCHOOL OF
PREACHING AD HERE

ism is given in the following section.

CALVINISTIC IMPLICATION OF THE
ACTS 2:41 ARGUMENT

This argument on Acts 2:41 implies
thereis no dwelling through the word of God
in any manner. This argument is of the fol-
lowing form:

First Premise: If the Holy Spirit dwells
through theword of God, then the Holy Spirit
dwelsin an dien sinner.

Second Premise: The Holy Spirit does
not dwell in the aien snner.

Conclusion: Therefore the Holy Spirit
does not dwell through the word of God.

If this basic argument is converted by
trangposition, it becomes: “If the Holy Spirit
does not dwdll in the aien sinner, then the
Holy Spirit does not dwell through the word
of God.” This proves that the one who uses
this argument must deny there is any dwell-
ing through the word of God.

If thereisno dwelling through theword
of God, then whatever the dwelling doesisa
direct operation of the Holy Spirit. This di-
rect operation (Cavinism) implicitly grants
informationa guidance to the Chrigtian, if 1
Jn. 3:24 and 4:12 are referencesto the dwell-
ing of the Holy Spirit. The following argu-
ment proves this assertion:

First Premise: If we know that God
abidesin usby the dwelling of the Holy Spirit,
then the dweling of the Holy Spirit givesin-
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formational guidance (1 Jn. 3:24 and 4:12).

Second Premise: We know that God abidesin us
by the dwelling of the Holy Spirit (assertion of those
who use 1 Jn. 3:24 and 4:12 as proof textsfor thedwell-
ing of the Holy Spirit).

Conclusion: The dweling of the Holy Spirit gives
informational guidance.

The Cavinist plainly asserts that this knowledge
comes by the naked human spirit being operated upon
by the naked Holy Spirit (no agency). Those who deny
any dwelling through the word of God are in the Cal-
vinists camp. This was discussed extensively by this
author in Chapter Sixteen. Plainly, if these passages (1
Jn. 3:24 and 4:12) are used as proof textsfor the dwell-
ing, they either teach a direct operation to grant infor-
mationa knowledge or knowledge by man’ s sensesthat
God isinthe Chrigtian. Whatever it is, the Holy Spiritis
doing it, but it cannot be through the word of God. The
following dilemma clarifies this point:

Either the Holy Spirit influences in an immediate
manner (by a direct operation)

Or the Holy Spirit influencesin amediate manner
(either by the word of God or by some other means).

The Holy Spirit does not influence in a mediate
manner (implication of the Acts 2:41 argument); there-
forethe Holy Spirit influencesin an immediate manner
(adirect operation).

If apersona indwelling is necessary for the Holy
Spirit to bear fruit (cf. the following section), and the
Acts 2:41 argument is sound (there is no dwelling
through the word of God), then the fruit of the Spirit is
produced by adirect operation of the Holy Spirit. If the
Holy Spirit does not dwell by the word, the following
syllogism proves this assertion:

Major Premise: All influences produced by anon-
word dwelling are direct operations.

Minor Premise: The fruit of the Spirit is an influ-
ence produced by a non-word dwelling.

Conclusion: The fruit of the Spirit is an influence
produced by adirect operation.

Thisis pure Cavinism!

ADDITIONAL PROOFS OF
A CALVINIST INFLUENCE
There are only three possible interpretations of
passages that refer to adwelling of the Holy Spirit: (1)
TheHoly Spirit dwdllsliterdly, (2) The Holy Spirit dwells
both literaly and by agency, or (3) The Holy Spirit dwells
only by agency [only through the word of God]. The
following chart explainsthis:

Holy Spirit: > Chrigtian
Cavinism
Holy Spirit { } Christian
—>word of God——>
Holy Spirit———>word of God————> Christian
Truth
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Thefollowing digunctive argument demonstrates
the difficulty of proving the persond indwelling of the
Holy Spirit doctrine. Either the passageswhich refer to
the dwelling of the Holy Spirit: (1) All teach the Holy
Spirit dwellsonly persondly, (2) All teech theHoly Spirit
dwellsonly representatively [through the agency of the
word of God], (3) All teach the Holy Spirit dwells both
personally and representatively, or (4) Some passages
teach the Holy Spirit dwells personaly and some teach
theHoly Spirit dwellsrepresentatively. Thosewho teach
the third alternative must deny both the first and sec-
ond aternatives. The denia of the first and second a-
ternativesimpliesthat at least one passage teaches the
logicaly contradictory premise. This can be derived
from the “Square of Opposition.” [The contradictory
premise of the premise “All Sare P’ is“Some S are
not P.”]

The argument set forth by some on Acts 2:41 (an-
swered in the prior sections) implies that the first a-
ternative is the only one that can be taught. The argu-
ment on Acts 2:41 impliesthat no passage teaches that
theHoly Spirit dwellsrepresentatively (through theword
of God). If the Holy Spirit does not dwell through the
word of God, then He ether dwells directly (Calvin-
ism) or He does not dwell at al. A number of writers
have written attacking the doctrine of the dwelling of
the Holy Spirit through the word of God and have left
their disciples with only one aternative, Calvinism.

It is axiomatic that a passage of scripture cannot
be both literd and figurative at the same time, in the
same way, with respect to the same things or persons.
Therefore, it followsthat no single passage teaches both
aliterd and afigurative dwelling of the Holy Spirit. Itis
logically possiblethat some passages (at |east one) teach
aliteral dwelling and that some passages (as|east one)
teach arepresentative dwelling. If some passagesteach
a representative dwelling, the Acts 2:41 argument is
unsound. The only way to negate this argument is to
prove that no passage teaches a representative dwell-
ing in any manner. If one admits that some passages
teach arepresentative dwelling, then the question “what
rules of hermeneutics prove that the dwelling is repre-
sentative?’ becomes important. What precludes the
usage of these rules of hermeneuticsto provethat other
passages teach a representative dwelling? It is clear
that those who deny any representative dwelling of the
Holy Spirit are more rational in this respect than those
who claim the Spirit dwellsin both aliteral and afigura-
tive manner. (pages 484-486)
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THE GIFT OF THE HOLY SPIRIT:
NO ROOM FOR DOGMATISM

Keith A. Mosher, Sr.

There are numerous issues concerning the activi-
tiesof the Holy Spirit, but none more prevalent than the
“how” of the Holy Spirit's influence on saint and sin-
ner. This article is dedicated to areview of divine ac-
tivity and based on the facts presented in the Bible that
the Spirit of God is a substantive being. The Holy Spirit
is not an “it,” but is a Being with mind (I Corinthians
2:10, 11); spesking ability (I Timothy 4:1); love (Ro-
mans 15:30); alaw (Romans 8:1-2); and the same es-
sence as the Father and the Son (John 14:16-17; He-
brews 9:14).

It is common for “Christendom” to think of the
Holy Spirit in different terms from the Father and the
Son, yet, the Bible teaches that one' s relationship with
all three Beingsin the Godhead beginsat baptism (Mat-
thew 28:19). One isimmersed “into” (Greek, es; the
King James and other versions have “in”) the name of
the father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. There is no
distinction made in the verse between the three. Y€,
many exegetes of the Bibleinsist that the Christian has
a “specid” relationship with the Holy Spirit and that
without that relationship one is not a Christian.

One passage often asserted to be proof that one
must “have’ the Holy Spirit in order to be atrue Chris-
tianisRomans 8:9. “ But yearenot in theflesh, but
in the Spirit, if so bethat the Spirit of God dwell in
you. Now if any man have not the Spirit of Christ,
heisnone of his.” Firs of dl, the careful Bible stu-
dent will be aware that commentators are not in agree-
ment as to what the terms “in the Spirit” (note that it
does not say the Spirit in you) and the “ Spirit of Christ”
Sgnify. A. T. Robertson, anoted Greek scholar, sug-
gests that it is “probably the Holy Spirit” (page 373,
Word Studies). Moses Lard and Robertson
Whiteside both insisted that it wasthe human spirit. A
few try to be dogmatic and insist that Paul meant the
Holy Spirit, but such Bible students are without abasis
for such dogmatism.

Firg of dl, Paul uses the terms spirit and flesh in
Romans in different ways. At Romans 7:5, the word,
flesh, is a synecdoche for the law of Moses. Further,
Paul cdls“being in Christ” asawalk, “not after the
flesh, but after the Spirit” (Romans8:1). If theterm
“flesh” is dtill a substitute for the old law, then Paul is
contrasting one who would not be following the ancient
covenant with one who would be following the new
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covenant or gospel of Christ and thus could be said to
bewalking “after the Spirit” (Romans 8:4). One“walk-
ing after the Spirit” is then seen to be equivalent to one
in whom the Spirit of God dwells and who would have
the “Spirit of Christ.” In other words, Paul was de-
scribing the state of a New Testament Christian and
did not have the indwelling of the Holy Spirit in view in
Romans 8:9.

Some use Luke 11:13 asauthority for daily prayer
for the infilling of the Holy Spirit. Jesus is quoted as
saying: “If ye then being evil, know how to give
good gifts unto your children; how much more
shall your heavenly Father givethe Holy Spirit to
them that ask him.” The same oneswho so use Luke
11:13ing st that Romans 8:9 teaches the literal indwell-
ing of the Holy Spirit and, if one does not have the
indwelling, that one does not belong to Christ. A prob-
lem arises from such thinking, for in the parald pas-
sage (to Luke 11:13) found in Matthew 7:11 the phrase
“good things’ instead of the“Holy Spirit” isfound. The
“good things’ of the Spirit are not the Spirit himself but
those things he teaches (Galatians 5:22-23). Too, if one
ispraying daily for the indwelling of the Holy Spirit, did
the Spirit leave the day before? If so, Romans 8:9 con-
tains the information that one without the “Spirit” is
“none of hisl” If oneis praying for the Spirit, one must
not have him, and so there would be one who does not
belong to Christ praying for the Holy Spirit. Such con-
fusion is not taught in Holy Writ.

Another confusion about the Holy Spirit hasarisen
from a unique exegesis of Acts 2:38. The latter pas-
sage is one lifted from context constantly and made to
teach in isolation more so than any other verse of the
Bible. For example, faith-only advocates have long at-
tempted to say that the word “for” in the verse means
“because of’”and thus one is baptized because one's
sinsare already remitted. The passage reads, however:
“And Peter said unto them, Repent ye, and be
baptized every one of you in the name of Jesus
Christ untotheremission of your sins; and yeshall
receivethegift of theHoly Spirit” (Acts2:38). The
only other time the exact phrase “for the remission of
sns’ isfound in the Bible is the context of the Lord's
supper: “ For thisismy blood of the covenant, which
is poured out for many unto remission of sins’
(Matthew 26:28). Faithful Bible students have pointed
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out for along time that Jesus' blood was not shed be-
cause of sins aready remitted, but his blood was shed
in order to the remission of sins and those Bible stu-
dents rightly compared Acts 2:38 and Matthew 26:28
wherethe two phrases, “for theremissionsof sins” are
used and, incidentaly, the only times they are used.
However, advocates of the direct influence of the
Holy Spirit do not use the above gpproved Bible method
of comparing verses when they read Acts 2:38 and
come to the phrase “the gift of the Holy Spirit.” The
only other time one finds the foregoing phrase in the
Bibleis Acts 10:45. “ And they of the circumcision
that believed were amazed, as many as camewith
Peter, because that on the Gentiles also was
pour ed out the gift of theHoly Spirit.” How did the
Jews (the circumcision) know that the“ gift of the Holy
Spirit” was given to the Gentiles? “For they heard
them speak with tongues, and magnify God...”
(Acts 10:46a). The latter passage showsthat the “ gift”
is one the Holy Spirit gave and that in a miraculous
way.
But, according to the direct influence advocates,
the phrasein Acts 2:38 is “different” for it is not a gift
given, but the Holy Spirit, himself, asagift. In the Greek
language the case of possession is called the genitive.
The Greek spoke of the house of the man rather than
the man’s house. There is ordinary genitive and

“epexegetica genitive” and the latter means that the
two terms in the genitive phrase are identical. For ex-
ample, one might speak of the city of Memphis where
city and Memphis are similar terms. In Acts 10:45 the
gift of the Holy Spirit, according to dl Bible students, is
the Holy Spirit’s gift-tongues (Acts 19:46). But those
same Bible students, by some exegetica sorcery, insst
that the phrasein Acts 2:38 is not ordinary genitive but
epexegetical so that the gift is the Holy Spirit himself.
Such exegesisis a best inconsistent, and is not prov-
able. Yet some are dogmaticaly inssting on their own
assumptionsasthe basisfor al of their views about the
Holy Spirit. It seemsthat the phrasein Acts 2:38 isjust
ordinary genitiveasitisin Acts 10:45 and at least, there
isno room for dogmatism here. And, if theterm gift is
in an epexegetical phrase, there is another problem.
Please consider that the Greek word dorea is trans-
lated “gift” in Acts 2:38. And in attempting to arrive at
the meaning of the verse this fact dare not be ignored.

Therefore if the phrase “the gift of the Holy Spirit”

meansthe Holy Spirit isthe gift (epexegetica genetive),
then to be cons stent those who bel eive such must con-
tend for the miraculous. Why are so many dogmatic
about Acts 2:38 and the “ gift?” Because it has dways
been thought to be an “indwelling” verse. Such assump-

tions however, leave no room for dogmatism.

—4688 DeSoto Rd.
Walls, Mississippi 38680

BELIEF IN GOD’S WONDERFUL
PROVIDENCE

Victor M. Eskew

And Abraham took thewood of the bur nt offering, and
laid it upon Isaac hisson, and hetook thefirein his
hand, and aknife; and they went both of them together.

And Isaac spake unto Abraham his father, and said,

My father: and he said, Here am I, my son. And he

said, Behold the fire and the wood: but where isthe

lamb for a burnt offering? And Abraham said, My
son, God will providehimsdf alamb for aburnt offer-
ing: sothey went both of them together (Genesis22:6-

8).

Inthisstory, we read of aman’ sbelief in the provi-
dence of God. Abraham knew that God would provide
for their needs on this occasion. Abraham’ s belief was
ultimately confirmed. As he raised the knifeto day his
son Isaac, the angel of the Lord stayed his hand.

And Abraham lifted up his eyes, and looked, and be-

hold behind him aram caught in athicket by hishorns:

and Abraham went and took theram, and offered him
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up for a burnt offering in the stead of hisson” (Gen-

esis 22:13).

The providence of God is a very intriguing con-
cept. Seeking to understand it boggles the mind. At-
tempting to explain it accurately to others can cause
confusion and conflict. Providence definitely involves
theworking of God in the lives of men and women. His
working in aprovidentia way, however, does not mani-
fest itsalf in a miraculous manner. God provides, but
Heworksthrough natural meansand processes. Some-
times his intervention is so subtle that we never know
he is at work. Sometimes his providential dealing with
man involves years to bring things to pass. Although
confusing to man, providence is a marvelous blessing.
A firm belief that God is at work in our lives generates
hope, spurs one's willingness to endure, and gives life
to the mundane, seemingly routine activities of life. Let
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us look now at other examples of God's providence in
the Bible.

One of the most cherished examples of God's
providence occurred in the lifetime of Joseph. In a
dream, God revealed to Joseph that he would be €-
evated to aposition of authority over hisbrothers (Gen-
esis 37:5-10). This exdted postion did not come over-
night. God brought it to pass over a period of twenty-
two years. Weall know the story well. Joseph was sold
into davery. He becamethe chief seward in Potiphar’s
household. He was imprisoned on false charges. While
in prison, he cameinto contact with the butler and baker
of Pharaoh’s house. He interpreted their dreams. He
was forgotten by the butler for two years. When Pha
raoh needed one of hisdreamsinterpreted, Joseph was
remembered and appeared before the monarch. After
interpreting the king's dream, he was elevated to sec-
ond in command in Egypt. A famine drove his brothers
to theland of Egypt to securefood. Ultimately, Joseph’s
position enabled him to provide for his family and be
reunited with them. At the close of the entire process,
Joseph acknowledged God's hand in it all. Speaking to
his brothers after their father’ s death, he said: “ Fear
not: for am | in the place of God? But asfor you,
yethought evil against me; but God meant it unto
good, to bring to pass, as it is this day, to save
much people alive” (Geness 50:19-20).

Another gory involving God' sprovidenceisfound
inthelife of Esther. Esther was ayoung Jewish maiden
who lived in the days of the Persian Empire. The king
of Persiahad dethroned hiswife because of her insub-
ordination. Theking grew lonely, and asearch was made
for anew queen. Esther’ s uncle placed her among the
other maidensfor consideration by the king. When the
selection was made:

...Esther was taken unto Ahasuerus into his house

royal in the tenth month, which isthe month Tabeth,

in the seventh year of hisreign. And the king loved

Esther above all the women, and she obtained grace

and favour in hissight morethan all thevirgins; so

that he set the royal crown upon her head, and made

her queen instead of Vashti (Esther 2:16-17).

Inthe process of time, asituation arosein Persian
that caled for the extermination of al Jews. Esther
was called upon to approach the king. She feared for
her life, but finally approached the monarch. It was
Mordeca’s words and his belief in the providence of
God that convinced Esther to go unto the king.

Then Mordecai commanded to answer Esther,

Esther’ s actions enabled the Jews to prevail over
their enemies. Thisaccount containsno miracles. God's
name is not even found in the book of Esther, but God
was there. God was working amid the shadows.

FROM THE BOOK OF PHILEMON

Another example of God' s providenceisreveaed
in the book of Philemon. A dave named Onesimusran
from his master. This dave crossed paths with Paul
while the apostle was imprisoned in Rome. Paul taught
Onesimus the gospel, and he became a child of God.
Interestingly, Paul knew the dave's owner, Philemon.
The letter written by Paul was his exhortation to his
friend to receive the save back as a brother in Christ.
Was dl of this luck? Did al of it happen by chance?
Paul did not think so. In his short epistle, he acknowl-
edges God' s providence. In verse 15, hewrote: “ For
per haps he ther efore departed for a season, that
thou shouldest receive him forever.” Agan, not
one miracle was performed. The everyday events of
the lives of three men were worked in such away that
a dave became a Christian and was reconciled to his
owner as a brother in Chrigt.

We have set forth these accounts of God' s provi-
dence to convince us that God's providence is redl.
Behind the scenes, or, in the shadows, God is a work
inthe affairs of men. Hisability to work in such aman-
ner provesthat Heis God. We want you to believe that
God's providenceisat work in your life. We know that
it is difficult to do this at times. When we experience
difficulties, it is hard to see God' s hand therein. When
long periods of time pass and our lives seem to change
very little, it is hard to think that God is at work. Faith
and patience seem to be the keysin experiencing God's
providence. As life unfolds, we, too, can say: “God
meant it unto good.” Aswelook back on various events,
we can assert that we were brought to the kingdom for
such atime as this. When we piece together events
that are too purposeful to be left to chance, we can
assert: “Perhaps.” Yes, God providence isred. If we
can just wait upon the Lord, he will provide the sacri-
fice.

—9664 Highway 49B
Brookland, Arkansas 72417

Think not with thysdlf that thou shalt escapein
theking’ shouse, morethan all theJews. For if
thou altogether holdest thy peace at thistime,
then shall there enlar gement and deliverance
arisetothe Jewsfrom another place; but thou
and thy father’shouse shall be destroyed: and
whoknoweth whether thou art cometotheking-
dom for such atimeasthis? (Esther 4:13-14).
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THE SPIRIT IN THE INNER MAN

Wayne Price

In Ephesians 3:16 the Apostle Paul states that he
wishes God would grant these Ephesians to “be
strengthened with might by his Spirit in theinner
man.” Somewould havethe preposition “eis’ paeinto
nothing more than an “in” showing location. In their
judgment, this verse informs us that the Holy Spirit is
“in” the inner man.

This verse does not even address the issue of the
Spirit’s indwelling whatsoever. Ingtead, it meredly tells
usthat the Holy Spirit impartsastrengthening, “ directed
toward” theinner man. Theword“eis’ signifies“into,”
and there is no need to reduce it to merely an “in.” In
other words, theinward man is viewed as the recipient
and/or object towards which the strengthening is di-
rected. How doesthat strengthening power come from
the Spirit? TROUGH HIS SWORD, THE WORD OF
GOD (Ephesans6:17). TheHoly Spirit, working through
hisword, is al that may be gleaned from this verse.

If the “inner man” is the object of the preposition
“@s,” then what is the object of the verb “may grant or
give?’ Infinitives may be used as subjects, direct ob-
jects, et d. Just asin Acts 1:1, thetext saysthat Jesus
began to do and to teach” and these two infinitives
are used as direct objects of the verb “began,” so in

One Woman'’s Perspective...

“LAST TRAIN

Ephesians 3:16 the infinitive “to be strengthened” may
be the direct object of the verb “do.”

McCord’s translation “that you may be
strengthened mightily in the inner person by his
Spirit,” does a good job with the thrust of the Greek
preposition in thisverse. By the use of commas, Estes
The Better Version of the New Testament points out
the same fact thisway: “ That he may grant you to
be powerfully strengthened, by his Spirit, in the
inner man.”

Y et those impressed with the idea that the Spirit
operates directly upon the hearts of people today con-
tinueto point to thisverse asaproof passage bolstering

their fallacious claim.

Y ou don’t havethe strength—but God does! Y oucan’t
changeyour life—but he can...! The Spirit helpsusby
showing us how we ought to live through the pages of
theBible, AND HEWILL HELPUSASWELL BY GIV-
ING US DIVINE STRENGTH TO RESIST TEMPTA-
TION AND DO WHAT ISRIGHT (Billy Graham).

That which followsthe “and” in the above quota-

tion is pure Cavinism, and unadulterated subjectivism!

—P.0. Box 760
McLoud, Oklahoma 74851

INTO CHINA”

Annette B. Cates

Several years ago ayoung Chinese woman came
to work for me as a student library assistant. “Siew
Lee” [not her real name] had just arrived in the United
States, fresh out of high school. She was extremely
bright and apleasure to be around. Aswe worked, we
usualy chatted. 1 learned much about her homeland in
those conversations, as we talked about the likenesses
and differencesin our two countries. We talked about
the things she missed, especialy her family. Both of
her parents were professional people. Her beloved
grandmother had reared her. She had one older sister
who had been in the States for several years.
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Oneday | asked Sew Lee
about China's one child policy.
| thought | remembered that a
family could not have morethan
one child, especidly if the chil-
dren were female. If there
were a second pregnancy, it
was to be “terminated.” No
“choice” would be involved.
Her answer was straight-for-
ward. She said, “I was on the last train into China.”
She went on to explain that she had been born within

Annette Cate’s
picture
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hours of the one child policy being madeinto law. Asa
knot built up in my heart, | probed, “What if you had
been born a day later?” She replied that her parents
could have applied to keep her, alittle defensive about
her homeland’s policy. From her expression, | doubt
she had ever thought serioudy about the possibility of
her having been murdered as an innocent newborn baby.

For me, Siew Lee put a human face on abortion.
Rarely do we get to know someone who was spared
from abortion. If one has come so closeto having been
murdered before or immediately after birth, we likely
will never know it. But, here was someone who had
been born within hours of a deadline after which her
lifewould have been taken. While | doubt shewill ever
become a Christian, she has great potentia to be an
asset to society. However, no one will ever see the
faces or recognize the potentia of the millions upon
millions of those who were not given the opportunity to
live.

For over thirty-one years, women in the United
States have thought that they have a*“right to choose”
to destroy thelife of an unborn child. In China, thereis
no such choice. If our nation continues its downward
trend of legdized abortion, partid-birth abortion, and
the push for so-called “death with dignity” that will lead
to lawful euthanasia, there may well be no choice for
us, if the state deems a life is without value to the so-
cial system, it is worthless. Abortion and euthanasia
could someday be the law!

Does anyone—individua or government entity—
havea*“choice’ or a“right to choose’ to end thelife of
an unborn child, or anyoneelse? Absolutely not! While
those who would promote abortion would argue that 1)
the baby is just alien tissue in a womb, 2) we do not
know when the tissue becomeslife, and 3) thistissueis
unableto fed pain, they arewrong in every point. Fur-
ther, and most important, they are totaly ignorant of
Biblical teaching on the subject.

What about the argument that what isgrowing in
the mother’s womb is just tissue? (Technicdly, it is
known as a“fetus,” aterm that is so liberaly used to-
day that one notes the avoidance of “baby” or “child”
in referring to the unborn.) Some will be generous and
cal the child a “potentia person.” Human life was
created by God in his image (Genesis 1:26, 27). God
knew us from before birth. “Before | formed thee
in the belly | knew thee, and befor e thou camest
forth out of thewomb | sanctified thee” (Jeremiah
1.5). Job spoke of God making and fashioning usinthe
womb (Job. 31:15). The Bible knows nothing about
“potentia persons.” A baby’s DNA isunique, distinct
from that of the mother. That “tissue’ isaliving soul!

When does life begin? Some say that life begins
a birth. Some say that it begins when the fetusiis vi-
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able (ableto live outside the womb). Others think that
it is when brain waves develop or when the heart be-
gins to beat. There are other theories in addition to
these. But, if what is within the womb does not have
life, how can the first cells begin to divide as they do
immediately upon conception? Non-living materia can-
not grow and develop. Life must be present in order
for it to do so. Therefore, we do know when life be-
ging

Can the unborn baby feel pain? Pro-choice ad-
vocates attempt to placate any squeamishness or re-
luctance on the part of the mother with the lie that the
“tissue” within her isincapable of feding pain. Imag-
ing techniques have proven that the baby movesin re-
sponse to various stimuli or pressure applied to the
womb. Chemical reactions measured by stress hor-
mones aso indicate that the baby can fed pain. Un-
born children can have the hiccups. They can suck a
thumb and derive comfort from doing so. They have
the same capacity for pain and pleasure before birth as
they will have after birth. Y e, by the millions they die
an excruciating death, chosen not to live by the person
who should be most protective of them.

More babiesthan we can possibly count have been
snaiched off “the last train” into this world. We will
never see their faces or know what their accomplish-
ments could have been. Motherswho thought they did
not want a baby will never see its smile, hear the coo,
revel in hugsand sweet, doppy kisses, or listento atiny
voice saying, “Mommy, | wuv you.” The mora cli-
mate of this nation must be turned around beforewe al
become expendable.

—9194 Lakeside Drive
Olive Branch, Mississippi 38654
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Directory of Churches...

-Alabama-
Holly Pond-Church of Christ, Hwy 278 W., P.O. Box 131, Holly
Pond, AL 35083, Sun. 10:00am., 11:00 am., 6:30 p.m., Wed. 7:00
p.m., (256) 796-6802, (205) 429-2026.

Somer ville-Union Church of Christ, located on Hwy 36, one mile
east of Hwy 67, Somerville, Alabama, Sun. 9:30 am., 10:30 am.,
6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Tom Larkin, Evangelist, (256) 778-8955,
(256) 778-8961.

Tuscaloosa-East Pointe Church of Christ one block from Exit 76,
off 1-20, 1-59, Sun. 9 am., 10 am., 6 p.m., Wed., 7 p.m. Abiding in
God's Word—The Old Paths. U of A student, visitor, or resident?
Welcome! Andy Cates, Evangelist. (205)556-3062.

-England-
Cambridge-South Cambridge Church of Christ, Brian Chadwick, 198
Queen Edith’s Way, Cambridge. Publishers of “Oracles of God”. Tel:
(01223) 501861, e-mail: brian.chadwick@ntlworld.com

Cambridgeshir e-Ramsey Church of Christ, meeting at the Rainbow
Centre, Ramsey, Huntingdon. Sun. 10, 11 am.; Wed. (Phonefor venue
and time); www.Ramsey-church-of-christ.org. Contact Keith Sisman,
001.44.1487.710552; fax:1487.813264 or Keith Sisman.net. Research
Website of 1,000 years of the British Church of Christ; www.Traces-
of-the-kingdom.org and www.Myth-and-Mystery.org.

-Florida-
Pensacola-Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road,
Pensacola, FL 32526, Sun. 9:00 am., 10:00 am., 6:00 p.m., Wed.
7:00 p.m. Michael Hatcher, Evangelist, (850) 455-7595.

-Georgia-
Cartersville-Church of Christ, 1319 Joe Frank Harris Pkwy NW
30120-4222. Tel. 770-382-6775, www.cartersvillechurchofchrist.org.
Sun. 10, 11a.m., 6 p.m. Wed. 7:30 p.m. Bobby D. Gayton, Evangelist-
email: bdgayton@juno.com.

-Indiana-
Evansville-West Side Church of Christ, 3232 Edgewood Dr., Evans-
ville, IN 47712, Sun. 9:00 am., 10:00 am., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 6:30
p.m., Larry Albritton, Evangelist.

-Louisiana-
Chalmette-Village Square Church of Christ, 200 Delaronde St.,
Chalmette, LA 70044. Mark Lance, Evangelist, (504) 279-9438.

-Massachusetts-
Chicopee-Armory Drive Church of Christ, 26 Armory Drive;
Chicopee, MA 01020, in-home, (413) 592-4834, Ken Dion, Evange-
list.

-Michigan-
Garden City-Church of Christ, 1657 Middlebelt Rd., Garden City,
M1 (Suburb of Detroit), Sun. 10:00 am., 11:00 am., 6:00 p.m., Wed.
7:00 p.m., Dan Goddard, Evangelist. (734) 422-8660. www.garden-
city-coc.org

-North Carolina-
Rocky M ount-Scheffield Drive Church of Christ, 3309 Scheffield
Dr., Rocky Mount, NC 27802 (252) 937-7997.

-Oklahoma-
Porum-Church of Christ, 8 miles South of 1-40 at Hwy 2, Warner
exit. Sun. 10am., 11 am., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, Evan-
gelist, email: lawson@starnetok.net.

-Tennessee-
M emphis-Forest Hill Church of Christ, 3950 Forest Hill-lrene Rd.,
Memphis, TN 38125. Sun. 9:30, 10:30 am., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00
p.m. (901) 751-2444, Barry Grider, Evangelist.

Rockwood-Post Oak Church of Christ, 1227 Post Oak Valley Rd.,
Rockwood, TN 37854. Sun. 10 am., 11 am., Wed. 6 p.m. Contact
Glen Moore, (865) 354-9416 or Mel Chandler, (865) 354-3455.

-Texas-
Houston ar ea-Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O.
Box 39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 am., 10:30
am., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, Evangelist. Home
of Spring Bible Institute and the SBI Lectures beginning the last
Sunday in February. www.churchesofchrist.com

Huntsville-1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9,
10 am., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.

Hurst-Northeast Church of Christ, 1313 Karla Dr., P.O. Box 85,
Hurst, TX 76053. Sun. 9 am., 10 am., 6 p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m. Jason
Rollo, Evangelist, (817) 282-3239.

L ubbock -Southside Church of Christ, 8501 Quaker Ave., Box 64430,
Lubbock, TX 79464. Sun. 9:00, 9:55 am., 5:00 p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m.
Sunday worship aired live at 10:15 am. over KFYO 790 AM radio.
Tommy Hicks, Evangelist. (806) 794-5008 or (806)798-1019.

New Braunfels-1130 Hwy. 306, 1.5 miles west of 1-35. Sun: 9:30
am., 10:30 am., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7 p.m. Lynn Parker, Evangelist.
(830) 625-9367. www.nbchurchofchrist.com.

Richwood-1600 Brazosport, Richwood, TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30 am., 6
p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256.

Roanoke-Church of Christ, Corner of Rusk and Walnut, Roanoke,
TX 76262. Sun. 9:45, 10:45 am., 6 p.m., Wed. 7:30 pm. (817) 491-
2388.

Schertz-Church of Christ, 501 Schertz Pkwy., Schertz, TX. (210)
658-0269. Sun. 9:30a.m., 10:30 am., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m., take
Schertz Pkwy. Exit off 1-35, NE of San Antonio, Kenneth Ratcliff
and Stan Crowley, Evangelists.

-Wyoming-
Cheyenne-High Plains Church of Christ, 421 E. 8th St., Cheyenne,
WY 82007, tel. (307) 638-7466, Sunday: 9:30 am., 10:30 a.m., 5:00
p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m., Gerald Reynolds, Tel. (307) 635-2482.
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The LastWord...

Enmity Because of Truth?

Kent Bailey

Truth isindeed essentid to both one' sbecoming a
child of God and living faithful to the Lord (John 8:32;
17:17; Romans 10:17; Revelation 2:10). Truth isthere-
fore paramount in our having a proper relationship with
God. By itsvery essenceit isavailable, attainable, and
ascertainable. It istherefore objective asit existsinde-
pendent of the human mind. Because of the importance
and nature of God's eternd truth, we must follow it
wherever it leads. We must bear any burden, make
any sacrifice, and pay any priceto follow this God ap-
proved path.

When one is committed to that of following truth,
one will also understand the necessity of opposing er-
ror regardless where such is found. This fundamental
fact was deeply impressed upon me amost 30 years
ago when | was convinced of my error in being identi-
fied with the Independent Christian churches. After
renouncing my affiliation with that religious group and
being baptized into Chrigt, | soon found mysalf amidst
that of controversy with both my family and friends. |
was greatly impressed by faithful defenders of thefaith
in their opposition to al forms of error both in and out
of the church. The writings of Foy E. Wallace, Jr. in
addition to hearing great preachers such as Guy N.
Woods, G.K. Wallace, and Franklin Camp left aper-
manent impression on my heart and soul. | did indeed
see by their influence the God-given responsibility to
be st for the defense of the gospel (Philippians 1:15
17) and earnestly contend for the faith (Jude 3).

Upon my moving to the State of Tennesseg, it
wasindeed agreat blessing to visit with Guy N. Woods
on numerous occasions and be encouraged by him to
stand firm in opposition to al forms of error. He cor-
rectly pointed out to me that such a stand will bring
opposition to such efforts even coming from thosewhom
we dearly love. The apostle Paul faced this very thing
when dealing with error in Galatia. Astheresults of his
efforts, brethren opposed himin his stand for truth. In
thewords of divineinspiration Paul raised acrucia ques-
tion when he asked, “Am | therefore become your en-
emy, because | tell you the truth?’ (Gaatians 4:16 ).

In this particular issue of Contending for the
Faith Mac Deaver’s position regarding the influence
of the Holy Spirit isreviewed. Such doesnot imply per-
sonal animosity. | have known and appreciated both
Roy and Mac Deaver since my studies in Graduate
School at Tennessee Bible College back in the early
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1980s. Both of these men had
a powerful influence for good
in my own life especidly in the
area of Biblical Apologetics as
well as the controversy relat-
ing to Marriage, Divorce, and
Remarriage. However, truly
great men can be on the wrong
side of a controversial issue.
Such is the case with the posi-
tion Mac Deaver iscurrently af-
firming regarding the influence of the Holy Spirit in the
life of the Chrigtian.

The issue is not within itsdlf directly related to
disagreement regarding the indwelling of the Holy
Spirit. Brethren have differed for years regarding the
indwelling of the Holy Spirit without drawing lines re-
lating to fellowship concerning this issue. Neither do
we deny God' s Providence. Indeed Post-Modernistic
Deismisfata error and must be opposed!

The red issue in this discussion is that dedling
with the Holy Spirit’s influence. Mac affirms that, in
addition to his sanctifying influence through his word,
the Holy Spirit operates directly to sanctify the heart of
the faithful Christian. Although he does not deny that
the Holy Spirit has an influence on the Christian through
theword of God, he affirmsthat the Holy Spirit exerts
adirect influence on the heart, or mind of the Christian
in conjunction with the word of God and denies that
the influence of the Holy Spirit is accomplished only
by means of the word of God.

If such is the case, upon what basis do we con-
tend that word of God is al sufficient to sanctify the
heart of the faithful Christian (Il Timothy 3:15-17)? If
Mac is correct in his reasoning, then how would what
he alegesto have from the Holy Spirit be any different
(other than by degree ) from that which the apostles
had (John 14:26; 16:13)? Will Mac affirm that the Holy
Spirit illuminates his understanding of the scriptures?
Will he affirm that the Holy Spirit illuminatesthe under-
standing of the aien sinner regarding the scriptures? If
he will illuminate the Chrigtian but not the alien, would
not such imply that the Bible can be understood by the
alien without direct help but not by the Christian?

Kent Bailey’s
picture

—124 Executive Meadows Dr.
Lenoir City, Tennessee 37771
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