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FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND HATE ERROR

“IT’S NOT PORNOGRAPHY, IT IS ART.”
T

he title of this article is a quote from Mrs. Barbara England, head of the art department at Freed-Hardeman University (FHU). It was made about two years ago in response to FHU student Christina Sword’s comments to Mrs.
England concerning what she had heard was a part of the requirements for students taking the Art II class, specifically that
the students were expected to draw semi-nude pictures. Mrs. England confirmed what Christina reported and she asked
Christiana if she had a problem with the requirement. Miss Sword responded to Mrs. England with, “I told her it was pornography and that I couldn’t take that class.” Mrs. England responded with the quotation preceding these remarks—“It’s not
pornography, it is art.” On February 2, 2018 in chapel, FHU President David Shannon made Mrs. England’s said statement
the official position of FHU regarding nudity and semi-nudity when viewing, drawing, and painting pictures of semi-nude
and nude human bodies. President Shannon said, “Faculty, staff, and administration have again concluded that these studies
of the human form are necessary and appropriate in a large number of academic disciplines, programs and courses at this
university, including the art program. It is crucial for an art graduate, from a liberal arts university, to be able to draw a human, and therefore understand the body.”

T

he following is Christina Sword’s report concerning what transpired regarding her meeting with Mrs. England. It
speaks for itself. It along with various other articles of documentation appear on FHU Uncovered, located at the
following web site, https://kteam1981.wixsite.com/fhu-uncovered. These documents have been available for some time.
—David P. Brown, Editor

CHRISTINA SWORD’S REPORT
Between August 29th to the 31st of 2016

I first spoke to Mrs. Barbara England who is the head
of the Art Department. I told her that I had heard from other
students that in Drawing II students are required to draw
semi nude pictures and I asked if that was true. She said it
was true and asked if I had a problem with that. I told her it
was pornography and that I couldn’t take that class. She said
“It’s not pornography, it is art.” She also said that she understood where I am coming from and can respect that. Mrs.
England then informed me that this wasn’t the only class
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that involved semi nude photos. She told me that in the Art
History classes they study pictures from history of complete
nudes. She said that I would have to talk to the teachers in
charge of those classes to see if they’d substitute them for
me. Mr. Brian Bundren is the teacher for Drawing II where
you would be required to draw semi nude photos and Mrs.
Laquita Thompson is the teacher for Art History where there
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THE SCHOOLS OPERATED
BY THE BRETHREN
INTRODUCTION
Earl West, in his second volume of the Search for the
Ancient Order, on page 461 wrote about L. F. Bittle’s 1873
letters to Jacob Creath. According to West, Bittle wrote:
...it had rather been the tendency of colleges to fall in line
behind the popular sides of issues in the brotherhood. Colleges, as a general rule, will as a matter of policy pursue for
a time a midway “safe” course until it is known which side
will be the most popular, and then will jump with full force
on that side. Colleges, as a general rule, have not fostered the
thinking of the brethren on certain issues, but rather have reflected the opinion of the majority after the issues have arisen.
Consciously or unconsciously, this has been the tendency. The
reason is clear: colleges must have money to operate and if
they get too unpopular, they will not have enough funds to run
(Published today by Gospel Light Publishing, Delight, AR).

From this quotation, brother West concluded something
regarding colleges and brotherhood papers that was far more
accurate in the 19th and early 20th Centuries than it is today.
As the 20th Century moved along (especially the later half of
it), the various papers’ powers of persuasion through Bible
study, full discussion, and debate of brotherhood issues became less influential. Fewer people subscribed to the papers
and more brethren were impacted by the colleges and their
lectureships, Bible faculties, and college alumni.
In the beginning of them and for some years thereafter, college boards, presidents, administrations, and faculties
were overall sound in the faith—they viewed all subjects
therein taught in the light of the Bible. Thus, their publications and lectureships encouraged the church to stay true to
the New Testament pattern. However, as the years passed by,
taking small incremental steps away from New Testament
truth, the colleges became more liberal (teaching doctrines
that loose men from what the Bible binds on them). Thus,
those same colleges, lectureships, and faculty members (especially the Bible faculty) became platforms for liberal doctrines.
Over the years, false teachers slowly infiltrated the colleges, especially the Bible faculties, as the schools sought
men with academic degrees to help them to become accredited academic institutions. Doctrine became less important
and graduate degrees were the measure of the teachers in the
colleges. In time, their alumni took their liberal message into
the churches, encouraging the church members to send their
children to the colleges and now universities. Thereby, a digressive circle formed and more and more church members’
(Editorial Continued On Page 9)
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are several required classes that cover full nudes. Mrs.
England told me that she would speak to them first and
tell them that I wanted to speak with them. A few days
later she gave me the okay to speak with the teachers
and that they were aware of the fact that I would be
speaking to them.
I spoke with Mr. Bundren and he said he can respect where I am coming from and that he would be
willing to substitute the class for me if I got the okay
from Mrs. Laquita in her Art History classes. I went to
Mrs. Laquita and she asked me what the problem was. I
told her that I couldn’t take those classes because it was
pornography and she said it was art. I said that we’re
supposed to be modest and that when Adam knew he
was naked he tried to cover his nakedness, but even that
wasn’t enough, God gave him a standard or clothes that
were considered acceptable before God. She said we’re
made in God’s image and that they are just admiring the
beauty in God’s creation. She said I really couldn’t make
that argument about Adam because she could argue that
we’re made in God’s image. She said we all interpret
the Bible the way we want to and that I want to park my
boat over there and that she wants to park her boat over
here. She said babies are born naked, but they’re not in
sin and that there are naked people in Africa, but they
don’t know any better, but they’re not in sin. She said it
is a cultural thing. Mrs. Laquita said that pornography

is in the eye of the viewer. When she looks at it she sees the
art and the beauty in God’s creation, but someone else may
look at it and in may cause them to stumble. She said she’s
sorry if it has caused some of her students to stumble, but
it’s a part of our history and she can’t just ignore or cover up
history and what happened. She said there is a lot of pornography in history like the drawings and pictures of the sexual
act, but she doesn’t show those, she only admires the beauty
in God’s creation. She said it’s a part of our history and culture and that if I couldn’t handle it, and that if it caused me
to stumble, then I should flee youthful lust and flee from sin
or things that cause me to stumble, but that it wasn’t fair to
her other students and she didn’t want to take away from
them and all they could be learning by not going over those
things for my sake. So if I couldn’t handle it then I really
didn’t belong in the Art Department. She said I can call it
pornography, but that I’m wrong. She said if I ever wanted
to talk more about it then she’d be willing to.
I then went to the Bible Department and spoke with
Brother Billy Smith about what happened. He said he wasn’t
aware of what was going on in the Art Department and that
he’s sorry that’s happening. He said Mrs. Barbara England
goes to Henderson Church of Christ and that he might pull
her aside and talk to her about what they could do so that
students don’t have to go through that. He said there wasn’t
much he could do because the Bible Department and the Art
Department are separate. He suggested dropping art and not
being put in a position where I’d have to compromise. ab

AN OPEN LETTER FROM KERRY SWORD, CHRISTINA’S FATHER
Today, President David Shannon has publicly come out
during the chapel period with his official position concerning
the nudity in Art and photography question. Sadly, his comments will come as a great disappointment to many who have
made such statements as, “David Shannon will take care of
this error.” Oddly, the chapel service was not available today
for the online “live feed,” as it normally is. Therefore, I believe it would be appropriate to post his public statements so
as to inform everyone concerning his positions.
[To hear and view David Shannon’s complete FHU
chapel speech delivered on February 2, 2018 you
may go to https://www.facebook.com/kerry.sword/videos/2005204052827380/UzpfSTE2OTczMTk4NzEyMjU5NToxNzkxMDQ5Mzk1MTg2MzM/ —Editor]
In his speech he makes several erroneous and inconsistent statements. Please allow me to elaborate:
Mr. Shannon is quoted as saying, “While FHU students
do study the human form, FHU art students do not, and never will, work with nude live models.”
Contending for the Faith—March/2018

Why not? If there is nothing wrong or shameful in their
current practices, what is wrong with using a live model
as some “secular” universities do? After all, in the pictures
and photographs they use, someone has already used a “live
model” to produce such works. The inconsistency here is
glaring.
Nevertheless, a young woman was already used as a
“live model” for a picture used in one of the photography
classes. This was done by a student in a photography class
and, although such was not required by the teacher for the
class assignment, the teacher showed the photo to the class
on November 1, 2017 and then allowed the student to explain the picture and why he used this particular subject for
the assignment. The girl was wearing only a “sports bra” and
immodest shorts, viewed from the angle of her reflection in a
mirror and viewing her front-side from her head down to her
knees. Her clothing was in clear violation of the 2017-2018
Student Handbook Dress Code (cf. Pg. 33 at the following
link:http://www.fhu.edu/campuslife/studentservices/studenthandbook). The purpose of this “risqué picture” (using the
3

student’s own words) was to demonstrate the insecurities
that people have towards their bodies.
While David Shannon mentions the practices of “the
study of nude, and semi-nude human form, in sculptures,
paintings, pictures within the art program,” he does not mention the same practice in the photography classes where contemporary nude photos have been shown.
Further, he states:
Faculty, staff, and administration have again concluded that
these studies of the human form are necessary and appropriate in a large number of academic disciplines, programs and
courses at this university, including the art program. It is crucial for an art graduate, from a liberal arts university, to be
able to draw a human, and therefore understand the body.

“Faculty, staff, and administration” have concluded incorrectly about the necessity of these things. Artists and art
students have already chimed-in and stated that the study
and reproduction of nudity is not necessary in order to understand or become successful in these professions (note
the quotes below). Additionally, while Faulkner University
does not have an art department, they do have photography
classes, yet do not show nude photos in their classrooms. So,
why do the “Faculty, staff, and administration” at FHU conclude that “these studies of the human form are necessary”?
It boils down to subjective reasoning, for even the art teacher
readily admits “I do pick and choose” what she shows in her
classes (cf. line 86 of the October 12, 2016 Transcript of
meeting with FHU Art Dept. at the following link: <https://
docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/411a36_8968adbcb00a43e7a91b88
7b914e0881.pdf>).
And if the study of these images are to be defined by
Mr. Shannon as “appropriate,” let him show his scriptural
authority for making such an unwarranted conclusion, following the admonitions given in Colossians 3:17; 1 Thessalonians 5:21; 1 Peter 4:11a; 1 Peter 3:15, et al.; for only God
can and does define what is “appropriate,” for His creation
(Eph. 2:10).
Note Mr. Shannon’s words:
If drawing the human form or studying nude or semi-nude art
violates your conscience, if so, you have informal and formal
mechanisms to request modification to your curriculum. Your
request will be evaluated based upon it reasonableness, its impact on the academic integrity of your studies.

While this may sound good on the surface, no “request”
for “modification” was even considered for Christina Sword
when she told her teachers that it violated her conscience to
view and draw nude photos. She was told that no exceptions
would be made (see transcript of October 12, 2016 meeting
with the Freed-Hardeman Faculty at the following link:

vost) office two days prior to the fall of the 2017 semester
and told that the photography class he was scheduled to take
would involve viewing nude photos and was then asked if it
bothered him. Aaron told him that it did and so he was offered
a “substitute class” (Arts and Ideas). Yet, within two weeks,
the teacher was showing nude pictures and continued to do
so until the end of the semester. This student made it clear to
the teacher that he was against viewing such works, but no
“request” for “modification” was considered, but rather, the
teacher made it a necessary requirement in order to pass the
class. Both C. J. Vires and David Shannon were made aware
of this by Aaron, but offered no suggestions or remedies to
the problem (see documentation under Student Responses
at <https://kteam1981.wixsite.com/fhu-uncovered/studentresponses>).
I honestly ask, what assurance does FHU offer to any
future students that the same thing will not be required of
them and if it violates their conscience they will hear the
same response, “If you can’t handle it—get out!”?
Further, Mr. Shannon states:
Several allegations made recently have been disappointing.
Including, intimidating students, faculty and staff, over personal conviction and falsely using the word pornography,
erotica, to describe the art that is studied here. No instructor
will ever seek to incite vulgarity, or lack respect of God’s creation—the human body.

The latter part of his statement here is a reflection of the
“intent doctrine,” that we have been hearing certain ones use
in defense of the teachers’ actions. It’s the idea that if it’s
not their intent to incite lust, if it’s not their intent to incite
vulgarity, then it somehow makes their actions acceptable. A
person’s intent does not regulate the rightness or wrongness
of any moral issue (Pro. 14:12). The Bible will be the final
standard by which all men’s actions will be judged (2 Cor.
5:10; John 12:48).
Concerning the first part of his statement, let the evidence speak for itself. In the required “art” text book, note
the caption quotes from the works being viewed:
§ Hamilton’s “appealing” modern home: pictures literally taken from (and I quote) “a photograph taken from a
girlie magazine” which portrays a nude woman and man
who are set in an artistic background.
This is in clear violation of the FHU Student Handbook
which states: See FHU Handbook (pg. 32 Pornography)
http://www.fhu.edu/campuslife/studentservices/studenthandbook
Pornography

<https://docs.wixstatic.com/ugd/411a36_8968adbcb00a43e
7a91b887b914e0881.pdf>).

Use and/or possession of pornography in any form is prohibited. Violation of this policy will result in disciplinary action
and mandatory counseling. In addition, restrictions will be put
on internet usage.

Ironically, Aaron Sword was called into C. J. Vires (Pro-

§ Bronzino’s “Cupid fondling his Mother Venus …with
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lascivious undertones” (naked Cupid groping his mother’s breast while kissing her on the lips).
§ Musee d’Orsay’s work: “A nude prostitute and her
black maid carrying a bouquet from a client scandalized
the public.”
§ Hannah Wilke’s contemporary work: “Wilke poses
topless decorated with chewing-gum sculptures of vulvas, which allude to female pleasure....”
§ Cranach the Elder—Judgment of Parts—which features, “seductive female nudes.”
§ The Love of Krishna—“for Radha is the subject of
this colorful, lyrical, sensual watercolor”
§ Jean Auguste Dominique Ingres—“a Turkish harem,
consistent with the new Romantic taste for the exotic.”
§ Clodion—Nymph and Satyr Carousing—“The erotic
playfulness of Boucher and Fragonard is evident… representing sensuous fantasies often involving satyrs and
nymphs, the followers of Bacchus.”
Please inform the public about the “false” terms being
used to “describe the art that is studied,” when these are
quotes taken from the very textbook the students are required to purchase and study for the class.
Furthermore, David Shannon says that “This is a good
opportunity to discuss roles in all of our careers, as we decide daily if we will walk with the Lord or follow the world.”
It’s a nice statement, but then why has discussion on this
topic been avoided? Note the attempts to “discuss” this in
the documentation posted (Chronology of Attempts to Address the Problem, located at the following link: <https://
kteam1981.wixsite.com/fhu-uncovered/copy-of-nude-content-from-fhu>).
From the required textbook, I have categorized the socalled “art work” that students are being exposed to into the
following subjective categories: Sensual, Homosexuality,
Pagan, and Nudes. These pictured works allude to fornication, prostitution, orgies, homosexuality, incest, bestiality,
paganism, and such like. Does the “Faculty, staff, and ad-

ministration” really want to stand behind the statement that
“false” claims have been made by, “…using the word pornography, erotica, to describe the art that is studied here”?
Then please, let’s show the pictures and the captions at the
open forum (of the 2018 FHU Lectureship—Editor) a nd
let the church and every honest heart judge “righteous judgment” (John 7:24).
Mr. Shannon has stated that “Our goal as faculty, staff,
and administration is to make you aware of the challenges
you will face in your career, provide you with guidance, instruction, and encouragement to reflect Christ within your
career.” Do they honestly believe that involvement in such
works will really help students to “reflect Christ” within their
careers? If so, please provide scriptural references and biblical examples for such a claim. Additionally, why are parents
and potential students not made aware of these “challenges”
they will face before they sign-up to take these classes? I’ve
never seen this in any of the brochures that FHU distributes
in recruiting potential students. Do potential students and
their parents have the right to know what to expect in these
classes?
Indeed, we are “called to honor our Creator with how
we live in our bodies and how we interact with others and
their bodies,” as Mr. Shannon has stated. However, there is
no God-ordained “honor” in viewing and reproducing the
nudity of our neighbor’s sons and daughters or husbands and
wives for our visual entertainment, but to the contrary, it is
clearly condemned in the Bible, or as one good brother has
stated, “The public display of one's body was anathema to
God.”
At the end of his speech, Mr. Shannon has made the offer “If you would like to see me about any of this, I would
be glad to visit with you.” I accept his offer and know of a
delegation of godly elders and preachers that would like to
do the same. I will, therefore, ask Mr. Shannon at this time
when we can arrange such a meeting and ask that the contents of that meeting be made available for public inspection.
—Kerry Sword

The article appearing on the following page (p. 6) was written by a denominational professor and preacher. His academic
credentials and where he teaches are found at end of his article under “Notes.” I am using this denominational pastor/professor’s
article because he clearly sees what the FHC board, administration (especially FHC President David Shannon), faculty, staff, and
many of the current student body adamantly refuse to see regarding what the Bible teaches on nudity, nakedness, modesty, and
immodesty. Indeed, no faculty member, the Bible faculty in particular, has the backbone to write what this Calvinists seminary
professor has written. Is it because they are lacking in Bible knowledge in such matters, or do they not have the courage of their
convictions (assuming they have convictions in said matters), or do they fear for their jobs and just cannot bring themselves to rock
the FHU academic boat?
Further, the teachers in FHU’s art department are deficient in their knowledge of the history of art, for in their remarks they have
proved not to know what this seminary professor reveals about the same. Also, they disdain anyone who would dare challenge their
wisdom in selecting the text books or what ought to be taught in their art classes. In reading the article beginning on page 6, please
ask yourself why this non-Christian can determine what he did, when the powers that be at FHU cannot conclude the same.
—Editor
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Art, Nakedness, and Redemption
WILLIAM VANDOODEWAARD*
JANUARY 2011
A few weeks ago I learned the distressing news that a
couple I know is divorcing; the husband has pursued pornography, and beyond, for a decade. His sin has not only
ravaged his wife’s life, but in violating that covenant he orphaned four young children from a faithful fatherhood. He
stands as part of a devastating trend of infidelity leading to
divorce in evangelical churches.
Not long after hearing that, I learned, chatting with a
friend and his college student daughter, that her Bible and
ethics professor had recently shown her college (an ostensibly conservative, Reformed institution) class pornographic
clips from movies to teach the class that we can find “redemptive value” in all art.
Hearing this made me think back to the divorcing couple. The husband was a graduate of a Christian college that
set a high premium on “engaging and redeeming culture”; it
down played any sort of antithetical approach to culture as
backwards moralism at best, anti-cultural bigotry at worst.
Professors soberly and enthusiastically argued that “film is
both messy and redemptive, we need to grapple with the
complexities of life in this world, including sin.” The neoKuyperian project of “redeeming culture” (which itself raises
some serious theological issues) is not confined to the halls
of academia: David Taylor, an “arts pastor” recently featured
at the Gospel Coalition, argues in Christianity Today that it
is possible for mature Christians to “redemptively” portray
and view nudity in film. [1]
These reflections connected to a lecture on art that I attended last spring. The speaker was a thoughtful Christian
scholar. In her lecture she commented that Christian art
should not be opposed to “nakedness” but rather to “nudity.”
She argued that there was a distinction between tasteful nakedness in art and an objectifying nudity, referencing several examples of classical and Renaissance art in relation to
the former, and pornography to the latter—a stance similar
to H. R. Rookmaker’s. [2] This fine distinction left me and
many of my college students dubious; I remembered all too
well my own teenage struggles with lust, and the fact that
classical and Renaissance art of naked women had not been
helpful in the pursuit of purity. But was that just me? Was
I overly sensitive, or perverse beyond the ancients and my
contemporaries? Was I somehow missing a “redemptive understanding” of nakedness or nudity in art or film? These
questions forced me to examine what Scripture has to say on
nakedness and redemption and what a history of nakedness
in art might reveal.
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God created man and woman in his own image. He created them beautiful in their whole being, including physical
form. He declared this aspect of man’s being, “good, very
good,” along with the rest of creation. Adam and Eve were
naked, without sin. Yet in the Garden, after their sinful rebellion, Adam and Eve realized their nakedness, creating fig
leaf coverings for themselves. This awareness is unique to
the humans, as animals continued in their “naked” state unperturbed. God declared the fig leaves insufficient, and in an
act which theologians see as a picture of redemptive history,
killed animals, providing Adam and Eve with adequate coverings of skin through a bloody act. After this point, Scripture’s testimony over and over again is that nakedness in
contexts outside of marriage and necessity is shameful, spiritually destructive, a denial of the reality of sin and God’s
holiness.
Where God displays His redemptive activity in contexts
of extra-marital nakedness He clothes His people. Ezekiel
16 exemplifies this pattern in Scripture: God graciously redeems and clothes His bride, covering her nakedness and
making her beautiful. Her God-given covering is not a denial of beauty, but rather a redemptive rescue and restoration
to appropriate, glorious, public beauty, after she had been
an object of abandoned, uncovered shame. The bride, however, turns to play the whore, prostituting herself, taking off
her beautiful clothes, giving her naked beauty, now rebel,
distorted and cheap, to any passer-by. Her disrobing outside
of marriage is an outward expression of her inner rejection
of God’s redemption. She calls men to join her in violating
God’s perfect law.
The disrobing, redemption-rejecting woman of Ezekiel
stands in stark contrast to the bride of the Song of Solomon,
whose nakedness is truly beautiful. It is reserved for her husband, given to him alone—a “step that does not establish
deep intimacy, but one which presupposes it.”[3] Even in the
literary description of the marital sweetness and joy of the
inspired Song a poetic modesty remains. [4] There is also
a glorious foreshadowing here of the relationship of Christ
and His Bride, the church, who is clothed as well—by His
redemption.
When we come to the New Testament, we see our Incarnate Lord ministering to prostitutes, freely offering His
all-sufficient grace for their redemption and restoration to
true, covered, clothed, and ordered beauty. When Christ, as
the King of glory, takes His bride, the church, to Himself,
even in the heavenly glory of paradise restored (Rev. 19),
we see the saints clothed in the white robes of His righteousContending for the Faith—March/2018

ness, their clothing illustrative of the necessary covering for
redeemed mortals.
In contrast to both the positive testimony of Scripture to
being clothed and its warnings against nakedness, ancient
near eastern literature, like the Epic of Gilgamesh, reveals
a promiscuous culture which often moved in the direction
of celebrating an increasingly naked display of the human
form. In the midst of, and in response to the surrounding
near eastern cultures, God repeatedly warns His covenant
people against intermarrying with surrounding unbelievers.
But, why would they? Why would young Hebrew men be
drawn to the fertility cults? What was going on in the sacred
groves, and around the pole statues of the naked goddess
Asherah? Why were the sons of God drawn to the daughters
of men at these cultural festivities?
The more I study ancient near eastern art and culture,
the more it appears the cultural and artistic ethos tied to nakedness was very similar to the neighboring Greek culture
which produced all that fine naked sculpture. Andrew Stewart, Chancellor’s Research Professor of Greek Art and Archaeology at the University of California, Berkeley, explains
the aims of Greek nude sculpture:
...if one had asked a Greek sculptor what he really aimed at, he
would probably have replied beauty... perfect beauty can only
come about through the exact commensurability (symmetria)
of every limb and feature to every other... They served his own
and his immediate client’s fantasy of “the most beautiful.”

This fantasy was no disinterested Apolline affair. Projected upon the naked male body, the canon represented the
first step towards the sculptor’s ultimate goal: to seduce the
eye of the normative spectator, the citizen male. Winckelmann was right: this art was fundamentally homoerotic...
The Greek sculptor’s dedication to naturalism, his obsessive
investigation of the male body’s minutae, exploited this unrestricted climate.
[Praxiteles created] the first monumental naked Aphrodite, caught unawares as if by a voyeur, her sex appeal enhanced by devices ranging from the modesty of her posture
and gesture to Praxiteles’ use of the finest crystalline marble
for her body and the subtlest polychromy for her skin... the
female nude [sculpture] soon became second only to the
male in popularity. [5]
Stewart describes an “unrestricted climate,” a description which correlates well with the literature of the period
and is certainly also congruent with earlier, still influential,
Homeric epic. This unrestricted climate bears striking parallels to the ancient near eastern cultures celebrating fertility via free sex around naked goddesses. While Praxiteles
created his artwork some three centuries prior to the New
Testament, the “climate” was substantially the same when
Paul, led by the Spirit, preached the gospel of Jesus Christ
to the Greeks. Many of the temples were flourishing centers
of prostitution; their ads and billboards were semi-naked/naContending for the Faith—March/2018

ked statuary of gods, goddesses, and demi-gods whose tales
flaunted promiscuity. God’s redemptive response revealed in
the New Testament stands in harmony with the Old. Knowing man’s heart and sin, God inspires the gospels and epistles
to substantially include the message of salvation from sexual
sin, and sanctification in sexual morality. It is the reordering and transformation of promiscuous sex and nakedness to
true beauty and holy intimacy.
As a result, perhaps we should not be surprised that the
pastors and theologians of the patristic age opposed nudity
in art; it was not a cultural element open for “redemption”
by Christians. Clement, critiquing the popular acceptance of
nudity in the Greco-Roman art of cosmopolitan Alexandria
in the late 2nd century, states:
...of what are your other pictures? Small Pans, naked girls,
drunken satyrs, and phallic symbols—all painted naked in
pictures disgraceful for filthiness. And more than this: you are
not ashamed in the eyes of all to look at representations of
all forms of licentiousness that are portrayed in public places.
Rather, you set them up and guard them with scrupulous care.
[6]

Chronicling and reflecting on the immodesties of theatre,
public festivities, and art in his day (considered redemptive
by the pagans) Augustine wryly observes: “if this is purification, what is pollution?”[7]
In terms of broad acceptance within the life of the
church, nakedness in art first blossomed as a result of the
Italian Renaissance—a movement that drew heavily on
the revival of Greco-Roman paganism, flaunting this syncretism. The movement developed with the aid of powerful families, like the Medici of Florence, who functioned as
patrons (and suppliers of wine and women) for gifted artists
like Michelangelo. The artists, in large part through Medici
influence and an enthusiastic upper class, brought nudity in
art boldly into public life, including the life of the Roman
church; the art both reflected and contributed to a promiscuous culture. Savonarola’s moral thunderings against a pornographic culture deeply irritated the bohemian Medici. Martin
Luther was disheartened and disillusioned a generation later
by Rome’s rampant immorality. Italian church culture was
by this point awash with the unabashed nudity of new, stunning, works of art in good part due to the patronage of the
Medici pope, Leo X.
In contrast to Italy, the Northern Renaissance showed
restraint in art, particularly in regions dominated by Protestantism; even the art of the substantially tolerant early Dutch
Republic had a vastly greater inclination to modesty than
exposure-tolerant Italy, France, and Poland. The Northern
cultural modesty, largely concurrent with post-Reformation Protestantism, dissipated in time through the growth
of Enlightenment culture which drew heavily from the Renaissance and ancient Greece and Rome. In contrast to the
Enlightenment acceptance and promotion of public, naked
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art, the legacy of European and North America Puritanism,
reflecting Scripture’s tenor, celebrated private nakedness reserved to marriage and sought to defend and promote public
modesty, understanding that both need to be rooted in and
reflective of the gospel of grace in Christ.
21st century, Europe and North America have an increasingly pornographic art, film and pop culture. But this
is as old as pagan fertility cults, technology added. The new
twist comes from the church where some argue that wherever there is a glimmer of created order or common grace,
there is potential for finding “redemptive value.” This is
rationale for not only engagement, but also participation.
People, of course, qualify such a break from Scripture and
church history: “these are complex issues, this is the domain
of the mature and wise.” They seem to fail to notice, however, that their argument is ironically similar to that of the
“adult” billboards along our freeways.
Scripture and history indicate that nudity in art (and now
film) is not actually the domain of the mature, the wise, or
those engaged in “redemptive activity.” Rather: “we dress
because we sin... [it is] a reminder that man is an unholy
fugitive, in hiding from God and from his own fellows” [8]
and a picture of the need for bloody atonement for sin, and
clothing by the righteousness of Christ (not Christ’s own
righteousness but through the blood of Christ reached by
the repentant believer in the waters of baptism—Editor). As
such, “whether it be in a nudist colony, at an orgy, in primitive society, or in the nursery, public nudity is only possible
for those unconscious or aggressively heedless of their sinfulness.”[9] It is far more likely that the attitude of the acceptability of nudity for “the mature” in art, film, and pop culture
is contributing to the rising tide of infidelity and divorce in
the church.
This latter analysis coheres far better both with the
teaching of Scripture and the reality of human existence.
Rather than redemptive, promotion of nudity in art and film
by Christian educators and leaders is destructive; it is folly,
not wisdom. Wisdom says:
And now, O sons, listen to me, and be attentive to the
words of my mouth. Let not your heart turn aside to her
ways; do not stray into her paths, for many a victim has
she laid low, and all her slain are a mighty throng. Her
house is the way to hell, going down to the chambers of
death (Pro. 7:24-27).

Jesus says, “Whoever causes one of these little ones
who believe in me to sin, it would be better for him to
have a great millstone fastened around his neck and to be
drowned in the depths of the sea.” (Mat. 18:6)
To reject nudity in art and film is no denial of artistic
ability, nor of created beauty. It is a realistic, careful, humble
acknowledgment of God’s redemptive work in Christ and
His precepts for a grace transformed, holy, happy life in a
fallen world. This includes the need for covering nakedness.
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Real redemptive activity seeks to preserve and rescue from
sin by pointing men and women to Christ and His Word.
Knowing this redemption, Paul, by the Holy Spirit, declares:
Do you not know that the unrighteous will not inherit the
kingdom of God? Do not be deceived: neither the sexually
immoral, nor idolaters, nor adulterers, nor men who practice homosexuality... will inherit the kingdom of God. And
such were some of you. But you were washed, you were
sanctified, you were justified in the name of the Lord Jesus
Christ and by the Spirit of our God... you were bought at a
price, therefore glorify God in your body and your spirit,
which are God’s (1 Cor. 6:9-11).
NOTES
*Dr. William VanDoodewaard is Professor of Church History at Puritan Reformed Theological Seminary. He has held appointments as Visiting Research Fellow in the School of History and Anthropology at Queen’s
University Belfast and Visiting Scholar at Princeton Theological Seminary
for his ongoing work in the history of biblical interpretation. Prior to coming
to PRTS, Dr. VanDoodewaard taught at Patrick Henry College, near Washington, D.C., and at Huntington University in Indiana. He has written for
Books & Culture, The Journal of British Studies, Themelios, Puritan Reformed Journal, Westminster Theological Journal, and online at The Gospel
Coalition and Reformation 21. He is also a contributor to a number of books,
and the author of three: 1 & 2 Peter: Feed My Sheep (Welwyn Commentary
Series), The Quest for the Historical Adam, and The Marrow Controversy
and Seceder Tradition. Dr. VanDoodewaard is an ordained minister who has
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html?start=1)
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have in life... we cannot simply say that the nude in art is impure.” Rookmaker, Modern Art and the Death of a Culture (London: IVP, 1970), 239240. Rookmaker does not seem to understand that Scripture’s precept is that
the positive, celebrated, and normative place of nudity in life is a private intimacy within the covenant and commitment of marriage; art by contrast is an
intrinsically public venture. This is why I believe recourse to arguments for
necessity of nudity for scientific or medical purposes, or forensic evidence
cannot apply to art/film. In medical and forensic situations there remains an
awareness of the value and propriety of privacy, whether in the physician’s
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[3] Mike Mason, The Mystery of Marriage (Portland, OR: Multnomah
Press, 1985), 117.
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(Editorial Continued From Page 2)

children were indoctrinated with liberalism. Over the years,
with the nation becoming more worldly and with the graduates of these schools becoming more tolerant of sin, the spiral downward and away from New Testament Christianity
became more pronounced. Thus, the latter part of the 20th
Century saw the liberals relegate sound papers to instruments of ignorance, bigotry, tradition, and hate. Esteemed
elderly faithful gospel preachers were denigrated, mocked,
and made light of by men who sought fellowship with the
denominations, rejected the New Testament as a divine
pattern, and saw the Lord’s church as just a denomination
among other denominations.
As noted, the brotherhood papers had been the chief
source of information, discussion, and debating the issues.
The readers, therefore, could see the pros and cons of a topic
and draw their own conclusions. But the influence of those
papers was replaced by the present universities. Therefore,
over the last 40 to 50 years the universities, and we may add
to them the preacher training schools, have been the chief instruments for determining what the majority of the churches
believe about whatever the issue is.
THE SCHOOLS DICTATE BUT DO NOT DISCUSS
With these schools there is no open discussion and debate of the issues when it comes to forming their policies.
The ultimate determining factor for how they conclude what
is right or wrong about a matter is this—what will keep the
schools supporters, especially financial supporters, and their
academic accreditation. Yes, this is one major point about
which Bittle wrote in 1873 concerning the colleges that continues to be the case—their love for money (1 Tim. 6:10).
Sadly, the preacher training schools have been infected
with the same craving for mammon as have their elderly
sister educational institutions. Adding to the foregoing the
desire for what they see as “the chief seats” and you have a
recipe for digression from the truth of God’s Word on about
any topic when the truth run’s counter to the schools’ policies. No better example of the same can be found than the
recent policy position announced by FHU’s president concerning the school’s art and photography classes pertaining
to nude, semi-nude, immodest pictures, and live, partially
disrobed models. If nothing else, just imagine the wisdom
of a school that represents its work to the church with the
motto: “Teaching how to live and how to make a living.” In
this case the New Testament authorizes any child of God, but
especially the 18 to 22 years old students to study the naked
body for purposes of art.
THE SILENCE OF THE SHEEP
Even more sadly is the following: if a topic is controversial, certain brethren will remain as dumb as oysters when
they realize they must go against the schools and brotherhood projects that some brethren have concluded to be “too
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big to fail.” In some way or another, by hook or by crook,
the universities, preachers’ schools, brotherhood projects,
and weak insipid brethren will figure out a way to deceive
themselves into thinking they can fellowship those who
teach error, but God remains pleased with them. What did
the prophet say about people putting evil for good and good
for evil (Isa. 5:20)? Further, in doing so they salve their consciences as they engage in the process of searing them.
Between the universities and the preacher training
schools, many polished pulpit preachers fear being marked
and avoided by their own alma maters, their fellow alumni,
or brotherhood organizations that they are afraid of rubbing
the wrong way. These hirelings will bite their tongues rather than speak against the policies of the schools in which
they find employment or from which they graduated, or the
churches that uphold said schools. The same is the case regarding error found in those in such brotherhood organizations as The Disaster Relief Fund and Apologetics Press.
THE LIBERALS HAVE “PEN-KNIFED”
2 JOHN 9-11 OUT OF THE BIBLE
2 John 9-11 means nothing to these brethren. If the
schools have jointly concluded a matter is unimportant, then
such characters as noted previously will say nothing about it,
except to promote it. Simply, candidly, and frankly put, such
preachers, elders, and “Bible professors” are cowards, they
do not love the Lord, and have no scriptural right to be called
gospel preachers, etc., as those terms are defined and used in
the New Testament. The application of scriptural fellowship
is mocked, the brethren practicing it belittled and personally
attacked by those who reject the truth of 2 John 9-11 and like
scriptures.
However, it has not gone unnoticed that the newest addition to the Memphis School of Preaching (MSOP) faculty,
Tom Wacaster, on February 21, 2018 signed brother Kerry
Sword’s petition protesting FHU’s stated position on nudity,
etc. Bro. Wacaster wrote:
Unfortunately “our Christian Colleges/Universities” appear
to be more concerned about providing a “secular” education
rather than a “Christian Education.” It has been 15 years since
I last attended one of the FHU Lectureships. I did not like the
direction they were going then, and I like it even less today.

Also, at this point in our missive, the following quotation from 51 years ago by the late Roy J. Hearn, founding
director of MSOP, is quoted because it was then and is now
right on target.
The writer has for 30 years been a friend of our Christian
colleges, but after careful observation believes that the most
damage to the church is now being done through them because of liberal teachers, not only in the Bible departments,
but others as well. We might as well face the facts, and administrators ought to either clean out or close down. Unless this
is done, some of our larger schools will be as Bethany, Butler,
and College of The Bible within less than a generation. There

9

are some good, sound men in all of them, as far as I know, but
the liberals who are parading their scholarships are eclipsing
the good men and real scholars (Roy J. Hearn, Letter to Ira Y.
Rice, Jan. 12, 1967).

We could not agree more with bro. Wacaster’s and the
late brother Hearn’s stated sentiments. However, where
are the like public comments to be found from the present
MSOP director, other MSOP faculty members, the Forest
Hill Church elders, and her preachers expressing such sentiments as brother Wacaster’s? Futhermore, where are the
public expressions of refutation and rebuke directed at FHU
from Southwest School of Bible Studies, Brown Trail, Bear
Valley, etc.? Are their policies concerning viewing nude,
semi-nude, and immodest pictures, and the use of semi-nude
live models the same as that announced by the FHU president in his chapel speech on February 2, 2018? Will they
teach their students to go into the churches to preach what
FHU’s President Shannon announced to be in harmony with
the teaching of the Bible on said matters? If not, let them
declare themselves publicly and to the contrary on said matters. Do not let MSOP faculty member, Tom Wacaster, stand
alone in his public scriptural opposition to FHU’s error.
In fact, did any of the speakers of the 2018 MSOP lectures declare themselves publicly regarding FHU’s said policy? After all, the theme of MSOP’s 2018 lectureship was,
“Faith Under Fire.” With a theme like that, could the school
or any speaker not find a legitimate opportunity to address
FHU’s stated erroneous policy of viewing nude, semi-nude,
and immodest pictures, and using semi-nude models in the
universities art classes? MSOP missed a great opportunity
in its lectureship to declare its policy on said matters and
oppose FHU’s policy regarding the same (Gal. 2:5, 11; 6:10;
Jude 3; Tit. 1:13).
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It seems that there is certainly and epidemic of “Lock
Jaw” running through the preaching training schools, evidencing at least one thing, that they have lost sight of one
of the chief reasons such schools of preaching were begun
in the first place—to do what the colleges 50 years ago were
failing to do.
ON BEING “PUT OUT OF THE SYNAGOGUE”
We would like to hear theses preachers and Bible instructors explain the difference in themselves and those “chief
rulers” who believed in Jesus, but would not confess him.
“Nevertheless among the chief rulers also many believed
on him; but because of the Pharisees they did not confess
him, lest they should be put out of the synagogue” (John
12:42).
The fact of the matter is this, dumb watch dogs are the
same today as they were in Isaiah’s time (Isa 56:10). In the
church, they falsely travel under the banner of elders, gospel preachers, or instructors of the Bible, but they are of the
same stripe as those chief rulers who long ago would not
confess Jesus because today they would lose “their pulpits”
and/or their faculty “chairs.” Will someone please tell us
why our Lord would not have the same dim view of brethren who are nothing more than “sunshine patriots” and “fair
weather Christians,” who in time of trouble become “shrinking violets,” as He did of the hypocritical religious leaders in
the time of His earthly ministry?
THEY RECEIVED NOT THE LOVE OF THE TRUTH
Whatever happened to the love of preachers, elders, and
Bible instructors for the truth only because it is the truth
(John 8:31, 32; 17:17)? Have they ceased to possess love
for the truth, the whole truth, and nothing but the truth of
God’s Word concerning whatever it teaches on any topic (2
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The. 2:10)?
THE MOST DANGEROUS STEP
AWAY FROM THE TRUTH
It should be remembered that the first step away from the
truth on any topic is the first step. This is the case because
on that first step away from the truth about whatever issue
it is, all the other steps away from it are based. Once one
has justified oneself in stepping away from the truth on any
doctrine, the same deceptive reason used to excuse that departure from the truth will serve for one to justify oneself in
one’s own eyes for leaving the truth on other doctrines when
controversy arises regarding them. Have we forgotten what
the apostle Paul wrote concerning the appearance of heresies
in the church? “For there must be also heresies among
you, that they which are approved may be made manifest
among you” (1 Cor. 11:19).
Furthermore, to have all courses in these schools approached and studied in light of God’s truth is not going to
happen. The latest unscriptural position declared at FHU is
a clear example of that. All the scriptural protests, rebukes,
and reproofs from faithful brethren is not going to turn FHU
around. The simple reason is that for many years FHU has
been moving to the left of truth. President Shannon’s February 2, 2018 chapel announcement was only symptomatic of
the real and deep problem in FHU—lack of respect for New
Testament authority in all things (Col. 3:17).
Those who witnessed the events at the 1977 FHU lectureship saw the school act the same way it is presently acting toward its critics when it was challenged for bringing
false teachers to speak on the lectureship—speakers that in
previous lectureships had been opposed. A good example of
such a flip flop on the part of FHU is seen in the school having the late Batsell Barret Baxter, a major Herald of Truth
T.V. speaker at the time, with other speakers of like reputation, on the 1977 lectureship program.
Only four years prior to Baxter speaking on the 1977
lectureship, a host of brethren met with Herald of Truth
representatives in Memphis, TN to discuss the errors of the
Highland Church of Christ (the then sponsoring congregation of the Herald of Truth), and the errors taught by some of
the other Herald of Truth speakers. It lasted more than one
day. I have at least one copy of the transcript of that meeting.
At one time the Getwell Church of Christ made it available
to the brethren. As to whether they continue to do so, I do not
know. However, FHU, knew what the situation was at that
time, but nevertheless they deliberately brought in ACU’s
Neil Lightfoot, Baxter, and Jim Bill McInteer (those are the
names I remember at the moment) as a sop thrown to the
liberals who were working for what FHU has now become.
Brother N. B. Hardeman once told the late brother G. K.
Wallace, “Never under estimate the ignorance of your audience.” Thus, multitudes of present supporters know little to
Contending for the Faith—March/2018

nothing about those events (and others) of years ago that indicated in what direction the FHU board, administration, and
faculty were willing to go, as the present FHU sins regarding
nude, etc., pictures indicate. Not long ago, the school had
the liberal “Duck Dynasty” crowd from the long time liberal
White’s Ferry Road Church, Monroe, Louisiana to speak to
the students. No one gave that much notice. Further, several
years ago the business department had the liberal F. LaGard
Smith to speak to them. Who registered any complaint about
the school using such liberals? If one reads the list of speakers for FHU’s so-called Affirming the Faith program it is
nothing less than a list of liberals and those who fellowship
liberals (http://www.affirmingthefaithok.com/speakers2018.
php, accessed 4/6/18, DPB). No one is upset about that. But
if anyone had objected to these and other such speakers, does
anyone really think it would make FHC any difference at all
in view of the position it has taken on nudity, etc.?
Brother Dub McClish recently wrote:
I’m an extremely saddened—but not surprised—alumnus at
this development. I received my A.A. degree from a sound,
uncompromising Freed-Hardeman College in 1957. Altogether, 34 of my family members, spanning 3 generations (including in-laws), have attended or presently attend FHC/FHU. I
issued my first public warning about the drift of the school in
1977 in a lectureship Open Forum. My concerns then had to
do with the fellowship implications involving some of the lectureship speakers. My comments were met even that long ago
with several immediate loud “Amens” (but also with a private chastisement later in the day by the lectureship director).
Additional incremental compromises in the ensuing 40 years
have apparently now brought the school to defending classroom pornography. On[c]e the dam has been cracked, the fissure only grows wider unless repaired. I’ve seen no attempts
at repair over the decades. Let this sink in: FHU may be the
least liberal/compromising school founded and supported by
brethren (https://www.ipetitions.com/petition/fhu-uncovered,
1/15/18).

Another case of the same stripe regarding the universities comes to mind. In the late 1980s ACU science department was publicly challenged, exposed, and proven to be
teaching evolution. A petition was signed (I was one of many
signers), but the petition and other efforts to get ACU to stop
and repent were to no avail. Thus, the ACU board, administration, and faculty “circled their wagons” and weathered
the correct Biblical criticism without changing a thing.
Again, such teaching on evolution was symptomatic of the
real problem—ACU’s complete rejection of New Testament
authority. In the last 30 years ACU, along with Pepperdine
U. and Lipscomb U., have completely repudiated the authority of the Bible and these schools have gone into complete
apostasy. OU and Harding U. are walking in the same circles and the preacher schools are ignoring the New Testament’s teaching on fellowship. They give the “holy kiss” to
these universities, other preacher training schools, and those
brethren who love to have it so. All the schools are traveling
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on the road away from the truth. The only difference in them
is how far down the road each school is. But they all fellowship one another, so what difference does it make with them?
The recent events at FHU further confirm the broad way they
are traveling.
All one has to do is follow the activities of the universities over the years to see the departures that have taken place
involving New Testament’s positive law, and now, with
FHU, violating the moral laws of the Bible. With the growth
of worldliness in the churches and the nation, we can expect far more departures from the Bible. In time, they will be
embraced by the colleges and because of the worldliness of
the churches, the preacher training schools will follow them.
This is evidenced by the preacher training schools continuing fellowship of said universities, FHU, being one of the
chief schools involved in such fellowship.
Through such worldly teaching as demonstrated by
FHU regarding recent said errors, the universities send their
graduates out to influence the churches with their worldly
concepts. The overall result is that the church is incrementally, step by step, moved away from sound doctrine and living.
It is the church that these schools have changed and will continue to change. The schools are “change agents” for evil.
All the protests by faithful brethren in the world will not turn
them from the wide gate and broad way (Mat. 7:13). Sadly,
we cannot look to the preacher training schools to take a
scriptural public stand because they are too busy adopting
and putting into practice the same false philosophies that
have characterized the universities for many years.
THE AUTONOMY OF THE LORD’S CHURCH
AND SCRIPTURAL FELLOWSHIP IS BEING
AND HAS BEEN GREATLY NEGLECTED
Although they would explicitly (in just so many words)
deny it, for many in the church, the center of authority is not
Jesus, sitting at the right hand of God and expressing His
will only in the Words of the New Testament (Mat. 28:18;
John 14:6; 12:48; Jam. 1:25; Heb. 4:12). Practically, that authority now flows from the dictates of the schools controlled
by brethren, schools that daily have less and less interest, or
with some, no interest in doing all things by the authority of
Jesus Christ (Col. 3:17).
The fact of the matter is this, as alluded to previously,
many church members crave a central headquarters on earth
where what is orthodox teaching and what is not can be determined for them. They do not want to be forced to decide
for themselves what is right or wrong by their own honest
personal Bible study. They are too afraid of going against a
school or other brethren they consider to be in the chief seats
of influence in the church. For example, young preachers
and other graduates now can leave FHU and preach exactly
what FHU’s president pontificated about pictures containing
nude, semi-nude, and naked people in his collegiate papal
Bull. Since the faculty members agreed with it, or were not
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about to oppose it, especially the Bible faculty, who is it that
will successfully refute said FHU policy statement on that
matter without, at the same time, declaring FHU to be in sin?
THE CHRISTIAN CHRONICLE
As to the universities influencing the church for the cause
of liberalism, one of the most liberal publications promoting every stripe of liberal doctrine is owned and published
by Oklahoma Christian University (OU)—The Christian
Chronicle. It is fundamentally an international brotherhood
news paper promoting the works of digressive brethren who
teach doctrines that loose men from what God in the Bible
has bound on them. It is a major mouth piece of a university,
upholding the work of sister institutions, brotherhood projects, and churches of the same false mind set. These brethren
have lost their love for the truth, New Testament authority,
the correct view of the New Testament Church, and Christian fellowship.
THE WORK OF CONTENDING FOR THE FAITH
The late founder and editor of Contending for the Faith
(CFTF), Ira Y. Rice, Jr., began his work of combating error
in the church by writing and printing three books. He named
each book Axe on the Root. The first volume appeared in
1966 (the second year after I began preaching), the second
volume in 1967, and the third volume in 1970—48 years
ago. That same year brother Rice began the publication of
CFTF. The monthly paper was started because the errors in
the church were appearing so rapidly that it was impossible
to deal with them in book form. CFTF has been in continuous publication since 1970.
In all three volumes of Axe on the Root, Rice identified
the major source of the liberalism in the church. In the beginning of the first volume of Axe on the Root (1966), he wrote:
As I see it, brethren, we are faced with educational Trojan
Horse. The Denominational world around us, whether Catholic, Orthodox, or Protestant, has never been able to win over
us, when we have met in honorable controversy on the polemic field of debate. Just as Troy, of old, was able to withstand
the direct onslaughts of her enemies, even so the churches of
Christ, from the days of the Stones, Campbells, and Scotts onward, have been able to “put to flight the armies of the aliens”
when locked in direct, logical, spiritual combat. But just as
that enormous, curious horse, with a whole enemy army inside, was pulled by the Trojans themselves into the inner
bulwarks of their otherwise undefeatable city, leading to the
Fall of Troy—FROM THE INSIDE; even so we, if we are not
more careful than we have been of late, may be opening our
Gates to just such a horse (p. 12)

Of this first volume of Axe on the Root, the late brother
Guy N. Woods said:
...In my opinion, one of the most significant books to appear in the last ten years—and it ought to be read by EVERY
MEMBER OF THE CHURCH:—was written by Ira Rice;
and the title of it is Axe on the Root. (A chorus of Amens from
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all over the auditorium.) That is a marvelous book In fact, it is
actually what the title suggests. He is saying things there that
ought to be said: and that everybody ought to know about.
And if we don’t recognise it and do something about it, the
cause we love and the Lord’s work, as we know it, will not
exist in the next generation...

Brother Woods made the foregoing comments of commendation at the Freed-Hardeman College Lectureship’s
Open Forum. In less than 50 years, we have come from
Wood’s sentiment of that particular Open Forum at FHU’s
lectureship to the present FHU president declaring that it is
wholesome and correct for nude and nearly nude bodies to
be studied as art and that such does not constitute pornography. What a shame! Thus, CFTF has not hesitated to continue its exposure of the errors in various schools and other
places throughout the church in the intervening years to this
present day without fear or favor. The previous quotes from
Rice and Woods were right on target when they were originally made and they are as fresh and relevant today as they
were when they were made. Indeed, the apostasy of which
they forewarned has come to pass.
Repeatedly, on the pages of CFTF over the last 48 years,
the errors committed by the colleges/universities and then
the preacher training schools were reported and refuted.
Pepperdine U., Abilene Christian U., Lubbock U., Oklahoma Christian U., Harding U., FHU, etc., and the various
preacher training schools have been specifically cited for the
errors they have taught. However, most of those warnings
have fallen on deaf ears. Further, when these schools and
other institutions are not able to refute the evidence proving
their errors, in the blink of an eye, they immediately attack
the person who publicized their errors and dealt with them.

been done to refute the erroneous beliefs and conduct of
these institutions as well as other errors coming from different people. Their interest is to be seen as the only brethren
who have opposed error in the church appropriately. Sadly,
such characters are as much a part of the problem as are the
liberals they oppose.
I was the associate editor of CFTF from 1994 until I
became editor in 2000. During my time with the paper, we
have not hesitated to deal with the sins of the brethren, especially those errors that impacted the whole church. We have
not held back from withstanding to the face foe, friend, and
family regarding their departures from the truth and their fellowship practices that are contrary to 2 John 9-11. Without
fear or favor, we have thus far stayed our course, even to the
loss of many brethren with whom we once worked in the
kingdom. While such loses sadden us, they do not move us
to compromise the truth or give someone a pass for the purpose of pleasing brethren whether they are “anti” (binding
where God has not bound) or liberal (loosing where God has
not loosed). When and wherever we have made a mistake we
have corrected it, because that is all anyone can do when an
error is made. But such has not altered our desire and efforts
to uphold the truth on any matter of moral or positive law set
out in the Bible. We fully intend to continue to do so as long
as God permits.
—David P. Brown, Editor

adadada

“There are only two kinds of people in the
end: those who say to God, ‘Thy will be
done,’ and those to whom God says, in the
Even some “Johnny come latelies” to the fray are by end, ‘Thy will be done.’”—C. S. Lewis

their own choice ignorant of things that have previously
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NAKED, NUDE, AND MODEST
David P. Brown
Blessed is the man that walketh not in the counsel of the
ungodly, nor standeth in the way of sinners, nor sitteth in
the seat of the scornful. But his delight is in the law of the
LORD; and in his law doth he meditate day and night (Psa
1:1, 2).

In the light of the foregoing scripture and others like it,
we do not find it difficult to realize that one must go to the
Bible for the correct answer to the question, “Is nudity the
only definition of nakedness?” We certainly cannot depend
on people’s thinking alone to answer this question (2 Tim.
Contending for the Faith—March/2018

2:15; 3:16, 17; Jam. 1:25). The reason such is the case is
clear, people have all sorts of views concerning all kinds of
things and all too often they are contrary to God’s Word.
Isaiah declared:
Seek ye the LORD while he may be found, call ye upon
him while he is near: Let the wicked forsake his way, and
the unrighteous man his thoughts: and let him return unto
the LORD, and he will have mercy upon him; and to our
God, for he will abundantly pardon. For my thoughts are
not your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways, saith
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the LORD. For as the heavens are higher than the earth,
so are my ways higher than your ways, and my thoughts
than your thoughts (Isa. 55:6-9).

Jeremiah wrote, “O LORD, I know that the way of man is
not in himself: it is not in man that walketh to direct his
steps.” He also said: “There is a way which seemeth right
unto a man, but the end thereof are the ways of death”
(Jer. 10:23; 14:12).
Thus, in his chapel speech on February 2, 2018, when
FHU president, David Shannon referenced Michelangelo,
he was reasoning that since for the sake of art it was the
case that Michelangelo “autopsied bodies because he wanted to see layers of muscle, veins, and bone structure,” then
such activity in the name of art is acceptable to God, the
FHU art department, the university, and, of course, the
church. So, if an elder’s wife is an artist and she is asked
by some of her sisters in Christ to teach them about painting the male human body, she can get a semi-nude or nude
picture of a man, or semi-nude male model and those righteous sisters can really learn about drawing the male body.
If it was good enough for Michelangelo it is good enough
for FHU and the Lord’s church. Or, to be closer to what
Shannon said Michelangelo did, the art department ought
to schedule an autopsy just to learn about “the layers of
muscle, veins, and bone structure” to make them better artists. Yes, autopsy for art’s sake—it must be acceptable to
God because Michelangelo did it. So, rather than appeal to
the Bible for authority to study nude bodies, Shannon was
attempting to prove his case by appealing to what Michelangelo did—talk about grabbing at straws and trusting in the
wisdom of wicked men for his authority. Yes, Shannon and
FHU’s art department pulled a humdinger.
To attempt to compare nudity in the practice of medicine
with nudity for arts sake is comparing apples with peanuts.
Nudity is necessarily involved with many medical procedures and treatments. Infants do not enter this world fully
clothed and mothers do not bare children wearing their normal clothing. Being completely nude is required for many
surgeries on the human body. Is it really the case that an
adult, supposedly and educated Christian, cannot see the difference in nudity for the sake of art and nudity necessary for
various medical procedures? What can be said of the medical treatment of a human body cannot be said regarding an
art teacher and his/her class viewing, human reproductive
organs, and the modeling of the human body in the nude
for art’s sake, aesthetic gratification, and/or financial gain.
Further, I do not advocate pain killers for recreational purposes, for such would be sin. However, I recommend being
anesthetized if you are going to have heart by-pass surgery,
or injections of Lidocaine if you are going to have a cut sutured. We continue to ask, where is the biblical authority for
the statement, “It is not pornography, it is art”? What Michelangelo did or did not do will not give us the right answer.

We shall now answer our question—“Is nudity the only
definition of nakedness?” We begin in Genesis, the first book
of the Bible. When Eve and Adam ate the fruit of the tree of
which God had forbidden them to eat, the scripture reveals,
“And the eyes of them both were opened, and they knew
that they were naked; and they sewed fig leaves together,
and made themselves aprons” (Gen. 3:7). From the divine
record we learn that from God’s perspective these apron like
coverings were not suitable coverings for the guilty couple.
Thus, we read “Unto Adam also and to his wife did the
LORD God make coats of skins, and clothed them” (Gen.
3:21). The word translated “coats” is given several meanings in the lexicons. Please notice them in the following list.
1. A tunic....generally with sleeves, coming down to the
knees, rarely to the ankles (Gesenius’ Hebrew Lexicon, p.
420).
2. Tunic, a long shirt-like garment, usually linen (Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, Vol. 1, p. 459).
3. The tunics worn by the priests had long sleeves, and
extended down to the ankles, and was fastened about the
loins by a girdle (Exo. 29:5, 8, 9; 39:27)... Joseph’s “coat
of many colors” (Gen. 37:3) was a tunic reaching to the
feet....Slaves, laborers, and prisoners wore a more abbreviated style tunic (sometime only to their knees and without
sleeves) as appear on the Behistune Rock. In the Assyrian
relief depicting the siege and the capture of Lachish by Sennacherib (701) B.C.), there are Jewish captives (male and
female) wearing long, dress-like tunics which reach almost
to the ankles (Zodervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible,
Vol. 1, p. 896).
With the foregoing in mind, please consider further the
following information bearing on the Bible’s definition and
use of naked.
In the New Testament Arndt and Gingrich in their
Greek lexicon tell us that naked means “1. naked, stripped,
bare....2. without an outer garment....3. poorly dressed....4.
uncovered, bare....” (pp. 167, 168). In the Old Testament Gesenius informs us that it means “naked...but naked is also
used for—(a) ragged, badly clad....(b) used of one who, having taken off his mantle, goes only clad in his tunic” (p. 653).
In Genesis 2:25, the word refers to nudity. However, in Genesis 3:7-10, it can be seen that one can be naked in spite of
the fact that he or she is wearing clothes. The word apron in
verse 7 means, “girdle, loin covering, belt” (Brown-DriverBriggs Lexicon, p. 292).
Obviously, Adam and Eve were not totally nude when
they wore aprons of fig leaves they had made. However, they
experienced the shame of nakedness while wearing their
aprons. In and of themselves alone, they did not know what
to do to cover their nakedness. But God did. Thus, I must ask
what God’s definition of being naked is?
(Continued On Page 16)
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FREE CD AVAILABLE
Contending for the Faith is making available a
CD-ROM free of charge. Why is this CD important?
ANSWER: It contains an abundance of evidentiary
information pertaining to Dave Miller’s doctrine and
practice concerning the re-evaluation/reaffirmation of
elders, MDR, and other relevant and important materials and documents directly or indirectly relating to
the Brown Trail Church of Christ, Apologetics Press,
Gospel Broadcasting Network, MSOP, and more.
To receive your free CD or make a financial contribution toward this important CD’s distribution you
can reach us at Contending for the Faith, P. O. Box
2357, Spring, TX 77383-2357, or request the CD by
emailing us at dpbcftf@gmail.com.
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Visit The Scripturecache Website!
Exposition, Exegesis, and Commentary on a
variety of Bible Topics and Passages

Over the past half-century-plus, I have had the opportunity to write hundreds of articles and manuscripts. My
late beloved wife, Lavonne, and our son, Andy, have written a considerable body of material as well. These documents treating various Bible and Bible-related subjects total several thousand pages.

Dub McClish

Lavonne McClish

Andy McClish

At the urging of others we are making these materials more widely available than possible by printed media.
Through our Website, these are accessible at no charge to Bible students everywhere. If the things we have written help even one person to a better understanding of the Sacred Text and to a closer relationship with its

Divine Author, we will feel amply rewarded. Please visit thescripturecache.com soon. —Dub McClish
Contending for the Faith—March/2018
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(Continued From Page 14)

Under the Law of Moses when God covered nakedness
we learn from Exodus 28:42 that God commanded “breeches” to be made to cover nakedness. The Hebrew word translated “breeches” is defined:
1. “Drawers” (Brown-Driver-Briggs, p. 488);
2. Trousers or drawers—This noun occurs....five times
in Exodus and Leviticus and once in Ezekiel 44:18. Trousers
were ordered by God in the interest of decorum...(Theological Wordbook of the Old Testament, Vol. 1, p. 445).
3. Exodus 28:42, unto the thighs—i.e., to the bottom of
the thighs where they adjoin the knee (G. Rawlinson, Pulpit
Commentary, Vol. 1, p. 293).
4. Priests called to officiate at the high altar...above the
eyes of the watching multitude wore a cloth covering hips
and thighs, made of fine linen like the rest of their garments
(Zondervan Pictorial Encyclopedia of the Bible, Vol. 1, p.
652).
MODESTY
In like manner also, that women adorn themselves in
modest apparel, with shamefacedness and sobriety; not
with broided hair, or gold, or pearls, or costly array; But
(which becometh women professing godliness) with good
works (1 Tim. 2:9, 10).

“Adorn” translates the Greek verb kosmeo. It means to
“put in order, arrange, make ready.” The noun form, kosmos,
means “well-ordered, well-arranged.” Thus, a sister in Christ
must conform and be consistent with what she is—a Christian.
“Modest” translates a similar Greek word, kosmios. It means
“well arranged, seemly, modest.” “Apparel” translates the
Greek word katastole. It carries the idea of one’s outward appearance and indicates a “garment” that is “let down.” Paul
said that this garment is to be worn “with” “shamefacedness
and sobriety,” that is, with propriety and moderation. This is
set in contrast with the prohibition, “not with broided hair,
or gold, or pearls, or costly array.” The Greek lexicographer, Thayer, says the Greek word aidos (translated “shamefacedness”) combines “a sense of shame” with “modesty”
and “reverence.” Thus, we understand that a sense of shame
and decency should govern the kind of clothing we wear.
Thus, scanty, skimpy, vulgar, insufficient attire is sinful as is
clothing that is gaudy, showy, and flashy clothing.
We know that we are under the authority of Christ expressed in the Words of the New Testament (John 12:48;
14:6; Mat. 17:5; 28:18; Col. 3:17; Jam. 1:25). However, it is
the New Testament that teaches us to look to the examples
in the Old Testament to better learn how to submit to the
authority of Christ on anything revealed in the New Testament (1 Cor. 10:, 11; Rom. 15:4; 1 Pet. 3:5-6). Regarding our
present study the apostle Peter directs us to consider the Old
Testament examples when studying one’s “adornment” (1
Pet. 3:5).
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As we have noted the Old Testament provides us information for our “learning” and “examples” for us to imitate. This includes learning about modesty and immodesty.
One example is that of Bathsheba. David did not lust after a
properly clothed Bathsheba. Regardless of David’s responsibilities to remain pure in thought and action (he had the
example of self-control in Joseph’s conduct toward the alluring and agressive temptress, Potiphar’s wife), it was a naked
Bathsheba that David saw (2 Sam. 11:2). From Bathsheba
we learn that nakedness can and does play a part in causing
sinful thoughts in others (regardless of one being where he
should not have been). The exposed (naked, nude) body of a
woman is an enticement to men, “the Holly Wood mind set”
and such like characters not with standing.
By inspiration the apostle Peter teaches us that God ordains certain parts of the human body to be covered. He then
says for us to look to the Old Testament examples to help us
determine proper and modest behavior (1 Pet. 3:5, 6). Thus,
scriptures such as Genesis 3:7, 21, Exodus 28:42; 20:26, and
Isaiah 47:3 ought to be studied to determine what parts of the
body God expects to be covered in order for one to be considered “modest” in God’s sight. One thing that is certainly
true, the human body and sexual attraction has not changed
since the days of Eve and Adam, or the harlot of Proverbs 5.
Thus, men, women, boys, and girls continue to be attracted
to each other through the same physical and visual stimuli
that drew Adam to Eve and Eve to Adam.
Throughout history, nakedness has aroused and attracted
men to women and vice versa. Let it be clearly understood,
when I say nakedness, I do not mean only total nudity. God
considers one naked if he is insufficiently or improperly
clothed. Peter was described as being naked because he was
in his undergarments (John 21:7). Of course, Peter was in
the Sea of Galilee and only in the company of other men.
In other words, circumstances permitted Peter “stripping
down” for the work he was doing. Peter was not dressed for
public appearance. We must “make not provision for the
flesh, to fulfil the lusts thereof” (Rom. 13:14), regardless
of what worldly teachers demand for one to do in viewing
nude, or partially nude pictures or models in order to satisfy
the requirements of a college course, or whether a silly university president announces that such is acceptable to God.
One need only know that such is not the case. Then, make
the necessary sacrifices to remain faithful to God even when
(especially when) it is your brethren who do not want you to
be faithful.
Today, naked is synonymous with being nude. But such
is not the case in every place the word naked is found in the
Bible. Nakedness is a generic term. All other scriptures bearing on nakedness must be considered to determine whether
nakedness is sinful or not. In doing so, we dare not apply
modern definitions and view points, but examine the totality
of the Bible’s teaching to determine the truth about inspiraContending for the Faith—March/2018

tion’s use of the word naked.
From our study of God’s Word, it is clear that one can
be naked without being nude. Thus, we have learned that the
“coats” of animal skins God made for Eve and Adam were
tunic like with some kind of sleeves and that the thighs were
covered by them. Concerning the lower part of the human
body, we learn that when the thighs are uncovered a person
is considered naked.
In Isaiah 47:1-3, the prophet was not naked so that his
shame appeared (he was not nude), but he was naked in that
he did not have the usual garments on that was normally
worn by a man. There is a nakedness that is sinful and it
does not necessarily mean one is nude or without any clothes
on at all, but it would be a person in such a state of dress or
undress that his shame appeared. This is important when we
see that from Genesis to Revelation that the nakedness that
is sinful is that which is shameful.
In closing this article, we cannot help but ask the question, was there no one in the FHU Bible department who

could have brought these Bible facts out about the terms
nude, naked, and modest? Thus, in view of FHU’s departure
from the truth on such a fundamental moral matter along
with other universities operated by the brethren rejecting
New Testament truth on other topics, why would any faithful child of God continue to support them?
Someday, all must give account to God for all they have
done or ought to have done. That means that said schools
must answer to God for their errors too. But since these
schools are authorized to exist to help parents to discharge
their obligation in educating their children in a Christian environment, then why put one’s child in the care and training
of such worldly people who are determine to be more like
the world than live as the New Testament teaches Christians
in all things. When a school teacher can attempt to justify
nudity by saying it is art and Michelangelo did it, that school
is not going to return to the truth of God’s Word on that matter without some radical deep repentance. fh
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CLOSING THOUGHTS ON ART AND NUDITY
David P. Brown
Why would one who is of Christ (a Christian) and an
artist desire to draw, or paint, or photograph a model who is
dressed immodestly? Why does the FHU art department and
university hold the model to a standard that is less than the
Christian’s standard of conduct or dress? Why should the art
produced be seen in the light of a lesser standard of morality
than the New Testament by which the Christian is to live?
Regarding pornography, it is true that our culture attempts to make a difference in art and pornography. Of
course, our culture also attempts to say that homosexuality is
normal, that a man who identifies as a woman (or vice versa)
must be dealt with as a woman, etc., but that does not make
it right in God’s, and thus, in the Christian’s sight.
When jurists attempt to quantify “obscenity” and measure “salacious intent,” pornography becomes pointless or
meaningless to the one who is lusting after a human model or
a nude picture. It does not matter what the intent of the artist
is who painted the picture, if the thing incites lust in the heart
of beholder. This is one of the problems that makes Mrs.
Barbara England’s comment, “It’s not pornography, it’s art”
beneath a Christian woman to think, much less say. It is just
an out right sinful and stupid comment. Clearly the FHU
president is in the same category as is the FHU board and
anyone else who believes such a thing. Others at FHU, such
as the Bible and philosophy departments, know better, (if
Contending for the Faith—March/2018

they do not they should not be teaching), but they are just
cowardly school men, who will not even publicly teach as
much about naked, nude, and modesty as we have had room
to write in this issue of CFTF. Do you think they will contradict their president in their classroom lectures?
Maybe all connected with FHU should reconsider the
message found in Hans Christian Andersen’s fairy tale, The
Emperor’s New Clothes. In the tale, a vain and foolish emperor hires weavers who are actually con-men to make him
what they promise will be his best suit of clothes. They tell
the emperor that the cloth is so fine that it is invisible to
anyone who is unfit to posses it or is “hopelessly stupid.” Of
course, the weavers only pretend to make the suit of clothes.
So, no one, not even the emperor, nor his ministers can see
the “clothes.” But they pretend to see them.
Adorning his “new clothes” the emperor in procession
marches before his subjects. The people uncomfortably go
along with the sham, not wanting to appear unfit for their positions or stupid. However, a child in the crowd, too young to
understand the desirability of keeping up the pretense, blurts
out that the emperor is wearing nothing at all, and the cry is
taken up by others. The emperor realizes the assertion is true
but continues the procession even though he is naked. That
sums up the state of affairs at FHU and with many others of
like pride, vanity, and stupidity. eg
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Stand Fast or Compromise
Dub McClish
The whole point of a soldier being well-armed is not for
the parade ground, the reviewing stand, or mock maneuvers,
but for the field of combat. The reason we are to “take up
the whole armor of God” is that we “may be able to withstand in the evil day, and, having done all, to stand” (Eph.
6:13). The evil day is best understood as the day of combat, trial, temptation, persecution, or opposition. The real
spiritual battles are the frequent, often daily, encounters the
Christian soldier faces as he takes up the cross daily to follow his Commander-in-chief (Luke 9:23). In the daily fray
is where the armaments and weapons supplied by the Lord
are required. Each of us will stand or fall spiritually for the
most part, not in one great, pitched battle, but in the daily
skirmishes that add up to the prolonged warfare.
We have a responsibility to stand and fight. Rather than
cowering, compromising, or running from the foe, we are to
“resist the devil: and he will run from us” (Jam. 4:7). We
are not to “give place to the devil” (Eph. 4:27) by surrendering or abandoning the Truth. We are to “have no fellowship
with the unfruitful works of darkness, but rather even
reprove them” (Eph. 5:11). We, like Paul, must be “set for
the defence of the gospel” (Phi. 1:16). Soldiers of Christ
are obligated to “contend earnestly for the faith” (Jude
3). The worthy spiritual warrior must be “stedfast, unmovable, always abounding in the work of the Lord…” (1
Cor. 15:58). We are ordered to withstand the devil without
compromise in our faith (1 Pet. 5:8–9).
When one staunchly stands for the Truth while those
about him are retreating, compromising, and even deserting the blood-stained banner of the heavenly kingdom, he
will encounter suffering. The Satan-dominated world will
see that the faithful soldier pays a price for his dedication.
Likewise, the brethren whose position of compromise and
desertion is exposed by the bold and resolute soldier will
turn their “guns” on him. Among the many perils Paul had to
contend with were “perils among false brethren” (2 Cor.
11:26).
The temptation to compromise Truth and righteousness
in order to avoid financial loss or to favor our kindred, close
associates, or those in places of prestige and power in the
kingdom is very strong. Some have found one or more of
these temptations irresistible. We have seen men who once
taught the Truth on marriage, divorce, and remarriage suddenly “discover” a “loophole” concerning Matthew 19:9
when a son or daughter became involved in an unscriptural
divorce and remarriage. We have known of preachers who
at one time boldly preached the Truth on such moral evils as
dancing, drinking, and immodest apparel, suddenly become
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mute, deciding these were not important “issues” when
worldly brethren threatened their employment. We have
known elderships that have sought to muzzle preachers on
certain subjects for fear of losing brother and sister “Moneybags” whose money they were counting on to help pay
for the church building. We have seen school administrators
betray faithful brethren and loyal friends in order to placate
certain contributors to their schools.
We are also aware of brethren who at one time faithfully
exposed and opposed various errors in doctrine and practice
(and blushed not to name their perpetrators), but who abruptly ceased doing so. These not only grew silent concerning
certain errors (e.g., elder reaffirmation/reconfirmation), but
they began pronouncing said error harmless and endorsing
and embracing its principal perpetrator. They have gone so
far as to say now of the error they once opposed, “It is not
worth dividing the church over.” (By this statement they imply that they still consider it to be error, but just not “serious” error. They are also implying that those who do oppose
it are guilty of dividing the church.) Instead of continuing
to confront this error and its chief advocate in the church
(who continues boldly to say, “I would do it again”), several
brethren have compromised not only their former convictions, but the Truth of God’s Word. If the elder r/r practice
constituted doctrinal and practical error from April 1990 until early 2005, what caused it no longer to be error after that
time? If that doctrine and practice no longer constituted error after the spring of 2005, what rendered it unauthorized
before that time?
The case of compromise described above involves the
desire of certain brethren to support an institution so much
that they are willing to call “darkness” light and “good”
evil. They have proved themselves unwilling to withstand
the director of the institution in his error by calling on him
to repent. Those who have thus compromised have depicted
those of us who have refused to compromise on this issue
as “radicals,” “unbalanced,” “toxic,” “a negative faction,”
“neo-antis” who are afflicted with a “devil disease,” and similar complimentary terms. They have accused us of causing
“rupture in the fellowship of the church.”
Contrary to the behavior of all such compromisers, Paul
perfectly exemplified the trait of determined faithfulness,
yea, heroism, even when personal and public confrontation
were required. When he addressed those who compromised
with error in the Galatian churches, he pointed out that he
sought not the favor of men, but of God, and that were he
seeking to please men he could not be Jesus’ servant (1:10).
He made it plain that his convictions in and loyalty to the
Contending for the Faith—March/2018

Truth were not grounded in any men, not even in the other
apostles (1:11–19). Paul was not swayed in his convictions
by the behavior or reputations of others when those others
strayed from the Truth. In describing his part in the great Jerusalem discussion over the binding of circumcision, he told
of his utterly uncompromising attitude on that occasion. After labeling the errorists as “false brethren privily brought
in” (2:9), he then stated of them:
To whom we gave place in the way of subjection, no, not
for an hour; that the truth of the gospel might continue
with you. But from those who were reputed to be somewhat (whatsoever they were, it maketh no matter to me:
God accepteth not man’s person)—they, I say, who were
of repute imparted nothing to me (vv. 5–6).

Note the noble example of Paul: He gave no place to
the grievous error of the Judaizers because the Gospel Truth
and the destiny of souls were at stake. He was not swayed
by those in lofty positions “who were reputed to be somewhat,” not practicing respect of persons, even as God refuses
to do. Paul cared not about protecting or preserving anyone
who was in error, regardless of his “connections,” academic
qualifications, abilities, or the value of the organization he
might direct. The Truth was at stake, and he refused to compromise it, regardless of the friends or associates he might
lose in the process.
Paul was so completely loyal to the Lord and His Word
that he would not even allow a fellow-apostle to compromise the Truth without opposing him:
But when Cephas came to Antioch, I resisted him to the
face, because he stood condemned. For before that certain
came from James, he ate with the Gentiles; but when they
came, he drew back and separated himself, fearing them
that were of the circumcision. And the rest of the Jews dissembled likewise with him; insomuch that even Barnabas
was carried away with their dissimulation (2:11–13).

We have seen in a year’s span a lamentable tapestry
of compromise woven by and among some once-stalwart

THE CHURCH OF CHRIST AND
SCHOOLS OPERATED BY THE BRETHREN
There was a time when such schools understood that
they existed to expedite (aid) the work of the home but they
were not adjuncts to the Lord’s church. That sentiment was
well stated by David Lipscomb College in the introduction
to its 1947 Lectureship Book:
The Christian college is intended to help mothers and fathers
bring up their children ‘in the nurture and admonition of the
Lord.’ This includes opposition to digression, to modernism,
to premillennialism, to any form of personal ungodliness or
impiety, and to any other unscriptural doctrine or practice that
may arise in the years to come. No teacher, or other person
connected with the institution, has a right to teach, or behave,
in such a manner as to undermine the foundation principles
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brethren. Instead of “resisting him to the face, because he
stood condemned,” a few who are “reputed to somewhat”
have given their imprimatur to a documented false teacher
in order to support the institution he directs. As Peter did till
Paul confronted him, these compromising few have carried
away a large number of brethren in a long parade of compromising dissimulation behind them. Had these “reputedto-be-somewhat” brethren withstood the false teacher after
the manner of Paul (as some of us have continued to do), our
combined efforts might have brought about his repentance.
Instead, because of the compromisers, the false teacher feels
secure and comfortable in his error, once-congenial brethren
have become estranged, and the kingdom suffers.
CONCLUSION
Compromise on matters of obligatory Truth is not an
option for faithful soldiers of Christ. It represents spiritual
treason and sedition. There is no place for it in the kingdom
of Christ, regardless of the cost of remaining steadfast. Paul
encouraged Timothy (and us) from his prison cell as he was
facing death: “Suffer hardship with me, as a good soldier
of Christ Jesus” (2 Tim. 2:3). Such soldiers have the heartening promise of the Lord:
Blessed are ye when men shall reproach you, and persecute you, and say all manner of evil against you falsely, for
my sake. Rejoice and be exceeding glad: for great is your
reward in heaven: for so persecuted they the prophets that
were before you (Mat. 5:11–12).
[Note: I wrote this article in response to those who compromised on their
fellowship practices regarding the doctrinal errors of Dave Miller, Director of Apologetics Press. While I have lost track of where it was published,
I likely wrote it in 2006. From TheScripturecache.com, owned and administered by Dub McClish]

{Isn’t it amazing how FHU, MSOP, et al., react in the same
way when their error is reproved, regardless of the error
exposed.—Editor}
—908 Imperial Drive
Denton, TX 76209
upon which the college stands. Lipscomb purposes to continue in the classroom the daily Bible teaching which every
child should receive in the home. In no sense does the school
propose to supplant the church or to do the work of the church.
There is no substitute for the church of our Lord. The relation
of the Christian college to the church is the same as the relation of the Christian home to the church. The college strives
to be Christian in exactly the same sense that a home or a personal life may be Christian (The Lipscomb Lectures, A Series
of Lectures Delivered at David Lipscomb College, January
27-31, 1947, Gospel Advocate Co., Nashville, 1948).

With FHU’s recent policy statement approving the viewing of nude, semi-nude and using semi-nude models in the
schools art and photographic classes, they are certainly not
helping parent’s to rear their children according to Ephesiand 6:4—DPB, Editor
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DIRECTORY OF CHURCHES
-ColoradoDenver–Piedmont Church of Christ, 1602 S. Parker Rd. Ste. 109, Denver,
CO 80231, Sunday: 9 a.m., 10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. www.piedmontcoc.
net, Lester Kamp, evangelist. (720) 989-8155.

Porum–Church of Christ, 8 miles South of I-40 at Hwy 2, Warner exit.
Sun. 10 a.m., 11 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, evangelist, email:
allenlawson@earth-comm.com.

-England-

-South Carolina-

Cambridgeshire–Cambridge City Church of Christ, meeting at The
Manor Community College, Arbury Rd., Cambridge, CB4 2JF. Sun.,
Bible Study--10:30 a.m., Worship-- 11:30 a.m.; Tue. Bible Study--7:30
p.m. www.CambridgeCityCoC.org.uk. Contact: Inside the U.K.: Joan
Moulton - 01223-210101; Postal/mailing Address - PO BOX 1, Ramsey
Huntingdon, PE26 2YZ United Kingdom

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

-FloridaOcoee–Ocoee Church of Christ, 2 East Magnolia Street, Ocoee, FL 34761.
Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 6:00 p.m. Wed. 7:00 p.m. David Hartbarger,
Evangelist, (407) 656-2516.
Pensacola–Bellview Church of Christ, 4850 Saufley Field Road, Pensacola,
FL 32526, Sun. 9:00 a.m., 10:00 a.m., 6:00 p.m., Wed. 7:00 p.m. Michael
Hatcher, evangelist, (850) 455-7595. http://www.bellviewcoc.com/

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

-OklahomaElk City–Northeast Church of Christ, 616 N. Locust Ave., Mailing address P.O. Box 267, Elk City, OK 73648-0267, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30
a.m., 5:00 p.m., Wed.: 7:00 p.m. Jerry and Nathan Brewer, evangelists.
The church building is one block east of North Van Buren, on East Avenue
C in Elk City, Oklahoma . FaceBook : www.facebook.com/nechurchofchristecok.
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TexasDenton area–Northpoint Church of Christ, 4224 N. I-35 (Greenway Plaza,
just north of Cracker Barrel). Mailing address: 4224 N. I-35, Denton, TX
76207. E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Website: www.northpointcoc.
com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish:
(940) 218-2892; dubmcclish@gmail.com.
Houston area–Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of the Spring
Contending for the Faith Lectures. www.churchesofchrist.com.
Huntsville–1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9 a. m.,
10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.
Richwood–1600 Brazosport, Richwood, TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30 a.m., 6 p.m.,
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256.
San Antonio/Sequin Area–Nockenut Church of Christ, 2559 FM 1681,
Stockdale, TX 78160, Sun. 10:00 a.m., 11:00 a.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m.,
nktchurchofchrist.org
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