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FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND HATE ERROR

GUNS AND THE BIBLE REDUX
Kenneth D. Cohn
I had previously authored an article entitled “Guns and
the Bible.” I received an inquiry respecting that article that
this article is intended to answer. In all that we do, we are
to do by the authority of Jesus Christ (Col. 3:17). The motivation for the questions posed by this respondent was out
of a concern to do only what is authorized by the last will
and testament of our Lord Jesus Christ. Rarely these days
do I see anyone, even those calling themselves New Testament Christians, caring so much about the authority of Jesus
Christ.
My article titled “Guns and the Bible” has as its basic
premise that we are created by God with a God-given attribute of self-preservation and that, as a corollary, we have the
right of self-defense which would include the use of deadly
force. Although there are innumerable instruments of deadly
force, I focused on guns since that is currently a topic of
vigorous political debate in the United States. Although I believe the biblical principles apply regardless of the country,
the treatment of the 2nd Amendment to the U. S. Constitution necessarily limits that portion of my article to the United
States. (Note: This article should be read in conjunction with
my previous article, “Guns and the Bible,” which is incorporated herein by reference.)
I use the term “right” to mean an option that God permits
to be freely exercised, provided that such can be exercised
without violating the “rights” of others. In the biblical sense,
a scriptural right is not a scriptural obligation. A biblical
right does not have to be exercised; it is an optional matter
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governed by expediency. An expediency is that which allows
for the best means of fulfilling an obligation. If there is no
obligation, then there is no expediency. Therefore, in order
to use deadly force to defend one’s person, family members,
and others, there first must be the obligation to preserve life.
I used the term “self-defense” in the sense of protecting
myself, my family, and others from death or physical injury
at the hands of others. It is in this action that I, and by extension, others in a similar situation, can preserve physical
health and life. I was not talking about preserving me or anyone else from embarrassment or criticism. There is no place
for vengeance in the act of self-defense or, for that matter,
punishing criminals since the state has that authority (Rom.
13). Firearms are merely an instrument of deadly force that
may be employed in self-defense. Prior to the invention of
firearms, swords, knives, clubs, and the like, were used, and
I suppose can still be used.
The purpose of my previous article, “Guns and the Bible,” was neither to sensationalize the use of deadly force
nor to trivialize the taking of a person’s life even though
their own actions result in its forfeit. Taking a life is a very
serious matter. Modern entertainment media portray the taking of life as a casual thing with no consequences, emotional
or otherwise, to the taker. The Bible and modern media are
at opposite ends of the scale. I have advised people who are
considering acquiring and carrying a concealed weapon that
they should have it clear in their own mind when, and if,
(Continued on Page 4)
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INTRODUCTION
Jesus was bold and uninhibited in contending for the
truth, denouncing sin, exposing error, and marking false
teachers. One need only engage in a cursory reading of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John to see that Jesus did not tolerate error, or those who advocated it—especially hypocrites.
Moreover, Jesus spoke to the spiritual needs of the people
He addressed. For example, our Lord did not say to His audience in the sermon on the mount what he did to the Jews in
the temple when He was cleansing it. To hear some tell it, all
of His sermons should have been,
And why take ye thought for raiment? Consider the lilies
of the field, how they grow; they toil not, neither do they
spin: And yet I say unto you, That even Solomon in all his
glory was not arrayed like one of these (Mat. 6:28-29).

But there was a time, a place, and a people who needed to
hear, “It is written, My house shall be called the house
of prayer; but ye have made it a den of thieves” (Mat.
21:13). Thus, Jesus was a controversialist.
Some biased historians write history the way they
wished it had been. Thus, they tell us their skewed views of
people, events, and things. Some have done that with Christ.
Because of their corrupted theologies, they cannot conceive
of Christ being engaged in controversy; they have redefined
terms and given us a picture of Jesus that the Bible does
not give us. And these claim to be His friends. Thus, our
Lord is deeply and grievously wounded in the house of His
“friends.”
Men cannot make Jesus over into what they want Him to
be. Oh, they may attempt to do it, but they cannot do so with
people possessing good and honest hearts, who search the
scriptures, allowing them and them alone to paint the portrait
of Jesus that only they can paint (Luke 11:15; Mat. 5:6; John
5:39; 2 Tim. 2:15). We therefore set ourselves on our course
with these words of long ago, “We would see Jesus” (John
12:21). Thus, we seek an unvarnished scripture portrait of
Jesus, the Great Controversialist.
A DEFINITION OF TERMS
What is the definition of the word controversy?
Basically, a controversy is an ongoing dispute between at least
two parties, but most often large groups of people, where the
subject is of an affecting nature, meaning whatever the subject
is about, it has some kind of effect on the people of the dispute
or on society as a whole (“What is Controversy?”).

(Continued on Page 13)
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they would use deadly force. If they cannot do that, then I
advise against carrying.
I will use all other means possible to minimize the necessity of using deadly force when in a confrontation with a
perpetrator of physical harm. First, I will use common sense
to avoid places and situations having greater threat potential.
But sometimes threats come looking for victims of opportunity. If I can run from threats, I will, although my running
days are far in my past. But if I simply cannot avoid such,
then I am prepared mentally to use deadly force. I do not
intend to shoot a kid stealing a watermelon out of my watermelon patch, that is, if I had a watermelon patch. But I
am fully prepared, mentally and functionally, to use deadly
force against a perpetrator of physical harm against me, my
loved ones, and others.
DO WE HAVE A BIBLICAL
OBLIGATION TO PRESERVE LIFE?
As previously stated, a biblical right may or may not
be exercised. Whether we do or do not has nothing to do
with what we are obligated to do so to be pleasing to God.
That being the case, biblical rights fall into the category of
expediencies. Therefore, if we have no biblical obligation to
preserve life, including our own, then we have no right to
resort to the use of deadly force to preserve life.
Of all of God’s creation, man is held in the highest esteem by God. Of what creature did Jesus say, “Look at the
birds of the air, for they neither sow nor reap nor gather
into barns; yet your heavenly Father feeds them. Are you
not of more value than they?” (Mat. 6:26, NKJV). Who
among us would not seek to rescue and protect our horse,
cow, or other farm animal upon which our livelihood depended from predation whether by man or beast? Isn’t a man
of more value than a farm animal? Jesus thinks so. That being the case, what biblical principle constrains us from defending ourselves or others from those who would unlawfully seek our physical harm? None of which I am aware.
A warning was delivered to Noah by God respecting the
value that God placed on human life, the punishment for unlawfully taking of man’s life, and the reason for such prohibition. As recorded in Gen 9:5-6, God said,
And surely your blood of your lives will I require; at the
hand of every beast will I require it, and at the hand of
man; at the hand of every man's brother will I require the
life of man. Whoso sheddeth man's blood, by man shall his
blood be shed: for in the image of God made he man.

Man is made in the image of God, therefore, it is a serious thing to unlawfully take, and even to attempt to unlawfully take, another man’s life. God said that He would
require the life of the man unlawfully taking the life of the
innocent. Since man was made in the image of God, there
was not sufficient value in the life an animal that may be
offered in compensation for the life of man. Only man had
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sufficient value. This principle may be the reason for the necessity of the sacrifice of Jesus for our sins. We “killed” our
souls by sinning against the One who gave us that soul. Only
something of equal or greater value could be given to compensate for that “murder.” That “something” was the sinless
Jesus. Indeed, it was necessary for Him to be sinless or the
value would have been insufficient to redeem our souls.
In warning against fornication, the apostle Paul wrote,
What? know ye not that your body is the temple of the
Holy Ghost which is in you, which ye have of God, and ye
are not your own? For ye are bought with a price: therefore glorify God in your body, and in your spirit, which are
God's (1 Cor 6:19-20).

The temple was revered by the Jews. They would not destroy
the temple nor could they envision the destruction that occurred in A. D. 70. If it were within their power, they would
have prevented its destruction. Indeed, neither Solomon’s
temple nor Herod’s temple was destroyed absent the concomitant destruction of the nation itself. To the extent that it
is within our power, neither should we allow the destruction
of the temple of our person; it belongs to God, not ourselves.
The wise sage of Proverbs wrote,
If thou forbear to deliver them that are drawn unto death,
and those that are ready to be slain; If thou sayest, Behold,
we knew it not; doth not he that pondereth the heart consider it? and he that keepeth thy soul, doth not he know
it? and shall not he render to every man according to his
works? (Pro. 24:11-12).

Where there is peril to an innocent party and one has the
power to negate the peril, but does nothing, then will his
works not find him out? Matthew Henry, in his commentary,
had this to say about this passage:
A great duty required of us, and that is to appear for the relief of oppressed innocency. If we see the lives or livelihoods
of any in danger of being taken away unjustly, we ought to
bestir ourselves all we can to save them, by disproving the
false accusations on which they are condemned and seeking
out proofs of their innocency. Though the persons be not such
as we are under any particular obligation to, we must help
them, out of a general zeal for justice. If any be set upon by
force and violence, and it be in our power to rescue them, we
ought to do it. Nay, if we see any through ignorance exposing
themselves to danger, or fallen in distress, as travellers upon
the road, ships at sea, or any the like, it is our duty, though it
be with peril to ourselves, to hasten with help to them and not
forbear to deliver them, not to be slack, or remiss, or indifferent, in such a case.

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

The watchman had a duty to protect the lives of those
over whom he was set as a watchman. He was to be held
accountable if he did not fulfill the obligation laid upon him
as a faithful and diligent watchman. But what was his duty
if it were the case that he was not yet posted to his duty station? What if his watch did not begin until 12:00 am, and it
was 11:55 p m? Or what if he were not a watchman at all,
but was merely visiting the watchman at his post, and the
watchman was distracted, but the visitor discovered the danger approaching? Is there not any obligation in these cases?
Certainly there is. With opportunity, there is obligation (Gal.
6:10). When and where we have the opportunity and means
to preserve the lives of ourselves or others, we are under
obligation to do so, seeing the value that God places on our
lives.
SOME MORE OLD TESTAMENT ACCOUNTS
OF POSSESSION AND PRESERVATION
When the Israelites were rebuilding the walls of Jerusalem at the initiative of Nehemiah, they were opposed by
Sanballat and his cohorts.
But it came to pass, that when Sanballat heard that we
builded the wall, he was wroth, and took great indignation,
and mocked the Jews. And he spake before his brethren
and the army of Samaria, and said, What do these feeble
Jews? will they fortify themselves? will they sacrifice? will
they make an end in a day? will they revive the stones out
of the heaps of the rubbish which are burned? Now Tobiah
the Ammonite was by him, and he said, Even that which
they build, if a fox go up, he shall even break down their
stone wall (Neh. 4:1-3).

And yet the Israelites continued to build for Nehemiah
said, “So built we the wall; and all the wall was joined
together unto the half thereof: for the people had a mind
to work” (Neh. 4:6). But that did not end the opposition.
But it came to pass, that when Sanballat, and Tobiah, and
the Arabians, and the Ammonites, and the Ashdodites,
heard that the walls of Jerusalem were made up, and that
the breaches began to be stopped, then they were very
wroth, And conspired all of them together to come and to
fight against Jerusalem, and to hinder it (Neh 4:7-8).

But to avoid the hindrance intended by Sanballat and his
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co-conspirators, the Israelites armed themselves for protection and preservation while they rebuilt.
Nevertheless we made our prayer unto our God, and set a
watch against them day and night, because of them. And
Judah said, The strength of the bearers of burdens is decayed, and there is much rubbish; so that we are not able
to build the wall. And our adversaries said, They shall not
know, neither see, till we come in the midst among them, and
slay them, and cause the work to cease. And it came to pass,
that when the Jews which dwelt by them came, they said
unto us ten times, From all places whence ye shall return
unto us they will be upon you. Therefore set I in the lower
places behind the wall, and on the higher places, I even set
the people after their families with their swords, their spears,
and their bows. And I looked, and rose up, and said unto
the nobles, and to the rulers, and to the rest of the people,
Be not ye afraid of them: remember the Lord, which is
great and terrible, and fight for your brethren, your sons,
and your daughters, your wives, and your houses. And it
came to pass, when our enemies heard that it was known
unto us, and God had brought their counsel to nought,
that we returned all of us to the wall, every one unto his
work. And it came to pass from that time forth, that the
half of my servants wrought in the work, and the other half
of them held both the spears, the shields, and the bows, and
the habergeons; and the rulers were behind all the house of
Judah. They which builded on the wall, and they that bare
burdens, with those that laded, every one with one of his
hands wrought in the work, and with the other hand held a
weapon. For the builders, every one had his sword girded by
his side, and so builded. And he that sounded the trumpet
was by me. And I said unto the nobles, and to the rulers,
and to the rest of the people, The work is great and large,
and we are separated upon the wall, one far from another.
In what place therefore ye hear the sound of the trumpet,
resort ye thither unto us: our God shall fight for us. So we
laboured in the work: and half of them held the spears from
the rising of the morning till the stars appeared. Likewise
at the same time said I unto the people, Let every one with
his servant lodge within Jerusalem, that in the night they
may be a guard to us, and labour on the day. So neither
I, nor my brethren, nor my servants, nor the men of the
guard which followed me, none of us put off our clothes,
saving that every one put them off for washing (Neh. 4:923, Bold Italics mine, KDC).

What is clear from the foregoing passage is that Sanballat and his allies were intent on slaying the Israelites working
on the wall. Consequently, and to prevent harm to his people, Nehemiah set the people in place armed with swords,
spears, and bows. These Israelites did not constitute an army
so there was no common armory from which they could
draw weapons. The people brought their own weapons. Apparently, they kept weapons at home. The very purpose of
these weapons were to allow the application of deadly force
as needed. As is often the case today, the knowledge of the
perpetrator that the intended victim is armed often is sufficient to prevent an escalation to the point of the necessity of
the use of deadly force. In like fashion, Sanballat’s intended
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destruction of the Israelites on the wall was denied by an
armed coterie of wall builders. Also, the Israelites carried
weapons on their persons in areas of perceived threat. Would
any right-thinking person today deny that the United States
(or insert your favorite country) is guided less by the Word
of God that in years past? Consequently, there is less regard
for the sanctity of life or respect for property rights than in
years past. With that in mind, is the carrying of concealed
handguns today given the general threat of harm any different from these Israelites of old carrying weapons on their
person to protect themselves from harm?
There is another lesson to be learned from this fourth
chapter of Nehemiah. Auditors generally aver that the principal lesson to be learned is that where the people have a
mind to accomplish a stated goal (Neh. 4:6), hopefully worthy, then it can be accomplished regardless of the odds. And
so it is. Not to be ignored or lightly regarded, however, are
the other, sometimes inferential, lessons that are taught. One
inferential lesson, for example, is that in order to accomplish
the rebuilding of the wall, the Israelites must preserve their
own lives. Other inferential lessons are set forth in the preceding paragraph.
We read in the book of Esther how that Haman was filled
with wrath at the Jews because Mordecai, uncle of Queen Esther, would not pay Haman homage as commanded by King
Ahasuerus. Haman conspired to have all the Jews destroyed
by issuing a decree in the King’s name “… to destroy, to
kill, and to cause to perish, all Jews, both young and
old, little children and women, in one day, even upon the
thirteenth day of the twelfth month, which is the month
Adar…” (Est 3:13b). Mordecai informed Esther of the plot
and “charge[d] her that she should go in unto the king, to
make supplication unto him, and to make request before
him for her people” (Est 4:8). Esther responded to Mordecai with these words:
All the king's servants, and the people of the king's provinces, do know, that whosoever, whether man or woman,
shall come unto the king into the inner court, who is not
called, there is one law of his to put him to death, except
such to whom the king shall hold out the golden sceptre,
that he may live: but I have not been called to come in unto
the king these thirty days (Est. 4:11).

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

Queen Esther did appeal to King Ahasuerus and made
known the plot of Haman. The result to Haman was his death
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by hanging. But it was unlawful to reverse the decree issued
by Haman in the name of the King. Therefore, the king issued another decree that
granted the Jews which were in every city to gather themselves together, and to stand for their life (i.e., to protect
and preserve their lives), to destroy, to slay, and to cause to
perish, all the power of the people and province that would
assault them, both little ones and women, and to take the
spoil of them for a prey (Est. 8:11).

Consequently, “…the Jews smote all their enemies with
the stroke of the sword, and slaughter, and destruction,
and did what they would unto those that hated them”
(Est. 9:5). The Jews used deadly force to protect and preserve their lives against those seeking their harm. Such
self-preservation is fundamental to the human makeup. Furthermore, the use of deadly force had legal sanction. Every
state in the United States authorizes the use of deadly force
to preserve one’s life even though the particulars may vary
from state to state.
SOME NEW TESTAMENT ACCOUNTS OF
POSSESSION AND PRESERVATION
In my previous article, “Guns and the Bible,” I gave a
number of accounts in which weapons were possessed and
life was preserved against potential malefactors. The article
has been incorporated herein by reference and the reader
should access that article.
CONSIDERATION OF THE “GOLDEN RULE”
AND “LOVING YOUR NEIGHBOR”
The 12th verse of the seventh chapter of Matthew reads
as follows: “Therefore all things whatsoever ye would
that men should do to you, do ye even so to them: for this
is the law and the prophets.”
Many otherwise well-intentioned individuals often
quote this verse as a sort of proof-text that one should not use
deadly force against another since that one would not want
deadly force used against himself. The part of verse 12 that
is most often quoted (or paraphrased), viz., “do unto others
as you would have them do unto you” in its application by
most is taken to mean “whatever personal favors or accommodations that I would want for myself, then I should in the
same manner and to the same extent favor or accommodate
others.” Politicians will vote for programs or bills of colleagues that they may otherwise oppose politically looking
to the day that they will call in their chits for something they
want passed or funded. This is an all too common expression
of the “do unto others as you would have them do unto you”
crowd. It is also a gross misapplication of the verse. Chapter 7 begins with Jesus setting forth the divine standard of
righteous judgment in contrast with the human standard of
judgment. Although men expect a more lenient standard to
be used in judgment of themselves, God will judge men using the standard of judgment that such men use in judgment
of others, (or so it will seem to men). So then, it is a contrast
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of standards of judgment, one is righteous (that of God’s)
and the other is self-righteous (that of men). Therefore, the
verse is saying that if one expects to be judged righteously
(i.e., impartially, objectively, fairly, and consistently from
judgment to judgment, which of necessity must be based on
a perfect standard), then that one must judge others accordingly.
There is nothing in the verse that precludes one from
using deadly force, or any effective form of coercion, to prevent a perpetrator from inflicting bodily harm on an innocent individual or dispossessing others of possessions or the
security of home and person. If it does preclude the use of
force against a criminal actor, it turns the “golden rule” on
its head. Such erroneous application would protect the guilty
and work harm to the innocent. If such were the case (and it
is not), the innocent have no expectation of assistance from
adherents to such convoluted thinking, who are otherwise in
a position to render preventative aid. The criminal, however,
has a free hand to inflict suffering on the defenseless victim
with no fear of resistance. But if the adherent to such convoluted thinking believes the police may use deadly force in
such circumstances, then by all rules of logic, so should the
common citizen. If not, why not?
In Matthew the 22nd chapter, Jesus was asked which
was the greatest commandment. He answered:
Jesus said unto him, Thou shalt love the Lord thy God
with all thy heart, and with all thy soul, and with all thy
mind. This is the first and great commandment. And the
second is like unto it, Thou shalt love thy neighbour as thyself (Mat. 22:37-39).

In Luke 10:29-37, we have recorded the dialogue between Jesus and His questioner:
But he, willing to justify himself, said unto Jesus, And
who is my neighbour? And Jesus answering said, A certain man went down from Jerusalem to Jericho, and fell
among thieves, which stripped him of his raiment, and
wounded him, and departed, leaving him half dead. And
by chance there came down a certain priest that way: and
when he saw him, he passed by on the other side. And likewise a Levite, when he was at the place, came and looked
on him, and passed by on the other side. But a certain Samaritan, as he journeyed, came where he was: and when
he saw him, he had compassion on him, And went to him,
and bound up his wounds, pouring in oil and wine, and
set him on his own beast, and brought him to an inn, and
took care of him. And on the morrow when he departed,
he took out two pence, and gave them to the host, and said
unto him, Take care of him; and whatsoever thou spendest
more, when I come again, I will repay thee. Which now of
these three, thinkest thou, was neighbour unto him that
fell among the thieves? And he said, He that shewed mercy
on him. Then said Jesus unto him, Go, and do thou likewise.

It is only natural that in normal circumstances I love
myself as much or more than I love my neighbor. After all,
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I feed myself, I see to it that I have regular medical checkups, I brush my own teeth, I see to my own needs, I allow
myself recreation time, and so on. I do not do that for my
neighbor. But the real test of loving my neighbor as myself
comes when my neighbor has a great need that he cannot
meet without help. When my neighbor is accosted by those
intent on harm, does the injunction to “Love your neighbor
as yourself” mean that I cannot help my neighbor from suffering impending harm, or must I wait until he has had the
stuffings beaten out of him? The so-called good Samaritan
came upon the victim and had compassion on him and took
care of him. What if it were the case that the good Samaritan
came upon the hapless victim just as he was falling in among
the thieves, must the good Samaritan wait until the thieves
were finished with the victim before he could help? Common sense says that he should prevent the injury if he had
the means to do so.
I grew up on a farm outside a small central Texas town.
We lived next to a spillway of the city lake. Consequently,
there was a significant dip in the highway in front of our
farm as the road crossed the spillway. I do not know why,
but it seemed that everyone in the county wanting to rid
themselves of unwanted dogs would speed up to the spillway, come to a sudden stop, kick the dog out, and then speed
off. Ours was the first house that the dog could see, so we
had plenty of strays, mostly curs, and some diseased. On the
farm of the 50s, we had to, shall we say, euthanize the strays
ourselves, some of which I did. I did not particularly relish
the task, but I knew it had to be done, and I suffered no anguish once the deed was done. I have a beautiful 13-year old
granddaughter who presently loves only horses. If it were
the case that a rapist attempted to accost my granddaughter,
I would have no compunction whatsoever in dispatching that
rapist than I did the aforementioned dogs. I would not like to
have to do so, but I would suffer no pangs of conscience in
preventing the criminal assault. Actions have consequences.
The criminal has no right whatsoever to expect safety and
security while the intended victim has no hope.
QUESTIONS RAISED
I have received a series of questions along with commentary from a reader (mentioned in the introduction) who
has an interest in self-defense as long as it does not conflict
with the teachings of Christ. His stated purpose in posing
such questions was to test the soundness of my arguments
set forth in said article. I very much appreciate his interest
in my article since it gives me the opportunity to test my
own arguments against the thinking of others. Although I
believe my arguments have the force of logic and the authority of scripture, I am under no illusion, however, that I have
persuaded all readers. If one chooses not to employ deadly
force to defend himself or others because it would violate
his conscience to do so, I believe him to be wrong, but fully
within his rights to refrain from so doing. The question that
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remains is this: Exactly what means, deadly or non-deadly,
would one employ to preserve life when a perpetrator is intent on ending life?
As stated previously, a “right” is an expedient. It may
or may not be exercised. Expedients are necessary to fulfill
“obligations,” those things that we must do to be pleasing to
God. I may employ an expedient (“right”) that another may
not employ. Although the law of Moses is not binding on us
today, there are accounts of actions in the Old Testament that
either set forth principles that are binding today or provide
expedients to fulfill obligations, or both. Paul wrote that
All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness: That the man of God may be perfect,
thoroughly furnished unto all good works (2 Tim. 3:16-17).

At the time of this writing of Paul’s, the Old Testament scriptures were the only readily available scripture since the New
Testament was in the process of being delivered. Paul also
wrote, “For whatsoever things were written aforetime
were written for our learning, that we through patience
and comfort of the scriptures might have hope” (Rom.
15:4). The “written aforetime” has reference to the Old
Testament. So we are to learn certain principles from the
accounts of actions given in the Old Testament that I have
set forth. What we are to learn is that certain principles are
obligatory even today, but the particular methods in fulfilling
those obligations are optional. Although there are primary
principles to be learned, there are also ancillary principles.
The principles taught in an Old Testament account of actions
may have been obligatory for that time but not now, while
other principles may be obligatory today. Some expedients
(options) employed in an Old Testament account of actions
in carrying out the obligation may be appropriate for that
time (in fact, it may have been the only option available), but
there may be other options available today. In the Nehemiah
account of action, the obligation was to build the wall. The
ancillary obligation was to stay alive in order to perform the
work. Dead bones move no stones! (A valuable lesson to be
learned from this particular passage is that where there is a
will to accomplish, it will be accomplished.) The expedient
the Israelites employed in carrying out the obligation was to
arm themselves to the teeth with the weapons of their day
against the murderous intent of Sanballat.
We are to hold life in high regard, we are to preserve life,
in order to accomplish the will of our Heavenly Father. In my
previous article, I pointed out that the apostle Paul employed
the offices of the Roman soldiers to preserve his life. Paul’s
reasons for doing so were well stated in Philippians 1:21-26:
For to me to live is Christ, and to die is gain. But if I live
in the flesh, this is the fruit of my labour: yet what I shall
choose I wot not. For I am in a strait betwixt two, having a
desire to depart, and to be with Christ; which is far better:
Nevertheless to abide in the flesh is more needful for you.
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And having this confidence, I know that I shall abide and
continue with you all for your furtherance and joy of faith;
That your rejoicing may be more abundant in Jesus Christ
for me by my coming to you again.

But the “how” we preserve life is optional, i.e., an expedient, a right. You may preserve and protect life in one
way, and I may do it in another. But the accounts of actions I
have given at least approve the OPTION of the use of deadly
force.
In my “Guns and the Bible” article, I referenced Matthew 24:43 and Luke 11:21 in which the homeowner is portrayed as a defender of his household against an intruder. The
concerned reader asked this question: “Are Matthew 24:43
and Luke 11:21 conclusive since Jesus sometimes uses examples without approving of what is done (for example, the
unrighteous judge)?” I prefer the term “account of action”
rather than “example.” In the determination of whether an
account of an action is approved (or permitted) by Jesus,
one must take all that the Bible has to say on the subject.
The point being made in the account of action by the unjust judge (Luke 18:1-8) is not that Jesus approves or disapproves of his actions (there are other passages/principles that
determine that), but that even a political figure, who is either
kissing babies or stealing their lollipops, will give the petitioner the justice sought if pressed hard enough. How much
more will God readily render justice to His children whom
He loves. So, therefore, keep asking. Jesus is not approving
the judge’s injustice (there are other biblical principles that
condemn such), but is using a common occurrence to make
a spiritual point. In the Matthew 24:43 and Luke 11:21 passages, defending one’s household was a common practice in
that day. It still is so today. There are no other passages that
I know of that condemn the defense of one’s household including the use of deadly force. Therefore, it is an approved
practice that has options.
The respondent to my previous article asks:
With regard to Luke 22:36-38, if Jesus is referring to a
literal sword rather than to a spiritual sword, is every
Christian then commanded to buy a gun? And why did
Jesus make the general statement when He told Peter
to put away his sword, “Put your sword in its place,
for all who take the sword will perish by the sword”
(Mat. 26:52). And in Rev. 13:10 “He who kills with the
sword must be killed with the sword.”
Jesus, in Luke 22:36-38, said,
Then said he unto them, But now, he that hath a purse,
let him take it, and likewise his scrip: and he that hath
no sword, let him sell his garment, and buy one. For I
say unto you, that this that is written must yet be accomplished in me, And he was reckoned among the transgressors: for the things concerning me have an end. And they
said, Lord, behold, here are two swords. And he said unto
them, It is enough.
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Unless there is some compelling reason not to take the
explicit word to mean what it means in its conventional usage, then sword means a literal sword. One cannot buy a
spiritual sword. Burton Coffman, in his commentary on this
particular passage, had this to say:
The absolute pacifist tradition among Christians of all ages
and the acceptance of it by many commentators make this
verse “a real problem” for many. Most commentators view
the passage as figurative, as did Geldenhuys, who said, “The
Lord intended (these words) in a figurative sense.” [19] But if
the sword is figurative, what about the purse, the wallet, and
the cloak?
As Hobbs said, “It is impossible to tone down this statement;
neither can we dismiss it as not being a genuine saying of Jesus.” [20] The clear meaning of the passage is that “a sword”
is the one thing needful, even surpassing in priority such an
important item as a cloak. The two errors to be avoided here
are (1) the supposition that the gospel should be spread by
the sword, and (2) the notion that a sword should ever be
employed against lawful authority. Before the evening was
over, the Lord would have further occasion to demonstrate
the proper and improper uses of the sword. Barnes was certainly correct in his view that “These directions (concerning
the sword) were not made with reference to his being taken in
the garden but to their future lives.” [21]
J. S. Lamar, an eminent Restoration scholar, expressed surprise “to find several of the ablest Protestant expositors interpreting (this passage) as a warrant for self-defense.” [22]
Nevertheless, the view maintained here is that self-defense is
exactly what Jesus taught. Self-defense is a basic, natural right
of all men, and there is no lawful government on earth that
denies it. Just why should it be supposed that Jesus denied to
Christians such a basic right has never been explained. “Resist
not evil ... go the second mile ... turn the other cheek... give
thy cloak also, etc.” are not applicable to situations in which
one’s life is threatened, or endangered.
[19] Ibid., p. 672.
[20] Herschel H. Hobbs, An Exposition of the Gospel of Luke
(Grand Rapids, Michigan: Baker Book House, 1966), p. 307.
[21] Albert Barnes, op. cit., p. 150.
[22] J. S. Lamar, The New Testament Commentary, Vol. II
(Cincinnati, Ohio: Chase and Hall, 1877), p. 260.

Does this mean that every Christian must buy a gun?
No, it does not. A gun is merely an optional instrument that
can be used in self-defense. I remember a brother in Christ
in Jakarta, Indonesia who was of Chinese extraction. During
a period of rioting there in which the Chinese were targeted,
as he walked about, he carried a golf club with him for selfdefense. A firearm would have been more effective protection, but, of course, in Indonesia, only the armed forces and
police were authorized to carry firearms.
Matthew 26:52-54 reads thus:
Then said Jesus unto him, Put up again thy sword into his
place: for all they that take the sword shall perish with the
sword. Thinkest thou that I cannot now pray to my Father,
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and he shall presently give me more than twelve legions of
angels? But how then shall the scriptures be fulfilled, that
thus it must be?”

Jesus is reproving Peter for trying to prevent the very
thing that Jesus came to do, i.e., die on the cross that we may
have forgiveness of our sins. He did not tell Peter to get rid
of the sword, but rather to put it into its place.
Jesus prayed in the garden: “O my Father, if it be possible, let this cup pass from me: nevertheless not as I will,
but as thou wilt” (Mat. 26:39), and “O my Father, if this
cup may not pass away from me, except I drink it, thy
will be done” (Mat. 26:42). So it is clear that Jesus had to
go to the cross to accomplish the salvation of men’s souls.
There was no other way. Jesus did not intend to let force
of arms frustrate that goal although He could have called
thousands of angels if He chose not to go to the cross. The
Matthew passage along with the Revelation 13:10 is saying that the Kingdom of Christ is not a kingdom established
and maintained by force of arms. In Jesus’ time, there was a
kingdom established and maintained by force of arms. That
was the Roman empire. The Jewish state, as clients of the
Roman empire, used force of arms to capture and crucify
Jesus. And they both were destroyed by force of arms. New
Testament Christianity was not established by force of arms
nor is propagated by the same. It was established, and is
propagated and maintained, by the Word of God, the sword
of the Spirit (Eph. 6:17). Its weaponry is in the realm of
ideas, not arms. There is, however, a religion today that was
established and spread by force of arms, and is maintained
by threat of death—Islam. It is my hope that they may come
to repentance, but if the scripture contains any truth whatsoever, Islam must die by the sword.
My questioner goes on to ask:
Did Jesus need to rely on anyone with a sword? “If He did not,
He was certainly relying on someone who did.” When they
tried to throw Him off a cliff. He just walked through their
midst and left. Romans 13 refers to “governing authorities.”
Does not “rulers” need to be kept in that context? They are
also “avengers” whereas in Rom. 12 Christians are told not to
avenge themselves.

Whether Jesus “needed” to rely on anyone with a sword,
I do not know. But the Scriptures are clear that at least some
of his disciples were armed without objection being raised
by Jesus, but with approval. The implication is that Jesus
and His disciples saw at least some utility in carrying weapons. Protection perhaps? The following is recorded in Luke
4:28-30:
And all they in the synagogue, when they heard these
things, were filled with wrath, And rose up, and thrust
him out of the city, and led him unto the brow of the hill
whereon their city was built, that they might cast him
down headlong. But he passing through the midst of them
went his way… (Luke 4:28-30).
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There was nothing that was going to keep Jesus from the
cross. And He was only going to the cross when it was duly
appointed for Him to go there. In the passage above, it was
not time for Jesus to die, and He certainly was not going to
die by any means other than crucifixion. In the above passage, Jesus was grabbed by a mob intent on throwing Him
off a cliff. Yet He just passed through their midst and went
His way. This escape is nothing short of divine intervention.
As I stated in my introductory remarks, there is no place
for vengeance in the act of self-defense or, for that matter,
punishing criminals since the state has that authority (Rom.
13). I posed the following question in my first article: “If
the homeowner acts in the capacity of one having authority
over his very limited domain, or over his own person, and
such action is in compliance with established civil law, is
this individual acting as an agent of the state, or as authorized by the laws of such state?” I cannot address the laws of
the country or state in which the reader resides. The law in
the State of Texas is that:
A peace officer or any other person (emphasis mine, KDC),
may, without a warrant, arrest an offender when the offense
is committed in his presence or within his view, if the offense
is one classed as a felony or as an offense against the public
peace (Texas Code of Criminal Procedure, Title 1. Code of
Criminal Procedure, Chapter 14. Arrest Without Warrant, Article 14.01, paragraph (a)).

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

The following is a succinct description of the use of
deadly force in Texas.
In Texas, there are several situations where a person is justified in using force or deadly force.
A person may use force against another to the degree the person believes that it is reasonably necessary to protect themselves or a third person from another’s unlawful use of force.
Deadly force is defined as the degree of force likely to cause
death or serious bodily injury, which includes actually firing a
gun. However, the threat of using deadly force by displaying
a weapon, if it is intended to cause apprehension that an actor
will use deadly force if necessary, is defined by law as the use
of force not deadly force.
In Texas it is presumed that deadly force was reasonably necessary if it is used against an individual who was unlawfully or
forcibly entering or entered into an occupied home, business,
or vehicle or is attempting to forcibly remove another against
his or her will from an occupied home, business, or vehicle.
Deadly force is also presumed to be justified to prevent the
commission or attempted commission of murder, aggravated
kidnapping, sexual assault, aggravated sexual assault, robbery
and aggravated robbery.
In Texas if a person is present in any place where they have a
right to be, they have no duty to retreat and have the right to
use force, including deadly force, if they reasonably believe
that it is necessary to prevent death or serious bodily injury
to themselves or to prevent the commission of murder, aggravated kidnapping, sexual assault, aggravated sexual assault,
robbery or aggravated robbery.
Texas law allows a person to use force in the protection of
property to prevent or terminate another’s trespass or other
unlawful interference with the possession of real or personal
property. Deadly force can be used in Texas when the crime
against property is classified as arson, burglary, robbery, criminal mischief at night or theft at night. Deadly force may also
be used to prevent a person from fleeing with property immediately after the commission of a burglary, robbery, aggravat-
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ed robbery, or theft during the nighttime if the actor believes
that the property cannot be recovered by any other means or
the use of force other than deadly force would expose the person to a substantial risk of death or serious bodily injury.
Texas also allows a person to use force and deadly force to
protect the personal property of a third party. The use of force
is permissible if the person believes that the force or deadly
force is necessary to prevent the commission of theft or criminal mischief, or if the person believes that the third party has
asked them to protect the property, the person has a legal duty
to protect the property, or the third party is the spouse, parent,
child or under the care of the person using force (https://www.
uslawshield.com/portal/texas-gun-law/).

All of this is to say that the ordinary citizen, not holding
any public office, not a peace officer, and not even employed
by the state, nevertheless can act on behalf of the state when
it comes to felonious acts. In Texas, as in many states, it is
recognized that the home is, in effect, one’s castle. Therefore, there is no duty to retreat in the face of threat (the socalled Castle Doctrine, as noted in the fifth paragraph of the
above excerpt on the use of deadly force). Again, this further
emphasizes that the homeowner is acting in a limited way as
an agent of the state.
The responder to my first article further asks.
In 1 Timothy 5:8 the context is clearly with regard to financial
support. Are you sure that this can be extended to defending
someone with lethal force? Have you given consideration the
question as to whether, even if a Christian is allowed to defend
himself and his family, there might be limits and restrictions
to how he does this on the basis of other teachings of Christ?

Without a doubt, provisions would include food, shelter,
and clothing. But what is it about this passage that limits the
phrase “provide not for his own” to just these items. Logic
says that food and clothing that are routinely stolen, or shelter that is continually intruded upon, is a provision in name
but not in substance. The effort is of none effect. By implication then, security and protection must in some fashion be
provided. And if it is the case that the needy person is taken
into one’s own household, does not the provisions, or actions
taken, for one’s self defense extend to the needy person now
making a part of the household? There are limits and restrictions to the defense of the Christian and his family. In its application, it must not violate any obligatory matter contained
in Scripture. The defense must not be an act of vengeance.
It must comply with established civil law except when civil
law violates the law of Christ (Acts 5:29).
The last series of questions that my reader poses follows:
Do you carry a gun? If so, do you carry it at all times? When
would you use it? Would you want your 18-year old son to
carry a gun? Are you sure you are not ignoring some fundamental aspects of the issue in your article?

As to whether I carry a gun, yes I do. And I know how
to use it. As a matter of information, my wife also carries a
gun (and I am as nice to her as I possibly can be!). I admit
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that the perpetrator of death and mayhem almost always has
the advantage of surprise, but the advantage is minimized to
a degree when more persons are in possession of a firearm.
Data are available that shows violent crimes rates fall after
states permit the carry of concealed weapons. Also, the number of annual instances of the non-deadly use of firearms
by law abiding citizens in the U. S. (inclusive of concealed
carry permit holders) to prevent harm is in the hundreds of
thousands if not millions. But, of course, there is no sensationalism in that, so the mainstream media does not report it.
As to whether I would let my 18-year old son carry a gun,
I do not have an 18-year old son (my youngest son is 39).
In Texas, there is no general restriction on the carrying of a
rifle or shotgun in a nonthreatening manner. With respect to
a concealed handgun, 18-year olds are not allowed to carry.
They must be 21. I recommend anyone qualified to carry a
concealed handgun to do so. Not all persons are comfortable
with guns, handguns in particular. It is their choice to carry
or not, and I respect that choice.
As to the fundamentals, I have endeavored to get down
to the most fundamental aspects of the question. I know of a
preacher (now deceased) who was opposed the use of deadly
force in the case of forced entry into his home by a perpetrator intent on killing and raping his wife. His logic was that
she was a Christian and she would go to heaven. Of course, I
do not know how willing she was to be a victim, but I would
pose the question differently. What if the intended victim
was a 13-14 year old daughter whom the preacher believed
had reached the age of accountability. Additionally, she was
studying what one must do to become a Christian, but just
had not at that moment made the decision to render obedience to Christ. Would this preacher have been so cavalier
with her life? He would be making a moral judgment respecting the lives of others that he had no right to make. If he
wanted to forfeit his own life, fine, but to make that choice
for others, unthinkable!
The aforementioned preacher’s attitude respecting the
obligation to preserve life as demonstrated in this article
begs the question as to whether said preacher would have
sinned had he failed to take whatever action was available to
him to preserve life including the use of deadly force. If so,
then he would be guilty of a sin of omission (Luke 12:4748, Jam.s 4:17). But to base this conclusion only on the use
of, or failure to use, deadly force would be to preclude any
other means to defend against a perpetrator of bodily injury
of death. The taking of life for any reason is a serious matter
that many are simply not psychologically prepared to do. If
they tried to do so, they would simply be frozen either with
fear or doubt that deadly force is required in the confrontation. Furthermore, one not familiar in the use of deadly
weapons just may not be capable of using deadly weapons
to any effective degree. Of course, the perpetrator does not
know the skill level of the one wielding the weapon which is
sufficient reason for the perpetrator to flee.
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The world is in need of the saving gospel of Jesus Christ.
Paul wrote that he was “not ashamed of the gospel of
Christ: for it is the power of God unto salvation to every
one that believeth; to the Jew first, and also to the Greek”
(Rom 1:16). God has vested His power to save in the Gospel
of Christ. But Paul went on to write respecting many even
today:
And even as they did not like to retain God in their knowledge, God gave them over to a reprobate mind, to do those
things which are not convenient; Being filled with all unrighteousness, fornication, wickedness, covetousness, maliciousness; full of envy, murder, debate, deceit, malignity;
whisperers, Backbiters, haters of God, despiteful, proud,
boasters, inventors of evil things, disobedient to parents,
Without understanding, covenantbreakers, without natural affection, implacable, unmerciful: Who knowing the
judgment of God, that they which commit such things are
worthy of death, not only do the same, but have pleasure
in them that do them (Rom 1:28-32).

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

God wants all to be saved and to repent, to put off the
old man of sin and put on the new man of righteousness
and holiness. Until that happens, we will continue to need to
protect and preserve ourselves and others from perpetrators
of death and mayhem.
—31311 Chelsie Pl.
Magnolia, TX 77354-3405

The apostle Paul wrote that God our Saviour would
“have all men to be saved, and to come unto the knowledge of the truth” (1 Tim 2:1). The apostle Peter wrote that
“[t]he Lord is not slack concerning his promise, as some
men count slackness; but is longsuffering to us-ward, not
willing that any should perish, but that all should come
to repentance” (2 Pet. 3:9).
In Ephesians 4:17-24, Paul contrasts the old man and
the new man.
This I say therefore, and testify in the Lord, that ye henceforth walk not as other Gentiles walk, in the vanity of their
mind, Having the understanding darkened, being alienated from the life of God through the ignorance that is in
them, because of the blindness of their heart: Who being
past feeling have given themselves over unto lascivious-
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(Continued from page 2)

The word controversial means: “Tending to provoke
or cause controversy by its nature” (“Controversial”). Jesus
certainly “tended to provoke or cause controversy by His nature.” And, they were certainly “ongoing disputes” concerning “subjects having an effect on the people of the dispute
and on the society as a whole.”
As God is love (agapao), so He is truth and vice versa.
Love and truth are coeval and necessary to one another in
the one divine essence that is Deity. As the essence of God is
eternal, then love and truth are eternal. Thus, love and truth
are not mutually exclusive—one is eternally present with the
other in the one God. Thus, in God it is impossible to have
love without truth or to have truth without love. Because
love and truth are of God’s essence, He cannot lie. Thus, all
love and all truth come from Him and from no other source.
When the eternal Word became flesh, love and truth
became flesh. Because Jesus Christ is the truth, everything
that pertains to the nature of truth pertains to Jesus (John
14:6). Thus, as He said of Himself to Pilate, “To this end
was I born, and for this cause came I into the world, that
I should bear witness unto the truth. Every one that is of
the truth heareth my voice” (John 18:37).
If a man is allowed to define his terms to suit himself, he
can uphold anything to be true. Thus, when we read and hear
what many teach about Christ, we know they have embraced
modern definitions of “meekness,” “love,” “kindness,”
“compassion,” “mildness,” and “tenderness.” Therefore, to
get at the truth about them, we must view these words in the
light of their ancient definitions and how they were used,
and to whom they were applied by the inspired writers. If we
refuse to do this, we will see our Lord in a false light.
With many, Jesus is thought of as never raising his voice,
never opposing anyone, and willing to compromise truth for
the sake of peace and union (not unity). Moreover, He is
perceived as accepting sinners in their sins, and never demanding that they cease and desist from their sinful conduct.
Such people cannot see Jesus ever crossing another person

in standing for the truth or in opposing error. This false view
of Jesus causes people to think that if a person is sincerely
religious, Jesus would never embarrass or offend him/her by
pointing out his/her errors and sins. They see Jesus embracing all religions, all churches, all gods, and all philosophies.
To them, Jesus is an overly permissive parent, giving
over to the badgering of His spoiled children’s every demand. He is a big “pushover.” Although He may threaten
to punish his children when they do wrong, in actuality He
never rebukes or punishes anyone. If they will promise Him
they will be good, whether they keep their promise or not,
the final outcome is that He will not punish them for their
evil conduct.
Meekness is not weakness. Its backbone is not that of
a wet, limp, and jellied noodle, warm though it may be. It
took more strength than we can comprehend for the sinless
Christ to become a man, live on earth without sinning, confront hardhearted hypocrites of His own religion and race,
willingly enduring what He did at the hands of sinners, and,
finally, to suffer a prolonged, shameful, and agonizing death
on the cross (Phi. 2:7; Heb. 2:9; 6:16; 12:2-3). Assuredly,
Jesus was not crucified for saying “Consider the lilies of
the field,” but because He declared, “Ye have made my Father’s house a den of thieves.”
Love (agapao) does not condone or defend sin or sinners, but reveals sin to be mankind’s most vehement enemy
and those who engage in and promote it to be the enemies of
the cross of Christ. Love makes it clear that sin is the only
thing that can separate man from God. Because God is love
and Jesus is God, then Jesus did and does not condone any
wrong, but rather exposes, reproves, rebukes and refutes it,
calling for all men to repent of and turn from it, and fully
embrace the truth.
Thus in the life of the faithful child of God, love never
attempts to make error as acceptable to God as is truth, or to
compromise the truth with error, but treats it for what it is—
error. Thus, a loving Christian identifies, rebukes, refutes,
and calls to repentance those who propagate error (false
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teachers and those living in sin), warning the faithful of the
error(s), and identifying the false teachers.
WE CANNOT BE LIKE JESUS
All sorts of efforts have been made in an attempt to stop
members of the Lord’s church from rebuking error and the
false teachers who propagate it. The following is a prime example of one of those efforts. James Hinkle and Tim Woodroof wrote:
As we study the example of Jesus in conflict situations, it is
important to remember that in at least one respect, Jesus was
very different from us. He was always right! He saw the will
of God absolutely and knew God’s mind completely. We, on
the other hand, “see but a poor reflection” and can only “know
in part” (1 Cor. 13:12).
Accordingly, certain aspects of Christ’s conflict style are not
to be imitated by His disciples. We cannot take the role of
teacher and Lord (as He could). We cannot speak with absolute confidence and omniscience (as He did). We cannot see
the hearts of others and know with certainty their motives (as
He had the ability to do).
There are, however, some characteristics of Christ in conflict
we would do well to imitate. In particular, there are lessons
for us to learn in the attitude Jesus took toward those with
whom He clashed. At the heart of Jesus’ conflict style was a
firm commitment to win people rather than arguments (154).

Obviously Hinkle and Woodroof absolutely know that
“we … ‘see but a poor reflection’ and can only ‘know in
part’ (1 Cor. 13:12).” However, it should be pointed out that
1 Corinthians 13:12 is Paul’s explanation of how the infant
church in lieu of the completed New Testament functioned
under the direct revelation and guidance of the Holy Spirit.
The New Testament came in part and parcel. It was not the
case that one day the New Testament was not on earth, but
the next day the completed book was in the world. Paul is
saying that God revealed the New Testament a little at a time
as needed. So Hinkle and Woodroof’s usage of this passage
is completely out of context. But, we have the completed
New Testament. And it has been here for about two thousand years (Jam. 1:25; 2 Pet. 1:3). Thus, said authors ought
to have known better than what they wrote. With that error
corrected, let us turn to what it is that they unerringly and
absolutely know. They wrote that:
“He (Jesus) was always right.”
Is it possible for a mere mortal to be absolutely right
about anything? Must one be inspired as were the apostles
before one can claim absolute knowledge about anything?
Because we do not know everything does not necessarily
mean we cannot absolutely know something. Even Hinkle
and Woodroof make absolute knowledge claims.
“He saw the will of God absolutely
and knew God’s mind completely.”
Who is it that is claiming to know as Jesus knows then
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or now? Who is it that is claiming omniscience? However,
while Jesus was in His earthly ministry before His death,
He did not know when the end of the world would be—
and He absolutely knew He did not know it. But what He
knew He was emphatic and absolute in the knowing of it or
them. What Hinkle and Woodroof would have us believe is
that unless we can “see the will of God absolutely and know
God’s mind completely” then we cannot make any absolute
knowledge claims about matters of doctrine. Do Hinkle and
Woodroof absolutely know that God exists, that Jesus is Deity, and that the Bible is the infallible, inerrant, all-sufficient,
final, and complete revelation of God to man?
“… certain aspects of Christ’s conflict style
are not to be imitated by His disciples.”
What are these “aspects” of His “conflict style” that “are
not to be imitated by His disciples”? Again, who is it that
claims to know a person as Jesus fully and infallibly knew a
person? Paul said to Timothy and, thus, to all men (and that
includes uninspired men): “And the things that thou hast
heard of me among many witnesses, the same commit
thou to faithful men, who shall be able to teach others
also” (2 Tim. 2:2). Can men teach what they do not know?
But if they know something, then they can know that they
know it and know it absolutely.
“We cannot take the role of teacher and Lord (as He could).”
Who is saying that any mere mortal can “take the role
of teacher and Lord (as He could)”? We can know and speak
Jesus’ Words and we can know what they imply as clearly
and absolutely as we can know what He explicitly (in just so
many words) taught. Are Hinkle and Woodroof telling us we
cannot do that? What does it mean to preach the word? What
did Paul mean when he exhorted Timothy with the words,
“These things command and teach” (1 Tim. 4:11)? What
did Jesus mean when he said, “If ye continue in my words
then are ye my disciples indeed. And, ye shall know the
truth and the truth shall make you free” (John 8:31-32)?
“We cannot speak with absolute
confidence and omniscience (as He did).”
Speaking with “absolute confidence” is not at all the
same thing as speaking from “omniscience (as He did).”
Thus, we must ask who it is that is saying we are to speak
from “omniscience (as He did)”? Let Hinkle and Woodroof
give us a “for instance” or an example of a mere mortal in
the Lord’s church who is doing this. What these two apostates are teaching is that in order to “speak with absolute
confidence” one must be omniscient. This is simply not true.
Indeed, Hinkle and Woodroof seem to speak with absolute
confidence when they wrote what they did.
“We cannot see the hearts of others and know with
certainty their motives (as He had the ability to do).”
Since when does teaching someone the truth on anything require that we “see the hearts of others and know
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with certainty their motives (as He had the ability to do)”?
Again, who is it that teaches that we must be omniscient
before we can know the truth about salvation and teach it to
others? However, the Lord told mere mortals that by people’s “fruits ye shall know them” (Mat. 7:20). When one
tells me that a believer who has repented of his sins does not
have to be baptized to be saved from sin, at least I know that
person does not properly understand the truth about the one
baptism (Eph. 4:5). How would anyone know that a person
needed instruction if they could not know such a person
was in error?
“There are, however, some characteristics
of Christ in conflict we would do well to imitate.”
How do Hinkle and Woodroof know that there are
“some characteristics of Christ in conflict we would do well
to imitate”? Can they “take the role of teacher and Lord (as
he could)”? Can they “speak with absolute confidence and
omniscience (as He did)”? Can they “see the hearts of others
and know with certainty their motives (as He had the ability to do)”? The answer to all three questions is a resounding “no”—they cannot do as Jesus did in the sense of His
omniscience and authority. But, according to them, if you
are not able to be omniscient then you cannot teach with
absolute confidence. According to them, they do not possess
the wherewithal to teach absolutely, authoritatively, and conclusively, but they are going to absolutely, authoritatively,
and conclusively teach “some characteristics of Christ in
conflict” that “we would do well to imitate” anyway. And,
thus they have absolutely concluded that “we would do well
to imitate” Christ as they see that need in our lives. The legs
of the lame are not equal!
“In particular, there are lessons for us to learn in the
attitude Jesus took toward those with whom He clashed.”
But Jesus’ attitude came from one who bore all the
marks of Deity. Are the authors telling us what aspect of
Jesus’ life and teachings we can imitate when they do not
possess any of the traits that they say are requisite for one
to possess in order to do as Jesus did? Are they picking and
choosing the lessons we are to learn from Jesus and those we
are not to learn from Him. By what criteria do they make the
distinction between what lessons we can learn from one who
is omniscient and those that we cannot learn. And, where do
they get the wherewithal to teach with authority anything to
be a lesson to us from the life of Jesus? They do not have the
authority and omniscience of Christ, but that does not seem
to bother them when they want to teach their doctrines.
Can we emulate the attitude Jesus had when he approached the Samaritan woman at the well (John 4)? Or,
should we have the attitude of Jesus toward Peter when he
rebuked him (Mat. 16:23)? Or, can we have the attitude of
Paul when he instructed Titus to teach elders:
For there are many unruly and vain talkers and deceivers,
specially they of the circumcision: Whose mouths must be
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stopped, who subvert whole houses, teaching things which
they ought not, for filthy lucre’s sake. One of themselves,
even a prophet of their own, said, The Cretians are alway
liars, evil beasts, slow bellies. This witness is true. Wherefore rebuke them sharply, that they may be sound in the
faith; Not giving heed to Jewish fables, and commandments of men, that turn from the truth. Unto the pure all
things are pure: but unto them that are defiled and unbelieving is nothing pure; but even their mind and conscience is defiled. They profess that they know God; but in
works they deny him, being abominable, and disobedient,
and unto every good work reprobate (Tit. 1:10-16).

“At the heart of Jesus’ conflict style was a firm
commitment to win people rather than arguments.”
What an indictment! If anyone desires to win an argument, he does not have “a firm commitment to win people.”
Where did we ever learn such a thing? It seems to me that
Jesus made and won arguments because he desired to win
people. People are intellectual and rational beings. Thus,
God through the great prophet Isaiah declared on behalf of
God to His people “Come now, let us reason together”
(Isa. 1:18). In teaching Felix, Paul “reasoned of righteousness, temperance, and judgment to come” (Acts 24:25)
and on and on we could go. We cannot win people to the
Lord and not make the case for Christ, His gospel, and His
New Testament church. One does not love the sinner by trying to figure out ways to allow him to remain in his sins
and in all manner of false doctrine because we are afraid to
rebuke him. To love someone as Jesus did is to tell the truth
of God he needs to hear no matter how much he may hate it
or love it. It is our obligation to God to live a Godly life and
that means teaching the truth to people and refuting the error
they may be in whether they like it or not. As Paul asked the
Galatians, “Am I therefore become your enemy, because
I tell you the truth” (Gal. 4:16)? Why would Paul ask this
question if he did not know they could well become angry
with him for telling them what they needed to hear, but that
they did not desire to hear?
Let it be clearly understood, no one is advocating in any
way or to any degree that we should do any hurt to people
or abuse them. But the problem with many people in and out
of the Lord’s church is that they do not want anyone to be
told he is wrong, that he must repent of the wrong done, and
change his life to what the truth of the gospel demands of
him to be. Thus, they attempt to present Jesus in such a way
as to remove the militancy of the church, and thereby allow
people to live in sin.
JESUS’ APPEAL TO THE WORD OF GOD
The Sadducees did not believe in angels, spirits, or the
resurrection. Knowing our Lord’s teaching regarding the resurrection, on one occasion the Sadducees attempted to put
our Lord in a dilemma. They presented to him a case under
the law of Moses where a woman had been married scrip15

turally seven times to seven different brothers. Now, since
Jesus believed in the resurrection, they asked him whose
wife will she be in the resurrection. By their questions they
thought they could catch Jesus in a contradiction and thus
they could deny the resurrection. Of course Jesus knew this
and replied with:
Ye do err, not knowing the scriptures, nor the power of
God. For in the resurrection they neither marry, nor are
given in marriage, but are as angels in heaven. But as
touching the resurrection of the dead, have ye not read
that which was spoken unto you by God, saying, I am the
God of Abraham, and the God of Isaac, and the God of
Jacob? God is not the God of the dead but the living (Mat.
22:29-32).

Part of Mark’s account reads, “Is it not for this cause
that ye err, that ye know not the scriptures, nor the power of God?” (12:24). The question of the resurrection was
settled by an appeal to Exodus 3:6.
Jesus pointed out that the present housing for man’s spirit is earthly (2 Cor. 5:1-4). However, He points out that such
will not always be the case. At death, men put off their earthly tabernacles, but the spirit continues to live, “For as the
body without the spirit is dead, so faith without works
is dead also” (Jam. 2:26). Jesus proves His point by emphasizing that Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were alive when
God spoke to Moses though their earthly sojourn had been
over for years. Thus, there is a resurrection of man into the
new and eternal building after the likeness of Christ’s glorified body (Phi. 3:21; 2 Cor. 5:1-4; 1 Cor. 15:40-57; 1 John.
3:1-3). Notice the present tense verb found in Exodus 3:16,
making it clear that when Moses penned those words and
when Jesus quoted them, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob were
living following their physical death. Thus, the question was
settled by scripture and the power of God.
At one time Jesus and His disciples were charged with
violating the Sabbath by plucking the ears of grain on that
day (Mark 2: 23-28). Jesus pointed out that David, out of
necessity, ate what otherwise he could not (1 Sam. 21:6).
Thus, Christ taught that the Sabbath was made for man and
not man for the Sabbath. Therefore, Jesus, the sinless man,
was lord even of the Sabbath. By a proper application of
scripture to the point at issue, the matter was resolved.
In the minds of honest and good people, a correct appeal
to scripture covering the disputed issue will settle the controversy. But when men with less than honest hearts refuse
to accept the truth, they will oppose it and those who teach
it. Rather than recognize their error, they opposed and fought
against Jesus. In such a case the one who taught the truth
should not feel any shame and we must not allow ourselves
to be discouraged when others reject the truth.
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The Pharisees slander was powerfully exposed and completely refuted when Jesus appealed to something that they
admitted to be true. The accusation directed against Jesus
was that He was casting out demons by the power of Beelzebub, the prince of devils (Mat. 12:24). Jesus responded by
reminding the Jews that their own exorcists claimed to have
the power to cast out demons. “And if I by Beelzebub cast
out demons, by whom do your sons cast them out? therefore shall they be your judges” (Mat. 12:27). The truth the
Pharisees admitted actually condemned them because of its
logical implication.
The Pharisees and scribes considered Jesus’ association
with publicans and sinners gross misconduct. Therefore,
they rebuked Jesus with, “Why do ye eat and drink with
the publicans and sinners?” (Luke 5:30). Jesus answered,
“They that are whole need not a physician; but they that
are sick. I am not come to call the righteous but the sinners to repentance” (Luke 5:31-32). The Pharisees could
say nothing because they admitted the truth that Jesus gave
as the basis for His actions.
So, they turned to another question (Luke 5:33-39). In
an attempt to resolve what they considered to be a conflict
between their conduct and that of Christ’s disciples, the disciples of John asked, “Why do we and the Pharisees fast
oft, but thy disciples fast not?” (Mat. 9:14). It appears that
the Pharisees and the scribes were also party to this question
(Luke 5:33). Jesus simply explained while He was with them
they had no reason to fast. Therefore, His disciples were eating and drinking. When Jesus was no longer with them, they
would fast. Then He appealed to a common custom among
them, patching old garments with old cloth and not new.
They understood what that meant and made the application.
ARGUMENT AD HOMINEM
The argument ad hominem does not prove a proposition
to be true. However, it does show that one cannot hold to two
positions that contradict each other. He must give up one or
the other positions or both. Consistency will not allow him
to hold both.
A woman possessed with a certain infirmity for eighteen
years came to Jesus for healing. After He had healed her,
the ruler of the synagogue condemned Jesus’ action with,
“There are six days in which men ought to work: in them
therefore come and be healed, and not on the day of the
Sabbath” (Luke 13:14). Then Jesus employed the argument
ad hominem (argument to the man) and declared:

APPEAL TO TRUTH CONFESSED OR

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

TO AN ESTABLISHED CUSTOM

As long as the Pharisees held that their conduct was
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right, they could not question Jesus’ conduct.
Jesus did not hesitate to meet error pointedly. Our Lord
asked questions, argued, and most effectively confounded
His enemies and destroyed their arguments. If we would
emulate Jesus in all things, we must imitate His conduct in
meeting error and its proponents.
TOLERANCE AND INTOLERANCE
Some have forgotten that Christians are to seek God’s
blessing and favor and not man’s favor (Gal. 1:10). Why call
ourselves servants of God and seek not His favor?
What is intolerance? When a man demands that another
give up his error under threat of force, that is intolerance.
But when one shows another through correctly reasoned
persuasion from the scriptures and refutation of the other’s
false positions that he should dispense with error and embrace the truth, that is tolerance. Jesus was tolerant and, to
the extent He was tolerant, we too must seek to follow Him.
To bring men to see their errors and thereby create within
them a sharp sense of guilt for their sins is our responsibility.
It is what one seeks to accomplish in preaching the gospel to
sinners and erring saints alike. This is why Jesus was a controversialist, but it is not intolerance. One must have a clear
concept of truth and a personal sense of one’s responsibility
in denouncing error as well as that of urging men to reject
error and submit to the truth if they are to be faithful teachers
of the Word of God. However, let us never confuse this with
intolerance.
BIAS AND PREJUDICE
Since my youth, I have not understood how one could
claim to believe in Christ and fail to see that Christ engaged
regularly in controversy. Thus, to be a Christian (one who is
of Christ), one will be involved in religious controversy as
our Lord was involved in it. It is an integral part of living the
Christian life—a necessary part of being faithful to our Lord.
I have found it rather interesting, to say the least, that
some members of the church will militantly argue that it is
wrong to debate. Many years ago in my first full-time work, I
came early to the midweek Bible study to find an older sister
and brother already in the building. They were involved in a
discussion that had waxed rather warm by the time I arrived
on the scene. They were in the process of debating whether
it was scriptural to engage in religious debates. The brother
was in the affirmative and the sister was in the negative. Realizing the situation, I listened long enough to find an opening and remarked that I really was enjoying the debate. Only
with my remark did both disputants realize what they were
doing. The man was quite pleased with my observation, but
the woman did not know what to say. For a Christian to be
opposed to religious controversy is equivalent to saying that
I love God but I am opposed to worshipping him. It is simply
absurd to believe such a thing.
The people who are opposed to controversy tend to
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avoid discussions or issues that would bring into view matters likely to cause controversy. Thus, they plead for a spirit
of tolerance. But the following quotation reveals that for
which that are in actuality calling.
There are many pleas made these days for “tolerance.” But
often “tolerance” is not the right word for that which is demanded. What is meant is “compromise.” Tolerance and compromise are not the same thing. This is tolerance—to grant
to another the same rights which I claim for myself. This is
compromise—to sacrifice heart-felt conviction in order that
someone else may be pleased or in order to avoid a breach of
peace (Beardsley).

To compromise with wrong in the name of tolerance is to
dishonor God and His Word.
Practically every day of our Lord’s life on earth found
Him either opposed by or opposing error and sin. He had
many conflicts with the scribes and Pharisees (Mat. 23 and
12:24). He also taught that His followers would have trouble, opposition, and controversy (Mat. 10:35ff.).
Many religious persons have a dread of controversy, and wish
truth to be stated without any reference to those who hold the
opposite errors. Controversy and a bad spirit are, in their estimation, synonymous terms, and to strenuously oppose what
is wrong is considered as contrary to Christian meekness.
Those who hold this opinion seem to overlook what every
page of the New Testament lays before us. In all the history of
our Lord Jesus Christ, we never find Him out of controversy
(Beardsley).

How do people study their Bibles and fail to see that
whole books of God’s Word are given over to polemics? The
letter of Jude is a case in point. Remove Jude’s rebuke to
false teachers, his warning to Christians, and his exhortation
for Christians to fight against error and one does away with
the book. It is a wonder to me that some church members do
not remove it from their Bibles because it is not a “positive”
presentation of the truth. Of course, they have done so in
their minds and thinking.
How far does one read into any of the Bible, especially
the New Testament, before one reads of controversy over
doctrine? But there are those who will argue that we ought to
“preach the gospel” and not “argue” among ourselves. Like
the man and woman earlier mentioned, they do this without
seeing their self-contradiction.
Let it be said here that we are not advocating an argument that rises from and promotes personal opinions and
likes and dislikes. These must be avoided. However, the
New Testament is clear that Christians will be involved in
doctrinal conflict until the end of the world at Jesus’ second
coming.
Is the truth of God constantly under attack, misrepresentation, and dilution? Paul and Barnabas “had no small dissension and disputation with” the Judaizing teachers (Acts
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15:1-2). What if no one had opposed these false teachers because the brethren did not believe in controversy? This heresy would have spread throughout the churches and choked
the church to death. The same is true of Paul withstanding
Peter to the face over this same matter (Gal. 2). Those who
depart from the faith are to be rebuked “sharply, that they
may be sound in the faith” (Tit. 1:13). Confronting error
and those who teach it is what Paul is urging Christians to do
when he writes to Timothy to “fight the good fight of faith”
(1 Tim. 6:12). Near the end of his turbulent life, Paul declared that he has “kept the faith” (2 Tim. 4:7) and this pertains to confronting false teachers in and out of the church.
Some well-meaning preachers, desiring to maintain
peace and harmony where they preach or in controversial
matters in the brotherhood, run like a scalded dog, fearing
that it will split their church and they will lose their job.
They are nothing more or less than cowards. Granted that divine wisdom must be exercised in dealing with controversial
issues, but they must be dealt with as the Bible teaches. Controversy in local churches is very healthy if righteousness
and New Testament principles are being defended. Where
did we ever learn otherwise? Certainly not from the Bible.
It might surprise some people, but controversy has been
a blessing to the Lord’s church. I thank God for the great
and good men who have mounted the polemic platform to
meet and denounce error and those who advocate it, no matter what the error was/is. Remarking on church members
who were unwilling to fight, a denominational preacher, J.
C. Ryle, said:
The only positive thing about them is that they dislike distinctiveness and think extreme and decided and positive views
are very naughty and very wrong. These people live in a kind
of mist or fog. They see nothing clearly, and do not know of
what they believe. ... They are eaten up with a morbid dread
of controversy and an ignorant dislike of party spirit; and yet
they really cannot define what they mean by these phrases
(Beardsley).

I have quoted this man because he has a better understanding of the importance of truth and the terrible danger of
error than a great many of my brethren do—especially some
preachers.
The Greek scholar, J. Gresham Machen had this to say
on the matter:
Again, men say that instead of engaging in controversy in
the Church, we ought to pray to God for a revival; instead of
polemics, we ought to have evangelism. Well, what kind of
evangelism is it that is indifferent to the question what evangel it is that is to be preached? ... not the evangelism that Paul
meant when he said, ‘Woe is unto me, if I preach not the gospel.’ No, my friends, there can be no true evangelism which
makes common cause with the enemies of the cause of Christ
... (Beardsley)
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What biblical truth is not controversial—God, Christ,
the Holy Spirit, the Bible, etc.? Now, how can the church
be faithful to Christ and not be controversial as well? The
truth pricks, stabs, scalds, and enrages the hearts of men. If
you do not recognize that, then you need to be converted to
Christ yourself.
CONCLUSION
As noted earlier, a person who argues that a Christian
should not debate is grossly inconsistent for he is debating
when he does so! It is a sad thing when those who claim to
be Christians do not see that polemics better enables us to
do much good. Do we not see that truth and error in contrast
will cause truth to shine clearer? If we are to be true followers of Christ, we must avoid weakness in both courage and
conviction. We must recognize that when brethren oppose
debating they are revealing that they are unconcerned for the
truth. For only a person of such low concern for the truth can
refrain from opposing error. The church enjoyed its greatest growth during the time of debates. Thus, no matter the
cost to us personally, let each Christian determine to uphold
the truth against all error. Moreover, we must strongly encourage the brethren who publicly meet error. We must be
militant and aggressive in our teaching. This is the example
Jesus has left us. This is the manner whereby men are stirred
up. This is what caused men to oppose Jesus and the apostles. Debating now will have the effect it did then—some
believed and some did not.
I say again, if a church member is not controversial as
we have attempted to describe it in this editorial (as Jesus
was), that person has little to no concern for the truth. The
spirit he exercises must be one of meekness and fear—as
those terms are defined and used in the Bible. This will cause
him to be strong in the Lord and in the power of His might.
We must appeal to scripture and legitimate reason, not to
personalities, questioning of motives, and similar attacks of
any kind. A close study of Jesus will show us how the meekest of all men was the most controversial of men.
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DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH
Roelf L. Ruffner
A DESIGNED TRAP
And God said, Let the earth bring forth grass, the herb
yielding seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after his
kind, whose seed is in itself, upon the earth: and it was
so. And the earth brought forth grass, and herb yielding
seed after his kind, and the tree yielding fruit, whose seed
was in itself, after his kind: and God saw that it was good
(Gen. 1:11-12).

Those who hold to the irrational “theory of evolution”
often see themselves as totally rational and view the believer
in the Bible’s account of Creation as totally irrational and
superstitious. Yet one of the arguments against macro-evolution used by creationists and non-creationists is called “Intelligent Design” (ID). It is the theory that life did not just
“happen” but was designed by an intellect or to paraphrase
the theologian William Paley, “Every watch has a watchmaker” or “Every design must have a designer.” “For every
house is builded by some man; but he that built all things
is God” (Heb. 3:4).
I recently read about some scientific discoveries concerning the Venus Fly Trap plant, a carnivorous plant native
to the wetlands of North and South Carolina. This plant has
special leaves, or maw, which trap insects when they trigger
sensory hairs in the leaves. When the hairs are touched, it
closes, trapping the animal, and then slowly digests it.
The article reveals that this plant “counts” the number of
times its prey touches these hairs and uses this information
to aid in digestion. A new study shows that the number of
times the hairs are touched determines the amount of digestive juices that are released by the plant. The larger the prey
the more digestive juices are released by the plant.
Time is also a factor. For example, only after two touches of the hairs, within a 15-20 second time period, does the
plant shut the trap. This way the plant can tell the difference
between rain drops, other false alarms, and a live animal.
Scientists say this keeps the plant from wasting energy.
Does this sound like something which “evolved” over
millions, billions, or trillions of years? Did some blind cosmic watchmaker throw the dice again and again and again
until he got it right? No sane person, whose eyes are not
veiled to the truth by unbelief, could deny that this plant was
designed by an intelligent designer. If you did not know better, you could presume from its actions that this tiny plant
had a mind. Evolutionists have even vainly laid out a “theoretical” way this plant could have evolved. When you read it
,you laugh at their prejudice and vanity.
This lush planet is filled with examples of Intelligent
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Design. Why? From the tiny Venus Fly Trap to the ecological intricacies of the African rainforest, God is sending us a
message loud and clear—“I made this and I made you!”
For thus saith the Lord that created the heavens; God himself that formed the earth and made it; he hath established
it, he created it not in vain, he formed it to be inhabited: I
am the Lord; and there is none else (Isa. 45:18).

Let us inoculate ourselves and our loved ones from the
evolutionary propaganda which threatens to destroy faith. In
the Day of Judgment, there will be no excuse for unbelief.
For the wrath of God is revealed from heaven against all
ungodliness and unrighteousness of men, who hold the
truth in unrighteousness; Because that which may be
known of God is manifest in them; for God hath shewed
it unto them. For the invisible things of him from the creation of the world are clearly seen, being understood by
the things that are made, even his eternal power and Godhead; so that they are without excuse (Rom. 1:18-20).
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Watchmaker_analogy#William_Paley as of February 10, 2016
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Venus_flytrap
10,2016.

as

of

February

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

The New Testament commands the church to withdraw
fellowship from “every brother that walketh disorderly”
(2 The. 3:6). In the 21st Century church of Christ not many
congregations practice “church discipline.” Yet many claim
long and loud that they follow the “pattern” of the New
Testament in all they do. They usually drop from their rolls
members who fall away and then they are forgotten. Friendships, family ties, business associations, and just plain negligence get in the way of obeying the Lord. They are concentrated on keeping every contributor to the church, not losing
part of their income flow.
But true disfellowshipping is not a “shunning” or even
“excommunication” (Loss of salvation) as some religious
groups teach. It is a congregational effort of Christian love
to save another’s soul (1 Cor. 5:4, 5).
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Recently, the congregation I serve along with brother
Danny Douglas (the Central Church of Christ) after much
thought and prayer decided to begin a process of withdrawing fellowship from two of our brethren. We sent letters to
two of them pleading with them to repent or we would withdraw our fellowship from them in two weeks. We sent a third
member a letter of withdrawal of fellowship effective immediately.
The next Sunday we heard that one brother we had
warned was seriously ill in the hospital. He suddenly quit
attending worship months ago. Numerous attempts had been
made to reach him in person, by phone and by letter.
Brother Danny determined he would go that very night
and attempt to visit him in the hospital. I accompanied him.
This fallen brother was in the Critical Care Unit. We both
downed surgical gowns and gloves to enter his room, not
knowing what to expect. I was surprised that we were greeted warmly by him. After a brief conversation, brother Danny
asked him if he wanted to repent of his sin and be restored
to the church. With tears in his eyes this sinner said, “Yes!”
Brother Danny and I prayed with this brother to the Father
that he might be forgiven—a true “sinner’s prayer.”
At this writing, our brother is no longer a fallen brother
but a restored saint. God be thanked! He is also slowly recovering from his illness. “Confess your faults one to another, and pray one for another, that ye may be healed.
The effectual fervent prayer of a righteous man availeth
much” (Jam. 5:16).
Brethren, does the congregation you attend practice
church discipline? If not, demand they do so. If they refuse,
depart and cleave to one which does. The Lord will bless
you. Withdrawal of fellowship, carried out the scriptural
way, is a perfect example of agape or Christian love. Do we
truly love our brethren? Do we love and cherish their soul?
Do we want them to spend an eternity in Hell or in Heaven?
Brethren, if any of you do err from the truth, and one convert him; Let him know, that he which converteth the sinner from the error of his way shall save a soul from death,
and shall hide a multitude of sins (Jam. 5:20).
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ASHDODISMS AT LIPSCOMB UNIVERSITY
In those days also saw I Jews that had married wives of
Ashdod, of Ammon, and of Moab: And their children
spake half in the speech of Ashdod, and could not speak in
the Jews’ language, but according to the language of each
people (Neh. 13:23,24).

Language is the main component of human communications. God made us that way. If you want to change something, whether politically, socially, or religiously, begin by
changing the vocabulary. Change agents (spiritual terrorists)
within the body of Christ are trying to change the vocabulary
of the church of Christ to make it more like Satan’s realm—
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the so-called religious world.
I received a message the other day from Lipscomb University’s “Institute For Christian Living” advertising their
upcoming “Nurture 2016.” The theme this year is “Experience God and Flourish.” What I read did not make me
“flourish.” What I read I did not recognize as a Christian
and a student of the Bible. But as an observer of the Emerging Church Movement (ECM) and my familiarity with their
vocabulary, it made perfect sense. The ECM is an ecumenical attempt to bring together elements of Roman Catholic
and Greek Orthodox mysticism, pop-psychology, Eastern
Religions, and New Ageism to make the practitioner “closer
to God” and bring “spiritual renewal” to the church. This is
another lie from Satan (2 The. 2:10-12). The Bible departments at LU and ACU are filled with disciples of the Emerging Church Movement.
Notice the following sentence from the announcement:
“This year, we have spiritual directors, life coaches, and
those facilitating formational prayer, with whom you can
meet for a private session.”
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“SPIRITUAL DIRECTORS”
“Spiritual director” refers to someone who will counsel
participants in this workshop “into life-forming experiences
with the Holy Spirit” (Quote from the bio. of the featured
speaker and director of ICS, Kris Miller.) No, this is not old
fashioned, rolling in the aisle Pentecostalism, but it is just as
heretical. It is not an “experience with the Holy Spirit” but a
spasm of misguided emotion. Yes, we all may be counseled
by a mature Christian, using the Bible. But when they imply
that one needs something else IN ADDITON to the Bible to
“experience God,” they deny the all-sufficiency of the Word
of God and denigrate the true work of the Holy Spirit.
All scripture is given by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for correction, for instruction in righteousness: That the man of God may be perfect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works (2 Tim. 3:16,
17—emphasis mine).

“LIFE COACHES”
“Life coaching” is psycho-babel phrase foreign to the
New Testament. It is “the process of helping people identify
and achieve personal goals” (Wikipedia). Sounds harmless
but the goal of ECM is to change individuals into something
akin to chanting, meditating monks, or nuns. Why not study
the scriptures together and make God’s goals your goals? “I
have refrained my feet from every evil way, that I might
keep thy word” (Psa. 119:101).
“FORMATIONAL PRAYER”
I found this definition of formational prayer by “Professor” Terry Wardle of the Ashland (Ohio) Theological
Seminary (An ECM nursery): “a ministry of the Holy Spirit,
moving through a Christian caregiver, bringing the Healing
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Presence of Jesus Christ into the place of pain and brokenness within a wounded person.” Huh? Again they drag the
Holy Spirit away from His rightful place working through
the word of God (John 6:63; Eph. 6:17; 2 Pet. 1:20, 21). They
equate some emotional release with the Holy Spirit. They
are attempting to use prayer (most likely chanting/meditation) to make it easier to trust one’s feelings rather than to
obey God. Notice that the Holy Spirit is not mentioned as
working though the word of God but through the “caregiver”
(I am beginning to hate that word). I also imagine there is at
least one lit candle in those “private sessions” and probably
incense burning to bring “spirituality” to the occasion. This
is the ECM “vain worship” (Mat. 15:9).
There is “nothing new under sun” (Ecc. 1:9) in the
ashdodisms at LU. Satan has been at work there for quite
a while. I know that brethren David Lipscomb, James A.
Harding, E.A. Elam, H. Leo Boles, and other Godly men
and women who sacrificed so much for their beloved school
would be “spinning in their graves” if they knew what was
going on at LU. “Now the Spirit speaketh expressly, that
in the latter times some shall depart from the faith, giving heed to seducing spirits, and doctrines of devils” (2
Tim. 4:1).

http://www.lipscomb.edu/news/event/detail/5913 as of February
6, 2016.
https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Coaching#Life_coaching as of February 6, 2016.
http://www.retreat2him.com/formational_prayer as February 6,
2016
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THE FOLLY OF MAN-MADE RELIGIOUS UNITY
“Then had the churches rest throughout all Judaea and
Galilee and Samaria, and were edified; and walking in the fear
of the Lord, and in the comfort of the Holy Ghost, were multiplied” (Acts 9:31). In the religious world one sees the monu-

ments to religious division and false doctrine all around.
They are called “denominations.” Few of them claim to be
the church one reads about in the New Testament, the church
of Christ (Rom. 16:16), but A PART of that church. Some,
such as the Anglican Communion (Church of England, Episcopal Church USA, etc.) are large bureaucratic beehives with
millions of members (85 million worldwide) all claiming to
be A PART (not the whole!) of the church of Christ. They
have a mask of religiosity, ritual, piety, and do-gooderism
which conceals a frothing mass of discontent and unbelief.
All is not well with the Anglican Communion. They have
censured their counterpart in the United States, the Episcopal Church USA (ECUSA), from full participation in their
religious shindigs for three years. Their transgression for
this religious paddling is the altering of the church cannon
(laws) to allow same-sex marriage among its members. This
transgression has upset the more conservative elements of
the Communion in “the South” (Africa & Asia). They have
refused to fellowship the ECUSA for quite a while. Now
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they have persuaded the Church of England to go along with
censure.
This is the utter, contemptible lie of denominational
politics. Any outward show of unity masks inward division.
“But the wicked are like the troubled sea; for it cannot
rest, and its waters cast up mire and dirt. There is no
peace, saith my God, to the wicked” (Isa. 57:20, 21). The
ultra-liberal ECUSA began ordaining women priests and
homosexual priests many years ago; clearly ungodly and
unscriptural! They hide behind a façade of “high church”
or religious ritual borrowed from the Roman Catholics and
the heathen. The Church of England, or Anglican Church
is going down the same route but a bit slower. Both groups
are hemorrhaging members. At their Canterbury, England,
meeting recently, insiders fought and bit until this compromise censure came out. That is the nature of politics but not
of the true church of Christ. Following a rather contentious
meeting of the early church (cf. Acts 15), the Apostle Paul
wrote the following:
And when James, Cephas, and John, who seemed to be pillars, perceived the grace that was given unto me, they gave
to me and Barnabas the right hands of fellowship; that we
should go unto the heathen, and they unto the circumcision (Gal. 2:9).

This was not “agreeing to disagree” but an acknowledgment
of the Truth of the Gospel and a submission to the Savior.
Religious division and compromise are horrid evils
which foster unbelief in the word of God.
Neither for these only do I pray, but for them also that believe on me through their word; that they may all be one;
even as thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also
may be in us: that the world may believe that thou didst
send me (John 17:21, 22).

These folks are trying to save their man-made religion and
their lofty positions in life—the heart and soul of denominationalism and the antithesis of New Testament Christianity.
Such an attitude crucified the Lord of glory (John 11:47-53).
We must plead with our friends and loved ones to leave
this denomination—ALL DENOMINATIONS! All denominations will be dealt with when Jesus returns. “But he answered and said, Every plant, which my heavenly Father
hath not planted, shall be rooted up” (Mat. 15:13). Let us
know the true unity of obeying the word of God (John 8:31,
32; 3:36—ASV).
http://www.bpnews.net/46156/episcopal-church-censured- for-

Freedom is the possession
of only those who have
the courage to defend it.
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gay-marriage-stance, as of January 22, 2015.
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THE HOPE OF THE GOSPEL
“Likewise, I say unto you, there is joy in the presence of
the angels of God over one sinner that repenteth” (Luke
14:10).
Monday, January 11, 2016, I was listening to the news
and two glaring events dominated the newscast: the death of
David Bowe and the profane, vulgar Golden Globe Awards
Show the night before.
David Bowie was a rock star. I remember when he burst
onto the music scene in the late 1960s. He was known back
then for being “bisexual.” He sometimes claimed to be homosexual but the last twenty years he lived as a heterosexual, married man with three children. His death was treated
by the media as if a great and noble personage had passed
into eternity.
The Golden Globe Awards show is an annual event honoring acting, that I never watch. But, by all accounts, this
year it was a vulgar exhibition of profanity and sexual innuendo, with much of the dialogue bleeped out. This took
place in a time slot which used to be known as the “Family
Viewing Hour” or 8-9 p.m. EST. Most of the reporting centered on the various states of nudity actresses exhibited in
their attire for the show.
Our once vibrant society has descended to the depths
of lasciviousness in the last two generations. I am ashamed
of the pseudo-culture of the United States and it tears at my
heart to see her in such a state. The moral, spiritual and ethical vacuum grows deeper each day.

Yet what can the Christian do about it? Hand wringing,
article writing, and complaining goes only so far. Fill that
vacuum with Christ—live, think and act as Jesus would! In
the face of an ungodly world, become Godly!
Ye are the light of the world. A city that is set on an hill
cannot be hid. Neither do men light a candle, and put it
under a bushel, but on a candlestick; and it giveth light
unto all that are in the house. Let your light so shine before
men, that they may see your good works, and glorify your
Father which is in heaven (Mat. 5:14-16).

We must begin by purging sin from our own lives. The
Apostle Paul and the Holy Spirit viewed the rotting Gentile
world of the First Century A.D. and exclaimed, “Wherefore
God also gave them up…” (Rom. 1:24). In his epistle to the
Roman church, he pivoted to the religious Jews and wrote,
“Therefore thou art inexcusable, O man, whosoever thou
art that judgest: for wherein thou judgest another, thou
condemnest thyself; for thou that judgest doest the same
things” (Rom. 2:1). He was condemning them for their hypocrisy in shaking their heads at the Gentiles while tolerating sin in their own lives. To bring the Light to a godless
culture, one must first rid themselves of sin.
Knowing this, that our old man is crucified with him, that
the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth we
should not serve sin…Let not sin therefore reign in your
mortal body, that ye should obey it in the lusts thereof.
Neither yield ye your members as instruments of unrighteousness unto sin: but yield yourselves unto God, as those
that are alive from the dead, and your members as instruments of righteousness unto God (Rom. 6:6, 12, 13).

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

but it shall accomplish that which I please, and it shall
prosper in the thing whereto I sent it” (Isa. 55:11). “And
of some have compassion, making a difference: And others save with fear, pulling them out of the fire; hating
even the garment spotted by the flesh” (Jude 22, 23).
—2330 Moore Court
Columbia, TN 38401

fefefe
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Calling the Names of False Teachers
Lester Kamp
There is a strong consensus among some in the brotherhood today that you should never call names when it comes
to identifying one who is a proponent of false doctrine. It is
viewed as an act of hostility if you name a brother who is
publicly espousing a scripturally untenable position..
It has been a practice of mine, as long as I have been
preaching, to call attention to what some brethren are saying on certain issues, and to mention their names in connection with it, if necessary. In those areas wherein some
brethren are propagating false and dangerous notions, it is
always necessary to mention their names in connection with
it. If a brother has written a divisive book or made heretical
statements publicly, then we should not hesitate to let people
know what is being said and who is saying it. It would be
less than honest to do otherwise. To simply say that “some
brethren” suggest thus and so is not enough to warn others of
what is being taught and who is teaching it. If there is an issue troubling the brotherhood of Christ and there is a brother
out there promoting it, then, we need to know who it is that
is saying it is so that we can heed the New Testament injunction to “mark them which cause divisions and offences
contrary to the doctrine which ye have learned; and
avoid them” (Rom. 16:17). You cannot mark a phantom and
avoid an unknown. Thus, you cannot obey God by treating
the false teacher with nameless courtesy. The obligation that
we have to mark and avoid the false teacher is greater than
his self-perceived “right” to say and publish anything he
wants to no matter how twisted, and expect none to raise an
eyebrow or say anything by way of criticism.

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

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

Let the brother who thinks that calling names is wrong tell
wherein Paul erred in the above statement. If he cannot be so
bold, then, let him tell wherein we err if we do as Paul did.
It is right and proper to call the names of those teaching falsely in order that others might know. One day another
will call their name and they will answer. We pray for their
repentance before that time
—602 S. Parker Road, Ste 109
Denver, CO 80231
www.piedmontcoc.net

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

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

-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.

-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.
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-Oklahoma-

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

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

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) 387-1429; dubmcclish@gmail.com.
Houston area–Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of the Spring
Contending for the Faith Lectures, and the internet school, Truth Bible
Institute. www.churchesofchrist.com.
Huntsville–1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9 a. m.,
10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.
Richwood–1600 Brazosport, Richwood, TX. Sun. 9:30; 10:30 a.m., 6 p.m.,
Wed. 7 p.m. (979) 265-4256.
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