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FOR THOSE WHO LOVE THE TRUTH AND HATE ERROR

PREACHING THE GOSPEL IN WESTERN KENYA
Jerry C. Brewer
When I left home, August 4, for my third trip to Kenya in East Africa, I had high expectations for my purpose
in going. I was to teach classes in the Kalamindi School of
Preaching at Ndhiwa. The first week, August 8-12, would be
spent in Paul’s epistle to the Galatians, and the second week,
August 15-19, on the subject of The Holy Spirit. In addition
to teaching the classes, I was to preach for three Lord’s Days
at Kalamindi, Lighodo, and Lieta.
Leaving my home in Elk City, OK at 11 a.m., I headed
to Will Rogers World Airport to catch my KLM flight at 2:45
p.m., but not before stopping to buy scarves for two Kenyan
widows we aid each month, Anjilina and Magdalena, and for
Dorothy Kagaga and Hulder Wasonga. I also took a communion set that we no longer used for the church at Muhuru Bay.
The Muhuru preacher, Veroon Wasonga asked for the trays,
so I packed them into a second suitcase, along with some
gifts my daughter, Holley, sent for her “kids,” Abi Wasonga,
and Sandy and Nadine Kagaga. Many of the congregations
in Kenya do not have communion trays and use plates on
which to set the individual communion cups, which carries a
risk of spillage. My expectations for this latest 18,000 mile
round trip journey to Kenya did not include the snags—and
danger—I would encounter.
I arrived at the airport two hours before departure, after flagrantly violating my doctor’s orders by stopping at
Braums for a Jalapeno and Pepper Jack Cheeseburger as a
“going away” gift to myself. My first snag—which was a
portent of things to come—came when I checked in at the
airport. The ticket agent told me there was a problem with
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my itinerary, and set about to solve it. It took an hour and
a half for her to do so. By the time I passed through security, where I was held up because a “cylindrical object” (a
bottle of medicine) showed in my x-rayed carry-on, and got
to the gate, the aircraft was boarding for the flight to Atlanta.
I made it to my seat and settled in for an uneventful flight to
Atlanta, then on to Amsterdam overnight.
One precaution I have always taken in going to Kenya
is to secure a prescription from my doctor for medicine to
prevent Malaria. That terrible mosquito-borne disease takes
countless lives of small children and elderly each month in
Kenya, and we always have the added protection of mosquito nets, under which we sleep at night. The medicine is
taken weekly, with the first dose a week before leaving and
the last one a week after coming home. On the all day flight
to Nairobi, on Friday, I reached into my carry-on for my Malaria medicine since I had taken the first dose a week earlier.
To my shock and dismay, I had a second major snag, discovering that I had left the medicine at home. I could only pray
that the mosquito net would suffice.
After an all day flight from Amsterdam, I arrived in Nairobi at 9:40 p.m., August 5. My host and dear friend, Benard
Kagaga, always meets me in Nairobi and has rooms for us
at the Blue Hut Hotel. We always spend the night there and
leave for Ndhiwa—a distance of 226 miles—on Saturday
morning. That trip by car takes about 7-9 hours. This time,
Benard said we would go very early, at 3:00 a.m., in order to
get to Ndhiwa around 10-11 a.m. We got to bed about 12:30
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Regarding the article by brother Dub McClish beginning
in this issue of CFTF on page 3, we want to emphasize what
brother McClish cited in his endnotes to his article. Specifically, that brother Michael Hatcher first assigned it to brother
McClish for the 1998 Bellview Church of Christ Lectures,
Pensacola, Florida. Speaking on that same lectureship was
the late Curtis Cates, late Director of the Memphis School
of Preaching. Having heard brother McClish’s lecture,
brother Cates assigned brother McClish the same topic
for the 1999 MSOP Lectures.
Now we hear that certain brethren who represent themselves as faithful to the Lord in all things are declaring that
under no situations, circumstances, or cases does the New
Testament teach that one church may withdraw fellowship from a sister congregation.
In the following article, brother McClish clearly sets out
the New Testament truth regarding the same. In so doing he
refutes this mendacious doctrine that the New Testament does
not authorize one church to withdraw fellowship from a sister
congregation of the Lord’s people.
With this error concerning Christian fellowship appearing once again, propagated by those who style themselves as
standing in opposition to any and all error, it is another strong
indicator that the Biblical doctrine of Christian fellowship
is continuing to be corrupted in certain brethren’s attempt
to justify their erroneous practice of fellowshiping brethren who are guilty of error, but who refuse to acknowledge their error in repenting of, confessing their sins, and
praying for God’s forgiveness. This is nothing more or less
than a form of Rubel Shelly’s old doctrine of “big ‘F’ little ‘f’
fellowship,” or “unity in diversity” in matters of obligation.
As we wrote in our last editorial, it is nothing more or
less than what I call “consensus fellowship”—if certain brethren from the preacher training schools, workshops, and parachurch organizations, brethren who draw heavily from church
members’ bank accounts for their support, think that opposing
whatever the error may be, poses a threat to their financial
support, then they decide that particular error is not a great
danger to the church. Is it any wonder how councils of men
became the standard for what is right and wrong in religion
long ago and continues to work in man-made churches and
among apostate brethren? This is what I mean by “consensus fellowship”—brethren are trying to figure out ways and
means to remain in fellowship with sinful brethren and continue to think of themselves as acceptable to God in so doing.
In his article, brother McClish deals with one of the ways
wicked men seek to harbor other evil men in the church.

—David P. Brown, Editor
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ONE CONGREGATION MAY WITHDRAW FROM
ANOTHER CONGREGATION
Dub McClish
INTRODUCTION1
A certain city of 15,000 people has two congregations
which have the name “Church of Christ” on their buildings.
Congregation “A” has eight hundred members; congregation “B” two hundred. For the past fifteen years congregation “A” has become progressively “softer” in its teaching
and has emphasized social issues more and more. It has consistently used guest preachers who are on the cutting-edge of
liberal thought on such subjects as verbal inspiration of the
Bible, the distinctiveness of the church, Scriptural worship,
the necessity of baptism, the work of the Holy Spirit, fellowship, divorce and remarriage, and such like. Its preacher
joined the local ministerial alliance a few years ago and has
no problem joining with the denominations in their “Easter”
and “Christmas” celebrations. He willingly sits on the platform with the denominational “pastors” and sings hymns to
the moaning of their organs at such affairs. He has already
swapped pulpits with some of these “pastors.” Congregation “A” has begun to accept members from denominational
groups which either practice sprinkling or which practice
immersion while denying the necessity of the act for salvation.
Congregation “B” has elders who are determined that
the church they oversee will submit to the authority of the
Scriptures in all that it does and teaches. This congregation
has become increasingly uncomfortable with the behavior
of its sister congregation across town. The elders of “B”
have expressed their concerns to the elders of “A” more than
once, only to receive denials that they have changed or to be
told (in a polite way, of course) to mind their own business.

Finally, congregation “B” cannot tolerate being identified
with congregation “A” any longer. Everyone in town can
see that “A” is much different from “B” (even though they
do not realize why). The townspeople applaud the obvious
“new” attitude of change, syncretism, and tolerance they can
see in “A” which has made it largely indistinguishable from
their own denominations, except for the name, “Church of
Christ,” which is still on the building. The elders of “B”
want to maintain their Scriptural identity and distinguish
themselves from “A” for the sake of the members of “B,”
for the sake of members of “A” who might be salvaged, and
for the sake of their fellow-citizens.
The elders of “B” fully recognize that the practices and
doctrines of “A” are heretical and unauthorized and that they
have forfeited their Scriptural identity. They would like to
lead “B” in withdrawing fellowship from “A,” announcing
this action alike to the congregation, to the elders of “A,”
and to the city by means of a newspaper announcement.
However, an influential preacher—editor of an influential
brotherhood journal—has convinced the preacher and elders at congregation “B” that there is no Scriptural authority
for one church to “mark and avoid” another. They therefore
have resigned themselves to the idea that they are helpless to
do anything more about their predicament. Since “B” cannot
publicly withdraw from “A,” the whole town assumes that
“B” is in agreement with “A” and that “A” represents what
the church of Christ actually is everywhere. The cause of
Truth and righteousness suffer mightily, error has a field day,
and the devil gains a distinct advantage.
If it is wrong now for one church to withdraw from an-

ON RECEIVING CFTF FREE
To receive the free version of CFTF, go to our website cftfpaper.com, click on the tab, “REGISTER” and sign up. Please feel
free to sign up other brethren to receive CFTF electronically. If one does not desire to receive CFTF, select the “CONTACT”
tab to send us an email to remove you from our database.
For those who choose to continue receiving CFTF in its paper format the subscription prices will be $25.00 for a one year
subscription and $45.00 for a two year subscription.
Some of you (we hope most of you) will choose to receive CFTF free in its PDF format via email. We trust that those of
you who use the Internet will visit www.cftfpaper.com to enter the email addresses of brethren you desire to receive the free
electronic edition. Someone may have subscribed for you. If that is the case, but you do not desire to continue receiving CFTF,
select the “CONTACT US” option to send us an email asking to be removed from the database.
CFTF is unencumbered by any entangling alliances. Thus, we owe allegiance to no one but our Lord. Please help us reach as
many brethren as possible with the news and articles, dealing to a great extent with what certain brethren refuse to print.
We continue to covet your prayers. If you have any comments or questions please feel free to contact us.

Contending for the Faith— September/October/2016

3

other, it has always been wrong to do so. Please read on.
Do we owe the people in the Independent Christian and the
Disciples of Christ denominations a long-overdue apology?
From approximately 1875 through 1906 hundreds of congregations that were once true to the old paths of authorized
worship and work adopted the mechanical instrument in their
worship and the missionary society in their work. As they
did so one by one, they apostatized and lost their identity as
churches of Christ. Congregations which refused these innovations marked, dissociated themselves from, and ceased
their fellowship with those churches that adopted them. By
1906, the apostasy was so apparent that the federal census
recognized the churches of Christ and the Christian Church
(which since 1926 has been composed of the Disciples and
the Independents) as separate entities. Many (perhaps most)
of those “progressive” congregations wore (and some still
wear) the name “Church of Christ.” Not only should we
apologize to these apostate sects, but while we are at it, we
should also censure, even at this late date, our spiritual forebears in the congregations who dared do the withdrawing.
They had no Scriptural right to do so because one church
cannot withdraw from another church.
The previous paragraph is written with admitted (and
we trust obvious) sarcasm and irony in an effort to emphasize what this writer believes to be an unfounded and absurd
position. The notable preacher/editor and the preacher and
elders of congregation “B” above represent the teaching of
some otherwise faithful brethren among us, namely that one
congregation cannot withdraw from another congregation.
If this contention is correct, the elders of congregation
“B” above cannot even tell those under their oversight to
have no fellowship with congregation “A.”
If this contention is correct, we should indeed censure
our faithful brethren of yore.
If this contention is correct, we would most certainly
owe those in the two-fold Christian Church denomination a
genuine apology for the mistreatment they received.
If this contention is correct, furthermore, consistency
would demand that we actually restore fellowship and work
hand in hand with them with no change on their part.
Do the Scriptures authorize, explicitly or implicitly, one
congregation to withdraw from another? This is a relevant
question for every age because of the possibility of apostasy
on the part of entire congregations in every age, including
the first century (Rev. 2–3). We have for some years been in
the midst of a vast apostasy among the Lord’s people, fostered by a veritable conspiracy of liberals among us who are
bent on “dumbing down” the Scriptural identity of the body
of Christ to make it fit the mold of human religious orders.
With hundreds of congregations already swept away in the
current digression, the question before us is particularly appropriate for our time. Let us study the subject of withdraw4

ing fellowship, especially as it pertains to this question.
SOME BASIC CONCEPTS CONCERNING
FELLOWSHIP IN THE NEW TESTAMENT
Obtaining And Maintaining Fellowship
Since detailed discussion of such concepts as the definition of New Testament fellowship, how spiritual fellowship
with others is obtained, and how it is maintained may be
found elsewhere, only brief mention will be made of them
here. Our English word fellowship translates the Greek word
koinonia, found in both noun and verb forms in the New
Testament. It has to do with sharing things in common, joint
participation, partnership, and like ideas. The basis of fellowship among men is their common fellowship with Deity:
“Yea, and our fellowship is with the Father, and with his
Son Jesus Christ” (1 John 1:3).2 Only when two or more
people have established fellowship with God and His Son
can they thereby be in fellowship with each other.
Men are sinners (Rom. 6:23), and sin separates men
from God and His perfect holiness (Isa. 59:1–2). Through
His sacrifice on the cross, Christ has made it possible for
men to be reconciled to God (“that he might bring us to
God,” 1 Pet. 3:18). This establishment of fellowship is possible only when men are freed from the guilt of their sins,
which is accomplished when the penitent believer repents
and is baptized in order to receive forgiveness (Acts 2:37–
38). This statement is true because the Lord has chosen the
act of immersion in water (based upon the appropriate precedents) as the act in which He washes the sinner of his sins
in the cleansing blood of Christ (Acts 22:16; Rev. 1:5; Rom.
6:3). Some three thousand people responded to the Pentecost
preaching in this very way (Acts 2:41), and they are immediately described as being and continuing in fellowship with
each other (v. 42). By this means, men enter into fellowship
with God and thereby with one another.
However, continuing in fellowship with God and with
other men is not a given—men can forfeit their fellowship
with God. Note the conditionality of John’s statement of this
fact: “If we say that we have fellowship with him [God,
DM] and walk in the darkness, we lie, and do not the
truth: but if we walk in the light, as he is in the light, we
have fellowship one with another…” (1 John 1:6–7). Note
the following:
1. Remaining in fellowship with God is dependent
upon one’s “walking in the light,” a metaphor meaning
faithful obedience to the Word of God.
2. Only as two or more people continue to live lives
that are obedient to God, thereby enjoying His fellowship,
do these persons continue to “have fellowship one with another.”
3. It is possible to lose one’s fellowship with God (and
thus one’s fellowship with all others who are in fellowship
with God), or John’s statement is meaningless.
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When persons in the same geographical location are
obedient to the Truth, cleansed of their sins, and come into
fellowship with God and with one another, they constitute
the Lord’s people, the church, in that location. The three
thousand who came into fellowship with God and each other
on Pentecost were at the same time “added to the church”
(Acts 2:47, KJV) and were thereafter “the church which
was in Jerusalem” (8:1; 11:22; cf. 15:4) until and unless
they moved elsewhere (8:4). The same was true in Antioch
of Syria (11:26; 13:1), Antioch of Pisidia, Lystra, and Derbe
(14:23), and likewise in every place on the New Testament
map where the seed of the kingdom bore its fruit (cf. Acts
20:17; 1 Cor. 1:2; Col. 4:15–16; 1 The. 1:1; et al.). It has ever
since remained so as the Lord continues to add saved ones
to His church.
Obviously the individuals within these respective congregations had fellowship with the other members thereof,
even as we do presently. In addition, these congregations,
though separated by hundreds or thousands of miles, also
had fellowship with each other, as congregations. When the
Jerusalem church heard of the church in Antioch of Syria, she
extended her fellowship by sending the good man Barnabas
to assist them (Acts 11:22–24). Sometime later, the church in
Antioch expressed its fellowship with the Jerusalem Church
and other Judean congregations by sending a financial contribution to its needs (vv. 27–30). Various congregations had
fellowship with the Corinthian Church by supplying Paul’s
support while he worked there (1 Cor. 11:8). This fellowship between congregations is also seen in the bounty Paul
gathered from many congregations in the Gentile provinces
to meet the needs of the Jerusalem Church (Rom. 15:25–27;
1 Cor. 16:1–2; 2 Cor. 8–9). The churches in the provinces
had fellowship with each other, and they all had fellowship
with the Jerusalem Church. Surely none would question the
existence of fellowship among the New Testament congregations. Such fellowship between faithful congregations of
the Lord’s people continues to the present.
Fellowship Can Be Forfeited and Withdrawn
In light of the foregoing, particularly the statement from
1 John 1:6–7, one should not be surprised that the New Testament has much to say about the forfeiture of fellowship.
The warnings of apostasy are many and frequent. Likewise,
the instructions that relate to dealing with impenitent, sinful
brethren are plain and profuse. These passages have to do
with what may appropriately be called “corrective church
discipline,” and they relate directly to the withdrawal of fellowship from such brethren.
In one sense, almost the entire New Testament has to
do with spiritual discipline—bringing and keeping the flesh
and spirit under control of the Word of God so that the soul
may be saved at last. However, there are at least sixty-eight
verses that relate directly to the corrective side of spiritual
discipline, in which are specified a wide range of sins (if
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unrepented of) that cannot be ignored. The requirement of
us to withdraw fellowship from such erring brethren is principally based upon the fact that such ones have already forfeited their fellowship with God. We must make a choice: If
we would remain in fellowship with God, we cannot remain
in fellowship with such brethren. The reader’s attention is
called to a few of these at this juncture, while several others
will be referred to later.
The Lord spoke as follows:
And if thy brother sin against thee, go, show him his fault
between thee and him alone: if he hear thee, thou hast
gained thy brother. But if he hear thee not, take with thee
one or two more, that at the mouth of two witnesses or
three every word may be established. And if he refuse to
hear them, tell it unto the church: and if he refuse to hear
the church also, let him be unto thee as the Gentile and the
publican (Mat. 18:15–17).

Paul penned a very plain statement to the Romans on
this subject:
Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them that are causing
the divisions and occasions of stumbling, contrary to the
doctrine which ye learned: and turn away from them. For
they that are such serve not our Lord Christ, but their own
belly; and by their smooth and fair speech they beguile the
hearts of the innocent (Rom. 16:17–18).

Paul’s imperative statement to the Thessalonian Church
is also explicit:
Now we command you, brethren, in the name of our Lord
Jesus Christ, that ye withdraw yourselves from every
brother that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition which they received of us.… And if any man obeyeth
not our word by this epistle, note that man, that ye have
no company with him, to the end that he may be ashamed.
And yet count him not as an enemy, but admonish him as
a brother (2 The. 3:6–15).

Although John is popularly called the “apostle of love,”
he did not shrink from writing clearly on this subject:
Whosoever goeth onward and abideth not in the teaching
of Christ, hath not God: he that abideth in the teaching,
the same hath both the Father and the Son. If any one
cometh unto you, and bringeth not this teaching, receive
him not into your house, and give him no greeting: for he
that giveth him greeting partaketh in his evil works (1 John
1:9–11).

We call attention to some bold, crucial terms in the foregoing passages: “Let him be unto thee as the Gentile and
the publican,” “mark…, turn away from,” “we command…that ye withdraw yourselves,” “note that man,…
have no company with him,” “receive him not into your
house, and give him no greeting.” Many other passages
forcefully and clearly set forth the responsibility for exercising corrective discipline (e.g., 1 Tim. 1:3–4, 19–20; 6:20–21;
2 Tim. 3:8–9; Tit. 1:9–11; 3:10–11; et al.). The entirety of 1
(Continued on Page 10)
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(Continued From Page 1)

a.m. and I slept no more than an
hour. I was up by three when Benard knocked at my door.
We set off in the dark, leaving Nairobi behind and heading
to our destination more than 200
miles distant. We were in Benard’s car, but Frederick Oweno
was driving. Driving in Nairobi
requires a nerve and skill that
neither Benard nor I have. A
former British Colony, Kenya’s
customs were largely adopted
from Britain, including cars with
steering wheels on the right side
that drive on the left side of the
road. I had been a bit uneasy
since leaving Nairobi, seeing
cars on the dark road with lights
on bright and driving on the left
side of the road. About two hours
later, we came to Narok, where
we stopped for gas, and Frederick left us to take transportation
back to Nairobi.
Benard took over driving
and I got into the front seat with
him. We had gone about two or
three kilometers from Narok
when my second, and most serious, snag occurred on the trip.
At 5:42 a.m., Benard suddenly
cried, “No!” and swerved our car
sharply to the left. An immediate
violent crash with an oncoming
car ensued which spun us completely around on the road, depositing the front of Benard’s car
in the ditch on the opposite side.
We had nearly suffered a headon crash with a drunk driver. Had
it not been for Benard’s alertness,
we would have been badly injured, or killed, but by the grace
of God neither of us suffered an
injury. Benard did hurt tendons
in his foot by pressing so hard on
the brake pedal, which was useless. His car was totally wrecked,
with the right front wheel torn
completely off and the right side
caved in. The next five hours
were spent dealing with a police

6

Car Accident Caused By Drunk Driver

Benard and Dorothy Kagaga

Teaching the Book of Galatians at the
Kalamindi School of Preaching at Ndhiwa, Kenya

Transportation to Preach at Lieta
dcdcdcdcdc

investigation, towing Benard’s
car to Narok, and the arrest of the
drunk driver. With the high level
of police corruption in Kenya, it
is doubtful that the drunk, who is
a doctor, will ever face criminal
charges. After two days of travel
and 9,000 miles later, I was still
on the road. We arrived at Benard’s home late Saturday afternoon where I unpacked, greeted
old friends, thanked God for our
safety, and prepared to preach
the next day at Kalamindi.
Despite all of the setbacks
we encountered, the work was
fruitful. The first week, Aug.
8-12, I had 32 students in the
class on Galatians and all of them
showed intense interest. I had
sent Benard copies of my commentary on Galatians and each
student received a copy for his
own. Some of them were former
students, and others were new.
Many came a long distance from
Kenya’s Western Province on the
Uganda border to study. Benard
provides them living quarters
and several ladies cook three
meals a day for them, which are
served in the building.
The first Sunday in Kenya,
August 7, I preached at Kalamindi which hosts the preaching school. On Sunday, August
14, Benard rented a car that
took him, Juma Wencelaus, and
me to Lighodo where I would
preach that day, and where one
of my original students in 2012,
Tom Omollo, preaches. We are
blessed by generous brethren in
this country who aid us in supporting 12 preachers in Kenya.
The Hornbeak, Tennesee church,
where brother Harrell Davidson preaches, adopted Tom as
their man to support. Tom came
from a Catholic family and has a
brother who is a Catholic priest
in Washington, D. C. He baptized his mother, Elsa, into Christ
in March of this year and she is
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a faithful member of the Lighodo
church. Tom’s brother, George
Omollo, was baptized September
7, 2014, following worship at Kalamindi where I preached that Sunday, and he remains a faithful member there.
The Lighodo congregation was
begun through the efforts of Tom
and Benard in January of this year
and now has 15 members, all of
whom were baptized since it began. On the Sunday we were there,
I counted 28 in attendance, and they
told us that they have visitors from
the area every Lord’s Day.
Because most brethren walk
to worship, and due to the lack of
electricity, most churches in rural
Kenya meet only once on Sunday.
However, the worship and class periods last about three hours. Before
the Lord’s Supper, one of the men
makes a talk explaining its significance. Another man does the same
before the collection. During the
talk before communion, one of the
men mixes the dried grape juice
with water for the Lord’s Supper.
They must do this because they lack
refrigeration and the liquid juice
would ferment. Many of them do
not have communion trays and precariously, and gently, serve the individual cups on plates. I preached,
with Tom translating into Luo, and
Benard spoke before the Lord’s
Supper and the collection, as Tom
translated for him. Tom led singing and, as their songs are in Luo,
I could not sing the words. However, when a tune was recognized, I
sang in English. One of those was,
“I’ll Be Somewhere Listening For
My Name.” The prayers were also
translated, either into English or
Luo.
After our worship, the ladies
of the church brought out tables
and loaded them with dishes of rice,
beef or chicken stew, and Kenya’s
version of corn bread. We had unrefrigerated Pepsi to drink and one
lady made me cringe when she

opened hers. Lacking a bottle opener,
she opened it with her teeth. My teeth
would have cracked and dropped out!

The church building at Lieta

Preaching at Lighodo with
Tom Omollo translating

Preaching at Lighodo with
Tom Omollo translating

With two of my original students from 2012
Left-Vitalis Nyamula and Right-Lucas Mwai.
Both are gospel preachers and are supported
monthly by the Northeast Church of Christ,
dcdcdcdcdc
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The second week of classes—A
Study of The Holy Spirit—was conducted August 15-19. We spent the
first day and a half charting every
verse in the Bible which contains
the word spirit and determined if
the word there referred to The Holy
Spirit, man’s spirit or disposition, or
some “other” spirit. This was to impress upon the students that the word
spirit does not always mean The Holy
Spirit, and that even though the word
is capitalized in the Bible, it may not
mean The Holy Spirit. Other topics
covered that week were, “The Holy
Spirit As a Divine Being and Member
of The Godhead,” “The Mission of
The Holy Spirit,” “Holy Spirit Baptism,” “Did Cornelius Receive Holy
Spirit Baptism?” “Miracles and Their
Purpose,” “The Phrase, ‘Filled With
The Spirit’ As Found in The Bible,”
“The Seal and Earnest of The Spirit,”
“The Leading and Influence of The
Spirit,” and “The Gift of The Holy
Spirit.” In connection with this last
lesson, each student received a copy
of the tract, “The Gift of Acts 2:3839” by Wayne Price and Ron Cosby.
Additional topics which we covered
were, “How Does The Holy Spirit
Convert Men?” “Born of Water and
The Spirit (John 3:3-8),” “The Witness of The Spirit,” and “Resisting
The Holy Spirit.”
The church at Lieta, nine kilometers from Kalamindi (about five and
a half miles), was conducting a gospel meeting that week, and ended on
Sunday, August 21. I was to preach at
Lieta that morning. A very short trip
to preach can be daunting in Kenya,
especially when traveling by motor
bike. That was my experience when
Benard and I left for Lieta on August
21. Without a car, because of our accident on August 6, Benard hired two
motor bikes and their drivers to take
us to Lieta.
Turning off the paved road that
runs past Benard’s house, we began
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the journey on a narrow dirt road,
awaited me and the first leg was
taken by Benard, Dorothy, and
filled with ruts and holes, that
bounced us around for about 4
me when we boarded a bus at
miles until it narrowed to a small
6:00 p.m. in Ndhiwa for the 8-9
trail, that was also rutted and
hour, 226 mile, trip to Nairobi
filled with rocks. Just before we
where I would catch my plane.
turned off that trail to descend
The bus ride was arduous and
downhill past a hut toward Leitiring. We were unable to sleep,
ta’s building, my driver hung the
except for short cat naps, because
bike on a large rock which stalled
of the hard seats and incessant
us and tipped us over to the left.
loud music blaring from the radio
I went sprawling onto the grass
throughout the bus.
and dirt on my left side, soiling
We arrived at the bus station
my “Sunday best” and sticking
in
Nairobi
at 2:15 a.m., Monday,
Benard and Dorothy Kagaga, my gracious and wonderful
a thorn into my left hand which
hosts who always take very good care of me in Kenya
August 22, and were told that we
was temporarily very painful.
and their children, Margaret, Sandy and Nadine
could stay on the bus until 5:00
The driver righted the bike and I
a.m. waiting for our ride. There
climbed back on for the last several hundred feet to Liea, was no waiting room at the station, and I suppose it was
after about a 20 minute trip.
safer to remain on the bus. Benard called his driver, Freder-

Once there, we entered the house of Lieta’s preacher, ick Oweno, to pick us up and he arrived more than an hour
Elias Owana, and met several brethren for tea and bread. later. We loaded everything into his car and headed for the
One of my students, Lucas Mwai, who preaches at Sota, apartment of Moses Oloo and his family. Moses is Dorowas there with his wife,
thy’s brother. We arrived
Milder. Brethren had
at the apartment a half
come from many other
hour later and I fell onto
congregations as well
a pallet Moses’ wife had
to support the meeting.
for me on the floor. BeBrethren in Kenya are
nard slept on the couch.
very supportive of each
That was about 4:30
others’ gospel efforts.
a.m. When I woke up at
There was a time in our
8:00 a.m., Benard was
part of Oklahoma when
already awake and trychurches were sound and
ing to contact some men
we would attend each
he had been teaching by
night of area meetings
correspondence.
Galatians Class, Kalamindi School of Preaching, Ndhiwa, Kenya
to support them. That is
Benard is the most
no longer the case here.
tireless worker I have ever known in the church. Practically
However, in the Kenya area, brethren not only support the every waking moment is spent by him in reading, studying,
meetings with their attendance, but also help in door-to-door or teaching. He contacted Hiram Njiru, whom he had met
efforts for them. They take the Great Commission serious- through Face Book, and Hiram came to the apartment. I was
ly—more so than a lot of brethren in the U. S.
very impressed with him. He is a young man, perhaps in his
The church at Lieta has about 30 members, but there
were around 50-55 people in attendance for this last day
of their meeting. Benard taught from Hebrews 12 in Bible
Class and I preached in worship on the topic of “Reason and
Religion” with First Peter 3:15 as my text, explaining our
preaching and practice from the New Testament. Benard’s
brother, Veroon Wasonga translated for him and one of my
students, Francis Aloo, translated for me during the sermon.
The return trip to Kalamindi was uneventful—except for the
bouncing and jostling on the rutted trail and road. I held on
for dear life with one hand behind me gripping a handle and
the other in front holding my Bible.

early 30s, who worked in Dubai, United Arab Emirates, and
was converted to Christ there. I was very surprised that the
church exists in that Arab country, but he said they have no
problems with persecution there. Hiram is knowledgeable
and seemingly well–grounded in the faith. Benard gave him
four copies of Leroy Brownlow’s book, Why I Am A Member
of The Church of Christ, and I gave him my last copy of my
commentary on Galatians, as well as a copy of the tract by
Wayne Price and Ron Cosby.

By noon, he and Benard had left the apartment to meet
with another student. Some time after 4:00 p.m., I wrote in
my diary that Benard and Hiram had been gone since noon,
That was my last at Kalamindi. A long journey home and said, “I pray another soul will be added to Christ as a
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result of their effort.”
Shortly after that, Benard returned and announced that my prayer
was answered. He had
baptized the man at a
hotel after being refused the use of the pool
at one hotel. The second
hotel he tried charged
him a fee for the pool
and the man was baptized into Christ.

to be stopped outside
the gate by a man with
a dog. He asked me to
place my carry-on on
the floor and step back.
I did so, and the dog
sniffed it and passed
me for entry into the
gate. Inside, I underwent another document check, then was
allowed to find a seat.
That was at 10:55 p.m.
About 5:30, I took Lucas Mwai, who preaches at Sota, and his wife, Milder Adhiambo Mwai, The plane was already
a bath and put on my at Lieta for worship. Benard Kagaga in the background. Lucas and Mild- boarding for my 11:59
last clean trousers and er have a young daughter who suffers from Sickle Cell Anemia. The North- flight to Amsterdam.
shirt that Dorothy had east Church, Elk City, OK helps monthly with the medical expenses necesSince my first
washed and ironed for sary to keep her alive.
visit to Kenya in 2012
me, and at 7:55 p.m.,
when I taught for three
with Frederick driving, we left for Jomo Kenyatta Airport for weeks in the preaching school, I have been deeply impressed
my flight home. Navigating the traffic in Nairobi is a night- with, and thankful for, the sound and faithful work of Bemare. Unless one has been through there, it is impossible to nard Kagaga. When the story of the church in Western Kenya
describe the teeming masses of humanity walking the streets is told, his name will be written large. Primarily because of
and the bumper to bumper traffic. Pedestrians have no right him, the churches of Christ and their preachers in that area
of way in Kenya and the most over-used part of any vehicle of Kenya are doctrinally sound. He, and they, are unashamed
is the horn. At one point, we drove along for about five miles and unafraid to preach the pristine gospel of Jesus Christ and
while traffic in an oncoming lane was at a dead standstill.
to earnestly contend for the faith. They are aware of doctrinal
Just before we arrived at the airport, we were creeping departures in this country which threaten the church, such
slowly along. I was in the back seat behind Frederick on as elder reevaluation/reaffirmation, Dave Miller’s refusal
the right when an oncoming vehicle on our right hit a large to repent of those things, anti-ism which has been imported
puddle of water. It came crashing through Frederick’s win- to Kenya by Keith Sharp and others, the Bear Valley Bible
dow, drenching him and me in the back seat. It felt as though Institute which operates a school at Kisumu near Ndhiwa,
someone had thrown a five gallon bucket of cold water on us. as well as Golf Course Road which is making inroads there
My “clean” shirt and trousers were soaked and Dorothy took and operating “feeding stations” at Ndhiwa. Those faithful
her wrap and tried to dry me off. I figured the water would brethren in Western Kenya are in my daily prayers, and will
dry sooner or later, but on arrival at the airport I learned that remain so, as they sound forth the clarion gospel call and
there was oil in the water and my khaki trousers were spotted gather souls into the one church of Jesus Christ.
all down the front. So much for a bath and clean clothes for
my flight home!

No car enters Jomo Kenyatta Airport without a security
check. We arrived there at 9:05 p.m. All passengers are required to exit the car and pass through a metal detector in a
building beside the entry lanes. After that is done, the car is
thoroughly checked and the driver picks up his passengers
who are waiting at the curb. We then proceeded to the International Terminal and parked, Benard, Dorothy, and Frederick accompaning me. This is as far as they could go. I went
through the security check at the terminal door and proceeded to a men’s room to change my oily khakis for the cleanest
dirty pair in my suitcase. After entering the terminal, passengers must obtain their boarding passes before checking their
bags. Once that is done, a document check (boarding pass
and Passport) is conducted before proceeding to the baggage
check. After my bag was checked, I headed to my gate, only
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Among the new efforts of brother Kagaga is a twice
weekly, one hour, radio program that covers Western Kenya around Lake Victoria. It will be broadcasted on Sunday
and Thursday evenings. The cost of that effort is nothing,
compared with radio time in this country. One hour costs
him 1,000 Kenya Shillings (Ksh), which is about $12.00 in
our money. We intend to increase our support to him in this
amount to pay for his radio time and urge anyone who would
like to be a part of this good work to help us in it.

—308 South Oklahoma Ave.
Elk City, OK 73644

“Into our hands the gospel is given. Into our hands is
given the light! Haste, let us carry God’s precious
message, guiding the erring back to the right.”
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(Continued from page 5)

vain speech and deception (Tit. 1:9–11; cf. Acts. 20:29–31)

Corinthians 5 is devoted to this sobering subject.

4. One who is “factious” (a “heretic,” KJV) (Tit.
3:10)

Undeniably, the Lord’s people are taught to keep the
church pure, not only by sound doctrine (Gal. 1:6–9; 2 Tim.
4:2–4; et al.), but by the withdrawal of fellowship from those
who stubbornly refuse to be bound by it. The teaching is so
clear that no reasonably intelligent person can fail to grasp
it. No excuse warrants our neglect of this responsibility
when circumstances demand it. If human laws are enacted
against it, we must serve the higher law of God. If judges
rule against it, we must still submit to the Judge of judges.
With the courageous apostles we must take our stand: “We
must obey God rather than men” (Acts 5:29).
SINS THAT DEMAND WITHDRAWAL
OF FELLOWSHIP
Doctrinal Errors
Numerous passages not only warn of doctrinal errors,
but they specify the exercise of discipline upon those who
teach them. Timothy was to “…charge certain men not to
teach a different doctrine” (1 Tim. 1:3). Hymenaeus and
Alexander, who had made “shipwreck of the faith,” were
to be “delivered unto Satan” (a reference to their being
expelled from the fellowship of the saints in Ephesus) (vv.
19–20). The Ephesians had to turn away from certain others
because they “erred concerning the faith” (6:20–21). Hymenaeus and Philetus had to be shunned because they were
destroying the faith of others by teaching that the resurrection
had already occurred (2 Tim. 2:16–18). Elders are charged
with the task of stopping the mouths of and sharply reproving gainsayers, vain talkers, deceivers, teachers of fables
and commandments of men, and those who turn away from
the Truth (Tit. 1:9–14). As earlier noted, those who promote
teaching contrary to that of the apostles and who beguile
the hearts of the innocent are to be marked and turned away
from (Rom. 16:17–18). Also, as previously mentioned, those
who do not abide in the things which Christ taught are not to
be given our hospitality or even greeted in such a way as to
be encouraged in their false teaching (2 John 9–11). Clearly,
false teachers who cannot be reclaimed for the Truth are to
be withdrawn from.
Ungodly Division
We specify “ungodly division” because God approves
of, yea demands, some division. In fact, when a brother or
sister must be withdrawn from, a division between that person and the church occurs, but it is one that God demands.
Ungodly, unauthorized division includes:
1. One who commits a personal offense against a
brother and will not repent (Mat. 18:15–17)
2. One who causes “divisions and occasions of stumbling” by his false doctrine (Rom. 16:17–18)
3. Those who seek to “overthrow…households” by
10

Miscellaneous Causes
The New Testament’s lengthiest treatment of corrective
discipline is aimed primarily at the sin of fornication (1 Cor.
5:1–9). However, the same passage also enjoins disciplinary treatment of those who are covetous, idolaters, revilers
(those who verbally abuse others), drunkards, and extortioners (v. 11). A text earlier noticed commands the church to
withdraw from the “disorderly,” from a Greek term used
especially in a military context to denote those who break
rank or who are insubordinate (2 The. 3:6). Paul uses the
term here to describe those “that work not at all, but are
busybodies” (v. 11), but it is a broad term capable of referring to any conduct that expresses rebellion against the Word
of God. Likewise, those who would not obey Paul’s word by
means of this letter were to be marked by and refused the
company of the faithful (v. 14). The elders in Crete were to
discipline the “unruly,” a term referring to those who were
undisciplined, disobedient, rebellious. (A brother who will
not discipline himself must be disciplined by his brethren.)
Again, we have a term broad enough to include any sort of
impenitent departure from Truth and righteousness.
So far as we know, faithful brethren down through the
years have all but universally given at least lip-service to the
fact that the New Testament explicitly enjoins the practice
of withdrawal of fellowship from somebody by somebody!
(Unfortunately, there have been relatively few congregations
that have found the spiritual fortitude to execute it.) But to
whom do these instructions apply? Who is to execute them?
Are these instructions limited to congregational action toward its members alone and/or to individual saints and their
behavior toward other individuals? Those who deny that one
congregation can either mark or identify and withdraw fellowship from another congregation are forced to limit every passage that orders withdrawal of the disorderly only
to one or both of the aforementioned applications. But do
these passages have any application to broader relations of
fellowship, particularly to relationships between congregations of the Lord’s people? Do faithful congregations (and/
or individuals, for that matter) have the right (not to say, for
the moment, the duty) to publicly identify and withdraw fellowship from unfaithful, apostate congregations? Here we
come to the real burden of this treatise.
SOME SCRIPTURES AND THEIR IMPLICATIONS
CONCERNING INTER-CONGREGATIONAL
RELATIONS
Acts 9:26:
“And when he was come to Jerusalem, he assayed to
join himself to the disciples: and they were all afraid of
him, not believing that he was a disciple.” This passage
Contending for the Faith—September/October/2016

describes the attempt by Saul of Tarsus to “place membership” with the Jerusalem Church when he returned to the city
for the first time since his conversion. He was converted in
Damascus and was a member of the congregation there (vv.
10–25). The congregation in Jerusalem refused to extend fellowship to him until Barnabas, whom they knew well and
trusted, vouched for him (vv. 27–29). Admittedly, the brethren in Jerusalem erred in their assessment of this individual
case involving Saul, but will anyone argue that they erred in
principle? Does a congregation not have the right to question the faithfulness of one who seeks to join himself to it?
Must elders of a congregation accept anyone without question who seeks membership? Barnabas did not question the
right of the Jerusalem brethren to reject Saul or anyone else
who sought membership in the congregation. He only testified to the genuineness of Saul’s conversion and dedication,
proving that he was worthy of their fellowship. Remember,
Saul was not a member of the Jerusalem Church but of that
in Damascus. This case demonstrates therefore that a congregation can take action involving the refusal of fellowship
against one who is a member of another congregation.
Acts 15:22–23:
Then it seemed good to the apostles and the elders, with
the whole church, to choose men out of their company, and
send them to Antioch with Paul and Barnabas; namely,
Judas called Barsabbas, and Silas, chief men among the
brethren: and they wrote thus by them, The apostles and
the elders, brethren, unto the brethren who are of the Gentiles in Antioch and Syria and Cilicia, greeting.

Admittedly the letter which follows in verses 24–29 had
the authority of apostolic wisdom behind it. However, this
does not alter the following facts:
1. “The elders, with the whole church” (v. 22; cf. v.
23) in Jerusalem were plainly identified as participants in
sending it
2. The letter from the church in Jerusalem was sent not
only to the church in Antioch, but to the several congregations in Syria and Cilicia (v. 23)
3. It is not intrinsically wrong for one congregation to
be concerned about the doctrine and practice of another congregation or congregations—such was the burden of the
letter
4. It is not intrinsically wrong for one congregation to
write a letter of warning and admonition to another congregation or congregations that may be in danger of succumbing to error
Romans 16:17–18:
Now I beseech you, brethren, mark them that are causing
the divisions and occasions of stumbling, contrary to the
doctrine which ye learned: and turn away from them. For
they that are such serve not our Lord Christ, but their own
belly; and by their smooth and fair speech they beguile the
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hearts of the innocent.

Will anyone argue that this injunction to mark and turn
away from false teachers who caused division applied only
if the heretics were members of the Roman Church? If so,
then it must follow that it would be permissible for them to
embrace Judaizing teachers who might come from Jerusalem
or resurrection-deniers from Corinth. If a congregation may
refuse to extend fellowship to and may warn others about
the apostasy of one person who is part of another congregation (as demonstrated by the implications of the passage
above), may a congregation do the same concerning two or
three apostate members from elsewhere? If so, may the
congregation do so concerning two or three dozen? Why
does it then become wrong if it is done to a congregation of
two or three hundred? If congregations may not withdraw
and/or withhold their fellowship from any but their own local members, then congregations are left without defense
against identity with and/or attack from one or one hundred
apostates from without. As in the case of Saul and the Jerusalem Church (Acts 9:26), so also this passage implies that
a congregation can take action involving the refusal of fellowship against one who is a member of another congregation.
1 Corinthians 10:20–21:
But I say, that the things which the Gentiles sacrifice, they
sacrifice to demons, and not to God: and I would not that
ye should have communion with demons. Ye cannot drink
the cup of the Lord, and the cup of demons: ye cannot partake of the table of the Lord, and of the table of demons.

This passage demonstrates that it is wrong for one person in the Corinthian church (thus for the whole church) to
have fellowship with one demon (thus with a church composed of or devoted to demons). It is thus mandatory that a
church have no fellowship with a church not in fellowship
with God. This being so, how can it be wrong for a church
to identify or mark a church of demons and announce that
it has no fellowship with it? “But the ‘Church of Demons’
in Corinth never was in fellowship with God,” someone demurs. True, but suppose its members had once been in fellowship with God and drifted into demonism, thus forming
the “Church of Demons”? Would this mean that the faithful
congregation could not then mark it and disfellowship it?
If so, the logic behind this conclusion is mysterious in the
extreme.
2 Corinthians 6:14–18:
Be not unequally yoked with unbelievers: for what fellowship have righteousness and iniquity? or what communion
hath light with darkness? And what concord hath Christ
with Belial? or what portion hath a believer with an unbeliever? And what agreement hath a temple of God with
idols? for we are a temple of the living God; even as God
said, I will dwell in them, and walk in them; and I will be
their God, and they shall be my people. Wherefore Come
ye out from among them, and be ye separate, saith the
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Lord, And touch no unclean thing; And I will receive you,
And will be to you a Father, And ye shall be to me sons and
daughters, saith the Lord Almighty.

This statement indicates that it is possible (though displeasing to God) for saints to be in an unequal and unholy
fellowship with unbelievers. This letter was written to the
“church of God which is at Corinth” (1:1), so it applies
to congregational as well as to individual relationships.
Does not this passage therefore forbid both congregations
and individual saints from forming or maintaining an alliance/fellowship with any person or group (congregation) of
persons that would adversely affect one’s loyalty to Christ
and His Word? If this be the case, it must follow that just as
an individual saint can (yea, must) withdraw from any such
fellowship, so must a group or congregation of saints do in
order to follow Paul’s edict.
2 Corinthians 11:28:
“Besides those things that are without, there is that
which presseth upon me daily, anxiety for all the churches.” The New Testament knows nothing of “dislocated”
members—all were members of a local congregation of the
Lord’s people. Even Paul, who traveled the Empire, had a
“home” congregation—Antioch of Syria—to which he returned again and again with the reports of his labors (Acts
11:25–30; 13:1–3; 14:26–28; 18:22). We are to have great
loyalty for the congregation of which we are members, supporting it and working as part of it, in every way possible as
long as it abides in the Truth. However, local church loyalty
in no way precludes concern for “all the churches,” as seen
in Paul’s statement. Exclusive loyalty to and concern for a
local congregation is an expression of spiritual myopia, provincialism, and isolationism and is selfish to the maximum.
If individual saints may/should have concern for sister congregations, how can it possibly be wrong for an entire congregation to have concern for other congregations? Would
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12

not this concern include not only an interest in their progress
and growth, but also an interest in their soundness in doctrine or practice?
Ephesians 5:11:
“And have no fellowship with the unfruitful works of
darkness, but rather even reprove them.” Of course, this
command applies to individual saints in the Ephesian Church
and their relationship to other individuals in their immediate
circumstances. However, as with Romans 16:17–18, it is utterly arbitrary to limit the application and implication of this
imperative to individuals, as if congregations are somehow
exempt from them. Are there those who are willing to affirm
that God forbids His individual children to have fellowship
with other individuals engrossed in darkness and commands
them to reprove such, but that He allows congregations of
His people to have fellowship with and forbids them to reprove other congregations who are in the realm of darkness? We are willing to affirm that this passage applies to a
single saint or to a congregation of two hundred saints. It
is never right for God’s people—in whatever numbers—to
have fellowship with evil. Contrariwise, it is ever right for
God’s people—in whatever numbers—to reprove evil. The
number of people involved has nothing whatsoever to do
with the implementation of the command.
1 John 4:1:
“Beloved, believe not every spirit, but prove the spirits, whether they are of God; because many false prophets are gone out into the world.” John wrote this epistle to
Christians “in general” rather than to a specific individual
or church. The passage above has to do with preachers and
what they preached. The message of the preachers was (and
is) to be put on trial so as to determine if it was (is) from
God. Obviously, it was not merely the preacher in a local
congregation who was to be thus proved by its members.
Rather, John warns of many false prophets who have “gone
out into the world,” referring to men who might come to
them from afar. Hence John has in mind any and every
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preacher, from whatever congregation, who might come to
them or whom they might go to hear. The entire purpose of
the proving would be to believe or disbelieve him, to accept
or reject him, to extend fellowship to or withhold/withdraw
fellowship from him. This passage proves that a congregation may sit in holy judgment of, and identify and reject as
a heretic, one who was not a member of that congregation.
2 John 7, 9–11:
For many deceivers are gone forth into the world, even
they that confess not that Jesus Christ cometh in the
flesh.… Whosoever goeth onward and abideth not in the
teaching of Christ, hath not God: he that abideth in the
teaching, the same hath both the Father and the Son. If
any one cometh unto you, and bringeth not this teaching,
receive him not into your house, and give him no greeting:
for he that giveth him greeting partaketh in his evil works.

Although John addressed his second letter to “an elect
lady and her children” (v. 1), it is still universally classified as a “general epistle.” Notice that John warned about the
many deceivers who were circulating and strictly charged
that such were not to be given hospitality or greeting (equivalents of fellowship). To do so would be tantamount to partaking in their evil deeds. Again, this reaches far beyond merely
a false teacher who might be a member of a local congregation, as indicated by the universal expressions, “gone forth
into the world” (v. 7), “whosoever” (v. 9), and “any one”
(v. 10) in reference to him. It is very likely that John refers to
traveling preachers from distant congregations, rather than
to members of the congregation where this dear Christian
lady lived. “But this was written to an individual, rather than

a congregation,” someone avers. What is the point of such a
statement except to imply that while individuals should not
entertain and greet (so as to endorse) false teachers (who are
not members of the local congregation), the congregation as
a whole may do so?
Revelation 2:5:
“Remember therefore whence thou art fallen, and
repent and do the first works; or else I come to thee, and
will move thy candlestick out of its place, except thou repent.” The reader is reminded that the Son of God is the author of these words in His letter to the church in Ephesus. If
she did not repent, the Lord warned that He would withdraw
fellowship from her, as implied by the threat to “move her
candlestick.” “But the fact that the Lord could take this action does not mean that a congregation can,” someone may
object. All right, let us test this objection. Suppose Ephesus did not repent and the Lord identified her as an apostate church which He could not fellowship. What should the
faithful churches of Asia do? Would they please the Lord by
continuing to fellowship her or by refusing to withdraw fellowship from her? Would they displease the Lord by following His example and withdrawing fellowship from her? To
insist that one congregation cannot identify another congregation as apostate (and thereupon withdraw fellowship from
it) is to insist that it is Scriptural to dishonor the Lord’s
withdrawal and that it is unscriptural to follow the example of the Lord Himself.
MISCELLANEOUS CONSIDERATIONS
Besides the principles drawn from the foregoing passag-
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es, there are some additional ones that bear on the question
of congregation-to-congregation withdrawal of fellowship.
While some of these principles may somewhat overlap some
of those already mentioned, we now give more specific attention to them.
Congregations Can Recognize and Extend Fellowship to
Each Other
This premise has already been established on the basis of (1) the fellowship extended by Jerusalem to Antioch
(Acts 11:20–23), (2) the fellowship reciprocated by Antioch
toward Jerusalem and the Judean churches (vv. 27–30), and
(3) the fellowship between the churches in the provinces
with one another and with the congregation in Jerusalem
(Rom. 15:25–27; 1 Cor. 16:1–2; 2 Cor. 8–9). Besides these
obvious examples, we may further observe without fear of
successful contradiction that fellowship between the congregations described in the New Testament is implicit in the
very nature of the case.
It is axiomatic that if churches can Scripturally express
the fellowship that exists between them (because of their
common loyalty to God’s Word), in gestures of both edification and benevolence (as demonstrated above), they likewise
can Scripturally express the cessation of fellowship when a
congregation apostatizes. If this conclusion does not follow,
we are unable to understand why. This one principle should
be sufficient to settle the issue and answer the question.
Congregational Membership Is a Moot Issue
As individual Christians we must certainly obey in our
daily lives the commands to identify and withdraw from
those who rebel against the Lord. Likewise, congregations
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must execute these commands against their own unruly and
disorderly members. Do these mandates end at the “congregational borders”? We say they do not. Consider the following hypothesis: Fifty members of a congregation desire the
use of an organ in worship so strongly that they are willing to divide the church if necessary to have it. The elders
have withstood them and are preparing to lead the church
in withdrawing fellowship from them. However, before this
is done, the group leaves and starts a new congregation six
blocks away. What now? According to some, the “organ”
group are now protected since the faithful church they have
left is powerless to do anything but accept them as a sister
congregation. But let us take it a step further. What if the fifty liberals had been withdrawn from before they started their
own church? Does the faithful church now have to reinstate
fellowship with them? According to some (if they are consistent in their contention on this subject) they would have
to take such action.
The issue of fellowship withdrawal does not turn upon
congregational membership, but upon fidelity to the Lord
and His Word and upon the meaning of fellowship itself.
When a brother or a congregation forfeits its fellowship
with God by either religious or moral error, he/it forfeits his/
its fellowship with all of those who are still in fellowship
with God. Moreover, God has decreed (as shown from numerous inspired statements) that those who have thus fallen
from God’s fellowship are to be identified as apostate and
consequently turned away from by those still in fellowship
with Him. It matters not whether the apostasy is in only one
brother or sister in a local congregation or an entire congregation across town or in another city, state, or nation—the
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principle is precisely the same.
The Identity and Purity of the Church Must Be Considered
The overriding purpose of corrective spiritual discipline
is to reclaim the one or ones who have strayed (1 Cor. 5:5;
2 The. 3:14), and this should be the principal aim of marking and withdrawing from an entire congregation. However,
there are other Scriptural purposes as well. One of these is
to purify the church and protect its purity and identity as the
people of God. Thus the Corinthians were ordered to “purge
out” the fornicator and his sin because “a little leaven leaveneth the whole lump” (1 Cor. 5:6–7). If a false teacher or
an immoral saint is allowed to retain respectability, such will
have a corrupting influence on the rest of the church. Not
only so, but such behavior will be identified with the church
by those of the world.
The local church cannot protect and preserve its own
purity if it harbors rank sin in its bosom. It must lovingly
but firmly make the Scriptural options clear to the apostate
brother—his repentance or his expulsion from their fellowship. Neither can a faithful congregation protect and preserve its own pure reputation and identity as the church of
Christ in a community if it does not make the same Scriptural options clear to the liberal, digressive, apostate congregation that may be on the other side of town and that is still
dishonestly displaying the name, “Church of Christ,” on its
building. Neglect or refusal of a faithful church to do this
constitutes dereliction of duty to its own members, to the
heretical group, and to those outside the church.
OBJECTIONS CONSIDERED

one congregation to withdraw fellowship from another offer
certain objections to the practice, principal among which are
the following:
There Is No Explicit Command for One Congregation To
Withdraw from Another
There are many things we recognize as Scripturally authorized on the basis of implicit, rather than explicit, teaching (e.g., building or buying a place for the church to assemble, the use of song books, the use of a public address
system, utilizing radio and television to preach the Gospel,
et al.). Have these brethren forgotten that what the Bible
authorizes implicitly is just as valid as what it authorizes
explicitly? The implications are clear that impenitent apostate brethren are to be marked and refused fellowship by the
faithful, whether the apostate is an individual or a congregation full of apostates. This “no-explicit-command” objection
smacks of the approach to Scriptural authority made by our
“anti” brethren concerning support of children’s homes from
the church treasury. It is hardly worthy of notice. However,
men desperate to uphold an untenable position will often
grasp at straws.
For One Church to Withdraw from Another Violates Congregational Autonomy
The Scriptures indeed teach the principle that each congregation is to be a self-governing entity under the oversight
of its own elders (Acts 20:28–31). However, we are interested in knowing just how local congregational autonomy
is violated when a faithful congregation urges a sister congregation to repent of its rebellion against Heaven and then

Those who aver that there is no Scriptural authority for
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marks it and withdraws from it when it refuses. Has the one
congregation made any law which it seeks to impose on the
other? Has the action of the faithful, withdrawing
church robbed the heretical group of its ability to choose and
act as it pleases? Not at all, in either case. As was true concerning the previous objection, this objection has also been
frequently raised by those of the “anti” persuasion for almost
half a century as they have opposed congregational cooperation in evangelism. Ironically, some of our “anti-anti” brethren are now using the same baseless objection to oppose the
practice of congregational “discooperation” (withdrawal of
fellowship).
Withdrawal of Fellowship Commands Are Addressed to Individuals Rather Than to Congregations
Where have we heard this argument before? As with the
foregoing objections, it has been a trademark of our “noninstitutional” brethren in debate to point to certain passages
(e.g., Gal. 6:10) and insist that they apply only to “individual
action,” and that we must not apply them to “congregational
action.” In response to their argument, we have correctly
pointed out that Paul addressed his letter to “the churches of
Galatia” (Gal. 1:2), thus indicating that whatever was written therein authorized congregational action. How can our
brethren miss the same point concerning Paul’s instruction
to Thessalonica concerning the duty to withdraw fellowship? Paul addressed 2 Thessalonians to “the church of the
Thessalonians” (1:1) and then commanded it/them (among
other things) to “withdraw yourselves from every brother
that walketh disorderly, and not after the tradition which
they received of us” (3:6; cf. v. 14).
Some might quibble and say that this passage addresses
only the manner in which one congregation is to deal with
its own disorderly members, not those of other congregations. We freely admit that the primary purpose of Paul’s
injunction is to deal with a problem peculiar to Thessalonica.
However, consider the following:
1. The withdrawal is to be practiced toward “every
brother that walketh disorderly” (emp. DM). One who
limits this only to the members of the church in Thessalonica does so arbitrarily. A similar case is found in what Paul
wrote to the Ephesians: “And have no fellowship with the
unfruitful works of darkness, but rather even reprove
them” (Eph. 5:11). Are we ready to say that Paul’s command concerning “no fellowship” applies only to those in
the Ephesian Church, and that congregations have no such
responsibility and are exempt from it?
2. We have already established (on the basis of Acts
15:22–23) that one congregation is authorized to send a letter of concern, warning, or admonition to another congregation or congregations concerning its/their teachings and/or
practices.
3. John warned the brethren to whom he wrote to
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“prove the spirits, … because many false prophets are
gone out into the world” (1 John 4:1). While this warning
would surely apply to the “local” preacher, it more especially
warned the brethren of those preachers who were not members of the local church—those who “are gone out into the
world” and who would thus come to them from afar. Now if
a church should reject one false teacher from elsewhere, by
what convoluted “logic” can one conclude that it should not,
cannot reject—withdraw from, publicly identify—a church
full of them or that supports one or more of them, whether it
is across town or in another nation?
There Are Some in the Worst Congregation Who Are Innocent of Error
We are willing to admit that some are innocent in perhaps most of the apostate congregations now extant—it may
be so in all of them. However, such has been true in many
situations in which God “disfellowshipped” an entire group
of people. He knows that punishment of the wicked will often bring suffering to the innocent as well (Exo. 20:5). There
were righteous people in the corrupt church at Sardis (Rev.
3:1–6), and those who claim that a whole church cannot be
disfellowshipped like to emphasize this fact, as though it
helps their cause. The “argument” then follows that to withdraw from the whole congregation would mean withdrawal
from some who were faithful.
Notice first that we dare not isolate the material written
to the seven churches of Asia from all of the other relevant
New Testament teaching regarding error, repentance, and
fellowship. Notice also that the purpose of the letters to the
churches of Asia was to assess their spiritual condition and
to call upon the majority of them to repent or be disowned by
the Lord. There was thus a period of reprieve to see if they
were going to repent, during which the faithful might still
remain there and work to bring about repentance.
However, from the balance of New Testament teaching
we must conclude that if those called “faithful” remained in
Sardis after their time of “probation,” they would be disfellowshipped by the Lord along with the rest. The principle is
clearly enunciated later in the Revelation. When the destruction of “Babylon the great” was imminent because of her
iniquities, a heavenly voice cried, “Come forth, my people,
out of her, that ye have no fellowship with her sins, and
that ye receive not of her plagues” (Rev. 18:4). It is all
the more reason to mark and withdraw from a congregation
that has gone astray, that the innocent may be so alerted and
alarmed that they will flee that wicked place. Pointing to a
few who may be righteous in a wicked congregation is seen
to be no argument at all, but merely another quibble in order
to somehow avoid the duty to withdraw from apostate congregations.
CONCLUSION
It is not only a Scriptural right, but a duty, to withdraw
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from erring brethren, regardless of the spiritual relationship involved, including individual-individual, individualcongregation, congregation-individual, and congregationcongregation relationships. Anyone who would forbid one
congregation to withdraw fellowship from another (when its
apostasy justifies it) legislates where God has not done so—
the classic definition of anti-ism.
When a church so compromises the Truth that it is no
longer recognizable as a church of Christ, how can faithful

sister congregations fail to mark it and refuse to withdraw
fellowship from it and still be faithful to God?
ENDNOTES
1.
This MS was written for the 1999 Memphis School of Preaching Lectures book, and appeared therein. A few statements herein originally appeared in
slightly different form in the author’s chapter in Studies in 1 and 2 Thessalonians
and Philemon, ed. Dub McClish (Denton, TX: Valid Pub., Inc., 1988), pp. 338–57
and in Christian Fellowship, ed. Michael Hatcher (Pensacola, FL: Bellview Church
of Christ, 1998), pp. 425–43.
2.

All Scripture quotations are from the American Standard Version (1901)
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DEVIATIONS FROM THE TRUTH
Roelf L. Ruffner
A FALSE ASSUMPTION

When Jesus therefore saw His mother, and the disciple whom He loved standing by, He said to His mother,
“Woman, behold your son!” Then He said to the disciple,
“Behold your mother!” And from that hour that disciple
took her to his own home (John 19:26, 27–NKJ).

You may not have known this, but Monday, August 15th
was the “Assumption of Mary,” a major religious feast day
in the Roman Catholic Church and various other denominations. It is the day, according to them, when the still living Mary, the mother of Jesus, ascended body and soul into
Heaven. You may search your Bible from Genesis to Revelation and find neither hide nor hair of this false doctrine. Even
the Apocrypha, the uninspired books the Roman Church has
added to its version of the Bible, fails to mention it. This
feast day was rarely observed in this man-made religious
body until the Middle Ages, and then infrequently. Finally,
in 1950, Pope Pius XII declared it infallible dogma or an
unquestioned belief.
All my life, I have wondered at the worship of Mary by
adherents of Catholicism. I recall how the late Pope John
Paul II made a point of making a pilgrimage to every shrine
to the Virgin Mary in the different countries he visited during
his papacy. Maryolatry in Roman Catholic theology seems
to supplant the worship of the Father and the Son. “Little
children, keep yourselves from idols” (1 John 5:21).
As a Christian, I have a great appreciation for Mary.
God choose her to be the human mother of the Messiah—a
great honor. “And the angel came in unto her, and said,
Hail, thou that art highly favoured, the Lord is with
thee: blessed art thou among women” (Luke 1:28). Mary,
among all the virgins of ancient Israel, was chosen by God
to be the vessel of the Holy Spirit in fulfillment of prophecy
(Isa. 7:14; Mat. 1:10-23; Luke 1:35). She was at Calvary
standing near her Son’s cross while His life ebbed away and
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most of His disciples had fled like a cubby of quail (John
19:25). All these are admirable qualities, but none makes her
divine and worthy of veneration as “co-redemptrix” or coredeemer with Jesus Christ.
Catholic teaching refers to some Bible passages to support their damnable doctrine of the Assumption of Mary. The
following examples are perhaps the worst case of eisegesis
(the false reading of something into a text) I have ever seen.
One is 1 Corinthians 15:27—“For he hath put all things
under his feet. But when he saith all things are put under him, it is manifest that he is excepted, which did put
all things under him.” They combine this passage with
the Messianic seed prophecy of Genesis 3:15—“And I will
put enmity between thee and the woman, and between
thy seed and her seed; it shall bruise thy head, and thou
shalt bruise his heel.” While both passages deal with Jesus’ triumph over Satan and death followed (in context) by
His ascension into Heaven, where is Mary’ ascension into
Heaven mentioned? Mary was a descendent (seed) of Eve
and she played her role in defeating Satan by giving birth to
the Messiah, but to assume that she also ascended to Heaven
is a false assumption.
Another passage used is Psalm 132:8—“Arise, O lord,
into thy rest; thou, and the ark of thy strength.” This is
from a psalm of David that expresses his desire that the Ark
of the Covenant be returned to the tabernacle. The Ark had
been taken in battle by the Philistines, returned by them, and
resided in a house for twenty years before being returned to
the tabernacle in Jerusalem by David (1 Sam. 4, 5; 7:1, 2; 2
Sam. 6).
The Roman Church has proclaimed Mary the “Ark of
the New Covenant.” “The Virgin Mary is the living shrine of
the Word of God…” according to them, much as the old Ark
of the Covenant contained the Ten Commandments on stone
tablets. Using Psalm 132:8 as a pretext, they maintain that
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she ascended into Heaven bodily and did not die. Do you
grasp that? I do not! Their theologians do a masterful job of
trying to create a parallel between the Old Testament and the
New Testament that does not exist. It is a false assumption—
a false teaching which they try to bolster with a peppering of
passages which do not mix. I am reminded of what the Holy
Spirit and the Apostle Peter wrote about those who abuse
Scripture, in particular the Apostle Paul’s writings:
As also in all his epistles, speaking in them of these things;
in which are some things hard to be understood, which
they that are unlearned and unstable wrest, as they do also
the other scriptures, unto their own destruction (2 Peter
3:16).

Please, especially those who are Catholics, examine
this false doctrine about Mary in light of the Scriptures. Do
your leader’s explanations pass the “smell test,” or are they
nothing but nonsense, passed off on the people as if they
are from God? Do you believe this humble, human, servant
of God, if she were alive, would agree to this? Please remember that Mary did not consider herself divine. The real
Mary uttered these words, “And my spirit hath rejoiced in
God MY SAVIOR. For he hath regarded the low estate
of his handmaiden: for, behold, from henceforth all generations shall call me blessed” (Luke 1:47-49—caps mine,
RLR.).
END NOTES

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Assumption_of_Mary#Scriptural_basis as of August 19, 2015.
http://www.catholic.com/magazine/articles/mary-the-ark-of-thenew-covenant as of August 19, 2016.

HOW MAY I BECOME A SAINT?
“When he shall come to be glorified in his saints, and
to be admired in all them that believe (because our testimony among you was believed) in that day” (2 Thes.
1:10).
September 4, 2016, the late Anjezeo Gonxhe Bojaxhim
was canonized or became a “saint” in the Roman Catholic
Church. Once she was known as “Mother Teresa.” Her new
title is “Saint Teresa of Calcutta.” In her 87 years, this formerly obscure nun from Albania became an international celebrity known to millions for her work among the poor and
the terminally ill in India and other nations through the religious order she founded—Missionaries of Charity. Along the
way, she picked up virtually every prize and medal known
to man, including the Nobel Peace Prize. She had her picture
in countless newspapers and magazines, along with television interviews. Before the Catholic Church proclaimed her
a “saint,” the public had already made her one.
Beatification “is a recognition accorded by the Catholic
Church of a dead person's entrance into Heaven and capacity to intercede on behalf of individuals who pray in his or
her name” (Wikipedia). “Canonization” is the culmination
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of a usually long process (sometimes centuries) at the end of
which the beatified are proclaimed saints and added to a list
or canon of approved saints. The process includes the church
verifying two miracles attributed to this person. For Teresa
,the supposed first miracle occurred in 2002.
In 2002, the Vatican recognized as a miracle the healing of
a tumor in the abdomen of an Indian woman, Monica Besra,
after the application of a locket containing Mother Teresa's
picture (Wikipedia).

Later her husband and her doctor claimed the woman was
healed using medicine to treat a cyst not a tumor.
On 17 December 2015, the Vatican confirmed that Pope Francis had recognized a second miracle attributed to her, involving the healing of a Brazilian man with multiple brain tumors
(Wikipedia).

How foreign all this is to simple New Testament Christianity! I found the word saints used 61 times in the King
James Version of the New Testament. Contrary to Catholic
doctrine it alluded to both living and dead Christians. “Unto
the church of God which is at Corinth, to them that are
sanctified in Christ Jesus, called to be saints, with all that
in every place call upon the name of Jesus Christ our
Lord, both their’s and our’s” (1 Cor. 1:2). The word saints
means “sanctified ones” (Vines). To qualify for sainthood in
the First Century A.D. church of Christ, you only had to be
a Christian—no meeting man-made standards of an observably exemplary life; no long waiting period for a church bureaucracy to approve your “beatification;” no requirement of
at least two miracles. This means that the repentant alcoholic
who obtains remission of sins by the blood of Christ and
becomes a Christian a few days before he dies is as much a
saint as the Christian of thirty years who converted him.
Truly, we need a lot more saints—in the Biblical sense.
You and I may become a saint the same way people have for
the last two thousand years—by obeying the Gospel of Jesus
Christ and remaining faithful to your Lord.
1. Hear the word of God (Rom. 10:17)
2. Believe in Jesus Christ as the Son of God (John 8:24)
3. Repent of your sins to God (Acts 17:30)
4. Confess before others that Jesus is the Son of God
(Rom. 10:9, 10)
5. Be baptized, immersed in water for the remission of
sins (Acts 2:38).
6. Remain faithful to the Lord for the rest of your life
(Rev. 2:10)
“And such were some of you: but ye are washed, but
ye are SANCTIFIED, but ye are justified in the name of
the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our God” (1 Cor. 6:11
—caps mine, RLR). [https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Mother_
Teresa as of September 9, 2016.]
I BELIEVE GOD!
The Apostle Paul, a prisoner of Jesus Christ, was on
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board a ship bound for Rome to appeal to Caesar. In the middle of the Mediterranean Sea, the ship became caught up in a
violent storm which lasted many days. Paul stood before the
crew and proclaimed that he had received a message from
God by an angel. God told him that no one would lose their
life because of the storm. Then Paul exclaims, “Wherefore,
sirs, be of good cheer: for I BELIEVE GOD, that it shall
be even as it was told me” (Acts 27:25—caps mine, RLR).

doesn’t matter how you dress or how you live, as long as you
love the Lord.”

We should have the type of faith Paul had—a simple,
child-like faith based on the unquestioned assurance of
God’s word. When unbelieving men challenge our faith we
should answer with the response—“I believe God…”

“Prove all things; HOLD FAST to that which is good.
ABSTAIN from all appearance of evil” (1 The. 5:21, 22—
caps mine, RLR).

But sanctify the Lord God in your hearts: and be ready
always to give an answer to every man that asketh you a
reason of the hope that is in you with meekness and fear
(1 Pet. 3:15).

Do you believe God and His Son? Are you obeying
God or obeying men? As my grandmother used to say, “The
proof is in the pudding!” “Not every one that saith unto
me, Lord, Lord, shall enter into the kingdom of heaven;
but he that DOETH the will of my Father which is in
heaven” (Mat. 7:21). “And he answered and said unto
them, My mother and my brethren are these which hear
the word of God, and DO IT” (Luke 8:21).

I BELIEVE GOD when men say, “Man evolved from
lower forms of life by blind chance” or “God used evolution
to create man.” “Through faith we understand that the
worlds were framed by the word of God, so that things
which are seen were not MADE of things which do appear” (Heb. 11:3).
I BELIEVE GOD when unbelievers say, “The Bible is
just another spiritual or philosophy book which men have
written.” “ALL SCRIPTURE is given by INSPIRATION of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof,
for correction, for instruction in righteousness” (2 Tim.
3:16—caps mine, RLR).
I BELIEVE GOD when men say, “All good people will
go to Heaven.”
And to you who are troubled rest with us, when the Lord
Jesus shall be revealed from heaven with his mighty angels, In flaming fire taking vengeance on them that KNOW
NOT God, and that OBEY NOT the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ (2 The. 1:7, 8—caps mine, RLR).

I BELIEVE GOD when religionists say, “Just accept
Jesus into your heart as your personal Savior and you will
be saved” and “After you are saved be baptized when it is
convenient.”
Now when they heard this, they were pricked in their
heart, and said unto Peter and to the rest of the apostles,
Men and brethren, WHAT SHALL WE DO? Then Peter said unto them, REPENT, and BE BAPTIZED every
one of you in the name of Jesus Christ FOR THE REMISSION OF SINS, and ye shall receive the gift of the Holy
Ghost (Acts 2:37, 38—caps mine, RLR).

I BELIEVE GOD when the denominational world says,
“You may worship God anyway you like as long as you are
sincere.” “God is a Spirit: and they that worship him
MUST worship him IN spirit and IN truth” (John 4:24—
caps mine, RLR).
I BELIEVE GOD when some of my brethren say, “It
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I WILL THEREFORE that men pray everywhere,
lifting up holy hands, without wrath and doubting.
IN LIKE MANNER ALSO, that women adorn themselves in MODEST apparel, with shamefacedness
and sobriety; not with broided hair, or gold, or pearls,
or costly array (1 Tim. 2:8, 9—caps mine, RLR).

NU-SPEAK!
“And he answered and said unto them, Have ye not
read, that he which made them at the beginning made
them male and female” (Mat. 19:4).
Our Lord quoted from the Lawgiver Moses’ account
of creation to emphasize God’s plan for human sexuality:
one man and one woman united in marriage for life (Mat.
19:5-9). There is no room in God’s plan for the perversion of
same-sex marriage or even marriage to an animal. Both are
unnatural! God did not create from the clay and breathe into
that fashioned receptacle an asexual or sexless being (Gen.
2:7). He made this abundantly clear when He later created
a female as a companion to the male He had initially created (Gen. 2:18, 21-25). Yes, occasionally someone is born
anatomically incomplete, but this is not the norm and is rare.
This is not what God intended from the beginning (Gen.
1:27).
I recently read that Vanderbilt University in Nashville,
TN, is now pushing a “genderless” society under the guise
of “pronoun etiquette.” Each employee’s new name badge
now includes name, title and “preferred” pronoun (He/Him/
His; She/Her/Hers; Ze/Zir/Zirs). That last bit of German
sounding nonsense is for those who are gender–confused
or “transgendered.” There is also a small stick figure on the
badge clothed in half of a dress. The purpose of all this is to
make the university community seem accepting of the sexually aberrant.
Woe unto them that call evil good, and good evil; that put
darkness for light, and light for darkness; that put bitter
for sweet, and sweet for bitter! Woe unto them that are
wise in their own eyes, and prudent in their own sight!
(Isa. 5:20, 21).
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In the last fifty years, American society has had the homosexual agenda forced upon it by social engineers on the
cultural left. It all began with the legitimization of homosexual behavior by the media. These sad sexual deviants
were portrayed as victims who must be protected as are racial minorities. And now we have homosexual marriage and
Human Rights Commissions to punish those who stray from
political correctness.
In the last year, the administration of President Obama
has begun to force institutions taking federal funds, such as
schools, to provide rest rooms and locker rooms for those
who FEEL they are not what they appear to be biologically—male or female. What a farce of human decency and
common sense!
How did this happen? How did our culture get turned
upside down? Men and women have forgotten God and His
word. The Gospel of Christ raises culture up from barbarity
and animal passions. But when God and His word are taken
out of the equation a moral and ethical vacuum ensues which
depravity fills.
For this reason GOD GAVE THEM UP up to vile passions….And even as they did not like to retain God in their
knowledge, GO GAVE THEM OVER to a debased mind,
to do those things which are not fitting (Rom. 1:26, 28—
NKJV, caps mine RLR).

Has God given up the United States of America to “vile
passions?” Has God turned our once decent, God-fearing
nation over to a depraved mind-set? What is the answer to
this predicament Americans find themselves in this Year of
our Lord 2016? The answer is restoration—restoration of
our self and our nation to God and His ways. Have you been
restored to your Creator, the one who made you in His image? “He restoreth my soul: he leadeth me in the paths
of righteousness for his name's sake” (Psa. 23:3). [http://
www.bpnews.net/47546/he-she-huh-pronoun-campaigncultural-marxism as of September 16, 2016.]
REMEMBER ME, O MY GOD!
“Remember me, O my God, concerning this, and wipe
not out my good deeds that I have done for the house of
my God, and for the offices thereof” (Neh. 13:14).
As I walked across the street to speak to a neighbor
recently, I noticed three men sitting at the entrance of the
apartment building. I had to go by them to reach my neighbor’s apartment. Approaching, I noticed one man had a large
bottle of beer in his hand and another had a smaller pint size
bottle of amber colored liquid of what I assumed was whiskey. They spoke to me as I entered. One man said, “How
are you doing today, preacher?” and I cordially responded,
“O, better than I deserve, I reckon.” After I visited with my
neighbor I had to pass through them again on my way out.
The man with the bottle spoke and said, “Preacher, please
pray for me and give this to the church,” as he handed me
two dollars. I politely refuse but he insisted. I thanked him,
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shook his hand and asked his name. He answered and I again
noticed the bottle he was now trying to conceal between his
legs.
The next Sunday I placed his contribution in the basket,
along with my own. I also prayed, “Father, bless _______
and help him to come to a knowledge of the Truth. Help him
and all others to be unshackled from sin and Satan’s poison.
Humble me that I might be an instrument of your grace in
this man’s life.”
It is sin that separates us from God whether it is consumption of alcohol, drugs, pornography, gossiping, false
doctrine, or just neglecting to do what we know is good
(Jam. 4:17). “For all have sinned and fallen short of the
glory of God” (Rom. 3:23). “But we are all as an unclean
thing, and all our righteousnesses are as filthy rags; and
we all do fade as a leaf; and our iniquities, like the wind,
have taken us away” (Isa. 64:6). “But your iniquities have
separated between you and your God, and your sins have
hid his face from you, that he will not hear” (Isa. 59:2).
The greatest good I can do for this lost soul, and myself,
is to kindly warn him of his sin and show him the way out.
Jesus answered them, Verily, verily, I say unto you, Whosoever committeth sin is the servant of sin. And the servant
abideth not in the house for ever: but the Son abideth ever.
If the Son therefore shall make you free, ye shall be free
indeed (John 8:34-36).

The other day I inquired of the manager as to where this
man lived. She told me and I went and knocked on his door.
He responded and I walked into a darkened room with the
stench of old tobacco smoke in the air. He and a male friend
were sitting eating a sandwich. He was holding a large bottle
of beer. Before them on the coffee table was an ashtray filled
with cigarette butts. I spoke to him and said, “________, I
did what you asked me to do.” I then handed him a flyer for
our Gospel Meeting and invited him to come. On the flyer I
had written “Please come! Your neighbor and friend, Roelf,”
followed by my phone number. He thanked me and then I
left not wishing to intrude on his meal.
All of us must do what we can to further the Gospel.
For some it may be some deed that requires Herculean effort and faith. For others, like me, it may be a simple act of
concern and trust in God’s promises. But above all we must
do something! I believe the small deeds, done for the right
reasons, often accomplish as much as the mighty ones. “For
as the body without the spirit is dead, so faith without
works is dead also” (Jam. 2:24). “Therefore, my beloved
brethren, be ye stedfast, unmoveable, always abounding
in the work of the Lord, forasmuch as ye know that your
labour is not in vain in the Lord” (1 Cor. 15:58).
WHEN THE LORD RETURNS HIS
FEET WILL NOT TOUCH THE GROUND!
“Then we which are alive and remain shall be caught
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up together with them in the clouds, to meet the Lord in
the air: and so shall we ever be with the Lord” (1 The.
4:17).
Paul paints a reassuring scenario in 1 Thessalonians for
the Thessalonian Christians and us as to Jesus Christ’s Second Coming.
·
·
·
·
·

The Lord will return for all to see and hear.
He will come in the clouds.
The dead in Christ will be resurrected first.
The faithful living will then meet the Lord in the air.
We will forever be with the Christ.

Contrary to what millions believe, there will be no “secret” rapture. In fact, there will be no “rapture” (by their
definition) at all! The false doctrine of the rapture refers to a
secret Second Coming of Christ in which He returns suddenly and silently to snatch away from the earth the righteous
living along with the resurrected bodies of the deceased
Christians to be with Him in heaven for a period of seven
years. It is followed by a third return in which Jesus fights
a bloody battle and then reigns over a physical kingdom for
1,000 years or a millennium. You may have seen the bumper
sticker which says, “In Case of Rapture This Car Will Be
Unoccupied” or something to that effect. Imagine the Prince
of Peace allowing driverless cars, trucks, trains and airplanes
to crash, kill and injury thousands of innocents. This is part
of the equally false and soul-damning doctrine called Premillenialism. “Jesus answered, My kingdom is not of this
world…” (John 18:36).
But Jesus never said believers would be raised before
the “last day” or the day He returns. That day refers to His
return and subsequent judgment of humanity.
And this is the Father's will which hath sent me, that of all
which he hath given me I should lose nothing, but should
raise it up again at THE LAST DAY. And this is the will of
him that sent me, that every one which seeth the Son, and
believeth on him, may have everlasting life: and I will raise
him up at THE LAST DAY” (John 6:39, 40—caps mine,
RLR).

There is no other day after THE LAST DAY, so believers
cannot be raised before or after the last day.
But the Holy Bible once again is triumphant over manmade religious doctrine. It indicates that at His second and
only return to this earth Jesus’ feet will not even touch the
ground. Notice the text: “…to meet him in the air…so we
shall EVER be with the Lord” (1 The. 4:17—caps mine,
RLR).
With the millions of faithful through the ages we look for
our Lord and Master returning to us as he left us two thousand years ago. “Which also said, Ye men of Galilee, why
stand ye gazing up into heaven? this same Jesus, which is
taken up from you into heaven, shall so come in like manner as ye have seen him go into heaven” (Acts 1:11). “He
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which testifieth these things saith, Surely I come quickly.
Amen. so, come, Lord Jesus” (Rev. 22:20).
SHOULD WE HAND OUT TWINKIES
TO THE STARVING?
Which when the apostles, Barnabas and Paul, heard of,
they rent their clothes, and ran in among the people, crying out, And saying, Sirs, why do ye these things? We also
are men of like passions with you, and preach unto you
that ye should turn from these vanities unto the living
God, which made heaven, and earth, and the sea, and all
things that are therein (Acts 14:14,15).

This brave sermon was preached by brethren Paul and
Barnabas in Lystra on their first missionary journey. While
preaching the gospel there, Paul healed a crippled man (Acts
14:7-10). The superstitious Lystrans thought they were the
gods Jupiter (Zeus) and Mercury (Hermes). The local priest
of Jupiter tried to worship them (Acts 14:13) provoking Paul
and Barnabas’s response. They held nothing back in their
response but spoke the unvarnished truth (the word of God)
to them and condemned their paganism. The people later
turned on them and nearly stoned Paul to death (Acts 14:19).
I wonder how religious liberals would have reacted to
such a situation. For example the “Meet-You-At-The-Tap”
folks would be too busy indulging in the pagan feasts which
involved the consumption of mass quantities of alcohol,
while they peddled a watered down gospel—a pseudo-gospel which allows drinking of alcoholic beverages as long as
“you don’t get drunk” (figure that one out!). The Community
Church Movement would be too busy meeting the Lystran’s
“felt needs” rather than preaching to them not to “walk in
their own ways” (Acts 14:16) or the pagan lifestyle of idolatry and debauchery.
Some brethren would have invited them to view their
“Financial Peace University” videos on Wednesday nights
hoping to ease them gently into the church. Financial problems can be a “hell-on-earth,” but financial advice does not
replace warnings about literal Hell fire which awaits the sinner if they do not repent.
And if thine eye offend thee, pluck it out: it is better for
thee to enter into the kingdom of God with one eye, than
having two eyes to be cast into hell fire: Where their worm
dieth not, and the fire is not quenched (Mark 9:47, 48).

We face an ungodly, hedonistic culture which is fast becoming like the pagan, idolatrous culture of Paul and Barnabas’s
day. Are we to seek to reach them with diversions and perversions rather than the Truth? Would you feed a starving
man Twinkies or nutritious food? Do we seek to bring the
sinner into the Kingdom of Heaven through the back door
or honestly, with love, tell them the Truth and risk being rejected or worse? To do the former is to fail to understand the
spiritual battle with Satan we are in. As Jesus told Saul of
Tarsus,
To open their eyes, and to turn them from darkness to
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light, and from the power of Satan unto God, that they may
receive forgiveness of sins, and inheritance among them
which are sanctified by faith that is in me (Acts 26:18).

Brethren, let us preach and teach the Truth. This will
involve teaching the truth about drinking, drug use, adulterous marriages, “living together,” gambling, cursing, homosexuality, pornography, covetousness, and false doctrine,
etc. But one soul saved from eternal damnation by the blood
of Christ is worth it all. “And such were some of you: but

ye are washed, but ye are sanctified, but ye are justified
in the name of the Lord Jesus, and by the Spirit of our
God” (1 Cor. 6:11).
—2530 Moore Court
Columbia, TN 38401
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THE DENHAM-NEUBAUER DEBATE
Gary W. Summers
When brother Warren debated Antony G. N. Flew 40
years ago in 1976, those who attended were excited to see
what would unfold: Would the atheist with his use of logic
prevail—or the Christian, a man of faith? Brother Thomas
B. Warren, the Christian, began in his first speech to present logical arguments, and he never relented. One can only
imagine what Flew expected to occur in the debate, but it
was the Christian who used logic while the atheist ran away
from it. Brother Warren pointed out in his book, Logic and
the Bible, that David Hume wrote: “No man turns against
reason until reason turns against him.”
Holger Neubauer was trained by Thomas B. Warren
(among others), but during this debate there was no evidence
of it. He refused to answer the logical arguments which
brother Denham made, even though he signed his name to
do exactly that the first two nights and therefore obligated
himself to do so. Nor did he set forth any arguments of his
own—except for one on the third night of the debate. So
what did he do? Just as Flew came prepared with classroom
lectures which he gave instead of debating, so Neubauer obviously came prepared to make speeches designed to explain
the major tenets of his doctrine. Neither Flew nor Neubauer
actually engaged in debate. Occasionally they commented
on something the opposition said, but that was about it.
The proof that this was Neubauer’s aim is that he often
times would bring up a verse or a passage, and when brother
Denham would explain it, he would drop it like a hot potato
and never mention it again. It was a strange way of debating.
On the other hand, Daniel Denham fulfilled his affirmative
obligations by setting forth logical arguments which Neubauer, for the most part, ignored. When he was in the negative the last two nights of the debate, Denham spent his time
looking at what Neubauer had said and answering the points.
This is what a debater is supposed to do. Unfortunately, only
brother Denham came to actually debate.
When one of the two disputants engaged in a controver22

sial matter refuses to fulfill his obligations, those who are
observers should ask themselves, “Why?” Especially those
who share Neubauer’s position should ask themselves why
he would choose to “debate” the way he did. Does he know
that his position is wrong? Why can’t he discuss the subject
logically? Whether he realizes it or not, the answer is that
a position that cannot be logically set forth or defended is
wrong.
The Proposition
The first two nights of the debate, the proposition was:
“The Scriptures teach that the general resurrection of the
dead is yet future and is a bodily resurrection.” Those words
mean probably what the reader thinks they mean and which
he has heard all of his life. It means that there is (as we often
sing) “a great day coming,” in which there shall be a resurrection from the dead, as Jesus taught:
Do not marvel at this; for the hour is coming in which all
who are in the graves will hear His voice and come forth—
those who have done good to the resurrection of life, and
those who have done evil, to the resurrection of commendation (John 5:28-29).

On that day, all shall be raised bodily from the dead.
All shall first be changed to a resurrected body before being
rewarded or punished. Those, like brother Neubauer, who
hold to the AD 70 doctrine (also called Realized Eschatology or Max Kingism), deny that there is a future general
resurrection and that all people will be bodily raised from the
dead. They believe that the resurrection described in John
5, along with the second coming of Christ, occurred in AD
70, when Jerusalem was destroyed. Thus they argue that no
future coming of Christ and no future day of resurrection
will occur.
Now, everyone agrees that Jesus came in judgment upon
Jerusalem (figuratively, through the Roman armies) in AD
70, but we deny that this destruction was what Jesus had reference to in John 5:28-29. Brother Denham pointed out that
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there are several comings of Christ mentioned in the New
Testament. Jesus came figuratively in the person of the Holy
Spirit (John 14:17-18), in judgment on Jerusalem in AD 70,
and in judgment later on Rome, the persecutor of the church,
according to the Book of Revelation. He even threatened to
come in judgment on the church at Ephesus when He urged
them to repent, or He would remove their candlestick (Rev.
2:5). However, there is only one second coming in judgment
on the whole world.
Neubauer’s response was to say that these brethren had
more comings of Jesus than Old MacDonald had animals
on his farm, with, “Here a coming, there a coming—everywhere, a coming coming.” He probably thought this was a
good laugh line—one that would score well with his folks—
until one realizes that these various comings were not invented by “these brethren.” The Holy Spirit describes them
in the Holy Book. Brother Denham later chastised him for
his frivolity.
However, a good reason exists for concluding that the
figurative coming in judgment on Jerusalem in AD 70 is not
the second coming described in so many passages of Scripture. Denham went to the very plain verses recorded in Acts
1:9-11. He pointed out that these words were not part of a
figurative or symbolic passage—but of narrative, which is to
be taken literally.
Now when He had spoken these things, while they watched,
He was taken up, and a cloud received Him out of their
sight. And while they looked steadfastly toward heaven as
He went up, behold, two men stood by them in white apparel, who also said, “Men of Galilee, why do you stand
gazing up into heaven? This same Jesus, who was taken up
from you into heaven, will so come in like manner, as you
saw Him go into heaven (Acts 1:9-11).

Since the angels assured the apostles that Jesus would
come again in like manner, that means that Jesus will come
literally (rather than just figuratively or symbolically), visibly, personally, and bodily. Each night the debaters had an
opportunity to ask 5 questions, which had to be answered in
writing before the first speech of the evening. One of the first
questions Neubauer was asked was if Jesus would return visibly, and he answered, “False.”
Brother Denham pointed out all the words in the text
relating to physical sight: watched, out of their sight, looked,
gazing, saw. Furthermore, Revelation 1:7a says: “Behold,
He is coming with clouds, and every eye shall see Him,
and they also who pierced Him.” Neubauer could never
get beyond this first argument.
Some time, in the course of his first negative speech,
Neubauer cited Matthew 24:30, which does mention people
seeing Jesus coming in clouds in judgment on Jerusalem,
but this passage is obviously figurative and symbolic while
Acts 1:9-11 is not. Apocalyptic language is used in Matthew
24, and “the sign” would appear. Neubauer began talking
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about the Scripture’s use of clouds as a motif. A cloud hides
the presence of God. Whatever he was getting at, he did not
answer the argument made by brother Denham.
Neubauer also claimed that “all the comings are the
same,” which no serious Bible student would say, in light
of the fact that God came in judgment several times in the
Old Testament—on Assyria, Babylon, Edom, etc. None of
these involved the judgment on Jerusalem in AD 70. The
only thing Neubauer ever said additionally on Acts 1:9-11
was in his first speech on the second night when he ridiculed
the idea of a literal, bodily return. He wanted to know what
height Jesus would be and if He would still have scars in His
hands. Everyone knows that flesh and blood cannot enter
heaven and that Jesus’ body had to undergo change before
He entered heaven to be seated on the right hand of God, but
that does not negate what the angels said. How are people
to recognize Him if He does not have the appearance of His
physical body?
In his opening speech, Daniel made one other argument
based on 1 Thessalonians 4:13-17, which his opponent ignored in his next speech. Since Neubauer did not follow
Denham’s lead, what did he do?
Neubauer’s First Response
He began by stating: “If you understand the time of the
event, you can understand the nature of the event,” which is
interesting. What did he mean by it? He first talked about the
wolf and the lamb prophecy of Isaiah 11:1 being fulfilled.
Okay, but what does that have to do with the issue? Then he
went to Revelation 1:1 and 1:3, as well as Revelation 22:6
and 10 to show that the things written in Revelation were
“at hand” and would “shortly” take place. Nobody disagrees
with these Scriptures (obviously); we often use those verses
to show that premillenialism is false.
But Neubauer and his cohorts will argue that Revelation
was written prior to the destruction of Jerusalem, and thus
it would occur within a year or two. No date for the writing was given by Neubauer, but usually the early date is AD
69, which would be about as shortly as possible. Denham
eventually pointed out that the phrase at hand means that the
prophecy is about to begin—not necessarily that all that is
recorded would be completed shortly.
Neubauer went on record as saying the phrases are always immediate. He hammered that point repeatedly. Then
he said, “However, there might be a marker in the text that
signifies it does not begin until later. The second night of the
debate these statements were played next to each other in a
loop. “Always. However. Always. However.” As brother
Denham pointed out, “If something is always, then there
cannot be a however.”
By far, the majority of brethren believe that the Book
of Revelation is referring to the destruction of Rome, the
persecutor of Christians. Neubauer said that the seals, the
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trumpets, and the bowls are all referring to the same event,
just as Pharaoh’s dreams of the seven skinny cows and the
seven ears of grain confirmed the truth of the prophecy. The
only trouble is that inspiration told us that the case involving
the grain and the cows was so. Nowhere in Revelation does
anyone reveal that the seals, the trumpets, and the bowls are
the same message. Nothing in inspiration confirms that notion. And in fact, it would ruin the symbolism both in Genesis and Revelation. Two is a symbol of strength while three
is the number of the Godhead. For something to be stated
three times is one time too many.
One other topic Neubauer covered, which appeared not
to have any relevance to Denham’s material was to give an
exposition of Zechariah 14:1-9. He claimed that it referred to
the coming of the Lord in judgment on Jerusalem in AD 70
and that all commentaries agree with him on that interpretation. This reviewer has three commentaries on Zechariah.
Two of them disagree that what is being described is the destruction of Jerusalem in AD 70. Neubauer also claimed that
Peter and Paul were the two witnesses that went to heaven
in Revelation 11. Agreement on that claim is slim, but even
if everyone on earth were in agreement, it had nothing to do
with answering Denham’s affirmative.
Observations
These first two speeches set the tenor for the debate; giving a full rundown for the four nights would be tedious; so
key insights and statements will be examined. It was difficult
to follow Neubauer. In his second speech on the first night,
for example, he zipped through several Scriptures, and the
connection between them was lost. This reviewer wrote
down 18 verses so diverse that how they were logically connected is totally unknown. They vary from Deuteronomy,
Galatians, Luke, Ezekiel, 1 Thessalonians, Ephesians, Revelation, Isaiah, John, and Hebrews. It began to dawn (perhaps,
millennially dawn) on some people that Neubauer was using
the tactics of Jehovah’s Witnesses and premillennialists in
darting here and there to try to stitch together a doctrine.
The first speech of the last night of the debate proceeded
in the same way—so much so that at the conclusion of the
speech, this reviewer wrote down the following words about
Neubauer—confused and confusing. In that same speech, he
claimed: “I don’t care what secular history says about Isaiah
7:14. I believe it is a triple entendre.” [He had pooh-poohed
secular history earlier when it disagreed with his “interpretation.” Most of those present were fairly shocked at that pronouncement.] What he meant here is anyone’s guess. But he
is wrong about Isaiah 7:14. It does not have three separate
fulfillments; it only has one.
Some think the first fulfillment was Isaiah’s wife having
a son—or if not her, someone else living in the same time
frame. The problem with that is, since Isaiah and his wife
were married, she was not a virgin. If anyone knew what the
Hebrew word almah meant, it would be the Jews, and they
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translated it in the Greek Septuagint (LXX) as parthenos,
a word which always means “virgin.” No young woman in
Isaiah’s day was a virgin who gave birth to a son. If so, who
was she? Could we have a name, perchance?
The one and only correct interpretation regards Mary
giving birth to Jesus; that this is the correct interpretation
and application of Isaiah’s prophecy is confirmed by the inspired writer, Matthew (1:22-23). However, Neubauer suggests another fulfillment. He had a theory about the male
child born to the woman clothed with the sun, with the moon
under her feet, being Jesus also. While it is obvious that the
child born is Jesus (He is the male child who was to rule all
nations with a rod of iron—Rev. 12:5), He is spoken in this
passage as having been brought forth by Israel (the woman
described), who was anything but a virgin—either physically or spiritually. The two passages (Isaiah 7:14 and Revelation 12) cannot be combined.
Throughout the debate Neubauer assumed that if certain language was used in one place, it meant the same thing
elsewhere. While that does sometimes occur, such language
may have a different meaning or a new meaning, building
on what had happened previously. To assume that the same
word or phrase always means the same thing it did elsewhere
is the logical fallacy of equivocation. Having been taught
logic, Neubauer should know better.
Having covered some of the fundamental matters concerning the debate, let us look at some of the issues raised.
One of these involved the prophecy of Paul in 2 Thessalonians 2 concerning “the man of sin.” Neubauer affirmed that
this man was the high priest and that Jesus destroyed him
in AD 70. Accompanying this assertion was that the Jews
were the persecutors of Christians and that God would thus
destroy them when Jesus came in AD 70, as per 2 Thessalonians 1:6-9. This is also supposed to correspond to what is
being described in the Book of Revelation.
Several problems with this interpretation virtually leap
off the pages of the New Testament. First of all, the persecution described in Revelation was intense. No one thinks
only a few were put to death; the cry is heard of the souls
who were under the altar, asking how long it would be until
their blood was avenged in Revelation 6:9-10. This fits well
with the Roman persecution of Christians since hundreds
and thousands were put to death. How many Christians did
the Jews put to death? Stephen was the first (Acts 7:59-60).
Paul indicates there were some others in Jerusalem (Acts
26:9-10). He gives no indication of a vast amount, however.
Neubauer indicated that the Jews had persecuted many in
Thessalonica, and they had, but how many Christians died
there? Acts 17:9 says the rulers of the city took security for
Jason and the rest but then let them go. So far as we know,
no Christian lost his life there.
Brother Neubauer correctly says that we ought to look
for what a text meant to the ones who first received it before
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we ask what it means to us. So what did 2 Thessalonians 1:69 mean to them? It was assurance that those who troubled
them (by way of persecution) would be troubled by the Lord.
Since Paul was writing to those yet alive, they are the ones
who would receive rest. Paul says nothing about those put to
death as part of their persecution in either 2 Thessalonians 1
or 2. So, did the Jews persecute Christians? Yes, but nothing
indicates that the Jews themselves caused very many deaths
of Christians—not like the amount of martyrs described in
Revelation.

Did the high priest claim to be God (v. 4)? Perhaps in a
way he acted as though he were, but he never said he was.
And what was restraining him (v. 6)? Nothing. He constantly took as much power as Rome would give him. Rome
never stepped aside so that his power could increase. He was
eventually taken out of the way, but he meets only a few of
the characteristics Paul listed. All the things that apply to the
man of sin must fit. And what signs and lying wonders did
the high priest ever claim to do (v. 9)? Christians were never
duped by him to the point of not possessing salvation (v. 10).

2 Thessalonians says that Jesus would come in flaming
fire to take vengeance on the persecutors. Is that said of the
destruction of Jerusalem? No, fire is a sign of eternal judgment, as in Matthew 3:10-12, 25:41, 46. How would Christians persecuted by Jews in Thessalonica have been rewarded by the destruction of Jerusalem? Neubauer’s theory does
not match the facts.

Although Neubauer ridiculed the idea that the passage
refers to the pope, that interpretation actually fits better. Already mentioned in the text was the fact that before the Lord
returned to destroy him, there had to be first the falling away
(v. 3). What falling away was there between AD 52 and AD
70? No one has ever heard of one. But all know that the
church fell away during the Dark Ages.

The Man of Sin (2 The. 2)

The pope does indeed oppose God and exalt himself (v.
4). Several references throughout history have called him,
“Our Holy Lord God, the Pope.” These have been challenged
by the Catholic Church as being unwarranted comments and
mistranslations. But even if they are incorrect, does not the
pope accept worship? Peter refused to do so (Acts 10:2526); even an angel refused (Rev. 19:10). Only Jesus accepted
worship because He was God in the flesh. The pope is not,
but he accepts worship. The pope also prays to Mary, as do
many Catholics. Various websites deny all these things, but
there is more than sufficient information to confirm the truth
of the matter.

Bible students have always been intrigued by the identity of the man of sin. Neubauer insisted that he was the high
priest and that any other interpretation—especially, the man
of sin being the pope—was wrong. Of course, if one is talking about the literal temple of God, the high priest does seem
to fit, and the explanation of Jesus destroying him in AD 70
logically follows.
However, Denham repudiated that idea by saying that
Paul wrote in 2 Thessalonians 2:2 they should not think that
what he had previously taught them was “at hand” (the translation of the King James). Neubauer took high exception to
that translation, saying that the New King James and Vine’s
Expository Dictionary were correct when they rendered the
words: “as though the day of Christ had come.” Greek technicalities aside, frankly, what is the difference? How is “the
day had come” different than “the day is at hand”?
The American Standard also contains “at hand.” The
Revised Standard uses “has come,” as does the New American Standard and the English Standard Version. Young’s Literal Translation renders it “hath arrived.” All of them are
expressing what Paul meant. Do not think that the Day of
the Lord (even the beginning of its fulfilment) was at hand,
had arrived, or was present. Why should they not think that?
Because there would first be “the falling away” and “the
man of sin” would be revealed (v. 3).
How can this description refer to the high priest? Did
Christians not already know the sinfulness of that man? Had
he not been instrumental in determining that Jesus be crucified (Mark 14:60-64)? That is quite revelation enough as
to his character. Also Paul had letters from the high priest
to bring Christians bound to Jerusalem (Acts 9:1-2). What
more evidence does anyone need to have in order to know
that he is a sinful man, acting contrary to the interests of
God?
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Neubauer objected that the pope was never in the temple
(church) of God. But exactly when did the original church
go into apostasy? It began in the second century and continued in that direction until Boniface III proclaimed himself
universal bishop over the church. Sprinkling did not become
common for baptism until after 1100 or 1200. Some claim
that the official change was “in 1311” at “the Council of
Ravenna,” which allowed people to choose immersion or
sprinkling. It may be that Boniface III had been immersed
for his sins and entered the church that had increasingly
wandered away from the New Testament. But even if he was
not a member of the Lord’s church, he claimed to be and thus
set himself up as God in the temple.
The mystery of lawlessness was already at work, which
is the desire for self-exaltation. Diotrephes would display
such an attitude (3 John 9), and Paul would warn against
those who would draw away disciples after themselves (Acts
20:30). When the nation of Rome was destroyed (around
476), the papacy soon became full blown. There were already five bishops over various regions of the world prior
to 606. The office of pope will remain until the Lord returns
and destroys him with the brightness of His coming.
Over the years popes have claimed to do miracles (v. 9),
and many have been deceived. When people do not have a
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love of the truth, they will believe anything. They “did not
believe the truth but had pleasure in unrighteousness”
(v. 12). Was that true of those who followed the high priest?
What corruption were they involved in? They were greedy,
yes. Jesus exposed that attitude in the money changers. But
those who profited from such endeavors were few. What did
the Jews as a whole gain by following the high priest? They
were rewarded with death when Jerusalem fell.

between Jews and Gentiles was fueled by the Law of Moses.
According to Ephesians 2:11-15, Jesus became our peace,
having broken down the middle wall of division between
them. Therefore Jew and Gentile could be one in one body
(Eph. 4:4-6). This did not occur at AD 70—but at the cross.
Otherwise, Jew and Gentile could not be heirs of Abraham
and united together until AD 70. But they clearly were long
before that date (Gal. 3:26-29).

However, adherents of Catholicism get precisely what
is stated in verse 12. Their system of religion allows them
to have pleasure in unrighteousness. They confess their
sins, do some penance, and then go engage in the same sin
again. Just prior to the Reformation—and helping to bring it
about—was the sale of indulgences, which allowed a person
to purchase pardon for sins in advance of committing them.
Thus, people have pleasure in unrighteousness. Which of
these two proposed explanations best fits the data?

In Hebrews 8:6-7, we read that Jesus established (past
tense) a better covenant which contained better promises.
Then the writer quotes from Jeremiah 31:31-34 which prophesied of the new covenant. Afterward, the prophet, quoting
the phrase, a new covenant, says that the old, therefore, was
ready to vanish away—at the time Jeremiah wrote! Neubauer (perhaps intentionally) tries to make the verse applicable
at the time Hebrews was written rather than when Jeremiah
wrote. Hebrews 8:6-7 said that it had already passed away,
thereby disproving Neubauer’s thesis and showing him to
take the verse out of context. The reader should study Hebrews 9:27-28. It refers to the death of men followed by the
judgment—not a new law. Jesus came the first time to save
us from sin, but His second coming will involve eternal salvation.

Date of New Testament Books Being Written
Several books of the New Testament have been assigned
dates that come after AD 70. Among them are the gospel of
John, as well as the epistles of 1, 2, and 3 John, Jude, and the
prophetic book of Revelation. However, if everything was
fulfilled in AD 70, then all the books had to be written previously. One problem for those who assert that idea (in the face
of historical evidence to the contrary) is that not enough time
elapsed for the development of Gnosticism.
On the other hand, Neubauer defends A. T. Robinson
who opined that any New Testament book written after AD
70 would surely have mentioned the Destruction of Jerusalem. It is true that the gospel of John omits all of the prophecies concerning that horrible and bloody event. But why
does it not occur to these scholars that the reason these latter
books do not mention it is precisely because everyone was
aware of it? Would anyone expect there to be references to
World War II immediately upon its conclusion? Sure, there
might be analyses, etc., but everyone knew about it and did
not have to be informed. In a world considerably less full
of information than ours, all of John’s readers would know
what had happened there.
The Death of the Law
In the second speech on the third night of the debate,
Neubauer put up a chart that read: “The Law died by means
of the Cross but not at the Cross.” “What?” someone says,
scratching his head. “Oh, yeah,” emphasizes Neubauer.
“The Law was nailed to the cross but wasn’t taken away until AD 70. It was only passing away (Heb. 8:13).” According
to him, Jesus’ coming the second time without sin to salvation (Heb. 9:28) means that Jesus took away the Law at the
Destruction of Jerusalem and established His law. This is the
way Jehovah’s Witnesses argue.

The New Math
In the second speech of the last night of the debate, Neubauer introduced the audience to his special brand of arithmetic (reminiscent of the bit Rush Limbaugh used to air of
“Louis Farrakhan’s Million Man Math Made Easy”). After
pointing out that no one in the Old Testament ever lived to be
1,000 years old, he stated that Adam lived 930 years. Then
he said that Jesus was baptized at age 30 and Jerusalem was
destroyed 40 years later, thus making 1,000 years. How
amazing!
Well, consider this. After the resurrection, Jesus’ disciples caught 153 fish. Divide that by the number of those
in the Godhead (3), and the quotient is 51. Now subtract the
number of days that Jesus fasted in the wilderness (40), and
the result is 11—the number of apostles Jesus had left after Judas betrayed Him and hanged himself. What do these
numerical manipulations prove? Apparently, they serve as
evidence for whatever someone desires of them.
Boasting
Holger Neubauer made two boasts on the final night of
the debate. In his second speech, he claimed rather forcefully, “Do you realize that we have already two people who
have changed their minds, who had your view before the
debate? We’re whippin’ you very well.” In his last speech he
spoke more temperately, but nonetheless he exuded the same
level of confidence as he said:

The Law was nailed to the cross, period (Col. 2:14).
Did Jesus die that day? Then so did the Law. The hatred

But we’re not gonna give up. We’re not gonna shut up. We’re
not gonna back up. We believe that we have the truth, and
we’re changing minds. I can tell you about anti preachers in
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Indianapolis. I can tell you about brethren in Ohio who are
reading our material. I can tell you about brothers in North
Carolina, I can tell you about brothers in Florida, who have
contacted us. So, if we’re just so heretical, how do seasoned
men, gospel preachers rethink some of the arguments that
we’re making?

That is a question we all wish we had the answer to.
How did Mac Deaver, Bob Berard, Glenn Jobe, and others
rethink their views on the Holy Spirit? Neubauer moderated
for Ben Vick when he debated Mac Deaver in 2011. He certainly knows that Mac changed his mind. How seasoned men

are swept away by error is one of the great mysteries. Can
Neubauer explain why Rubel Shelly became a liberal? Daniel Denham gave a great response to these two statements
by pointing out we were once united, but the introduction
of this doctrine has created division. “This has become their
golden calf…they’re dividing churches, and he’s proud of
that.”
—5410 Lake Howell Road
Winter Park, FL 32792
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IT’S A DANGER TO
THE SOULS OF MEN!
Bill Jackson
To speak, or not to speak? That is the choice placed before every
Gospel preacher, every bulletin editor, every Christian journal editor. The choice is placed before us because of issues; and issues are
here, and will always be here, because of sin’s entry into the world
(Genesis 3). There is no such thing as an “issueless Christianity”
in a world where sin and Satan do their work.
We keep hearing from those who admit that the issues are
present, but their recommendation is that nothing be said about
it. The preacher, or the editor, is censured for speaking and writing on it, as if the noble thing to do when an issue rears its head
is to ignore it; we wonder if some feel that by ignoring it, it will
go away? The basis behind the urging of silence is that men are
involved, and thus, these men have their friends, associates, and
supporters, and they do not want to see their friends spotlighted at
all. Let a problem as Crossroadism appear, and let men thus begin
to promote it; then, those who try to counter it face the friends and
supporters. Let someone get off on the doctrine of marriage, divorce, and remarriage, and spread the doctrine abroad; again, those
countering the false position must face the friends and supporters.
Let a college or a paper take a turn away from the truth, and they
must face the friends and supporters of those colleges and papers.
And the beat goes on . . . “Ignore the issue, for I want no criticism
of my friends and co-workers.”

involved, speak we must! Whatever man is involved, whatever
group may be involved, whatever congregation, whatever college,
whatever paper—the kingdom and God’s Word are vastly more
important than any man or group of men, involved in whatever
endeavor. Every faithful man must view every issue, and then in
weighing whether he is to speak or not, we insist that it is still the
vital question: “Is it a danger to the souls of men?” If it is, truth
and souls demand speaking!
—Deceased
[Our late beloved and lamented co-worker, W. N. “Bill” Jackson, passed from this life in the spring of 1991. However, his spirit
is clearly seen in this brief but very timely article. Many of those
who stood with him in upholding the truth, exposing error, and
marking false teachers, wherever they made themselves known,
no matter who they were, have ceased to stand where Bill stood,
write as he wrote, and speak as he spoke until the day of his death.
Several of them considered themselves brother Jackson’s friends
and fellow soldiers of the cross, but in the intervening years they
have ceased their warfare against many sins and have gradually
become a part of the problem rather than the scriptural solution. I
am thankful to have known and worked with brother Jackson. Men
like him do not appear often in the church of our Lord.—Editor]

Then, what does the faithful writer, editor do? Is he to elevate
men above God? Is he to value physical association above truth? Is
the protection of some man, or school, or paper to take precedent
before proclamation of truth? Is he to decide that Paul really did
not know what he was talking about in picturing the warfare upon
us in 2 Corinthians 3:5? Is he to be a man pleaser when such is
never commended, but rather always condemned in the work? Is
every issue Satan places before the kingdom to be weighed with,
“Where do my friends stand? Maybe I should just be silent?”
Brethren, there is just one consideration, and it is paramount.
On any issue, the question is: “Is this a danger to the souls of men?”
If it is something in the realm of human judgment and expediency,
then there should be no pressing. But if it has to do with the doctrine of God, and thus truth is involved and the souls of men are
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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. Contact: Inside the U.K.: 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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-OklahomaElk City–Northeast Church of Christ, 616 N. Locust Ave., Mailing address
P.O. Box 267, Elk City, OK 73648-0267, Sunday: 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m.,
5:00 p.m. Wed., 7:00 p.m. Jerry and Nathan Brewer, evangelists. The church
building is one block east of North Van Buren, on East Avenue C in Elk
City, Oklahoma . FaceBook : www.facebook.com/nechurchofchristecok.
Phone: (580) 225-4395
Porum–Church of Christ, 8 miles South of I-40 at Hwy 2, Warner exit.
Sun. 10 a.m., 11 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. Allen Lawson, evangelist, email:
allenlawson@earth-comm.com.

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

TexasDenton area–Northpoint Church of Christ, 4224 N. I-35 (Greenway Plaza,
just north of Cracker Barrel). Mailing address: 4224 N. I-35, Denton, TX
76207. E-mail: northpointcoc@hotmail.com. Website: www.northpointcoc.
com. Sunday: 9:30, 10:30, 1:00; Wednesday 7:00. Contact: Dub McClish:
(940) 218-2892; dubmcclish@gmail.com.
Houston area–Spring Church of Christ, 1327 Spring Cypress, P.O. Box
39, Spring, TX 77383, (281) 353-2707. Sun. 9:30 a.m., 10:30 a.m., 1:30
p.m., Wed. 7:30 p.m., David P. Brown, evangelist. Home of the Spring
Contending for the Faith Lectures, and the internet school, Truth Bible
Institute. www.churchesofchrist.com.
Huntsville–1380 Fish Hatchery Rd. Huntsville, TX 77320. Sun. 9 a. m.,
10 a.m., 6 p.m., Wed. 7 p.m. (936) 438-8202.
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