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“WE BE BRETHREN” -- A REVIEW
Roy E. Cogdill, Nacogdoches, Texas

This series of articles will be concerned with a book which has recently been written by brother J. D. Thomas under the title, “We Be Brethren.” It is with a good deal of “fear and trembling'' that we undertake to review what such an eminent and learned man has had to say about anything. His qualifications are imposing from the viewpoint of the wisdom of this world and he is a man of wide recognition. Certainly I do not claim to match his scholastic attainments though I have gone to school some. However, we shall not measure his writings from the philosophical, psychological, pedagogical, or theological viewpoints, so far as the science of each is concerned, but will proceed upon the basis that—

“the foolishness of God is wiser than men; and the weakness of God is stronger than men. For ye see your calling, brethren, how that not many wise men after the flesh, not many mighty, not many noble, are called: But God hath chosen the foolish things of the world to confound the things which are mighty; and base things of the world and things which are despised hath God chosen yea, and things which are not, to bring to nought things that are: That no flesh should glory in his presence. But of him are ye in Christ Jesus who of God is made unto wisdom and righteousness, and sanctification, and redemption; That according as it is written, He that glorieth, let him glory in the Lord.” (I Cor. 1:25-31.)

When men write or talk about things spiritual and eternal, what they say should never be weighed from the viewpoint of their worldly attainments. If we were to do that, then the most highly educated clergy would determine the truth and human wisdom would he the standard of truth. God says this is not so. Jesus said, “Thy word is truth.” (John 17:17.) And again Jesus said,

“I thank thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou hast hid these things from the wise and prudent, and hast revealed them unto babes: even so, Father; for so it seemed good in thy sight” (Luke 10:21)

We are not decrying education or the proper employment of learning or wisdom nor would we minimize its value, when employed properly. Rather we are emphasizing the fact that no Bible principle depends upon such for either its truth or an understanding of it. God's word is simple. Truth has for the most part been made known in very simple language. There are more words of one syllable in the New Testament than in any other literature on earth. The simplicity that is in Christ is amazing. The Word of God warns us over and over against letting it be corrupted by human wisdom. Witness declarations like this:

“For I determined not to know anything among you, save Jesus Christ, and him crucified. And l was with you in weakness, and in fear, and in much trembling. And my speech and my preaching was not with enticing words of man's wisdom, but in demonstration of the Spirit and of power: that your faith should not stand in the wisdom of men, but in the power of God.” (I Cor. 2:2-4.)

And again this passage:

“As ye have therefore received Christ Jesus the Lord, so walk in him: Rooted and built up in him, and stablished in the faith, as ye have been taught, abounding therein with thanksgiving. Beware lest any man spoil you through philosophy and vain deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the world, and not after Christ. For in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily. And ye are complete in him, which is the head of all principality and power.” (Col. 2 :6-11.)

Paul warned against allowing our minds to be corrupted from the simplicity of the gospel.

“For I am jealous over you with godly jealousy: for I have espoused you to one husband, that I may present you as a chaste virgin to Christ. But I fear, lest by any means, as the serpent beguiled Eve through his subtlety, so your minds should be corrupted from the simplicity that is in Christ.” II Cor. 11:3-4.)

If it be considered by any then that I am presumptuous in undertaking a review of what a learned man like J. D. Thomas has written, whose attainments are:

“Professor of Bible in Abilene Christian College, where he has taught for nine years and from which he received the B. A. degree in Bible and Greek in 1934. The M. A. degree with a major in Church History was conferred upon him by Southern Methodist University in 1944 and he received the Ph. D. in New Testament and Early Christian Literature from the Humanities Division of the University of Chicago in 1957,”

and in addition to all these attainments educationally, he has served as:

“Director of the Annual Bible Lectureship at Abilene Christian College since 1952. He holds membership in several learned Societies, is on the Editorial Board of the Restoration Quarterly, and is a staff member of Twentieth Century Christian. He is the 1958 speaker on the Far-East Fellowship in Tokyo, Japan.”— Jacket of Book — “We Be Brethren”;

Then, I ask only that the attainments of the two men be forgotten and used as no point of comparison. I do not wish to enter into any kind of a contest with brother Thomas in any sense. I do not know him personally and have no ground for any kind of personal reflection upon him or his attainments. I am concerned only with the truth of God's Word and I hope I can sincerely say with Paul,

“Let a man so account of us, as of the ministers of Christ, and stewards of the mysteries of God. Moreover it is required in stewards that a man be found faithful. But with me it is a very small thing that I should be judged of you, or of any man's judgment: yea, I judge mine own self. For I know nothing by myself: yet am I not hereby justified: but he that judgeth me is the Lord”. (I Cor. 4:1-4.)

Educational attainments are fine if they can be forgotten in the study of God's Word and if we can lose ourselves in the simple childlike faith that should always characterize us when we approach God to know his will. Paul counted

“All things but loss for the excellency of the knowledge of Christ Jesus my Lord: for whom I have suffered the loss of all things. and do count them hut dung, that I may win Christ, And be found in him. not having mine own righteousness which is of the law, but that which is through the faith of Christ, the righteousness which is of God by faith”. (Phil. 3:8-10.)

These are not idle and inapplicable words from God's Book that we have cited but are pertinent to the very careful consideration of the things contained in the book under review. A good many have expressed to me in criticism of the book that it is difficult to understand and that it does not clarify any problem but further muddies the water and confuses the issues. Some have said that even in the “Glossary”, in his effort to define some of the terms used, they become more confused than ever as to what he is trying to say. Well, perhaps he was expected to make it sound scholarly but even though the book is not simple enough to be read at a glance, it is our judgment that what he is saying is evident with a careful reading at least. It is probably easier to understand the Bible, however, than it is to understand what he is saying about “How to Understand the Bible”. In fact, if we can find out what the Bible says, we won't have to worry about understanding it for it means what it says. Our problem is learning to respect what it says.

We shall have some things to say about the spirit in which the book is written, as judged from the book itself, the appeal it makes, the fairness with which it treats the subject and those who differ with the author, and his conclusions, as we go along in this review. We have called attention by the passages cited to the basic fundamental attitude with which the book, or any other book dealing with divine things, should be read and studied. When matters have been thoroughly considered, conclusions have been reached, and our course is set in the solution of the problems under consideration, we should be sure that with Paul,

“Our rejoicing is this, the testimony of our consciences, that in simplicity and godly sincerity, not with fleshly wisdom, but by the grace of God we have had our conversation in the world, and more abundantly to you-ward.” (II Cor. 1:12.)

This is the Christian attitude and none of us can afford any other lest we place our souls in jeopardy.

Personal References and Personalities
By way of further general consideration, let us say that in personal references to brother Thomas and direct reference to his book in the quotations made from it, we are pursuing only the customary course in such a review and there should not be and cannot be righteously construed, by anything that shall be said, any spirit of enmity or personal malice. As has been stated, there is no personal acquaintance between us, there has never been any personal association, we have not exchanged communications, and there is, therefore, no possible grounds for any personal feeling of any sort. So, reserve such judgment as you might be tempted to render concerning the spirit manifested for God to make, for He alone can judge the hearts and attitudes of men. We shall write plainly and positively and without any apology for that is the only way we know how to write. But we shall be as fair and honest in dealing with the matter under review as we know how to be. Knowing our heart, if we do, there is no interest in anything but the truth of God and the welfare of the Kingdom of God among men. We ask in your consideration of this review that you give us credit for such an attitude until you are endowed with the ability to judge motives and attitudes. If we seem to manifest any spirit or attitude of severity or intolerance, pleas, let it De charged to a disposition to be intolerant toward what we believe to be error and not toward men.

Citations Not Given
Much of the material in “We Be Brethren” is in response to my book, “Walking By Faith” which was published in 1957, and which is now well into its second edition. Brother Thomas quotes rather copiously from it—directly—paragraph after paragraph, and refers to it many times indirectly and yet does not acknowledge even the existence of the book, either by name or by author. Neither does he acknowledge any other author or the source of any other quotation or the direct object of reference made. He customarily attributes to all of us who oppose his position everything that he has read from anyone. This, of course, is unfair. Each man, either preacher or author, is responsible for his own statements and arguments. Because men are in general agreement on some point does not necessarily mean that they shall be held responsible for what each one shall say. Brethren make arguments in debating Baptists sometimes that man: do not believe to be true though they are in complete agreement and sympathy with the thing contended for in the discussion.

It would have been good if Brother Thomas had forth rightly given the source of his quotations and the positions and statements that he seeks to refute so that brethren could know what he is quoting from, get the book or paper read it and see the context of the quotation, weigh the full comment made or argument given. He undertakes to explain in his introduction why he did not do it in this manner,

“The book was deliberately planned to omit the normal scholarly practice of making definite reference to persons quoted, because of the nature of the materials under consideration and to avoid the possibility of any personality involvements that might interfere with clear based purely upon prejudice;” (Intro. page VII.)

The quotation is not clear in its last sentence due evidently to a printer's error. But let it be understood definitely that as far as we are concerned there are and will be no “personality involvements” beyond simple personal reference and definite citation for the purpose of identification. There would have been none if he had dealt forthrightly in his quotations. He admits that his book does not follow “normal scholarly practice” and we do not believe that his reasons given are definite enough or sufficient to justify the “abnormal and unscholarly” method of quoting excerpts from a book in an effort to reply without giving even the name of the book, or the author, or the page of the reference so that it can be checked. We are not suggesting that he has intentionally misrepresented anything, but we do say that it would have been only fair to those who read his book for him to have acknowledged the source of the material to which he attempted to reply so that they might secure a copy, read and study it for themselves, in connection with Brother Thomas' book and thus carefully weigh the argument made on both sides of the issue. There is entirely too much one-sided discussion behind an “iron curtain” now and it is no advantage to truth. He may have followed such a course because of a sensitive desire to be kind to some author or to avoid unpleasantness of some sort that might arise, but it is not an example of complete fairness to his readers and the students of his book who are fair minded and want to carefully hear and weigh both sides fully and fairly, studying the issues involved, in order to determine the course they should take for themselves rather than be a “blind follower of the blind”.

Analysis of Contents and Positions
To give our readers some brief idea of the contents of the book as a whole we summarize the positions taken by Brother Thomas in this book and state in connection some things that we will set forth in review thereof.

1. Brother Thomas diagnoses our present difficulties in the church as due to a difference in our “method of interpretation”. We differ radically on this point and will undertake to show that our differences are fundamentally due to a difference in attitude toward the Word of God and divine authority.
2. Brother Thomas purports to deduce and discover the solution to the problem of how to determine when the scriptures authorize and do not authorize a practice by his “wavy line chart” which he calls a “Standard Diagram of Authority” and also by what he calls “The Pattern Principle” for examples. We shall show that he has not set forth a single thing that is new but that he rests his case actually on the same ground that has been used through the years to justify practices that cannot be found in the scriptures either in precept, example, or inference.

3. Brother Thomas defensively based his whole theory and its application on what he calls “excluded specifics” and “Optional expedients” and he applies these by his appeal to common sense which means his own arbitrary judgment and wisdom as we shall see. We shall show that he needs to produce authority in some form, generic or specific, for what he is trying to justify, either in precept, example, or inference and that in this he utterly fails.

4. Brother Thomas labors to prescribe the means by which we can determine that an example is binding and exclusive. We shall show that no example is binding in his view except when he determines that it should be. He is the authority and he arbitrarily determines the case and announce his decision. Too many of us are not willing for him to decide the issue for us. We do not trust in his wisdom. We believe he is under obligation to produce something in the Word of God which at least includes what he wants us to practice. We do not want to depend on him to go through the New Testament and pick out for us the examples that the Lord intended for us to follow and mark for us those He did not intend for us to follow He might have to separate the commandments of God to be obeyed and the facts of the Bible to be believed in the same way.

5. Brother Thomas professes in the book a superior understanding of the problems we face and a clear conception of the contentions made by those of us who disagree with him. We shall show that he neither understands the nature of the issues before the church nor the contentions and arguments offered by those of us who differ with him. At least if he understands, he has not correctly represented the issues or the arguments made concerning them.

6. Brother Thomas fails to see the difference between what the Bible teaches as individual Christian duties and the work of the church. We shall show that he relies on the old fallacy that whatever the Christian individual can do the church can do and that this is one of his basic MISCONCEPTIONS of Bible teaching.

7. Brother Thomas undertakes to hang the label of “legalism” on those who differ with him while he struggles to liberate himself from being classified as a “liberalist” or “modernist” in attitude. Here as in the pattern of how to establish authority and when is an example binding, he makes his own rules and formulates his own definitions and arbitrarily applies for all these self made rules to the facts at hand. This phase of the book will be explored and it will be interesting to note “some of the terms of liberalism and modernism” as they occur.

8. Brother Thomas makes an eloquent plea for the absence of strife and undertakes a plea for unity. We propose to show that he does not live up to his plea in either direction in the book.

9. Brother Thomas professes to find the solution to all of the problems of the government and function of the congregation and it shall be our purpose to show that he either does not understand or is not willing to respect New Testament teaching concerning either.

10. Brother Thomas undertakes to apply his own pattern to justify his own conception of the problem he calls “Institutionalism” but we shall show, abundantly It think, that his “wavy line” wavers according to his own preferences and solves nothing unless he is allowed to designate where it belongs.

11. He reaches conclusions as follows:

(1) The congregations can pool their resources in an intercongregational treasury and place such a treasury or fund under the eldership of one congregation, or other organization, without perverting the function of God's organization.

(2) The money contributed into the treasury of the Lord's church can be used at the discretion of the elders for any work which they deem to be good.

(3) The churches of Christ can build human benevolent societies through which to do their work of benevolence instead of doing it through the congregational organization God has given.

(4) The only thing wrong with the Missionary Society is that it controls the churches and infringes upon their autonomy.

(5) Schools in which the Bible is taught along with secular subjects are truly the “work of the Lord'' and “an expedient for spreading the cause of Christ”, and should therefore be supported by the churches of Christ.

(6) That “fellowship” as it is used in the Bible includes eating, drinking, and other social activity by the church and can therefore legitimately be provided for by the church out of its funds. That the church can become the center of social activity and can provide facilities not only for its social functions but for recreation and enter​tainment as well and thus by bringing worldliness into the church we can attract the world.

(7) The church can conduct any kind of a legitimate business under the supervision of its elders for profit such as a grocery store, oil business, etc., as long as the church does not do so on purpose, that is, if such a business is given to it, to begin with, and in the judgment of the elders it would be more profitable to run it than to sell it.

These are the extremes to which the author of this book goes. We shall show the fallacy of every conclusion reached and their destructiveness to the church of the Lord. It can be said for brother Thomas that he does not draw any line against anything but swallows it all. It have never seen a more consistent attitude in the acceptance of the consequences of a position than he displays. He accepts all of the consequences that all of the brethren who agree with him in the premises will eventually have to accept or give up their contention. There is no half-way stopping place or compromising position. When once the gate is down, the whole flood tide of innovations will come sweeping in again as in the days of “digression”. Bro. Thomas makes no attempt to shut the gate against just a part of these new departures that are plaguing the church but which constitute the same old problem. He accepts all that the Gospel Advocate and the Firm Foundation and the most radical among the “Institutional” brethren advocate. His position is liberal enough to suit the most liberal among them. He disagrees with many of them in arguments made and positions taken in his effort to justify his conclusions but he reaches the same conclusions they reach, one way or another.

We have tried to ascertain whether or not the administration of Abilene Christian College and the head of the “Bible department” of the school will go all of the way with this very featured teacher of theirs. The administration of the school used to deny that they favored placing the school in the budget of the churches. Will they still deny it and yet allow this to be taught to their students? They have neither directly endorsed or denied any position he has taken though the book has been in print for some time. They cannot, however, avoid responsibility for what he teaches. He is a teacher of Bible in the school, a part of the “Bible Department”. He is employed and paid by the school administration. As long as they tolerate such teaching and support it they are necessarily responsible for it and cannot evade such responsibility.

(Installment II will follow)
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“INTERPRETING” THE BIBLE

Roy E. Cogdill

(This is the second article written in review of the recently published book by J. D. Thomas of Abilene Christian College entitled “We Be Brethren”.)

We pointed out in the previous article in this review that Brother Thomas in his book diagnoses our present difficulties in the church as due to a difference in our “method of interpretation”. With this view we differ radically. It is our conviction that our differences are due fundamentally to a difference in attitude toward the Word of God and divine authority.

Brother Thomas devotes the first eight chapters of his book to what he believes is the major problem—that of interpretation or “methods of interpretation.” He also is conscious and, evidently very deeply so, of a difference in attitude for he devotes two chapters to “legalism”, which is an attitude he charges against those of us who differ with him in our treatment of the word of God, and he spends one whole chapter defending himself against the charge of being a “liberalist”. In fact he and Brother Roberts, also on the faculty of A. C. C. and others, have been rather busy trying to prove that they are not “liberalists.” We will deal with the “legalism” and “liberalism” discussion in other articles. Just now we are interested in studying with our readers the idea of “interpretation” and “attitude”.

It is our conception that the attitude of a man toward the truth of God will pretty definitely determine the success he has in his effort to understand and apply what God has said. Surely nothing is more important than the proper attitude toward God's Word. This is emphasized both in the Old and New Testaments. In fact, most of Old Testament history tells the story of how God sought to develop in the hearts of his people a proper attitude toward Him and His Word. This history has been retained in the Word of God that we might learn from Old Testament study the lesson that God sought to impress upon his people then. In those days God warned his people against coming to him with an “idol” in their hearts.

“Therefore speak unto them, and say unto them, Thus saith the Lord Jehovah; Every man of the house of Israel that taketh his idols into his heart and putteth the stumbling block of his iniquity before his face, and cometh to the prophet; I, Jehovah will answer him therein according to the multitude of his idols; that It may take the house of Israel in their own heart, because they are all estranged from me through their idols”. (Ezekiel 14:4-6.)

The same warning in principle can be found in the New Testament scriptures in these words.

“And with all deceivableness of unrighteousness in them that perish; because they received not the love of the truth, that they might be saved. And for this cause God shall send them strong delusion, that they should believe a He: that they might all be damned who believed not the truth but had pleasure in unrighteousness.” (II Thess. 2 :10-12.)

It would not matter, therefore, what rules were followed to understand the scriptures and learn the will of God, unless we have the right attitude toward it, our efforts will only result in the justification of our idols instead of learning the truth. That is the reason the wise man of the Old Testament said, “Buy the truth and sell it not”.

We have often heard people say that “you can prove anything by the Bible”. That is mighty close to blasphemy against the word of God. But it is true that any man can prove anything to his own satisfaction by the Bible. If he comes to justify his idols, he will be able to do so in his own mind.

If there has ever been a book written in a more labored effort to justify some practice or conclusion already reached, we have not seen it. Brother Thomas never forgot for one moment the end toward which he was driving and sought all the way through the effort to bend every rule and blend every word toward that objective. He had no plain passage of scripture that furnished authority — either generic or specific — by way of express precept, approved apostolic example, or necessary inference—hence it took a book of 260 pages to establish that he had the privilege through his own “common sense” or “good judgment” to place the “wavy line” in his chart on authority wherever it needed to be placed to serve his purpose and justify his practice. Then he gives us the benefit of his judgment and his wisdom in his own conclusions, arbitrarily reached, without one ounce of evidence from the word of God to sustain them. He could easily have solved the problem by just producing some kind of authority — any kind — by some plain passage of scripture—any passage that is plain enough that it doesn't take a PH.D. to “interpret” it for us. It is tragic that Brother Thomas could not treat his subject from an altogether objective viewpoint giving us what the scriptures say plainly in support of what he tries to justify and leave himself and his experience as a “trained thinker” out of the consideration. He started out to do so and the work had some promise, but when he tried to work out a formula by which all problems of authority could be solved and was forced to inject his own wisdom and judgment into the decision as to where the “wavy line” in his chart on authority belongs and formulate his own decision to guide us as to which examples are binding and which are not, then his attitude changed to an altogether subjective one depending on his learning and wisdom.

But let us look at some of the things in his book and see this matter for ourselves:

“In general, our BRETHREN agree upon principles of interpretation, as they cover the major doctrines of the New Testament. We have no problem whatever about what one needs to do to be saved, or the overall scheme of redemption, or the place of the church in God's plan; but the rising of these new problems about church cooperation and the care of orphans has brought the question of details of how correct interpretation must be done into sharp focus.”

“The real differences between the BRETHREN involved in these controversies can be attributed to differences in methods of interpretation.

“In the past we have all agreed that the Bible teaches us authoritatively, and outlines actions REQUIRED of us, by: (1) direct command, (2) necessary inference, and (3) by approved apostolic examples. These basic methods have in general been accepted by all of us since the beginning of the Restoration period of church history. There has previously been no serious need to challenge any of them.” (Page 5—last line—page 6—paragraph 3.)

Unless there is some special “interpretation” of this language which we are not able to see, Brother Thomas thinks that we are faced with some problems now which have heretofore not existed. We must challenge some of the means which we have always used because of these “new problems”. The same old rules by which we have always “interpreted” the word of God on such matters as (1) what one needs to do to be saved, (2) the overall scheme of redemption, and, (3) the place of the church in God's plan; will not work anymore and will not solve the problem of “church cooperation” and the “care of orphans”. This is a tremendous admission. Who created these problems? Have they not always existed? Does the teaching of the Bible bring about these new problems ? Do we have something existing among us —newly created — that the Bible is not responsible for that has brought us face to face with the need for new rules of “interpretation” that it takes a PH.D. to ferret out for us ? Has any practice or teaching ever arisen that the plain word of God has not been able to deal with without inventing new rules and “methods of interpretation”? What a dilemma something has created!

But hear our author further:

“No one is especially to blame for our present “bottleneck” in the matter of knowing when and how examples teach required actions. We have never before faced these problems in just this same way and have simply never needed to dig into the question in such a detailed way. There has been nothing wrong with the interpretation that we have done in the past—the Bible does teach by command, by necessary inference, and by approved examples—and probably the worst thing that has happened about the whole matter up to now is that some BRETHREN have held very ugly attitudes toward others, without fathoming the problems in a clear-cut and decisive way themselves”. (Page 8—paragraph 2.)

Now I am sure that Brother Thomas does not plead guilty for himself in this charge of ugly attitudes toward one another or a failure to fathom the problem either. In the first he assumes a very pious brotherly attitude to begin with but actually betrays about as ugly an attitude as we have seen demonstrated before he finishes, as we shall show in a later article, and therein demonstrates his inability again to treat his subject objectively. In the latter there are many evidences that he doubts not his ability to solve the difficulty with reference to these new problems— to his own satisfaction anyway— and that he actually takes credit for evolving a “Standard Diagram of Authority” that will settle all difficulties of “interpretation” for all time to come. We shall give some instances of these evidences later on also.

Remember that in the above statements Brother Thomas points out that the same rules of “interpretation” that have taught that Baptism is for the remission of sins, the scheme of redemption, and the place of the church in God's plan, are not able now to solve the problem of church cooperation and the problem of caring for orphans. We need to keep this admission in mind as we examine other statements from his book—according to Brother Thomas, THE “BROTHERHOOD” NEEDS SOME NEW RULES OF INTERPRETATION TO LEARN HOW CHURCHES ARE TO COOPERATE AND HOW TO CARE FOR ORPHANS.

Where are we to get these new rules of “interpretation”? He does not keep us waiting long:

“We should recognize, then, the necessity of squarely facing up to the need for a more thorough study of interpretation. Let us do it calmly and willingly and unafraid. There has as yet been no book in the field of principles of interpretation written by a denominationalist that even gets close to this problem. The best book in the general area available so far is Dungan's Hermeneutics, but his approach does not treat these particular problems, so he does not really help us. Our only alternative, then, is to probe the problem deeply for ourselves”. (Page 9—paragraph 3.)

From this we learn that no book solving these new problems for us has ever been written until now. Our Brother Thomas is unafraid to “pioneer” just as Alexander Campbell and other Restoration preachers have pioneered before him. He says so in the same paragraph quoted from above. Mary Baker Eddy gave to her followers a “Key to the Scriptures”. What the world did before she unlocked the Bible and told them what it meant, It don't know. But until “We Be Brethren” appeared on the scene, the truth of God's word about church cooperation and how to care for orphans has never been thoroughly explored, discovered, and made plain for all. This is a tragedy. It suppose then that the church has never in any age before known how to care for orphans and how to cooperate with other churches. Could we reach any other conclusion from these statements?

But we note the next step in the development of his “plan of interpretation” in these words:

“The Scientific Method actually includes both induction and deduction.—Simply described, the Scientific Method calls for determination of data by empirical observation (or with our five senses) and then the collection of these data, for consideration in relation to each other. When they are thus considered (by reasoning or rationalism), a hypothesis will likely be formed that can explain their interrelation and suggest the solution of the problem”. (Page 14—paragraphs 1 and 2.)

Most brethren have not formed the right “hypothesis” by using their five senses and rationalizing enough about the will of God, It guess. Either “inductively” or “deductively” this must be done or we are sunk. But listen again:

“The use of the Scientific Method requires that all essential data and concepts be distinguished from the non-essential ones and that any underlying structure or form of the phenomena under consideration be determined'. (Page 14— Paragraph 3.)

Abraham believed God, that is, he believed what God said when he was promised a son by his wife Sarah. It was against all human reason, experience, learning, and every circumstance for she was past the age of conceiving and bearing a child and had been barren through her life. Abraham considered his own body as good as dead. What sort of “empirical observation,” with his five senses, or consideration by “rationalizing” did Abraham use in order to arrive at the conclusion that God meant what he said ? ? Does a man have to understand this “Scientific Method” Brother Thomas talks about before he can understand God's Word and know God's will ? Must we rely upon rationalizing and our five senses in order to believe what God has said? What did Jesus mean when he said, thank thee, O Father, Lord of heaven and earth, that thou hast hid these things from the wise and prudent, a hast revealed them unto babes: even so, Father; for so seemed good in thy sight” (Luke 10:21)?

But notice who Brother Thomas says are able to for these “hypotheses”.

“Hypotheses are formed by simply “occurring to the mind” during the time that experienced and trained thinkers in the field under consideration are engaged in reflecting on the various data at hand. What we mean by “experienced thinkers” may be illustrated by the fact that an automobile mechanic or a preacher would never conceive an hypothesis of how a surgeon might best perform a certain operation. They could not even reflect very well upon the data that are available in the medical field, since they could not understand or evaluate them. On the other hand each might do correct reasoning and formulate helpful hypotheses within his own field.

“This ability to understand and evaluate facts and data that bear upon a particular problem in a given field and to formulate hypotheses that may issue in a solution of a problem puts one in a position to actually make necessary “leaps of inference” from known things to unknown things and thus to draw down conclusions”. (Page 15—paragraph 2 and 3.)

We learn a little more of what he means by “trained and experienced thinkers” being able to “conceive hypo​theses” in their own field by reading another short statement in the same connection:

“Many of the early thinkers in the Restoration, however, were school men and had formal training in logic and they have no doubt had a strong influence upon the rest of us” (Page 17 —paragraph 1.)

We have been fed a strong diet of “institutional logic” from the beginning of these institutional promotions among the brethren with mighty little scripture thrown in and upon the basis of human sophistry rather than a “thus saith The Lord” we have been asked to rest our faith. Brother Thomas is no exception to this in hi book. He leaves some very lucid and definite inference in the statements quoted to this point.

I—The “Brotherhood” needs some new rules of interpretation to learn how churches are to cooperate and how to care for orphans. The same rules the have enabled us to understand the plan of salvation the scheme of redemption, and the place of the church in God's plan will not work on these new problems

II—We will have to depend upon “trained ant experienced thinkers” which means “school men trained in logic” to evolve this system of “interpretation” so that we may be able to understand that the present promotions in the church are right. We cannot come to such knowledge simply by reading and studying the scriptures for ourselves.

III—Brother Thomas qualifies in this field along with all of the rest of the Ph.D. men whom we have in our professionally trained clergy in our generation. Moreover he is willing to be a “pioneer” in the field and point the way. 

IV—These educated clergymen—like our brother — feel qualified and that they are in position to actually make necessary “leaps of inference” (emphasis mine) from known things to unknown things and thus to “draw down conclusions” for all of us. The difficulty is that they “leap” over too many plain passages of scripture and too many things that have been made known in the Word of the Lord in order to draw down their conclusions from “inferences” that are not justified.

Now before you feel too deep resentment toward these conclusions, if you are an admirer of our brother, it would be fitting to carefully examine the statements given above and many more of their kind in the book and ask yourself the question, If these points are not the conclusions which his language merits then what does he mean ? Let us hear him further on the last point:

“In the following pages, therefore, the attempt is made to point out an easy-to-understand principle that some have overlooked — a way that is really as simple as our ordinary thinking and understandable by anyone — for knowing when and how examples teach us—both when a matter is clearly optional for us, and also when definite, clear, authoritative and binding “patterns” are revealed to us by God's Word. The attempt is then made to apply the principles to the various “problem areas” of tension in the brotherhood in the hope that we can all see God's will clearly and, in view of our desire for unity that we may then really “BE BRETHREN” in both our attitudes and conduct”. (Page 7— paragraph 3, page 8—paragraph 1.)

Now we sincerely hope that Brother Thomas will not get his feelings hurt too badly when we tell him that we think his labored effort contributes nothing to a clearer understanding of “God's will” or to a better attitude among brethren. Rather it is our sincere judgment that he has made nothing clear but the fact that he has labored extensively to find some circuitous route of trying to justify what he and others have in their hearts as “idols” instead of making a direct and simple appeal to the word of God. Their extended efforts, all of their attempts at logic, all of their sophistry and all of their cartoons would be entirely unnecessary if they would simply produce some plain testimony from the Word of God that teaches — in any manner — what they are trying to prove is right.

This idea of “interpretation” needs to be looked into just a little. It has not been long since one of “our” preachers in California said, “It believe the Bible is inspired all right, but my 'interpretation' of the Bible is not inspired and therefore It cannot say to any man when he disagrees with what It believe that he is wrong”. He was trying to soften down the plan of salvation and the place of the church in God's plan to make himself more tolerant toward those who disagreed with him. The difficulty with such an attitude is that there is no limitation that can justly be placed upon its application. It applies just as well to the miracles of our Lord, His resurrection from the dead, His virgin birth, and his present position at God's right hand as to baptism for remission of sins or anything else.

In reality the problem of “interpretation” is simply the problem of understanding what God has said. There is no difficulty in determining what God meant, for he means what he says. One of the major differences between scholarly men of ages past is in the fact that some of them have tried to determine just what God has said while so many others have been concerned with what God meant by what he said. Judges sometimes in deciding a case and writing an opinion will spend more time talking about what the law should be and in stating their dictum than they do in announcing the law. Brother Thomas' book deals very largely in dictum and very little in pointing out to his readers just what God has said about the problems at hand. He refers to a good many passages of scripture first and last but to very few that have any direct bearing on the problems which he seeks to solve for us all. He relies much more on what the Bible has not said or what it has said about something else than he does upon what it says in plain language about the matter of church cooperation or congregational benevolence. If you think that isn't true, then read the book and number the passages that really have any bearing on these problems. When you have finished, ask yourself the question, “what passage has he offered in which he finds authority, generic or specific, by commandment or express precept, approved apostolic example, or by necessary inference, for the churches building human organizations to furnish a home for the destitute or for such combining of the funds of many churches in one congregation, and the centralizing of the control over those funds in one eldership as is practiced in the Herald of Truth? Or, put it another way, “What passage has he produced that teaches in any manner that such practices are in harmony with the will of God?” This is what we need and not so much evasion, and “ring around the rosey” palaver.

Webster's New Unabridged Twentieth Century Dictionary gives us the following on the meaning of “interpret”:

1. To explain the meaning of; to expound; to translate, as from an unknown or foreign language into one known; to explain or unfold the intent, meaning, or reasons of; to make clear, to free from obscurity or mystery; to make intelligible; to decipher; as to interpret the French language to an American; to interpret a dream; to interpret a passage of scripture.

2. To represent artistically; to portray or make clear by representation; as, an actor interprets a character in a drama, a musician interprets a piece of music.

3. To assume the meaning of; to explain to oneself; to construe; as his statement was not correctly interpreted.

It would be interesting to see just which one of these meanings Brother Thomas attaches to the word “interpret” as he uses that word in his book. Has he assumed the role of explaining what God has said — unfolding its intent — making it intelligible ? If so, God must have failed and it sounds a little like Brother Thomas thinks God did fail to make himself clear on some matters except to “trained and experienced thinkers” or “school men trained in logic”.

When interpretation means anything but simply understanding it cannot apply to the Bible. The Bible does not need a special set of rules to be interpreted. It is to be understood just like other books. There is no difference in understanding what the Bible says on baptism for remission of sins and caring for orphans and we categorically deny that the word of God is any harder to understand on the matter of which organization is to do the benevolent work of the church, or over which congregation's resources an eldership shall have control, than it is about the plan of salvation. When we treat what the Bible says on the subject of the benevolent work of the church and congregational cooperation just like the denominational world treats what the Bible says about baptism, it is for the same reason, viz., we do not have the proper attitude toward the word of God. It is a matter of attitude and not “interpretation.”

“If God has spoken to man at all, he must have spoken for the purpose and with the design of being understood. The contradictory of this proposition is a moral absurdity. But if God spoke to man with the design of being understood, he must, of course, have generally used words in their ordinary sense, or according to the usus loquendi of the person addressed. For in no other way short of a miracle could he have conveyed to them his meaning”— (Milligan's Scheme of Redemption.)

God gave us his word with the purpose that we should understand it. That is the reason for divine revelation. That revelation is in the book and not in man today. If God intended that His word should be understood then he must have used words in their general meaning or ordinary sense. Otherwise it would have been a direct work of divine grace for man to understand the will of God. It is true that words have a special sense attached to them sometimes in the Bible but that sense never is out of harmony with the fundamental meaning of the term and the special meaning is determinable from the use of the term in its connection. The same rules of interpretation of language in general that make us able to understand what we read in other books will enable us to know what God means by what he says. The Bible is its own “interpreter” and it doesn't take an M. A. in church history from SMU or a PH.D. in New Testament and Early Christian Literature from the Humanities Division of the University of Chicago to make known its meaning or to understand it in the first place We do not object to education but in the study of the Bible and in teaching the truth we do object to these “trained and experienced thinkers” trying to attach some meaning to what God has said that is not apparent in God's word. Jesus said, “Blessed are they which do hunger and thirst after righteousness: for they shall be filled.” He didn't mean “PHilleD” either.

(To be continued)
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“INTERPRETATION” OR ATTITUDE?”

Roy E. Cogdill

(This is the third in a series of articles reviewing a book recently published, “WE BE BRETHREN”, by Brother J. D. Thomas of Abilene Christian College.)

In the preceding article we have discussed the matter of whether or not we need Brother Thomas and others among “our educated” brethren to help us understand what God has said. We want to concern ourselves in this article with the fundamental attitude that has produced our difficulty. It is our earnest and considered conviction that these brethren who are trying to defend these human organizations that are doing the benevolent work of the churches of Christ, and these federations that are being formed among congregations by promoting elders and preachers in order to do a “big” work, are working on the wrong principle. They have themselves, or the problems they are trying to solve, hitched up backwards. It has always been a device of error to shift the burden of proof, if possible, and undertake to prove nothing. It is a lot easier to sit back and say, “Where does the Bible say it is wrong” than to courageously undertake to show where God has said that it is right. It is a lot easier to say, “There is no pattern” than to produce one that even includes much less specifies what men want to practice. The fact of the whole matter is that “where there is no pattern” there is no authority so far as Bible teaching goes. There must be a pattern—general or in outline (generic authority)—for whatever the Bible teaches to be God's will about anything. If there isn't a general pattern that at least includes what we want to practice, there is no authority for it at all and it is sinful and wrong. There may not be a specific pattern, in detail as to method, but if the general outline of the teaching of the Bible does not include what we do, then we act by presumption and God has always condemned such action. He still does. A thing that is completely without authority is unlawful. The brethren, who, like brother Thomas, labor to justify human institutions built by the church to do its work and other practices that have crept in to the churches, demand that those of us who oppose their inventions must produce a pattern in detail, specifying even the methods, while they are not either willing or able to produce a general pattern that remotely includes by the wildest inference what they want to practice.

They accuse those of us who stand in opposition to their promotions of specifying as to methods which are to be employed by a congregation under the supervision of its own elders doing its work. This is false and unjust. It know of no one who tries to specify methods. We do believe that God has specified the organization and that therefore it is sinful to build another. We can readily and gladly give the “pattern” of the organization that God has specified in his word to do his will in any field. They are wholly unable to point out the Bible teaching that gives even an inference concerning the human organization which they are trying to defend. Brother Thomas either is honestly confused as to the difference between methods and organization—between how the work is done in specific ways and methods used and what organization does the work—or else he wilfully misrepresents our position and confuses deliberately what the issue is all the way through his book as we shall develop later on by quotations therefrom.

But the major error that we want to point out in this article is the fact that he labors extensively and meticulously in his book to prove that there is no example that would exclude such human organizations in the work of the church and that there is nothing in Bible teaching that prohibits them and with a passing wave of the hand he dismisses the obligation to find some authority that includes them. It is amazing to see how lightly he takes the obligation to “get such organizations in” and how much effort he puts into trying to keep others from “keeping them out”. This is pretty much in line with all of the loose talk that has been going on about those who oppose such institutions affirming a negative when they discuss these problems. Well, that is necessary if we affirm anything at all, for the scripturalness of our practice will not be denied. Would any of the institutional brethren dare deny that it is scriptural for a congregation, under the supervision of its own elders, by the ministration of its own deacons, out of the resources supplied by its own members to provide for its own destitute or needy? Will anyone deny that the congregation as an organization is sufficient to do this work? Brother Roy Deavers denied the sufficiency of the congregation to do the work which God appointed for it, in his debate with W. Curtis Porter at Dumas. But in the debate he said that was what the proposition which Porter was affirming said but he had intended to deny what he thought Porter meant by it. Many will affirm it and that is where we stand. We are, however, in debating this issue with our brethren, like we are in debating the instrumental music and missionary society question with the Christian church folk. If we affirm that it is scriptural to sing, will they deny it ? Certainly not! If we affirm anything with them it must be a negative such as: The use of instrumental music in Christian worship is without scriptural authority and therefore sinful. It is what these brethren are practicing that is in question and they are therefore in the affirmative position and the burden of proof is theirs.

They do not like this affirmative obligation though and will shift it if you allow them to do so. Brother Thomas spent considerable time worrying about an example that excluded the benevolent society, the sponsoring church type of cooperation, etc., but he neglected to do what he was under obligation to do in the book. He should have spent his time finding the example or teaching otherwise that included these human arrangements. This he completely failed to do as we will see when we examine the scanty scriptural evidence he offers in that direction.

He tells us:

“In short, we at present face a rather complex problem of interpretation, and full thought and full reflection should be given to the hypothesis that may be discernible from all the data that can be assembled.” page 17.

I have not been able to understand why it is any more complex than baptism for remission of sins or anything else the Bible teaches. We have never had any difficulty with using and properly applying the examples of conversion or the teaching of the Bible otherwise on conversion. To the sectarian who doesn't want to believe it these matters appear complex but he is looking at them through his sectarian glasses. Is it possible that we have ground us some sectarian lenses that will color what God says to suit what we want to practice?

We hear him further on this point:

“What we do mean when we emphasize the place of common sense, and the fact that its use is necessary for the interpreter, is that Hermeneutical Principles or rules of interpretation can never be detailed enough to cover all minor points of interpretation, and the application of common sense is thus needed for detailed matters.” page 41.

Brother Thomas dotes rather heavily on common sense in his “rules of interpretation”. In matters of application we are ready to agree that “common sense” plays a very important role. Sometimes we recognize principles laid down in divine revelation but are unable to make the proper application of them because of unsound judgment. However, common sense does not supply anything from the viewpoint of authority that the Bible leaves out. All the “common sense” on earth cannot authorize a thing that no commandment of Christ includes. Our Christian Church friends think that instrumental music is only a matter of common sense. Very few of them claim any Bible authority for it. Most of them recognize that there isn't any, but they presume that because it does so much for them, in their judgment, therefore God is willing to accept it and after all they say it is only an “aid” to singing and many of them say that it is a necessary aid for they can't sing without it. One preacher told me in a debate on instrumental music that we used the pitch pipe to get the pitch and they used the piano to keep the pitch and either was right when it was necessary to use it. Of course he was willing to admit that it was all right to sing without either for he said they were “optional aids” or matters of expediency. And, of course, he was willing to divide the church over such a matter of indifference because of what he wanted and liked. We are seeing such an attitude repeated all over again throughout the country.

Brother Thomas thinks that we cannot have “pattern authority” for anything except definite detailed requirements or specific authorizations in the Word of God. He states with great boldness:

“THERE ARE NO PATTERNS FOR OPTIONAL MATTERS OR EXPEDIENT THINGS. Unless the “sponsoring-church” type of cooperation can be proved to classify clearly on the Diagram of Authority as an excluded specific, its clear and obvious classification as an optional expedient to the generic requirement, “Go Preach,” makes it unquestionably scriptural.” (We will examine later its possible classification as a Box “ES” type matter.) But we must never conclude that an expedient choice can be regulated by pattern authority! It is a contradiction of terms.” Page 46—para. 1.

Here we see his most fundamental error in his conception of authority. He concludes that unless a thing is an “excluded specific” it is “unquestionably scriptural”. Let us state his same proposition conversely and see where it leads us — Unless the “sponsoring church” type of cooperation can be proved to be an “included specific” it is “unquestionably unscriptural”.
The first proposition is the attitude of digression. They have contended all along that a thing must be specifically prohibited or it is permissible. The second attitude is that of the non-Sunday School group who have contended all along that unless a thing is specifically authorized it is prohibited. Both are fundamentally wrong conceptions of authority and Brother Thomas' is as far from the truth as either the non-Sunday School group or the instrumental music and missionary society advocates.

On this point consider the following:

“How can any man conclude that the New Testament approves anything that it does not mention? So there is no need of all this careening around all over creation on this subject — a New Testament precept or precedent would settle the argument.

IV.  THE AFFIRMATIVE ARGUMENT
"The demand has been made on us from time to time to affirm that instrumental music in worship is sinful. Logically, it is not required of us to do so, as it is the obligation of the one who practices a thing to affirm his practice. The man who practices sprinkling for baptism should affirm it, we deny it. The man who burns incense in worship should affirm it; we reject and deny it. So it is with this subject, the users of instrumental music are obligated to affirm that their practice is scriptural, and our task is to deny it. Nevertheless, the use of instrumental music in worship, being unscriptural, it is sinful; and as a positive negation, we have affirmed what amounts to a negative proposition in the direct and unequivocal words: Instrumental music in the worship of the church is sinful.”—Bulwarks Of The Faith—Wallace, page 269—Part Two.

These same statements apply equally to the church building human societies to do its work or to a perversion of God's organization, the congregation, into a brotherhood agency. If not, why don't they? All of this crying about us affirming our position that some of these brave institutional brethren are doing in the papers, is but subterfuge to avoid discussion. In the Birmingham debate with Guy N. Woods, we affirmed that “It is contrary to the scriptures for the churches of Christ to build and maintain benevolent organizations such as Boles Home, Childhaven, Tipton Orphans' Home, Gunter Home for the aged and other such homes for children and the aged as are among us to do their work of benevolence”. Brother Woods reluctantly denied that proposition and complained that nothing at all was being affirmed. Of course, he would not deny that it is scripturally right for each congregation to take care of its own destitute. He should do it for that is what he preaches—that the church cannot do it—but he won't and neither will the rest.

It took four months of correspondence to get him to affirm that the Herald of Truth is scriptural. These brethren are not willing to affirm their practice without much complaining. They are always demanding that someone affirm that they are “excluded” specifically but are not willing to affirm that they are “included” even generically in what the Bible teaches. Instead of demanding that someone produce the scriptural evidence that “rules out” these human arrangements, these brethren who have introduced them and practice them to the disruption of Christian fellowship need to find the authority in the scriptures that “get them in”. Human societies to do the work of the Lord's church do not have to be “ruled out.” There is only one way to “get them in”—that is by showing that they are included in what God has authorized in His Word and that they therefore are doing the thing taught. It is not enough to say, as Brother Thomas has, that they are not excluded specifically and therefore they can be brought in by the plea of “Christian Liberty' and “sanctified common sense”. This is the gate that admitted instrumental music and all other innovations and the same arguments can be made for them that Brother Thomas has offered, if any, to justify human institutions built and supported by the church to do its work.

On this point we quote from another words that better express this principle than we can write:

“(3) What constitutes scriptural authority.

“The New Testament outlines the things required as worship. These things must be kept “as delivered” by the apostles. (It Cor. 11:2.) Paul told the Ephesians that his “knowledge” came by revelation, “whereby when ye read, ye may understand my knowledge . . . which in other generations was not made known unto the sons of men, as it is now revealed unto his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit.” (Eph. 3:3-5.) The apostles and prophets of the New Testament completed the revelation of God's will in the New Testament, and they left it complete without the mention of instrumental music in worship. But now the digressive preachers want to divide honors with the pope of Rome and impostor Joe Smith, by supplementing the work of the New Testament apostles and prophets.”

“Paul said that we can read his knowledge— “whereby, when ye read, ye may understand my knowledge.” Now where is the passage that any innovator has shown you, that you can go home and read, for the use of instrumental music in what they call “Christian worship ?” Where is the command that requires the use of instrumental music to obey? Where is the New Testament passage that says use it, or that mentions it as being used in the worship ?

“When the agitators for circumcision attempted to bind this Jewish practice on the church, the apostles answered: “We gave no such command.” This was the proof that the agitators were acting without apostolic authority. So it means if there is no command, there is no authority: We gave no such command. In order for anything to be apostolic, the apostles must command it, in order for anything to be scriptural, the scriptures must teach it, by precept or approved example. No act of duty or of worship has ever been left to a mere inference, and if it were a necessary inference, it would be a thing indispensable to the command, therefore a part of the command.” (Bulwarks of The Faith—Part Two—pages 254-255.)

From the same author we quote again:

“(3) The ground of acceptable religious action.

“There is no principle more clearly stated in the New Testament than that of faith as the only ground of acceptable action in the realm of religion. But faith comes by hearing, and hearing by the word of God. (Rom. 10:17) Someone is frequently heard to say: “You need not read the Bible to me, It already know what It believe.” They do not believe anything. Anybody can make a guess without any evidence; and can formulate an opinion on very meager evidence; but nobody can exercise faith except that it rests upon the solid evidence of God's word. But we walk by faith and not by sight (2 Cor. 5:7)—not by what seems to be all right; and faith comes by hearing the word of God (Rom. 10:17); and without faith it is impossible to please God. (Heb. 11:6.) These verses add up to something: No word of God, no? hearing the word; no hearing the word, no faith; no faith, no walking by faith no walking by faith, no pleasing God.

“Some preachers think they have grown beyond these simple statements and plain passages, but they are scriptural principles and need to be re-emphasized with the same confidence which possessed the early preachers of the gospel, who stood on them and stemmed the tide of digression. When men think they know too much to rely on plainly stated principles of the New Testament, they have too much confidence in human wisdom, and they are not walking by faith. Faith stands on revelation; and when we enter the realm of religion, we stand in the realm of revelation.” (Bulwarks of The Faith—Part Two, Page 277.)

These words from the eloquent lips of a great gospel preacher are just as applicable now to our present problems as they ever were to the problem of instrumental music. Is it any worse to corrupt the worship of the Church than to corrupt the government, organization or function of the church ? Certainly not! If there “is no such command” given by the apostles of our Lord as grants to the church authority to build and support human institutions to do its work, then it is sinful for us to do it because it has no authority. Those who practice it are under obligation to find the authority for it in the word of God. We shall not allow them to shift the burden of proof but shall continue to insist that they produce the passage in the New Testament that includes the thing they are preaching and practicing. No dictum from the worldly wise professors in the so-called “Bible department” of any college will settle the question with any who have any respect for the word and will of the Lord. 

In order that we may clearly understand that Brother Thomas appeals to what God has not said rather than to what God has said to establish his right to engage in his humanly authorized and humanly created projects as the work of the Lord's church, let us hear from him concerning his conception of the significance of the silence of the scriptures.

“The Significance of Silence”
“Our Brethren have throughout the Restoration period of church history used a slogan, “We speak where the Bible speaks, and are silent where the Bible is silent.” Slogans can be helpful sometimes, if they are not expanded into creeds and made binding upon others. But they often can help clarify matters.

“What the expression 'silent where the Bible is silent' must mean, is that when all the full machinery of Biblical interpretation is brought to bear on a given point, if something is then clearly established as an excluded specific (Box 'ES' type) matter, then it is clearly unauthorized and is sinful. 'Silent where the Bible is silent' cannot mean that if some optional expedient or aid is not mentioned in scripture then it would be sinful”. (Page 46—paragraph two and three.)

From this it can readily be seen that Brother Thomas considers that anything that is not excluded specifically is permissible. There is no one who would insist that a matter of expediency or aid must be specifically mentioned in the scriptures in order to be included within the scope of the thing authorized. Our learned professor at Abilene insists that if the Bible does not specifically exclude a matter it is authorized though there may be nothing, absolutely nothing, taught in the scriptures that even includes it.

It is clearly manifest that our brother has fallen for the fundamental error used during the last hundred years by the Christian Church to justify their human societies and instrumental music. They have always raised the question, “Where does God prohibit or exclude these matters?” Then they insist that they can be used as aids or expedients in the worship and work of the Lord and refuse to see that they are not included within the scope of scriptural authority and are therefore not aids or expediencies but additions to what God has said.

But let him say on:

“To illustrate the above points, let us note that the scripture authorized Gopher wood for Noah's ark, but was silent as far as Pine wood is concerned for the same purpose. This example fits the BROTHERHOOD slogan, in that we recognize that pine would have been sinful and wrong, but only because on the Standard Diagram of Authority, Pine wood for Noah's ark could be classified in no other place than as an excluded specific (Box 'ES' type) matter. On the other hand the scripture is also silent as to riding in aeroplanes, using blackboards or visual-aid equipment, revival meetings, radio preaching, air-conditioning equipment, printed books of sermons, and a thousand other things that all of us use constantly. Yet we say that the term 'silent' in the BROTHERHOOD slogan does not apply to these; but the only way we can know that we are correct in this judgment is, again, by classifying them on the Standard Diagram of Authority; where every one of these things classify as optional expedients and therefore are not governed in any wise by pattern authority. Patterns apply only to required matters!”

Our brother recognizes “We speak where the Bible speaks and where the Bible is silent we are silent” only as a brotherhood slogan. He even capitalized “BROTHERHOOD”. What he needs to recognize is that it is not a slogan at all nor does it belong to any “BROTHERHOOD."   It is a divine principle binding on all who have any respect for God's will.  Peter put it in these words, “If any man speak, let him speak as the oracles of God; if any man minister, let him do it as of the ability which God giveth: that God in all things may be glorified through Jesus Christ, to whom be praise and dominion for ever and ever. Amen.” (I Pet. 4:11.)

He tells us that the scripture was silent as far as Pine wood for Noah's Ark is concerned. Here again he demonstrates that he has the idea that God did not specifically say, “Do not use Pine wood”, therefore God was silent as to Pine wood for the ark. This is false. God did say “Do not use Pine” but he said it by specifying “Gopher” and not by direct prohibition. Pine is not included in Gopher wood. It is excluded in it and by it. To use Pine would be an addition not an aid. It would have been a substitute and sinful disobedience to God's instructions. Even so, if Noah had used Gopher wood but built something that was not according to the pattern given for the Ark, he would have sinned for God commanded him to build an ARK out of Gopher wood and not only an ark but he gave the plan for the Ark. In just this same way God has given the plan for the government, organization and function of the church. The only organization God has given is the congregation — a local church—through which to accomplish the work of his church. When we build any other organization or pervert God's organization until it is not subject to the government he established for it, we have added that which God excluded by specifying the organization and government he wanted just like

he specified the plan and material that went into the ark.

How does our brother avoid such a conclusion in his reasoning? It is obvious, he ignores the specific organization God gave his church and classifies all the human organizations which he tries to justify as “optional expedients” because God did not specifically say, “Thou shalt build no other organizations”. It should be plain to any mind that is not running in the circles of human wisdom that when God specified the organization of the church—a congregation—he was not silent as to human organizations for the church and its work but excluded them because he did not include them in his plan. They are not aids or optional expedients as our brother claims but are additions to God's arrangements that have come by human will and wisdom and that impeach the wisdom of God and the sufficiency of his ways.

His reference in the paragraph quoted above to “riding in aeroplanes, using blackboards or visual-aid equipment, printed books of sermons”, etc., misses the point again. The Bible is not silent as to these matters actually. They are not specifically mentioned and that is what our brother thinks is meant by the “silence of the scriptures”. This is his fallacy. Riding in anything is authorized by the generic command to “go” and since God specified no way in which we go—whether we ride or walk—it is included in what God did command. Blackboards, visual-aid equipment, printed sermons, etc., are all included in the command to “teach.” God is not silent about them. He included them by the fact that he did not specify the particular means of teaching. God is not silent in this same way about human organizations to do the work of the church, or as to one congregation becoming a brotherhood agency, for God did specify the organization through which Christians are to do what he assigned the church to do—the congregation with its elders. He also fixed the jurisdiction of the elders of a congregation as over the members, resources, work, worship, and fellowship of the congregation where they are elders, as we shall abundantly see in this study as we go along. If our brother classifies such matters with “Pine wood for Noah's ark” then they are “excluded specifics” and therefore sinful. If, on the other hand, he classifies these human organizations and the “brotherhood agency” plan for the congregation along with “riding in an aeroplane, blackboards, visual-aids and printed sermons” as “optional expedients”, he also must make an “optional expedient” out of the organization which God authorizes, the congregation, for they are co-ordinate elements. He is in trouble whichever route he takes with his own illustration and with his wonderful chart which he thinks solves all our problems. This we shall see in our next article.

We continue to insist that our brother and those who stand with him are under obligation to produce something that God has said that includes—even as optional expedients or aids—the authority to build and maintain human organizations through which to do the work of the Lord's Church. Until they produce the passage that does include these human organizations, they stand branded as bold and blatant additions to God's plan and therefore in disregard of His authority. That means that they are sinful because the Bible is silent concerning them and because they are excluded by what God did authorize specifically.
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HOW TO ESTABLISH DIVINE AUTHORITY

Roy E. Cogdill

(This is the fourth in a series of articles reviewing a book recently published, “We Be Brethren”, by Brother J. D. Thomas of Abilene Christian College.)

In preceding articles of this review we have noticed the disposition to rely upon human wisdom, the trend toward an educated and professional clergy, and the claim by our brother J. D. Thomas that we need some “new rules of interpretation” to solve our problems today of congregational cooperation and caring for orphans and other destitute persons who are the charge of the church. We have observed our brother's effort to attribute our difficulty to “methods of interpretation” while we believe in reality it is due to the wrong attitude toward divine authority and the Word of God. We have examined our brother's claim that the “same old rules of interpretation” that have enabled us to understand what the Bible teaches concerning baptism for the remission of sins, the scheme of redemption, and the place of the church in God's plan, cannot solve the problems confronting us today in these present-day promotions but we must have some new rules to guide us. We have also taken notice of our brother's willingness and his confidence in his ability to evolve these “new rules” for all of us because he is one of the “trained thinkers” of our generation.

A major part of his endeavor in the book is a very labored effort to find some “new way” that would justify all of the innovations that have been introduced into the function and organization of the church in this generation. Brother Thomas is strongly in favor of all of them. He draws the line against none and is able at least to see that if one of these modern promotions can be justified in the work of the church, then all of them can. It am sure that he has satisfied himself and perhaps a good portion of the “institutional” minded brethren. We have heard of some endorsements of his book in the Gospel Advocate by Guy N. Woods, Tom Warren, and others of the extreme liberals among us. We have information also that at least one teacher in a Harding College Bible ( ?) class has required it to be read as a part of the course. The administration of Abilene College has not had the courage to let it be known that they endorse the positions taken in the book, though of course they do, we are sure. They endorse the man who wrote it and his work and support him in his teaching and of course he teaches in his classes in the school what he writes and believes. The school administration, Don Morris, president, and Paul Southern, head of the Bible department, both said in a letter that they had not read the book. But that has been some time ago and surely they have been interested enough to read it by now. Until they repudiate the teaching of the book by this member of their faculty and their subordinate, they must be held responsible for it. They will probably get around to letting it be known that they are in complete agreement with the author of this book, if there isn't too great a furore raised about it and it doesn't prove too unpopular. Whenever they do endorse it, if they do, it will mean a complete reversal upon the part of the administration of this school on the question of church support for schools like Abilene. A dozen years ago when this question was being discussed all over the country among churches of Christ and when there was an overwhelming sentiment among brethren against making of such schools church institutions by putting them in the budget of the churches, Don Morris hastened to deny that he was responsible for the effort headed by Robert Alexander to put the school in the church budgets. Though there had been full page ads for the campaign for “three million” urging church support and the whole thing was being promoted through the churches and he had taken part in the speech-making that had been done, Don Morris denied any responsibility for the effort and made a “goat” out of Robert Alexander, his chief promoter in the campaign. An endorsement upon his part now would therefore mean a complete reversal on the question, if he stood by his convictions then. In any event, he and the head of the Bible department, as well as the Board of directors and others responsible for the school are responsible for what is being taught and It suppose that Thomas, Roberts, and others of the faculty are teaching what they believe about these matters. Christians who are disposed to send their children to such schools should take notice that they will be taught that churches of Christ should build and maintain such institutions as Abilene College, Harding College David Lipscomb, and the others because as the author of “We Be Brethren” says, such schools are truly “the work of the Lord” and are “an expedient for spreading the cause of Christ”. This is just a part of the extreme liberalism that is being poured into the minds of the young people who are being sent to such schools for a “Christian Education”.

A recent article in the Firm Foundation criticizing the book was given hearty editorial endorsement by Ruel Lemmons, the editor of that paper. It suppose he endorsed the criticism voiced for he made no reservations in taking the writer under his wing because of what he had written It am wondering if he actually would dare be involved in any difference with Abilene Christian College. He went to Tennessee and made the school brethren think he was in perfect agreement with them on present day issues and then came back to Austin and made faces at them as being on the extreme liberal “fringe” of these questions. He should not count too heavily on these Tennessee brethren not seeing a copy, now and then, of the Firm Foundation and even reading it. He has reminded us for some time of the description of a man when somebody asked where he stood on a certain issue and the reply was made, “He is strong on both sides”. You can never tell by what he writes in one issue what his position is even then, much less what it will be in the next issue.

It is certain though that those struggling to keep from drowning in their own sea of sophistry and human reason will seize upon at least some things in the book, “We Be Brethren” in the hope that they will serve as a substitute for divine authority and Bible teaching for the idols they have determined to serve. This gives the time and space being used in this review reasonable justification.

An Effort to Find Authority
One thing to be marked down to the credit of our brother is the fact that he seemed to recognize that if the “sponsoring church” type of brotherhood agency or the “human organization” type of brotherhood agency are to be proven right, some sort of authority needs to be established by Bible teaching for them. Even though he went at the matter backwards, in complete reverse, as we have pointed out by trying to show that they have not been excluded without making any effort to show that they are included in God's plan, he spent more than one hundred pages of his book, Part It and Part II, trying to make us think that there is some way, even though it must be a new one, by which we can understand that these modern methods of cooperation among churches of Christ are right. 

It has been our contention all along that the whole problem is one of “divine authority”. The church is a realm over which Jesus Christ exercises absolute authority. It is the only realm over which he is head.

Matt. 28:18-20. “And Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, All power is given unto me in heaven and in earth. Go ye therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost; Teaching them to observe all things whatsoever It have commanded you: and 10, It am with you alway, even unto the end of the world”

Paul declares that Christ is the head over all things to the church:

Eph. 1 :19-23. “And what is the exceeding greatness of his power to us-ward who believe, according to the working of his mighty power, Which he wrought in Christ, when he raised him from the dead, and set him at his own right hand in the heavenly places, Far above all principality, and power, and might, and dominion, and every name that is named, not only in this world, but also in that which is to come: And hath put all things under his feet, and gave him to be the head over all things to the church. Which is his body, the fulness of him that filleth all in all.”

If these problems are “in the church”, if they are of concern “to the church”, if they are related” to the church”, if they are involved in the matter of what the church can do and through what organization Gods purposes in the church can be accomplished, then the question whether Christ has authorized them is fundamental. Moreover if Christ has authorized these modern arrangements, they are taught in the scriptures in some manner for they are the only source of divine authority. It seems that every Bible student and all who have any respect for the word of God would recognize that.

In the Birmingham debate with Guy N. Woods we presented four charts illustrating the fact that the fundamental question of the whole problem is one of divine authority. Has Christ authorized what is being done ? How may we establish that we have divine authority from the scriptures for what we do in the church ? Brother Woods made no attempt to answer the argument that God has specifically authorized an organization for executing that which he has commanded the church to do, and has therefore excluded every other organization for the accomplishment of this work of the church. That is, He has excluded the church building and maintaining any other organization than that which he has specified. Woods said that he agreed with the principles laid down concerning authority but that these were not in issue in the discussion because we were not discussing a proposition concerned with the question of authority. He doesn't agree with Brother Thomas, even if he did endorse his book with some reservation. Brother Woods does not think that we need divine authority for the benevolent organizations which the church can build and maintain. Brother Thomas thinks that we must at least develop us some “new rules” of interpretation that will help us to see that divine authority in the scriptures has not “excluded” such institutions whether it has “included” them or not. He thinks that if they are not specifically excluded then they must be included and that is what the silence of the scriptures mean. 

Brother Thomas recognizes and states several times that the Bible teaches in three ways; 1) command, 2) approved examples, 3) necessary inference. (page 8, paragraph 2). He says:

“To return to the principles of interpretation of the restoration movement we remember that we have always believed that pattern authority was established by commands (or express statements); by necessary inference; and by approved precedents or approved apostolic examples” (page 53—para. 4)

Some brethren among the promoters do not believe this. There is much talk about our doing many things for which we have no authority at all. Evidently we have quite a number of those who are trying to preach the Gospel who do not believe that we need Bible authority of any kind for what we think we need or should do. Cleon Lyles said in a recorded speech at Tulsa, Oklahoma, that he did not believe, and did not think he had ever believed, that we must have command, approved example, or necessary inference, in order to have Bible Authority. He was advocating church hospitals (Church of Christ Hospitals with Church of Christ doctors and nurses, as Keeble advocates now—and Church of Christ needles to stick us with) as far back as 1943, so It guess he never has believed that it was necessary to have Bible authority at all.

E. R. Harper tried to get the Herald of Truth in at the door labeled “principle eternal” in the debate with Tant. Tom Warren and Roy Deaver and others of the “liberal fringe” have tried to squeeze human benevolent organizations in at the door of the “law of love”, whatever that is, if it is.

Even our Brother Thomas after avowing that he recognizes that these three methods of establishing Bible teaching or authority have always been sufficient, throws them out of the window and alleges that we have always believed in these and in the past they have been adequate, but we need some new rules to solve these new problems of institutionalism or cooperation. (See page 5, last line, page 6, pare. 3, page 8, pare. 2)

Most of the institutional crowd have been saying that these are not new problems but these “methods” have always been used. Some have probably already sensed the feet that if these are new problems, then there can not be any authority in the Bible for such “methods”, as they describe them. Either these human arrangements have not always existed or there has not always been opposition to them or they are not new in any sense You can take your choice. Brother Thomas chooses to say they are “new” and we must have some “new rules of interpretation” to solve them. If such arrangements existed in the beginning (and of course they are not even hinted at in the Bible) by divine authority, has Satan been loafing on the job in failing to oppose such good works as these? What other Bible doctrine, or work of righteousness, or divine ordinance has he been silent about through the centuries? We still affirm that Brother Thomas, in his admission that these problems are new, has made a fatal admission for his cause; and his claim that we need some “new rules” to understand what the Bible teaches concerning them is a fatal admission of the wrong attitude toward the Word of God.

We want to examine the “Standard Diagram of Authority” invented by Brother Thomas for he proposes this as the solution to all of our problems. He makes interesting claims for it. What made it the “Standard” except that it is his idea, It do not learn from his book. Maybe that is just the name of it. One thing you cannot accuse our brother of is the lack on complete confidence in his own wisdom and ability. He not only has the pharisaic disposition concerning his own attitude being pious and right, “counting himself only to be righteous and setting all others at nought”, but he has discovered “an easy-to-understand principle that some have overlooked—a way that is really as simple as our ordinary thinking (emphasis mine—R. E. C.) and understandable by anyone — for knowing when and how examples teach us—both when a matter is clearly optional for us; and also when definite, clear, authoritative and “binding patterns” are revealed to us by God's Word. The attempt is then made to apply the principles to the various “problem areas” of tension in the brotherhood in the hope that we can all see God's will clearly.” (Pages 7,8)

“In addition to the above major premise containing the statement of the “pattern principle” of our study, Part II of this book, the Solution section, has set forth one other major contribution (emphasis mine—R. E. C.) toward New Testament interpretation, that of the Standard Diagram of Authority.” (Page 92.)

“To illustrate the above points, let us note that the scripture authorized Gopher wood for Noah's ark, but was silent as far as Pine wood is concerned for the same purpose. This example fits the brotherhood slogan, in that we recognize that pine would have been sinful and wrong, but only because on the Standard Diagram of Authority (emphasis mine, R. E. C.) Pine wood for Noah's ark could be classified in no other place than as an excluded specific (Box “ES” type) matter. On the other hand, the scripture, is also silent as to riding in aeroplanes, using black boards or visual aid equipment, printed books of sermons, and a thousand other things that all of us use constantly. Yet we say that the term “silent” in the brotherhood slogan does not apply to these; but the only way we can know that we are correct in this judgment is again, by classifying them on the “Standard Diagram of Authority.” (page 47)

“Only by this method (emphasis mine— R. E. C. ) can we clearly see how some things about which the scripture is “silent” are sinful and wrong and based on human authority rather than God's; while other things about which the scripture is “silent” are perfectly scriptural and should be used”. (page 47—pare. 2)

Now I confess that I cannot make such distinctions in the silence of the scriptures — not even with my brothers help. If the Bible says nothing that can be construed by the ordinary meaning of the language to include a practice, the silence of the Word of God forbids our practicing that thing, no matter where Brother Thomas classifies it on the “Standard Diagram of Authority”. His dictum will not solve the problem for us. Those aids included within the scope of the command—either necessarily essential or optional—cannot be classified as something about which the scripture is silent as we have shown in a previous article. When the scriptures command “teach” without prescribing the specific method of teaching—the command includes everything necessary or even that could aid in performing the command without specifying it—but when something is done in an effort to carry out that command—such as “another gospel” or another “organization”—then these matters—not being included in the command or unauthorized and are therefore sinful and wrong because they are additions rather than aids! It looks like even a PH.D. could see that.

But from the above quotation it is easy to see that Brother Thomas is certainly enamored with his “new”— “Standard Diagram of Authority”. He certainly does not weaken his case any by a lack of confidence. It is not often that you find a PH D. who is known for his humility anyway. Indeed—”Knowledge puffeth up”. (It Cor. 8:1.) 

The fact is, what he calls his “Standard Diagram of Authority” is but his way of illustrating the difference between matters essential and incidental—Those things either required or permissible — and those which are excluded—for the reason that what God has said does not include them. The illustration is all right if properly applied. In fact, by the brother's own illustration you can completely eliminate everything for which he contends if you make proper application for it. Let us see. Here is his diagram or illustration (Figure 1):

We hear from him this comment concerning the illustration and its use:

“But at the point in such a scale of relationship where God stops specifying what man must do, there we draw our “wavy line” and we understand that all relationships below this point are optional matters for the Christian.

“We should note here that expedients will always occur below the wavy line on our diagrams, and that whatever may rightly be called an expedient will always be an optional human choice, and should never in any wise be considered as “binding”; or as “establishing a pattern” of required conduct”. (page 22)

Now it should be apparent to any one that there is nothing magical about the “wavy line” on the diagram. Neither does the fact that Brother Thomas places a thing below the “wavy line” make an expedient out of it. By a wrong application of this illustration you might classify a practice as belonging below the wavy line when it clearly by the scriptures could not be classified as a matter about which we have any choice whatever. We illustrate this by singing and instrumental music.
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Where does the wavy line belong on this illustration —above or below the specifics —sing and play? If above, according to our brother's rule then the specifics, sing and play are “optional expedients”—meaning that we have a choice of either one or both. But if the wavy line is placed below the specifics—sing and play—then sing becomes a required specific and play an excluded specific according to his use of the diagram. Our organ brethren would place it above these specifics for they say they are optional expedients. It is obvious that placing the “wavy line” does not change the nature of the practices designated. Bible teaching determines the classification of these practices and it cannot be changed by an arbitrary location of any “wavy line” even by the use of “common sense” upon the part of an “experienced thinker”. So it is with the problems created in the church today by institutional promotions. Just as “sing” is a specific kind of music that God has authorized and the very selection of it by divine authority eliminates play — so a specific organization authorized by Christ (the congregation or local church) eliminates every other organization because it is the one the Lord has selected and he has not given us any choice about it. Any other organization beside the local church to do the work of the Lord's church is not authorized. It is not included in the congregation which God has authorized and is therefore an addition—a co-ordinate—which is eliminated by the Lord's specific arrangement. Its nature determines what it is—not a wavy line.
His contention is that the “wavy line” on the chart draws the distinction between the “Required and Excluded” matters and the “optional aids or expedients”. All specifics above the “wavy line” are either “specifically required” or “specifically excluded” and all specifics below the wavy line are “optional expedients.” Using this very means of determining the matter—really it is only a designation of the classification and not a determination of their classification at all—let us apply this method to our present day problems.
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Here we have a “generic pattern” called “church organization or government”. The specifics of this generic are: the divine organization—if God has given one, or the human organization, whatever legal form it may assume or be given. Now with reference to these specifics, where must the “wavy line” be located to designate what is required or excluded and what is optional in the divine arrangement ? Remember that every specific above the wavy line is either a “required specific” or an “excluded specific” according to the rule laid down by our brother in his book. All below the wavy line are “optional expedients”. If then, in the above illustration, we place the “wavy line” above the specifics — Divine Organization and Human Organization, we make them optional expedients and we can either let the local church, the divine organization do the work of the church or we can build a human organization to do it. This is exactly where the institutional brethren stand, Brother Thomas with them. Very few of them are boldly blatant enough to dispute with God's Word like Guy N. Woods and deny that a congregation can — under the supervision of its own elders, through the ministration of its own deacons, and out- of the resources supplied by its own members — do its work of relieving the destitute for whom it is responsible.

Brother Thomas in his book would be forced to place his “wavy line” either above or below our specifies—(1) divine organization, the local church; (2) and the human organization, a corp. body. If he places his “wavy line” above these specifics, he takes the position that both the divine organization, the local church, and the human organization are “optional expedients” and we have a choice between God's plan, the local church, and man's way—the human organization—in doing the work of the church, any work. This means that we do not have to respect the God given organization any more than the one man has fashioned and we have an option between using God's or forming our own. This is true because his newly discovered rule with reference to this chart is that all specifics below the wavy line are “optional expedients”. But if he places the wavy line below the two specifics: (1) the local church, a divine organization, (2) and the human organization, then the divine organization, the local church, is a “required specific” and the human organization is an “excluded specific” in any work of the church and it would not matter what work it might be. One or the other positions is a necessary conclusion from the application of his own rule and the use of his own diagram! The first dilemma disrespects and rejects God's wisdom and way by making it an optional expedient with man's way. The last excludes such human organizations as Boles Home, Inc., Abilene Christian College, and every other human organization, from any connection with the church and from doing any work of the church. They cannot be “expedients” provided and sustained by the church of the Lord for God's specific—the local church—eliminates and excludes them. They have no authority to exist in the capacity Brother Thomas assigns them—”expedients”, built and maintained by the church to do its work.

But carry the application a step further:


Where does the “wavy line” belong? Above the specifics in the above diagram or below? If you place it above, you make out of God's government—eldership rule over the local church—an “optional expedient” and give man a choice between eldership and majority rule. This nullifies God's arrangement for the congregation; Acts 14:23— elders in every church; It Tim. 5:17—eldership rule; Heb. 13:17—obedience to elders and their responsibility for the members of the congregation; Acts 20:28—elders taking heed to the flock over which they are elders; It Pet. 5:2— elders tending the flock among them. Is God's revealed plan for the government of his organization, the local church, an optional matter? Will Brother Thomas or any other man among us affirm that it is?

But if you place the “wavy line” below these specifics —then the rule of the eldership is a required specific and the rule of the majority is excluded in the local church. This is the correct classification— not because of the line but because of Bible teaching. This would condemn every instance where institutional brethren have rebelled against the elders for not adopting these human organizations for doing the work of the church.
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But follow the new rule another step in application:

Where does the wavy line belong here? Above the specifics of (1) elders ruling over one local church and (2) elders ruling over more than one local church? If so, then they are “optional expedients” according to our brother and it can be done either way. But if you place the wavy line below the two specifics on the chart above, then elders ruling one church becomes a required specific and elders ruling over more than one church becomes an excluded specific and according to our brother Thomas it is therefore sinful and wrong.

But our liberal brethren say they do not believe that one eldership should rule over the affairs of another church. They affirm stoutly that they do not advocate one church controlling another church and that such arrangements as “our” benevolent societies and the Herald of Truth do not involve the control either of another organization over the churches or one church over another church. Of course, their denial of this does not necessarily mean that it isn't so. We have letters from the president of the United Christian Missionary Society denying that they believe in such or do it. The fact of the matter is that all such arrangements either exercise direct or indirect control over those churches who work through them. There is no other way that they could be a medium of church cooperation. They may not exercise direct control over every activity of the contributing churches but they have control over that part of their activity that is accomplished through such a cooperational agency. It is a fundamental principle of New Testament church government that there should be elders in “every church” (Acts 14:23.) It is also fundamental New Testament truth that those elders should be the superintendents of all the work of the church where they are made bishops. I Tim. 5:17; Heb. 13:17; Acts 20:28; I Pet. 5:2. We would diagram this teaching on the matter like this:
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This delegation of supervision and oversight of some of the affairs of the church of which they are overseers could be to a human organization differing in form from a local church or it could be made to the eldership of another local church. It would be a perversion of the function of the eldership and of the local church but it could be perverted and made to serve a purpose and use that God never assigned. So where does the wavy line belong in the diagram above? Is it optional for the elders to either exercise the government God has placed into their hands or delegate it? If it is optional whether they exercise or delegate their oversight of the affairs of the church, then the wavy line would belong above these specifics for everything below the wavy line classifies according to our brother as optional expedients. But if God has given the elders no choice but to exercise their supervision and oversight in the affairs of the local church where they are elders, then the wavy line would belong below these specifics and that would recognize that God has specifically required an eldership in his church to exercise their oversight and control over the affairs of the church where they are elders and has specifically excluded, therefore, the delegation of their supervision and control over the affairs of the church where they are elders to any other organization, whether it be congregational in its form or fashioned after some human plan.

While it is not brother Thomas' contention that the elders of one church can surrender complete control over the affairs of the church where they are elders to another organization or to another church and its elders, yet he positively advocates the surrendering of a part of their oversight of some of the activities and resources of the church where they are elders to either kind of organization. Without this these human arrangements which he seeks to justify could not exist. If many churches did not contribute to the Highland Church at Abilene, they could not carry on the Herald of Truth. If it is their work, then they are using and therefore controlling and expending the resources of many other churches to do their work. If it is the work of many churches, as Guy N. Woods and the elders of Highland claimed in the Birmingham debate, then they are directing and controlling the work of many churches. They have to take one or the other position and they have taken both. Either way it is the delegation of some of the supervision and control God ordained to be exercised by the elders of a local church over its own affairs. These facts are so plain and undeniable it would be dishonesty to dispute them.

It should be plain to every, responsible individual, whether a trained thinker or not, that if an eldership can delegate any part of their oversight, they can delegate it all on the same principle and by the same authority. In the oversight of a congregation an eldership becomes responsible for the (1) members, (2) resources, (3) program of worship, (4) program of work, (5) fellowship, (6) discipline, of that congregation. Which part of that oversight can they delegate? If they can delegate it in part, then they can by the same token of authority delegate it wholly. If not, let brother Thomas tell us why not? Is there any more scriptural authority for delegating the oversight of “foreign” work than their “local work”? Where does God make such a division?

In order to illustrate this to be the truth, let us use our brother's wavy line again.

If congregations can pool their resources either in the treasury of one local church or in the treasury of an organization that is not congregational in form, their elders can delegate the oversight of their resources, in part at least, and not exercise the oversight thereof themselves. If they can do a part of their work under the exclusive control and oversight of another eldership, then they can delegate the oversight of that part of their work to that eldership or to another organization. If they can delegate their oversight in part, why can't they delegate it wholly?

In the above illustration, if brother Thomas places his wavy line above these specifics, he makes it optional as to whether or not the elders of a church exercise their own oversight over the congregation where they are elders or delegate it to others. If this is his position, then there can be a merging of the work of elders, congregational lines need not be noted or considered in matters of worship, work, discipline, fellowship or otherwise. This would have but one result and that would be to allow the destruction of the form and framework of the local church and permit the forming of a federation of churches under one eldership. This is the episcopacy in reality and either Methodism or Romanism could not any longer be condemned as to organization.

Our readers can see, we feel sure, that the great discovery of new rules of interpretation which brother Thomas claims to have made is but another method of illustrating the same old principle of discernment between matters authorized by the teaching of the scriptures and matters that are excluded because unauthorized by the scriptures—concerning which the word of God is silent--because they are not included in anything which God has said or the Bible has taught. The method of distinguishing is immaterial. It is the distinction that must be recognized and the teaching of the scriptures makes it.
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BIBLE AUTHORITY AND ''COMMON SENSE”

Roy E. Cogdill, Nacogdoches, Texas

(This is the fifth in a series of articles in review of the book “We Be Brethren,” by J. D. Thomas.)

We have seen in previous articles that the book “We Be Brethren” by J. D. Thomas has approached the problems of the benevolent work of the church and congregational cooperation by a circuitous route rather than facing up to them forthrightly. Brother Thomas and other brethren bent upon justifying the churches in building and maintaining human organizations to do their work, and the pooling of resources and centralization of power and control under one eldership, should honestly and sincerely lay aside all of their subterfuge, duplicity, ambiguity, sophistry, and their high and mighty air of superiority, and recognize that they are in an affirmative relation to such practices and it is their obligation to produce clear and understandable Bible teaching that authorizes what they want to practice. It is not enough for them to put on airs to make us think they are so superior in intellect, training, or spiritual discernment and insight, that we should accept their judgment about such matters.

We are all entitled to the scriptural proof, clear and plain, that such practices are in harmony with the will of Christ before they are crammed down our throats and we are forced to participate in something in the church of God in which our faith must stand in the wisdom of man rather than in the word of God. We have not been able to find such scriptural proof. We have begged for it. So far all that has been offered is sophistry, human wisdom, the plea that they are not “specifically excluded” by the scriptures, and the contention that there is no “pattern,” so we can do what we please about these matters.
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Brother Thomas relies mainly on the fact that these corruptions and departures from God's order are not “specifically excluded” by “pattern authority” and upon his superior learning and his own judgment. We are not willing for this to settle the question. We want and must have a “Thus saith the Lord” that includes these institutional arrangements which churches think they have the right to affect. We have the right and obligation for our faith to stand upon the word of God and not in the wisdom of men. (It Cor. 2:1-5.) Brother Thomas' own words accuse him in these matters of a denominational attitude:

“As far as our diagram is concerned the Denominationalist accepts some matters of the box”ES” type as being scriptural and proper— for instance, instrumental music in worship. He would say that the command to sing does not exclude the use of the instrument. In other words, he feels perfectly free to add to or take from the required matters, in line with his own traditions; yet all the while he feels that he is definitely showing allegiance to the Bible. He is not strictly conscious of the need to interpret carefully and exactingly; so in general, our evaluation of this man is that he is somewhat loose and careless about God's exact requirements and accepts many items of human authority, (Box “ES” type), without really being aware that he is not being fair to the Bible, to himself, and to God” Page 29 —Paragraph 1.

We are compelled to say in response to the above statement quoted from our brother, “Wherein thou judgest another, thou condemnest thyself; for thou that judgest doest the same things”. (Rom. 2:1.) Brother Thomas you are guilty of exactly what you charge the “Denominationalist” with doing.

It is not difficult to see that the organization which God gave the local church, the only organization of the church, is just as specific in the field of organization as singing is in the field of music. “Sing,” and “play” are coordinate acts in the field of music. Singing and instrumental, or vocal and instrumental, music are coordinate kinds of music. So are the organization which God designed for his church, local church or congregation, and human organizations coordinates. One is divinely designed and the other is of human design. One is authorized in the scriptures and the other is not. They are both organizations. They differ in form, authority, and origin, but they occupy the same field—that of organizations. Since God specifically requires the congregational form set forth in N. T. scriptures (Phil. 1:1), he has therefore specifically excluded the other form, the corporate body or whatever form the human organization may take. In sharp contrast they stand:

The church in its universal nature has no head on earth, no headquarters on earth, no central authority or governing body on earth, no universal or joint mission, and therefore no universal organization on earth. Churches of Christ (Romans 16:16) have a common head, Christ in heaven. They have a common authority, the Gospel of Christ. (II John 9-11.) They have a common purpose or mission, “to seek and save the lost”. They have a common form of organization—Phil 1:1.

[image: image8.png]Generie Pattern

Eidership Bale





This local organization of the church is the only one that the scriptures set forth. There is no other either within or without this specific one. There is none larger or smaller. This local organization or body is identified specifically by divine authority in the Gospel both as to form and function.

The function of the local church is not in the field of economic enterprise or money making. It is not in the field of social reform. It is not in the field of domestic relations. It is not in the field of secular education. It is not in the field of government or political science. Its function is spiritual and is divinely designated as spiritual only.
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This is not “a pattern” but “the pattern” for the organization of the local church and its function. There is no other. It is as specific as to form and function as singing is to music. Why should Brother Thomas think to “add to or take from the required matters, in line with his own traditions; yet all the while he feels that he is definitely showing allegiance to the Bible”. He condemns the “denominationalist” for so doing and then is just as guilty himself. In the above quotation, he has this further to say.

“He is not strictly conscious of the need to interpret carefully and exactingly; so, in general, our evaluation of this man is that he is somewhat loose and careless about God's exact requirements and accepts many items of human authority, (Box “ES” type), without really being aware that he is not being fair to the Bible, to himself or to God” Page 29—Paragraph 1.
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Yet when we plead with him and other brethren not to take exactly the same attitude about the organization of the Lord's Church, he accuses us of being “legalists.” It appears to depend with him on whether he is for or against as to whether he is a “legalist” or a “liberalist”. He works on one side when he opposes something which has only “human authority” and then switches to the other side when he is for something which has only “human authority”. His preferences and judgment do not affect the will of God, however, and he should know that. If accepting “items of human authority” is being unfair with the Bible, with himself, and with God, when the denominationalist does it, and if that is what makes one a “Denominationalist”, then Brother Thomas is one when it comes to churches building and maintaining human organizations to do their work. It is our contention that corrupting God's order in organization or function is as much denominationalism and makes one a “denominationalist” just as much as corrupting God's order in worship. If not, why not?

In the above chart we illustrate the three ways of establishing divine authority by the scriptures. We need to understand of course, that the Bible does not authorize what it does not teach. If the scriptures, the gospel of Christ, do not teach it, whatever it is, then the Lord does not authorize it. But how does the Bible teach or authorize a thing? The Bible teaches by 1) express command or precept, as illustrated in the command to keep the Lord's Supper—”This do in remembrance of me”, It Cor. 11:2324; 2) by approved example (apostolic approval) as illustrated by Paul meeting with the saints in Troas on “the first day of the week” for the purpose of “breaking bread”, Acts 20:7; and 3) by necessary inference—that is, it is necessarily inferred from the clear and unmistakable import or meaning of the language used. These are the only three ways in which we can learn from the scriptures what the church can or cannot do. If the passage cannot be found that falls into one of these three categories authorizing the church of the Lord, either generically or specifically, to build human organizations to do the work of the church in any field, evangelism, benevolence, or edification, they are not authorized by the scriptures.

“Common Sense” with all of the human wisdom and education that a man can acquire will not augment or substitute for divine authority. Brother Thomas, as do other institutional brethren, pays lip service to divine authority and even to these three means of establishing divine authority, and then without even an apology for his inconsistency and the glaring contradiction it evidences, makes his appeal to “common sense”. How in the name of “common sense” can Bible authority be necessary if common sense justifies anything without it ? Such tripping back and forth is not “common sense”. It is nonsense of the first order!

None of us would deny that it takes good common sense to make the right application of Bible Teaching to our every day living and our service and worship to the Lord. But that is in the field of applying Bible teaching and not in the field of what the Bible teaches or authorizes. Brother Harper invented the idea of “principle eternal” to try to get around Bible authority. He didn't make it. Brother Thomas, while claiming originality, falls back on the old “digressive” plea of “Sanctified Common Sense”. It will do no better.

In fact, this appeal to common sense while paying lip service to Bible authority is just one of the several contradictory positions our brother takes in his book. If there must be Bible authority for what the church does, then where is the realm in which “common sense” permits and justifies anything that is not authorized? If, on the other hand, common sense will serve as a substitute for authority from the scriptures, then what is the realm in which we must have Bible authority?

The appeal to common sense is but an appeal to presumption—the presumption of human wisdom upon the will of God, and this has always been condemned. God condemned Israel for doing “every man whatsoever is right in his own eyes”. This destroys all standards of authority and leaves everyone to worship his own intellect. It would destroy the Bible as a standard of authority and open the gate for every egotistical presumption of every “intellectual” in the church to trust in his own wisdom and walk in his own ways. We could practice whatever seems good to us whether God has said anything that includes it or not.

In his book, “The Christian Union Overture”, Frederick D. Kershner, Professor of Christian Doctrine of Drake University, makes an eloquent plea for common sense and pinpoints the substance of such a plea for anything in these words:

“Not only does the Declaration assert the essentially Protestant principle of the right of private judgment. but it also emphasizes what has been called the formal principle of the Re​formation, that is. the supreme authority of the Scriptures. Campbell was a disciple of Chilling​worth in that he asserted that the Bible and the Bible alone is the religion of Protestantism. The Bible, interpreted freely in accordance with the individual or rational conscience and judgment, furnishes the religious standard of the Declaration. (emphasis mine—R. E. C.) The Bible is authoritative for Thomas Campbell in the fullest sense of the word, but he will not be bound by “any human interpretation” of the text. Critics of Mr. Campbell, at this point, have urged that his one principle contradicts the other, that is to say that both the Scripture text and the personal judgment of the individual cannot be authoritative. If we make the latter supreme, it reduces the other to unimportance and visa versa. This is the favorite argument of what are sometimes called the “inner consciousness advocates”. Their position is that there can be no authority beyond individual conscience and judgment inasmuch as these must determine the meaning of Scripture and therefore possess the ultimate and final word. It is quite trivial, they say, to speak of the Bible as the only authority when by that expression you mean always the Bible as interpreted by this or the other person. Where there is no common standard of interpretation there is no common standard of authority. To talk, therefore, of the scriptures as supreme and private judgment as also supreme is to talk nonsense. The scriptures are authoritative only as you and It interpret them for ourselves, and since It am not bound by your interpretation nor are you bound by mine nor either of us by any other man's, there is no such thing as any common Scripture. It have a Bible and you have a Bible and the other man has a Bible and our Bibles are all different because they are the result of several intellectual processes upon the text. This being true, we must either give up one thing or the other. We must affirm the authority of the text as interpreted by some definite common principle (the method of Roman Catholicism) or we must assert the right of private judgment as absolute and independent of any other consideration”—Pages 41-42.

After thus pointing out the argument made against Mr. Campbell's appeal to both the authority of the scriptures and the right of private judgment, Mr. Kershner points out in his book that the solution of the problem was found in denominationalism in the writing of human creeds. This was the effort to establish the standard of “interpretation” needed in appealing to the authority of the scriptures. Of course, it was found that human creeds had to be “interpreted” by the individual to suit himself, in the right of private judgment, just like the Scriptures. So they had solved nothing.

Having reached this point in his discussion, however, Mr. Kershner tells us what he believes is the solution of the problem and what he conceives to be Campbell's solution to the problem. It is solved by him in these words:

“What solution of the Protestant enigma are we to gather from the platform put forth by Thomas Campbell? It is quite obvious that he rejects in toto the creedal method which he saw clearly enough had been definitely discredited by past experience and history. On the other hand he is a thorough-going Protestant and certainly manifests no sympathy with the Roman Catholic idea of centering authority in the church. Still further, he indicates no disposition to surrender either private judgment or the authority of the Scriptures. How then does he reconcile the two? The answer to this question lies at the very heart of the religious movement which arose, in large measure, as a result of his teachings.

“The first consideration which it is necessary to keep in mind in order to understand the doc​trine of authority embodied in the Declaration and Address is the belief of its author in the substantial infallibility of what may be called “the common mind.” Both Thomas and Alexander Campbell believed in a universal reason which makes possible unity of thought on the part of individuals. This common reason or common mind, when applied to the scriptures, would necessarily yield the same interpretation and in this way guarantee unity of thought and action. Both of the Campbells rejected the idea that any individual judgment with regard to the Scriptures should be considered authoritative, but they were assured that the judgment of the common mind or the universal reason could not be mistaken. Hence the scriptures, interpreted as above indicated, constituted for them an infallible and universal authority.

“Doubtless some one is asking at this point how the

common mind is to be detected, and what guarantee we can have in any given case that our individual private judgment coincides with the universal reason. Mr. Campbell would unquestionably have answered the question by an appeal to the intellectual majority. Whatever the great bulk of thoughtful men agree upon as touching the interpretation of Scripture is doubtless an expression of the common mind upon the subject” (Emphasis mine—R. E. C.) (The Christian Union Overture—Frederick D. Kershner— pages 43-44. )

Now, is this what Brother Thomas means by common sense as a means of “interpreting” what the scriptures authorize? There is no other course. Either we are limited by our common sense to an application of truth or we must reach some standard in the realm of common sense —somebody's common sense—as to what the Word of God teaches. Are we to take the route of popery and allow some of our “intellectuals” to determine the matter for us? Or are we to get all of the leading “intellectuals” (or as our Brother Thomas would say— the “trained thinkers” or “school men trained in logic”) among us together and let them determine the question by an “appeal to the intellectual majority” as the Drake Professor, Frederick Kershner, would advocate.  Whose “common sense,” Brother Thomas, can furnish the basis of unity ? Of course, it is not difficult to see that our learned brother thinks that those of us who do not belong to the “intellectual majority” have very little common sense or we would not oppose all of these modern innovations. But It learned when a child from an old man who used to visit my grandfather that “mother wit”, as he expressed it and “book learning” are not necessarily twins. Many of the great Gospel preachers who fought the battle against denominationalism all over this country had enough confidence in the Word of God—per se—without any “interpretation” of a private nature, to stand upon it and put to flight the “armies of aliens” with it. Let the Bible interpret the Bible. This is what Peter meant anyway when he said, “No prophecy of the scripture is of any private interpretation”. We must speak as the “oracles of God” and everything God has said must be understood and applied in the light of all God has said—on that same theme or question. This is the safe way to determine truth and its application. Take all truth into consideration.

The Bible teaches that Jesus Christ is the “head over all things to the church, which is his body”. (Eph. 1:23.) The church then is the realm over which the Lord exercises absolute authority. It is the only realm over which he reigns as head and in which his authority is absolute in the lives of men. In every other realm his teaching binds those who are his subjects to submit to other divinely established authority. In the family the woman is subject to the man, the children to the parents. In the government we are subject to the “powers that be” as long as they are not contrary to the will of the Lord. In every realm his authority is supreme but in the church of the Lord his authority is absolute and there is no other but his. The church can do only what he gives his consent for it to do or what he authorizes. There must be found within his word either specific authority or a commandment that includes, within its scope, these benevolent institutions and other human organizations which churches are building or every contention that can be made for them falls flat and is unavailing. We must have the passage, the authority from the word of God, established by one of these avenues through which the Bible teaches us what the will of the Lord is, that gives the churches the right to build human organizations and maintain them through which to do their work in caring for the destitute or in anything else.
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Let us note that Bible Authority is either Generic or Specific.
God commanded Noah to build the ark; in Gen. 6:14 we find the record. If he had commanded him to make it out of “wood,” then there would have been no kind of wood that he could not have used by the authority given. But God specified “gopher” and by doing so eliminated every other kind. Specifying excludes everything of the same order, kind, or class. It does not exclude anything that is not in the same order or class but it eliminates everything of the same kind or species. We can see this even from a straight line, if we are not blinded by our prejudices.

In like manner, God commanded the water of cleansing in Numbers 19:2. It was to be made of the ashes of a red heifer without spot or blemish mixed with cedar wood and hyssop, and scarlet. God prescribed the manner in which it was to be made and used.   Again God specified. It must be a heifer. Any other animal would not do. Every other animal was eliminated—became an excluded specific for the reason that God made the choice and did not leave it to Israel. In his choice he excluded every other kind of animal by including and specifying that it must be a heifer. You don't need our brother's “wavy line chart” to see that, now do you? We need only to let God mean what he says.

In the same way, God specified in the church the kind of “music” by which he is to be praised, (Eph. 5:18-19; Col. 3:16.) If he had simply said for us to praise him, we could use any method of praise, shouting, dancing, etc. But he specified that we are to praise him by music— making melody. The New Testament specifies the kind of music that is to be made in praise to God—singing. It also specifies the instrument upon which the melody is to be made unto God—the heart. Every other instrument is eliminated by the specific choice that God made in the matter and every other kind of music is eliminated by the fact that God specified the kind he wants and will accept. We should have all learned this well by this time for it has been argued through one hundred years in our efforts to teach our brethren who wanted to corrupt the worship of the Lord by the addition of another kind of music. God did not specifically prohibit in express terms. He eliminated every other kind by selecting the kind he wanted. We are limited, without choice except to rebel against God, to that selection. There is no authority for the use of mechanical instruments of music. God did not include them in his command but specified the kind that excludes them, and therefore they are without authority and wrong.

Today God commands the church to evangelize the world with the Gospel of Christ. In this work the church is the “pillar and ground of the truth”, (It Tim. 3:15.) In It Thess. 1:7-8 we have the example of the Thessalonian Church being commended by Paul for doing this work. If God had given the church no organization through which to work, but had simply commanded the church to do it, the churches could have built any kind of an organization they chose. But God did not leave the matter general and command the church to accomplish this mission without giving to the church an organization. God specified the organization of the church through which his will is to be done. It is as definitely specified as the kind of music we are to offer in worship to him. The one and only organization specified by God is the local church— the congregation. He did not specify the particular means and methods to be employed by the congregation in evangelism—but he specified the organization that is to do it. This organization, specified by God, eliminates every other organization in the church just as surely as singing eliminates playing upon instruments.

On this point we quote from another of recognized influence and ability:

“Accordingly, if the command authorizing music in the

worship of God had been given in the general terms just supposed, the conclusion would be inevitable that whether it were on one kind of instrument or another, would be wholly immaterial, since each and all alike are embraced in the generic term “music;” and if we were making either vocal or instrumental music, or making the latter on any one or more of the numerous kinds of instruments, we would, in each and every case, be obeying the divine command. Reverting, for the moment, to our principle as formerly illustrated, we are commanded to “go” to men with the gospel; and whether we walk or ride, or whether we ride in one or another of the numerous ways of riding, we are, in each and every case, obeying the divine command to “go”. But if we are commanded to “walk” to men with the gospel, all methods of going otherwise would be excluded, and we would be compelled to walk if we obeyed the command.

“The same principle applies in precisely the same way to the religious organization under which, and through which, God's children are to work. If he had merely commanded them to work without giving them an organization through which, and under which, to work, with its divinely appointed board of supervisors and managers to look after the work, then they could obey the command by forming for themselves an organization for that purpose and appointing a board of supervisors to look after the work. But the Lord has given them an organization, and has specifically named its board of overseers and managers.

“Now turning to the word of God with renewed attention to our main theme, we find that Christians are nowhere commanded to make music in the praise of the Lord. This shows that it is not merely music that God wants in the worship, and that, if he wants music at all, it must be music of a special kind. Having seen that no generic term authorizing both vocal and instrumental music is used in the New Testament, we proceed now to the first division on the descending scale of classification and inquire, is there any term used which is more specific and which limits the music to one of these kinds, and if so, to which kind ? It must be evident to every thoughtful person that, in a case of two or more coordinate species, if God limits his command to one of the species, we do not obey that command when we use another; and if God has limited his directions for music in the worship to one of different coordinate kinds, we cannot be loyal to his directions without we limit our practice in the same way”.

“Instrumental Music in the Worship”

—M. C. Kurfees—Pages 77-79.

The principle discussed so clearly and pointedly by Brother Kurfees many years ago is just as applicable today. He saw then that the same principle applied to the organization of the church as to the kind of music we use in worship to God. The fact that God has specified the organization of the church excludes every other organization for the reason that God has limited his arrangement and command to just one of the species and has appointed its form and we do not obey his command when we use another.

This is not only, in the work of evangelism, the principle by which the missionary society is ruled out but in every other work of the church is just as effective in excluding human organizations built by the church to do its work. God has commanded the church to edify itself. He did not give the church the choice of what kind of an organization it would build to do this work of edification. If he had, the church might correctly have built and maintained such a school as Abilene College. But God selected the organization and designed it himself. It is a local church. (Phil. 1:1. Eph. 4:16) By his selection of this specific organization, he eliminated such an organization as Abilene College in the edification of the church. It is not and cannot be scriptural as a church institution or when supported by the church to do any work. This is just as surely true as that a “red heifer” eliminated and excluded every other kind of an animal in the water of cleansing.

God also has commanded his church to relieve certain destitute people. (I Tim. 5:16.) That work might have been done through a multiplicity of organizations both already in existence and yet to be fashioned. But God did not leave the church to choose the kind of an organization it would use in doing its work of relieving the destitute. He specified the organization to do this work of relieving. It is the local church, the congregation. This is the only organization God has given the church. This specific arrangement—God's own choice—eliminates any choice upon the part of the church. The matter is settled—the choice is made and God made it. That should settle the question with every God-fearing Christian on earth for all time to come. God eliminated every other organization in the benevolent work of the church by choosing the specific organization through which we are to accomplish this and every work of the church.

We especially want to call the attention of Brother Thomas and other brethren to the fact that no one — absolutely no one — that we know anything about, is insisting that God has specified the methods and means which this local church can use in accomplishing this mission or any other which God has given his church to do. Neither are we undertaking to “legislate” for him in specifying the methods and means to be employed by a congregation. This charge in Brother Thomas' book is absolutely false and is a complete misrepresentation of all of us. There is no excuse for Brother Thomas not knowing that we have not done so. He should apologize and correct it for it is calculated to arouse prejudice, is an appeal to such, and is unfair and unjust. Yet it is repeatedly made in his book. We will see what he will do about it and how interested he is in acting like “we be brethren”.

Methods and means are employed by organizations. They are not coordinate with organizations. Brother Woods objected to the missionary society in one of the debates with Brother Porter on the ground that it is an organization that employs means and methods. This is also true of the congregation. The organization of the missionary society is coordinate with the congregation in the field of missionary or evangelistic endeavor. Both organizations must use means to do the work. In like manner, such organizations as Boles Home, Inc. is not a method or means but an organization. It uses methods and means—provides property for shelter, necessaries of life, and supervision and care for the children for which this organization is responsible. So does the congregation use methods and means in providing for its destitute. It must provide shelter for those for whom it cares if they do not have it. It must also provide the necessaries of life and supervision and care for those who must have it who are subjects of its “relief”. These organizations—that of the benevolent society chartered by the state under the name of “Boles Home, Inc..” and the local church in any community — are therefore coordinates when it comes to “relieving” the destitute. One is a divine arrangement and the other is human. One is ordained of God and commanded to “relieve” the other is built and supported by churches that profess to be serving the Lord to do exactly the same thing. It is not obedience to God's command to the church. It is a human organization which is unauthorized so far as the church is concerned and is excluded and eliminated by the divine arrangement of the organization for the church specified in New Testament scriptures. This is what makes instrumental music unscriptural and wrong. It makes such human organizations as Boles Home and all others like it unscriptural and wrong when built and maintained by the churches to do their work. There is no authority for such. Brother Thomas has not produced it and cannot do so from the word of God and as smart and well educated as he is, we are not willing to accept his word for it.
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BIBLE AUTHORITY -- ESSENTIALS AND EXPEDIENCIES

Roy E.Cogdill, Nacogdoches, Texas

(This is the sixth in a series of articles in review of the book "We Be Brethren" by J. D. Thomas.)

In the fifth article of this series we called attention to the fact that our brother convicts himself of the attitude of a "Denominationalist" by "feeling free to add to or take from the required matters, in line with his own traditions; yet all of the while he feels that he is definitely showing allegiance to the Bible". Brother Thomas professes to have respect for the authority of the Bible but readily admits that the Bible does not teach certain things that he wishes to practice and that they can be understood to be right only by an appeal to "common sense." We suggested that this is indeed a contradictory attitude. If we must have authority from the scriptures for what we practice in the church of the Lord, then we must find it taught in the scriptures, and if it is not taught there, then "common sense" will not justify it. We pointed out that our brethren who divided the church over instrumental music and missionary societies and went off into apostasy in the Christian Church have always relied upon "sanctified common sense" to justify those practices which they wanted and which the scriptures did not teach.

Mr. Kershner, an eminent scholar of the Christian Church discusses this matter of common sense in his book "The Christian Union Overture" and raises the question of how to reconcile the "use of common sense" with proper recognition of scriptural authority. In several quotations in the article preceding this we gave you his conclusion, and it is the only conclusion that such an appeal can reach. He reasoned the matter down to a rejection of the "infallibility of the text as interpreted by one person" such as the Pope of Rome or the clergy of the Roman Church. He also rejected the acceptance of some humanly written creed or manual such as the Protestant Denominational bodies of the world offer in solution of this problem. In the final analysis he appealed to the "common mind" and argued that Mr. Campbell in his "Declaration and Address" would "unquestionably have answered the question by an appeal to the intellectual majority. Whatever the great bulk of thoughtful men agree upon as touching the interpretation of Scripture is doubtless an expression of the common mind upon the subject"! This is the conclusion that Brother Thomas will have to reach and the only conclusion that can be justified in appealing to "common sense" as a means of "interpreting" the scriptures and ascertaining what they authorize.

Again we raise the question, If we are going to depend upon common sense to supply what the Bible does not teach either generically or specifically, by precept or command, approved example or necessary inference, then whose common sense shall we go by? We, each, prefer our own. Brother Thomas prefers his. There cannot be any unity concerning revealed matters by following such a course. All authority will be lost sight of in the appeal "each man to that which is right in his own eyes". This God will not accept. Unless Brother Thomas has conceit enough to think that the brethren everywhere should accept his own judgment in these controverted matters, or that the "bulk of thoughtful men" — the "intellectual majority" as Mr. Kershner of the Christian Church would put it—should be convened and reach a decision for all of us on these matters, then he will have a hard time convincing those who think and study for themselves that he believes in the Scriptures as "our rule of faith and practice" and the exclusive source of authority in revealed matters. We affirm again that his difficulty and the difficulty of the vast majority of those among brethren who stand with him is in their attitude toward divine authority. This is the fundamental issue in these questions. Are we willing for the Bible to settle the question ? Are we willing for the issues to be resolved by what God has said and that alone?

We certainly recognize, as we have already said, that a proper application of divine truth can be made only by the employment of all the good judgment and wisdom God has given us. But there is a vast difference in applying the principles of law determined by statute or court decision to the facts and circumstances involved in any particular case and determining what the law is and what it provides. In our application of divine truth to our lives and service to God we often err for we are lacking in wisdom and are often influenced by other factors. But Truth in revealed matters does not depend upon our wisdom and judgment but upon a "Thus saith the Lord". "What saith it? The word is nigh thee even in thy mouth,

and in thy heart: that is, the word of faith, which we preach—". (Romans 10:8.)

In the previous article we illustrated the means of establishing authority from the scriptures. We pointed out the difference between generic and specific authority and showed the effect of each. We want to further this study of Authority by illustrating the difference between matters that are essential in carrying out what God has authorized and those things that are optional. In the language of Brother Thomas we would say "required specifics" and "optional expedients".

It is necessary in the study of New Testament authority that we make a distinction between those things necessary or essential and those things which expedite or are optional and therefore matters of human judgment. By essential on the chart above we mean those things which are necessary in carrying out God's instructions and without which obedience cannot be rendered. In the realm of essentials God has specified or made the choice and they are either expressly commanded or necessarily inferred by the very nature of the thing commanded. Concerning them we have no choice but to either obey God's instructions or rebel at his will. But by expediencies as we use that term on the chart, we mean those things which may or may not be employed in carrying out God's com​mand and yet obedience is rendered which ever may be chosen. In other words the methods or means within the scope of the command, which God has left to human judgment, circumstances, or expediency and concerning which God has not specified and therefore has made no choice for us.

In the chart above we have illustrated this distinction —not with a wavy horizontal line—but with a straight perpendicular line — maybe it will do just as well. In carrying out the command to "teach" there are some things essential, viz., we are to teach the gospel of Christ. We cannot obey God's commandment and teach anything else. He has placed that limitation upon our teaching and specified what we are to teach. But in the church of our Lord the manner of teaching to be employed has not been specified; whether it shall be done in a public class, before a specified group, publicly preaching, or privately teaching one individual at a time. He has specified what we shall teach but he has not specified the particular method of teaching. In one God has made the choice and in the other he has left the choice to be dictated by our ability, opportunity, and the circumstances.

Baptism
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Likewise in the command to "Baptize" there are some things which are essential in obeying the will of God in this command and there are some things that are optional or matters of choice with us. Again, where God has made a choice, there is none for us to make. We must simply obey what God has specified for us to do—all things essential in carrying out God's will. The action of baptism is immersion. The meaning of the word, the description of the action, the circumstances surrounding the action in New Testament examples all demand that conclusion. Water is the essential element. The believer is the essential subject. These are clearly taught in the Bible. But the Bible does not teach whether the act shall be performed in a natural or artificial pool. This is a matter of indifference, it is not indispensable, absolutely requisite, or of the essence of obedience to the command that baptism be performed in either. It can be done in one as well as the other and every element of the command be respected and obeyed. This matter then, since God has made no choice in it, is left up to the circumstances or choice of the individual. Some try to exercise such a choice in the "mode" or action of baptism and some of the creeds tell us that it can be either "sprinkling, pouring, or immersion according to the convenience and preference of the candidate". But God has not given us a choice as to mode. Baptism is immersion and when we perform another action, we have not baptized.

The Lord's Supper

Another illustration of this same point, viz., the difference between things essential and things optional in carrying out God's commandments, is the Lord's Supper. We have no choice as to the elements that compose this supper for the Lord has ordained that these elements are the unleavened loaf and the fruit of the vine. These are essential. Nothing can be added, substituted, or changed about these elements and the will of the Lord be done. But the Lord has not specified as to the kind of a table that shall be used or whether or not one shall be used. He has not specified as to whether a plate shall be used for the loaf or how many. He has not specified the number of containers that shall be used for the fruit of the vine or what kind they shall be though some kind of a container is essential since the element specified is a liquid. These matters of the table, place, and container for the fruit of the vine, are optional matters. God made no choice or specification about them and therefore they are matters of option or choice with man. The most expedient or convenient way that is decent and in order is the ruling factor in such matters of choice.

It is also true in the assembly on the Lord's Day to break bread. We have no choice concerning the day to assemble and break bread in memory of the Lord for God has made that choice. We do have a choice however as to the hour when we assemble on the Lord's Day for the Lord has not specified that. Where God has specified, we have no choice but to obey. But when God has not specified, the choice is left up to us in harmony with righteousness otherwise revealed. The Lord's Day, the F'irst Day of the Week, is the day chosen by the Lord for our assembly to break bread. Some place to assemble is necessary in obeying that command. The Lord has left no instructions as to how that place shall be provided. We have to use our best judgment as to providing a place for assembly. The hour of the day and the place to assemble are matters to be decided upon the basis of human judgment, the convenience of those involved, the most expedient source.

Relieving the Destitute

But someone asks, is this not true in the work of relieving the destitute? Has not God commanded the church to relieve the destitute without telling us how to do this work ? Is it not therefore our privilege to choose the method or means of carrying out this command ? The claim is often advanced today that "there is no pattern." Is this true? It depends altogether upon what you are talking about. If you mean that there is no "pattern" as to the organization that is to do the work which God has commanded the church to do, then such a claim is absolutely false and untrue. God has given the church an organization. The pattern of it is perfectly clear and unmistakable in New Testament scriptures. It is the local church. (Phil. 1:1)

Our chart illustrates the command to "relieve" — I Tim 5:16. This is a commandment to the church — unquestionably directed to the church. The fact that it is limited to a certain class of the desolate and destitute does not concern us in this particular discussion. It is the work of "relieving" by the church that we are interested in, and how it is to be accomplished. As a command addressed to the church, what is essential and what is optional that is involved in carrying out this command ? Is the organization formed by the church and maintained by the church an optional matter? Will Brother Thomas so affirm ? We are not talking of organizations from which the church buys services or which the church pays for services rendered. But what kind of an organization can the church build and maintain to actually do this work of relieving? Can the organization which God has given in the scriptures—authorized by Jesus Christ—do this work of relieving ? Can the members of a local church furnish the resources, the deacons, or others appointed, do the work of ministering to the needs, under the supervision of the elders of the congregation that has such a responsibility ? Has God given us the "pattern" of an organization that is able to function in the actual discharge of such an obligation as this which God has assigned His church to do ?

If the congregation is the only organization God has given and this is a work which God has assigned his church to do, then either the organization which God gave is able to do this work and God so intended or God assigned his church a work to do for which he gave no organization or the means of executing the thing com​mended. Which is true? Are we ready to deny that the church can do the work which God has assigned it? The fact is that this verse answers the question. The very thing which the individual Christian is commanded to do, if he has a widow for whom he is responsible, is the thing the church is commanded to do for the "widows indeed". The word "relieve" is used with reference to both the individual duty and the duty of the Lord's Church. Whatever is necessary for the individual to do in "relieving" the widow for whom he is responsible, the church can do and is commanded to do for the widow for whom the church is responsible.

The particular means and method to be used is not specified. If she needs a place for shelter, that can be furnished in the most expedient way at hand, whether it is the individual that does it or the church. If she needs the necessary things of life, (food, clothing, medicine, or anything else) that can be furnished in the most expedient and proper way at hand, whether it is done by the individual or the church. If she needs someone to take care of her, not being able to take care of herself, then that care can be furnished in the most expedient way at hand, whether it is done by the individual or the church. These particular methods and means have not been specified when the church does the work any more than they are specified in the individual doing the work. But the organization of the church has been specified definitely and clearly. Will our brother deny this?

We will deal with the misrepresentations engaged in by our brother in his book in another article but we call attention now to the fact that when he or any else accuses any of us of specifying some particular method or means, they misrepresent all of us. We do not know and we do not believe Brother Thomas can produce a single instance of anyone trying to specify as to method or means to be employed by the local church in doing this work. If they have, they are wrong about it. No man has the right to specify where God has not. But we know of no one who has done so, except in the case of the contention made by Guy N. Woods in debating these issues. He plumbed every possible ground upon which to find footing until he hit upon the idea that the church cannot actually do the work of relieving but can only furnish the money so that some other organization (which he tries to classify as a "home" in spite of the form it assumes not even being a forty-second cousin to a home) can do the work of relieving. Even though B. C. Goodpasture recently denied that the Advocate contends there is only one way in which this work can be done, the chief exponent of the Advocate's promotion of these human arrangements has firmly taken, and positively advocated, the position that such arrangements as Boles Home, Incorporated are essential to cooperation among the churches in doing this work and the church itself cannot do it. They have done the only specifying as to method which we have discovered. The fact is that the organization controlling these homes must itself employ methods and means of doing this work after it is formed. When the corporate set-up has been affected there still must be the employment of methods and means of doing the work. The organization of the church, God-given, can employ whatever means may be necessary to do its work of relief and since God has not made the choice, the selection is to be made by the church as to the particular way in which the work shall be done. But we have no choice as to the organization to do it for God has made that choice and we either respect it or we do not "walk by faith". The organization in God's plan is essential—it is the local church. The methods and means of doing the actual work of "relieving" is optional for God has not specified the particulars any more than he specified the method of teaching, the place to baptize, the number of containers, the hour and place of assembling.

Aids and Additions

But in establishing authority we meet face to face with the problem of distinguishing between aids and additions. To illustrate this we present Chart No. 5.

We have already shown that those matters essential and those matters that are optional in carrying out God's commands or the instructions of the scriptures are both included in the authority given by such instructions or commands. When a thing is included within the scope of the authority given by the scriptures, it can properly be classified as a means or method or aid in executing the command and is properly authorized because it is included. In all such cases, aids are subsidiary to the thing commanded and never coordinate with it. In other words, it cannot be an aid and belong to the same order or class as that which God has specified. All coordinate things, of the same order, class, genus, or species, are excluded and eliminated by the very choice that God has made when he specified his will in that particular genus.
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In the article before this (No. 5) we included some very fine teaching along this very line by our late Brother M. C. Kurfees, a great Gospel preacher. He points out in that very article quoted from his book, "Instrumental Music In The Worship" that the same principle applies to the organization of the church through which God has specified that its work shall be done as applies to the kind of music which God specified shall be used in praising him in worship. This fact is absolutely irrefutable. The principle is exactly the same.
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In the above chart No. 5 we have illustrated this principle which is fundamental in establishing scriptural authority. We must see the difference between AIDS and ADDITIONS to scriptural authority. One of the fundamental and glaring errors in the book, "We Be Brethren," is the failure of our Brother Thomas to recognize that in matters of authority when God specifies all coordinates are eliminated and excluded and that is always the nature of specific authority. In order that we may not be accused of misrepresenting our brother on this point we give you below two of his charts in which he uses his "Standard Diagram of Authority" to illustrate his argument concerning these matters. The charts are found on pages 122 and 140 of his book.  In the chart (figure 20) page 122 he correctly illustrates and classifies the "Bible Classes" as a method of teaching. It is not excluded because the Lord has not specified the method of teaching to be used in the church. But look at the charts on page 140 (figure 22). In these charts he has the "sponsoring church method" as optional with any other method that is expedient. Now, Brother Thomas, what is another expedient method beside the "sponsoring church method" of preaching the Gospel? Is the missionary society method another expedient method? If not, why isn't it? How would you rule it out? Our Christian Church friends insist that it is only a "method" of doing what the Lord commanded. They also insist that it is an "expedient method" and can give some imposing figures to prove it — even much more imposing than all of the "gigantic, stupendous, and colossal" facts claimed by the Herald of Truth. How would you rule it out? On page 141, our brother undertakes to answer this question, hear him:

"The Missionary Society is a human organization that could serve as an optional expedient to the generic pattern "Go Preach;" but inasmuch as it involves "control" over the churches that comprise its membership, its use would demand the violation of local church autonomy. It therefore necessarily infers a form of church government that differs from that of local autonomy, the required pattern, and it thus is an "excluded specific" and is definitely a violation of God's pattern will and is sinful and wrong. What we mean by "control", is that the Missionary Society is an organization whose board "legislates,)' or passes rules that they expect to be binding upon the member churches, and where the member churches expect to be so bound".  (Page 141—last paragraph)
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We shall show in an article to follow that our brother represents the Missionary Society contrary to all that its advocates claim for it.   It does not claim to be an organization of churches but a medium of cooperation for churches that work together through it. They also specifically deny that they are a "legislative" body over churches or that they exercise any control whatever over churches. As we have said we shall produce their side of this story in another article. But be that as it may We want you to see from our brother's chart that if he excludes the Missionary Society, then there is but one other coordinate to the "Sponsoring Church Method" as a specific of "Go, Preach". That coordinate and the only one, so far as the Church of the Lord is concerned would be each congregation doing its own preaching under its own eldership and using its own resources. Let us illustrate what we mean by our brother's own chart.

Now, Brother Thomas, where does the wavy line go with reference to these specifics? Are they optional expedients? If so, then you can either find neither of them in New Testament scriptures or you must find both of them. Which will you undertake? Will you agree with your fellow teacher Bro. Roberts that the scriptures actually authorize the sponsoring church plan in Phil. 4:15-17 and that we therefore have an approved apostolic example for it? If you take this route, you will go exactly contrary to much you have said in your book. You will also stand squarely opposed to the most of the "institutional" exponents for they say there is no such thing as an example of one church contributing to another church in New Testament scriptures. In case you have not read what your team mates are saying on these matters, you need to page G. K. Wallace, Guy N. Woods, Thomas Warren, Roy Deavers, and a multitude of others.

If both are not found in the scriptures, Brother Thomas, then is either of them found there? If so, which one can you find? It is not difficult to find repeated instances of local churches sending men out to preach the Gospel both at home and abroad. Local churches were the medium through which this work of preaching was done in the New Testament days. Of course, individuals went by their own resources and upon their own initiative and local churches sent men out also. But where did the churches pool their resources under one eldership and in one congregation in a joint effort to preach the gospel? Find it for us, Brother Thomas, or what you think will do for it, and we will abundantly show that you have perverted the text you choose.

Coordinates and Subordinates
It is important that we do not forget that in order for a thing to be an "aid" it must be a subordinate to the thing commanded or authorized, and cannot be a coordinate. If it is a coordinate, it is an addition to the thing commanded. To illustrate this you have but to think of the commandment to sing. A song book, lights, leader, and such matters are not a "kind" of music. They are not therefore coordinates with singing. They would classify as aids in carrying out the command to sing and can so serve for the reason that they do not bring another element into the worship. But playing upon an instrument brings in another element—a coordinate—and therefore is an addition to the commandment to sing. Instrumental music is another kind of music. If you find both in the New Testament then either or both can be used in the worship of God. But the New Testament teaches only "sing". That does not include playing. Playing is then an addition to what God has commanded. God condemns those who add to his Word.

By another illustration on our chart No. 5 we see the same principle demonstrated. When we baptize a believer in water and use a baptistry to accomplish that act, we have used an "aid" to the action that God has commanded. The baptistry simply "aids" in carrying out God's commandment. But when we sprinkle water upon a believer and claim that he has been baptized, we have offered a human substitute for what God has ordained. Any one can see that sprinkling is "another kind of action". It is coordinate with immersion or baptism for it is another kind of action. It cannot classify as an aid in obeying God's commandment because it is not a subordinate but a coordinate of the action commanded. It is therefore an addition instead of an aid.

The same thing is true in the assembly to break bread. God has commanded that we assemble to keep the Lord's Supper. This assembly was to be observed on the First Day of the Week and only then "to break bread". In carrying out this commandment there are many things that would classify as "aids." A building or place in which to assemble, lights when needed, seats, heat or air conditioning in season, and many other things would be "aids" in keeping the commandment to "assemble." But these are all "aids" because they come within the scope of those things essential or helpful in executing the command and therefore are "subordinate" to the thing commanded. But if we were to assemble on Saturday or the seventh day of the week "to break bread", that would not facilitate our obedience to God's Commandment but would pervert and add to it for Saturday is "another day". As a "day" it belongs to the same "genus" or class as "The First Day" and since God commanded that we should "Break Bread" on "The First Day", if we were to do so on the "seventh day" we would be substituting or adding another day to God's commandment. This is always condemned.

In like manner the command to "preach" is carried out by the use of means such as radio, literature, visual aids, etc., for these are subordinate to the command to preach and are not coordinate with it. They do not belong to the same class or "genus" with preach. They are methods or means of carrying out the command to "preach" and are therefore subordinate to it. Since God has commanded no specific way to preach, all of these and others that could be listed with them are included in the command, and can therefore be used to carry out the command without adding or substituting something of human will for God's will. But God has specified the organization through which this preaching is to be done. It is the church and in organization is congregational or local. It has no other: When we build a missionary society of any kind to do this work of preaching (which God built the church to do) we add another organization of our own making and substitute it for the one God made to carry out his command. This is the thing that is wrong with the missionary society. It is not ordained, authorized, provided by the Lord. It has been fashioned by man to be added or substituted for the one ordained of God and is therefore "adding" to the Lord's Word and Way. This is sinful and wrong, has always been so, and will always be so.

Present Applications

Now for the application to present day problems. God commands the church to relieve certain destitute persons. God gave the church a specific organization through which to do the work he assigned it to do. That specific organization which God gave is the congregation — the local church. (Phil. 1:1.) There are many aids that can be used in the nature of methods and means of executing this commandment in the church but ANOTHER ORGANIZATION IS NOT A METHOD OR MEANS THAT CLASSIFIES AS AN AID. The congregation itself is an organization. God commanded this organization to do the work of relieving. It can employ methods or means to do so but it cannot build another organization to do this work. Another organization would be "coordinate" with not "subordinate" to the congregation. As a coordinate organization to do this work another organization would be an "addition" and not an aid to the congregation in doing anything God has commanded it to do.
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Boles Home, Inc. is not a "method" or "means" of taking care of orphans any more than the Masonic Lodge is a method or means of taking care of orphans. Boles Home, Inc. is a chartered organization with entity separate from everything on earth. It uses methods and means in providing and supplying the needs of destitute children. Boles Home, Inc. then is an organization to do benevolent work coordinate with the local church or congregation in its benevolent work. Benevolent work can be done through and by either. God ordained one — the local church. There is no choice or option about the one God ordained. We either do the work God wants done through it or we "add" our own will and wisdom in a "substitute organization" for the one God ordained. As a church institution or organization to do the work of the church, Boles Home, Inc. is therefore sinful and wrong just for the same reason the missionary society is wrong. Boles Home, Inc. is not wrong because of the good work it is doing. Neither is the Missionary Society wrong because of the good work it is doing. Both are wrong because they are human organizations provided by the will and wisdom of man to do the work God gave to his divine organization, the local church. They "add" to the word of God and to God's way. They are without authority and therefore without a scriptural right to exist as church organizations or institutions.

Brother Thomas is mixed up in his "coordinates". On page 134 of his book he has a chart that demonstrates how badly confused he is or that he is trying very definitely to confuse someone else. He has a "GP"—generic pattern in his vernacular—with two specifics in the field of benevolence 1)—local autonomy, and 2)—church support of orphan homes. But this is not a true picture at all. Local autonomy is not a "form of church government". It is but one principle that characterizes the government of the Lord's Church. God gave form or organization to the government he gave his church. That form or organization is the local church. It is definitely identified in New Testament scriptures. The choice in doing the work of relieving so far as the organization to do the work is concerned is not a choice between "local autonomy" and 'church support for orphan homes". It seems Brother Thomas must know this. A human form of organization or government could have "local autonomy". Many of them do. This characteristic of government can be true of either the human or the divine. So far as I know Boles Home, Inc. runs its own affairs without any authority over them. But they are a human organization as everyone knows. Why didn't Brother Thomas represent fairly the alternates in his chart and keep the issue clear? Here is his chart:

We contend that the scriptures teach one and they do not teach or authorize the other. One is found in the Word of God and the other is not found there. The local church doing its work of benevolence does not include such organizations as Boles Home, Inc. Both are organizations—they are coordinates—in the same class—or genus. Since they are coordinates, one cannot aid the other but is an addition to the other. This is the thing God condemns as sinful and wrong. Churches of Christ have absolutely no authority in the Word of God to build and maintain such human organizations as Boles Home, Inc. The divine plan in the chart above can be found in the scriptures but the human plan has no support from the scriptures whatever. God's church, organized as God designed it, can do the work that God gave it to do and should do it without building some other organization which God has not authorized to substitute for it.

Of course it is apparent to all that even in Brother Thomas' chart—the congregation has no control or government over its work or its resources when it turns either of them over to some human organization like Boles Home, Inc. Therefore the idea of local autonomy in the work he is talking about and churches doing their work through "church supported orphan homes" is within itself a contradiction. They go together like a "hen-pecked husband" and the "head of his house". He may have voluntarily surrendered his position but he lost it just as completely anyway.
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NEW TESTAMENT EXAMPLES AND DIVINE AUTHORITY

Roy E. Cogdill, Nacogdoches. Texas

(This is the seventh in a series of articles written in review of the book "We Be Brethren", J. D. Thomas, Abilene Christian College, Author)

We have already seen in this review that Brother Thomas was very much concerned in his book, "We Be Brethren" with getting rid of every rule or reason that would "exclude" the "sponsoring Church" plan of congregational cooperation or the building and maintaining of human organizations as a centralized agency through which congregations could cooperate in doing their work of benevolence. He recognizes no obligation to find authority for these practices that are today devastating the unity of brethren in Christ. He feels that all of us are under obligation to accept his judgment and that of others who think that these great promotions are perfectly all right and that we do not have the right to demand scriptural authority of some kind, if there are kinds, as the basis for their being practiced. We should let the "trained thinkers" among us—the professionally trained men— or as Kershner puts it—the "intellectual majority" determine such matters. They are "optional expedients" anyway and need no pattern or, for that matter, any authority, but can be brought in under the justification of the "silence of the scriptures"—"sanctified common sense" and as the true and correct "hypothesis" reached by "leaps of inference" made by the competent men in the church today, of which our brother certainly counts himself to be one.

We have emphasized in a former article that if these "cooperatives" are matters of "optional expediency" as Brother Thomas claims then one of two things must be true; 1) both the "congregational plan" and these "cooperative plans" must be authorized in the teaching of the New Testament, thereby giving us a choice, or, 2) neither of them is authorized by the teaching of New Testament Scriptures and the Bible is entirely silent as to how the church shall function in accomplishing its work.

If neither is specified (if one were specified, the other would be eliminated and excluded since these are coordinates) then both must be included in the general authority given or both are excluded by the authority of the scriptures because God has said nothing that "includes them". If this is not true, then scriptural authority means nothing and we can forget about it and "walk by sight" rather than "by faith".

Our Brother Thomas says that even "cooperation itself is an optional expedient".

"As before mentioned, COOPERATION ITSELF IS NOT A REQUIRED THING! It is not a Box "SP" type, required, matter that Christians have to obey without addition, subtraction, or change! Cooperation is an expedient method of doing required things! It is a WAY of preaching the gospel or of doing other things efficiently. It necessarily diagrams "below the wavy line", and there can be no pattern for cooperation because we do not have to cooperate in the first place. It is purely optional!" (Page 80—Para. 4—Page 81—Para. 1)

Of course many of his "brethren" do not agree with him about that. Most of the principal advocates of "cooperative societies" up to this point have freely contended that cooperation is necessary. In his attempt to prove the "Herald of Truth" scriptural in the Birmingham debate, Guy N. Woods argued that if there were no scripture but the Great Commission of our Lord, that would be sufficient for its justification, for it is impossible to execute the Great Commission without cooperation between churches. Now Brother Thomas either doesn't know that some of his fellow "institutionalists" are so contending or else he does not classify men like Guy Woods among the "intellectuals". He is not a Ph. D. and probably does not rate as a "school man trained in logic" and is not therefore a "trained thinker". Brother Woods agreed with all of our charts on authority and said that he did not find any fault in them but that it simply wasn't a question of authority. Brother Thomas thinks brethren have made a terrible mess of understanding what authority is and how it is to be established. He and Brother Woods and the other exponents of these "cooperative societies" should hold them a convention during some of their numerous lectureships and get together on the grounds of their defense.

"Interpreting Examples"
Our Brother Thomas is as confident of his ability to properly solve the problem of the binding and exclusive force of New Testament examples as they concern present day problems as he is that he can solve all other problems by his "Methods of Interpretation". In the matter of examples and how they teach us today also, he discounts and rejects all other efforts but his own as insufficient and inadequate.

"During the present controversy BRETHREN have formulated hypotheses of one sort or another in the attempt to determine when and how examples establish pattern authority. In the various writings that have circulated, lists of these hypotheses have been given often with dogmatic claims about their authority and finality. The scientific method was, however used somewhat loosely in their formulation, and they were either not checked with all the possible facts or available data, or were not fully tested after their formulation, or both. To say the least the hypotheses that have been suggested are not qualified to pronounce with definite authority as to when an example is or is not binding; and they actually serve only to confuse, and to maintain tensions. Some of these inadequate hypotheses may have merit, but singly or collectively they do not fully meet our needs. Our "pattern principle" which states that "some examples bind and some do not — those that bind us clearly bound the New Testament exemplars, and those that are optional to us were optional to them, is the only hypothesis that we have seen that seems to stand all tests". (Page 76—para. 1)

"The main reason our tensions have developed is because no one on either side has had a clear-cut criterion for interpreting examples. What we have needed is a clear method of knowing when we are dealing with a Bible pattern, that is applicable in all cases". (Page 82— para. 1)

It may not require a Ph. D. to be that egotistical but it is bound to help. Here once again our brother tells us that he has solved the problem which he thinks all other brethren of every generation have failed to solve. He doesn't even grant that his brethren who are "institutional advocates" along with him have found the solution to the problem of "interpreting examples" in the New Testament. "No one on either side" has been able to produce the solution until he wrote his book. This book we are reviewing is a great book indeed! That is, if you take the author's recommendation for it. We hope that he will not think us too unkind if we are not as "high" on his solution or his book either as he is. The rest of us are not as "scientific" as our brother in our "methods of interpretation" or we would arrive at the same conclusions, so he thinks and says.

In the chapter which follows the above question, Chapter VI. he dismisses with a wave of the hand all other suggestions made concerning the study of New Testament examples and comes up with a profound (? ) "hypothesis" which we suppose to be the product of his "scientific method" of "interpretation". The "Pattern Principle" for Examples, as he calls it is his own invention, he thinks, and his judgment is that it is brilliant indeed! In fact, he thinks it will, with the "Standard Diagram of Authority", solve all our problems unless we are determined to be "antis" and "legalists".   This "Pattern Principle" on which he dotes so much is stated for us on page 91 of his book.

"What we now wind up with as we conclude Part II on the Solution of our problem is a major premise produced by our inductive reasoning thus far, and which is the finally formulated hypothesis derived from actual data and facts, gathered from the New Testament itself and tested with many illustrations. (In the process of formulating this final hypothesis the New Testament was read through several times, watching for certain data and in testing the hypothesis).

This major premise can now be used in syllogisms in the study of specific problems of interpretation or in the specific applications of Part III of this book. The minor premise will be supplied by each specific application studied. We must remember that in syllogisms, if both major and minor premises are true, and if the syllogism is properly constructed, THE CONCLUSION WILL BE TRUE, without exception.

The Major Premise, and "Pattern Principle" is:

Any New Testament example that implies an underlying command, which requires specific action or attitudes of its exemplary characters, establishes a pattern, which requires the same specific action or attitude of people today.

And conversely,

Any New Testament example that does not imply an underlying command which would require specific action or attitudes of the exemplary characters, establishes no pattern whatever, and serves only to illustrate matters that are purely optional for people of today".

What is the meaning of this very formal and impressive statement? Well, to put it in eighth grade English it means:

If it is an example of something essential in the New Testament day, then it is essential now and is therefore a pattern that is binding upon us today.

And conversely,

If it is an example of something that was purely optional with the people who carried it out then, then it is optional with us now and does not therefore set forth essential action for us today.

If it was binding then, it is binding now, and if it was optional then, it is optional now. Not many of us have studied in the "Humanities Division of the University of Chicago" or been privileged to take a course in Bible from the learned "Professor of Bible" in Abilene College but this great discovery and wonderful deduction so laboriously given birth by our Abilene professor has been recognized by every "cornfield preacher" in the country in generations past who had travelled outside of his own back yard! Anyone who does not know that much without the help of the "Professor of Bible" should be put back into the first grade of Bible study and started all over again. It is equivalent to saying, If it was necessary to salvation then. it is necessary now, and if it wasn't nec​essary then, it isn't necessary now. Isn't that a wonderful "hypothesis"?

If we were to use our professor's method of dealing with arguments, we would simply say, "This particular 'rule' is really only a truism and it affects commands and necessary inferences the same way", and feel that WE had dealt it a master stroke that would result in its being forgotten from now on. (see page 82—para. 3—his book).

If ever anyone insisted that an example of a thing which was not binding in the New Testament day is binding  now, we do not know of it. On the other hand, if anyone has ever contended that an example of a thing bound then by a commandment of the Lord would not under the same or similar circumstances be binding upon us now, we have not heard of it. So, in the profound discovery and great contribution which our brother thinks he has made, there is nothing whatsoever new and any student of the Bible even in the grades should be "flunked" if he doesn't know that much.

Furthermore, anyone who does not know that a binding example, approved or taught by the apostles, had to rest for its authority upon a command of the Lord, hasn't done much thinking and studying. In Matthew's record of the Great Commission given by our Lord to the apostles, Jesus commanded them in view of his authority to "Go teach all nations, baptizing them in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost: teaching them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you". The only thing any apostle had the right to teach the baptized to observe was that which Christ had commanded. Whether the command is expressed in the scriptures or not, it is implied when the church practiced a thing under apostolic teaching and approval. The authority of Christ is the only thing that makes anything binding that is taught in the scriptures.

We have never seen so much laborious effort produce a greater "dud" than this which our brother calls his "pattern principle" for determining when an example is binding. We say about his great production what he said about a simple rule of Bible study in our book, "Walking By Faith".

"Again. this is the whole point—determining what is essential and what is incidental." Anyone knows that if something is incidental it does not set a pattern. A statement like this gives no help at all for determining when a thing is incidental and when it is an essential. It is not a "rule" which helps our problem. but is merely a group of words without a point." (Page 84 Para. 4)

In this matter of examples as in his "Standard Diagram of Authority", he actually solves nothing for in the one we are left to determine where the wavy line belongs as we have illustrated and in the other we are left to determine when a thing was essential in the New Testament day and therefore essential action now. Of course, if we are willing to "offer idolatrous worship at the shrine of scholarship" as our Brother I. B. Grubbs says in his preface to "Exegetical Analysis", and allow our learned professor to locate the "wavy line" and specify what was essential in the New Testament day and therefore what examples are binding now, as he undertakes to classify them by his own arbitrary judgment in his book, instead of thinking independently for ourselves in our study of the Bible that our faith might be in God and His word and not in the wisdom of man, then these "rules" fashioned as "hypotheses" by our brother might prove something for him. Otherwise they make no contribution whatever for we must study the scriptures for ourselves in order to know what is incidental and what is essential in the service of the Lord.

In this same chapter, with a wave of his hand and sometimes even with a sneer, he dismisses some "rules" or statements, well recognized through the years in the study of the Bible as guides in the field of "Hermeneutics" or interpretation (understanding) of Bible truth. These "rules", many of them, say in principle what the "pattern principle" suggests. They are helpful when used as a guide in our study of the Bible in determining what is binding and when. They help us to determine when an example is a case in point. But we suppose that it is not uncommon for a Ph. D. with his highly developed ego to think when a plain principle dawns upon him that he gave birth to the idea!

Let us look at some of the "so called hypotheses", as he denominates the "Hermeneutical Rules", suggested in "Walking By Faith", Chapter VI, as he professes to answer and dispose of them in Chapter VI of "We Be Brethren". Brother Grubbs in his book, recently republished, "Exegetical Analysis," deals with many of these principles of Bible study and calls them "Hermeneutical Rules". But he was not privileged to sit at the feet of our great professor of Bible, in the Bible Department, of Abilene Christian College. If he had, he might have been more "scientific" in his "methods of interpretation" and known the difference between a "hypothesis" and a "rule". Our guess is that he did know that a "hypothesis" is a "conjecture, surmise, guess, theory, or supposition," and hence called his principles of Hermeneutics "rules." He was a great student and teacher of the Bible in yester-years and his book on Hermeneutics and Exegesis is a wonderfully helpful book. Brother Thomas sneers at the idea of "rules" and seems to he "tripped" on the word "hypothesis" and everything seems to belong in that class with him whether it is true or not.

In "Walking By Faith" we undertook in Chapter VI to deal with some principles well recognized by Bible students through the years as guides to a proper understanding and application of Bible teaching. Where all of these rules given in the chapter come from, we do not know but we learned them from some one. Some of the works along this line that have been helpful to us we might suggest in this connection. They are: "Principles of Interpretation" by Clinton Lockhart, copyright 1901; "Exegetical Analysis" by I. B. Grubbs, copyright, 1893-94; "Companion to the Bible" by Barrow, copyright 1867; "Messages of the Books of the New Testament" by Farrar; and even more recently—"The New Testament— A Survey" by Merrill C. Tenney. From all of these, and other sources in addition, these "rules" given in our Chapter VI were gathered. We, of course, stated them in our own language and developed them in our own way of discussing matters. We believe they are true, applicable, and helpful, though we have never claimed perfection for them or any other set of human, uninspired "Rules" that we have ever seen. Brother Thomas labored hard but was unable to do anything with them — any of them — as any fair reader must know. Evidently they were very disturbing to him and they well should be for they will disprove, if properly and fairly used in Bible study, everything that he undertakes to defend in present day issues.

We did not think of it being necessary to point out that these "rules" would apply to anything which the Bible teaches, whether by example, command, or necessary inference. Our effort was simply to take the same rules of Bible teaching that apply to whatever it teaches in any way and apply them to the study of examples. Brother Thomas treats the chapter and the "rules" suggested in it as though the Examples of the Bible constitute a separate study and can be properly understood and applied only when we have a different set of "Hypothesis" by which to study them. This is a violation of one of the first principles of understanding anything. Mr. Lockhart, in his book, "Principles of Interpretation", gives us in Chapter two, page 31, as an "axiom of Hermeneutics" this statement: "AXIOM: Every communication of thought, human and divine, given in the language of men, is subject to the ordinary rules of interpretation." Now Mr. Lockhart was a scholar of some renown, himself a Ph. D., if not from Chicago University then from some place else, and he understood that the same rules that applied to one form of communication in human language would apply to every other form equally as well. Our Brother Thomas doesn't think so. He thinks with reference to present day problems of cooperation we must have some "New Rules" of interpretation to guide to the proper point of view. (We forgot to mention it in the above list but we also have the book to which Brother Thomas once referred as very inadequate, "Hermeneutics" by Dungan.) Why approved examples should be construed and applied under any different set of rules to the rest of Bible teaching, Brother Thomas does not tell us. Evidently his conception is that unless he can "rule out" certain New Testament examples as binding, his cause is lost. We think he is right in that feeling and we do not intend to allow him to rule out those that are applicable to our problems now for he cannot do so scripturally and justly. It is confusing indeed when our Ph. D: scholars cannot agree on some simple rules of "interpreting"— (understanding) — the scriptures. "When the gods contend, men are confounded''. No scholar we know of, in the class of Brother Thomas, or any other, who is recognized as such has ever contended that the examples of the New Testament must be interpreted by a different method or rule than the rest of the Bible.

The Rule of Uniformity

This first rule discussed in "Walking By Faith", Chapter VI, gave our brother Thomas a good bit of trouble in his effort to get it out of the way and avoid its effect. The rule, of course, has to do with the fact that in New Testament scriptures when there is but one example of a practice, or when in every occurrence that practice was the same, unless some other passage of scripture can be produced authorizing another practice or that same thing practiced in another way, the very uniformity of the occurrences would indicate that example should be followed in doing the same thing under the same circumstances. In other words, it would be a case in point, and would certainly indicate what we should do. In the introduction to the lesson of this chapter, we had this to say:

"When we can find the church practicing particular thing or method in the New Testament record with evident apostolical approval, no one with any faith would question the correctness of the same practice today under the same or similar circumstances. If there are two or more examples of methods of doing the same thing, then either would be permissible under the same circumstances now and we would have a choice in the matter based on expediency. But the question with which we are concerned in this lesson is this: when there is an example of but one method of doing a thing in the New Testament scriptures is that one example exclusive of all other methods or practices? "

Our brother refused to meet this issue squarely and spent his time trying to prove that "uniformity alone" will not establish a "pattern" of authority. Well, he wasted his time for no one—absolutely no one! — contends that "uniformity alone" will bind the example on us today. Did not our brother notice in the same chapter that there are six other rules given that enter into the picture of helping us to determine when an example in the New Testament is binding? He even refers to them, though he does not deal with them, in his attempt to refute what the lesson teaches. Why then does he seek to create the impression that we are contending for uniformity alone? This is just another bit of his subtlety in trying to confuse the issue and avoid the truth by misrepresentation. Evidently he gives no one else credit for having much sense. We may not all be "trained thinkers" or belong to the "intellectual majority" but it doesn't take a smart man to see that there is a difference in the uniformity of an example having some force and evidential value and its being absolutely conclusive within itself. The latter we did not and do not claim, brother Thomas to the contrary notwithstanding, and know of no one who does.

On this point we call attention to some of the professor's reasoning:

"First, 'examples of optional matters' could be uniform in their details. These BRETHREN have not even considered the possibility of dealing with examples grouped as optional things and as required things. To do so and to study through several cases of examples that are clearly optional might show uniformity in important details, but such uniformity would not change the examples from the optional group into the 'required' category." (Page 77—Para. 2)

He has not given us much credit in alleging that we have not considered the "possibility of dealing with examples grouped as optional things and required things". Brother Thomas, that is what the whole chapter is about. It is headed: "When Is A New Testament Example Binding?" No one is silly enough to claim that all New Testament examples are binding or are examples of obligatory force upon us today. Every person with a grain of judgment recognizes that there are examples of incidental or "optional" nature. So does everyone know that a "binding" example is not optional and an "optional" example is not binding. What did you think we were "considering"? Your charge is very inconsiderately made.

Will brother Thomas deny that the uniformity of a New Testament example of a material or essential matter, approved by an apostle of our Lord, teaches and implies anything at all as to its binding force? Let us give our readers the benefit of another recognized man in this field. His conclusions and applications should be questioned freely but the principles of interpretation which he deals with are commonly accepted as worthy of careful consideration.

"(9) Religious truth may be gathered from approved precedent. — We learn from the authorized conduct of the children of God. If we can first be assured that what is done is approved, we can know certainly what we are at liberty to do under similar circumstaces. Indeed, if the conduct has been directed by men under the guidance of the Holy Spirit, we learn from the example what we ought to do. If the Scriptures are to be our guide from earth to heaven, then to be religiously right we must be scripturally right. Or the statement may be made stronger in this way: no one can be religiously right and scripturally wrong at the same time. Or, again, no one can be religiously wrong while he is scripturally right. Now, if the will of God has undergone no change since the New Covenant was completed, what was His will then is His will yet. And if those men did that will and we do the same now, we will be accomplishing His pleasure.

" (1) We must also be careful not to confound mere incidents or accidents with the approved precedents. The disciples met together in an upper room in Jerusalem, and so they did at Troas, but that does not make it binding on the disciples of to-day to meet in upper rooms. These were mere accidents or conveniences. And to elevate them into divinely appointed rules for the service of the Lord, would be to miss the purpose of the record altogether. The Master took all his journeys on foot, but it does not follow that we are only at liberty to travel in that way.

"But the question recurs, How shall we determine what is an approved precedent? How shall we be able to separate the many things done in the times of the apostles which are merely incidental, from those that were meant for our benefit, that we may know what to do? (1) Those actions performed by the apostles or other disciples in their day, which have a divine approval, or, if done by an apostle, nothing has been said by inspiration in opposition thereto. 

(2) Customs of the Church under the eye and sanction of apostles. For if, in an unguarded moment, an apostle should turn aside, he would not continue in that condition. And if it could be possible for one apostle to continue to err in his public character, it would not be so with all of them. A general custom is established in harmony with that which is allowed, taught approved by the many. If we shall find the whole church engaged in a common custom in religious service, no matter how we may come to that intelligence, if we can certainly know that such was the custom everywhere among the disciples in the days of the apostles, such practice will show certainly what was the will of God". (Hermeneutics by Dungan — Page 95, 96, 97.)

Now the above quotation does not mean that a mere incidental custom always becomes law and is therefore binding or else we would have the holy kiss and foot washing bound upon Christian individuals. But in essential practices by the churches everywhere in carrying out their God-given duties, certainly this rule of the "customary" or "uniform" thing has some weight in spite of the contention of our good brother at Abilene. We would not argue that it must be conclusive "within itself" any more than we would contend that the circumstances of baptism within themselves are conclusive proof of immersion—BUT THEY ARE EVIDENTIAL OF IT.

But our brother in his book continues on this matter:

"An illustration of this point is that in all the examples and references in the New Testament about the partaking of the fruit of the vine, it is UNIFORMLY referred to as the "cup" (singular), both in literal and figurative usages. If uniformity in examples were the thing that establishes patterns, then we sin today if we use more than one container." (Page 77—Para. 2, Page 78—Para. 1)

We are surprised at this appeal. If this is the best our able professor at A. C. C. is capable of, he may be a "school man trained in logic" but it didn't take enough to make him a "thinker"—trained or otherwise.

In the first place, do you notice his switching his terms and changing subjects? Brother Thomas should know that in "references in the New Testament about the partaking of the fruit of the vine" there is nothing said about the container or proved about it whatever! The "cup" when it refers to "partaking of the fruit of the vine" does not have any reference whatever to the container! When the Lord gave thanks for "the cup"; wined he said, "Take this, and divide it"; did he give thanks for the container and did he mean for them to take the container and divide it? How ridiculous can a smart man get?

When he said, "This cup is the New Testament in my blood", did he mean the container? Why certainly not! What does the singular prove about the container, Brother Thomas, in such usages? Exactly nothing of course! The contention is nothing short of downright silly. Then why is the singular always used? By metonymy the "fruit of the vine" is represented by the container—"the cup" and so called—(singular)—because there is but one element — the fruit of the vine — (singular) —that Jesus ordained as communion with his blood. There is not a shred of evidence in this use of the singular form of "the cup" concerning how many containers were used then or should be used now.

But listen again!

"Again, the examples of the preaching of the apostles show that in all cases of conversion recorded in Acts they uniformly preached faith and baptism, but there were variations in the examples as to whether the people were required to repent or confess; so, if uniformity is the criterion of pattern teaching, then faith and baptism are required; but repentance and confession are optional!" (Page 78—Para. 1)

A man who professes to be a Gospel preacher whether he ever saw the inside of a college or not who can't beat that both as to Bible knowledge and reasoning should be ashamed of himself. We see more proof all of the time that our brother's idolatry for learning has warped him into thinking that others do not and cannot think.

Brother Thomas, there are some cases of conversion that do not specifically mention baptism. Does that mean that it is as optional as repentance or confession? If only one New Testament example mentioned it, it would be just as essential. Uniformity does not require "multi-occurrence" instances in' the record. Uniformity meant that the things recorded never happened and are not recorded in any other way no matter how many times they were done. As to the illustration from the conversions that do not specifically relate repentance and confession, did the people repent and confess? Certainly! Our brother would not deny it. But how do we know they did? It is implied when it is not recorded specifically! Other New Testament examples of conversion supply the information that demands it in every case of conversion. But suppose repentance and confession were nowhere taught and could not be found in any New Testament example of conversion, would the Bible teach that it should or could be done?

That is your problem, Brother Thomas, you have the job of showing us New Testament teaching either in command, necessary inference, or New Testament example— or in "principle eternal"—or by the "law of love" or in any other way that a thing can be taught in the scriptures where churches of Christ, 1) ever built and maintained human benevolent organizations to do their work; and, 2) that churches of Christ ever pooled their funds in one congregation and centralized control over those funds and the work done with them under one eldership as a means of cooperating in doing their work; and, 3) where one congregation ever made a contribution to another congregation when the receiving church was not in need; and 4) where one local church ever sent to any work at all through another local church as its agent. You will not need to worry about uniformity if you will just find a "single-occurrence" or "multi-occurrence" or teaching otherwise in the scriptures for any of these. We challenge you to produce it and quit playing "ring around the rosey" with Bible teaching on these points. We think you know that it cannot be found. Brother Thomas tells us that he read the New Testament through several times in preparing the manuscript for this book — (page 91—para.. 2) — evidently looking for it and we know if he had found it, he would have put it in the book and it is not there. The book is altogether negative so far as Bible proof is concerned. Of course, it is very positive in expressing Brother Thomas' opinions and judgments.

We propose to find in the Scriptures what we practice in a congregation doing its own work of benevolence, under its own elders, out of the resources furnished by its own members, through the ministration of its own deacons and without building and maintaining another organization. We also propose to be able to point out from the scriptures how churches sent directly to the support of a gospel preacher in New Testament days. We can also find definite Bible examples of how churches cooperated in supporting gospel preachers and how they cooperated with each other in time of need. Now when our brother can find what he practices in the New Testament, we will agree that there is more than one way of doing this work, but until he or someone else can, we will still be guided by the Bible in the only information it gives on these matters. Until you can produce New Testament teaching for what you practice, do not ask us to accept it.

We listen once again to our brother on the matter of "uniformity" in New Testament examples:

"To explore this important (and for those who hold the view crucial) argument further we now note some instances of "single occurrence" examples, which the hypothesis would insist always establishes patterns. (We recall here that this is the only reason that such BRETHREN say that the example of the Acts 20:7 context establishes an exclusive pattern for the day upon which to partake of the Lord's supper—is the fact that it is a "single occurrence" example, and therefore the uniformity hypothesis applies in its case.)

(Page 79—Para. 2)

Here is another of the many instances of complete misrepresentation in which our brother engages in his book. Who insists that "single-occurrence" examples "always establishes patterns"? Exactly No One! Who are the "such brethren" who say "that this is the only reason that the example in Acts 20:7 context establishes an exclusive pattern for the day upon which to partake of the Lord's Supper"? Does Brother Thomas mean that such a contention is made because of the fact that it is recorded but once that it occurred? That is the inference if his statement makes any sense. The force of the argument is that no instance of "breaking bread" on any other day is recorded nor is there any New Testament teaching that it should be done on any other day. Brother Thomas must have read "Walking By Faith". He refers to it and quotes from it frequently in his book. Why did he not read it fairly and if he did, then why doesn't he represent it fairly? Compare the above statement quoted from his book with this paragraph on Acts 20:7 under the "Rule of Uniformity"— (page 22-23—W. B. F.), the very rule our brother was discussing:

"(4) The fact that the Lord's Supper was observed by the early church on the first day of the week and only upon the first day of the week is significant. If it established the right to observe the Lord's Supper upon the first day, it also established that it can be observed only upon the first day for we have neither precept, example or inference of observing it any other day. Therefore, every other day is excluded."

From this it can be seen that the rule of uniformity is that where a practice occurred with apostolic approval in the work and worship of the New Testament church and that practice was uniform in essential elements, that is, it did not vary but always, whenever recorded, occurred in the same way, then there must be some weight and force given to the testimony concerning it and it establishes only that the same practice can be performed in the same way under the same circumstances today.

What our brother needs to prove is that the church of the Lord today has the right to practice something in its work or worship that is not taught in any way by New Testament scriptures. When he can find neither precept or example in the New Testament for what he is doing, how can it have divine authority?
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WHEN IS A NEW TESTAMENT EXAMPLE BINDING?
Roy E. Cogdill. Nacogdoches. Texas

(A Review of We Be Brethren by J. D. Thomas —Professor Bible Department, Abilene Christian College)

In the previous article we noticed the effort Brother Thomas made in his book, "We Be Brethren" to avoid the force of the rule of interpretation which we chose to call "The Rule of Harmony" in our book, "Walking By Faith". Brother Thomas was considerably bothered with "single-occurrence" incidents or examples and their effect from the viewpoint of authority. We suggested in the former article (No. VII) that what he needed to find was a "single-occurrence" (at least) example of what he is practicing under the guise of cooperation. His trouble is that he can't find even a "single-occurrence" precept, example (approved or unapproved), or inference (necessary or unnecessary) of what he preaches and practices. There is no scripture and therefore no scriptural authority for what these brethren are practicing. There is no wonder why they can't defend it by the Bible. All they have is sophistry and their own human wisdom and judgment to depend upon. The rest of us are not willing to accept that.

Sometimes the question is asked, "What difference does it make whether each congregation takes care of its own "charge" in the work of "relieving the destitute" or all of the churches do their work through a human organization built and maintained by them for that purpose?" The difference exactly is this: ONE IS FOUND IN THE NEW TESTAMENT AND THE OTHER IS NOT!

Then sometimes brethren are heard to ask, "What difference does it make whether a church sends a preacher and supports the preacher by sending money to him or sends the money to a church and lets that church support a preacher with it?" The difference again is exactly this. ONE PRACTICE IS FOUND IN THE NEW TESTAMENT AND THE OTHER IS NOT!

What difference does it make whether each church does its own work by using its own resources under the supervision of its own eldership or pools its resources with another congregation or congregations under the supervision of another eldership, as is the case with the Highland Church and the Herald of Truth, as a means of cooperating in fulfilling their mission? The difference is exactly this. ONE IS FOUND IN THE NEW TESTAMENT AND THE OTHER IS NOT FOUND THERE!

What difference does it make whether a church sends its contribution to a preacher or church directly or through another congregation as its agent? The difference is exactly this: "ONE IS FOUND IN THE NEW TESTAMENT AND THE OTHER IS NOT FOUND THERE!

Of course, the fact that a thing is found in the New Testament does's mean much to some people when they want to practice something that is not found there and are not careful about following Scriptural authority for what they do. They will brush aside all the principles of righteousness revealed in the precepts of the Lord's Word. Every example approved by apostolic authority, and every inference that is necessarily the result of the clear and unmistakable import of the language of the word of God, they will wave aside with a casual remark, "That is just a truism" or "such an example is not binding" or "that is legalism to insist on following that example" and insist that "there is no pattern and we are at liberty to do what we please in regard to this matter".

What constitutes a pattern of authority anyway? Perhaps a plain statement on this matter will help clear our confusion about it. What would be wrong with this? THE SUM TOTAL OF NEW TESTAMENT TEACHING ON ANY QUESTION CONSTITUTES THE PATTERN OF THE LORD'S WILL UPON THAT QUESTION! Can even our learned brother find any fault with that? If so, what is wrong with it?

Then we raise again the question, HOW DOES THE NEW TESTAMENT TEACH US? And once again the answer, "THE NEW TESTAMENT TEACHES BY PRECEPT OR EXPRESS COMMAND, APPROVED APOSTOLIC EXAMPLE, AND BY NECESSARY INFERENCE". Whatever the New Testament teaches to be the will of God for us today must be found embraced in one of these three methods of teaching. This has always been recognized by brethren in Christ from Thomas Campbell's Declaration and Address until now except by the uninformed and incorrigible souls who want their own way no matter what God may say and there have been some like that in every generation. Their honest attitude could be expressed by saying, "We want it and we are going to have it, no matter whether the Bible teaches it or not". They pacify their consciences, if any, by crying "Liberty! Liberty!" when there is no such liberty. Or they camouflage their disregard for God's Word by appealing to the "great good we are doing", as if God is more pleased with sacrifice than with obedience in our age. But thinking people who reverence the Word of God will not be fooled by such deceitful sophistry and subterfuge. Their demand will continue to be, "Chapter and verse, Please", "What cloth it say?", "To the law and to the testimony", and if the passage cannot be produced that does set forth such practice in some manner, they will not engage in it in order to have fellowship with anyone.

The fact remains that Brother Thomas cannot find the New Testament teaching that supports the "indirect method" which makes a "brotherhood" agency out of God's arrangement for a local church. He cannot and has not found any New Testament teaching setting forth the right of the churches to build a human society to do any of their work, cooperatively or otherwise. He has not found and will not find in the New Testament any passage that sets forth the teaching that one church can become ambitious and promote a big work upon the prospect of getting its hands into the treasuries of other churches and appropriating their resources in order to fulfill their ambitions. He cannot and will not find one New Testament church contributing to another New Testament church unless it was in need. He cannot and will not find a church in the New Testament sending its support for preaching the gospel through another church to any preacher. Let him find these things set forth in New Testament scriptures — either precept or example, and all of our opposition to them in the church of the Lord will cease. We can then "Be Brethren" indeed and not simply in lip-service. Write another book, Brother Thomas and this time produce the plain passage of scripture that we can all understand that sets forth any of these things in any manner and we will all be satisfied.

The application of the rule of uniformity to the question of church cooperation is plain and positive.

"(1) When many churches cooperated with a preacher by supporting him while preaching the gospel, they sent directly to the individual whom they were supporting. (II Cor. 11:8, Philippians 4:15-18.) Philippi sent directly to Paul by their messenger Epaphroditus. (Phil. 2:25.)

"(2) When many churches cooperated with the Jerusalem church by contributing to help meet the needs of the Jerusalem saints, they made up their own funds, selected their own messenger or messengers and sent it direct to Jerusalem. (I Cor. 16:1-4; II COR. 8:16-24,)

"(3) When Antioch made up a contribution for the brethren in Judea during the famine there they sent it by the hands of their own messengers — Paul and Barnabas — to the elders of the church in need. (Acts 11:27-30.)

"(4) There is no precept, example or inference that any church contributed to any work through another church. A 'centralizing' of the funds of many churches and the control over them in a 'sponsoring church' is unknown to the New Testament scriptures. There is no variation from the pattern that when a contribution was made by any congregation, from its treasury to any work it was sent, always, directly to the work being done and never through any church as an intermediate agency. There is complete ''uniformity'' and no variation at all in the pattern in all New Testament examples of one church contributing to another church." (Walking By Faith—page 23)

We have not demanded that there must be an example. We do not occupy the position and have not advocated that unless "an example" can be produced, a practice cannot be scriptural. This is just another "straw man" misrepresentation in the book. (Page 30, 32, 137). Such an implication should be corrected along with other false representations in the book. In his own language we indict him, "But in all these, there has been not one point of real facing of the issue—there has been only wordy claims". Where do you find what you teach on these matters taught, exemplified, or implied in New Testament Scriptures? That is the real issue and it has not been faced forthrightly. Can the New Testament authorize a thing which it does not teach? Can it teach a thing which it does not either generically or specifically set forth in precept, example, or inference? This is the issue and we are determined that brethren shall not forget it!

The Rule of Unity

The rule of Unity was stated like this:

"This is sometimes called the law of harmony. It means that each passage of scripture whether precept or example must be interpreted in the light of whatever and all else God has said on the same theme. Truth is always in harmony with truth. Any example that violates any precept of truth is not an approved example."

and in the application of this rule to the problems at hand today on the subject of cooperation we had this to say:

"1. The rule illustrated or exemplified:

(1) Divine precept fixes the jurisdiction of the authority of the elders of a congregation as over the "flock over which they have been made bishops." Acts 20:28. Or 'the flock which is among you"." I Peter 5:2.

(2) When Antioch sent her contribution to aid the "brethren in Judea" in time of drouth, they sent it to the "elders."

a. There were "churches of God which in Judea are in Christ" among the "brethren which dwelt in Judea" I Thess. 2:14.

b. God's order was and is elders in every church. Acts 14:23.

c. The contribution sent to the brethren in Judea by the hands of Paul and Barnabas was delivered into the hands of the elders. What elders? Why the elders among the "brethren which dwelt in Judea". Since there was more than one congregation and since each congregation had elders, we are free to conclude that the contribution from Antioch was placed in the hands of the elders of each church that was in need and that distribution among its needy members was made under the supervision of its own elders.

d. The conclusion reached by some that the Jerusalem elders received the contribution for all the brethren in Judea and distributed it among them is not only without any basis in fact but is clearly out of harmony with the teaching of the Bible elsewhere on the jurisdiction of an eldership". (Walking By Faith) —page 24.

This was the second rule offered in our book, "Walking By Faith", and Brother Thomas paid no attention to the discussion accompanying it. He discounts and discredits its effect on Bible examples by saying "This hypothesis for determining when an example establishes a pattern is really more of a general rule for interpreting the Bible, than it is for distinguishing between binding and non-binding examples". (Page 82 — Para. 2) Now that is a remarkable statement and especially when you find it on the same page with this one. "The main reasons our tensions have developed is because no one on either side has had a clear-cut criterion for interpreting examples". (Page 82—Para. 1) The first statement definitely implies that while a rule or "hypothesis" might help interpret the Bible, it is of no help in distinguishing between binding and non-binding examples. The last statement admits that examples must be interpreted. Our brother says that the great problem is to determine whether or not a New Testament example is "binding". Then he tells us that the "general rules" for interpreting the Bible cannot determine this but that there must be some special rule for examples alone. On top of these statements we find this one, "There is no information in the Acts 20:7 context alone, that says that the Troas Brethren were keeping a required obligation when they partook of the supper on the first day of the week". Therefore, we must conclude that he thinks that an "example alone" does not establish a pattern but that we must go to other Bible teaching to find the pattern. He demonstrates this necessity of going to other passages, separate and remote from the example, by arguing that the example of Acts 20:7 must be amplified by I Cor. 11:20-26, I Cor: 16:1-2, Hebrews 10:25, in order to set forth a binding pattern. Of course this is not true. The best way to find out that it is not true is to remember that neither of these additional passages which he has cited mentions "breaking bread" on the first day or any other day. They mention "breaking bread" (I Cor. 11:20-26), and they mention the contribution on the first day of the week (I Cor. 16:1-2) and they teach the necessity of assembly (Heb. 10:25), but they fail to mention breaking bread on the first day of the week or its necessity. There is just one place where we learn when the New Testament church broke bread and that is Acts 20:7. It stands alone as the only passage in the New Testament that teaches us when to break bread or how often. It teaches us "when" by the example specifically set forth—"The first day of the week to break bread" was the significance of the assembly of the disciples at Troas. It teaches the "frequency" of their doing so by necessary inference— the clear and unmistakable import of the language implies necessarily that it was a weekly practice—as often as the first day of the week came. This easily can be seen from a comparison with the Sabbath law and its observance—"Remember the Sabbath Day to keep it holy"— how often? As often as it came and that was every week. That is what the law said and meant and that is what the language of Acts 20:7 says and means. Brother Thomas evidences that he does not know enough about how to apply Bible teaching to instruct anyone by the use of this passage, if he did the best he knew.

But our point is that if he is right when he says that we must go to other passages to know if an example is binding (as he does say about Acts 20:7), then what does he mean when he tries to discount the rule of harmony by saying "but this truism applies to commands and necessary inferences as well as to examples and so does not really help our problem". (Page 83—Para. 1) How small a circle can a man get himself into anyway? If other passages must be relied upon to determine when an example is binding, then Brother Thomas actually appeals to the "Rule of Harmony" himself in "interpreting examples" in spite of sneering at us for using the rule and appealing to it! Verily the "legs of the lame are unequal". We categorically deny that "interpreting" (understanding) examples is any different problem from understanding anything else the Bible teaches.

The Rule of Universal Application

This is the third rule in our lesson on Examples in "Walking By Faith". Again Brother Thomas does not deal with our application of this principle of interpretation to the present day problems of cooperation. He sneers at it again as unworthy of any consideration. I suppose the main thing wrong with it is that our brother did not think of it or word it at least. He says this about it: "This rule is similar to the hypothesis of unity, in that it can serve only to veto certain examples". Well what is wrong with a rule that will veto an example as not binding when it is not binding, Brother Thomas? If it would have vetoed those examples that you so much want to get rid of in New Testament practice by the early church, you would have praised it. The trouble with it is that it will not work for you but against you, that is the reason you must make light of it when every scholar who ever wrote on the subject of "interpreting the scriptures" with which we are acquainted, has recognized and emphasized it. But here is another statement on the same page.

"When these so-called 'rules' for determining 'whether an example binds or not' are offered to us, and we see that they are not limited to examples, but equally affect commands and necessary inferences; and also that they would affect only a rare or occasional example and only in a negative way, we realize that whoever has suggested them has not really solved the problem of "when are examples binding". This type of 'rule' (No. 2 and No. 3) says nothing whatever that is constructive or positive toward solving the problem". (Page 84—Para. 1)

In spite of the fact that he admits that this "so-called rule" is a rule of some assistance in understanding the commands and necessary inferences, and occasionally an example, yet he asserts, that it says nothing constructive whatever toward solving the problem. Now, it seems that if it helps just the "wee bit" that he admits in solving the "problem of understanding" even an "occasional example" he could have been a little less severe in rejecting it and given it a little more credit anyway. These "trained thinkers" can give nothing credit unless they think of it first. He has no reticence in claiming that his "so-called hypotheses" are the "Standard" for all time to come and will solve every problem. Such is his fairness and his humility.

We stated this rule of Universal Application in this manner.

"Everything taught in the gospel of Christ is within the realm of possibility in practice for all people in all parts of the world and in every age. The scope of the gospel is world wide both in its provisions and in its requirements".

Then concerning the application of this rule to the problems at hand we had this to say.

"3. The autonomy and independence of congregations as taught in the Lord's plan for His church means that in every locality where Christians are made throughout the world, the work of the Lord's church can be carried out without any necessary connection with any other part of the people of God in any other part of the world." "Walking By Faith"—page 25.

This means simply that the local church is perfect and complete in its own form and function without any federation, amalgamation, or relation with any other local church on earth. It can perform its duty and please God in the execution of its mission if no other like it existed on earth. Of course, it would be its obligation to preach the gospel and plant the kingdom of God everywhere that its resources and opportunities allowed it to do so. Then if it learned of other saints in need in a locality where the church was not able to supply that need, it would be under obligation to "remember the poor" by sending them assistance as it had opportunity and ability to do so. It takes no more than a local church to do what God has designed that the church should do.

The Law of Materiality

Our next rule, The Law of Materiality, was stated in this fashion.

"Whether a thing is relevant, material, essential to the teaching or practice of Gods will is a most important consideration. Incidental matters are never relevant, material, or competent in determining the will of God. Incidental circumstances need to be separated from divine law in anything taught in God's word."

In applying that principle we gave the following illustrations of its application to familiar matters.

"1. Whether the people on the day of Pentecost were baptized in a natural stream or an artificial pool or reservoir of water in the city of Jerusalem is entirely incidental. The design, action, and results accomplished were exactly the same in any event.

2. Whether the gospel is preached in a temple of worship, by the riverside or in the jail house. is a matter that is neither relevant or material to the conversion of the sinner. The truth preached, believed, and obeyed constituted conversion under any circumstances.

3. Whether Christians assemble under the branches of a tree, in a rented hall, in a private home, or in a building owned by them is a matter of indifference completely. The assembly of the saints in worship in spirit and truth is the essential whether in Jerusalem or Bagdad. John 4:21-24. Whether the Lord's supper is observed in an upper room, on the third story or in a house with but one story is entirely immaterial. Matt. 18:20.

4. Whether in the Lord's supper the elements are the unleavened loaf and the fruit of the vine or ice cream and cake is a very material matter. The emblems of His body and blood on the Lord's table were determined by Him and are the constituent elements of the supper he ordained. Anything else could not possibly constitute that supper."

Then we proceeded to show the application of the same principle of interpretation to the problems at hand in this manner.

"5. Whether a congregation has elders or not is material for unless in due time elders are developed and appointed, God's order has not been respected and followed. Acts 14:23.

6. Whether elders exercise jurisdiction over the congregation in which they have been made elders or in some organization other than that congregation and whether they are elders over that congregation only or many congregations is a very material question as to whether they are exercising scriptural authority in the function of their office. I Peter 5:2. It simply determines whether they are elders or something else and whether they are exercising proper authority or are usurping authority.

7. Whether congregations maintain an equal relationship to any work in which two or more churches cooperate is very material in determining whether or not they respect the divine order of the autonomy, independence, and equality of New Testament congregations: Whenever two or more congrgations combine their funds and centralize the control over "their" work in one congregation and under one eldership, they have violated a very material and essential principle of New Testament Church identity—its government." "Walking By Faith—page 25-26".  

Yet Brother Thomas wrote in his book:

"These BRETHREN have not even considered the possibility of dealing with examples grouped as optional things" — (Page 77 —Para. 2) That, my friends, is how honestly and fairly he dealt with the material in "Walking By Faith" and with the issues before the brotherhood today. We are ashamed of him for his profession of piety and "brotherliness" when being so manifestly unfair. We do not wonder that he did not tell his readers the name of the book or the author to which he was referring.

The Law of Competence

This very common rule of interpretation and evidence was stated in this fashion:

"In studying any precept or example from New Testament scriptures it is important to determine whether or not the evidence obtainable from the divine record is actually competent to support the claim that is made for it. Practices which we are anxious to justify are too often presumed when the evidence of their actual existence is non-existent."

The application of this rule or requirement for evidence to be competent we offered the following:

"1: The presumption that the Jerusalem elders took charge of the contribution sent from Antioch for the "brethren which dwelt in Judea" and distributed that benevolence among the "churches of Judea" is entirely unsupported. In the example of Acts 11:27-30 Jerusalem and the Jerusalem elders are not mentioned. We are entitled to presume that the "churches in Judea" followed the divine order of "elders in every church". Acts 14:23: In that case the "elders" to whom Paul and Barnabas delivered the contribution were the elders among the "brethren in Judea". Unless it could be established that only the Jerusalem church had elders, which is entirely without support, then we must conclude that the "elders" of various churches in Judea which were in need are the ones referred to in the example.

2. The idea that any New Testament congregation ever made a contribution to any work to be done "through" another church is pure fiction. There is no example or hint of such a practice in the New Testament. There is no "pooling of funds" a m o n g New Testament churches. In the contribution sent to the Jerusalem saints each church selected its own messenger to carry the funds to Jerusalem and thus retained control, through their agent, over the funds until they came to rest in Jerusalem where the need existed and the work was to be done. I Cor. 16:1-4, II Cor. 8:16-24. Philippi sent directly to Paul by her own messenger— Epaphroditus. Phil. 4:15-18. This is the pattern.

3. There is no testimony of any kind upon which to base the presumption that New Testament churches ever undertook to do their work through any organization other than the "congregation" under its own elders." "Walking By Faith"— Page 26-27.

This is how fairly and fully we tried to deal with these principles or rules which our brother prefers to call "hypotheses" and the detailed way in which we tested their application to the examples of the New Testament record. Yet the learned professor would have you believe that no one but him has given any thought to testing and trying New Testament examples as to their applicability and binding force upon us today. He charges over and over again in his book that "lists of these hypotheses have been given, often with dogmatic claims about their authority and finality." We will leave it to those who have read both books and the writing that has been done to decide who it is that has been "dogmatic" in their claims for authority and finality. Our brother is a shining example of that.

Then another untrue and false charge in this same connection is this: "the scientific method was, however, used somewhat loosely in their formulation, and they were either not checked with all the possible facts or available data, or were not fully tested after their formulation, or both". (page 76.) Now what Brother Thomas calls "scientific" and "testing", we may not have done. But these principles of interpretation did not originate with us. They have been tried and tested by the scholars in this field back through the generations and are to be found in some of the most scholarly works ever written on this subject. Too bad that our brother at Abilene is so far ahead of everything that has ever been done in this field. His humility and meekness is outstanding. We will compare and test the accuracy of these rules against anything he has evolved whenever he wants to undertake it.

The Law of Limited Application

This rule is sometimes called the law of Limited Extension or Application. We state it in this fashion.

"Every principle of divine law demonstrated in any New Testament example can be correctly applied only to the circumstances or set of facts under which application is made by the Holy Spirit in the word of God. No example or principle applied to all circumstances or conditions. The ease to which it is to be applied must be the same fact situation. There must be a case in point."

We gave the following examples of this rule and its application.

"1. Much of the teaching in I Corinthians 14 cannot be generally applied for the reason that Paul was dealing with a fact situation that cannot be reproduced today, viz., the proper use of spiritual gifts. The principle to be learned for general application is stated "Let all things be done unto edifying" and "Let all things be done decently and in order".

2. Many of the things written by Paul concerning the marriage relationship in I Corinthians 7 were written "in view of the present distress" and therefore are limited in their application and would be misused if generally applied to all circumstances and situations.

3. The community of property practiced in the Jerusalem church was not intended for general emulation but was practiced only under special circumstances and in a particular situation. Acts 2:45; 4:32.

4. In New Testament scriptures one church never contributed to another church unless that church was in need. They did contribute to churches in need. (Churches of Macedonia Achaia, Galatia to Jerusalem.) A contribution by one church to another church in need does not justify one church promoting another church out of its money to do a good work. That is not a case in point because the fact situation is not the same". "Walking By Faith —page 27-28".

Brother Thomas swept this aside as unworthy of any consideration and then turned right around and fashioned in his own words a "Pattern Principle for Examples" for which he made boastful claims of its being the solution for all our problems concerning "binding examples" and when he got this laborious effort all finished he had a combination of the law of limited extension or application and the law of relevance or materiality. He announces with a great deal of gusto:

"What we now wind up with as we conclude Part II on the solution of our problem is a major premise produced by our inductive reasoning thus far, and which is the finally formulated hypotheses derived from actual data and facts, gathered from the New Testament itself and tested with many illustrations". (Page 91 — Para. 2)

Now that sounds like the solution to every problem doesn't it? What more could be claimed by even a great "inductive and scientific" reasoner? But what did it amount to?

"When an example was binding upon the people of the New Testament day, it is binding upon us now; and when it was optional action for them, it is optional action for us"!

Now what does that solve? Exactly nothing so far as determining when an example was required specific action or attitude of its characters. What we need is to determine when the action was required or binding action then and now! Brother Thomas' great "Pattern Principle for Examples" is, to use his words, "nothing but a truism"—a "group of words without a point" and "says nothing whatever that is constructive or positive toward solving the problem". Brother Thomas you will have to wind your "scientific tinker" up again and evolve something else. You didn't do the job!
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SOME NEW TESTAMENT EXAMPLES ANALYZED

Roy E. Cogdill, Nacogdoches, Texas

(This is the ninth article written in review of the book "We Be Brethren" written by J. D. Thomas, Professor of Bible, Abilene, Texas.)

The two articles preceding this dealt with some things that need to be kept in mind in the study and understanding of the force of New Testament examples. We want in this article to examine the way our Brother Thomas deals with New Testament examples in his book.

Brother Thomas claims to have evolved a rule which he calls a "Pattern Principle For Examples" that he thinks is the solution to all problems concerning whether or not a New Testament example is binding upon us today. We have already pointed out that his "pattern principle" which he so highly touts actually contributes nothing to the solution of the problem. He treats Bible examples just like he treats the distinction between "Essential and Optional" matters in Bible teaching. He puts the "wavy line" of distinction where it arbitrarily suits him and in his use of examples he arbitrarily designates one as binding and another as not binding and expects the rest of us to accept his judgment on the matter. However, we do not have any confidence in his judgment and are unwilling therefore to accept it. The rest of us think that we can understand the Bible just as well as our learned professor and are, therefore, not willing for him to sit in judgment on whether or not an example is binding.

Modernists have treated the recorded facts of the Bible in this fashion through the years. They tell us we are not to accept the story of Jonah and the trig fish, Noah and the flood, etc., as factual. They say these things did not really happen in the Old Testament but are allegories and are to be understood as such. They classify the miracles of Jesus the same way. They say that Jesus did not actually turn water into wine, still the tempest, feed the 5,000, etc. These are just allegories. They think with their superior intellectual training they are able to discern for the rest of us what should be believed and not believed of the facts recorded in the scriptures.

Sectarians have always taken the same attitude toward the commandments of our Lord. They go through the scriptures and list what they consider as "essential and non-essential" commandments. This distinction, of course, is made by their own arbitrary judgment. We have never been able to learn how they think they are able to find out when God meant what he said and when he didn't, if he didn't.

Now, our brother Thomas comes along and wants to sit in judgment on the examples of the New Testament and by his superior ability and training select those that are binding and eliminate those that are not binding. Moreover, his selection as evidenced in his book is completely arbitrary for the most part. We contend that he is no more licensed to classify the examples for us than is the outright modernist at liberty to classify the facts, or the sectarian or denominationalist at liberty to sit in judgment on God's commands in the same manner. In fact, all three attitudes are essentially and fundamentally the same.

In some way our brother can see a binding example in seventeen incidents, largely involving individuals instead of church action, and he lists them for us. He can see the binding pattern in all of them "without any command" (page 64-70) though every one of them rested upon a command which is implied in the example itself and is supported by what the Bible otherwise teaches. The fact is that the heading of this section is completely wrong. There is positive Bible teaching for every one of the incidents setting forth the action demonstrated as obligatory upon the part of Christians. You can examine them for yourself and see that such is the case. Without the "rule of unity" Brother Thomas would not have known that these examples were binding except by his own arbitrary judgment governed by his own will and wisdom. It does appear that when a man is able to see so much from so little in some cases, he could see more from so much in other cases.

But let us look at his treatment of Acts 20:7 in detail. Concerning this example which has proven so troublesome to our "institutional advocates" brother Thomas says further:

"Let us illustrate: A church in Texas has a regular meeting on Wednesday night, and if a visiting preacher should come to town on Mon​day morning, he might "tarry" three days until the BRETHREN came together on Wednesday night to pray. But the Wednesday night meeting of the Texas church, although regular, is not a service required by God, but is completely optional on the part of the local elders, and they might have chosen some other night, as Thursday. The point is, to see the parallel, there is nothing in the Acts 20:7 context to prove that the first-dayof-the-week meeting was not just an optional meeting, just like the Wednesday night prayer service. And even if churches were required to assemble "sometime" to partake of the Supper, what is there in the Acts 20:7 context to prove that there might not be a permissible "local option" for which day of the week—with Troas using the first day, Ephesus the second, and Thessalonica the fifth et cetera? In this case the required pattern would not be, "take it on the first day only" but it would be "take it once a week, but you can choose any day desired by the local congregation." There is nothing in the Acts 20:7 context alone that proves that any pattern involved might not be of the latter type.

"This, then is the reason why some good brethren have concluded against the establishment of pattern authority by examples alone. They at present do not really see any binding authority of any kind for having an exclusive day to partake of the supper. And those who have been ridiculing them have either not seen the exact problem or else have ignored it, and it calls for an answer". (page 95)

We disagree with our brother in his diagnosis of this case. The trouble with these brethren who "at present do not really see any binding authority of any kind for having an exclusive day to partake of the supper " is that they are not willing to accept the binding force of any New Testament church example. They disallow the "rules of interpretation" (hypotheses to our professor) which they have always accepted and followed, such as "the rule of harmony," because it is necessary for them to escape the force of those examples of New Testament church action that set the "pattern" of cooperation by their teaching. These examples destroy the "pattern" which our "institutional" brethren worship and they will not have it. And if brother Thomas followed the same course with reference to Acts 20:7 that he follows with reference to Phil. 4:15-18, II Cor. 11:7-8, Acts 11:27-30, II Cor. 8, 9, he would stand with them and be unable to condemn by New Testament teaching the observance of the Lord's Supper on Thursday night before good Friday.
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The whole fact is, as our learned professor should know, there is no other information in the New Testament whatever about when to observe the Lord's Supper or how often to do it. Our brother is utterly impotent in trying to establish either by any other "context" in the New Testament. It rests upon a commandment, to be sure, as far as the observance of the supper is concerned, for Jesus said "Do this in memory of me", but how can he prove a commandment to observe it "only on the first day of the week" and show that it is not a "local option" as he calls it? In absolutely no way at all except by the "pattern" set by this example in Acts 20:7. He must either accept the binding force of this example or be unable to teach the truth about this important part of Christian worship. And if he admits the binding force of this example—alone—then he is unable, honestly, to get away from the force of those which he is so interested in disallowing. Even he can see that if Acts 20:7, "context alone" establishes an exclusive day for the observance of the Lord's Supper, then Phil. 4:15-18 establishes "exclusively" the "pattern" for sending directly to the preacher. We can find more scripture to support the latter than our brother can produce for the former aside from the "context". This is why he labors so hard in his "ring around the rosey" fashion of reasoning to accept one and eliminate the other. We insist that he can do so only by his own arbitrary judgment and he is not the authority in such matters.

This attitude toward Acts 20:7 was never taken by any of the brethren until they wanted to escape the force of some other examples of church action in the New Testament. This was the "necessity" that became the "mother" of all this confusion about examples anyway. Brethren came to so idolize their human institutions that they surrender the Bible teaching about the Lord's supper in order to escape the force and effect of other examples in New Testament teaching. If brother Thomas could find the same kind of an example of the church meeting on Wednesday night that Acts 20:7 furnishes for observing the Lord's supper on the first day of the week—supported by the Lord's command, apostolic approval, and of their meeting only on Wednesday night to pray, he would have a comparison. Until he does there isn't any. One is in the New Testament and the other is not.

In his "Excursus: When Observe the Lord's Supper?" we find what he thinks is the solution to this problem that has gone "unanswered", according to him, by those who have been "ridiculing others", whoever they are. He gives us a diagram of how he arrived at this solution. For the sake of convenience we will use straight lines instead of circular lines in our reproduction of it.

We do not know why our brother's "solution" to this problem required that he go to all this trouble to establish that the church must assemble on the first day of the week to break bread. It is unfortunate that he had to appeal to collateral teaching in New Testament scriptures to establish that this example is binding. That means that in spite of his discounting the importance of the "rule of unity" as it applies to examples, he had to use it! Brother Thomas, you should leave out your criticism of that rule in any further editions of your book or else leave out your appeal to it.

What does Heb. 10:25 teach about breaking bread on the first day of the week? Nothing at all! It does not even mention either the first day of the week or breaking bread! I Cor. 16:1-2 teaches absolutely nothing about breaking bread on the first day of the week! It does not even mention breaking bread! I Cor. 11:20-26 does not mention the first day of the week! Yet our brother considered it necessary to give an exegesis on all three of these passages in order to establish that Acts 20:7 is a binding example or "pattern". Suppose we had only the Lord's command when he instituted the supper (Luke 22:19-20) and the example of the church under apostolic approval carrying out that command in Acts 20:7. How would brother Thomas make out his case? He did not want to surrender the Lord's Supper in its observance only on the first day of the week and yet he did not want to grant that the example of when it was observed under apostolic supervision and with apostolic approval was sufficient to bind it on us. That was his predicament and is the answer to why he went to such a great length to try to make out his case with proof texts that do not even mention what he was trying to establish. These brethren have to diminish the power of the examples of the New Testament church in executing the will of the Lord under apostolic direction or they are in serious trouble and they know it. But he makes further appeal to:

"The pattern for partaking of the Lord's Supper on the first day of the week exclusively which these four contexts have established, is also confirmed by:

(a) Revelation 1:10—"I was in the spirit on the Lord's day."

(b) Colossians 2:16.17—"Let no man judge you in respect of ....

(c) The unanimous testimony of early church history."

But again neither of the passages he quotes in this further effort to strengthen his "solution" say anything about what he is trying to prove. His appeal to early church history we suppose is "profane" or uninspired history. We can't see how that would mean anything to him when "divine" history exemplifying the matter means so little to him. With this much latitude in scriptural proof to support an example, we will take the two examples he rules out by his own authority, arbitrarily, that are applicable to these problems of "cooperation" and strengthen our case considerably. But he wants us to stand on the example "alone" without any collateral proof. Why don't he do that on Acts 20:7! Is he the only one that has the right to go to other New Testament teaching to show that the "pattern" of a New Testament example is binding? Will he let us also go to "the unanimous testimony of early church history" to show that the early church practiced what is recorded in New Testament history and when those practices were corrupted and the organization of the Lord's church perverted by a "bishop" extending his authority to the work of another congregation, apostasy had already set in? We can abundantly show that it was so.

There are two things outstanding: 1) it takes a tremendous lot of testimony to establish some things from New Testament examples, and 2) some New Testament examples our brother rules out in spite of all the supporting testimony that can be produced. Let us see:

"3. A third instance of an example that is clearly optional, as the contextual matter shows but which has been declared a pattern, to the detriment of the Cause we represent, is found in two passages, both of which are used for the same pattern:

Phil. 4:15, 16—And ye yourselves also know, ye Philippians, that in the beginning of the gospel, when I departed from Macedonia, no church had fellowship with me in the matter of giving and receiving but ye only;

II Cor. 11:8—I robbed other churches taking wages of them that I might minister unto you; 

The pattern that some BRETHREN feel is established by these passages is that "churches sending money to a preacher are required to send it to him directly." The real point for our consideration is that neither one of them has any contextual indication whatever that churches were required to send money directly to the preacher. These passages, therefore, indicate only that it is an optional choice, and we should remember that before an example can be binding it must show conclusive evidence, proving that it does bind. Ways of sending money to a preacher are optional and we must not make binding what God hasn't. The fact of getting money to a preacher is important, but how many hands it goes through in getting to him or whose hands they are, are purely incidental and in no sense binding. This case is another where men have been making laws for God". (Pages 73-74.)

It is amazing that when these brethren try to get away from the Lord's truth they run head on into the Missionary Society. What would be wrong with a church sending money through a missionary society, Brother Thomas? You couldn't tell us to save your life, now could you? If it is purely an optional matter as to how the church sends to a preacher, then it would be just as well to send it through a missionary society as any other way. If not, why not? It would be interesting to see our brother deal with it.

Of course he would say that

"Where the Society functions it dominates and controls (in mission activity) the local congregations which comprise its membership, and the "local autonomy" pattern is definitely replaced". (Page 35)

But the Missionary Society says that is not so! They deny that they are a "form of church government" as our brother alleges and deny, as we shall see in a later article, that they exercise any control over the churches. They deny these allegations just as the Herald of Truth and Boles Home, Inc., deny that they are "forms of church government" and as such exercise control over the churches affiliated with them in their work. But we will go into the parallel with the missionary society and our brother's attitude toward it in another article. The point now is, if the abuses are ruled out and the principle of the missionary society in its very existence, is not wrong because of its nature and the fact that there is no authority for its existence, then it would be an expedient way of sending money to a preacher in the minds of many and Brother Thomas, from the quotation above, would be unable to condemn it. This he has to admit and does admit in this language:

"Now to illustrate: The Missionary Society, in relation to the required pattern, "Go Preach", could be classified as an optional expedient, or as an "aid", (a Box OE type matter), as it is indeed considered by those who use it. The fact is, however, that the requirement "Go Preach" is not the only pattern requirement to which the Missionary Society has relation. The other pattern which it is involved with is in the area of church government, and which stipulates that each congregation is to have its own bishops and deacons, and the exclusive type of church government required is "local autonomy." To this latter pattern the Missionary Society is related as an excluded specific, a Box "ES" type matter on the Standard Authority Diagram, since it is by its nature a clear-cut violation of the local church's autonomy. ****** This means, then that the use of the Missionary Society is excluded and sinful since it clearly involves an alternate or substitute form of church government. Where the Society functions it dominates and controls (in mission activity) the local congregations which comprise its membership, and the "local autonomy" pattern is definitely replaced".

Our brother was careful to charge that the "Missionary Society" controls the local congregations in missionary activity. To what extent, Brother Thomas? The churches voluntarily affiliate with it. The churches determine what amount of money they will contribute to its activities. The churches themselves can withdraw from it whenever they are ready. The churches surrender no control over their local affairs in any other work. They select their own local teachers and preachers, and determine their own program of work. The Missionary Society controls nothing but the money the congregation chooses to send to it and what shall be done with it in the way of mission work. Exactly the same thing is true of the Herald of Truth. When a church contributes a sum of money to the Herald of Truth, that sum of money is completely controlled and the work done with it is completely controlled by the Herald of Truth in exactly the same way the mission society controls the contributions made to it. That cannot be denied successfully. It is established by the testimony of the Highland Elders themselves. Their control of all funds contributed is "exclusive". Their control over the program—where it shall go and who shall do the preaching, is exclusive, if they have told the truth. The Herald of Truth and the sponsoring church type of "cooperation" control the "activity" — missionary or radio—of the contributing churches in exactly the same way that the Missionary Society does. They stand condemned together and for the same reason. There is no authority for either of them.
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But let us try the brother's diagram on the example he undertakes to rule out, viz., Phil. 4:15-18.  Here we give Phil. 4:16-18 the same treatment that our brother gives Acts 20:7. Let us see if it is not so. His contention is that the context of Acts 20:7 alone does not establish an authoritative pattern for observing the Lord's Supper only on the first day of the week. BUT by bringing in related passages he is able to understand and show that the sum-total of New Testament teaching is that the Lord's Supper can scripturally and rightly be observed only on the first day of the week. Let us see how this applies to the example of Phil. 4:15-18. If related passages can be the means of establishing the authoritative pattern of Acts 20:7, then surely the same method can be used to establish the pattern in Phil. 4:15-18.

1. Mark 16 :15-16. Here we have the command to "Go Preach". It was and is the will of the Lord that the world be evangelized with the gospel of Christ. That is as much our obligation in our generation as it was the obligation of Christians in the first century. If it be doubted that the great commission be applicable to us today, then a multitude of other passages would establish that it is the obligation of the church today to affect the same work as that authorized in the commission.

2. I Tim. 3:15 teaches that the church is the "pillar and ground of the truth". Many other related passages would easily establish that the primary mission of the church in all ages is to teach and preach the Gospel.

3. I Cor. 9:1-18 gives us a series of arguments by the pen of Paul guided by the Spirit of God to the effect that the church—the church of God at Corinth—a local church—is under obligation to support—pay wages not as benevolence—those who devote their time and talent to teaching and preaching the gospel. Divine providence caused Paul not to accept it from Corinth for a reason that is apparent in the Second Corinthian letter—protection against the lying charges of false teachers. But he had the right to it and that cannot be denied.

4. I Peter 5:1-3 teaches us that in this matter of supporting a preacher to preach the gospel the elders of the local church are to have the oversight as in all the other work of that church of which they are elders. This teaching also can be abundantly supported in New Testament passages other than this one.

5. II Cor. 11:8-9 teaches us that while Paul was at Corinth foregoing the right to the support of the Corinthians to which he was entitled, he did receive what he needed to sustain him in that work from "other churches". This shows that a church has the right to support a preacher wherever he goes to preach and not just in their own locality. It also shows that when it is needful or necessary or expedient a number of churches can contribute at the same time to the support of the same man in the same place. They did do it in the case of Paul at Corinth. Their contributions were made in this instance not to enable the church at Corinth to do a big work which they were not able to do but to enable the preacher to preach. It was a matter of "supplying that which was lacking" or taking care of the preacher's "want" and that was the extent of the contribution made.

6. Phil. 4:15-18 teaches us that the church at Philippi, situated in Macedonia, was one of the churches that supplied Paul's need while at Corinth. (II Cor. 11:9.) It also tells us how they sent it to him. Both passages emphasize that they sent it to Paul. Phil. 2:25 tells us that Epaphroditus, was their "messenger, and he that ministered to my wants". This "method" is in complete harmony and unity with everything else the New Testament teaches.

The Philippian church had bishops. (Phil. 1:1.) The bishops had the oversight, if they were faithful (I Peter 5:1-3), of the resources of the church. They taught and directed the contributions of the members into the treasury of the church. They had the responsibility of the distribution of these resources and their use in accomplishing the purposes of God. They had supported Paul constantly from their beginning as a church. (Phil 1:3-5.) They selected their own messenger—Epaphroditus, an individual member of the church, to carry the contribution to Paul.

What part of that "pattern" does Brother Thomas have the right to rule out? If he can dismiss the "direct method of sending"—that is, by the church that makes up the money sending directly to the preacher whom they support—then he can dismiss all of the rest. This is not an incidental matter or "optional" as he claims. It is of the essence of "local autonomy". It is the only way the bishops of a local church can control their own resources and program of work and without that control they do not have "local autonomy". If surrendering their money to a Missionary Society gives the Society control over their missionary activity, then surrendering their money to a benevolent society gives that benevolent society control over their benevolent activity. And surrendering their money for radio preaching or mission work to a "sponsoring church" would surrender the control over their radio preaching and mission work likewise. If not, why not?

But let us further demonstrate that if Brother Thomas had been as fair with this New Testament example as he was with Acts 20:7 he would have had to accept it as just as binding as the example of breaking bread. The "institutional advocates" seem to like syllogisms in their reasoning so let us formulate a few.

I.

1. "Authoritative patterns" can be established by New Testament teaching only in "Required matters". (major premise)

2. A local church supporting preachers to preach the gospel is a "required Matter". (minor premise)

3. Therefore New Testament teaching concerning a local church supporting a preacher constitutes an "authoritative pattern" concerning a "required matter." (conclusion)

II.
1. New Testament examples teach whatever they exemplify concerning required matters. (major premise)

2. New Testament examples exemplify how local churches supported gospel preachers in New Testament days. (minor premise)

3. Therefore New Testament examples teach how local churches supported preachers to preach the gospel. (conclusion)

(I learned how to do this in high school debating— not from Tom Warren or J. D. Thomas.)

III.

1. Whatever New Testament precepts, approved  examples, or necessary inferences teach concerning "required matters" is authorized.

2. New Testament examples teach that local churches under the supervision of their own bishops supported Paul in his work of preaching by sending directly to Paul.

3. Therefore New Testament examples authorize a local church to send directly to the support of a preacher.

IV.

1. Whatever New Testament precepts, approved examples, or necessary inferences do not teach concerning "required matters" is unauthorized.

2. No new Testament precepts, approved examples or necessary inferences teach that any local church ever sent to the support of a preacher through another church.

3. Therefore one church sending to the support of a preacher through another church is unauthorized in New Testament teaching.

We have not used syllogisms since high school debating but they come in handy when your opponent likes them. Brother Thomas gives us one on Phil. 4:15-18 and we want to look at it. It follows:

· "Major Premise: Any New Testament example that does not imply an underlying command which would require specific actions or attitudes of the exemplary characters, establishes no pattern whatsoever, and serves only to illustrate matters that are purely optional for people today. (See page VI)

· Minor Premise: The context of the example of cooperation between the church at Philippi and the Apostle Paul, of Phil. 4:15-18, does not imply an underlying command which would require the church to send money to Paul only "directly" (i.e., through its own messengers, as vs. "indirectly',— through another church treasury).

· Conclusion: The example of cooperation between the church at Philippi and Paul, of Phil. 4:1518, establishes no pattern whatever, which would require churches to send to gospel preachers only "directly", and the example serves therefore, only to illustrate matters that are purely optional for people of today."

Now in order for a syllogism to be correct in logic it must not only be correct in form but the conclusion is not so unless the major and minor premises are both true. The trouble with our brother here is that he wants to let his own statement of his minor premise be conclusive in the matter. We are not willing to let it be. This is the disputed ground and he is under obligation to establish his premise by the teaching of the word of God. His arbitrary ruling on it will not stand. There is no collateral New Testament teaching to sustain his minor premise. On the other hand there is much collateral teaching to sustain that the opposite is true. We have shown that from several passages of scriptures in the diagram and discussion already given in this article.

Whenever our brother comes across a New Testament example of church activity that would rule out what he practices, he always pronounces that it is concerning "optional" rather than "required matters". How did he find that out? How does he learn from Acts 20:7 that the Lord's supper can be taken only on the first day of the week? How would he prove that the fact that they met on the first day of the week to break bread was not purely "optional"? Now if he will apply the same method to the example of Philippi sending to Paul his support to preach the gospel, he will have the answer to all his problems.

But we take another look at his treatment of examples:

"2. Another optional example that has been made into a law by some BRETHREN is that determined from several passages, but best represented by II Cor. 8:13-15:

For I say not this that others may be eased and ye distressed; but by equality: your abundance being a supply at this present time for their want, that their abundance also may become a supply for your want; that there may be equality: as it is written He that gathereth much had nothing over and he that gathered little had no lack.  (Acts 11:27-30; I Cor. 16:1-4 and Romans 15: 25-28 are also used in this connection) 

This example is that of church cooperation where one church sends to another some help for benevolent purposes, and in this particular circumstance the receiving church is a distressed area and unable to meet all the demands. These BRETHREN add up these facts and then they claim that this example establishes a pattern, namely, that "The only way one church can help another in benevolent matters is in an emergency, and it must be a "rich church" helping a poor one." Such a pattern would be rather cumbersome, as it would require a perfect audit of the financial strength of each congregation. (If the auditor made a mistake, somebody would sin.)" (Pages 71-Para. 4—72)

We break into the quotation here to make a few observations. We do not know where brother Thomas found the "quotation" in the above paragraph. It did not come from "Walking By Faith" or anything else we have written. Some one may have said it but many, if not the most of us who oppose human institutions doing the work of the church, would not endorse the statement "it must be a rich church helping a poor one". We do not know of anyone who makes that contention. It is a false charge so far as we are concerned and yet it is charged upon us all. Brother Thomas should quit capitalizing and emphasizing "BRETHREN" and "WE BE BRETHREN" until he can treat his brethren fair enough to correctly represent them at least. Such piety is pure hypocrisy until it is genuine and when it is, it will not allow such unfair treatment.

We supposed that every one knew that the part the Macedonian brethren had in helping the Jerusalem saints was "How that in a great trial of affliction the abundance of their joy and their deep poverty abounded unto the riches of their liberality. For to their power, I bear record, yea, and beyond their power they were willing of themselves praying with us with much intreaty that we would receive the gift, and take upon us the fellowship of the ministering to the saints". (II Cor. 8:2-4.) I do not know where brother Thomas found the above quotation. Surely he found it somewhere. He was not fair enough to tell us. But he had no business charging all who disagree with him with it. He should correct it. What then is the contention? Here it is: There is no New Testament teaching that one church should or ever did send a contribution to another church unless the receiving church was in need! Now, BRETHREN, find the exception to that in the New Testament and you will set a lot of us right!

But if the example called for a "rich church helping a poor church" Brother Thomas would not respect it for he does not respect what it does call for. He files his Objection to the comparative strength of the two churches on the basis that it would call for an audit and a perfect audit at that! Now isn't that impressive? Brother Thomas, if an audit happened to be necessary to do what God said, would you be willing to make one or like Jeroboam of old would you say "It is too far to go down to Jerusalem". This is on a par with his comment on Philippi sending directly to Paul and his contention concerning the unmistakable feet that they did but that if their doing so is a pattern for us, it is "to the detriment of the Cause we represent". Well if doing anything just like the church did it in the New Testament is a detriment to the "Cause we represent", it is because we represent the wrong cause and that is evident in Brother Thomas' case.  

We continue our brother's comment on the example of II Cor. 8:

"Realizing that some examples are optional and some are binding, we are also conscious of the fact that when we decide that a particular example is binding, there must be clear, conclusive evidence that such is true".

Our author is mixed up on this point. He needs to put the shoe on his own foot and recognize that "when we decide that a particular example is (not) binding, there must be clear, conclusive evidence that such is true". If there is to be any presumption it would logically and rightfully lie in favor of the example found in New Testament teaching. Even our brother should admit this.

But hear him further:

"In the above passage, II Cor. 8:13-15, there is nothing whatever to indicate that any exemplary person thought or that we are to think, that the only way these churches could scripturally cooperate was in the way outlined in this supposed pattern. The argument that Paul was making as he outlined this instruction was for the purpose of motivating them to liberality. There is not the slightest hint of a required binding pattern of how cooperation must be done. All of the details of this instance are merely incidental and establish no pattern whatever." (Page 72).
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Now, brother Thomas, how did you find that out? Why he merely decides it by his own superior wisdom and enters the decree and expects that to be satisfactory to the rest of us. How can we know that it is not binding on us today? Why our learned professor who teaches Bible in the Department of Bible in Abilene College tells us that it isn't! But that doesn't settle it with us!

He reasons further in the next paragraph that this instance of II Cor. 8: is just an illustration of an optional way of carrying out Gal. 6:10. We will have to contest that point too, brother! In addition to the fact that Gal. 6:10 is instruction to the individual Christian, which we will deal with at another time, Gal. 6:10 sets forth an obligation to "do good unto all men" and this contribution in II Cor. 8 was for the "Saints" in Jerusalem peculiarly as the context abundantly shows. If our brother is as careless in his use and application of scripture in trying to teach his classes in Abilene College as he is in his book, he is doing much harm in his mishandling of the Word of God before young students who do not know better than to swallow what he says. The churches making this contribution were not sending to the relief of the whole populace in Jerusalem but only to the Saints. They were not carrying out Gal. 6:10, brother Thomas, unless they were unable to help both and had made the choice in favor of the "saints".

But he further tries to reason about this contribution in this fashion:

"There is another reason it is out of the question to count II Cor. 8:13-15 as establishing a pattern of the type suggested. If it should establish a pattern, required (Box "SP" type) authority, specifying how Cooperation of this type must be done, then Cooperation itself, which would be the generic to such specific, and which would have to be diagrammed in Box "GP" of the Standard Diagram of Authority, would itself also be a required thing and not optional. But we all recognize that Cooperation is optional—we do not have to cooperate to please God." (Page 73)

Here again we would have to dissent. Over and over our professor repeats that cooperation is not necessary. According to this he thinks that it is not even necessary when it is needed. That we are willing to deny. He is at point blank variance with even some of the champions of his own cause. Guy Woods argues that cooperation is absolutely necessary to fulfilling the Great Commission of our Lord and no one church can do its duty and meet the obligation without cooperation. Brother Woods, of course, isn't a school man "trained in logic" and is not therefore one of the "trained thinkers" of our brother's class. He might be right about some things though and our brother wrong. They need to get together.

But for our enlightenment, let us make the same diagram of this example, not confining it to the specific verses mentioned and quoted by our brother but taking the whole incident and the teaching of the New Testament relative to it and see what it looks like. I don't know why he didn't give this example the same treatment that he gave Acts 20:7 when he tried to solve that "problem". Maybe he thought this one was too big to solve.

1. From II Cor. 8,9 we learn of the instructions given by Paul to the church at Corinth concerning the contribution for the poor saints in Jerusalem. This was unquestionably and undeniably the action of the church. (1 Cor. 16:1.) More than that it is unquestionably the action of one church cooperating with another church. In fact, it is an example of many churches cooperating in relieving the saints in Jerusalem. They were in need. Those who were not destitute in the Jerusalem church could not provide sufficiently for those who were in need. They were not relieved of the responsibility to do what they could but like a man sometimes gets to the point through adversity that he cannot provide for his family, the Jerusalem church was not able to take care of its own. The churches of Macedonia, Galatia, and Achaia came to their rescue and supplied their "want". Here there was a "need". (II Cor. 8:14; II Cor. 9:12.) That "need" required help and sending that help was COOPERATION between churches.

Paul further referred to this matter in writing to Rome and points out in this passage that these Christians were under obligation to come to the rescue of the "poor saints in Jerusalem" because from them the Gospel had gone forth to the Gentile nations. (Rom. 15:25-27.)

2. Moreover this was the will and commandment of the Lord and His apostles. (Gal. 2:10.) Paul and Barnabas were instructed or reminded to "remember the poor" as they went out to the Gentile world to preach. Jesus had laid down the principle, "It is more blessed to give than to receive" and Paul reminded the Ephesians of that. (Acts 20:35.)

3. I Cor. 16:1-4. As Paul had given order to the churches of Galatia, so he gave order to the Corinthian church as to how to raise the money with which to carry out this work. They were to make it up by individually contributing on the first day of the week into a common treasury so that it might be ready.

We learn further from this passage and also II Cor. 8:19-23 that the churches chose their own messengers and that those messengers were individuals. Sometimes on this point brethren, as did Brother Thomas in his book, (page 78) argue that if personal messengers are a part of the required pattern then we could not use the United States Mail. That is a powerful contention! I suppose when it is sent by United States Mail it is not sent by personal messenger but through the agency of another church!

4. Acts 11:27-30. This passage definitely tells us to whom such relief was sent when another church was in need. They sent it to "the elders" by the hands of Barna​bas and Paul. Those elders had charge of the distribution of this relief among the poor saints. There were "elders in every church" in God's order for his church on earth. Brother Woods got ridiculous enough at Birmingham to ask if the elders of the church had to receive it then how could you send to a church and how would it be distributed where there are no elders? The answer to such a silly question is, of course, that that church without elders would receive the relief and distribute it exactly as they carried on the rest of their work without elders and if they couldn't receive help because they had no elders then they couldn't function in any other respect without elders.

Brother Thomas, to his own amusement, attacks this example as not being an example of church action. He argues that those of us who recognize the difference between individual Christian duty and church or congregational duty and activity are "legalists" and says that such is "downright amusing" when we claim that Acts 11:2730 is an example of a church sending for the text says "disciples". (page 174). Now the amusing thing about that would be for our brother to tell us if this fund made up by the contributions of individual disciples became a part of the treasury of the church at Antioch? Or was it still an individual fund after it was contributed into a "common fund"? Were Paul and Barnabas the representatives of the church at Antioch in delivering this fund, or the messengers of the individual disciples who contributed it? More than that, when the "disciples" at Troas met on the first day of the week to break bread, did that constitute church action? If so, how do you know—the church isn't mentioned in the passage? This is just another ridiculous dodge and it is "downright amusing" how perfectly crude some of the dodges of these smart men can be. Grant to them for the sake of clarifying the point that this was not a church sending— it still is an example of churches receiving for it was placed in the hands of elders! Then the contribution to Jerusalem some fifteen years later (I Cor. 16:1-4; II Cor. 8 and 9) was an example of churches sending so our information is complete anyway.

5. Then we learn that whether a church is sending or receiving, its work is in charge of its elders locally. (I Pet. 5:1-4. Acts 20:28. Heb. 13:17.)

Now what part of this is unnecessary and not required today? Our learned professor has the same right to mark it all out that he has to mark any of it out. We should permit him to mark out none but stand upon the word of God and do his work in the church in the way that we know to be right and that cannot be wrong.

The whole problem he is struggling with is how to determine what is incidental in the example. He argues elsewhere (page 79) that if single occurrence examples are binding in any case then the example of selecting seven men to serve tables in Acts 6:1-6 would bind upon us today that we select seven and seven men only to serve tables now. Yet he reasons from Phil. 4:15-18 that the "direct sending" is purely an optional matter and not required. Surely his legs are "unequal" in reasoning and therefore he must be lame. Why would the one example bind the number seven and the other not bind the manner of sending directly to the preacher?

He rules on the incidental and the essential matters in New Testament examples exactly like he rules on them in his "wavy line chart" just as it suits him and his purpose. But with all of his qualifications and outstanding attainments, he is no priest to "interpret" the word of God for anybody and those who will let a mere man, however smart they may think he is, determine such matters for them have too little respect for the word of God.

The difference between Brother Thomas and the "institutional advocates" and the rest of us is that we can find examples of New Testament churches practicing what we practice and preach in these matters and those examples are supported by collateral teaching in New Testament scriptures but they cannot find what they preach and practice either in New Testament example or taught in the New Testament otherwise. When Brother Thomas produces, however trivial and incidental and optional he may think it to be, an example that demonstrates or "illustrates" the indirect method of supporting a preacher by a church of the New Testament day, he can settle the problem and restore the unity he says he is down on his knees praying for. So, Brother Thomas, get up off your knees long enough to produce the passage whether precept, necessary inference, or example of even "optional matters" where one church ever sent to any work through another church and "We Can Be Brethren" indeed!

We have called attention in these articles before now to the feet that if two or more coordinate practices belong in the optional field, either all of them must be found in the New Testament, or none of them must be found there and the Bible teaches nothing about the matter at all leaving the choice entirely up to men. If one is taught in the Bible and the other or others are not found there, and yet they are just as acceptable as what is found there, then what the Bible does not teach is just as authoritative as what the Bible does teach! If not, why not?

In spite of the great invention concerning examples our brother claims for himself, he has actually contributed nothing to the solution of the force of New Testament examples, for if he is not permitted to rule on the essential and non-essential part of the example as to even its details by his own arbitrary judgment, then he must still determine what is essential and what is optional! The only way he can determine that is by what the Bible teaches. Bible teaching determines what is essential and what is non-essential and that is all that will do so.
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BROTHER THOMAS AND THE MISSIONARY SOCIETY

Roy E. Cogdill, Nacogdoches, Texas

(This is the tenth article in review of "We Be Brethren" written by J. D. Thomas, Professor, Bible Department, Abilene Christian College)

Before this review was announced or begun, Brother Cecil Willis of Brown Street Church in Akron, Ohio, an excellent student, thinker, and writer, as well as preacher, wrote an article on Brother Thomas' attitude toward the missionary society that we want to give our readers at this juncture in our review. We could not improve on it and it has some information in it that is very enlightening concerning the charges Brother Thomas makes against the missionary society and the reasons he gives for thinking it wrong. We are grateful to Brother Willis for this help in our review of this book.

Brother Thomas and The Missionary Society

Cecil Willis

For some time it has been obvious that some brethren objected to the missionary society of the Christian Church more from prejudicial reasons than from scriptural and logical reasons. We have been alarmed to find so many of the brethren (usually those not very well informed) who have no objection at all to the missionary society. For many years, our main objection to a missionary society has been that it is a human organization undertaking to do the work which God gave to His divine organization, the Church. The missionary society presupposes that God's arrangement has failed. It presupposes that God either could not, or did not, or would not supply such an organization adequate to accomplish His purposes. It insults either the wisdom of God, or the ability of God, or the goodness of God. It says that God either did not know what was needed to propagate the gospel throughout the world, or that He knew what was needed but could not provide it, or that He knew what was needed and could provide it but would not do so. Any way you look at it the missionary society insults God. It also assumes that man can build an organization that can accomplish what the organization God built could not accomplish.

In Brother Thomas' book he quotes a brother who rightly says: "In this paper, only one proposition is discussed and defended: The church, being divine in its origin, needs no human organizations through which to do its work, and that the innovation of such organizations violates the divine will, and thereby becomes sinful".

Brother Thomas then adds his comments to the quotation in these words: "We accept this BROTHER'S definition of organization, but we question the necessity of his later conclusion." He questions that the addition of such organizations is sinful!

Hear him further: "He must prove to us just exactly how and at what point 'such organizations violate the divine will!' A mere claim that they do so will not suffice." (We Be Brethren, page 133.)

In all of the debates the brethren have denied that the church could work through a human organization. Brother Woods at first (see Indianapolis Debate) denied that the orphan homes are separate organizations. At that time they were likened to Bible classes. Since then orphan homes have become separate organizations, like privet homes, but enjoy divine status as homes. Brother Thomas admits a church can do its work through a human organization, so long as certain conditions are met. He says:

"Our point just here, however, is that a human institution or organization can be used in doing the work of the Lord . . ." (Page 154.) "The only qualification, legalistically speaking, of any organization's doing a work for the church is that in doing so they be able to classify as an expedient method, and (in the context of our present problem) that they do not usurp the local church autonomy. But the local church and the individual Christians must use agencies (his emphasis), or 'organizations,' for getting the Lord's work done." (Page 168.)

Without hesitation, Brother Thomas tells us that the Lord's church "must use agencies or 'organizations' for getting the Lord's work done," These agencies are not options; they are "musts".

According to Brother Thomas, the only requisite necessary to legalize an institution or an organization is that it must "classify as an expedient method." I never knew that an organization was a method. I thought institutions used methods to get works done. Brother Woods in the Indianapolis debate objected to the missionary society because it was an "organization or institution" that used methods and means. Brother Briney thought he made a pretty good case to show that the Missionary Society was an expedient method. He showed that it was getting the work done. And after all, Brother Thomas says:

"Ways of sending money to a preacher are purely optional and we must not make binding what God hasn't! The fact of getting money to a preacher is important, but how many hands it goes through in getting to him or whose hands they are, are purely incidental and in no sense binding". (Page 74.)

Well, the missionary society is a "way" of getting money to a preacher, Brother Briney said. They also have "hands" and a good many of them, but these make no difference Brother Thomas says. Thus far in the controversy, Brother Briney would have by far the better of the argument with Brother Thomas. In fact, there would be no argument, because Brother Thomas has already made Brother Briney's arguments.

But we notice that Brother Thomas says an organization is legitimate if it can "classify as an expedient method." An organization is a "method". Of course this is not so, for an organization is a unit or entity that employs methods. Once more Brother Thomas tells us,

"There is no such thing as a binding method of how cooperation must be done, and we are therefore free to choose any method of cooperation." (page 81.)

Brother Briney could not have done better. His parallel argument on this point reads:

"I allege that where the Scriptures require this to he done (i.e. preach the gospel — CW), and are silent in regard to the method by which it is to be done, this silence authorizes these men whether they be many or few, whether it be one congregation or a hundred congregations, to meet in the name of the Master, and under the commandment to go, inaugurate such a work and carry it on; and whenever you have that, you have a missionary society!"

(Otey-Briney Debate, p. 169.)

Brother Briney said we are free to use any method; so does Brother Thomas. Brother Briney says a human organization is a method; so does Brother Thomas. Brother Briney says he gets his authority for his human organization in the command "to go" (see above quotation) which is generic authority; Brother Thomas says he gets his authority for his human organizations in "the generic authority to 'visit the fatherless .... in their affliction'." (page 114.) Both of these brethren can see a human institution in such generic authority. Brother Briney claimed God was "silent as to how to go" and Brother Thomas claims God is silent about "how to cooperate" or "how to visit". Boles Orphan Home is just a "method" to Brother Thomas, though it admits it is an institution. Abilene Christian College is also just a "method," to Brother Thomas. He says, "So, today, we may take advantage of a Christian college as an expedient method of teaching God's will . . ." He means CHURCHES may use a "Christian college as an expedient method of teaching God's will", as he devotes an entire chapter of his book trying to prove. Of course, he doesn't prove it but assumes it. No brother can defend the right of a college to exist who undertakes to defend it on the basis of it being a "method" through which churches of the Lord propagate God's will. The church is the one and only organization through which church duty is discharged. The only defense of the school, in my opinion, is when it is established and defended as a private educational business enterprise of a group of brethren, operated similar to a publishing company. If you would like to read an instance in which a brother took a well deserved cleaning on this point, read the Sommer-McQuiddy debate. Brother McQuiddy tried to defend the college as a method of teaching (page 17, 26) parallel to blackboards and gospel meetings. If A. C. C. is just a method through which the church may function, why is not the U. C. M. S. just a method???

Lest Brother Thomas be misrepresented in the matter, let it be understood that he does not endorse the missionary society of the Christian church. I am not sure that he could or would object to all humanly devised missionary societies, because his objection to the United Christian Missionary Society is not because it is an unauthorized human organization doing the work of the church. He thinks that is all right. I am not at all sure that he would object to a missionary society if it omitted one feature from its make-up. If the board at Boles Home, Inc., should begin to accept church contributions to propagate the gospel rather than to help needy children, I believe Brother Thomas would endorse it—if it still operated as it does presently. What about it Brother Thomas? Would you endorse a missionary society conducted in this fashion.

Brother Thomas' only objection to the U. C. M. S.
It is evident from reading his book that Brother Thomas does not object to the missionary society on the basis that it is an unauthorized human organization built and maintained to do the work God assigned to the church which He built. In his book, We Be Brethren, he argues at length to prove "that a human institution or organization can be used in doing the work of the Lord . . ." (page 154.) He, along with some other prominent brethren, is trying to tell us now that the strongest argument made throughout the years against the missionary society will not stand and is not true. They inform us that the missionary society is not wrong because it is an unauthorized human organization usurping the function of the church. A human organization to do the work of the church is perfectly all right with these brethren.

Nevertheless, Brother Thomas does not think the United Christian Missionary Society of the Christian Church is right. He has just one objection to it. He says:

"The only qualification, legalistically speaking, of any organization's doing the work for the church is that in doing so they be able to classify as an expedient method, and . . . that they do not usurp the local church autonomy." (page 168).

An institution to be legitimate must be an "expedient method". Well, Brother Thomas says the missionary society can meet this requirement. He says:

"Now to illustrate; The Missionary Society, in relation to the required pattern, "Go Preach", could be classified as an optional expedient, or as an "aid', . . . as it is indeed considered by those who use it." (Page 34.)

So, the missionary society can meet the first part of Brother Thomas's requisites for a scriptural human organization to do the work of the church. It is an expedient method. It is only at the second part that the U.C.M.S. falls down insofar as Brother Thomas is concerned.

Our brother's second requirement for a "scriptural human organization" through which the church may function is "that they do not usurp the local church autonomy". The missionary society is wrong, Brother Thomas says, "since it is by its nature a clear-cut violation of the local church's autonomy". (page 35.) Brother Thomas' only objection to the missionary society is that it violates the local autonomy of a church. Hear him state this:

"The exact point of this 'parallelism to the Missionary Society' is that these 'societies' (i.e. orphan homes—CW) are supposed also to violate and contradict the principle of the autonomy of the local church. It is admitted by all of us that the Missionary Society is guilty here, AND THIS IS REALLY THE ONE AND ONLY THING THAT IS WRONG WITH IT — however, this is sufficient to make it sinful and wrong." (page 137.)

Brother Thomas insists that "ways of sending money to a preacher are purely optional and we must not make binding what God hasn't! The fact of getting money to a preacher is important, but how many hands it goes through in getting to him or whose hands they are, are purely incidental and in no sense binding." (page 74.) According to Brother Thomas' definition, the Missionary Society is a "way" to get money to a preacher and it would be an "expedient way", if it did not violate local autonomy. This is the sole basis of his objection to it. He concludes, "and consequently there is no such thing as a pattern for cooperation!" (Page 80.) Therefore the Missionary Society could not be wrong because it violates the pattern for cooperation, for no such pattern exists. He says further, "there is no such thing as a binding method of how cooperation must be done, and we are therefore free to choose any method of cooperation." (page 81.) The Missionary Society is a "method of cooperation" its advocates maintain, and Brother Thomas admits, and it would be perfectly legitimate if it did not violate congregational autonomy.

Unfortunately Brother Thomas has not been alone in his advocacy that the Missionary Society is not wrong because it is a human organization doing the work of the church. Several years ago Brother J. C. McQuiddy shocked the brethren when he said, "Whether an organization is right or wrong depends entirely upon what it does. A missionary society is wrong, not because it is an organization, but because it is more than a method of teaching and preaching and usurps the functions of the church by taking upon itself control of the churches." Brother Tom Warren takes about the same position. As I under stand him, he says that the only thing wrong with the missionary society is its delegate feature. He says in his "famous lectures",

"But there is something that I would like for someone to do. So far, I haven't been able to persuade anybody to even try the job. Here's the job I would like for some of these objectors to try their hand on: list the component parts of the Missionary Society as it was when it was started—'without the abuses that now characterize it'. Then let them point out the component part which made the Society unscriptural. And bear in mind that it must not be this delegate legislative matter which I have already spoken. They cry 'that was just an abuse.' It will be interesting to see them try that, although I doubt that I will ever have the pleasure of seeing any of them try it." (Lectures, page 119.)

Now, if Brother Warren would just take time to read the Otey-Briney debate printed in 1908 he would find where some one objected to something in the missionary; society on grounds other than its "delegate feature". If he will read several decades of the Gospel Advocate, when the controversy was being so heatedly waged, he will find several objections in addition to its delegate feature I, and thousands more, object to the missionary society because it is a human institution through which the church undertakes to discharge its duty and for which there is no scriptural authority, and not only because of its delegate feature.

Brethren Thomas and Warren are objecting to the missionary society on one basis: i.e. its legislative power through its delegate system. Brother Thomas says again,

"What we mean by "control', is that the Missionary Society is an organization whose board 'legislates', or passes rules that they expect to be binding upon the member churches and where the member churches expect to be so bound." (page 141)

But remember that the board that runs the Orphan Home "passes rules", and the eldership running Herald of Truth "passes rules", and the churches that contribute to the orphan home and to the Herald of Truth are bound by these rules. But someone says the churches "elect" to be so bound. So do the Christian Churches that are bound by the decision of the board of the Society. They "elected" to be so bound. Brother Warren gives an explanation which "explains what is wrong with the Missionary Society: it is a legislative body with 'every church represented in that body obligated to every measure adopted'." (page 118.) He further explains that local autonomy is violated by the missionary society because if on a given point three delegates are instructed to vote "yes" and one church instructs its delegate to vote "no", the "yes" decision would be rendered, and the church which voted "no" is therefore bound by a "yes" decision. But suppose a church that contributes to the board that provides an orphan home thinks that frame houses are adequate, but the board votes to provide brick houses. Is not this church which voted "frame" bound by a "brick" decision? You say, "They have the liberty not to give". So does the Christian Church that voted "no" in Brother Warren's illustration.

The point these brethren make is that the delegate system removes the congregation's voice in its own work. Question for brethren Thomas and Warren — if the Missionary Society should begin acting only upon decisions rendered unanimously, would its work then be alright? Each church would have its own way. No church voting "no" would be bound by a "yes" decision. Would this change of policy make an unscriptural organization scriptural? The Christian Church might be willing to make this "minor concession" to Brethren Thomas and Warren in order to "take them in". Brother Thomas says this feature of the Society is "REALLY THE ONE AND ONLY THING WRONG WITH IT." Brother Warren obviously concurs.

It is becoming more and more obvious that some brethren have taken in so much of the modern institutional spirit that they really no longer have any solid basis upon which to object to the U.C.M.S.

Misrepresenting the U.C.M.S.

In our criticisms of the Missionary Society, it is often easy to misrepresent. We should be careful that our objections to the missionary society are not founded upon misrepresentations of it. We have mentioned before that though Brother Thomas does not object to the organization of a society through which the church may function, he does object to the Missionary Society of the Christian Church. Brother Thomas evidently believes that the Missionary Society and the institutional orphan home are both human institutions engaged in work assigned to the church; i.e. evangelism and benevolence. Brother Thomas endorses the benevolent institution through which the church undertakes to operate, while he condemns the Christian Church Missionary Society. In order to do this, he must show some characteristics of the Missionary Society that do not inhere in the Orphan Home.

Brother Thomas says:

"The Society dominates the churches, can coerce them and bring authoritative, organic pressure upon them if they do not live up to the demands which the Society makes of them." (page 142.)

Recently I wrote the president of the United Christian Missionary Society located in Indianapolis, Indiana, Mr. A. Dale Fiers, and asked him some questions. I tried to use the very words of Brother Thomas. Remember that this alleged dominating feature of the society is "the one and only thing wrong with it," according to Brother Thomas. I numbered my questions and Mr. Fiers numbered his replies and we give you this material in order:

Question No. 1. "Inherent in the U.C.M.S. is there any legislative control or authoritative organic pressure that binds the contributing churches?"

Answer No. 1. "No".

Question No. 2. "Is a local Christian church free either to contribute or not to the U. C. M. S.?"

Answer No. 2. "Yes".

Brethren, remember that the Missionary Society is an organization to which Christian Churches become voluntarily related. The benevolent organizations endorsed and supported by the churches of Christ are organizations to which contributions are voluntarily made. Thus far the two institutions (benevolent and evangelistic) are on equal footing.

Question No. 3. "Are there any adverse consequences if a local church elects not to contribute, but to spend its money in some other way?"

Answer No. 3. "Adverse consequences would not in any way arise from legislative action. I believe there would be adverse consequences to the work which the United Society is chartered to do because of lessened contributions. There would be adverse consequences for the church because of weakened ties with the United Society and consequently a weakening of those mutual relationships which enable us to fulfill the scriptural admonition to edify one another and build each other up in Christ".

Now would this not also be true if more of the churches elected not to support our "benevolent societies"? There would certainly be "adverse consequences to the work which the benevolent society is chartered to do" And we must add that there are "adverse consequences for the church" or the Christian individual who opposes these benevolent societies or who elects not to support them — "because of weakened ties with the benevolent society". The brethren today say that giving to the institutions is optional, but woe be unto you if you decide not to give for conscience sake! You will be castigated, boycotted, anathematized, quarantined and probably crucified if they had the legal power to accomplish it. Witness the recent attacks made in the pages of the leading "institutional Advocate" against brethren and their work because they have refused to become a part of the institutional movement.

The fourth and fifth question asked were given but one answer as they involved the same point.

Question No. 4. "Does the U.C.M.S. have any way of exercising dominating or controlling authority over the churches?"

Question No. 5. "Does the U.C.M.S. have any power of coercion over the churches? "

Answer No's 4 and 5. "No. The only authority that the United Society has over the churches is the authority which arises out of voluntary cooperation or contractual authority in which a local church agrees with the United Society to enter into certain mutual relationships having to do with property, program, or leadership.

I asked questions four and five because Brother Thomas said, "The society can coerce the churches". Actually the U.C.M.S. has no organizational or legal way to coerce the churches any more than "our" benevolent societies or human arrangements through the sponsoring church. It misrepresents them to say they do. A church might be "isolated" and "quarantined", as we have suggested, if it decides to have nothing to do with the U. C. M. S. but so will the church that decides to have nothing to do with the "advocated" institutions among our brethren today.

Mr. Fiers gives us an example of his answer to questions 4 and 5. He says that the U.C.M.S. may agree to assist in the local preacher's support "upon the condition that the employment of such a minister will be mutually satisfactory . . . The church may withdraw from such a contract at any time". You can see by these points that the M.S. and the churches enter voluntarily into their relationship. According to Mr. Fiers, the Society has no control over the churches unless the churches are willing for the society to have such control. The benevolent societies among us today exercise authority over work said to belong to local churches, but brethren attempt to justify this control on the basis that the local church agreed to enter into such a relationship. So did these Christian Churches mentioned in President Fier's letter.

Question No. 6. "Does a contributing church lose its autonomy by contributing?"

Answer No. 6. "No".

The advocates of the M. S. say a church can give to the U.C.M.S. without losing its autonomy. The advocates of the benevolent societies say that a church cannot give to the M. S. without losing its autonomy. But these benevolent society advocates say that a church can give to their benevolent institutions without losing its autonomy. Which institutional advocate can be believed? But Brother Thomas says:

"They (i.e. the objectors—CW) must PROVE that the will and choice of the contributing church is subservient to the will and choice of the receiving or forwarding church; or to that of the group which makes OFFICIAL DECISIONS for the orphan home." (PP 142, 143)

Now you notice that one group "makes official decisions for the orphan home." Suppose the will and choice of this group which "makes official decisions" should be different from the will and choice of the "contributing church." Which group's "will and choice" would be followed? Not the churches! The churches that contribute to these institutions are never asked about the work of these institutions nor invited to even register a protest. They have no voice in the control. They are asked for just one thing —MONEY! Brother Thomas says the missionary society is wrong and sinful because the will and choice of the contributing churches is made subservient to the will and choice of the board that runs the society. But the will and choice of the contributing churches is also made subservient to the "group which makes official decisions for the orphan home."

Brother Thomas again misrepresents the Missionary Society that he might have something upon which to object to it that will not also be true of his benevolent societies which he tries to defend. He says, "The churches are expected to do all of their missionary work through the Society and to do none of their own planning." (page 142.)

Question No. 7. "Can a congregation spend part of its mission money through U.C.M.S. and the rest in works other than U.C.M.S. works?"

Answer No. 7. "Yes".

So Brother Thomas did not correctly represent the facts. If one stands on the truth, he will not have to misrepresent an institution like the U.C.M.S. in order to find out what is wrong with it. Brother Thomas sees so little wrong with it that he has difficulty establishing even one thing.

Brother Thomas says the M.S. "assesses contributions" and "brings organic pressure upon them (churches—CW) if they do not live up to the demands which the Society makes of them." (Page 142)

Question No. 8. "Is a member church assessed and compelled to contribute a certain amount? "

Answer No. 8. "No".

So Brother Thomas has failed once again to show a difference between the U.C.M.S. and the institutional orphan home. He says the board of the home is "in position only to 'suggest' and 'request'; and they are totally dependent upon the choice and/or the mercy of the contributing churches". (page 142.) But this same is true of the Missionary Society. They are also in position only to "suggest" and "request". Neither are very reluctant to "suggest" and "request". We know the benevolent societies are not. Most of them have come to think of the fifth Sunday contribution as belonging to them.

The U.C.M.S. is an institution of human origin, without divine authority therefore, undertaking to do a work God gave the Divine Organization, the church, to do. So the institution is wrong, whether it dominates, coerces legislates, or brings authoritative, organic pressure upon the churches or not. If the U.C.M.S. eliminated its delegate feature, and if it brought no "authoritative organic pressure" upon contributing churches, and if each church is free either to send or not to send, I still maintain thal man has no right to insult the intelligence of God by building and maintaining a human institution whose purpose is to usurp the function of the Church; whether this institution functions in benevolence or evangelism does not change the point one whit.

The institutional brethren have been for some time moving closer and closer to defending the missionary society. For some time Brother Warren seemed to be in the fore-front, but he now has been surpassed by the audacity of Brother Thomas. In my opinion, it will be some time before the mass of the institutional brethren are ready to accept the positions of Brother Thomas. But don't be impatient, Brother Thomas. Some are coming your way! Don't be surprised if they have a Missionary Society with them when they get there!

An Interesting Sidelight

(Roy E. Cogdill)

As an interesting sidelight to the above article written by brother Cecil Willis, there was an exchange of letters between brother Willis and brother Thomas involving a particular question which was asked brother Thomas. We will not make the article too lengthy by reproducing the entire correspondence but we do want our readers to have the benefit of the direct question asked and the response to it.

Question by Brother Willis: "In order to clarify your position in my mind, would you please answer the following question. You make the point that the board of the orphan homes does not violate congregational autonomy. So this question: If the board that directs Boles Orphan Home were to decide to change its mission from care of orphans, or to enlarge its mission, so as to include gospel preaching, operated just as it is now, except that its work changed, would you endorse it? Could congregations send money to that board and the board make arrangements for the gospel to be preached, just as it does for children's care to be provided?" (letter—Nov. 15, 1958)

Answer by Brother Thomas: "In reply to your specific question, I believe that my book answers your problems already on page 181 and again on page 192. I list some organizations outside of the framework of the local church that can scripturally be used in doing the work of the church. I would not, of course, want to make a general blanket statement that might be applied by others to any and all situations in various contexts. I simply believe, in view of the above, that churches can use certain types of organizations for carrying out the Lord's work where there is no trace whatever of usurpation of autonomy, as my book points out." (letter—Jan. 12, 1959.)

Question by brother Willis: "Your argument in your book was that the UCMS violates the autonomy of the local congregation. But you also argued that a congregation's autonomy is not violated when it gives to the board that operates an orphan home. So I asked a very specific question: 'If the board that directs Boles Orphan Home were to decide to change its mission from care of orphans, or to enlarge its mission, so as to include gospel preaching, operated just as it is now, except that its work has changed, would you endorse it?' In light of what you say about autonomy not being violated when churches now give to the board, I cannot see how changing the mission from benevolence to evangelism would change the nature of the board and its relationship to the congregation. So would you please give a reply to the above question". (letter Jan. 15, 1959.)

Answer by brother Thomas: "In further reply to your last letter, my purpose has been to deal with principles and to try to help brethren to think clearly with respect to them. There is no point in my making specific application of the principles as brethren should be able to do that.

"Specifically the question that you asked me to give a yes or no answer to is definitely "loaded" and I would be doing an injustice to answer it in that manner. You know no doubt, that many questions cannot be answered in such a fashion without laying the matter open to various misinterpretations.

"If your purpose is simply to understand my views, I ask you to check the illustrations found on pages 150-156 in my book, especially the one on pages 150-152, and as mentioned in my last letter refer again to pages 181 and 192. A correct solution to the problem you pose can be had, I think, if you will consider the illustration I gave in my last letter to you; namely, Can a church buy subscriptions from one of our brotherhood papers out of the church treasury? In this case I think you would find that this would be a church paying money to a human institution to discharge a part of its teaching responsibility. When you answer this question I think you will have a good answer to the one that you ask." (letter Jan. 26, 1959.)

Question by Brother Willis: "I am disappointed that this is now the third letter I have written you trying to get an answer of a single question. Of course, you say you have already answered the question. So I cannot understand your reluctance to tell me what your answer was.

"I simply want to know if you would endorse evangelistic work being done through the board that operates Boles Home, if they were to change their activities from the benevolent realm to that of evangelism .

"Twice you have asked if I thought a church could purchase papers from a business enterprise in the religious publication business. I reply, "yes". Would you now be so kind as to give the same kind of an answer to my question? I do not believe that a church could subsidize that private business by its contributions, but I do believe that it could buy services.

"Now, do you believe that churches can make contributions to a board (such as runs Boles Home) so that this board can employ evangelists to proclaim God's word? I believe that you endorse such. Now will you please either admit it or deny it?" (letter Feb. 2, 1959.)

Answer by Brother Thomas: "Not simply to carry on what may turn out to be an unprofitable correspondence, but simply to drop one additional thought.

"It seems to me that when a church buys subscriptions to a brotherhood paper in advance without knowing who is going to write what articles, it is in fact not simply "buying a service", but it is in truth subsidizing a human institution that will use its own judgment in doing teaching work for the church". (letter Feb. 11, 1959.)

You can see by the above exchange that our learned professor knows how to dodge the issue. We guess he learned that from the sectarian training he had in S.M.U. and Chicago University.

Wonder if it would help the situation for a church to know who is going to write what articles before paying for subscriptions to literature? Would that have anything to do with whether or not it would be a contribution or paying for service? According to such twisting as that an eldership would have to take a preacher aside and make him preach all his sermons to them privately before they engaged to pay him or support him or advanced any part of his travel fund or expenses to send him to a distant field! If they didn't, they would not be supporting him for his services rendered but simply making him a contribution on a charitable basis, I suppose! Then how could they know when they sent him out that he would preach the same sermons that he had recited to them? Or how would they know that he did unless they went along and heard them? How ridiculous can a Ph. D. get anyway?

We do not blame brother Thomas for dodging the issue raised by brother Willis' question. He cannot answer it without committing himself to something that he knows the "BROTHERHOOD" is not ready for! You won't have to wait too long, brother Thomas, until your "institutional advocates" will go along with you. They are in the awkward position now of having two positions or "patterns": one for benevolence and one for evangelism. It is all right to have an outside organization—a corporate body—to do the benevolence of the church but it is wrong to have the same kind of an organization to do the evangelistic work of the church. Why? Would it be unscriptural to incorporate the Herald of Truth? You could even make the elders at Highland the board of directors like Sunny Glenn and Tipton homes have done. You could also claim that the purpose of incorporating it is to protect the elders of Highland Church from personal liability and then if it goes into bankruptcy like the Christian Chronicle Publishing Company did, they would not get hurt. They might even come out of it in better shape. Sometimes men do.

VOLUME 11    DECEMBER 24, 1959    NUMBER 23

LEGALISM-- A REVIEW OF "WE BE BRETHREN"

Roy E. Cogdill

(This is the eleventh article in REVIEW of the book, "We Be Brethren" written by J. D. Thomas, Professor of Bible, Abilene Christian College, Abilene, Texas.)

In continuation of the review of what our brother J. D. Thomas has written in his book, "We Be Brethren", we consider some of the things he has said concerning "Legalists" and "Liberalists". He evidently does not think he is a "Liberalist" and wrote a chapter trying to prove that he is not. But he does think that all who oppose the benevolent societies which the brethren have built to do the work of the church, and the arrangement whereby one congregation has the oversight of the funds of many churches and directs their use in doing the work of those churches, are "Legalists". We want to examine what he has had to say and see how accurate he is in his definitions of these terms and how fair he is in their usage.

It needs first to be recognized that these expressions are not used in the scriptures and there is therefore no Bible definition for them. To define them we must turn to some human authority or allow their usage to determine their meaning. I know of no congress in the religious world that has the authority to fix the standard of either term and classify any individual or group arbitrarily as belonging in either class. Neither does Brother Thomas have such arbitrary authority. He employs these terms in his book, however, in the same way he uses his "Diagram Of Authority" to distinguish between generic and specific matters, and his so-called principle or rule by which he undertakes to determine for all of us when an example is binding and when it is not binding. He uses them to suit his own purposes, by his own will and wisdom, standards and prejudices, and classifies his "BRETHREN", as he always refers to them in his book, without straining himself any as to charity or kindness. This we shall be able to see from the very statements we shall quote from his hook on these terms.

There are some other things, however, concerning the teaching of the Word of God on a proper attitude toward that Word that we want to notice first. We need to ascertain what proper respect for the Word of God requires in order that we may see if this is what our brother means by a "Legalist".

1. It is not "legalism" to recognize and subscribe to the absolute and exclusive authority of Christ as King of the Kingdom and Head of the Body for the teaching of New Testament scriptures requires that!

Consider and read these passages on this point: Matt. 28:18-20; Eph. 1:20-23. They teach that "all authority" belongs to Christ in this dispensation and that he is the "head over all things to the church". His authority in the church and over it is absolute and exclusive. This is a matter of faith.
2. It is not "legalistic" to recognize and subscribe to the fact that the Holy Spirit—solely and alone can reveal the mind of God about anything and therefore, if the Holy Spirit has not revealed a thing, it is not God's will.

On this point Paul declares in I Cor. 2:10-11:

"But God hath revealed them unto us by his Spirit: for the Spirit searcheth all things, yea, the deep things of God. For what man knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of man which is in him? even so the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit of God".

This also is not "legalism" but simply a matter of faith.

3. It is not being a "legalist" to recognize and subscribe to the authority of the Apostles of Christ— alone and solely — in "binding and loosing" matters pertaining to the will of God today.

Jesus specifically gave such authority to the apostles alone and they alone exercised it in the early church directed by the Holy Spirit. Matt. 16:19; Matt. 18:18; Acts 15:23-29; 16:4. This is likewise a matter of faith.

4. It is not being a "legalist" to recognize and subscribe to the scriptures as the sole and exclusive medium through which apostolic authority is exercised in divine affairs today.

The Apostle said,

"For we have not followed cunningly devised fables, when we made known unto you the power and coming of our Lord Jesus Christ, but were eyewitnesses of his majesty. For he received from God the Father and glory, when there came such a voice to him from the excellent glory, This is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased. And this voice which came from heaven we heard, when we were with him in the holy mount. We have also a more sure word of prophecy; whereunto ye do well that ye take heed, as unto a light that shineth in a dark place, until the day dawn, and the day star arise in your hearts: Knowing this first that no prophecy of the scripture is of any private interpretation." II Pet. 1 :16-20.

Again Paul said,

"If ye have heard of the dispensation of the grace of God which is given me to youward: How that by revelation he made known unto me the mystery; (as I wrote afore in few words, whereby, when ye read, ye may understand my knowledge in the mystery of Christ) Which in other ages was not made known unto the sons of men, as it is now revealed unto his holy apostles and prophets by the Spirit". Eph. 3:2-5.

This is, then, the means by which God has made known unto us the Gospel of Christ today. The apostles were eyewitnesses and by the power of the Holy Spirit they were caused to remember all they had seen and heard and were guided into all the truth, even those things which Jesus had not disclosed to them concerning the will of heaven. These things thus revealed they declared in words of the Spirit's choosing. I Cor. 2:12-13. These scriptures thus spoken and now written are a divinely recorded deposition of the testimony of the eye and ear witnesses of the Lord under the prompting and direction of the Holy Spirit, a proper representative of Heaven's court, giving us the will of the Lord in His own Words. This is the source of all we know about Heaven's will and it cannot be augmented by all that might be learned in Chicago University or anywhere else in the world. The New Testament Scriptures are our only source of authority. Whatever is God's will must be found therein and no one has the right to go beyond. This too, then, is a matter of faith.

This applies both positively and negatively. 1) We are necessarily bound by what the scriptures teach and only by what they teach. No man has any right to bind anything in the Church of our Lord today except it be found in the teaching of Christ and the apostles in the pages of the New Testament. 2) It is just as true that no man has any right to loose or release any Christian from any duty, obligation, or truth that is taught to be the will of Christ in the pages of New Testament scriptures. No man can exercise proper faith in the word of the Lord who is not willing for the scriptures alone to "bind and loose".

If refusing to accept and practice anything that cannot be found taught in the New Testament in language that anyone of ordinary intelligence can understand without the aid of a PH. D. is "legalism", then simple faith and so-called "legalism" must be identical.

Right Attitude Toward Divine Will

In order to see just how much reverence and respect a man must have toward the will and word of God, let us look at some recorded facts:

1. When Jesus came into the world he was God's prophet to mankind yet he was bound and restricted by the message he received from the Father and could only "speak where the father had spoken". He had no message of his own for the world but delivered only the message received from the Father. John 8:26-29. John 12:44-50. John 17:1-8.

Jesus taught that the commandments of God must be kept in order for men to inherit eternal life and that they must not be broken. Matt. 19:16-17. Luke 10:25-28. John 10:35. He declared that all which had been written of him in the law, prophets and the Psalms must needs be fulfilled. Luke 24:44. When the Jews thought that his teaching would destroy the law, he promised that not one "jot or little" of the law would be done away until all was fulfilled. Matt. 5:17-19. According to our brother Thomas, Jesus was an extreme "legalist" unless he was laboring under a misapprehension and of course, he wasn't.

2. In the work which the Holy Spirit came into the world to do He was limited to the word received from the Father. He was not free to testify of himself or deliver a message of his own but could only "speak— whatsoever he shall hear". John 16:13-15.

3. When the apostles were sent out to make known the Gospel they were forbidden to go beyond the message given them by the authority of Christ and the power of the Holy Spirit. Gal. 1:6-11. Even an angel from heaven stands condemned if he should preach any other message than that preached by the apostles of our Lord. Is this "legalism"?

4. Men today are condemned if they go beyond and teach anything which is not taught in the word of the Lord. Gal. 1:6-11. II Cor. 4:13. I Cor. 4:6. Phil. 4:9. II John 9-11. Rev. 22:18-19.

If this kind of reverence for the word of the Lord, because it is the word of the Lord, is "legalism", then God is pleased with "legalism" and it is simple faith. But it is self evident that if such a regard and respect for the word of God should be stigmatized as "legalistic" it could only be done by one who does not have such regard for God's word in his heart. Will brother Thomas plead guilty to this?

Brother Thomas' Conception of "Legalism"

In order to see what our brother regards as a "Legalist" we need only to look at some of the definitions by which he designates what he calls a "Legalist". Since "legalist" and "liberalist" are opposite terms, it is especially interesting to note that the converse of everything which he condemns as "legalism" determines what it takes to make a "Liberalist".

1. A "Legalist" is "sometimes designated as an 'anti'," (page 29) our brother tells us and in the "Glossary" (page 249) he defines "Anti" as "A term sometimes applied to some types of Legalism". This is not merely a comment on how the term is generally used but the inference our brother wants left. He wants to leave the impression that one who opposes institutionalism — (anti-institutionalism) is a "legalist" because he is opposed (anti) something in his attitude and activity. If you're wondering what a "Glossary" is, it is written by a "Glossarist" and the purpose of it is evidently to "gloss" over some of the subtlety used in getting across what he wants to say by defining in his own way the terms he uses. Of course the definitions are no more reliable than the use of the - terms which are being "glossed" in the "glossary". On this point it is interested to note that one of the meanings of the term "gloss" i to "palliate by specious explanation". Maybe this is what our brother meant by this section of his book.

If being an "anti" (opposed to) anything makes man a "legalist" then our brother would become on with the rest of us if he is opposed to anything. If he is "anti" anything at all, then to that extent he is "legalist" by his own "glossary". Or is it just those who are opposed to human institutions and arrangement built by the churches to do their work, when there is no scriptural authority for them, who are "anti"?

Opposition to anything unscriptural and unrighteous would make a man an "anti" and being an "anti" he would be a "legalist" by such a ridiculous definition an. usage of the term as our brother makes. But on cannot be a Christian without being opposed (anti) to those things which are contrary to the will of God for this is the obligation of every child of God. "Abhor that which is evil." "Fight the good fight of faith". "Contend earnestly for the faith". These are common exhortation to Christian duty. If this is "Legalism", then one cannot be a Christian without being a "legalist"! What a predicament our brother gets into! Does he favor compromising with sin and error or opposing it? Is he "anti" anything?

But if being an "anti" makes one a "legalist" and our brother is "anti" anything, he is a "legalist" himself and it would be a case of the "pot and the kettle". But if he is not opposed to anything, (not "anti" anything) then he cannot escape being a "liberal". His own rule' always get him into trouble as this one demonstrates Sophistry will work on either side of the tongue, Brothel Thomas. It is sauce for both the goose and the gander.

In view of all the piety and brotherly love and praying for unity among "BRETHREN" which our brother professes, we would have thought that he would have avoided the use of such terms and epithets as "anti". It is simply a means used by many of the "institutional advocates" to discredit, arouse prejudice, and curry favor.

2. A "Legalist" is one who "makes laws where God did not". (page 29) When a man makes a law where God did not, he insults heaven for he undertakes to make himself equal with the authority of heaven in legislative right. There is no justification for such. God has especially condemned this sin. Jesus refused to bow to the laws which men had made to govern righteousness and religion and refused to require his disciples to keep these human laws. Matt. 15:1-14. He taught that human traditions make void the word of God and make our religion vain. Mat. 15:6-9. We shall discuss this matter of making laws where God has not made them a little more fully later in this article when we study Matt. 15. Exercising authority that belongs only to God has a dual application which our brother fails to recognize. But if a "legalist" is one who "makes laws where God did not", then the converse of that rule would determine what a "Liberalist" is and a "Liberalist" would be one who "makes void by his traditions" laws that God has made. This is our brother's tragic sin. He would by his own authority, wisdom, and decree relax the organization ordained by God for his church, its form specified in the scriptures (the local church) pervert its function, substitute human organizations built by the brethren to function in its stead, and ignore the divine arranges meet. Nowhere in his book does he honor and plead what for its scriptural form. He seems to think that the only prerequisite of a scriptural organization is that it shall have "local autonomy" and he doesn't seem to know what that means. A purely human organization can have that characteristic, brother Thomas!

3. A "Legalist", according to our brother, is one who "does not appreciate being guided by 'principles'—  (important generic truths that may cover many matters)" (Page 29)

We have wondered if this is a reference to brother Harper's "Principle Eternal" which he tried to substitute for Bible authority. It covered many matters not covered by the Bible nor authorized therein. It sounds vague, enough to be what our author has in mind. Webster defines the word "principle" as having these meanings:

"1. A source or cause from which a thing proceeds. 2. That which is inherent in anything, determining its nature; essential character; essence. 3. A 

general truth or proposition. 4. A settled law or rule of action, especially of right action, conscientiously adopted."

As the use of the word concerns "divine principles" the source is the will of God which determines what is right and that, of course, is settled in heaven. Psalms 119:89. The inherent nature of divine principles is the  "righteousness of God". Psalms 119:137,144. That righteousness is revealed in the Gospel of Christ. Rom. 1:17. A general truth or proposition which constitutes a divine principle setting forth the righteousness of God must be taught or affirmed in the scriptures. If it isn't revealed in the Gospel, taught therein, found expressed in the revelation of God's will, then it is not a "divine principle" and could not therefore be "eternal". There is no "principle of truth", general or otherwise which the Bible does not teach. It classifies as human philosophy if it is not taught in plain language in the Bible. It is human wisdom and righteousness when it is not expressed in the word of God. A rule of "right action conscientiously adopted means respect enough for what God has revealed to make it our course of conduct. We would like to ask brother Thomas to give us a "principle" that is not taught in plain language in the word of God. When it is, it becomes divine law! Whether general or specific that does not matter, if God said it.

As in all of his definitions, this one, too, rebounds and lodges in our brother's own lap. If a "Legalist" doesn't like principles to guide him but likes "nice little cut and dried laws", then a "Liberalist" is one who wants "principles eternal" and rejects the authority of "cut and dried laws" as "little" and not "nice". God ordained government for his church— the congregation — and its form — divinely specified — (Phil. 1:1) is "a nice little cut and dried law" to our brother and he would like to swap it off for a luscious, broad, fat, general principle that would permit what he prefers. He designates his own party clearly enough by his own definitions!

4. A "Legalist" (Page 30) is one who "binds optional matters". This sounds like an indictment of himself and the whole crowd of "institutional advocates" among the brethren. They say the support of these human arrangements is "an optional matter". Brother Thomas labors throughout his book to try to prove that they belong in the "optional" classification and the best evidence he can produce is his own "ipse dixit".

If this is so, then why do they draw the line against those of us who, because we believe they are "matters of faith", cannot "conscientiously" go along in these areas of so-called "human judgment" (according to their proponents and advocates)? We regard them as violations of the divine will and disrespectful of the authority of Christ. They will not use us, fellowship us, or cooperate with any effort we make. They black-ball, quarantine, castigate, abuse, and seek to destroy any influence we might have — all over what they consider an "optional matter".

Goodpasture, who is the "vicar of Christ" to a lot of these institutional idolaters, says he believes there is more than one way to take care of orphans and the chief lieutenant and "bouncer" for the "Institutional Advocate", Guy N. Woods, tells his readers that we misrepresented him. We alleged that he said that the church cannot do it and there is no other way to do it but through these "benevolent organizations" which have been built to "restore the home" which the orphans have lost. Of course, the best way to provoke brother Woods to hurl the charge of "mix-representation" is just to quote something he has said somewhere at some other time that doesn't serve his purpose now. He has no objection to accusing "out of one side of his mouth" what he has said out of the "other side of his mouth" of misrepresenting him. He has misrepresented himself more than any one we know unless it is Ruel Lemmons.

If they believe there is mote than the one way—the "institutional home" way — they are inexcusable for being so self-willed and idolatrous as to want and demand their way of doing it to the disruption of the fellowship of brethren and the peace of the whole family of God. This would be sinful to the ultimate degree. They would be in far better shape if their contention was a "matter of faith" with them rather than something which is not essential but "optional". Actually they are trying to bind on us what they say is not bound by the Lord but which is, in their own understanding and judgment, an "optional matter". Brother Thomas is not justified in the supreme effort he makes in his book to defend and justify these "human efforts", if they are purely "optional". More especially should he take a different attitude if he is pleading only for his own wisdom and not for the word of God.

But to apply his own rule, if a man is a "Legalist" who binds "optional matters", then one is a "Liberalist" who makes optional or looses a matter that is "bound". This is exactly what our brother does with the form of church government the Lord has ordained to accomplish the mission of his church—the local church—and with the equality of congregations also. Again he writes his own indictment!

5. A "Legalist", according to our brother, is "the man who says that generic authority is not adequate authority". (Page 30) Now we do not know who this could possibly be unless our brother has in mind the idea that the Bible must "specifically exclude" a thing in order for it to be wrong. It would certainly be no more incorrect to say that the Bible must specifically authorize a thing in order for it to be right than it is to say that the Bible must specifically exclude a thing in order for it to be wrong. We had as soon belong to one class as the other.

As in the other cases, the rule he gives us to try to get his indictment across is his own accuser. If a mar is a "Legalist" who requires "specific" authority for what is right, then one must be a "Liberalist" when he thinks he is at liberty to do anything that is not "specifically excluded" or condemned. This is the kind of liberty our brother claims as we have proven in former articles. Review Article three of this series. (See pages 268-269ff — Gospel Guardian, Vol. 11 ) He has contended that "unless the 'sponsoring church' type of cooperation can be proven to classify clearly on the Diagram of Authority as an excluded specific (emphasis mine, R.E.C.) its clear and obvious classification as an optional expedient to the generic requirement, 'Go, Preach', makes it unquestionably scriptural" (Page 46). There it is! It must be specifically excluded or it is unquestionably scriptural! J. D. Thomas said so! Thus by his own standard he has proven himself a "Liberalist".

We charge him with complete misrepresentation of this point. We will deal particularly with it in another article but want to say in this connection that we know of no one who has said or written anything of the kind who stands or has stood within recent years with the "Brethren." We do not believe brother Thomas can produce from such a person the contention which he credits us with. His charge is born either of ignorance of the contentions we make or it is wilfull misrepresentation. He can take his choice. We have never said anything or written anything that even begins to contend that "generic authority" is not sufficient to warrant whatever action it includes. We have always contended for exactly the opposite to that.

While he is working on this, we call again upon him to produce any statement, or example, or inference, in the Word of God which "generically" includes what he tries to justify. If he will produce even "generic authority" for his contentions, we will accept it without question. We believe and contend that God has specified the form of organization for his church through which to do its work. It is the local church. We know of no authority either generic or specific that gives the churches of Christ the right to build anything else. If our brother does, then he should get the passage out before us.

6. A "Legalist", according to our brother again, is "one who says that pattern authority exists in the teaching of certain examples which really do not bind". ( Page 30 )

We have already, in previous articles, seen that our brother thinks he is capable of classifying the examples of the New Testament for us and designating which are binding and which are not binding. He makes them serve his own arbitrary purpose allowing those which will not prohibit what he wants to do and rejecting those which would prohibit actions in which he wants to engage.

As we have abundantly shown, he thinks the examples of the New Testament must be understood by an entirely different system of "interpretation" to other New Testament teaching and after much hard labor came up with the profound pronouncement that if an example in the New Testament was a required action of the principals involved, and they so understood it, then it would be required of us now and if it was not binding action then, it would not be binding action now. Our brother thinks this is a great contribution to the solution of our problems. Who did not know it?

The real question is how do we determine whether or not the action exemplified is binding or not. The only answer is that we must determine the nature of the thing done from what else the New Testament teaches. We can not allow our brother because of the wisdom which he thinks he possesses to arbitrarily sit in judgment on these Bible examples any more than we can allow him to classify the facts and commandments of the Bible for us. If a man made a mistake and followed a New Testament example because he thought it was binding when it really was not, would he be in as much error as the man who disregarded a New Testament example because he thought it was not binding when it really was?

Moreover, if it is "Legalism" to mistake, for ignorance or any other reason that is honest, concerning an example and regard it as binding when it is not, then wouldn't it be "liberalism" to fail to follow an example that is binding? The same rule would work both ways and on the same ground, we can charge Brother Thomas with being a "Liberalist" because he disregards New Testament examples which are binding and which concern "required matters".

7. A "Legalist" according to our brother's definition is one who "insists that an optional expedient is not scriptural, unless an example ( of the same type of expedient) can be found in the New Testament itself". (Page 30)

We call upon our brother to point out who has done this. It becomes more apparent all the time why he did not cite the quotations and references in his book and identify them. Some of them would be too easily exposed. Who, in all of his life, has ever heard anyone take the position that the New Testament teaches and authorizes by examples alone??? Who is it Brother Thomas? We dare you to produce your witness! No respectable and respected man among us has ever taken such a foolish position. But our brother had to have something that he could make look ridiculous so he built himself a straw man. It is a complete misrepresentation of the position of that great body of preachers and Christians that stand opposed to what our brother is trying to promote. He will meet it in the judgment if he does not retract and apologize for it. Think about a "BROTHER" so falsely accusing his "BRETHREN" when he professes such love and piety and to "BE ON HIS KNEES PRAYING FOR UNITY". His ignorance is either appalling or his hypocrisy astounding.

But to take his own definition, if a "legalist" is one who requires an example of an "optional thing" before he will recognize its authority, then a "Liberalist" is bound to be one who rejects the binding force and authority of all examples or least of those that he wants to get rid of because they would restrict his activity. Page G. K. Wallace for the first and our brother Thomas would at least fall in the last category. In fact, of course, his position in the book as we have shown in former articles is that an example is not binding unless other passages make it so. He so deals with Acts 20:7. Thus either way he goes he must classify, according to his own definition, as a "Liberalist".

Matt. 15:1-14. Mark 7:1-13.
In Mat. 15 and in Mark 7 we have the interesting incident of the pharisees and certain of the scribes condemning Jesus and his disciples because they did not keep the "tradition of the elders". The discussion which followed could serve to enlighten many of us considerably about the place of authority and law in God's plan.

When Jesus came into the world the law which God had given was almost literally covered up with Jewish traditions. Law has always had three sources among men. They are: 1) statutory, 2) judicial decision, 3) traditional practice which according to the rule (in the absence of either of the other two sources) must have continued so long that the "memory of man runneth not to the contrary". But with God there is but one source of law. That is His Word. Christ has all authority of every kind in the Christian dispensation. Human tradition can have but one effect upon the law of God and that is to make it void and our religion vain. This is the lesson Jesus taught the Jews in this passage.

Human tradition, when we make it law rather than custom and give it place with the Will of God, operates both positively and negatively. It will bind upon us things which God's Word no where binds and hence claims the same force as the Word of God and equal respect from those who are willing to observe it. This is doing violence to the Word of God, disrespecting it, and it means that man has undertaken to exercise authority equal with Heaven. This is sinful and severely condemned in the scriptures. Even in the scriptures of the New Testament it is severely condemned. Gal. 1:6-11. II Cor. 4:13. I Cor. 4:6. II John 9-11. Rev. 22:18-19. It rests upon the same disrespect in New Testament times as in the Old Testament day. It is disrespect now as it was then and accursed now as it was then.

Negatively the recognition of human tradition simply releases men from that which God has bound. This is just as great a sin as to bind where God has not bound. The Pharisees hound the "washing of hands before eating" as a religious law upon men and yet they recognized that it came from the traditions of the elders and made no claim of divine origin for it. On the other hand, they taught men that they could substitute their own practice for that which God ordained and be released from the necessity of doing that which God had commanded. God had commanded, "Honor thy Father and thy Mother". This included providing for them the necessaries of life. The Pharisees taught that when a man used his resources for some other good purpose he could say to his parents, "What I might have given to you I have spent in another good cause", and thus he would be released from the necessity of providing for them.

Jesus taught that whether it was in their binding where God had not bound or in loosing where God had bound, their human traditions made void the commandments of God.

"And he said unto them, Full well ye reject the commandment of God, that ye may keep your own tradition." Mark 7:9

"Making the Word of God of none effect through your tradition, which ye have delivered: and many such like things ye do." Mark. 1:13.

"Ye hypocrites, well did Esaias prophesy of you, saying, This people draweth nigh unto me with their mouth, and honoreth me with their lips; but their heart is far from me. But in vain they do worship me, teaching for doctrines the commandments of man." Matt. 16 :7-9.

What our brother Thomas calls "Legalism" Jesus called binding human traditions or teaching for doctrine the commandments of men. Not all of it was laying down rules or requiring action where God had not. Some of those human traditions loosed and exempted men from God's commandments by offering them a substitute for what God had said do. To do either is to stand condemned and under God's anathema. For that great number of gospel preachers and simple Christians who oppose the churches building human organizations to do the work which God gave a divine organization, the congregation, to do, and for those who resent and oppose making a "brotherhood agency" out of a local church we want to positively enter the denial of "binding where God has not bound". Brother Thomas and other institutional advocates charge us with binding as to method. This is maliciously false. We have insisted on no method or particular means and Brother Thomas cannot establish such a charge. It is not so and we shall show that in another article dealing with some of his misrepresentations of our contention. What we do insist upon is that God has bound the organization through which the work of the church is to be done—not the means or methods particularly to be used by that organization in doing its work. We need to get the issue straight. It is not one of "means and methods" but which organization will do the work God has assigned for the church to do in this world? Human or divine? Brother Thomas needs to deal fairly and honestly with the issue as well as with the "BRETHREN" and he will not be so much concerned with trying to designate them by some epithet or with name calling. 
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"CERTAIN EXPRESSIONS AND THE FRUITS" OF LIBERALISM”

Roy E. Cogdill, Nacogdoches. Texas

(This is the twelfth in a series of articles reviewing the book, "We Be Brethren," which was written by J. D. Thomas, Professor of Bible in the Bible Department of Abilene Christian College and Lectureship Director)

In the outset of this series we pointed out that we differed with brother Thomas as to the fundamental cause of our difficulties. He ascribes our difficulties to differences in "methods of interpretation" in our study of the Bible. We ascribe them primarily to a difference in attitude toward the scriptures and divine authority. Brother Thomas evidently recognizes the problem of different attitudes for he spent three chapters and many other references in his book undertaking to deal with this problem. He describes these attitudes as "Legalism and Liberalism". Of course he denied that he belonged to either class but in his zeal to pin the tag of "legalism" on those who differ with him on the problems of how churches of Christ can scripturally cooperate in performing their mission he incriminated himself as we demonstrated fully in the article preceding this one. Every effort he made to describe and define opposition to human societies substituted to accomplish the work of the church as "Legalism" came home to roost over his own door simply by being applied conversely to these same problems.

He was very meticulous and devoted much space and effort in trying to label all of us with "Legalism" but when he wrote the chapter on "Liberalism" he narrowed its definition to a very fine point. Hear him:

"A Liberal, or a Modernist, for our specific point under consideration just now, is one who says that there is no such thing as required, 'pattern,' definite, revealed authority. He rejects the inspired Bible and thinks that final authority is within man himself, based upon his experiences and his own reason". (Page 28)

"Theological "Liberalism" is a term that properly applies to one of the major "camps of Modernism". . . . . "All Modernists reject the idea of "chapter and verse" authority (in any sense) for the Bible. Authority for the religious Liberal is man's own experience. This means that "revelation" need not have "truth content" or be expressible as words or ideas. The Liberal is under the influence of naturalism and has an almost unbounded reverence for empirical science."

.... "The main value of the Bible to him is that it is a kind of help in generating religious experiences, but it is in no wise infallible nor inerrant and no part of it is authority simply because it is the Bible." (page 215)

"No man is a Modernist who accepts the Bible, rightly interpreted, as full and final authority". (page 216)

"There are, however, some of our preaching BRETHREN, who have earned a reputation as Liberals or Modernists that are no doubt under the influence of certain facets of true Modernism even more than they realize. They question the infallibility and inerrancy of the Bible and indeed say that is not the letter (or mere words) that are significant anyway but only the spirit (inner, figurative, or allegorical meaning). Yet the most of these brethren probably are not full-fledged Modernists, as they still believe in some sense at least in the authoritativeness of the Bible. They feel that their teachings are in perfect harmony with the Bible when it is rightly understood and they believe that they are perfectly respectful of the New Testament as the revealed will of Christ. In general they have a high regard for their own intellectual grasp of true Christianity and they are prone to look at the rest of us as thoroughgoing Legalists and as extremely naive. Their Liberalism or Modernism is (at least those this author has acquaintance with) a modified form and perhaps is not beyond redemption in some cases. It is a pretty dangerous attitude, however when any man decides he knows more than everybody else and thus shuts himself off from the opportunity to learn from them. If these BRETHREN could come to have intellectual respect for some of us who hold to pattern authority in the express words of God's will, perhaps that would help them to begin to rethink their position. Further, they could do well to analyze our Standard Authority Diagram and learn what Modernism is." (Page 217)

Some of the above statements are very enlightening. When you put them all together they have you running in a circle as is usually the case if you follow our brother closely in his efforts. According to his first definition of a "Liberalist" and "Modernist" only an out and out infidel could qualify and we are not sure that it would not require complete atheism. But he leaves the limited circle of his definition for "Theological Liberalism" and admits that there are some who are not full-fledged. I suppose that a man "who accepts the Bible, rightly interpreted, as full and final authority" would not be called anything but a Christian by any responsible person. There are, of course, many who profess to do so who actually do not. There are also many religious people in the world who verily think they believe the Bible to be the Word of God who are not willing for what it plainly says to settle the issue unless it is what they want. Many, many times we have come face to face with people who simply would not accept what the word plainly said about something for it was not what they wanted to believe.

In the pulpits of this country there are hundreds and thousands of men who spend their lives preaching some things which they find in the Bible. If you accused them of being unbelievers they would be insulted, but they do not hesitate to deny and dispute what the Bible records about many things. A few years ago a gospel preacher who was attending S. M. U. in Dallas told us that he had heard the head of the Bible department in that school actually deny that Jesus was raised bodily from the grave. Many deny the virgin birth of the Christ, and the genuineness of his miracles, who will not admit that they are "full-fledged Modernists" or outright infidels. They simply deny what they do not want to accept and undertake to explain it away in some manner and accept only what their own intellects approve. These may not be what our brother would call "Theological Liberals" or "full-fledged Modernists" but without the qualifying modifiers, they are in our language -- both "Liberals and Modernists".

In the last paragraph quoted (page 217) our brother gives what we regard as a fairly accurate description of himself and the attitude of his book. The "Liberalism" or "Modernism" that characterizes his writings in this book we are reviewing, and that is all that I know about him, except hearsay reports from others, would be described as a modified form. One could certainly find very definite indications of his "high regard for their own intellectual grasp of true Christianity and they are prone to look at the rest of us as thoroughgoing Legalists and as extremely naive". I could not better describe the attitude displayed in his book if I were to try at length. We certainly hope that our brother is not "beyond redemption". We could not however, describe him as he describes himself as one "who holds to pattern authority in the express words of God's will". Of course he does believe that the Word of God must expressly or specifically exclude a thing in order for it to be wrong, but when it specifically sets forth the organization of the New Testament church and the function of that organization he is not willing to recognize that such specific authority excludes anything that he wants to do. He is willing to accept Bible authority only when he can put his "interpretation" on it. That is what he means by "rightly interpreted".

In the town of Lufkin a few years ago we were told by a good woman that she had been present at a certain club meeting at which the "pastor" of the First Christian Church, made a speech. In that speech he told the ladies that they were not to believe that the Old Testament incident of Noah and the flood actually occurred. Neither were they to believe that the story of Jonah and the big fish was an actual happening. These were simply stories by which a lesson was taught. They were to be allegorically understood. I am sure that he would readily deny being a Modernist though—especially a full-fledged one.

About ten years ago in a gathering of preachers in Long Beach, California, several of the preachers and teachers on the faculty of George Pepperdine College in Los Angeles took issue with this writer about some matters which had been preached by him on that occasion. The incident was written up and published in the "Bible Banner" as a correct report over the signature of about a dozen preachers who were "eye-ball" witnesses of the discussion. In that discussion one of the Pepperdine teachers, Wade Ruby, advocated that men can find and know God, though they could not correctly worship him, who had never directly or indirectly come in contact with a Bible or anything it contains. He and Woodrow Whitten took the position that a man can learn what is right and wrong, therefore know sin, without a Bible or a knowledge of what it taught either directly or indirectly gained from it. Whitten stated that some of the things that Jesus taught came from the human philosophers prior to his day. To this number were added Hubert Derrick and a brother named Morgan who had come out of the Christian Church who joined with the first two in advocating such teaching and also contended that a man can go to heaven in any church provided he is baptized right if he is honest and sincere. Ralph Wilburn, known to be a modernist was in the school at that time also. He is now in the Christian Church. The others mentioned are still in the school as for as we know. James Arthur Warren who advocated similar views has quit the church also. In recent months Pat Hardeman has quit the church and gone into the Unitarian movement where nearly everybody is an infidel. He started in by questioning the binding force of New Testament examples.

A good many years ago Carl Etter and another brother on the West Coast went over to the Congregationalists where you can believe anything or nothing. Prior to that time Carl had appeared on the Abilene Lectureship and severely criticized the churches for doing nothing and openly advocated that it is better to do something even though you do it in the wrong way than to do nothing at all. That was the beginning of his defection. Today we are facing a worse situation than simply the defection of preachers — one by one. That is tragic and pitiable. But when hundreds of young preachers have gone out from "our schools" into the pulpits to preach who have sat under such teaching as many of them are hearing in "our schools" and who arc better qualified as "promoters" than they are as gospel preachers, it is no wonder that the "defection" has gone beyond the individual stage and whole churches are rapidly becoming so soft and liberal and modernistic that anything under heaven but the truth is acceptable to them. More tragic still are the older preachers who have known and preached the truth in years past but who find themselves enmeshed in the "liberal" movement among the churches and do not have the strength of character to extricate themselves therefrom and stand firm for the "faith once delivered". To a very great extent we have a generation in the churches who do not know what New Testament teaching is and could not contrast it with denominationalism if their lives depended upon it. They have not studied the Bible for themselves but have listened only to the pleasant and fair speeches of teachers and preachers who have sought only to scratch "itching ears." It is manifest in the worldliness, looseness in moral living, the "social gospel" attitude, emphasis on numbers and size outwardly rather than spiritual stature, glorying in men rather than the Lord (witness the banqueting and feteing of prominent men in the church), the youth centered movements among brethren, building human institutions, increasing power and influence of big churches, the mounting domination and dictation by human institutions and their propaganda, the spirit of compromise with error and a general softening of the opposition of churches, preachers and members to anything that is popular. We have watered down our convictions, sweetened up our dispositions, and become so sophisticated with worldly wisdom and intoxicated with our "place in the sun" of prominence in the religious world that we are impotent in the face of error and evil. Still our brother Thomas thinks that there is no "liberalism" apparent until one becomes an out and out infidel. Even Pat Hardeman in his complete apostasy from the faith would not admit that he is an atheist or infidel but classifies himself as a "Liberal Religionist".

A man cannot disbelieve what the Bible says about one thing and believe what it says about another. It is either believe it all or reject it all. When the testimony of a witness is impeached, it is discarded. Neither can a man select those commandments of God that he is willing to obey and reject those that he thinks unnecessary or too demanding. He is pleasing himself and is not obeying God in anything when he undertakes it. In exactly the same way, men cannot respect Bible Authority when it proposes and establishes what they want to do and reject it and find a way around when it does not authorize what they want to practice. We must either accept what it teaches as our sole guide in every matter or eventually be driven away from any consistent claim for any respect for Bible authority at all. To override in one point is to reject the whole program of divine guidance in the sufficiency of the scriptures.

Brother Thomas cannot teach the young men and women who sit in his classes at Abilene to be satisfied with what the Bible teaches and respect and do only what is included within its authority for he doesn't believe in doing it. His whole effort, expressions, and the fruit of it will produce either sectarians or unbelievers. We know one young man who after attending Southern Methodist University went to Abilene with the idea of preaching and became disheartened and quit and went into the business world. He is still a faithful Christian and told us when he quit that J. D. Thomas was a modernist. Now even he, perhaps, did not mean a "full-fledged" Modernist. Modernism is, for all practical purposes, simply the worship of one's own intellect to the point that one tries to be selective upon the basis of his own wisdom in dealing with things divine whether it be facts, commandments, or authority, or the inspiration of the scriptures. It is in fact an attitude toward things divine. It will lead man to deny the verbal inspiration, hence the inerrancy of the scriptures. It will manifest itself sometimes in denying the miracles recorded in the word of God. It will sometimes result in defying the will of God as expressed in his divine commandments. It sometimes denies the sufficiency of the Bible and its authority. It sometimes denies the sufficiency of the church to do what God has commanded it  to accomplish in the world. All of this is the same attitude fundamentally and it is "Liberal" and "Modernistic". One of its manifestations is no worse than any other.

"Certain Expressions of Liberalism"

1. Brother Thomas' "Liberalism" in his book is evident in his treatment of the organization of the "local church". He talks out of both sides of his mouth on this subject like he does all others. With one breath he professes to recognize the scriptural form of organization and in the next refuses to be confined to it or to recognize the limitations of its proper functioning. We have suggested before that he seems to think that the only prerequisite of scriptural church organization is "local autonomy". This is seen from a study of his charts—see page 35—where he lists "local autonomy" as a coordinate with the "Missionary Society". But you could have a missionary society with local autonomy. We have seen too that the "Missionary Society" denies that it interferes with "local autonomy". Brother Thomas should have put in the square instead of "local autonomy" the "local church" or "congregation". This is a coordinate of the Missionary Society and it has form or organic existence given by God in the scriptures.

"One of the by-products of failing to curb ourselves in legalistic tendencies is that some of us have come to conceive of the church itself as a sharply defined "institution," with circumscribing legalistic lines drawn about it (or in a figure, a "high board fence" which forces upon it a rigid mechanical sense.

"The church of our Lord is not a human earthly, rigidly and mechanical circumscribed and legalistically limited institution, obligated to operate within "airtight" congregational or "parish" boundaries and separated units. with a group of men having complete dictatorial powers over each, but whose power and authority and responsibility become absolutely nil when they get to the "parish boundary"!"

"Rather, the church is a spiritual body, where every Christian has experienced a new birth, where all are priests and have direct communion with God without any officiating hierarchal group being needed, where all are "members one of another"—not just "congregational-wise", but including every son and daughter of God, everywhere. The spiritual union and relationship between the Christian and God and between all of God's children is not to be interfered with by congregational "parish boundaries." It should always flow freely without any impediment and there should always be a strong bond of unity and love between all of God's children, and with never any sense of congregational competition or limitation. God did not intend for the existence of congregations to impede the free flow and free action of spirituality — not even to the spiritual obligations of getting money to missionaries or caring for homeless children.

"This tendency to "institutionalize" the church itself is therefore not a Biblical concept. The true organizational set-up for the Lord's church is only functional" (Pages 160-161)

In the above quotation we have given enough of our brother's dictum about the local church to show that he has no true understanding of either the will of the Lord or the present issues disturbing the church or he misrepresents both of them. It is not the obligation of this writer to say which is his difficulty but one or the other is certain.

There is no one—absolutely NO ONE—known to this writer that contends that any congregation should recognize any geographical boundary such as our brother describes and intimates to be our position in the matter. If Brother Thomas doesn't know better than this he did not have any business injecting himself into any discussion about it until he found out what it is all about. Congregational "limitations" are not geographical, circumscribed by "high board fences" literally or imaginary lines prescribing a "geographical boundary". His inference in this direction is ridiculous and silly as well as untrue and completely deceptive. Our brother should rise above this sort of thing but his book is filled with it.

The limitations of a congregation are imposed because of relationship. Part of that relationship is between the Elders of a congregation and its members. They owe duties and obligations toward each other respectively that neither owe to either outside of the congregational relationship. That is the reason that God has prescribed the jurisdiction of an eldership. That jurisdiction is over the members, resources, program of worship, work, and fellowship of the congregation where they are elders. They have no responsibility as elders outside of the relationship they sustain as such to the congregation where they are elders. The very responsibility given them in their functioning as elders is oversight. Surely their responsibility is functional. That function is oversight— not legislative —not dictatorial—but oversight of the congregation in all of its affairs and they are charged not with doing their own will but seeing to it that the will of Christ is done.

But our brother says that the congregational set-up is "only functional". He says further that the elders of the local church only have "functional" power vested in them. Well, who claims that there is anything honorary about it. Those who perform their function well are to receive "double honor" in the sense of being sustained in the work they do. But it is not an honorary office or work. The trouble with our brother Thomas is that he thinks the function of neither the congregation or its elders is limited to that relationship.

On Page 183 of his book he takes the position that the eldership of one congregation can serve as a committee for distributing benevolent funds among other churches and he cites Acts 11:30 as proof. Of course only a casual reading of this passage will show that there is not one word or syllable in it that says anything about one group of elders distributing benevolent funds among many churches. The elders in the passage were among the brethren in Judea. The brethren in Judea were divided into several churches. I Thess. 2:14. Did these brethren in several congregations in Judea have and recognize a common eldership? That is what our brother infers. If they didn't then each church must have had its own eldership as God ordained. Acts 14:23. Brother Thomas could not prove, if his life depended upon it, that the eldership of one congregation in Judea received the funds and distributed them. When he does he will establish the "presiding eldership" idea of the Methodist church. It is not in the Bible. This is just another case of his scriptural perversion. If this is the kind of Bible teaching he does in his classes at Abilene, he handles the word of God too carelessly to teach anybody anything about it.

Suppose our brother enlightens us by showing us the passage that teaches what the elders of one congregation can oversee in the work of another church. That would be his obligation if they can oversee anything. Fellowship is a congregational matter. Paul "assayed to join himself to the disciples" in Jerusalem. Acts 9:26. He was already a child of God, but he was not "joined to the saints" in Jerusalem because that is what he was trying to do. According to our brother there should not be any "impeding" or interfering with our "being members one of another" by congregational boundaries even as to relationship. But there was in the case of Paul and his action was foolish, if he already was a member of the Jerusalem body of disciples. More than that, they were about to refuse to accept him into their fellowship —allow him to become one of them—until Barnabas commended him unto them.

Paul taught the Corinthian Church in I Corinthians chapter five, to excommunicate a certain ungodly member from their fellowship— turn him over unto Satan. Can the eldership of one congregation exercise the oversight of such an action as this in another congregation? Can one congregation withdraw from, discipline in any manner the members of another congregation? Our brother would have to say yes or swallow much that he has already said.

Do the resources of one congregation, the funds contributed by the members of that congregation on the Lord's Day, belong to every other congregation just as much as to the one where the contributing was done? The elders of such churches as Highland in Abilene, promoters of the Herald of Truth, think so. They would make another eldership think by their propaganda that if they do not "come across" with the part of their resources that Highland needs to pay their bills they will be lost in eternity. But it is not so!

Brother Thomas hoots at the idea of an eldership and membership of a congregation being any more responsible for the members of "their own" congregation who are in need than they are for those of another church. But is it any more unreasonable to recognize that they are more responsible in benevolence for "their own" than to conclude that the scriptures teach that they are more responsible for the spiritual needs of those who are "their own" or would our brother dissolve all congregational obligations and relations and just have the church universal in spiritual obligations as well as in benevolent ? It would be interesting to have Brother Thomas tell us just what the function is that a congregation is designed to perform outside of maintaining the Lord's Day assembly to break bread and even then whose responsibility would it be to do so in any locality if no one is any more responsible for the work of the congregation where he is a member than for the work of any other. With the "liberty" he thinks he has the privilege of exercising, there is no "function" which would depend upon any congregation or the elders of any congregation that could not just as well be performed without such an organization. This would have to be the conclusion to what our brother teaches. But the crossing of congregational lines of "relationship" would destroy the organization of a congregation itself and its function. Our brother is too much of a "liberalist" when he relaxes and "looses" anyone from the obligations to be discharged through this divine arrangement which God's plan provides.

On the same point he teaches that the elders of one congregation can "as a group plan and carry out teaching programs in other congregations". (Page 172) This he tries to prove from Acts 15:22-31; 15:4. Again we say that if this is a demonstration of the kind of Bible teaching he does in his work in Abilene College, he is entirely too careless in his teaching to be instructing young Christians, or old for that matter, about the work of the Lord's church. His misuse of the word of God and perversion of it is amazing.

The decision made in the Jerusalem gathering attended by Paul and others from Antioch concerning the matter of circumcision and relationship of Gentiles who had been converted to Christ to the Law of Moses was the decision of the Holy Spirit—revealed by the Holy Spirit as heaven's will. Acts 15:28. In this decision of the Holy Spirit, the apostles of our Lord concurred, of course. Acts 15:23-25. The elders of the Jerusalem church likewise concurred in such a divine decision. But it was not the decision of the elders or else they had legislative authority! It was a divinely revealed matter which had not been made known unto the churches with a Gentile element in them. Hence it became the duty of the apostles, elders, and members of the Lord's church in Jerusalem to carry this divine revelation to the other churches. For this reason the letter was written—evidently by James — Gal. 2:12 — and sent out by messenger to all the churches. From this our brother concludes that elders of a congregation in one locality today have the right to "plan and carry out a teaching program in another congregation". If they have that right, then the congregation in which they plan to do the teaching would not have the right to deny them their right. That means that any local church would have the undeniable privilege of foisting upon the members of another congregation whatever they wanted to teach. Move over, Brother Thomas, several of us would like to come where you preach and teach them the truth that you have not been teaching concerning "congregational cooperation". I don't believe the brother believes it! But this is the best he can do in finding justification in the word of God for what he is trying to teach. If the eldership of one congregation can oversee the distribution of benevolence among the members of another congregation, and if they can likewise plan and carry out a teaching program in another congregation, what is that thing that the elders of one church cannot oversee in another congregation, brother Thomas?

2. The "Liberalism" manifested in brother Thomas' book is seen in the fact that he arbitrarily rejects the force of plain examples of church action in the New Testament day and projects action for the churches for which there is neither precept or example. This is exercising liberty that our brother has no right to exercise.

The only example of churches sending a contribution to another church in the New Testament scripture is that of sending to a church in need, that is, when the receiving church had more needy and destitute members than it could care for. There is nothing in the New Testament that teaches that a church should send to another church under any other circumstances (no precept authorizing it) and neither is there any example in the scriptures of a church that did. Yet our brother claims the liberty of declaring that what the New Testament has recorded as a fact concerning this is not to be regarded as "binding" when nothing else was practiced or taught but this. This is too much liberty for our brother to exercise. Where is the precept or example (notice Brother Thomas that we are not calling for example only as you represent) but for either precept or example in New Testament scriptures for one church sending to another church a contribution out of its treasury to help it pay for a big work it wants to promote but can't pay for???? We can find what we preach exemplified in New Testament history. Do these examples mean anything or teach anything?

Then we have pointed out that there are examples of New Testament churches sending directly to a Gospel preacher to enable him to carry on his work. There is neither precept or example for a church sending a contribution to another church with which to support a preacher. If so, where is it? Let brother Thomas point out either the precept (notice, brother Thomas, we are not calling for an example only) or example that sets forth such a practice and we will accept it. But we do not think he has the liberty and authority to grant such a privilege. He must find it in the word of God for it to mean anything. Our brother takes too much liberty in his conclusions.

3. Our brother in his book manifests the attitude of a "Liberalist" again when he pays lip service to New Testament authority—professes to be "perfectly respectful of the New Testament as the revealed will of Christ" —but discounts the necessity of teaching and practicing only those things which are taught therein by claiming the "liberty" to teach and practice many things which he can not find in the New Testament either expressly taught, exemplified, or as a reasonable inference.

He concludes that the eldership of one congregation can serve as "a committee to plan for and administer the care of orphans "of other churches". (Page 183) He offers no scripture where such is taught or was done or from which it can be inferred that it should be done. There isn't any! But our brother thinks that if it is not expressly prohibited or excluded — then the silence of the Bible justifies it. In other words it is right, in spite of the fact that God's word says nothing about it, just because God did not say, by any means, "thou shalt not"! This point has been amply covered in the articles already written. It is truly a sample of our brother's "Liberalism".

He concludes that the churches of Christ can build and maintain benevolent societies under a self-perpetuating board as a means of doing their work of benevolence (Page 182). The only effort he makes to justify such a conclusion from the scriptures is by three instances of recorded action. He relies a lot on "examples" when he wants and needs them. He introduces (Page 153-155) 1) "Paul and his company" Acts 13:13, Acts 13:3, Acts 14 :26,27, Acts 14 :23; 2) "a group of people who were not the church but who were going to do the work of the church, to do a teaching job" Acts 15:22, 16:4; 3) "a human organization, organized to do the church's work, and who apparently made some decisions" II Cor. 8:18-19. From these incidents he draws the conclusion that an "orphan home as it has been used in the brotherhood either organized with an eldership, or with a self-perpetuating group as its governing board, is perfectly scriptural in either case". (Page 182) We are amazed at such a conclusion. There is no remote hint of a human organization in either of these three instances cited. The brother has the idol of human organizations in his heart so established that he lets his imagination run riot in his use of the word of God. Think of "Paul and his company" constituting a "human organization" and authorizing such under a "self-perpetuating board".

Here we have, according to our brother, a "human organization," ,, justifying even A "self-perpetuating board", and they were appointing "elders in every church". Acts 14:23. That is a new theory; A human organization under a self perpetuating board to appoint elders in the congregations; SHADES OF LIBERALISM, INDEED!

What then can our brother condemn about the missionary society? This incident would make him swallow it for "Paul and his company" were doing the work of evangelism — they were preaching. To our learned brother, if there is more than one person, there is a human organization and that justifies a "self-perpetuating" board to run the affair. "Thomas and his company" means not those who accompany him hut those who with him have formed a "human organization" and Thomas is the president of the Board. Such is the pitiful attempt to justify human organizations formed by the brethren as a substitute for the church doing its own work. Don't blame our brother! That is as good as anyone can do from the scripture.

His conception of those who were sent out by the apostles, elders, and the church at Jerusalem to carry the decision of the Holy Spirit to the churches regarding the matter of circumcision is even more astounding, if possible. This justifies a "human organization—under either elders or a self-perpetuating board". HOW? They were simply chosen to travel together among the churches to deliver the "decrees of the apostles and elders" to the churches. Did they elect a president? Did they have a secretary treasurer ? Was there a vice president ? Did they have a charter and by laws ? How many constituted a quorum ? What did they decide that was a part of the work of the church anywhere? How could a man handle the Word of God deceitfully if this isn't it ?

Then in II Cor. 8:18-19 our brother thinks he finds a "board" elected by the churches as a "messenger organization". (Page 181). This is another perversion of the word of God. These messengers were chosen individually by each congregation. I Cor. 16:1-4. Each church chose its own. Each church raised its own money. Each church entrusted her contribution to the individual messenger she had selected. That is the plain truth. Certainly a messenger could be approved by more than one church and entrusted with the contribution of each church selecting or approving him. But in that case, he was approved by each church separately, and became the messenger of each church separately, and acted as the agent of each church separately. Our brother could not find group action upon the part of churches under any kind of a head in this passage if he had to in order to save his life. When men handle the word of God in any such fashion and then are respected by churches and schools as a faithful teacher and preacher of the gospel, it makes us wonder how far a man would have to go before he would be regarded as a false teacher. We have not witnessed in our life time more wresting of the scripture and a more deceitful use of it to teach error than the book under review contains. Our brother would wrest the passage in II Cor. 8:18,19 to make it justify a religious convention of church representatives and the election of a group of delegates clothed with authority given by the churches represented in that assembly. This is what our sectarian friends of the Methodist and Christian Churches and others have been claiming from this passage all these years and according to brother Thomas they have been right and we have been wrong about it. Wouldn't he do a wonderful job of teaching young preachers how to defend the truth on this point against sectarian error? His policy would be to agree with them and join them rather than "contend', with them.
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"CERTAIN EXPRESSIONS AND THE FRUITS OF LIBERALISM" -- (Continued)
Roy Cogdill, Nacogoches, Texas

(This is article No. 13 in review of "We Be Brethren", a book by J. D. Thomas, Abilene Christian College, Abilene, Texas)

In the former article on this subject—last week in the Gospel Guardian—we pointed out. that our brother's "Liberalism" is evidenced in his book by 1) His misconceptions and mix-applications of scripture concerning the local church and its organization and the resulting failure to properly respect this divine organization; (2) the fact that he arbitrarily rejects the force of plain examples of church action in the New Testament day and his projection of action for the churches for which there is neither precept nor example, thus exercising liberty that he has no right to exercise; and 3) His paying lip-service to New Testament authority while he discounts the necessity of teaching and practicing only things which are taught in the New Testament.

We continue our review by noticing some further indications (certain expressions) of "Liberalism" in this book, "We Be Brethren".

4. The "Liberalism" in our brother's book is seen again in the affirmation that it was more necessary to keep God's commandments under the Old Convenant than to do the will of Christ under the New Covenant. We quote:

"(2) Also, in the Bible sense, a Legalist is one who thinks that the Christian system is merely a "new law" or a mere legal code (in the same sense) that the law of Moses was a mere legal code, so that he trusts in Christian "rule-keeping" rather than in the blood of Christ as his sin-offering, which is freely available to us by God's grace and on the condition of our faith. The book of James does speak of the "perfect law of liberty, and the entire New Testament abounds in "commandments" which must be kept; but the Christian system is not a "mere legal code" as was the law of Moses—rather it has a saviour, and it is his merit and not our own achievement that saves. Certainly we must obey, but this obedience serves merely to "meet the conditions" of receiving the gift of salvation, which is grounded upon the principle of faith. (See also on this point Romans 1:7, 3:20, 25, 26; 4:1-5; Gal. 2:16, 21; 3:21, 25.)

"The Christian religion is a "faith" system as opposed to a legal religion, and its rules or commands should be recognized as being valuable because of their relation to the 'crucified Christ' and not because they are simply a group of unrelated laws, listed as a legal code or as a mere set of rules." (Page 111)

"True religion deals with attitudes; and faith in the broad sense is required. Christianity is concerned with "mercy and justice" and the "weightier matters." Woe be to that man who tries to make it into a bundle of little detailed rules, mere technicalities! The law of Moses was done away because law-keeping cannot save! "By the works of the law shall no flesh be justified"—Romans 3:20. "We reckon therefore that a man is justified by faith apart from the works of the law"—Romans 3:28" (Page 117-118)

This sounds like pure sectarianism. It is the same attitude toward the word of God and the necessity of obedience to what Christ commands that we have had to meet from denominationalists all through the years. It sounds strange coming from one who professes to be a single Christian.

(1) In the first place, it is an imagined problem. Who does our brother think is guilty of regarding the "New Covenant" as a "bundle of little detailed rules, mere technicalities" ? Is any man willing to pay it any heed unless he believes is to be the will of Christ ? How can a man believe in his word who does not believe in Christ ? How can any man believe in the importance of obeying the word of Christ, who does not believe in Christ? How can any man put any confidence in the saving power of the Gospel except as he believes in the atoning power of the blood of Christ? These are imaginary problems for there is not the slightest possibility of believing in the Gospel, obeying the Gospel, or realizing the necessity of teaching others to do so except as one believes in Christ. The whole thing is relationship with Christ made possible by faith in him that impels respect for and obedience to his word. Surely no one who claims to be a Christian would contend for anything else.

(2) Regard for any law rests upon the respect that one has for the authority that establishes that law and enforces it. The only basis for regard for the law of Christ, the Gospel, is that degree of faith in Christ that respects the fact that he has "all authority both in heaven and on earth". He has therefore the right to command and to demand obedience. He is not only our redeemer but our Lord! We must respect every syllable of his divine law for the reason that we believe in him with all of our hearts as both ruler and redeemer! In order to respect his word, we must respect his authority and in order to respect his authority, we must believe in his present position at the Father's right hand as both Lord and Christ!

As an instance of the liberty our learned professor thinks he can take with the law of God we quote:

"c) The extreme Legalist recognizes that the scriptures authorizes church enrollment and support of certain sixty-year-old widows ( I Tim. 5:9,10), but he would be willing to let a fifty-nine-year-old widow starve! being "scriptural" to him means no more than meeting a technical demand. There is no "spirituality" involved—no concern with right "attitudes." (Page 115)

Here is another supposed case that is plain misrepresentation with evident purpose of arousing prejudice. These men who think God doesn't mean exactly what he says, if it doesn't suit them, like to represent their opposition as being so "legalistic" or "hard-hearted" that they would let a little child starve, or a "fifty-nine-year-old widow" starve to death, or a man hit by a car and lying bleeding out in the street die because he was not a saint or because they were not to be provided for out of the church treasury. Their notion of "spirituality" is thus to misrepresent those who disagree with them. We have another name for such a disposition! Does brother Thomas think he knows any brethren who would do what he describes? What evidence has he seen of such an attitude upon the part of any of his brethren? We dare say that evidence of such an attitude exists only in his own imagination and uncharitable disposition toward those with whom he differs and no where else.

But how old must a widow be before the church "enrolls" her to be "relieved"? Our brother thinks that if you insist on her being sixty years of age you are a "legalist"! How much short of sixty does he think she can be and yet be subject to the "enrollment for relief" of which Paul writes to Timothy? He feels that sixty in this passage should be allowed to mean "fifty-nine" at least. Well would he stand by and let a fifty-eight,-year-old widow starve to death? If he did would he not be a legalist? Why would allowing a fifty-nine-year-old to starve make one a legalist if allowing a fifty-eight-year-old widow to starve would not make one a legalist? And if sixty years old includes fifty nine, then why would it not include fifty-eight? And if it includes fifty-eight why would it not include fifty-seven, and if fifty-seven, then why not fifty-six, and if you reasoned your liberty to allow you to get this far away from sixty, then why set any age limit at all? Brother Thomas does not like "nice little cut-and-dried laws" and he thinks when Paul said, "Let not a widow be taken into the number under three-score years old", that means take one of any age that seems right to you. If that is so, then "having been the wife of one man," means she could have had at least two or maybe more, because we don't want to be "legalists" by insisting on taking the "letter" of the law and not being "spiritual". Moreover. if "sixty-years" means younger than that, then the "younger widows" of verse 11 would mean that some of the "older" widows could be refused also; and "let not the church be charged" in verse 16 would mean that the church could be charged! Now you couldn't call that a shade of "gray", could you? That is our professor's "method of interpreting" the word of God! That is the kind of teaching in Bible that our young people are getting at Abilene College!

Our brother reasons in a very careless manner when he concludes that because a "widow" cannot be enrolled by the church that she could not be helped by Christians. This is the ridiculous conclusion that must be reached, we suppose, when one does not know the difference between the church and the Christian individual and this is one of our brother's basic troubles. He thinks such a difference is a "mere technical difficulty" and that it is "legalistic" to try to make a difference between the "Lord's money" and one's own money. We knew an elder once who was treasurer of the congregation who didn't know the difference until some of the brethren caught him dipping into the contribution on Lord's Day to put some of the Lord's money into his own pocket and they taught him that there is quite a bit of difference between tile church and the Christian individual.

If there is a "widow" who is destitute that cannot "be relieved" out of the church treasury for the reason that there is no authority for doing so, let us not allow her to starve to death, brother Thomas, but let us help her out of the money still in our possession—out of our own resources—and leave the Lord's money to be used according to his will. That is exactly what Paul taught in I Tim. 5:16, "If any man or woman that believeth have widows, let them relieve them and let not the church be charged; that it may relieve them that are widows indeed". Keep the church free from obligations that God did not put upon it so that it may do what the Lord intended for it to do. This is our obligation.

Our brother would delete every passage that teaches that it is even more necessary today to respect the law of Christ than it was ever necessary to respect and obey the law of Moses. Let us listen to New Testament teaching and see what impression we get:

"Therefore we ought to give the more earnest heed to the things which we have heard, lest at any time we should let them slip. For if the word spoken by angels was stedfast, and every transgression and disobedience received a just recompense of reward, How shall we escape, if we neglect so great salvation, which at the first began to be spoken by the Lord, and was confirmed unto us by them that heard him". Heb. 2:1-3.

Here Paul reasons that it is more important to hear and obey the gospel (not neglect it) than it ever was to hear and obey the law of Moses. It has been delivered by heaven's most important messenger! Indeed! God is speaking to us today through his son! We are under greater obligation to hear the word and carry it out in every respect because of the faith we have in and the love and respect we have in our hearts for that Son of God.

But listen to Paul again:

"Not forsaking the assembling of ourselves together, as the manner of some is; but exhorting one another: and so much the more, as ye see the day approaching. For if we sin wilfully after that we have received the knowledge of the truth, there remaineth no more sacrifice for sins, But a certain fearful looking for of judgment and fiery indignation, which shall devour the adversaries. He that despised Moses' law died without mercy under two or three witnesses: Of how much sorer punishment, suppose ye, shall he be judged worthy, who hath trodden under foot the Son of God, and hath counted the blood of the covenant, wherewith he was sanctified, an unholy thing, and hath done despite unto the Spirit of grace?" Heb. 10:25-29

The Holy Spirit in this passage emphasizes the greater punishment that will be meted out to those who do not obey the law of Christ than was ever possible under the Law of Moses. Brother Thomas would reverse the order! The New Testament abounds with warnings like these that emphasize the necessity of complying with the terms and conditions of the New Covenant. It is a covenant exactly as the Old Testament was a covenant except that this covenant has been sealed with the blood of Christ. The man would be silly indeed who would adopt the terms and conditions of the New Covenant and worship them enough to be willing to obey them and put his trust in them without believing in the Lord and the saving power of his shed blood. The New Covenant without his death is not even in effect. Any adoption of it without its relation to the Lord would be upon the basis of what human wisdom saw in it and that is contrary to what the word of God says about it. Its terms and conditions rest upon only one ground and that is not the wisdom that men see in it but their willingness to become the "fool of God" in order that they might be made wise with the wisdom of God and because of their faith in it. I Cor. 1.

Brother Thomas' charge in his book then that some are legalistic in that they trust in the "mere technicalities" of the New Testament as a "bundle of little detailed rules" is not only false and deceitful but too silly and ridiculous to have come from him. He should get off of the old sour sectarian note that would discount reverence for the will of Christ and obedience to his commandments. There is no conflict between the doctrine of justification by faith and the necessity of complying with the law of Christ!

5. But our brother's "Liberalism" is again evident in the fact that he infers many times, in his attempt to saddle what he calls "Legalism" off on those who differ with him on these issues of cooperation, that we are not under a "legal system" or a "law" at all today but under a system of grace only.

This again is the old sour note of sectarianism that has been sounded all through the ages by those who want their own way and will not respect the way of the Lord. Our brother has evidently fallen for it. Hear him:

"Thus the Bible condemns our trusting in our obedience to a mere legal code or a plan and in our own human "achieved" righteousness rather than in the blood of the cross which is provided by God's grace.

(2) Also in the Bible sense, a Legalist is one who thinks that the Christian system is merely a "new law" or a mere legal code (in the same sense) that the law of Moses was a mere legal code, so that he trusts in Christian "rule-keeping" rather than in the blood of Christ as his sin-offering, which is freely available to us by God's grace and on the condition of our faith". (Page 10-111).

"Reverence for the bare externals of law-keeping predominates; there is no appreciation of the true inner spirit of Christianity or for God's grace. Obedience is motivated only by fear or self interest". (Page 112)

"In summary, a short definition of "Legalism" is that it is an over-concern for mere law, as such. Ways in which such over-concern is often expressed are:

(1) Considering Christianity as a mere legal system rather than a grace-faith system.

(2) Dependence upon "law-keeping" for salvation rather than upon Christ." (Page 113)

"Many have emphasized baptism, and the "steps" of the plan of salvation, to the neglect of "Christ crucified." In opposing the denominations, which has of course been necessary, we have emphasized our differences with them so long and so much that we have actually taken for granted the preaching of Christ and God's grace—so that these really central doctrines have been shunted to one side. We fear that even today this wrong emphasis is still with us in some quarters, to the extent that some of us do not know what is being discussed when we hear someone speak of being saved by the grace of God (Eph. 2:8); and there is the feeling that the really central thing about the gospel is not Christ crucified, but rather faith, repentance, confession, and baptism!" (Page 116-117)

In the midst of all these uncharitable inferences toward someone, our brother stops to say, "We would not attempt to assess motives for the attitudes and actions of any of our BRETHREN." (Page 119) About whom is he talking then when he charges that some obey because of their reverence for the law and not because of their trust in the blood of Christ and the grace of God? How could he know this ? Again, of whom does he speak when he charges that some have "no appreciation of the true spirit of Christianity or for God's grace. Obedience is motivated only by fear or self interest"? If he isn't talking about the BRETHREN, he should tell us of whom he is talking. We can't believe him in these disavowals when he hits one of his pious streaks and denies that he has those who oppose him in mind! He is talking about the BRETHREN all right but he isn't telling the truth about his brethren. Again we say that such an attitude as he builds up in his straw man is too absurd for any man with enough intelligence to go home by himself to have. If there is anything that men cannot do, it is to accept and follow the requirements of the Gospel in their entirety for self interest or because of the reverence they have for the bare externals of law-keeping. The Gospel is too contrary to human wisdom and philosophy for that. It demands too many sacrifices and runs counter to everything in the world too much for that. A man who would keep the law of Christ for these reasons should be excused. God will take care of him. As a good brother in Louisiana said one time, "He will get in at the fool-hole". The greatest sin our brother has committed in such handling of the word of God and such an effort to deprecate the conditions and requirements of the will of Christ and the importance of complying with them is the inference that constantly recurs in his book when he is discussing these attitudes that there is some conflict between law and grace—faith and obedience—the blood of Christ and the waters of baptism—the spirit of Christianity and its expression in obedience to the will of Christ. This is the same old sectarian, denominational misrepresentation of truth that we have had to meet all of our lives. It is not so! Such error will confront our brother in the judgment. It is an evidence of his liberalistic, sectarian lack of conviction as well as his uncharitable self-righteous, pharisaic attitude.

What does the New Testament scriptures say about our being under law today? Look at the passages which say that we are and the very description of the law which governs us and demands obedience to the will of Christ.

(1.) God said the New Covenant would be new in the sense that "I will put my laws into their mind, and write them in their hearts". Jer. 31. Heb. 8:10. Brother Thomas thinks the difference is between having a law and not having one.

(2.) Paul declares that the Gospel is the "law of faith" and that it precludes the reliance of the Jew upon works done under the law of Moses. Rom. 3:27. Our brother Thomas thinks there is a difference in law and faith. He does not recognize the "law of faith" that impels obedience as an expression of our trust in him rather than in either the works of the law of Moses or the works of man's righteousness.

(3.) Paul said again, "Yet have I made myself servant unto all, that I might gain the more.... To them that are without law, as without law, (being not without law to God, but under the law to Christ,) that I might gain them that are without law". I Cor. 9:19-21. Maybe our brother misunderstands this passage and thinks that Paul meant that we should talk and make out like we are not under law to fool those who are not willing to accept the law of Christ while at the same time we are actually under the law of Christ. But that is not the meaning of the verse. When Paul was among the Jews he went as far as truth and conscience would let him go in accommodating himself to their customs and ways in order to win them. He did exactly the same thing when among the Gentiles in order that he might win them. He was and we are under law to Christ.

(4) In Romans 8:1-4 Paul discusses the transition of God's people from the rule of a system of carnal commandments to a "law of the Spirit of Life in Christ Jesus". Our brother thinks there is a conflict between spirit and law keeping evidently. He contrasts Christ and the law! The Spirit and the law! Faith and the law! Grace and law! But there is no contrast between them.

(5) The grace of God has appeared "teaching us". Titus 2:11-12. When the gospel was preached in the New Testament days and men were taught to believe in Christ as the Son of God and obey him in confession, repentance, and baptism, and they did so, it was a manifestation of the grace of God. Acts 11:20-23. There is no conflict between grace and divine law. Such is only fictitious and imaginary and on a parallel with the old sectarian charge all through the years that man cannot be saved by grace and salvation be conditioned upon certain terms and requirements at the same time. The very Gospel whose terms and conditions they would discount on the ground of exalting grace is itself the "gospel of the grace of God", (Acts 20:24). "The word of his grace", (Acts 20:32, 14:3.)

The grace of God has made three provisions for man's salvation: 1) Christ as a savior, 2) The Gospel as a message of life and salvation, and 3) the church as a saved relationship. They are all provisions of divine grace and the grace of God can be disregarded and nullified at either point. There are many of us who preach "salvation by grace" as fully and earnestly as brother Thomas or any sectarian in the country but we pay it more than lip service for we preach the "gospel of the grace of God" in its fullness also, without any "softening or watering down". We also preach the church as the perfect and sufficient provision of God's grace, both organically and otherwise, through which to accomplish God's purposes. Eph. 1:23. It is the fullness of God's grace as well as the manifestation of his wisdom. Eph. 3:10-20. We not only believe God's grace provided it and can therefore be recognized and honored in it but we believe also that God can be glorified through it and in it through Jesus Christ. We resent to the fullness of our being any professed Bible teacher or preacher who would infer that to be satisfied to serve God and his purposes in and through that organization which he has given in divine wisdom for the accomplishment of his purposes on earth is in any way in conflict with God's grace. It is not so! It is "Liberalism" to think so.

( 6.) Another demonstration of the "Liberalism" of our brother's book is seen in his effort to separate the "doctrine" of Christ from "Faith in Christ". We see this in the following quotations:

"3. The Legalist is disposed to try to convert a man to a creedal point only (i.e., to win an argument)—such as, to the view that the 'Church of Christ is the right church'; or 'baptism is necessary to salvation;' but he is not interested in converting the man to Christ himself! These doctrinal points are of course true, but they have meaning in Christianity only because of their relation to the crucified Saviour'. Paul preached 'Christ and Him crucified!' and so must we. We must forget any centrality of creedal statements as such, and must let Christ be central in our preaching." (Page 115-116)

"Another way in which we have had Legalistic tendencies in the past is that of emphasis! Many have emphasized baptism, and the 'steps' of the plan of salvation, to the neglect of 'Christ crucified.' (Page 116)

"True religion deals with attitudes; and faith in the broad sense is required." (Page 117-118)

We have had this idea to combat all through the years we have been preaching the Gospel of Christ. Baptists preachers and debaters have always insisted that the "faith that saves" is not "faith in the doctrines Christ taught" but "faith in Christ as a personal saviour". We have had men like D. N. Jackson insist in public debate that if a man apostatized and backslid to the point of denying what Christ teaches in the New Testament yet believed in his heart in Jesus Christ as a saviour, he would still have faith enough to save him. This is what they mean by the "security of the believer". They argue that all such warnings as "erring concerning the faith", "falling away from the faith". "denying the faith". "casting off their first faith", ''making shipwreck of the faith", and many more like them in the New Testament only concerned a man's reverence and respect for what Christ taught and that it is impossible for a man to lose his personal faith in Christ as saviour when he once really believed. We wonder what kind of an answer our brother Thomas would make to them. He couldn't make any for evidently he thinks there is such a thing as "faith in the broad sense" or faith in Christ without reverence for what Christ teaches. If he doesn't, then his statements quoted above do not make good nonsense and much less do they make sense!

A few years ago some of our "liberals" in certain "high places" contended that the statement in II John, verse 9, "Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God." had been misused all through the years by our brethren; that this passage does not prohibit going beyond the "teaching" of Christ but it means only departing from the doctrine that "Jesus is the Christ". Brother Thomas sounds like he might belong to this same class.

But genuine faith in Christ, as contrasted with feigned faith in the Lord, cannot be separated from his "teaching". We must believe in his "teaching" because we believe in Him! No man can believe in Christ as the Son of God, actually, who does not gladly accept and reverence everything Christ taught. Neither can any man truly believe in Christ as the Son of God and the New Testament as His word who is willing to go beyond and exalt human philosophy, wisdom and authority to a level of the will, word, and authority of the Lord. Christ is our creed! To be sure! But how can a man believe in Christ with all of his heart and not believe that Baptism is for the remission of his sins ? Then, how can a man really believe in "baptism for the remission of sins" or that "the church of Christ is the right church" without believing it because the Lord taught it ? The two cannot be separated! The challenge of Christ to the Jew was "If you believe in me, why do ye not believe in my words ? "

When they preached "Christ and him crucified" in the New Testament day they preached "baptism for the remission of sins", the "plan of salvation" and whatever "steps" were required in it, and that the "church of Christ" —the one Jesus built—is the only saved relationship. One cannot preach Christ crucified without preaching these fundamental doctrines of Christ! Peter and Phillip could not and J. D. Thomas can not. Paul, in his recorded writings, would be a "legalist" because of the emphasis he placed on such teaching of Christ, according to our brother. We think rather, that in his attempt to de-emphasize such Bible doctrines our brother demonstrates his "liberalism" and lack of faith.

( 7. ) Again we point out our brother's "Liberalism" in his book by the mis-use he makes of the expressions "spirit and letter" and by his effort to discount the "letter" (specific requirements) of the law of the Lord.

"2. The normal Legalist is a man who loves the letter, but ignores the spirit, of God's will. He does not want to be bothered with 'meditating on God's will day and night!' He wants to know the exact minimum legal requirement and to obey it (only because of his self-interest), and then

he wants to relax and spend the rest of his time, his money, and his interest in lavish selfishness." (Page 115)

This is a pretty bad picture of anybody. Of course, since our brother wrote his book in an effort to reply to some things some of the rest of us have said, his inference is that we are guilty of such hard-hearted, uncharitable, hypocrisy as he describes above. We deny the charge, as far as we are concerned, and brand such a hypercritical and censorious judgment as unchristian in the extreme. It makes rank and pure hypocrisy a statement later on in the chapter, "We would not attempt to assess motives for the attitudes and activities of any of our BRETHREN. That is between them and God. We could not judge if we wanted to." (page 119) Then why did you do it, brother Thomas? Such severe and uncharitable statements as this, in which your book abounds, cannot allow to be credited with any degree of sincerity the pretended piety, love for brethren, prayerful concern over dis-unity, and many other professed and expressed sentiments found upon the pages of your book. The same heart and mouth cannot breathe both blessings and cursings with sincerity.

In the same way that our brother reverses himself and talks out of both sides of his mouth about so many other things, he also reverses himself in the use of the expressions of "letter and spirit" as he applies them to the law of Christ. In one breath he exalts the "spirit" of Christianity and belittles the "letter" and in the next points out that such a distinction is impossible. Let us see!

"1. The general attitude that Christianity is simply a plan or set of laws without any special inward coherence, the strict keeping of which earns or achieves salvation. 'Good works' are 'exchanged' for salvation on a commercial basis. Reverence for the bare externals of law-keeping predominates, there is no appreciation of the true inner spirit of Christianity or for God's grace. Obedience is motivated only by fear or self interest". (Page 112)

"The points (a) and (b) noted under definition No. 2 are truly legalism, because they indicate the attitude of definition No. 1—an over concern for strictness—a desire to have a stated law for every minor detail of action. Jesus spoke of 'justice and mercy" as being 'weightier matters', — as basic principles — which the Pharisees had overlooked in their meticulous concern for having strict, detailed laws for every little minor matter". (Page 113)

Such efforts to deprecate reverence for the requirements of the law of Christ and the obedience thereto demanded by the authority of heaven are numerous in the book, "We Be Brethren". Much of the book would make one think that all there is to the religion of Christ is "spirit", "liberty", "faith in the broad sense" "principle guidance", "weightier matters", without any specific requirements of any kind that demand positive definite obedience.

This inference is left throughout the book and the old sectarian, denominational approach to "grace and conditional salvation", "Faith and works", "obedience and the blood of Christ", "Christ as a saviour contrasted with the church as a saved relationship", and other like efforts are made repeatedly to belittle and minimize the necessity of doing exactly what the Bible does require as the Bible requires it to be done. If Brother Thomas was aiming all of his censorious and uncharitable insinuations concerning "legalism" at "making laws where God has not made them", then he missed the mark so far as present issues on congregational cooperation is concerned for that is not involved and if he thinks it is and continues to so charge he needs to study some of his own words such as these:

"In the spirit, then of brotherly love we should never use a term in misapplication derogatorily. If we do we will only betray the fact that we do not personally love the BROTHER whom we criticize, and we might incidentally betray our ignorance or even hatred if we call some BROTHER a Modernist (or a Legalist—R. E. C.) when our readers know better". (page 216)

He indicts himself as either wilfully "ignorant" or having "hatred" in his heart toward those of us whom he charges with "Legalism" and he makes that charge over and over in his book.

We would want no better way to answer our brother's use of "spirit and letter" and the "weightier matters of the law" than his own comments "out of the other side of his mouth" in his own book later on:

"Our 'liberally-minded' BRETHREN (if this be a fair way to distinguish them) accept the Bible as authority, but they want the 'spirit' and not the 'letter'! This really means that they are dangerously close to rejecting the Bible outright, since their 'spirit' of the Bible is just about as subjective as the full-Modernist's own mind—his final authority. After all, God's revelation must be communicated in a pattern of some sort, either 'spirit' or 'letter,' otherwise you do not have revelation. It must be definite and certain —a thus saith the Lord'. But how can you communicate or reveal a pattern by just 'spirit' without the 'letter' or words ? It cannot be done! Spirit could never be communicated without words, and accuracy in obtaining God's exact will is dependent upon the right use of words, and correct linguistic procedures. It just will not do to treat God's words lightly. (Page 218)

Thus our brother tries to keep a foot on each side of the fence when it comes to liberalism and legalism. He abundantly answers in the last paragraph quoted all of the loose, uncertain, attitudes of "liberalism" expressed by him so often in other pages of his book. We simply say in response to the paragraph given next above "Thou art the man!"

There is not one syllable that ever fell from the lips of Jesus Christ or the apostles of Christ that in any sense deprecated or minimized the necessity of obedience to anything that God ever spoke. There is exactly the opposite attitude. Jesus did not condemn the tithing of mint, anise, and cummin in his reprimand of the Pharisees. Rather he said, "These ought ye to have done. and not to leave the other undone." Matt. 23:23. Brother Thomas mix-represents the teaching of Christ in this passage. To the multitude and his disciples he said "The scribes and the Pharisees sit in Moses' seat: All therefore whatsoever they hid you observe, that observe and do; hut do not ye after their works: for they say, and do not." Not a breath from the Lord ever belittled the will of the Father as "mere rules" or "external law keeping" or in other such language as you find abounding in the book under review.

The expressions "spirit and letter" are used in the New Testament scriptures but they are not used in the sense that brother Thomas uses them in his book. In the New Testament they refer to the old and the new covenant —the "letter" as the old and the "spirit" as the "new." II Cor. 3:6. Romans 2 :28-29. Our brother uses them in an unscriptural sense altogether. Maybe he thinks that is another one of his "liberties". If so, we deny it! He knows better than to use it for prejudicial purposes as he did throughout his book for seemingly as an after thought he makes this statement:

"The terms 'spirit' and 'letter' are generally used together in the New Testament to distinguish the Old Covenant and the New—not to set the new covenant against itself". (Page 228)

Why then, brother Thomas, do you repeatedly use these words to set the "letter" of the new covenant against the "spirit" of the New Covenant all the way through your book ? In the last statement our brother pleads guilty to wilfully using these Bible expressions in an unscriptural fashion for he knew better all the time. The fact is that the Bible does not "generally" use these two expressions together to distinguish the Old Covenant from the New Covenant but they are always used that way when they are used together. Let our brother show us an exception! This is but another example from his book of the carelessness and even deceitfulness with which he handles the scriptures. If he does so in his book, then he does in his preaching and in teaching his classes evidently. Is this the kind of Bible teaching that the school administration of Abilene College endorses? From what we can hear and from this sample we are forced to conclude that the whole school is shot through with "liberalism" if not with "full-fledged Modernism". Give it a little time and under the influence of Ph. D. teachers from Columbia, Chicago University, and elsewhere, it will run George Pepperdine and its Modernism and even Southern Methodist University and Texas Christian University a mighty close second.

(8.) Our brother's liberalism is again evident from the misconception and misuse that he makes of the "Liberty" that is in Christ. As in other matters he tries to leave the impression that there is a conflict between the "law of Christ" and the "liberty that is in Christ".

"The book of James does speak of the 'perfect law of liberty,' and the entire New Testament abounds in 'commandments' which must be kept but the Christian system is not a 'mere legal code' as was the law of Moses—rather it has a Saviour, and it is his merit and not our own achievement that saves". (Page 111)

It seems difficult for our brother to recognize and admit that obedience to the requirements of the gospel of Christ is necessary without at the same time taking a "back-handed lick" at the idea of doing so. He admits that the "New Testament abounds in 'commandments' which must be kept: BUT . . . " There is no "but . . ." to the matter and it cannot be qualified. While men cannot perfectly obey the commandments of the gospel of Christ and must trust in the grace and mercy of God to save them, yet unless we have complete reverence for all that God has said and to the best of our ability try to live by it, we will not be entitled to his mercy and grace. There are no qualifications and limitations to the "obedience" we must try to render to the gospel of Christ. There is no system of classifying the commandments of the gospel and graduating them as to importance. The same Lord gave them all and demands that we respect them all alike. When a man sets aside one thing the Bible teaches, he would set aside, and as far as his salvation is concerned he had just as well, set aside any other and all other things taught in the will of God. It is just as serious to disrespect divine authority at one point as at another. "For whosoever shall keep the whole law, and yet offend in one point, he is guilty of all. For he that said, Do not commit adultery, said also, Do not kill. Now if thou commit no adultery, yet if thou kill, thou art become a transgressor of the law". James 2:10-11. We wonder if our brother thinks this applied only to the Jews and their keeping the law of Moses. This is what those religious leaders do to the epistle of James who want to cling to "justification by faith only" and deny the necessity of faith expressing itself in complete surrender and obedience to the will of Christ. Our brother's book could have been written in its greater part from this same point of view and gives those who hold to the idea that the gospel is a "grace only—faith only" system a great deal of comfort. There has not been as much concession along that line by a gospel preacher since K. C. Moser surrendered the truth of the gospel to this sectarian doctrine a good many years ago.

"The sharp jurisdictional lines that BRETHREN have been drawing to give elders all control within a congregation and no responsibility outside it, are not nearly as sharp as some may think. Paul has much to say about liberty in Christ, and we might do well to consider how much freedom the individual Christian has from any man-made legalistic restraint". (Page 164)

Since our brother here is talking about the jurisdictional oversight of elders and arguing that they are not limited by the congregational relationship, he evidently means to infer that such oversight being restrained to the congregation where they are elders is "man made legalistic restraint". He very definitely takes the position in his book that the elders have the right to do a great many things in connection with another congregation's work and even argues that one eldership can delegate its "responsibility and authority to an eldership of another church or to the governing organization of an orphan home". (Page 146) But this is what these human benevolent societies are denying at the present time. It is also denied by the elders of the Highland Church in Abilene in their operation as "brotherhood elders" of the Herald of Truth. Brother Thomas is only a little farther advanced than these brethren are willing to admit they are as yet. They really believe just as he does but are not ready to admit it for fear that the brethren are not prepared for it. Give them a little time. It is de facto now if not claimed by them as de jure! They will come to the latter. But let us get our brother's viewpoint on this matter of liberty and law. Concerning this writer in particular our brother has this to say:

"It is argued that Christians can do things that the church cannot. We must not 'make laws' here! One author has prepared a circular chart cut in sections like a pie with these divisions: the church; the community; the government; business enterprises; and the home. Then he has 'Christianity' written in circular fashion and included in each of these segments of the whole. This means that to this person Christianity and the church are different things, and I fear that he allows 'Christianity' to have the freedom that Paul described as liberty (from legal codes) — while he circumscribes the church with a full list of legalistic rules. Actually, no part of Christianity is legalistic—the 'church' is purely functional in its organization and is no more of a legalistic entity than is Christianity itself. It appears that some may love laws so well that they insist that the Christian system be a legalism in some respect or other". (Page 165)

Now if you were puzzled about whom our brother was levelling most of his charges of "Legalism" against, you now know. This chart referred to, originated with us and occurs in "Walking By Faith". But this "moves us not" for we have been called everything these brethren can think of that it is not both illegal and unchristian and they have not paid too much attention and been restrained too much by the Christian part of it. We were taught when a child by a saintly mother that we do not have to be what people who are angry at us call us and have always been grateful for it.

But look for a moment at the implication of the above paragraph from the viewpoint of truth! Jesus Christ is no more the head of the church and exercises no more authority over it than he does every other relationship in the Christian life! I guess according to our brother's reasoning on that matter Jesus Christ has the same absolute authority over Abilene College and its activity that he has over the church of the Lord. No wonder he gets the school mixed up with the church in his thinking and can't tell the difference. He thinks that the Gospel of Christ is as much of a textbook on running the J. D. Thomas family affairs, and the administration of Abilene College as it is for the church of our Lord. What a conglomerated, mixed up conception of Christianity does this man have ? We have said that one of his basic errors is his complete failure to understand the difference between individual Christianity and church activity. We will abundantly show this in the article to follow.

But back to Christian liberty and divine law! Hear our brother again:

"Christianity is a religion of 'liberty,' as Paul points out in the Galatian letter. It has great freedom, in comparison to any Legalistic system. It is not cramped and limited by a lot of little detailed minutiae. It is a religion of principles, of fundamental truths, of primary and basic teachings. Matters such as 'Love the Lord with all your heart', and 'Do unto others as you would have them do unto you', and 'Christ liveth in me', cannot be reduced to little precise legal obligations. Too many of us have thought of Christianity in too small terms and we have therefore failed to see its majesty and immensity and transcendent grandeur. We need to have such a glimpse, yea, even to enjoy the view, and to contemplate the fact that truly WE BE BRETHREN, in God's wondrous family! Perhaps if we can see this view, we ourselves will grow in stature and need no longer be little". (Page 239)

Our brother can get really eloquent when he gets to looking at things in a big, broad way. But he is looking in the wrong direction! Jesus said, "Straight is the gate and narrow is the way that leadeth unto life'. Our brother is looking toward destruction, we fear, and needs to remember that such broad general principles as those he has mentioned were narrowed considerably by the Lord in his teaching. The trouble with our brother is that he can see quite a bit out of the corner of his eyes (spiritually) and is as "nearsighted" as almost anyone we have read after. On this matter of "love the Lord with all of your heart" he needs to see a little further and remember that Jesus said, "If you love me ye will keep my commandments". One cannot love the Lord with all of his heart and talk about the commandments of the Lord that require specific obedience as some people do.

Then on the matter of "Christ liveth in me" he needs to stretch his eyes a little further than he seems to be able to see and learn that Christ said, "Abide in me, and I in you. As the branch cannot bear fruit of itself, except it abide in the vine; no more can ye, except ye abide in me." John 15:4. In verse 7, Jesus said, "If ye abide in me, and my words abide in you, ye shall ask what ye will, and it shall be done unto you." And in verse 10, "If ye keep my commandments, ye shall abide in my love; even as I have kept my Father's commandments, and abide in his love". Then read verse 14, "Ye are my friends, if ye do whatsoever I command you". The Lord does not live within or count any man as his friend who does not have complete respect for the AUTHORITY of his word.

The "Magna Carta" of Christian Liberty is the Galatian letter. Paul did not contrast liberty with all law in it or elsewhere in the New Testament. He did point out that Christians have been made free from 1) the law of Moses and the curse or condemnation pronounced by it; 2 ) the rudiments of the world or human authority and wisdom; 3) the love, dominion, and guilt of sin and therefore from condemnation. But he never encouraged anyone to think that in Christ liberty is license, or freedom from restraint, or absence of law. Without law liberty is impossible and it does not matter whether it is political, moral, or spiritual, it is still true. The trouble with our brother's book is that he leaves the impression that "rule-keeping" is non-essential and unimportant even if Christ did make the rule. Paul taught exactly the opposite. He taught that the Christian is the "bond-servant" of the Lord and obligated to do the Lord's will in all things.

When men decry "negativism" and want everything to be "positive"; when they rely upon human sophistry rather than the all-sufficiency of the Word of God; when problems of both moral living, and church action are resolved on the basis of "casuistry" rather than by the revelation of God's will as the only standard; when Christianity becomes such a system of "liberty" as will permit "loosing where God has bound", rank modernism and still more explicitly—outright infidelity is not far away. The outright infidel or even the atheist who denies the Bible account of creation is not to be feared as much as the man who under the cloak of piety, faith, and religion, will discount the necessity and importance of "Walking by Faith" in all matters divinely revealed. Teaching by an outright atheist, when expected and prepared for, is not as dangerous as teaching from a professed Christian that discounts and discredits the necessity of complete reverence for the divine will and claims the liberty to respect and obey only what part of the Lord's will and word their wisdom approves. This is the door through which the church of the Lord is being flooded with "Liberalism" and "Modernism" today.
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Roy E. Cogdill, Nacogdoches,Texas

(This is article number fourteen in review of the book, "We Be Brethren", written by J. D. Thom​as, Professor of Bible in Abilene Christian Col​lege)

In this article we want to deal with one of the most fundamental errors of which our brother, and many others with him, are guilty. It is an error so obvious that it becomes ridiculous when all subterfuge is removed. It is the contention that "whatever the individual Christian does, the church is doing". There are two extreme positions involving this idea: 1) whatever the individual Christian can do, the church can do; and 2) whatever the church cannot do, the individual Christian cannot do. The first position is taken by the liberals and "loose constructionists" among institutional advocates and the latter has been argued for years by those who have been called "Sommerites", though the use of that term is no more Christian in attitude and disposition than the use of the term "Campbellite". I had as soon be called by one human name as another but do not believe that a Christian will persist in calling any man by a name which is offensive to him. Descriptions are somewhat essential in dealing with attitudes and identifying phrases are sometimes necessary in discussing issues, but the use of "epithets" and ugly names is not Christian in either spirit or practice.

The position that there is no difference in the teaching of the scriptures between that which is individual Christian duty and that which is the mission and function of the church, is as fundamentally erroneous as the other extreme which has been the argument of those opposed to individuals supporting schools operated by the brethren in which the Bible is taught. Their opposition has been on the ground that if the church cannot do it, then the individual Christian cannot do it. Daniel Sommer contended years ago in his debate with Armstrong that the individual Christian's money and the Lord's money are all the same and if the schools could not be supported out of the treasury of the Lord's Church, then individual Christians could not support them either. This is substantially the same position taken by Brother Thomas in his book as we shall see in this article.

The idea that some of the brethren have hit upon today in defense of church contributions to human institutions doing the work of the church is but a variation of this conception. They argue now that if the church cannot contribute to human benevolent societies and allow them to do the work of the church, then the individual cannot contribute to even individually operated benevolent organizations with no religious connection or affiliation. It can be seen that they recognize that the argument will work just as well one way as the other. If brother Thomas is right in his statement, "when the members act, it is the church acting!" then when the church cannot act, the individual Christian cannot act either. In fact, he makes this argument and aligns himself with those who have always contended that if the churches cannot support schools out of their treasuries, then individual Christians cannot. His statement in this connection is this:

"It seems to be a much safer course to say that if a church cannot scripturally support a certain project, that an individual Christian should also leave it alone". (Page 199)

We are sure that were Brother Sommer alive he would be exceedingly astonished to see those advocating church support for "our" colleges agreeing with him in the exact principle upon which he argued against church support for these institutions. Of course, his argument then was just as wrong as theirs is now, but it was timely in the fact that no one among the brethren then was willing to commit himself as being in favor of church support for these now recognized "church schools". Even when the aged Sommer not too long before his death visited some of these "church schools"—David Lipscomb and Freed Hardeman—N. B. Hardeman and others connected with these institutions deceived the old man into thinking that these were not church institutions and that they did not solicit or accept church support and he publicly expressed his regret for having opposed them upon that basis. They now openly admit their advocacy of churches contributing to them. Even Don Morris who a few years ago disavowed any intention in the $3 million dollar campaign for Abilene College to try to get the school in the budget of the churches must now swallow and endorse such a view or publicly repudiate the book written by the director of the annual "lecture week" and one of the professors in his "Bible Department". We think he should have the courage and fairness to either endorse or disavow the doctrine taught in his school by his teachers. So far we have not been able to get him to do either. The only word we have had is that he "had not read the book" and didn't know what it had in it. We further think that he should inform himself, if he has not read it yet.

Preachers in the Christian Church in their efforts to defend instrumental music have fallen back on this same fallacy. They have insisted that, if it is all right to have instrumental music in the home, then it is permissible to have it in the church. It would be interesting to see how brother Thomas would rule this conclusion out, if he stands on the same position with reference to other matters. Their argument is as sound as his!

Here is our brother's way of putting this fallacy:

"The over concern with the congregation or the church as being marked off with legalistically determined lines, with all black on one side and all white on the other, results in a distinction between the church and Christianity; or a distinction between the church and the kingdom of God! It is argued that Christians can do things that the church cannot. We must not "make laws" here! One author has prepared a circular chart cut in sections like a pie, with these divisions: the church; the community; the government; business enterprises; and the home. Then he has "Christianity" written in circular fashion and included in each of these segments of the whole. This means to this person Christianity and the church are different things, and I fear that he allows 'Christianity' to have the freedom that Paul described as liberty' (from legal codes)— while he circumscribes the church with a full list of legalistic rules. Actually no part of Christianity is legalistic—the 'church' is purely functional in its organization and is no more of a legalistic entity than is Christianity itself. It appears that some may love laws so well that they insist that the Christian system be a legalism in some respect or other." (Pages 164-165)

If our brother could not resort to his cry of "legalism", he would run short of something to say. We deny the allegation of making either Christianity or the church a "legalistic" system or what he calls that. We also deny his right to "liberalize" what the Lord has made it! We are prescribing no rules! We are simply insisting on honoring those the Lord has prescribed and which Brother Thomas thinks unnecessary. Anyone who has read his book with a fair and open mind recognizes, we are sure, that his cry of "legalism" is simply prejudicial, rabble rousing charge which he is unable to accurately and definitely identify and simply a cloak behind which he seeks to hide his own "liberalism".

From such quotations as this it becomes even more and more evident why our brother was not willing to name and specify about whom he was writing. He had rather call someone a name in the dark and under anonymity v hen he can get his prejudicial point across without giving the name of the individual he is talking about. And he had rather refer to an argument in general terms and to a chart by description rather than by reproduction because it is easier to dismiss it with a misrepresentation and a prejudicial statement than to deal fairly and fully with it. Our brother with all of his pretended piety and scholarship should have been above such practices. He admits in the Preface of his book that he "deliberately planned to omit the normal and scholarly practice of making definite reference to persons quoted" and he could have said to arguments and books quoted or referred to also. It is only fair and right to fully and correctly represent any contention or argument if you are going to deal with it at all. Our brother surely knows that, but it would not have served his cause as well to do so. In order that our readers may see for themselves the chart to which he refers as, "cut in sections like a pie", (and a sneer is almost detectable in such reference) we give you the chart and the contentions made from it: (reproduce the circular chart from page 30 of Walking by Faith)

From this chart we pointed out in "Walking By Faith" as we have in our preaching all over the country, 1) that every relationship in life must be brought into subjection to the will of Christ in the life of the Christian individual; that it is just as necessary to be a Christian and do the will of the Lord in business, at home, in society, in politics or relationship to the government as it is in the church. We contended 2) that there are many duties a Christian owes to the Lord in these individual relationships such as home, community, business, and government that affect his relationship to the Lord but yet are not obligations or privileges within the activity or work of the Lord's Church and which, therefore, canons be fulfilled in the church. Among these we listed:

1.
A Christian is under obligation to make a living for his family. He cannot shun this obligation and put it on the church. I Timothy 5:8,16.

2.
A Christian is under obligation to bring up his children in the nurture and admonition of the Lord. While it is certainly right for the church to teach anybody, child or adult, whenever it has the opportunity, the church cannot take over the task of rearing our children for us. Ephesians 6:4.

3.
The Christian individual is to engage in some sort of gainful occupation to provide for himself, those who have the right depend upon him, and in order to be able to give, but the church cannot engage in business or economic enterprise. I Thess. 4:11; I Timothy 5:8; II Thess. 3:10.

4.
The Christian is subject to the government under which he lives as a citizen, but the church is not a political medium and has no relation to civil government. I Peter 2:13; Romans 13:1-8.

5.
The Christian individual has obligations to his community, to the people with whom he associates, that is no part of the work of the Lord's church in any sense. Rom. 12:14-21.  (Walking By Faith Page 31)

We believe in the light of his reference to the book "Walking by Faith" and this chart our brother was under obligation to deal with these specific points and the scriptural teaching given and show them to be false. All he did was to cast a sneer, misrepresent them, and prejudicially give them the discrediting aspersions of "Legalism". That is the best he could do! Of course, in the remaining part of his book, he gives us to understand that he believes that the church of the Lord can do most of the above. But he does not prove it by the Bible! It is his own assertion and we are supposed to take Dr. Thomas for it instead of the word of God. The charge of legalism against plain Bible teaching is puerile and our learned professor should rise above such efforts to arouse prejudice and deal fairly with what he opposes. Such rabble rousing is everything in the world but scholarship or evidence of it.

His charge that we "circumscribe the church with a full list of legalistic rules" is completely false and unjustified. Does he not recognize that the Lord Jesus Christ is the head "over all things to the church which is His body" (Eph. 1:23) ? Is he not willing to recognize that the Church is the only body that Jesus Christ is head of in this world and that he exercises absolute authority in the realm of church activity and affairs ?

To our brother the church organization is purely "functional". Does that mean that Jesus Christ does not prescribe its function? Does his use of the term "functional" mean that he does not believe the organization of the Lord's church to be actual ? It would be interesting to know just what our learned professor means by his term "Functional". He seems rather fond of it and in the "glossary" he gives it this definition: "Performing a useful purpose, discharging a regular normal work. (Here, as opposed to "merely official.") {Page 250) He could have said "as opposed to legal" for that is the sense in which he repeatedly uses the word. We have suggested that no one claims that the work of the elders, deacons, or anyone else in the church of the Lord is "purely official" in the sense that it is not functional too. He is chasing rabbits in such use of the word and in trying to refute such a contention for no one makes it. On the other hand, would he deny that the work of an elder is official? That it is authoritatively prescribed by Jesus Christ in New Testament scriptures ? This seems to be his point o r else he doesn't have any. The organization of the church is divinely prescribed and it is given for the purpose of functioning —as an organization —for the accomplishment of its mission in the world. Brother Thomas isn't willing for it to even be "functional" for he thinks and contends that the mission of the church, all and any part of it, can be accomplished through some other organization. That leaves God's organization no function and, since he thinks it isn't "official", then he eliminates the divine organization altogether! What other conclusion can we reach from his "ring-around-the-rosey" method of reasoning? The work of a policeman is both "official and functional". He is duly authorized to be what he is and do what he does ? This is also true of the local church and every responsibility that the Lord has prescribed in it. None of it is of our doing! If there is any organization to it, and if there is any authority in it, and if there is any function for the local church to perform, then the Lord fixed it and not us! We cannot help it if the Lord did not fix it to suit our brethren and don't intend to try. We have not "circumscribed" the church of the Lord with anything! The Lord did all of the circumscribing needed when he gave his word as the only rule of "faith and practice" for his church! But that is "legalism" according to our brother. Our brother's doctrine of "functionalism" can be understood better if you turn from his "glossary" to Webster and read his definition of it—"theory or practice emphasizing the necessity of adapting the structure or design of anything to its function". Brother Thomas is struggling hard to "adapt" the organization of the church to his misconceptions of its mission on earth and he is having a hard time.

But perhaps the most serious misrepresentation, in the above paragraph, of our position and contention and the most needless and inexcusable one for him to make is this: "This means that to this person Christianity and the church are different things". This is subtle. The inference he would leave is that the two are entirely separated and distinct. This we do not believe and have never taught. We do believe that Christianity is the entire life of the individual—a way of life that determines our relationship with God—and a way of life that includes and controls every relationship and activity. It is also true that we believe that neither every relationship in that way of life nor every activity in all of these relationships in the life of an individual is the work of the church. Church activity is collective Christian activity through the organization and relationship designed by divine wisdom--the local church. But there are some things which a Christian is obligated to the Lord to do that are not collective but individual and that cannot be done through the church, or by the church, but must be performed through other organizations or relationships that likewise are in harmony with the will of the Lord.

Every Christian, as an individual, owes certain duties and responsibilities to God in the family relationship. These family duties must be performed in the family relationship and it would be completely wrong to try to fulfill them in the church. These family duties are as much the obligation of the Christian's life as the assembly on the first Day of the Week to break bread. But they cannot be discharged and fulfilled by the local church even though they are prescribed in New Testament scriptures and are an essential part of one's Christianity. Wherever the righteousness of God applies to the life of an individual member of the family, God's word has prescribed Christian duty. This does not mean that the Gospel is a text book on family affairs or that a Gospel preacher should train himself to be a specialist in family affairs and domestic difficulties and problems. What the Gospel teaches should be preached but about ninety per cent of what some churches and preachers are teaching concerning domestic problems is no part of the Gospel and its teaching but purely a matter of sociology, psychology, biology or some other related science. Every bit of it may be true and needed but teaching it is no part of gospel preaching and no part of the work of the church. But according to our brother such admonitions as "Husband love your wives"; "Wives be in subjection to your own husbands"; "fathers provoke not your children unto wrath"; and "children obey your parents in the Lord" are not directions to individual Christians to be fulfilled in the family relationship but are "church activity". I suppose, according to that, duty outlined in the above references are to all wives, husbands, and children in the church! How would our brother distinguish between his duty to his own family and his duty to other families in the congregation where he is a member? And since we are not to recognize congregational boundaries or geographical limitations in Christian duty and there is no difference in the local church and the church universal, according to him, he would have the same obligations to every Christian family wherever he goes that he has toward his own! If not, why not? Remember that he says that "When a Christian does a good deed, it is really the Lord's church that does it". (Page 165). Now fulfilling your family obligations is a good deed surely, therefore it is the Lord's church that does it and is obligated to do it. What rank foolishness!

We certainly do not believe that one can be a Christian out of the church. Neither do we believe that one can become a member of the Church without becoming a Christian. But we believe that the scriptures set forth many Christian duties that are not in any sense a part of the mission God has given his church. All that is the church is included in Christianity but all that is included in Christianity is certainly not the church or a part of its work. Unless this is true, then there can be no difference between the church and the home, the church and the government, the church and business enterprises, and the church and society. They are all within the church, its activity, and control and the Catholic church is right in its contention and we have been wrong. This concept that the entire life and activity of the Christian individual is in the church and a part of its activity and therefore under its control is purely and simply Catholicism. The Catholics have contended all along that they have a right to prescribe whom the individual can marry, how many children he should have, how they should be educated, and that there is no secret in the family even between a man and his wife that the priest and the church does not have the right to know. They contend that the church can tell its members with whom they can do business and how to conduct it. They have always believed in uniting the church and state and that the church should have control of the state. In other words, they have always contended for exactly what our brother advocates that there is no difference between Christianity and the church. All of it is church activity! Brother Thomas you are headed toward Rome in more ways than one. Out of the corruption of the organization of the church such as you advocate Romanism grew in the beginning of Christianity and out of the corruption of the mission of the church (it's function) such as you advocate, one of the main contentions of Catholicism is sustained and supported. You have even agreed with the Catholics that we should have an "educated clergy" to "interpret" the word of God for us as we have shown in former articles. It may be that as Cardinal Gibbons said, "there may yet be a complete adoption of our faith". There is ground for their hope in that direction.

One of the most peculiar statements found in the question above given is this "the church is purely functional in its organization and is no more of a legalistic entity than Christianity itself". Our brother often makes such ambiguous statements. His book abounds in them. What does he mean by the above? An "entity" is something that "exists or may be supposed to exist; being". By "legalistic" in the above sentence does he mean to imply that the "church" does not have actual, organic, formal, existence in any sense and when it is referred to as having such that this is "legalism" ? If this is not his meaning, there is no meaning to the statement that makes any sense. He talks about the organization of the Lord's church (the local church) in the same way that a Baptist preacher talks about Baptism. They say that "Baptism formally saves"; that we are "baptized with reference to salvation" but that we are not actually saved when we are baptized but before, and that to preach that the act of obedience to Christ that the Bible calls Baptism is the point at which God saves the sinner is "legalism" and a "system of salvation by works" instead of "salvation by faith". Well, we have answered them all through the years by saying that if baptism "formally" saves, then until a man is baptized he is "formally lost"; or if baptism "formally" saves, then if a man is saved by faith only without and before being baptized, he is "informally" saved until he is baptized. Of course, all such is sheer nonsense and simply an effort made to avoid the truth by sophistry. We would answer Brother Thomas in the same way, viz; if it is "legalistic" to recognize a difference between "Christianity and the church" and giving the church "entity" (existence) is "legalism", then denying the difference between the two would deny the church "entity" (existence) and would have to be "liberalism". We affirm again that the brother does not or will not recognize the difference between the individual Christian's relationship to God, a relationship which all Christians universally enjoy, and the Christian's relationship to his fellow Christians in the local church and his duty to God in this relationship. He is either confused or is trying to confuse his readers about the difference between the individual Christian, the church in its universal sense, and the local church.

If there is no difference between the church universal, and the church local, then what sense did Paul use the term "the churches of Christ salute you" (Romans 16:16)? Was this a reference to different denominational bodies or churches, or was it a reference to various congregations, local churches, all with the same relationship to the Lord but independent of each other and situated in various localities ? Were these churches of Christ dependent upon the existence of each other or did they constitute a "church of Christ", complete and entire, within themselves? Were there any congregational lines, brother Thomas, between these churches? Did they have independent elderships? Was membership common among them or was it congregational? In other words, did these "churches of Christ" have "entity" or is it legalistic to think so? If they had entity, and were independent of each other in "oversight" and in "membership", is it legalism to conclude that the members, as well as the overseers, of these "Churches of Christ" had responsibilities and duties that were peculiar to the particular "church of Christ" of which they were a part?

But on this failure to recognize the organization of the local church as authoritative and binding, listen, to this quotation from "We Be Brethren":

"There is a spiritual unity and family relation​ship between congregations and between individ​ual Christians the world over. There is a common faith, a common love, a common hope, and a common responsibility. All Christians share in these things, and congregational machinery was not supposed to draw sharp lines between them and to prevent their cooperating in doing the work of the Lord. We must not legalistically create a rigid, mechanical, limited system of con​gregational machinery that will stop normal Christian relationships and thus hinder the cause of Christ. We must not institutionalize the church in a way that the Lord hasn't. Congregational machinery is functional—not legalistic, neither hierarchal." (page 164)

If this does not completely deny any recognition to the independence of the local church and its organization, it comes very near to it. We deny that with such an attitude toward the only organic existence that God ever gave the church on this earth a man can properly respect the independence, autonomy, or equality of "churches of Christ."

But once more, in reference to the quotation given from pages 164 and 165 in the preceding part of this article, let us deny that he has correctly represented our position when he charges we make, "a distinction between the church and the kingdom of God". We believe and have always taught that there are a number of identifying phrases used to describe various aspects of the church, such as, "The kingdom of God", "body of Christ", etc. We do not believe there is any difference in the "kingdom of God", brother Thomas, and the "church of God". But we do not believe that every activity of the Christian life is "kingdom business" to use the phrase of one of our chief advocates of human institutionalism. Is Abilene Christian College within the "kingdom of God"? Is the United States Government, of which you are a citizen, in the affairs of which you likely take some part and which you support with your taxes as a Christian duty, a part of the kingdom of God ? Is the Thomas family within the kingdom of God, children and all? Our brother does-not know any more about the "kingdom" evidently than he does about the "church" We have never seen anyone so confused about Bible teaching.

In the chapter on "Church Finances" - The Use of the Church Treasury - Chapter XVI - page 197, our learned professor demonstrates that he really does not know the difference between the individual Christian and the Church. Hear Him:

"How are we to know when we can support a project individually but not collectively through the church treasury ? Is our judgment supposed to be better than that of the elders ? Why are funds of individual Christians which are usable for the Lord's work, which admittedly can be given to Orphan Homes or Christian Colleges, more exempt from legalistic restrictions than church funds which have been dropped in the contribution basket ? Do dollars become tainted or affected with some kind of taboo as soon as they fall in to the church treasury?" (Page 198)

He could have saved burdening his mind with such ridiculous sophistry if he had just stopped to recognize that consistency in his contention would eliminate the difference between individual funds and church funds to begin with. If his point is of any value, there isn't any difference between what an individual has and what the church has, in money or anything else. There would be no difference between the bank account of the church where Brother Thomas is a member and his own bank account. He has no right to individual funds for all of it belongs to the church anyway. And if what the individual does the church is doing, what would be the use of a treasury ? Why does he ridicule the idea of an individual Christian giving to any thing that is right, since it is the church doing it anyway ? What would the elders have to do with deciding what the church should support, if the individual sent the money directly, without contributing it into the treasury, it would be church action anyway, according to our brother, without the elders touching it! It could be no more the action of the church if sent through the treasury than if sent by the Christian individual, unless our brother's theory is completely false? Brother Thomas is in the peculiar position of either having to climate such a thing as a church treasury or the individual treasury one, since he contends that they are one and the same.

His position forces him to deny that there is any difference between the control the elders have over what is contributing on the Lord's Day and what each individual Christian has in his own bank account. They could write a check on the individual's account as well as on the church account since it is all the same. And it would work the other way around also; since there is no difference in the Christian individual and the church in such matters, the individual can write a check on the church account just as well as his own. This is the ridiculous absurdity to which our brother's position reduces itself. It looks like a college professor could see that! It is necessary and inescapable conclusion to his contention that "whatever the individual does the church is doing". On this point, our brother has paid little attention to Acts, Chapter five. The disciples in the Jerusalem Church were selling their possessions and contributing into a common fund, congregational treasury, in order that the needy might be provided for out of that fund. Ananias and Sapphira, his wife, sold a possession and kept back a part of the price. The remainder they gave into the fund - "laid it at the apostles' feet" as if they had given all that they had received for the possession. Peter took Ananias to task, "Ananias, why hath Satan filled shine heart to lie to the Holy Ghost, and to keep back part of the price of the land? Whiles it remained, was it not shine own? and after it was sold, was it not in shine own power ? Why hast thou conceived this thing in shine heart?"

From this incident there are several things to observe:

1. It was not required that they sell their possessions and give all the price". Such action was voluntary.

2. While the possession remained unsold, title in their name, it was theirs and not a part of the common fund or church treasury. There is a difference in what a Christian has and what the church has in the way of resources. The New Testament recognizes the right of the individual Christian to some resources which do not belong to the church treasury. Giving them into the treasury of the church is a voluntary matter and the decision can rightfully be made by the Christian individual. There is no stipulated amount of one's personal possessions or earnings that must be given under the New Covenant. The grace of liberality and the need determines one's duty in such matters.

3. While the resources remain in the hands of the individual, control over them is retained by him and they are not subject to the control of the elders of the church or to brethren in the church where there are no elders. But when the resources are contributed by the individual into a common treasury according to God's plan, he surrenders control over those resources to the church - to elders, if any, - and to the church in general if there are none.

The funds given into this common treasury in Jerusalem were "laid at the apostles' feet". I take it that such was not literally done but that the expression simply indicates that they were turned over to apostolic control and direction. Up to this time there were no elders in Jerusalem as far as we know. Today, of course, such congregational funds would be controlled by the elders of the congregation where they are contributed. There is a vast deal of difference in an individual Christian controlling his own funds, elders controlling the funds contributed into the treasury of the church where they are elders. and a brotherhood eldership or some kind of conclave or board controlling the pooled resources of many churches.

There is a vast deal of difference in a number of Christian individuals contributing their individual funds, as individuals, to some enterprise in winch they might be commonly interested' right in its nature, but separate and apart from the work of the church, and those same individuals contributing on the first day of the week into the treasury of the church. Brother Thomas is unable to see this difference and "hoots" at the idea that there is any. According to him, if a number of Christians met on Saturday to engage in some kind of wholesome recreation such as fishing, made up a pot by contributing a like amount into a fund out of which to pay expenses and turned it over to a certain person in the group to disburse, they had just as well pay the expenses of that fishing trip out of the treasury of the church into which they contribute on the Lord's Day. I don't know whether there is any chance of helping an individual that blind! A man who doesn't know the difference between a group of individuals, all of them Christians, forming an organization to engage in some business enterprise and each of them contributing to the capital stock of that organization and those same individuals establishing a local congregation to carry on the work of the Lord in some community and that congregation having a treasury into which they contribute their proportionate part is so badly confused that I doubt if there is any help for him! It is amazing how little our brother knows about the church of the Lord.

If our brother is right in his contention that "whatever the individual does the church is doing" and there is no difference, then there is no difference in the obligations resting upon the elders of the church and the rest of the church. Elders are Christian individuals and what they do the church does, and whatever they can do, the church can do, then how on earth can they have any duties separate and apart from the duties of the church as a whole? They can be members of the body of Christ without serving as Elders! One does not have to be an elder in order to be a member of the body! Yet there are duties and obligations belonging peculiarly to the elders, as such, to be performed individually by them which the other members of the body cannot perform.

It is also true that those elders have duties as individual Christians even in the church which are no part of the peculiar duty belonging to one as an elder in the church of the Lord. Not all of their duty is "official" duty. Moreover they must perform many duties as Christian individuals which are no part of the work of the church, and which they do not perform as elders in the church. Suppose a man is an elder of the church and also a director in the bank in his town, are his duties in the bank the same as his duty as elder in the church? Does he exercise the same control by the same authority in both relationships? Surely not! Yet Brother Thomas does not know the difference. If a Christian engages in the grocery business, do the elders of the church have the same control over his grocery store that they do over the Church? According to our brother the answer would have to he yes!

Do the elders of the church have the right to control brother Thomas's household? Can they tell his wife how much she can afford to pay for a dress? Can they control how much is spent for a mace to live - a house ? Can they determine what kind of an automobile the Thomas family can drive? Determine how many children they shall try to rear? In what they shall make an investment? When their children need discipline and what kind ? Do the elders of the congregation where Brother Thomas is a member have as much control over his family affairs as they do the affairs of the church? As Christian individuals we are subject to the elders in the church as long as they rule in harmony with the will of the Lord, but when they try to assume control over the affairs of our homes, we should and probably would rebel, The elders of the church, in the Lord's plan are over the church and nothing else!

Abilene College in which our brother is employed as a teacher is not under the control of an eldership. It should not be! But why ? Is it an association of Christians to do a good work! Doesn't that make a church out of it ? According to our brother's reasoning ( ? ) it would! Brother Thomas actually does not know the difference between a group of Christian's getting together to have a picnic or pot-luck dinner and meeting to eat the Lord's supper on the First Day of the Week. He must not - for he doesn't know the difference between a group of Christians operating a school and the church doing so, In fact, his argument is that if individual Christians do it, the church is doing it.

4.) Our brother wants to know, "Do dollars become tainted or affected with some kind of taboo as soon as they fall into the church treasury?" (Page 198). No, they are not "taboo or tainted" but when an individual Christian gives his money on the Lord's Day into the treasury of the Lord's Church, that money then becomes the Lord's and passes under the control of the elders of the Lord's Church and can be expended by them only in accordance with apostolic authority. That is what "laying it at the Apostles' feet " signified in the Jerusalem church. After it enters the the treasury of the Lord, it can be used only for what the Lord has authorized and even the elders of the church cannot exercise their own will in the matter of what it can be contributed to or spent for but must be guided by heaven's will as revealed through the apostles in New Testament scriptures. What a group of individuals may decide to contribute to on Saturday is one thing and what the money in the treasury of the Lord's church can be used for is an entirely different thing.

It is amazing that a man who puts himself forward as a teacher of the Bible anywhere does not know that such a difference exists!

But we hear him again:

"Why do we feel in some cases that it would be sinful for a check to be drawn on the church treasury for a project, but we will permit a special service for the project ? Is Christianity this technical and legal. Does mere camouflage please God? Can we cover a sinful action with a little "window dressing" and make it holy?" (Page 198)

This is our brother's conception of the differences between us today concerning how to use the Lord's money. He either does not know what the issues are on these questions or he will not represent them correctly. A" collection taken in a church service" for any purpose is, of course, church action as anyone with any common sense should know. If it is for an unscriptural purpose or wrong in any manner, it is sinful and displeasing to God and that displeasures would rest upon anyone taking part in it or assenting to it. If one in the audience in that church assembly could not conscientiously give to such a cause as that for which the collection was being made, then he could refrain and by doing so avoid violating his conscience. More than that he could file his protest against such action on the part of the church and thus fulfill his duty in the matter. But when an individual contributes his money in a service to a general fund out of which, by his knowledge, some unscriptural work is being supported there is no way in which he can avoid responsibility for taking part, in violation of his consciences, in that which to him is wrong. Rom. 14:23. If some liberal brethren should take a notion, and some of them likely will, to make a contribution out of the treasury of the church to a Billy Graham Revival Meeting, a conscientious Christian could not contribute into the treasury of that church. He would be as guilty as the rest if he did. If a group of the members of that same congregation were to make up a contribution, apart from the treasury of the church and the Lord's Day contribution, and send it to Mr. Graham's meeting, those conscientiously opposed would not be necessarily a party to such unscriptural procedure. (II Jno. 9-11) They would not only be privileged to refrain from giving of their own funds to such an unscriptural cause but they would be at liberty, consistently and sincerely, to try to teach those who did contribute to such a cause that it is wrong to do so. But our brother thinks that it doesn't matter what some of the members of the church contribute to on Saturday, it had just as well come out of the Lord's treasury into which they contributed on the Lord's Day. 

We quote him further on this point:

"The consequences of this doctrine is that the church treasury is a 'bottleneck' and is a great limitation to the progress of the kingdom of God. By this doctrine, all Christians in a church could meet on Saturday, put their contributions into a common check for the Orphan Home and One for the Christian school, and their joint and collective action would be perfectly scriptural and would also be very efficient in promoting the welfare of the kingdom of God. But the same Christians could not put the same money into a common fund on Sunday and let the elders decide to send it to an Orphan Home or to a school—for this would be a rank sin. So this doctrine, means in consequence, that the best way to get the Lord's work done, is not to give it through the church, but for individuals to send this money to these "Lord's work" projects privately! Remember now, that those who oppose church support for orphan homes and colleges do however approve of the institutions as such, when privately supported! They believe them to be efficient and expedient!" (Page 198)

It would be difficult to find a paragraph anywhere containing more flagrant misrepresentations than this paragraph contains. 1) What is the Lord's work to which our brother refers? Is he talking about the work of the Lord's Church? If this is what he has in mind, then he is either ignorantly or willfully misrepresenting all of us. We readily and gladly deny that any institution to which an individual may rightfully contribute his money but to which the church cannot scripturally contribute is the "the Lord's work" in the sense that it is any part of the work of the church. Abilene Christian College is not the "Lord's Work" in the sense that it comes within the scope of the mission divinely assigned to the church by the Lord. If our brother wants to affirm that it is, there there are many of us who will gladly deny his proposition. Even brother G. C. Brewer, as liberal as he was counted to be on this matter, refused to affirm that such schools as Abilene College came within the scope of the mission or work which the Lord assigned his church to do. We have him in writing to the effect that he would deny such a proposition. Such institutions cannot be supported by Christians individuals as "the Lord's work".

2) If by the "Lord's Work" our brother means such church established and supported institutions as "Boles Orphan Home, Inc.", then he is woefully misrepresenting us again. We do not agree or given any kind of assent to the idea that individual Christians can rightly support Boles Home as it is presently operated. In fact, we believe that one cannot contribute to this and like institutions in their status without being a party to the wrong they are committing any more than one can scripturally contribute to the Salvation Army or the Methodist Church. These organizations are "church institutions". Oh, we are fully aware that Gayle Oler denies that Boles Home is a church institution. He thinks by now that it belongs to him! That is very evident. But it was built by the churches before any "board" ever controlled it and before Oler became its superintendent. If it belongs to Oler and the "board" now, how did they get it? Did they buy it or have they just appropriated it ? The fact is that churches built it and churches have sustained it through the years and still sustain it and only a short while ago Oler was boldly affirming that it was "kingdom business". Because of its status as a church institution, without scriptural authority to exist as such, having fastened itself on to the church as an auxiliary organization to usurp the function and even control over the churches, it is a sin for any Christian to support it. So brother Thomas get it right and correct your misrepresentations.

This does not say that schools cannot be individually operated by Christians and supported by them out of their own funds, and the Bible be taught in them, if they are not made into church institutions. We have always defended the right of individual Christians to go into the "school business" and teach the word of God in that business just like they can in any other legitimate business, if they wish. These schools cannot be made into "societies of evangelism" however, as many of the brethren are trying to do now. There exists currently the idea and it is often expressed by "school enthusiasts"" among us. that the best way to "evangelize" a foreign field and build up the church is through building a school. This is rebellion against God and a complete reflection upon his wisdom in building the church. Any man who thinks the church of the Lord depends upon a school is first cousin to an outright unbeliever, if he knows anything at all about the will of the Lord. A school is a means of parents fulfilling their obligation to their children. to give them a proper education under the proper environment but they are unscriptural, sinful and wrong when we try to make them an adjunct to the church.

Neither does this say that individual Christians could not support an individually operated "orphan home" or benevolent institution of some other variety as long as it does not undertake to be an auxiliary institution to the church and do its work for it. This is the aspect that disregards God's divine arrangements, scraps his plan for the accomplishments of his work, abandons his way, and invents ways of man's own instead. God intended for his church to do the work he wants done. Brother Thomas, that is what we are insisting upon! Let the "Lord's work" be done by the organization which God has built to do it and to which the Lord assigned it. It is that simple.

On page 198 and 199 of his book our brother sneers again at an effort made upon the part of brethren somewhere to maintain fellowship in spite of their differences on these matters.

"A case is known where Legalistic influence is strong enough to make the elders afraid to send "church" money to a school, so the elders appointed another treasurer, separate from the regular church treasurer, and he collects "The Lord's money" individually from Christians and forwards it to the school. This sort of subterfuge of course satisfies the Legalist — he has no point at which to rest his criticism, but what we all need to see is that Christianity will never get very far unless it rises above Legalism and the hampering restrictions of petty creed-making. And something is definitely wrong with somebody's creed when the logical consequences of it are that we can do more and better work for the cause of Christ by making our contributions NOT through the church, but circumventing the church treasury and wise judgment of the elders! This doctrine means that the congrgation hinders the cause of Christ, rather than helps!" (Page 199)

We do not know about this specific case to which he refers but we think there would be a good bit of "ground upon which to rest some criticism" of it that were our purpose. If, however, the purpose of the elders, in making some other means available to those who wanted to contribute to the school, was to avoid forcing those to contribute who were conscientiously opposed to the church doing so out of its treasury when they worshipped with that congregation and contributed in that worship, then we believe that they were more considerate of their brethren and more interested in BEING BRETHREN than brother Thomas is in spite of all his pretension. We believe it should have been left to the individuals without any arrangements upon the part of the elders. But at least they made it possible for brethren to continue to worship with them without being forced to violate their consciences. Brother Thomas would have forced his own judgment upon all of the rest. He would not have been "afraid" to do so! He would have taken the attitude of the instrumental music brethren of many years ago—you can either be a party to the church contributing to the school, violate your conscience or get out! He would have been "legalist" enough to lay his judgment down as the rule and demand that other opposed bow down to it in violation of their conscience or worship elsewhere. It is this kind of dominating "legalistic Liberalism" that is splitting the church all over the country today and it is over what our brethren like J. D. Thomas admit to be an "optional expedient" in their conception of things. As long as they are willing to cram their "optional expedients" down the throats of their brethren or divide the church they had as well get up "off their knees" and quit praying for unity for they destroy it faster than their prayers can mend it. That much is sure!

If you are disposed to entertain the notion that our brother can be consistent in his twisting, turning, and meandering efforts to justify his "human organizations" then compare the above quoted paragraphs from page 198 and the paragraph that will follow from page 199 with this paragraph from page 162:

"We recognize, of course, that an elder's 'official' duties as an elder with oversight of Christians are limited to the congregation which he serves as an elder; but he has 'Christian' duties and obligations that are not so limited and, just as any Christian, should let his influence radiate far and wide—indeed just as far and wide as it will. Still further, the elder cannot even dominate and control all the details of the Christians living, the attitudes or the actions of the members of the congregation which he serves as elder. (Notice now - emphasis mine, R.E.C.) There are many things a local Christian can do, such as choosing how and where he will contribute all of his money or whether he will help an orphan or a needy family, that are truly 'outside' the elder's normal oversight —unless the member should sin" ( Page 162)

Brother Thomas you have been telling us that it is all church action? Do you mean that the elder of the church can act as an individual too? Which time is it the church acting ? When he acts officially or unofficially ? What are the details of the Christian's life that the elders cannot control ? Do not the elders have the supervision of all the activity of the church over which they are bishops? Is not the church acting when the individual acts? Or are you surrendering your point so repeatedly emphasized in other connections? Do you mean by the last statement that it is all right for the individual to make a contribution out of his own judgment and his own resources, to something that the elders could not oversee? Would not the logical consequences of this be that "we can do more and better work for the cause of Christ by making our contributions NOT through the church, but by circumventing the church treasury and the wise judgment of the elders? This is what you charge on page 199 of your book when you are defending church contributions to schools. Which time do you mean what you say? The "legs of the lame are unequal" and your position is lame if one can be.

3) If, on the other hand, our brother in this reference, "those who oppose church support for orphan and colleges do however approve of the institutions as such when privately supported! They believe them to be efficient and expedient!" means those schools and orphan homes "established and maintained by churches" then again he has woefully misrepresented all of us. We know of no one who believes any such thing. If such institutions have a right to church connection and relation, then they have a right to church support. If they have no right to church connection and relation, then it would be wrong for an individual to support them for the same reason that is is wrong for the church to do so. They have no right to exist (notice brother Thomas) - as church institutions. Why can't you correctly represent the issues and those who differ with you?

God certainly intended for the treasury of the church to be a "bottleneck" small enough to strain out and prevent the church using the Lord's money to support anything which the Lord has not authorized the church to do. It is not a "bottleneck" in any sense for those "works" which come into the scope of the divine mission assigned it. But the man does not live who has the right to contribute "through the church" to anything which the Lord has not authorized the church to do. Use your "own" resources, while they remain in "shine own power" to sustain anything that is right and good that you desire, but when you contribute your money into the treasury of the Lord's Church, remember that it can then be distributed only by divine authority. There is no other principle that could direct the church in any of its activity. The best way to get the "Lord's work" done is through the church, if the work of the church is what you mean by the Lord's work, brother Thomas, but you have no right to support your own enterprises out of the resources that belong to the Lord's church. According to our brothers views, the money contributed into the Lord's treasury on the Lord's Day (I Cor. 16:1-4) has no more restrictions on it than a fund raised by a group of individuals on any other day and in any other way, provided they are members of the church. It is all church action anyway! Either the Lord has no more to say as to how the money given to His cause shall be used than he has to say as to how any other fund raised by Christians shall be used, or Christians have as much right to use the Lord's money as they wish without regard to whether or not the Lord authorizes it as they have to use any other funds they might have. Peter did not know what he was talking about when he said to Anannias "Whiles it remained, was it not shine own? and after it was sold, was it not in shine own power?" The Lord has not restricted, except by the principles of righteousness, the use of individual funds or the use of funds which by individuals might be combined or pooled in a community enterprise, but he has restricted the use of funds in the treasury of his church. They are under apostolic authority and eldership control.

I Timothy 5:16
"If any man or woman that believeth have widows, let them relieve them, and let not the church be charged; that it may relieve them that are widows—indeed."

In this passage of scripture we find specifically prescribed a matter of individual Christian duty which the church cannot do. Moreover we find also stated the reason the duty of the individual Christians must not be put off on the church. Paul specifies that if the Christian individual has a widow - that is in his family connection -he, the Christian individual is to relieve that widow. The eighth verse of the same chapter teaches that a man who does not provide for his own household is worse than an infidel and has denied the faith. Then the apostle stipulates that the church is not to be charged or burdened with this obligation that belongs to individual Christians and the purpose is so that it (the church) might relieve them that are widows—indeed. We are to keep the church free from obligations and burdens that the Lord did not put on it in order that it may be able to do what the Lord intended for it to do. Brother Thomas' teaching makes sheer nonsense out of this divine instruction.
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MISREPRESENTATIONS

Roy E. Cogdill, Nacogdoches, Texas

(This is article number fifteen in review of the book, "We Be Brethren", written by J. D. Thomas, Director of the Annual Lectureship, Professor of Bible in the Bible Department of Abilene Christian College)

It would be impossible in even several articles to deal with all of the misrepresentations in which brother Thomas engages in his book concerning the arguments and positions of those with whom he disagrees in the matter of "congregational cooperation". We do want to point out some of them in order that it may be clearly seen that either our brother does not know enough about the issues disturbing churches today to write about them or else he is careless and unreliable in his efforts to represent those who differ with him.

It is amazing that a man would inject himself into a discussion after as much writing and debating has been carried on about it as about these issues and yet either know as little as our brother knows about the actual contentions made or be so lacking in principle as to continually and constantly misrepresent those about whom he is writing. Did he expect his book to be read only by our enemies ? Surely he knew, that if we read it, his misrepresentations would be recognized and his hand would be called on them.

1. He charges that many of us are unwilling to recognize "generic authority" as adequate in establishing the scriptural right to employ an "aid or expediency" in doing the will of the Lord. We give some brief instances of this from his book:

"The Legalist, sometimes designated as an "anti", is one who has a great respect for the Bible's authority, but whose zeal for scripturalness is not always guided by sound interpretation, he does not appreciate being guided by principles — (important generic truths that may cover many minor matters." (Page 29)

"Another type of legalist is the man who says that generic authority is not adequate authority" (Page 30)

"(b) The making of an 'excluded specific' Box 'ES' type) matter out of an optional expedient. To do this is to reject generic authority as being adequate authority, by demanding a New Testament example of an expedient, before admitting that such expedient could be scriptural" (Page 112)

"In summary, a short definition of 'Legalism' is that it is an over-concern for mere law, as such.......

(3) An over concern to the point that one makes laws where God hasn't, because he feels that every detail must be covered by a sharp law, and generic authority only is too vague for a secure feeling.

In the light of the above, BRETHREN should realize that optional matters, such as the number of containers used in partaking of the fruit of the vine; the class method of teaching the Bible; the sponsoring-church method of church cooperation, and the use of orphan homes, should not be made into laws! But we constantly read in the writings of men who oppose each 

of the above, a challenge—WHERE IS THE EX​AMPLE? Such men feel that because no exact example is produced, the item is therefore un​scriptural! But to make such an argument is to reject generic authority as adequate authority and is Legalism!" (Page 113)

There can be found many misrepresentations in the above quotations and many others like these can be found in the book "We Be Brethren". We had hoped when brother Thomas's book was announced that we would find in it a scholarly treatise that would make a real contribution to the full and fair study of the issues before the brethren today and help to clarify the difficulties involved and improve the bitter feelings that have been agitated. We have been completely disappointed in it. There is nothing scholarly about it! It is the most rambling, hodge-podge — of misrepresentations and contradictions that we have ever seen. As to the improvement of any feeling of bitterness and tension, well, how could it when it is as manifestly unfair and completely unreliable in its charges and representations as anything which we have seen in all that has been written.

If our brother's life depended on it, he could not find where any of us who oppose his "idols" of human institutionalism have ever rejected generic authority in any sense. We have preached, taught, argued it and been guided by it all through the years. In the debates that have been held it has been contended for in every instance. In the book "Walking By Faith" that evidently inspired the production that we are reviewing, there is a lesson devoted to the establishment of scriptural authority and in that lesson (Lesson III—Page 13) we devoted space to the discussion of Generic and Specific Authority (V.) and illustrated tile principle of generic authority by four specific commandments, (a. Go; b. Teach; c. Assemble; d. Sing.) Now brother Thomas may have had some ground to call in question our application of the principle but to accuse us of "rejecting generic authority as inadequate", is to willfully misrepresent us without excuse or justification. We call upon him to repent of this misrepresentation which occurs over and over in his book and correct it for the sake of his own soul.

When our conclusions differ about the application of a principle it is one thing and when we reject the principle being applied, it is another thing entirely. We differ widely with our brother about what a commandment includes in many instances. We question his judgment in what he thinks is an expediency and aid in many instances. We deny that a benevolent society such as "Boles Orphan Home, Inc." and any others like it are included within the generic command or teaching in James 1:27, "visit the fatherless". Brother Thomas takes this for granted. We deny it and call on him for the proof. It is no more in the command to "visit" than the United Christian Missionary Society or one of its kind is included in the generic command "Go, Preach" or "Go, Teach". His conclusion does not establish the correctness of his contention. Neither his vaunted wisdom, scholarly attainments, or his noted position and accomplishments are sufficient to establish the truth of what he says. We need a little Bible teaching for it and that is all we are willing to accept. It is peculiar that for hundreds of years after New Testament revelation was completed the people of God did not know that these Bible commandments included "human organizations" as authorized "optional expedients". We are afraid that we will have to rely on the scriptures rather than our learned brother's judgment, especially when it comes to including "lemonade" as an "aid" in "teaching" in the activity of the church.

"The flowers and the lemonade are incidentals to and expedient "aids" to commands—to love one another, to be soul winners, and to make disciples. In the vacation Bible School the lemonade is an expedient that aids in the accomplishment of the goal of teaching, just like a blackboard and crayons are aids". (Page 200)

There is in black and white—no shade of gray about that, brethren! We suppose that if the lemonade is pink—and maybe a little sherbet in it—we could win still more souls and make more disciples—provided everybody liked lemonade! Just how silly and ridiculous can a college professor get? How about giving a rub down and massage in connection with baptism, brother Thomas ? Don't you think that would help the church to grow ? Now, brethren, if you are wondering what is wrong with the church today, you can stop. Just such teaching in Abilene Christian ( ?) College and institutions of like nature all over the country are flooding the church with this sort of sectarian slush! That is what is the matter with churches!

A great "missionary" out in San Francisco, had a great scheme to put a steam bath and massage parlor on one floor, a haberdashery on another, a hotel on another, and a restaurant on another in the same building with a place for the church to assemble. He had the idea to gather all the derelicts, drunks, and downcasts of society off skid row and clean them up, dress them up, feed them up, rest them up, and then baptize them. He raised money all over the country from gullible brethren to help him do it too. Well, it would only be an enlargement on Thomas' idea of a vacation Bible School and the work of the church of the Lord in such. What are we coming to ?

2. Brother Thomas engages in another flagrant misrepresentation when he charges those of us who oppose building and maintaining human organizations to do the work of the church with demanding an example as the only means of establishing New Testament authority. We have dealt with this to some extent in former articles but call your attention to it in this connection again as an example of unfairness and unreliability upon the part of our brother. If he didn't know better, he could have and should have informed himself before he scattered such a charge over a 260 page book.

"He insists that an optional expedient is not scriptural, unless an example (of the same type of expedient) can be found in the New Testament itself. Thus he makes the optional, expedient matter to be an "excluded specific". This group is represented by those who oppose the class method of teaching because no example of such can be found in the New Testament, and they say that such a method is therefore an excluded specific and sinful." (Page 30.)

"In the light of the above, BRETHREN should realize that optional matters, such as: the number of containers used in partaking of the fruit of the vine; the class method of teaching the Bible; the sponsoring-church method of cooperation; and the use of orphan homes, should not be made into laws! All these are optional expedients; and to make them into law when God has not, is legalism! (Proof of our view that each of the above is no more than an expedient will follow in later chapters.) But we constantly read in the writings of men who oppose each of the above, a challenge—WHERE IS THE EXAMPLE? Such men feel that because no exact example is produced, the item is therefore unscriptural!" (Page 113)

"Such organizations to do the work of the church or as a medium of cooperation for the churches are without divine authority and are therefore sinful because they violate the principle of walking by faith. (This is mere repetition. It really says, 'there is no New Testament example:' or 'they are not optional expedients.' But in all these so-called 'Scriptural Objections to Human Organizations,' there has keen not one point of real facing of the issues—there has been only wordy claims.) (Page 137)

The bold face part of the above quotation was quoted in Brother Thomas' book from "Walking By Faith" by this author. This is a fair sample, brethren, of the way this man who claims to be a scholar deals with an argument. The book had emphasized over and over and over the argument that there is no authority, generic or specific, command, example, or inference, that includes a human organization built by the church to do the work God has commanded the church to do. Here it was being contended that because there is no New Testament authority (we did not say example, brother Thomas, but authority) such organizations are sinful because they violate the principle of walking by faith. Our brother answers the contention by saying "mere repetition"; it really says, there is no New Testament example". Brother Thomas, why did you mistake between the word AUTHORITY and the word EXAMPLE ? Don't you know the difference? If you do, you still didn't tell the truth about the statement. The statement says AUTHORITY AND YOU ALLEGE THAT AUTHORITY MEANS EXAMPLE. That is either inexcusable ignorance or downright dishonesty in dealing with the matter. You can have your choice. In everything said about authority in the book there has always been the admission and recognition that authority can be established in three ways: (1 express commandment; 2) approved example; and 3) necessary inference. When you charge in your book brother Thomas that we call for and will recognize example only, your charge is a falsehood.

But our brother crosses his own trail again and becomes just about guilty of what he so falsely charges us with in this matter and we point it out by this quotation:

"The Scriptures do not furnish a pattern or an illustration of how to disfellowship a congregation. This indicates that it is questionable as to its ever being done." (Page 232)

Well, we would say that since the Scriptures do not furnish a pattern or illustration (example) of one congregation disfellowshipping another that it cannot be done. Our brother is right in this. It is strange that he cannot also see that the scriptures do not furnish a pattern or an illustration (example) of congregations building a human organization through which to do their benevolence; and neither do they furnish a pattern or illustration (example) of one congregation becoming a centralized brotherhood agency through which many churches undertake to do their work, hence, neither of them can be done, scripturally that is! No man is quite so blind as that man blinded by his own "idols".

3. We have called attention in former articles to the charge made by brother Thomas that we who oppose him on these matters rely upon the "rule of uniformity" alone in determining that an example is binding. This is, of course, just another of his false charges. It is not true in any sense of the word. He creates by it a false issue that only confuses the real issues involved in this discussion. He may not have maliciously raised this false issue for the purpose of confusing but if it was not done purposefully, then it is inexcusable that he should have read so carelessly or be so little informed of what he was trying to discuss. No one—absolutely no one!— that we know anything about, has contended for uniformity alone. Everyone recognizes, that has common sense enough to know anything about such matters, that uniformity might be found in matters that were purely custom in the New Testament day—"saluting one an. other with a holy kiss", etc. In the same chapter of the book "Walking by Faith" in which the rule of uniformity is discussed there are six other rules given, and they were enumerated, and their application to the question of whether or not an example is binding was discussed. Our brother refers to these rules in his book, dismisses most of them with some trite expressions such as "this is just a truism" and gives them no real consideration or refutation at all. then as if he had not noticed them or they were not there, he boldly charges that we rely upon the "rule of uniformity alone" to determine when an example is binding! What kind of "Christian scholarship" is this ? We would have expected better treatment at the hands of the bitterest sectarian than that.

But to show our readers that this charge was boldly made, we give you this quotation from "We Be Brethren".

"First, 'examples of optional matters' could be uniform in their details. These BRETHREN have not even considered the possibility of dealing with examples grouped as optional things and as required things. To do so and to study through several cases of examples that are clearly optional might show uniformity in important details, but such uniformity would not change the examples from the optional group into the required category". (Page 77)

Our learned brother did not consider that we had given consideration to this very point in more than one of the other rules given as the basis for the study of examples and their force as authority. Among these other rules was the "law of Materiality". Whether or not a thing is material certainly has to do with distinguishing between a matter that is "optional" and a "required matter". What does our professor think "material" means? If a matter is immaterial it would be "optional! It is not of the essence in or to the thing commanded, just like a petty requirement would not be of the essence of a contract, and hence if breached would not vitiate the contract. Surely our brother can understand a thing that simple.

This law of "materiality" is stated in this fashion, "Whether a thing is relevant, material, essential to the teaching or practice of God's will is a most important consideration. Incidental circumstances need to be separated from divine law in anything taught in God's word." Is it possible that he could not have understood such simple language as this? If he did then the charge was maliciously made in spite of the fact that he knew it had no basis! He referred to the rule, dismissed it as worthy of no consideration in these matters, then turned right around and charged us with giving it no consideration. This is the method of our BROTHER in dealing with his BRETHREN.

But listen to him further:

"An illustration of this point is that in all the examples and references in the New Testament about the partaking of the fruit of the vine, it is UNIFORMLY referred to as the 'cup' (singular), both in literal and figurative usages. If uniformity in examples were the thing that establishes patterns, then we sin today if we use more than one container. Again, the examples of the preaching of the apostles show that in all the cases of conversion recorded in Acts they uniformly preached faith and baptism, but there were variations in the examples as to whether the people were required to repent or confess; so, if uniformity is the criterion of pattern teaching then faith and baptism are required: but repentance and confession are optional! Who is ready to believe it? Even though repentance and confession were required of some of the exemplary characters, what happened to them is an example to us, and it, therefore, definitely takes more than mere uniformity to set patterns!" (Page 78)

We have dealt with the silly and ridiculous points concerning the one "cup" and the so-called variations in the cases of conversion in other articles preceding this. Brother Thomas thinks the law of uniformity is that every time a matter is referred to in the New Testament the same information must be given so that there is no variations in delineating the action. In other words, in every case of conversion everything required must be set forth every time in order for the demand of uniformity to be met. He doesn't even know what the rule is evidently. Brother Thomas, the rule of uniformity is that there are no exceptions or variations from what is recorded. Every case of baptism may not delineate the fact that they went down into the water and came up out of the water as the case of Phillip and the Eunuch but there is no case recorded with any different action to that! It does not have to give that same information in every case! There is no case giving any different information to that! That is the point. It does not record that every church met as did the church at Troas - on the First Day of the Week to break bread (Acts 20:7) but there is no record of that or any church meeting on any other day of the week to break bread. Neither is there any commandment or inference that any church should. This information is without variation both in the divine record and among religious historians who were uninspired. Hence it sets forth the only pattern for worship in observing the Lord's Supper for there is no variation from that pattern and hence no authority for any other practice. When the church did what the Lord commanded the church to do and every reference in the New Testament that tells the story -whether one or many - sets forth an unvaried practice in that thing commanded, does such uniformity and singularity in the absence of anything in the way of a variation make any impression on your mind, brother Thomas? We believe that it should. But listen again:

A third illustration of multiple-example uniformity is in the instances of churches sending benevolent aid to the poor—we note that in each case it was delivered by personal messengers! (See Acts 11:27-30; I Car. 16:1-4; Rom. 15:25-29; II Cor. 8:18-20.) If uniformity alone established patterns, we could not use the United States mail for these purposes today!"  (Page 78)

The profound reasoning of our brother amazes us! We suppose that he would not recognize the United States Mail as a personal service agency now! Why, it is the most personalized service that we can think about. What in the world is our brother thinking about ? But suppose we couldn't use United States mail and had no such service— does that mean that the New Testament sets forth, either in direct precept or in example, that one congregation can become the messenger or agency for another congregation? No! Such reasoning would come as near proving that Paul was a brother to Caesar because he was a Roman citizen. It would have just about that much bearing. But this is the best our brother could do in the matter. He had to throw up some kind of subterfuge or smoke screen so he just said "If uniformity alone established patterns, we could not use the United States mail for these purposes today". Well, who said uniformity alone did? Brother Thomas you just made that one up. You should repent of it.

4. Our brother charges in his book, "We Be Brethren", that those of us who object to the institutional orphan homes built by the churches to do their work and to the perversion of God's organization, a local church, into a brotherhood agency by the "sponsoring-church" plan of cooperation, are binding methods upon the churches of Christ that are matters of "expediency" and that hence we are guilty of "making laws where God has not legislated". This is one of his claims to support his charge of "legalism".

This is another of his false charges - straw men that he has set up to destroy that he might become the hero of the day by solving the problems of the churches and vanquishing the enemy. He is a full fledged "Don Quixote" fighting his windmills in imaginary battle. The whole truth is that in his book our learned professor does not even join issue on the real problem. He does not deal with the problem of finding scriptural authority that includes what he tries to justify. He admits the necessity of it and then assumes the very thing that he is under obligation to prove, viz., that these human institutions that have been built to do the work of the church and these human perversions of the function of God's divine order are mere maters of method or expediency - they belong in the realm of choice. Not once does he really face up to the task that he should have undertaken - that of proving that they come within the realm of that which the scriptures authorize the church to do. He makes assumption but there is no real effort seriously made in the book in that direction. The "ipse dixit" of a P.H.D. seems to be good enough authority to him. But it isn't to anybody that has an ounce of respect in his heart for the word of God.

This charge, viz., that we are binding method upon the church - legislating for the Lord - is entirely imaginary and false as are the rest of his charges. The organization of an institution like Boles Home is not a coordinate with a method. Boles Home is an incorporated institution. It is a legal entity - separate from everything else on earth and its purpose is to "provide a home". It is not the church. Neither is it a home! It is an organization - a society set up - organized according to its Charter - to provide a home for children. Honesty and sincerity demands that these brethren shall recognize this. They have tried to make it simply a method but it is no more a method of doing benevolent work than the missionary society is a method of doing evangelism. They are both organizations that employ methods! The incorporated body of Boles Home is made up of a number of directors who are empowered under the charter issued by the state to "provide a home". They are not the provision! They are not the home! They live at various places and come together at intervals to determine the matters concerning the home and its operation. They have some hired personnel - including the superintendent - to carry on the work under their supervision and control. They are the controlling, directing, body that provides facilities and personnel and necessary provisions for the work they are empowered to do. Brother Thomas, as smart as you are, you must be able to see the difference between an organization that provides and controls the work and the work itself or those who actually do the work. The same thing is true of any other organization. The Board of Abilene Christian College are not the school. They provide and operate the school. Brother Thomas is a teacher in that school, using facilities provided and the opportunity granted to do what he does, but isn't a member of the board of directors, nor is he a part of the incorporated body that provided, and controls the school. Banking is a method or means of taking care of your money but the organization is not the means or method, they provide the facilities and direct the work of banking but there is a vast deal of difference between a person making use of the facilities provided and the organization that provides the facilities.

The real issue is just this simple: 1) God has given the church a work to do; 2) Ministering to the needy is a part of that work; 3) God has given the church an organization through which to perform its work; 4) That God-given organization is the local church with its elders - the congregation; 5) That organization is specifically authorized and set forth in New Testament scriptures; 6) That organization designed by God is sufficient to do everything God has charged the church to do in this world; 7) When churches of Christ build other organizations to do their work, any part of it, they do so without divine authority and are guilty of impeaching God's wisdom, and disrespecting his word. When they build other organizations they add to God's Word!

Again, let us put the matter like this: the work itself is not in issue. No one objects to providing shelter for these who do not have it. No one objects to providing the necessary things of life for those who are destitute of them. No one objects to making provision for those who are unable to care for themselves to be cared for as they need to be. THE WORK IS NOT IN ISSUE.

No one is specifying how the shelter shall be provided, as to method or means - whether rented, bought, leased, or furnished gratis. This is the expediency realm. No one is trying to specify how the necessary food, clothing, and other essential things which are needed shall be provided; whether they shall be bought with money which has been given or the commodities themselves shall be furnished or whether if they are bought, they shall be bought from one store or another, wholesale or retail, These matters again are in the realm of expediency. The same is true with the matter of personnel to care for those who are helpless. Whether it is service furnished gratis, service that must be bought and paid for, or how it is provided is not in issue.

What is the issue then? It is the question of WHAT ORGANIZATION shall do the work in this field of benevolence which God has commanded the church to do? Can the organization God has designed do the work God has designed it to do and shall we be satisfied with it and accomplish God's work through it or shall we build a substitute organization - such as Boles Home, Inc., which when it is built to do the work of the church must employ means and methods just like the church would have to employ to begin with. This is the issue, Brother Thomas, NOT HOW, AS TO MEANS OR METHODS, BUT WHICH ORGANIZATION SHALL DO THE WORK OF THE CHURCH, A HUMAN ORGANIZATION BUILT BY MAN'S WISDOM, OR THE ORGANIZATION DESIGNED AND BUILT BY DIVINE WILL AND WISDOM! While you pray for unity and that we shall brethren won't you repent of this false charge that we are trying to bind methods - only matters of expediency or choice ? You don't designate God's organization just a matter of choice or expediency, do you?

5. While we are this close to the matter, let us discuss another misrepresentation of our position of which our brother is guilty. He charges that we condemn the churches contributing to such institutions as these church built and substained orphan homes and yet we believe that they are an expedient way of taking care of orphan children. This charge is false!

"On the contrary, those who oppose the Orphan Home classify it as an excluded specific (ES), and thus sinful. In this case they count it an exact parallel to the Missionary Society. They will admit that it is an expedient or advantageous way to care for orphans and if the only requirement or command that it had relation to was, "visit the fatherless", they could admit that it is an optional expedient and therefore scriptural. But, like the Missionary Society, they feel that it also has relation to the generic, "church government;" and since they feel that it also violates "Local Church Autonomy" (or the church government requirement in some way) it is an excluded specific, and thus sinful." (Page 38)

We could not know of whom our brother wrote this. He may somewhere have seen some statement written without proper thought and in no way representative of many at all when he states that "they (those who oppose Orphan homes. R.E.C.) will admit that it is an expedient or advantageous way to care for orphans, Who admits any such thing as that? Why every informed person knows that the institutional orphan home - the orphan asylum is about the poorest provision that can be made for the care of destitute children. There is hardly any other way of doing this work that is not better. Most of the states are turning away from state operated institutions to provide for destitute children by hiring them cared for in private homes. Many of the state operated institutions are closed and they are closing others as they can place their children. Brother Thomas is way behind on this matter.

Many of the denominations in the religious   world, such as Baptist, are turning more and more from exclusive institutional care to a program of providing homes - actual homes - private homes - for children to live in. They are becoming more and more interested in and convinced that the best interest of the child can be served in a foster home, or an adoptive home rather than an institutional home. In our efforts to ape denominationalism in the work of building benevolent organizations we are running way behind. Experts in child care have long since decided that institutional care is not productive of the best results. It is at best a very, very poor substitute.

But from the viewpoint of the work of the church and that is the connection that this discussion has - they are not expedient organizations even if they were the best means of providing for destitute children. They are unlawful! A thing cannot be expedient without first being lawful. (I Cor. 10 :23) They are without authority when built and sustained by the church. There is nothing that God has said that includes within its authorization the churches of Christ building any separate organization from the congregation to do anything and brother Thomas cannot produce it. We deny that these organizations are expedient organizations under any circumstance or in any connection. Get it straight, brother Thomas, for you have misrepresented us in the matter. Such organizations built by the church and sustained by them are without divine authority and therefore sinful if they do nothing at all! Their existence is sinful as church built and sustained organizations. If they never interfered with the autonomy of any local church - which they do - they would still be wrong and sinful as church built and sustained organizations for there is no authority for the churches of Christ to build anything of the kind!

Our brother's idea of "church government" seems not to be very clear and hence he has no clear idea of what our objection is to these extra organizations which are church built and supported as it relates to church government. In his diagrams on establishing authority, in his book, he thinks that under the generic - church government - the required specific is "local church autonomy" and its coordinate - the "excluded specific" is the missionary society. He goes on to state as we have shown in previous articles that the only thing wrong with the Missionary Society is that it infringes upon local church autonomy and usurps control over the churches. This, of course, the Missionary Society denies just like "our institutions" like Boles Home denies the same. This might be done to some extent, though it would not likely be as wide spread by an organization that had "local autonomy". Local autonomy is just one characteristic of the government for the church of which God is the author. The Lord gave specific form to the government, the only government, he ever gave his church. That form is specified in the Bible. Phil. 1:1. Paul wrote to "all the saints with the Bishops and deacons, which are at Philippi". This is the organization, the form of government, God gave his church. You could not elect a president, vice-president, secretary-treasurer, and a board of directors to take the place of this organization which is divine, even if you gave such organization the element of "local autonomy", without setting aside God's government and becoming a spiritual anarchist. We have no right to substitute a human form for a divine plan. This is the "relation" which such church institutions as "Boles Home Inc." has to "church government." If such an institution comes within the scope of the work of the church at all, then it is actually performing a function which God gave his church to perform through a different body or government (organization). There is no authority for the church building or maintaining that different body or organization. Such institutions are sinful and wrong when they have any relation to the Lord's church in any way.

6. Another misrepresentation related to the two next above in this article is in his allegation that "In this case they (those who oppose Orphan homes, R. E. C.) count it an exact parallel to the Missionary Society". This allegation has been kicked around considerably in the discussion of these matters. It is always a misrepresentation. The man who wouldn't know that they are not "exact parallels" even by the fact that they are engaged in different works - one evangelism and the other benevolence - is too limited in his ability to comprehend to he helped. They are parallel in some points, however, though certainly not identical at every point. Here is the important point of their parallelism ? Neither of them have any divine authority to exist. You could point out many other points of similarity or parallelism but at that one point they are standing on exactly the same ground. They have been built by the church, to do the work of the church, and there is no Bible authority for any such organization.

7. In the following quotations is found another of his oft repeated misrepresentations:

"Another optional example that has been made into a law by some BRETHREN is that determined from several passages, but best represented by II Cor. 8:13-15: For I say not this that others may be eased and ye distressed; but by equality: your abundance being a supply at this present time for their want, that their abundance also may become a supply for your want; that there may be equality; as it is written, He that gathered much had nothing over; and he that gathered little had no lack.

(Acts 11:27-30, I Cor. 16:1-4 and Romans 15:25-28 are also used in this connection)

This example is that of church cooperation; where one church sends to another some help for benevolent purposes, and in this particular circumstance the receiving church is in a distressed area and unable to meet all the demands. These BRETHREN add up these facts, and then they claim that this example establishes a pattern, namely, that “The only way one church can help another in benevolent matters is in an emergency, and it must be a "rich church helping a poor one.' Such a pattern would he rather cumbersome, as it would require a perfect audit of the financial strength of each congregation. (If the auditor made a mistake, somebody would sin.) (Page 71-72).

Now we have no way of knowing where the quotation included in the above statement in brother Thomas' book came from. He was not fair enough to give the reference and he was unfair enough to give us all credit for that position. We would say that there is an inaccuracy in the quotation he gives that needs correction very badly and that is, "it must be a rich church". Certainly there is a very definite exception to this statement. It is the Macedonian brethren who had a part in the assistance that was sent to the saints in Jerusalem. Paul describes their condition as one of "deep poverty". In spite of their deep poverty they abounded in the Christian grace of liberality and "gave beyond their power". They besought Paul to allow them to have a part in the relief that was to be sent. II Cor. 8:2-4.

But one of the prime elements of the example in this passage is the fact that the contribution, by whomsoever sent and whatever their ability to give, was sent to a church with more destitute saints in it than it could care for. That is the element always present. The ability to give varied with the givers and it was "acceptable as a man hath and not as he hath not"; but the receiving church was always destitute - that is unable to care for its own needs. There is no variation to this. It is one of the roots of the whole matter. Need is the basis for benevolence whether involving individuals or churches. Here is the principle and we challenge Brother Thomas to find anything in the New Testament that teaches differently: No local church ever sent a contribution out of its treasury, and there is nothing that teaches that one should, to another congregation unless the receiving church was destitute - in need—had more needy to care for than it could relieve. Today, one church promotes a work that it knows it cannot pay for and through its propaganda and pressure enlists other churches to send it enough money to meet its obligations. There has never been a greater program or a more highly organized, propagandized, and advertised promotion in any religious body than the "Herald of Truth". Yet, in New Testament scriptures, nothing that even begins to remotely resemble it can be found, either in precept or example. Let our professor undertake the task if he thinks he can do better than others have done.

The inference in the paragraph quoted above (page 72) is that the incident of Acts 11:27-30 and the contribution of II Cor. 8 and 9 are the same incident in New Testament history. Either the brother was intending to subtly deceive someone by thus combining them or else he is ignorant of simple New Testament history. Either horn of the dilemma is rather embarrassing, or should be, to a "professor of Bible in the Bible Department of Abilene Christian College" and it should embarrass those who are responsible for him being there.

The charge that we believe and teach that it must be a "rich church giving to a poor church" is repeated several times in the book. Such as this one found on page 77: "Between churches, cooperation must be only in emergencies, and the receiving church must be poorer than the giving church"; and again on page 80, "Rich church to a poor church and only in emergencies". Let us call the attention of our readers and brother Thomas, particularly, again to the primary element in the example and in New Testament teaching: The receiving church was always in need - destitute - unable to take care of its own need. There is no exception to this and this is the principle of New Testament teaching that rules out and eliminates completely the practice of one church sending to another church in order to help it promote a big work. The comparative strength of the receiving church and giving church is not necessarily involved in cooperation. In that there is no particular pattern, for the ability of the giving church evidently varied, as in the case of the Macedonian brethren and the brethren of Corinth or Achaia. But whether or not the Jerusalem church was poorer, or the Macedonian church was poorer, Paul allowed the Macedonian brethren to have a part, at their insistence, in the work. The widow who cast her two mites into the treasury might have needed them worse than they were needed for the purpose to which she gave them but the Lord did not deny her the privilege of giving or restrain or rebuke her for giving too much, though she gave her living. The other end of the matter though does not vary. THE RECEIVING CHURCH WAS ALWAYS DESTITUTE AND UNABLE TO CARE FOR ITS OWN!
It becomes very evident that Paul did not put any pressure upon the Macedonian brethren. They besought him to accept the gift. But because of the ability of the Corinthian brethren and their obligation to share with those saints in Jerusalem who were in need, he did put some pressure by way of teaching them their duty. It was their "abundance" that was to supply the "want" of the Jerusalem saints that there might be "equality".

8. From the following quotations we give you in the author's own words the next misrepresentation that we want to deal with:

"B. They hold that the orphan homes as now organized can, and should, be supported by individual Christians, and also hold that individuals can contribute to sponsoring churches; but they would not allow that individual Christians could contribute to a Missionary Society. Thus they admit that they are not parallels.

"C. They admit that churches can scripturally 'buy the services' of the orphan homes, but they deny this could be done from Missionary Societies, so again there is no exact parallel in their view."

(Page 144)

I have not seen the admissions that brother Thomas talks about in these paragraphs and, of course, do not know to whom he refers. If they have ever been made, they are not general among those who oppose church support for these human arrangements. It is impossible to pin such accusations down until the author is willing to identify the source of such, if any. This sort of thing is like, "they say". It is impossible to find out who "they" are. Our readers can be certain though that such an admission is not representative of the vast bulk of brethren who oppose churches building and maintaining human organization to do their work. It is, at least, a misrepresentation of the most of us. If these human benevolent societies which churches have built and are maintaining and to which they delegate their work and their resources, have a right to exist at all they have a right to church support. "As now organized" we deny that they have any right to exist. It would be just as scriptural for an- individual Christian to contribute to a benevolent society built by the church to do its work as for that same individual to contribute to a missionary society to do the work of the church. Neither of them have any divine authority to exist in the realm of their activity - that is, to do the work of the church. The benevolent societies are exactly parallel to the missionary societies in the point that there is no divine authority for either as church institutions. They are not parallel at every point but they are in that respect. Brother Thomas admits this himself!

In the correspondence with brother Cecil Willis, brother Thomas was asked this question, under date of Nov. 15, 1968, (see G. G. Vol. 11, Number 26, page 413)

"In order to clarify your position in my mind, would you please answer the following question. You make the point that the board of the orphan homes does not violate congregational autonomy. So this question: If the board that directs Boles Orphan Home were to decide to change its mission from care of orphans, or to enlarge its mission, so as to include gospel preaching, operated just as it is now, except that its work changed, would you endorse it? Could congregations send money to that board and the board make arrangements for the gospel to he preached, just as it does for children's care to be provided?"

Brother Thomas refused to answer the question directly after three letters were written pleading with him to do so. As near as he got to it was to say:

"In further reply to your last letter, my purpose has been to deal with principles and to try to help brethren to think clearly with respect to them. There is no point in my making specific application of the principles as brethren should be able to do that.

"Specifically the question that you asked me to give a yes or no answer to is definitely "loaded" and I would be doing an injustice to answer it in that manner". (same reference as above) (Letter written Jan. 26,1959)

Now, brother Thomas should have done better than for brother Willis. Why wouldn't he answer the question, if not with yes or no, then fully enough to set forth his views on the matter ? The answer is obvious when you remember just a few things in our brother's book.

(1.) Brother Thomas has endorsed completely and absolutely the principle of the Missionary Society. He has said that the only thing wrong with it is the fact that is that it controls and dominates the churches.

"This means, then, that the use of the Missionary Society is excluded and sinful, since it clearly involves an alternate or substitute form of church government. Where the Society functions it dominates and controls (in mission activity) the local congregation which comprise its membership and the 'local autonomy' pattern is definitely replaced." (Page 35)

"The exact point of this 'parallelism to the Missionary Society' is that these 'societies are supposed also to violate and contradict the principle of the autonomy of the local church. It is admitted by all of us that the Missionary Society is guilty here, and this is really the one and only thing that is wrong with it — however, that is sufficient to make it sinful and wrong". (Page 137)

Now "all of us" do not admit that the Missionary Society is guilty of any such thing. The governing officials of the United Christian Missionary Society deny that brother Thomas' statement is so. But suppose we grant that the

Missionary Society - any Missionary Society does control the churches and dominate them in their mission work and that is the "one and only thing that is wrong" with them. (Neither do "all of us" admit that) Then, if they did not or they should cease to dominate and control the churches in their mission work, they would be all right according to our brother and would not be wrong for the "one and only thing wrong" would have been eliminated. So he completely endorses the principle of the Missionary Society though he does not endorse what he believes is an abuse that condemns them.

(2.) Brother Thomas has also taken the position that certain arrangements found in the scriptures and used by brethren today justify the operation of an Orphan Home, as they are organized now, under self-perpetuating boards. (Page 180-181)

(3.) They can have the same form of organization as a missionary society provided they do not act like a missionary society in the control and domination of the churches. Such a form is scriptural, according to our brother.

(4.) The only way that such an orphan home can become unscriptural according to our brother is:

"for it to become like a missionary society in that:

(1.) The will of the church becomes subservient to the will of the organization.

(2.) The organization should legislate and the church obey.

(3.) The organization should dominate and 'control' the church—choose and direct for it and even 'makes assignments,' and truly be its organic superior, with the right to apply organic pressure upon the church".

But suppose that we have a missionary society that does not do that ? Brother Thomas denies that the organization that provides the home for children at Quinlan, Boles Home, Inc. exercises any such dominion over the churches, though facts speak very differently in many instances. But suppose there is no such domination of churches as our brother would say makes it wrong, would it be scriptural for this same organization - Boles Home, Inc., to be the medium through which churches preach the gospel? Brother Thomas admitted the parallel when he murmured, "That is a LOADED QUESTION" and we submit that he is entirely right about that.

Now to put his inconsistency back to him. Brother Thomas, if a Christian, as well as a church, can support such an organization, under a self-perpetuating board of directors, to do benevolent work when it does not dominate the churches contributing to it, why can't both individual Christians and churches of Christ contribute to missionary societies under a self perpetuating board to do the work of evangelism for the churches, if they do not control the churches and dominate them when they contribute to them? You must endorse both if they neither control and dominate the churches. The fact is that some of the scriptural instances that you pervert to serve your purpose (page 81) where instances of preaching and teaching instead of benevolence! Our brother cannot deny to reasonable and honest minds that he stands committed.

As to the second misrepresentation in the paragraph quoted above from page 144, "they also hold that individuals can contribute to sponsoring churches", that is just as untrue as the other. No reasonable and consistent mind is going to condemn a thing as unscriptural and then endorse the individual supporting it. II John, verses 9-11, would condemn that even as to a matter of teaching and more especially the supporting of that which is wrong.

"Whosoever transgresseth, and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God. He that abideth in the doctrine of Christ, he hath both the Father and the Son. If there come any unto you, and bring not this doctrine, receive him not into your house, neither bid him God speed: For he that biddeth him God speed is partaker of his evil deeds".

The man who condemns a practice and then participates in it, condemns himself and separates himself from God. This is why so many brethren, as honest and sincere as anybody, have had to walk out of so many congregations all over the country in order to keep from violating their consciences and condemning themselves by practicing that which they condemned and verily believed to be wrong. Injecting the support of these human institutions that are doing the work of the church into the budget of the churches so that a part of every dime given by any member goes to their support makes it necessary for the individual that contributes in the worship of that congregation to participate in their support. If an individual Christian believes such to be contrary to the will of God, he can no more contribute to it than he could use instrumental music in the worship against his convictions and conscience. Forcing these matters into churches, even though their supporters admit that they are matters of expediency and therefore non-essential, either makes it necessary for those conscientiously opposed to violate their consciences or get out. That is what is causing the division that brother Thomas is praying for the Lord to heal! If he would leave his idols out, and accept some basis upon which all could conscientiously agree instead of insisting on his own way and judgment prevailing, then he could help answer his own prayer.

The third misrepresentation in the paragraph quoted from page 144 is this: "They admit that churches can scripturally 'buy the services' of the orphan homes, but they deny that this could be done from Missionary Societies". Our brother should have told us who "they" are. This is a very general statement and certainly does not correctly represent any considerable number. It misrepresents clearly the convictions and attitude of many of us. The churches buying services would be patronizing a clearly unscriptural institution. Commodities might be bought from almost anyone without giving any endorsement whatever to the person or organization from whom they are bought under anything like ordinary circumstances. But to send children to a home such as Boles even to be cared for on a commercial or monetary basis or for a specified consideration and with the privilege of removing said children when you wished would give impetus and encouragment and would be construed as endorsement and most certainly would be misused just as our brother has misused even the idea of doing so. Brother Thomas when you represent all who oppose these human societies doing the work of the church as endorsing churches buying services from them, you misrepresent the most of us, if not all.

9. The final misrepresentation of our brother that we want to deal with in this article is found in this statement:

"D. Such BRETHREN have fellowship with Christians who believe and practice the sponsoring church method of cooperation church-support of orphan homes, but they do not have a similar attitude toward Missionary Societies"

Our brother should know that it isn't the "attitude" that is disfellowshipped. Where did any congregation ever refuse fellowship to any person simply because they regarded instrumental music or the missionary society to be all right ? If they did not inject it into the worship and disturb the peace and harmony of the congregation by contending for it, they could be fully fellowshipped. Neither is it the attitude that is dividing brethren over these human societies that are being built by the churches to do their work. It is the fact that you cannot worship with these churches supporting them and contribute in that worship without participating in what you believe to be wrong. The line of fellowship is not drawn because of simply the attitude on either question but because of their being brought into the practice of the church. There are congregations all over the land where brethren differ about these matters but have left them out of the church and its practice and while they are issues that are being studied and discussed, they have brought no disruption of fellowship. We could name you many such places. But where there are those with convictions against such and enough courage of their convictions to be unwilling to participate in the support of these societies in violation of their consciences when they are brought into the practice of the church and crammed down their throats, they always bring a disruption of fellowship just like the practice of instrumental music did a hundred years ago.

As for those who have tried to preach and teach what we believe the Bible teaches contrary to these humanly built societies, the matter of fellowship has been no problem to us for we have been "quarantined", castigated, bemeaned, lied about, persecuted, and called every ugly name in the catalog. Our BRETHREN who are praying for unity, like brother Thomas, have taken care of the matter of fellowship, because of our opposition to their "idols". We get about as much "fellowship" at Abilene Christian College as we could at Baylor University. Don't construe this as a complaint or you will misconstrue it! "None of these things move us" one whit except we deplore the hypocrisy of those who pretend to be so interested in fellowship but are willing to extend it only when YOU meet their own terms.
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    The congregation 	     Boles Home, Inc


1. Divine in origin.		  1. Human in origin


2. Authorized by Christ 	  2. Chartered by the State of Texas


3. Regulated by the Scriptures 3. Regulated by State laws


4. Ruled by Elders		  4. Ruled by a Board of Directors.
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