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SPECIAL NUMBER

“THAT THEY MAY ALL BE ONE" |§ leeresrrrrrree

“Neither for these only do I pray, but for
them also that believe on me throogh their
word ; that they mayv all be one; even as thou,
Father, art in me, and 1 in thee, that they
also may be in us; that the world may believe
that thou didst send me.”

John 17:20,21]
“Now I beseech you, brethren, through the
name of our Lord Jesus Christ, that ve all
speik the same thing, and that there be no
divisions among vou ; but that ye be perfected
together in the same mind and in the same
judgment,”

- 1 Corinthians 1:10
“l marvel that ye are so quickly removing
from him that called vou in the grace of
Chriat unto a different gospel; which is not
another gospel: only thers are some that
trouble you, and would pervert the gospel of
" Chriat,”
| — Galatians 1:6.7
"l therefore, the prisoner in the Lord, beseech
vou to walk worthily of the ealling wherewith
‘ ve were called, with all lowlinesz and meek-

neas, with longsuffering, forbearing one
another in love; giving diligence to keep the
unity of the Spirit in the bond of peace.”

— Ephesians 4:1-3
“Above all Lh'.ngr'- being fervent in vour love
among vourszelves; for love covereth a multi-
tude of sins . . ., .. . if any man speaketh,
speaking as it were oracles of God,”

— 1 Peter 4:8,11
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EDITORIAL

The *“Special”

The paper you hold in your hand represents an “al out” effort on the part of the editors and
publishers of the Gospel Guardian to meet the crisis now upon the Lord's church, and to promote
unity among the disciples on the basis of Bible teaching. Thisisour “Unity Special.” We sincerely
plead for it athoughtful and prayerful reading. The unity for which Christ prayed and the peace of
his people are deserving of that much consideration from any Christian. Let these :articles be studied,
weighed in the light of Scripture, and preserved for further study. Thisis a paper you will want to
save for reference.

The brethren who write for this issue represent a cross-section of the brotherhood—the hoary
head of the veteran is present, and the vigor and force of young manhood is not wanting. Not all
these men who write are agreed on every problem and question before the brotherhood; but on one
thing they are agreed — the church of our Lord isfacing a crisis, serious, threatening, and fearful.
These men love the church; we believe there is not a one of them who would hesitate to give hislife
in defense of the truth. They recognize that one thing and one thing only can save the church from
disaster—AN UNQUESTIONING ACCEPTANCE OF BIBLE TEACHING. In their own way and
in their own style they have presented their contributions on the various topics assigned them. Here
are the men who write:

James W. Adams, well known to readers of this journal, preaches for the Central Church in
Beaumont, Texas. He is regarded by thoughtful brethren throughout the church as one of the keenest
thinkers and reasoners among us.

A. Hugh Clark, of Baytown, Texas, has long been recognized as one of the ablest preachers
of the age. He has held meetings :all over the nation, and has preached as (local evangelist with
churchesin San Antonio, Fort Worth, Memphis, and Abilene.

Roy E. Cogdill, publisher and associate editor of the Gospel Guardian, is probably best known
throughout the church as the author of “The New Testament Church.” This outline study book, soon
to go into its ninth printing, has been in circulation for fifteen years, and is likely the most widely
used book of this kind known to the church. Brother Cogdill has been doing local work with the
West Avenue Church in San Antonio for nearly two years, but will shortly return to Lufkin and will
resume his full-time meeting work.

C. E. W. Dorris, Nashville, Tennessee, isthe oldest of our writersin thisissue. He passed his
eighty-fifth milestone on April 7. A student of David Lipscomb and James A. Harding, Brother
Dorris has been aregular contributor through the years to the Gospel Advocate, and is the author
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of two (Matthew and Mark) of the Advocate series of commentaries on the New Testament.

Cecil B. Douthitt, Brownwood, Texas, has done local work with churches in Birmingham,
Alabama; Washington, D.C.; Louisville, Kentucky; and for several years now in Brownwood, Texas.
Heisthe author of awidely used series of Bible study books, and holds from five to fifteen meetings
each year in addition to hislocal work.

George P. Estes, St. Louis, Missouri, is a close and careful student both of the Bible and of
Restoration history. His graduate work in the field of New Testament Greek as well as Church
History provides him with technical equipment in these areas that few among us possess. He is
presently working on a study of the meaning of the word “church” which will be an invaluable
contribution to the understanding of present problems before us.

Robert H. Farish, Lexington, Kentucky, has done local work in Georgia, Texas, and Alabama,
before going to Lexington. Foy E. Wallace years ago described him to this writer as “an Abraham
Lincoln sort of fellow who smokes a pipe and does his own thinking.” Farish has quit the pipe —
but not the thinking, as his article will abundantly show.

Homer Hailey, Tampa, Florida, is known everywhere as one of the finest Bible teachers ever
to conduct a class. Young preachers who have gone to school to him (and they number many
hundreds—some of them not so young anymore) are to be found in every quarter of the globe.
Brother Hailey taught for a number of yearsin Abilene Christian College, and is now vice-president
of Florida Christian College. He was for ten years the local preacher for Highland Church in Abilene,
and spent two years in Hawaii.

Charles A. Holt is the youngest in our roster of writers; but already he has demonstrated his
ability aswriter, preacher, and debater. He is one of the busiest debaters in the church, being called
for five or six or more nearly every year. He is an associate editor of the Guardian, and preaches for
the fast growing West End Church in Franklin, Tennessee.

John T. Lewis haslived for forty-nine years in Birmingham, Alabama, and has seen the cause
there grow from one wesk little congregation to some twenty-five strong, active churches. Brethren
in Birmingham will tell you that John T. Lewis has had a hand in the starting of nearly every one of
those churches. Loved and respected in that city as few men ever are, Brother Lewis, like Brother
Dorris, received his early Bible teaching at the feet of the great David Lipscomb. Birmingham, due
in no small measure to Lewis teaching and influence, is aslittle bothered by current issues as any
city of comparable size in the nation.

Marshall E. Patton has done local work with churchesin Lubbock, Texas; Cullman, Alabama;
and is now with the North Birmingham Church in Birmingham. Clear and logical in reasoning and
expression, his article on “How To Establish Scriptural Authority” is certainly one of the most
important in thisjournal. It should be carefully studied.

C. D. Plum, Columbus, Ohio, was for many years a staff-writer on the Gospel Advocate. He
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has done local work with some of the greatest churchesin the Ohio Valley—Moundsville, Wheeling,
and Parkersburg, West Virginia; and is now working with a newly established congregation in
Columbus. He is known through all the northeastern part of the nation as one of the most truly
consecrated Christians and soundest gospel preachers ever to stand before an audience.

W. Curtis Porter, Monette, Arkansas, is an associate editor of the Guardian. He is probably the
most widely used debater among the churches of Christ today, being called by brethrenin all parts
of the nation to meet the proponents of error. A number of his debates are in print, and more arein
process of being printed.

Robert C. Welch, Louisville, Kentucky, formerly preached for the Poplar Street Church in
Florence, Alabama, and prior to that for churchesin Uvalde, Texas, and Springfield, Missouri. His
writings in the Guardian have made him known in recent years as one of the most careful students
and most logical thinkers to contribute to the study of current problems. He now preaches for the
new congregation meeting on Wendell Avenuein Louisville.

Bryan Vinson, Houston, Texas, has done local work in Dallas, and Denton, before moving to
the Norhill Church in Houston. His writings (in the Preceptor and the Guardian) have been widely
acknowledged as some of the most thought-provoking that have been contributed toward a solution
of present problems. Possessed of innate courtesy, akeen insght into truth, and a profound reverence
for God's word, hiswritings are not light and frothy; they require study. But being given such, are
richly rewarding.

There they are— the writers for the “ Special Issue.” Five of them are associate editors of the
Guardian; ten are not, but al are men of conviction and courage. Their writing in this issue does not
mean that they agree with everything the editor believes, nor does it mean they necessarily agree with
the policy of the Gospel Guardian. It does not even mean they agree with each other on every
guestion of Bible teaching. It does mean one thing: they are perfectly agreed that the Lord's church
isfacing acrisis, and that unless prodigious efforts are put forth, a disastrous situation may overtake
us all. Patience, prayer, a consecrated study of the Bible, and sympathy and tolerance toward one
another are our only hope. To that end this “ Special Issue’ is dedicated.
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—Fanning Y ater Tant
A PLEA FOR FORBEARANCE AND A WILLINGNESS TO STUDY

A. Hugh Clark, Baytown, Texas

The church of our Lord has met and solved many serious problems since it was established in
the city of Jerusalem on that memorable Pentecost so long ago. The New Testament itself isreplete
with the record of these struggles within and persecutions from without which occurred during the
first century. Moreover, it isamatter of revelation that such would be the case with the church to the
end of time.

No one therefore, conversant with the sacred writings, can be surprised at the difficulties and
problems that have confronted the church through the centuries this side of the apostolic era,
including the span covered by our own lives, though he may, at times, be greatly dismayed.

Thiswriter, as many of you who read these lines will know, has been actively engaged for more
than forty years in the preaching of the gospel of Christ. He has for thirty and six years without a
break in tenure continuously engaged in regular work with local churches of Christ, while at the
same time conducting six or eight gospel meetings each year well scattered over the entire nation.
This need be recounted here only because it isfelt that surely since what, in [the very nature of the
case, must be the greater part of the active years of hislife has been spent in this sacred cause, right
has been earned to be heard in an earnest plea on behalf of that cause.

Be not deceived, my brethren, since the days of the restoration and the great defection resulting
in the birth of what is now called The First Christian Church, with its extra biblical organizations
and ingtitutions, its unscriptura form of worship and its human practices, .comprising asit doesthe
whole system of redemption and undistinguishingly blending with denominationalism, the church
of our Lord has not faced atime so fraught with real peril to its unity and progress as the present.

| recognize that there are many who will deny this statement, who are not cognizant of the
dangers we face; but make no mistake, what | am saying is the truth! The church may be “On the
march” but unless something is done to resolve the difficulties within our own ranks we are
marching toward disgrace and disaster.

The great apostle Paul wrote to the church at Ephesus when the unity of the church there, as
throughout the world, was seriously imperiled by a misunderstanding of the divine will on the part
of many regarding the proper relationship of Jews and Gentiles, saying, “| therefore, the prisoner in
the Lord, beseech you to walk worthily of the calling wherewith ye were called, with al lowliness
and meekness, with longsuffering, FORBEARING ONE ANOTHER IN LOVE; GIVING
DILIGENCE TO KEEP THE UNITY OF THE SPIRIT IN THE “BOND OF PEACE.” Ephesians
4:1-3.

That asimilar condition of estrangement and unrest obtains throughout the brotherhood today,
as| have already stated, no informed person would sincerely deny. And, contrary to the opinion of
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some, the number on either side of the issues involved is not inconsequential. Nor do they belong
to any particular age group or measure of experience, the old, the young, the mature and the
immature, are found on both sides.

Such a condition as this could have but one implication to athoughtful mind. That is, that these
issues about which the people are divided in mind at this time have not yet been studied sufficiently
by all of usthat we might understand just what the teaching of the Lord is.

This is not to say that there axe not some who have studied the questions before us both
earnestly and extensively, and whose position therefore is, with them, areal conviction; they are
definitely sure, in their own minds, that they are right. But, let us remember, that no one knows
everything about anything; that no oneisinfallible in his reasoning; and that any one of us could err
in his application of the principles of divine truth to the myriad and complex problems common to
the field of Christian service. It is possible therefore, that the most positive and fully convinced
among us on either side of these issues could have overlooked some statement of revelation having
bearing on these matters which, if it were brought to light and properly applied, in further study and
brotherly discussion, would throw such light on the questions involved as would readily and easily
resolve them,; thus bringing about a general understanding among us all, and achieving that peace
which we are commanded of God to endeavor to maintain.

Surely it is not too much to ask of brethren everywhere that they do with regard to these
troublesome matters just what we continually plead with the denominational world to do regarding
their religious differences with us, and which are much less complex than these; that is, in love of
the truth to bear with one another in kindness, while we continue honestly to study our differences
in the light of revelation, believing confidently in the power of truth to dissipate error, and ultimately
to save al but those who wilfully rebel against it.

Thisisnot apleafor compromise on the part of anybody. Truth can never be compromised on
vital issues regardless of consequences, apparent or real, immediate or remote. But it isasincere and
soulful pleafor that measure of love and forbearance on the part of us all which will suspend for the
time, and because of the better understanding of truth to which our genia studies will bring us, we
hope will suspend forever, that ultimate
and final estrangement in the family of God which would separate brother from brother, brand us
all with further and greater stigma in the eyes of the world, and cover those responsible with the
everlasting displeasure of. the Father.

Further, let us remember that the particular practices out of which these differences have arisen
did not grow up overnight, but had their small and apparently inconsequential beginnings among
churches of Christ at least ahalf century ago. They will not therefore be resolved overnight, wished
away, nor dispatched by the interdiction of any man or set of men; Christ isthe head of the church,
and he alone has Lordship over the faith of the individual and of the church. The only prerogative
any man, or group of men, may exercise without poaching upon the divine preserves of Christ asthe
head of the church, essentially inheresin that for which | am pleading, i.e. the disposition and the
time for brethren in general to study and investigate, and thus to determine what the will of Christ
is regarding the practices in question among us.
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Further, we should all realize that if there is to be any change in the practices of brethren and
the churches regarding these matters, since those changes must depend upon teaching and
deliberation, a measuring of the practices by the divine injunctions, these changes will be gradual
and :al will have need for patience and forbearance. And if, on the other hand such study and
deliberation shall show the practices in question to be authorized land in harmony with the will of
Chrigt, then truth will have triumphed and peace and harmony will have been found again. Moreover,
thisisthe only way in which it can be found.

Any man, or group of men, in any church, or among al the churches, undertaking to throttle this
investigation and seeking after truth, and thus to force certain convictions on either an individual,
acongregation, or on the church in general, in the very nature of the case is arbitrary in attitude, and
istherefore, out of order. Truth has nothing to fear, and if “ Crushed to earth, will rise again.” Truth
isinvincible; error cannot contain it; it must be given its freedom or it will break through to find it.

So, until truth has been more generally ascertained and established in the field of our present
difficultiesit isfar too soon for ultimatums and interdictions on the part of anybody. Let usinstead,
with kindness and brotherly regard for one another, renew our studies together, avoiding even the
very mention of any eventuation other than the finding of the peace of God in Christ, lest by even
the mention the thought of ultimate estrangement be fostered in the minds of any.
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THE CHURCH AND HER MISSION
Cecil B. Douthitt, Brownwood, Texas

To bless the world by rendering the greatest possible service has been the divinely appointed
mission of God's people since the beginning.

1. ACORRESPONDING DUTY WITH EVERY BLESSING

With every blessing that God has bestowed upon His people, He has assigned a corresponding
duty and responsibility. His people must be channels of blessings; they must use the gifts of God in
blessing others, and thereby accomplish their mission on the earth.

1. Adam Had A Mission To Accomplish.

After God had created the earth and al things therein, he “created man in his own image, in the
image of God created he him; male and female created he them. And God blessed them: and God
said unto them, Be fruitful, and multiply and replenish the earth, and subdue it; and have dominion
over the fish of the sea, and over the birds of the heavens, and over every living thing that moveth
upon the earth.” (Genesis 1:27-28.)

“God blessed them” by creating them in His own image and by giving them dominion over the
earth. Therefore, God assigned to them amission to accomplish by means of the blessings wherewith
they had been blessed. They must “subdue” and exercise “dominion” over the earth and all living
creatureson it and in it, and in that way use their blessings in making the earth a suitable placein
which to live. God put man into the garden of Eden “to dressit and to keep it.” (Genesis 2:15.)

2. Abraham’s Mission: “Be Thou A Blessing.”

When God called Abram out of his country, from his kindred, and from his father's house, he
gave him the promise of athree-fold blessing: God said to him, “I will make of thee a great nation,
and | will bless thee, and make thy name great.” These promises were followed immediately with
this responsibility: “And be thou a blessing.” (Genesis 12:1-2.)

Therefore, Abram was under obligation to remember that be had a mission to accomplish: that
as a Worshiper of the true God he must use the blessings God gave to him, and render a service
greatly needed by all peoples. He did so use his gifts from God, and did render that service; and all
along the journey toward that “city which hath the foundations, whose builder and maker is God”
(Heb. 11:10), the dtars that he erected and the smoke from the sacrifices thereupon were a blessing
to the idol worshipers by giving them some idea of the one living God and the kind of worship He
had appointed for the patriarchs.

3. Israel's Mission.

In the deliverance of Israel from Egypt, in the giving of the law at Sinai, and in the building of
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the tabernacle and the temple, we see clearly that God intended for Israel to bless the world by using
all these giftsin preparing a people for the reception of the Savior of the world. “So that the law is
become our tutor to bring us unto Christ, that we might be justified by faith.” (Gal. 3:24.) Israel was
great in her national life insofar as she accomplished that divinely appointed mission.

4. Individual Christians And The Church Must Serve.

True greatness is measured by the service rendered. When James and John asked for exalted
places in the kingdom, Jesus said unto them, “Y e know that the rulers of the Gentileslord it over
them, and their great ones exercise authority over them. Not so shall it be among you: but whosoever
would become great among you shall be your minister; and whosoever would be first among you
shall be your servant: even as the Son of man came not to be ministered unto, but to minister, and
to give hislife aransom for many.” (Matt. 20:25-28.)

Speaking prophetically of the church and the reign of Christ on the throne of David, Ezekiel
said, “He shall feed them, and he shall be their shepherd .... And | will make them and the place
round about my hill ablessing; and | will cause the shower to come down in its season; there shall
be showers of blessing.” (Ezek. 34:23-26.) Jesus said unto hisdisciples, “Y e are the sat of the earth

... Yearethelight of theworld.” (Matt. 5:13-14.) Peter enjoined, “Not rendering evil for evil, or
reviling for reviling; but contrariwise blessing.” (I Peter 3:9.)

1. WHAT IS THE CHURCH'S MISSION

The needs of humanity are many and varied; wide-awake and zealous leaders in the church can
see many possible ways to serve humanity and be a blessing in the world. Therefore, they are
confronted often with the temptation to lead the church into fields of work that are forbidden by the
Lord to the church as such.

The divinely appointed mission of the church isfourfold, and every church isrestricted in all
its activities to these four fields of endeavor.

1. Preach The Gospel In All The World.

God purposed eternally in Christ Jesus our Lord that the manifold wisdom of God “might be
made known through the church.” (Eph. 3:10.) Heaven's authority has decreed that the house of
God, which isthe church of the living God, is “the pillar and ground of the truth.

(1 Tim. 3:15.)

From the first day of its existence the church all Philippi had “fellowship in furtherance of the
gospel “ (Phil. 1:5), and the church of the Thessalonians “sounded forth the word of the Lord.” (1
Thess. 1:8.)

Every church on earth is obligated to do thiswork , and there is no substitute for it. Thereisno
field of operation in which a church can render greater services to humanity than this field of
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evangelism.
2. Build Up Itself In Love.

The scriptures state clearly that the edification of the church was the purpose of God in giving
“some to be apostles; and some, prophets; and some, evangelists, and some, pastors and teachers.”
(Eph. 4:11.)

It is God's will for members of the church to become full-grown men in Christ, and “be no
longer children, tossed to and fro and carried about with every wind of doctrine.” (Eph. 4:14.) Noble
qualities of the soul must be cultivated and sterling character developed in al the members of the
body of Christ. The Lord has assigned this work to every church. (Eph. 4:16.)

3. Supply The Needs Of Its Worthy Indigent.

Under the direction of the apostles of Christ, church in Jerusalem supplied the needs of poor
widows in its membership. (Acts 6:1-3.) Thiswork isassigned also in 1 Timothy 5:16.

If a church is unable to do this work of ministration among its own worthy poor, then other
churches must send contributions to the poor church to enableit to provide for its own, and thereby
restore mutual freedom from want. Thisistaught in 1 Corinthians 16:1-3; 11 Corinthians 8 and 9,
and many other passages; agreement on this point is universal among the churches.

4. Assemble And Worship God.

In John 4:23 Jesus represents the Father as a seeker of a particular kind of worshipers. Again,
with reference to the time when all things must be done in his name, Jesus said: “ For where two or
three are gathered together in my name, there am | in the midst of them.” (Matt. 18:20.) Members
of the church are commanded, “Not forsaking our own assembling together, as the custom of some
iS.” (Heb. 10:25.) This shows that they had an accustomed or usual date for meeting and worshiping
God. Other passages (Acts 20:7; 1 Cor. 16:2) teach that these customary meetings to worship God
were on “thefirst day of the week.” The church that does not engage in thiswork of assembling on
thefirst day of the week to worship God lacks that much in having a New Testament identity, and
in fulfilling the mission which the Lord has assigned to it.

I11. FIELDS OF SERVICE IN WHICH THE CHURCHES ARE
FORBIDDEN TO OPERATE

Theindividual, the family and civil government are rendering valuable service and are blessing
the world by operating in the fields of education in secular branches, of entertainment, of recreation,
of politics, of protecting the innocent and punishing the guilty, of secular business for profit and of
civic improvement in physical features of the community. But the Lord has placed restrictions on
the churches, which he has not placed on the individual or the family or the kingdoms of thisworld,
and has forbidden the churches entrance into these fields of service. The work which he has assigned
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to the churches is more important than these other services, and no church has right to go beyond,
or to turn aside from, these prescribed duties of the greatest importance.

“But why does not the church have the same right as the family or the state to serve in the fields
of entertainment, secular education and business for profit? Where is the Bible passage that gives
families or the nations of the world or other organizations the right to operate in these fields of
service, but denies the churches the right to serve in these same fields? If familiesin agiven areacan
promote games of dominoes, hopscotch and soft ball, and sponsor picnics and hay rides for the
entertainment of the young people of that area, why can't the churches of the same area do the same
things for the entertainment of the young people of that area?’ These and Smilar questions are asked
by people who do err, because they have never learned the meaning of the passages of scripture
which say that Christ is the head of the church. (Eph. 1:22-23; Col. 1:18.)

Neither the family, nor the state, nor the church, nor any other group can do anything decently
and orderly without rules, regulations or laws authorizing the thing to be done and governing the
doing of it. One could not contend “lawfully” in the games, if there were no laws governing the
games. (2 Tim. 2:5.) There can be no laws, rules or regulations where there is no vested legidative
authority.

Legidative authority for the family is vested in the parents. (Eph. 6:11-4.) Christ did not choose
to be the legidative head of the family. “For the husband is the head of the wife, as Christ also isthe
head of the church.” (Eph. 5:22.) Therefore the husband or father is vested with authority to enact
laws governing ;the activities of hisfamily, aslong as his enactments are not inherently sinful. But
who, except the Christ, has legidative authority in the church? (James 4:12.) The husband can make
legidative provisions for the entertainment of hisfamily, and for secular education and business for
profit. But there is nothing in the legislative enactments of Jesus Christ to govern or to justify a
church's activities in these fields, and since no authority on earth has legidative power in the church,
it necessarily follows that no church can engage legally in these fields of service. Todo soisto go
beyond and to fail to abide in the teaching of Christ (2 John 9), and to usurp the legidative authority
of Christ. (Matt. 28:18.)

Jesus did not choose to be the head of any kingdom of this world. Governmental authority in
the nations of the world is vested in the “ powers that be” (Rom. 3:1-7; John 19:11), with the right
to enact, interpret and execute their own laws, as long as such actions are not inherently sinful.
Therefore they may set up legislation to guide and govern their operations in the fields of secular
education, entertainment, punishing the guilty, protecting the innocent, and all other fields of service
they may wish to enter.

But not so in the kingdom of Christ. Jesus is the head of the church; he is the only lawgiver,
judge and executive (Eph. 1:22-23; James 4:12) in his kingdom,; the silence of hislegislation must
be respected. The Testament of Christ contains nothing which indicates that he wants his churches
to servein any field, except the fields of evangelism, edification, benevolence and worship.
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HOW IT ALL BEGAN

THE DIRECT AND INDIRECT METHOD
C.E.W. Dorris, Nashville, Tennessee

First of all, we wish it to be distinctly understood that the writer believes in church cooperation;
and that each church should send its contribution directly to the missionaries. He also believes that
the “sponsoring church” method is a central money power, unknown in New Testament times. He
believes that churches ought to follow the method that all parties agreeis scriptural, on Which all
can stand and work together in union and harmony. On this platform, he has stood for sixty years.

It isadmitted by all, that to send support direct to workersin the field is scriptural. Thisisthe
direct method, over which there is no controversy, so far as the method itself is concerned. The
controversy is over the indirect method-the sponsoring church. Thisisthe heart of the issue and the
battlefield.

| am one of the few now living of the generation that lived about two thirds of the time the war
raged against the society by loyal brethren. | know the position they held. The main battering ram
was the Gospel Advocate, with David Lipscomb in the lead. He held back the onrushing tide of
societyism, coming from the North, from making much headway in the South. He accomplished this
by the direct method. The original editors of the Gospel Advocate took the position that churches
supporting missionaries should send their support direct to the laborersin the field. They held this
position until God called them home.

For the information of younger brethren, who may not know this to be true, we give a few
extracts from the writings of the ;old editors. J. C. McQuiddy, office editor, said: “ The scriptures
establish clearly that in New Testament times churches commended, sent, communicated directly
with, and received the reports of the laborersin the field. If we now have proper respect for divine
example, we will not turn away from the church of God to a human society to do mission work.”
(G.A., 1910, P. 329). F. D. Srygley, first page editor, said: “The Advocate called the Standard's
attention to the fact that in New Testament times churches sent money direct to the missionaries
instead of sending it to a missionary society to be, by the society, paid out to the missionaries.”
(G.A., 1892, p. 386.) “In mission work each church, in New Testament times, sent its contribution
direct to those who were doing the work” (G.A., 1892, p. 449.) M. C. Kurfees said: “The churches
themselves, as such, were the divine organizations for mission work, and were in direct
communication with those whom they supported. Hence, it is ssmply an incontrovertible fact that
in working through the church apart from all other inventions and organizations, that dealing directly
with the missionaries in the field, we are following the expression of divine wisdom, and are,
therefore, infalibly safe.” (G.A., 1894, p. 160.) E. A. Elam said: “Brother Minton denies a plain
statement in the Bible, that the church at Philippi communicated directly with Paul .... The church
at Philippi did communicate directly with Paul at Thessalonica. .... The New Testament churches not
only communicated directly with the missionary they supported, but when they helped the poor they
sent the help directly to those needing it.” (G.A., 1897, p. 358.)
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May 27, 1911, the Christian Standard published an article indorsing the method of churches and
Christians contributing directly to J. M. McCaleb in Japan. David Lipscomb lifted the following
extract from the article, and published it in the Advocate.

“Brother McCaleb advocates that method, now growing in favor, by which each missionary and
his work is supported by churches and Christians contributing directly. Not many months ago we
published a report of his work, and we are pleased to note that it continues to prosper.” Brother
Lipscomb replied under the caption: “A True Method of Work.” Here iswhat he said. “We publish
this to show how the true method of missionary work is approved by all. The Standard has done
moreinitstime and its work to build up the societies than any other influence. | am glad to seeit rise
above al selfish and party influence and commend that which all must recognize as scriptura and
right. The Standard says this method is now growing in favor. The churches and individuas are
contributing directly to the work without the intervention of the man-made societies; which method
brings familiarity with the work to the knowledge of the members and forces them to study and know
its facts and workings, as the human system failsto do. ;It issingular that any one who understands
the Bible and believesin its being of God should hesitate as to what course to pursue. The present
method is God's approved method. He guarantees its success if Christianswill faithfully useit, and
churches growing out of it will be, beyond al doubt, true and faithful churches of Christ. We thank
the Standard for its faithful statement of the truth and commend the work as approved of God and
that must be a blessing to men. Why should men strive to introduce other systems, when al can unite
in this way; when al can, without hindrance or hurt, cross or objection, work through God's
appointed ways?

“Sooner or later al professed Christians must be one. Thereis no possible chance for Christians
to live as children of God and not become one. They must be onein Christ, onein the understanding
and practice of theword of God. They must be one as Jesus and the Father are one. ‘Even as Thou,
Father art in me, and | in thee, that they aso may be one in us; that the world may believe that thou
didst send me." (John 17:21.) The world is waiting to believe on Jesus, and he who strews discord
and division among the people of God by introducing things not required by Jesus Christ is contrary
to God and His teaching. He is not aworker with God. Let usall so believe and act as to stand with
and for God that we may be one with him.” (G.A., 1912, p. 337.) Thus we have the teaching of
David Lipscomb, editor-in-chief of the Gospel Advocate, on “the true method of missionary
work”--" God's approved method”—One “ approved by all”’—One “all must recognize as scriptural
and right”——ne that God * guarantees success.” But what isthat method? Here it is: “ The churches
and individuals are contributing directly to the work.”

Guy N. Woods, at present a staff writer of the Gospel Advocate, commenting on Philippians
4:15, 16, said: “Here, too, we see the ssimple manner in which the church in Philippi joined with Paul
in the work of preaching the gospel. There was 'no missionary society' in evidence, and, none was
needed; the brethren simply raised the money and sent it directly to Paul. Thisis the way it should
be done today.” (Annual Lesson Commentary, Gospel Advocate Co., Lesson XI, December 15,
1946, p. 341.) G. C. Brewer, aso at present, a staff writer for the Advocate, in a message to me,
dated September 30, 1953, said: “Yes, Brother Lipscomb advised that it was better for the one who
contributed to amissionary, be the donor an individual or a church, to send direct to the missionary
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instead of sending through the Gospel Advocate or an individual. Thisis the best method and there
IS no question about it.”

Whatever may be said in defense of other methods, we al are agreed that it is eminently
scriptural and unquestionably right for churchesto send support directly to missionaries they support.
Then why not let us come together on common ground, cease to expend our energies against each
other, and all make a united effort for the evangelization of the world?

Here is a sample how churches in those olden days worked. Campbell Street church, Louisville,
Kentucky, “We raised this money exclusively by freewill offerings, the only way of giving
recognized in the Bible, and sent it to the laborersin the field, thus dealing directly with those whom
we support, as New Testament churches did.” (G.A., 1894, P. 41.) “The brethren at Castalian
Springs, therefore, probably, acted wisely in sending their gifts for mission work directly to those
who are doing the work.” (G.A., 1892, p. 242.) “The Plum Street church, Michigan, ignores the
general denominational societies and sends its contributions for mission work direct to those who
do the work, after the manner of New Testament churches.” (G.A., 1892, p. 785.) Nashville,
Tennessee churches supporting Bishop in Japan; “About twelve of these churches of this city are
now cooperating in the support of Brother Bishop. This is done by each church being in
communication with him. These churches have measured their strength and each has agreed that it
will do so much during the year. Each church takes up its offering and forwards it direct to the
missionary, as though no other church were cooperating with him.” (G.A. 1911, p. 1221.)

Here is a short history of the origin of the indirect method and “ sponsoring churches.” The
indirect method was born when brethren met in convention and organized the American Christian
Missionary Society at Cincinnati, October 24, 1849. It caused strife and division among brethren
fromits birth, and finally developed into two separate and distinct churches—the Christian Church
and the Church of Christ.

The first Church of Christ that dressed itself up looking like a sponsoring church, was the
church at Henderson, Tennessee. On January 13, 1910, eight brethren sent out a call for “every
preacher, with the elders of the various congregations in West Tennessee, Southwest Kentucky, East
Arkansas and North Mississippi to meet at Henderson, Tennessee, January 25-29, 1910.” (G. A.,
1910, p. 59.) The meeting was held at the appointed time. Plans were agreed upon. The Henderson
church was to direct the work and take charge of the funds raised by the contributing churches and
pay the evangelist. The evangelist was selected. (G.A., 1910, P. 329.) The brethren had the
machinery set up, :oiled and ready to go, but never pulled out from the shed, for the reason
Lipscomb, through the Advocate, shot its propellor off so it was never able to fly. Lipscomb killed
at Henderson what is considered today a “ sponsoring church.”

At the close of World War |, we had a good sized crop of what was called the “One Man
Missionary Society.” That is, individuals appointed themselves to collect money from churches and
forward to missionaries. It, too, sowed discord among churches. But, brethren, through the Gospel
Advocate, killed the influence of these promoters.

At the close of World War |, we had one or two sponsoring churches supervising mission work,
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receiving and disbursing money from other churches. The method has grown until now we have
sponsoring churches located in many parts of the country. This method, like those mentioned above,
has sown discord among brethren from its beginning. This, the Lord says, is an abomination unto
him.

The sponsoring church method is a human invention, invented by the wisdom of man and
guided by the spirit of man, to do the work God gave to each individual church. The implications
arefar reaching. First, itisimplied that the individual churches as God gave them, are incapable of
doing the work God gave them to do. Thisin turn reflects upon the wisdom ;of God and puts man's
wisdom above God's. Second, it is implied that the Bible itself is not an all-sufficient guide in
religion. The school of thought that will tolerate the existence of a method of work unknown to the
word of God, will, in time, cast reflection upon the inspiration and authority of the scriptures. It is
a human invention whose logical end is apostasy. It robs churches of their independence and takes
control of their money, creating a power and authority God never granted to any one church, and
therefore, contravenes the word of God.

One reason given for starting this new method of work was, the churches were not doing their
duty in doing missionary work, and, therefore, the new method was necessary. But grant that they
were not doing their duty. What then? Was it necessary to put to work a new method unknown to
the New Testament to do that which churches had failed to do? Surely not. The thing that ought to
have been done was to set about reforming the churches, in order that they might do the work the
Lord required of them, instead of inventing something new that contravened the word of God and
that set His wisdom aside. The sponsoring church borrowed its method of work from the society.
Hereis the way both work:

SPOMSORING

SOCIETY WAY CHURGH WAY

——————————— ——SS—=
GHURGHES

L]

GHURCHES
)

Both parties operate through a
middle institution—one through the society board, the other through a sponsoring church. Thereis
as much New Testament authority for one asthere isfor the other. Thereis none for either. Both are
inventions of men and sow discord among brethren. Subtract from the sponsoring church all it has
borrowed from the society, there is nothing left but zero. “Let us therefore follow after the things
which make for peace, and things wherewith one may edify another.” (Rom. 14:19.)
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Here is another chart showing how New Testament churches worked: Philippi acts independently
of al other churches and sends her support directly to Paul. There was no middie man nor ingtitution
standing between Philippi and Paul. The sponsoring church stands as the center and hub

around which other churches revolve, and through whose hopper preachers and money
are ground out. In New Testament times there was no centralization of power, no
combination of men and churches such asis seen in sponsoring churches. Philippi acted

independently of al othersin communicating directly with Paul. The sponsoring church

takes the work out of the hands of those to whom God committed it and does it for

them. This can work only evil to al partiesto it. God commits work to churches, not
because he needs their help, but because the work will strengthen and build them up,
and give spiritual growth and activity to the churches. Each church should collect,
control and direct its own means, do all it can in spread ing the gospel. They need this
exercise for their own growth and devel opment. One objection to sponsoring churches
is they take the missionary work out of the hands of the churches and leave them to die o

Pl 4115,186

gpiritually of nothing to do. The work God gave to churchesto do is as much needed for
their salvation as for the salvation of the world. Each church should look after and use

its own means both of men and money, for its own growth and spiritual strength. One

church cannot turn over its own work to another and please God. In the judgment, each will be
judged according to his own works, not according to the works of others. The church that turns
mission work over to another to do it for them, will have but little, if any works, to be judged by.
Why are not elders of one church as competent to look after the money and men of their own
congregation, as are elders of another church to do it for them? If they are not competent, they are
not qualified elders, and ought to step down and let the congregation appoint elders who are
competent to look after the church's affairs.

Thereis adivinely appointed plurality of elders or overseersin each local church which God
himself places over the affairs of the church they serve, and the sponsoring church arrangement
interferes with God's order by transferring supervision and control to a central “board” of elders, a
thing unknown in apostolic days. in the sponsoring church method, the churches hand over their
money to the sponsoring church “board,” relinquishing thereby all claim to it themselves, and
leaving it to be used exclusively as the central “board” directs; and the central “board” then selects
and controls missionaries precisely asit pleases, and the churches can have no voice in, and nothing
whatsoever to do with the matter. In such cases, the churches have surrendered the control of matters
to the central “board” and can themselves have no control as to whom or what their money shall
sustain. In fact, so far as missionary work is concerned the churches have surrendered all power to
acentral board and have no voice or control in anything, not even the power to recall amissionary
for false teaching, bad conduct, or both. The central “board” alone has the power to do this and the
churches are powerless to act. Churches may withdraw from the sponsor and have nothing to do with
it.

The one fateful fact about the sponsoring church method is the commitment of its advocates to
the principle of acentral “board” in religion and the placing in the hands of that central “board” of
supervisors and managers, work which God placed in the hands of a plurality of managers and
supervisors in each local church. Such a central “board” of supervisors and managers is not only
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contrary to God's order revealed in the New Testament, but it contains the seeds of ecclesiasticism.
It isthe one fatal rock on which the church in all ages has gone aground.

New Testament churches were entirely independent of each other. If there bad been no central
“board” of managers for missionary work among the advocates of the Restoration Movement, but
each local church had been left, as God ordained it, to manage its own missionary work and al other
business, the evil of division into two separate and distinct churches would never have occurred.

It is necessary to observe strict conformity to the New Testament ideal. But thisideal can never
be attained and maintained except on condition of adopting and strictly following the principle or
rule of procedure embodied in the famous and familiar motto: “Where the scriptures speak, we
speak; and where the scriptures are silent, we are silent.”

The scriptures furnish us unto al good works, and preaching the gospel stands pre-eminent as
a good work. We boldly affirm and earnestly contend that the Bible contains a divine system of
evangelism that was powerful enough to shake the Roman Empirein its day and perfect enough to
carry the gospel to the ends of the earth during the first century of the Christian era; and we modestly
submit that, putting that faith and system into practice, it will be just as effective in our day asit was
in primitive times. Believing that all now engaged in mission fields can be sustained and more work
be done in harmony with the example of the apostles and inspired men, we come before you with
brotherly love and beseech you in the name of our Lord that you abandon the “ sponsoring church”
method that found no necessity or recognition in apostolic times, and that you concentrate your zeal
and energy in the divine method ordained of God, which we all admit to be common and scriptura
ground; thereby removing a cause of widespread division and contention and bring about that union
and cooperation in which there is strength and which will enable us to make more rapid conquest
of the earth for Christ.

All professed Christians should do everything within their ability to bring about the unity of
Christians. Thisisagreat and vital truth for which all should labor. We feel sure that strife among
God's people will never cease, until al Christians themselves, with an open New Testament, shall
be willing to face and discharge the following threefold duty. (1) To carefully survey their faith and
practice, retaining whatever they are preaching and practicing that can be read in the New Testament.
(2) Laying aside everything that cannot be read therein. (3) Adding to their faith and practice
whatever can be read therein that they are not already teaching and practicing. If this course was
faithfully pursued, strife among God's people would vanish like a snow pile before the noon day sun,
and unity and fellowship of al in Christ would inevitably follow. May the Lord help us al to see and
follow thistruth, is my prayer.
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AS THE NEW TESTAMENT DEFINES

THE SCOPE AND LIMITATION OF ELDERS' AUTHORITY
John T. Lewis, Birmingham, Alabama

The term church is used in the universal, and also in the local sense. The universal church
includes all baptized believers. The local church is made up with baptized believers who meet
together at an appointed place and at designated times to worship and carry on God's work.

There is not the remotest idea in God's word about a universal or brotherhood eldership. In
Philippians 1:1 Paul says: “Paul and Timothy, servants of Christ Jesus, to all the saints in Christ
Jesusthat are at Philippi, with the bishops and deacons.” Thisisthe New Testament idea of the local
church with its bishops and deacons, and it isthe only idea or way that we should ever think, preach,
or write about the church or the elders. That isif the church islocal, the elders must be local.

In Acts 20:17, 18 Luke says: “And from Miletus he (Paul) sent to Ephesus, and called to him
the elders of the church. And when they were come to him, he said unto them.” All he said to them
was confined strictly to the conditions in the church at Ephesus, in which the Holy Spirit had made
them bishops. There was no way by which those e ders could have gotten the idea that their bishopric
extended over “al Asia,” much less over al the world, or brotherhood. In verse twenty-eight Paul
says. “Take heed unto yourselves, and to all the flock, in which the Holy Spirit hath made you
bishops, to feed the church of the Lord which he purchased with hisown blood.” | do not believe that
any conscientious person can read into Paul's statements that the elders at Ephesus could delegate
any part of their authority, or responsibility, to look after both the temporal and spiritual needs of the
church at Ephesus to any other elders on the face of the earth, or to any organization other than the
church.

“The elders therefore among you | exhort who am afellow elder, and awitness of the sufferings
of Christ, who am also a partaker of the glory that shall be revealed: Tend the flock of God which
isamong you, exercising the oversight, not of constraint, but willingly, according to the will of God;
nor yet for filthy lucre, but of aready mind; neither aslording it over the charge allotted to you, but
making yourselves ensamples to the flock. And when the chief Shepherd shall be manifested, ye
shall receive the crown of glory that fadeth not away.” | Pet. 5:1-4. | am not a Greek scholar but God
has endowed me with enough intelligence to know that inspiration, in the above scripture, has
limited the authority of elders “to the flock of God which isamong you.” And in doing this| do not
believe that the Holy Spirit made Peter either a“hobby rider” or a* Somerite.”

In James 1:27 we read: “ Pure religion and undefiled before our God and Father isthis, to visit
the fatherless and widows in their affliction, and to keep oneself unspotted from the world.”
Therefore every congregation, whose elders are not looking after the temporal needs of the
“fatherless and widows’ among them, has not the “ pure and undefiled religion.” 1 am not “ President
emeritus’ of any great college “among us,” but | know “thisisthat” which James was teaching, and
if all congregations were looking after the needy “among them,” there would not be enough
institutional gas to float one organizationa gas bag outside the church, of which we have many
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today.

In Matthew 25:31-46 Jesus Christ dlides the curtain aside and lets us view the final judgment.
In telling us how we serve him, he says, in verse forty: “And the king shall answer and say unto
them, Verily | say unto you, inasmuch as ye did it unto one of these my brethren, even these least,
yedid it unto me.” We should always be ready to do good unto all men, but we serve Jesus Christ
by serving our (His) brethren.

| am in my forty-ninth year in Birmingham. The first ten years | was the only gospel preacher
in ahundred miles of the city giving al histime to preaching and teaching God's word. During those
early years not one dime was ever sent here for my support. | have seen
the cause of Christ grow here from afew faithful members worshiping in the third loft of a grocery
store to more than twenty congregations with several hundred thousand dollars worth of church
property. There are also more than twenty gospel preachersin thisfield now.

This does not include the colored congregations and preachers, of which there are several. The
congregations in Birmingham are not only carrying their own work, but the most of them are helping
build meeting houses and supporting preachers in other fields. If there has ever been an orphan, a
widow, or any needy person in any congregation in Birmingham that has gone without food and
clothing, | have never heard of it, and | do not believe the congregation knew about it.

Therefore nothing but an institutional gas bag, inflated with personal ego, would say that there
are eldersin any congregation in Birmingham that do not believe in having the gospel preached to
the world, nor in caring for the widows and orphans among them. | hope Birmingham will never
become afertile field for the promotional, sponsoring, or institutional bugs to lay their eggs. And it
never will so long as the elders believe in the wisdom of God's eternal purpose in establishing the
churchto carry the Gospel to al the world.
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CARING FOR THE NEEDY

THE BENEVOLENT WORK OF THE CHURCH
Charles A. Holt, Franklin, Tennessee

This study has to do with the ministry to the poor, the widows and orphans which is to be
performed by the church of the Lord. The New Testament has much to say about such work. In the
mainitisan individua obligation, but under certain circumstances the church as such has dutiesin
this field. It should be clearly understood, however, that the ;church is not a big Red Cross
organization, nor was it founded to function in the material realm of providing the physical
necessities for the poor and needy. The primary work and mission of the church is to provide
spiritual needs—not physical needs; to save spiritual life—not physical life! The one transcends the
other in importance as much as the divine transcends the human. The benevolent work of the church
isvery limited and restricted, and such work is purely secondary and subsidiary to the great work of
soul saving.

The Performance of This Ministry

The New Testament plan of operation in performing this ministry to the poor and needy,
provides for two avenues in accomplishing the task. The first and main isindividual action on the
part of al Christians. Most of the teaching along thislineis directed to the Christian individua and
hasto do with practicing “pure religion.” As Jesus “went about doing good,” so must His followers.
In rendering assistance to their fellow-man when he is in need, Christians are practicing “pure
religion” and their influence radiates for the glory of God. Two purposes are accomplished in
addition: (1) Theindividual himself is helped spiritualy; and (2) Those in need are relieved. Truly
“it is more blessed to give than to receive.”

James 1:27 reads. “Pure religion and undefiled before God and the Father is this, to visit the
fatherless and widows in their affliction, and to keep himself unspotted from the world.” There
seems to be no doubt but that thisinstruction is to the Christian individual, pointing up in general
terms the requirements of that religion which is both pure and undefiled. It is not instruction to the
church authorizing congregational action. From the context thisis readily seen. Verse 26 is definitely
addressed to the individual. The latter part of verse 27—"Keep himsalf unspotted from the world”—
makes sure and certain that thisis for individual application.

“To vidit,” in James 1:27, embraces the idea of supplying the needs of the fatherless and
widows. This, Christians are to do as they have the ability and opportunity. The lesson of doing for
others—serving others—is one that is sorely needed in our day. Jesus taught that greatness comes
asaresult of serviceto others. In leaving us an example (I Pet. 2:21) Christ came to minister and not
to be ministered unto. We must serve others ourselves. We can not hire others “to visit” the
fatherless and widows for us anymore than we can hire another to “keep unspotted from the world”
for us. It isthe idea of serving by proxy; turning over such obligations to others that has involved the
churchesin the present controversy over human institutions. We live in aday of “let George do it,”
or paying some institution to do for us what we need to do ourselves. Both as churches and
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individuals we are prone to take the easy way out. We are neglecting a means of real spiritual
development when we fail to act for ourselves to the limit of our ability and opportunity in serving
others. Some of the richest experiences of life come in this manner.

In Vincent's Word Studies In The New Testament, Volume 1, page 736, commenting on James
1:27, we have this excellent comment:

“To visgit ... James strikes a downright blow here at ministry by proxy, or by
mere gifts of money. Pure and undefiled religion demands personal contact with the
world's sorrow: to visit the afflicted, and to visit them in their affliction. 'The rich
man, prodigal of money, which isto him of little value, but altogether incapabl e of
devoting any personal attention to the object of his alms, often injures society by his
donations; but thisis rarely the case with that far nobler charity which makes men
familiar with the haunts of wretchedness, and follows the object of its care through
all the phases of hislife.”

Upon our service and help to others our eternal destiny depends. (Matthew 25:311-46. Read
these verses please!) Can we really expect to hear the Lord say: “ Come, ye blessed of my Father ...
inasmuch as ye have done it unto me,” if ours has been a ministry by proxy or accomplished for us
through some human organization

Galatians 6:10 which reads as follows: “As we have therefore opportunity, let us do good unto
all men, especially unto them who are of the household of faith,” is more instruction, like James
1:27, which isaddressed to the individual. It is found among sundry instructions governing the duties
of the Christian. However, even if it be assumed, that James 1:27 and Galatians 6:10 have to do with
congregational action, there is absolutely no justification in either passage, nor in any other, for
churches to build and maintain some humanly-devised benevolent society as a supplement to the
church, through which to accomplish thiswork! Religion by proxy on the part of the individual or
the church, is not the “pure religion” commanded. One who thinks he finds divine authority in either
of the passages for the brotherhood benevolent societies such as have been fastened upon the church
today as appendages (and some even claim them as necessary supplements) through which the
church may do benevolent work, should certainly have no trouble in seeing authority in the great
commission (Matthew 28) for the missionary society!

As Christian individuals we must “bear our own burdens’ and provide for our relatives when
they arein need. Thereis no clearer teaching in the New Testament than this. Listen to it: “Honour
widows that are widows indeed. But if any widow have children or nephews, let them learn first to
show piety at home, and to requite their parents: for that is good and acceptable before God . . and
these things give in charge, that they may be blameless. But if any provide not for his own, and
specially for those of his house, he hath denied the faith, and is worse than an infidel.” (I Timothy
5:3-8) Much teaching needs to be done along this line. Many have reached the place that they want
to burden the church with the duties of the individual. Some churches seemingly think it right to
assume such and do so. This Paul positively forbids and says of one who fails to discharge his
responsibility along this line, that he “hath denied the faith, and is worse than an infidel.” Thisisa
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terrible condemnation. Let us fulfill our obligationsin thisfield that we may indeed be * blameless.”
Let uslearn to provide for our own—widows, children, and others when they are in need, knowing
that such is*good and acceptable. before God.” It is as necessary :as partaking of the Lord's Supper.
Churches cannot scripturally, and should not, for the good of the individual, assume the duty of the
individual. Neither do churches have the right to build and maintain orphan homes, homes for
widows and the aged, such as we have today, which so readily become a *“dumping ground” for
individuals who do not desire to bear their own burdens! Such is the genera situation with our
benevolent societies today. If an individua reaches a place where he cannot provide for his own and
he has no relatives who should help out in such instances, the church may and should step in and
help him meet his own obligation. The church dare not assume the responsibility for him, but only
assist him by supplying what he lacks or needs to do it himself.

Congregational Action In Benevolence

The second channel of operation in performing this work of ministry is by and through the
congregation—congregational action. That churches as such provided benevolence in ;certain
instances and under certain circumstances is a matter too plainly set forth in the New Testament to
be denied by anyone. The Jerusalem church very early in its existence found it necessary to provide
for some who werein “need.” (Acts 2:43-46) Thiswas atemporary and emergency situation and it
was met by to the church.

Later on the Grecian widows were neglected in “the daily ministration.” The apostles met this
situation by divine guidance and it was handled by the church without any trouble, and certainly
without the formation of some supplementary organization through which to do it. (Acts 6:1-7.)

Several years afterwards we read about “a great dearth” which came to pass. Agabus, a prophet,
foretold of its coming. “Then the disciples, every man according to his ability, determined to send
relief unto the brethren which dwelt in Judea: which also they did, and sent it to the elders by the
hands of Barnabas and Saul.” (Acts 11:27-30) Thus arecord of the Antioch church sending “relief
unto the brethren in Judea. This “relief” was not sent to nor through some man-made benevolent
society. The “relief” was sent to the eldersin Judea. The “relief” was sent because “the brethren” in
Judea were in need and were unable to supply their own necessities due to the “great dearth.” To
send such “relief” was never thought of before it was prophesied there would be a need, and the
“relief” stopped when the need was supplied!

Nearly thirteen years later the Jerusalem church was in “want.” Paul urged the churches in
Macedonia, Galatia ,and Corinth to send to relieve the “want” of these saints. (1 Corinthians 16:1-3;
2 Corinthians 8-9) The “ collection for the saints’ had been urged and promised a year before it was
finally gathered up for delivery. It was time for it to be delivered to the Jerusalem church. The
Macedonian churches had given liberally, “yea, and beyond their power” for this*ministering to the
saints.” Paul now urges the Corinthian church to “perform the doing” of that which they had
promised. He wrote them: “For | mean not that other men be eased, and ye burdened: But by an
equality, that now at thistime your abundance may be a supply for their want, that their abundance
also may be a supply for your want, that there may be equality.” (2 Corinthians 8:13-14) Paul points
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out that these churches were to give out of their “abundance.” These churches were able to help the
Jerusalem church in thistime of need. From their “abundance” they were to, “ supply” the “want”—
make up the deficiency of the Jerusalem church so she (Jerusalem) could meet her exclusive
obligation of caring for her own.

In passing let us note these facts:

(1) Thereisno precept, approved example or necessary inference that one church ever sent a
financial contribution to another church except when and where the receiving church was
in want—need.

(2) That one church helped another church only when the receiving church was unable to
accomplish the work of providing for its own needy.

(3) That churches never contributed of their resources, or agreed to do so, to another church to
help the receiving church set up any kind of benevolent society; whether it was to provide
care for orphans, widows or others.

(4) The sending church (es) sent to the elders and the elders, within the framework of the local
congregation and without the necessity of any man-made appendage, supervised the work
of benevolence.

Benevolence Limited To Saints

Another significant fact concerning the benevolent work of the church is that the church never
carried on such awork among “outsiders’ or aiens. If it did, where is the passage that says so? There
is much loose and baseless talk today relative to the obligation of the church to provide for al the
widows, poor, afflicted, and all the dependent and neglected children in the world. Quite often some
one gives the churches a“word-lashing” for its miserable faillure in this respect, and they argue that
we need to build and maintain more human institutions through which to do this work. Quite a
touching and appealing picture is painted of the unfortunate of earth. Our effortsin caring for such
are compared to what the Catholics, Baptists and others are doing and, of course, we are far behind!
They have many more orphan homes, homes for widows, bread lines, hospitals, homes for unmarried
mothers, clinics and such like than we do! The argument seems to be that we can never expect to
compete with them and win the world to Christ as long as we fail so miserably in providing the
physical necessities of life through such agencies. Thus some seem to want to make such
organizations and benevolent societies for the church indispensable to the salvation of the world.
Where is the passage that binds upon the church the obligation of providing the physical needs of
all theworld, or even those in any given community for that matter? Where isit? Surely before such
atremendous burden islaid upon the Lord's church, there should be some authorization from “the
Head” concerning it and how such should be done! Such is not taught! Christ has not ordered the
church to undertake such atask or to even operate in the field of supplying the physical need of the
world. The Lord has provided no facilities or organization for the church to function in this realm.
Moreover, the church is engaged in afar greater work. Surely only those who are blinded by zeal
without knowledge could desire to bring the church down from its high and exalted work of saving
souls and bind on it awork of caring for bodies! The work of saving souls shall last for time and
eternity, while helping the body is only temporary.
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Let no one conclude that we are opposed to helping people in need. We are as desirous as
anyone to see the physical necessities of every person in the world supplied. It isagood and noble
work. Our only concern is with keeping overly-zea ous people from binding upon the church this
obligation and seeking to engage the church in such inferior work (relatively speaking) and thus turn
the resources of the church into this channel.

The work of benevolence for the church has been greatly over-emphasized. The idea of some
seems to be that if we can feed al the hungry, look after all the widows and orphans, build some
hospitals, etc., that we can make an impression on the world and convert them to Christ. Efforts
along thisline have been made in recent years. The work in Germany and Italy was launched through
making the church a benevolent society. Clothing and food were sent in abundance; even to the point
of requiring several full-time workers to handle the program. Gospel teaching went begging while
benevolence took precedence. “ Feed and clothe them first, and then preach to them” was the idea.
This proved to be a complete failure and the wrong approach. Hundreds came while the food and
clothing lasted, but the attendance dwindled to nearly nothing when such stopped. The wrong
impression of the church had been instilled in the minds of the people. Here is atruth that needsto
burn in the mind of all. Benevolence was never used as a means of introducing the gospel to the
people! Benevolence was afruit of gospel teaching, exemplified in the lives of Christian individuas
as they went about doing good.

Church To Care For Its Own

Many are busy trying to burden the church with benevolent obligations that the Lord never
bound upon it. It is the obligation of each congregation to care for the needs of its own to the extent
of itsown ability. Thisisthe limit of the benevolent obligation of the church.

In every passage of scripture concerning the church operating in the field of benevolence, one
will find that only Christians (and those who were their obligation) were relieved. When the church
acted in the benevolent realm it was to help other Christians who were in want to meet their own
obligations. Note the instances:

|. Acts 2:43-46. Here only “al that believed” were involved.

2. Acts6:1-6. Welearn here how the Jerusalem church cared for some widows. The context
shows that those under consideration were al disciples.

3. Acts11:27-30. Here we learn that the disciples sent “relief unto the brethren . . . and sent
it to the elders.” It does not say or indicate in the least that they sent relief for al the
suffering in Judea. Surely if the church was suffering others were a'so. Was this the proper
Christian spirit? These disciples were concerned about their brethren! Was this narrow? Call
it what we may, it was God's will. We dare not be presumptuous and go beyond such
restriction.

4. 1 Cor. 16:1-2. “Now concerning the collection for the saints.” This collection from other
churches was for the benefit of the saints and not all the poor and needy.

5. 2Cor. 8:1-4.". .. ministering to the saints.” They were not called upon to minister to the
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whole world, not even to al in Jerusalem. Neither were the churches called upon to finance
the building of some home for the poor in Jerusalem!

6. 2Cor. 9:1-5. “. . . astouching the ministering to the saints.” This is the same as the one
above.

7. Rom. 15:25-31. “. .. ministering to the saints.” This has reference to the relief being sent
to the Jerusalem church.

8. 1 Tim. 5:9-16. Here Paul instructs that the church may provide for certain widows —
“widows indeed.” Certainly this does not embrace all widows for the qualifications of a
“widow indeed” are laid down. (9-10.) Thereis no question but that these widows were all
saints.

The only conclusion that can be reached from these passages is that the church isto care for its
own when the need arises and to assist other churches meet an emergency in caring for their own.
Dare we, brethren, go beyond what is written?

Benevolence Among Saints Limited

The church is even restricted in providing for the saints. The church cannot assume the
obligations of the individual. The individual must provide for his own. (I Tim. 5:8) The church is
forbidden to take into the number (provide care for) any but the “widows indeed.” (1 Tim. 5:9) Paul
positively says. “But the younger widows refuse.” (1 Tim. 5:11) He further forbids that the church
be “charged” when there are relatives who can and should provide for those in need. “If any man or
woman that believeth have widows, let them relieve them, and let not the church be charged”
in such cases. (1 Tim. 5:16) Why this restriction? The church will have al the benevolent work it
needsto do in relieving “them that are widows indeed.” The church then may provide care for only
“widows indeed”—those who are unable to care for themselves and who have no relatives to do so,
and for only the dependent and neglected children who are in the same condition! Thisis a part of
sound doctrine and it needs to be taught today. Children without relatives to care for them and who
have aright to look to a congregation for that which they are unable to provide for themselves may
become the “ charge” of the church. Their right to look to a congregation for such depends Upon their
connection with said church through relatives or association. Unless these restrictions are respected
and followed, there is no way to measure the extent of the responsibility of the church in this respect.
Besides thisif there are no such restrictions, then the churches may throw open the doorsto any and
all, and exhaust their resources without ever touching “the hem of the garment” in providing the
physical needs of al the world!

How To Do Such Work

The question naturally arises, How shall the churches provide the care for those that are their
responsibility? This deserves serious study. There should be no need in pointing out that there is but
one organization divinely given through which the churches may operate in benevolence or
evangelism. That organization isthe local congregation! All the work the Lord has assigned to the
church can and must be done in and through the divine framework of the local church and under the
oversight of the elders. The local church is the largest, the smallest and the only organization the
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Lord has provided. There is absolutely no authority in the New Testament for such benevolent
societies and human institutions as we have today. They had no such in the days of the apostolic
church and yet they took care of their benevolent obligations. Moreover, in the New Testament no
eldership ever had or assumed the oversight of a benevolent program for more than the congregation
in and over which they were elders.

Where isthe authority (precept, example or necessary inference) for churches to organize human
institutions through which to do their benevolent work? When such is found, the authority will at
the same time be found for the formation of human organizations (missionary societies) through
which churches may do their evangdlistic work. It is as much alack of faith in the all-sufficiency of
the church to argue for the necessity of a brotherhood orphan home as to argue that a missionary
society is needed. Since the Lord has not authorized any such institutions, this means there is no need
for such. For men to organize such and lead churches to work through such human agenciesisto
declare by ACT that the church alone is not sufficient to perform the work assigned to it. It means
that the divinely-built and divinely-organized church must be supplemented by creations of human
wisdom! These institutions undertake the care (as the obligation of the church) of those who are
NOT scripturally the burden of the church and in so doing violate the word of God. (1 Tim. 5:1-16)
The vast mgority of the children in the orphan homes have relatives and others who can and should
care for them. The churches should not be “charged” in such cases. The same is true with the
majority in the homes for old folks. With respect to those who are “widows indeed” and the
dependent and neglected children who are the obligation of churches, let each congregation care for
itsown. Thisis scriptural and beyond this we dare not go.

Two Kinds Of Homes

There are two different arrangements in vogue today as pertains to orphan homes. Onetypeis
formed and governed by a board of directors; made up of men from various places. This arrangement
isin no way connected with any particular local church, but purportsto be the work of churchesin
genera; amethod by which and through which any and al churches may work.

The other type of home is under a“local eldership.” These homes were first incorporated as
separate institutions and then placed under an eldership. Some erroneously think this justifies such
ahuman supplement for church operation. The missionary society could be placed under an eldership
in the same way.

Fundamentally, there is no basic difference in the two arrangements. Both present a medium for
brotherhood action; the activating of the universal church. In the one case it is universal church
action through a board of directors. In the other it is the same unscriptural concept of church action
through a“local eldership.” God did not

intend that the “church general” should function through some “local eldership.” No set of elders has
the scriptural right to undertake and oversee such awork for the brotherhood or any segment of it.
This is the “brotherhood institutional” idea—one church doing :the work of many churches. It
violates the autonomy, as well as the independence and equality of the congregations (as other
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articles in this series will no doubt establish). The work of elders begins and ends with the
congregation in which and over which they are elders. (1 Pet. 5:1-3; Acts 20:28) All such institutions
as they exist today are a promoted work—a created need, and, therefore, represent an effort to
“help” God.

Methods—Means—Modes

Since we have learned that the benevolent work of the church is to be accomplished by and
through the local congregations, each acting independently and in its own capacity, what method
shall be used in providing for those in need. The selection of methods, means or modes is | eft to the
discretion of each congregation. There axe many ways which a congregation might use to care for
the fatherless and widows. The only restrictions are such as have already been pointed out. Here are
some suggested ways.

1. The children might be placed in a private institution that specializesin child care. The church
pays the organization for “services rendered,” just like when they utilize the services of ahotel in
keeping a preacher. The church provides for the children in thisway.

2. The children might be placed in the home of some members and the members paid to care
for them.

3. The church could, if such was deemed wise and necessary, buy a piece of ground; build a
house and supply it with the needed equipment; hire the necessary help and place the children in
such. Thisissmply aloca church in action—the work of aloca church. It is not a human institution
in the objectionable sense any more than when the church provides ahome for the preacher. Thisis
certainly not a brotherhood project.

In these and perhaps other ways each church can provide for the needs of all for whom they are
responsible. Remembering the restrictions and limitations placed upon the church in benevolence,
and, also, the fact that the church has afar greater mission to perform, the obligations of the church
in this realm are not very great and can be handled without any organizations or supplements of
human invention.
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RULES OF INTERPRETATION

HOW TO ESTABLISH SCRIPTURAL AUTHORITY

Marshall E. Patton, Birmingham, Alabama

Divine authority is the real issue at the base of al religious differences. In our dealings with
modern religious cults we must prove that divine authority is established by the scriptures and by the
scriptures only. Where there is no scripture there can be no divine authority. Our title assumes
unanimity among us on that point. Let us hope that it does not assume too much.

A knowledge of how to establish divine authority; arecognition of the different kinds of divine
authority; a clear conception of the nature of each, and afaithful application of such knowledge will
necessarily result in our speaking the same thing with no divisions among us, but all being perfectly
joined together in the same mind and in the same judgment. (1 Cor. 1:10.)

Are there differences among us today? Then someone is at fault in one or more of the above
mentioned matters. These faults must be found and recognized, otherwise we will remain hopelesdy
divided. THE NEED OF THE HOUR ISAN OBJECTIVE STUDY OF THESE MATTERS! When
unanimity is attained here, honest brethren will make faithful application to current issues. Thiswill
resolve our differences; unity will prevail, and together we can march on to victory beneath the
banner of the cross.

Three Ways

Until of late it has been axiomatic with usthat scriptural authority is established in one or more
of three ways, expressed statement, necessary inference, and approved example. Recently, however,
some have added afourth way, namely, by “principle eternal.” Then there are some who have not
named other ways, but who do affirm that they exist. Those who so affirm should both name and
prove these ways, otherwise faithful brethren will continue to deny them. | deny that thereis afourth
way of establishing divine authority—nby “principle eternal” or otherwise. Any principle to be divine
must first be revealed of God. Questions: WHEN, WHERE, and HOW can any principle be reveded
unto us save in apostolic days (when), in the scriptures (where), by way of either expressed
statement, necessary inference, or approved example (how) ? There is no other TIME, PLACE, or
WAY for such revelation! If so, let those who so affirm name and prove it. Until thisis done, |
contend that scriptural authority is established only by one or more of these three ways.

The following illustrates the three ways by which scriptural authority is established:

(1) EXPRESSED STATEMENT—". . . this do in remembrance of me.” (Luke 22:19.) This
expressed statement establishes scriptural authority for observing the Lord's Supper.

(2) NECESSARY INFERENCE—"And Jesus, when he was baptized, went up straightway out
of the water:” (Matt. 3:16.) Although the Bible does not say that Jesus went down into the water
when he was baptized, it does TEACH by necessary inference that he did just that. He could not have



Gospel Guardian Special That We May Be One 30

come “up” unless he had been down, and he could not have come “out” unless he had been in. By
necessary inference the Bible teaches that the church was established on the first Pentecost after the
resurrection of Christ. (Mark 9:1; Acts 1:8; 2:4.) Other examples might be given. However, let it be
observed that in order to establish scriptural authority the inference must be NECESSARY . Herein
is the mistake made by those who practice infant baptism. In the case of Lydias household they
reason that she MIGHT have been married; PROBABLY had children; if so, it is POSSIBLE that
one of them was an infant, and, although she was away from home, in all PROBABILITY she had
her infant with her. Hence, they conclude that an infant was in her household, and, therefore, infant
baptism. Their inference is based upon “might,” “probably,” “possibly,” “probability,” etc., al of
which amounts to only areasonable inference based upon assumption. Scriptural authority isNOT
established by reasonable inferences—they must be necessary!

(3) APPROVED EXAMPLE—"And upon thefirst day of the week, when the disciples came
together to break bread . . . .” (Acts 20:7.) This approved exampl e establishes scriptural authority for
observing the Lord's supper upon the first day of the week. By approved example | mean Holy Spirit
approved action on the part of Christians in the day of the apostles. In this connection the following
references should be considered: Hebrews 13:7; John 16:13; Eph. 3:5; 1 Corinthians 10:1-12;
Philippians 4.9; 1 Peter 2:211. Unfortunately, some have begun to question whether or not divine
authority is established by approved example. For amore extensive treatment of this particular point
the reader isreferred to another article in thisissue under the heading “When Is A New Testament
Example Exclusive?’ It will suffice here to observe that “ holy apostles and prophets’ were “guided’
by the Holy Spirit “into all truth.” The Holy Spirit guided Luke in revealing Acts 20:7. Unless the
practice of Acts 20:7 can be shown to conflict with other plainly revealed truths, we must conclude
it to be “truth” into which the Holy Spirit “guided” Luke—therefore, an approved example. Thus we
can observeit on this day with ASSURANCE of divine approval. No man knows that the Holy Spirit
approves any other day for its observance. To observe it on some other day isto do so without divine
authority. Thisis sinful!

Two Kinds

Most students of the Bible know that there are two kinds of divine authority—general and
specific. Yet, afailure to distinguish between the two and to understand clearly the NATURE of each
accounts for much of the controversy over current issues. Therefore, it will make for ssimplicity if
we take the time to learn how to distinguish between the two and learn clearly the nature of each.

The Nature Of Each

Theword “genera” is defined by Webster: “Pertaining to, affecting, or applicable to, each and
al of aclass, kind, or order; as, a general law.” Negatively, “Not limited to a precise import or
application; not specific.” The. word “specific” is defined by Webster: “Precisely formulated or
restricted; specifying; explicit; as, a specific statement.”

From these definitionsiit is obvious that the differences between the genera and the specificis
simply this: The general INCLUDES each and all of the class, kind, or order under consideration,
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THOUGH NOT PRECISELY STATED NOR REVEALED. On the other band the specific
EXCLUDES everything save that which is precisely stated or revealed. The following chart
illustrates this difference:
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A failure to recognize the INCLUSIVE nature of the general has led some to affirm that we do
many things with God's approval for which we have no expressed statement, necessary inference,
nor approved example. | deny it! Question: Can expressed statements, necessary inferences, and
approved examples be generic? If so, then they INCLUDE “each and all of the class, kind, or order
under consideration, though not precisely stated —nor revealed.” In the realm of the general it
suffices only to authorize the class. All that is within the class, though not precisely stated nor
revealed isINCLUDED! Upon this basis we claim divine authority for our meeting houses, pews,
light fixtures, and other facilities that expedite our assembling together for worship. (See D on chart)
Because of thisinclusive nature of general authority | contend that expressed statements, necessary
inferences, and approved examples, either general or specific, “COMPLETELY furnish us unto
EVERY good work.” To contend otherwise isto open wide the flood gate of digression. The pattern
will no longer be determined by divine authority, but by human judgment. This would make unity
impossible. Surely we are not preparefor such a conclusion or its consequences.

Furthermore, afailure to recognize the INCLUSIVE nature of general authority makes “antis’
and “hobbyists.” They try to make the general exclusive when in redlity it isinclusive. Thisisthe
mistake of the anti-Bible class brethren. They try to make the general command “teach” exclude the
class system. Why? Because it is not specifically authorized. They overlook the INCLUSIVE nature
of general authority. A recognition of this on their part would solve this problem. (See C on chart)

On the other hand a, failure to recognize the EXCLUSIVE nature of the specific accounts for
digression. The idea of exclusion inheres in the very meaning of the word “specific.” Yet, our
Digressive brethren try to make the specific inclusive when in redlity it is exclusive. They would
make the specific “sing” include instrumental music. They overlook the EXCLUSIVE nature of
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specific authority. A recognition of this on their part would solve this problem. (See G on chart)
Brethren, here is the truth between the two extremes of digression and hobbyism! Remember,
however, that opposing that for which there is NEITHER general nor specific authority does not
make one a hobbyist or an anti.

General Or Specific

Thisraises the question: How do we determine whether it is generic or specific? The answer is
simple: When CHOICE is divinely authorized it is general. If no CHOICE is authorized, then it is
specific. The meaning of the two words demands this conclusion.

Choiceis divinely authorized, first, when something is necessary to execute the divine order,
but that something is not revealed. Whatever is used must be a matter of choice, and is, therefore,
a matter of expediency. (See A on chart) This accords with the meaning of the word “general”:
“Including each and all of the class, kind, or order under consideration, though not precisely stated
or revealed.” Notice, however, that the expediency must be WITHIN 'the class, kind, or order
divinely authorized. This aso accords with | Cor. 6:12. EXPEDIENCIES MUST FIRST BE
LAWFUL!

Choice is authorized, secondly, when two or more things ARE reveaed and one may be chosen
to the EXCLUSION of others. (See B on chart) Such are expediencies. For where choice is
expediencies are. And where expediencies are the general is. Thus we determine the general.

Unless choiceis authorized, we dare not go beyond that which isrevealed. (2 John 9) Thereis
no choicein the realm of the specific. The specific excludes everything save that which is specified.
(See E on chart) For this reason we observe the Lord's supper on the first day of the week to the
exclusion of all other days. This day is authorized by a specific approved example, and is, therefore,
exclusive. (See F on chart) For the same reason we oppose the use of instrumental music in worship.
“Sing” is specific, and, therefore, is exclusive. (See G on chart)

Application

The differences among us over the current issue of “Congregational Cooperation” would be
resolved immediately, if those promoting the “sponsoring church” type of cooperation would
recognize the EXCLUSIVE nature of the SPECIFIC authority that authorizes one church to send
money to another church. Like the time for observing the Lord's supper there is neither expressed
statement nor necessary inference authorizing such. Both are dependent upon approved example for
authority.

The New Testament examples that authorize such cooperation are SPECIFIC! (2 Cor. 8,9; 1
Cor. 16:1-4; Rom. 15:25,26; Acts 11:27-30) It was always a church with “abundance” sending to a
churchin “want” that “equality” might be established. (2 Cor. 8:13,14) The word “abundance” isa
relative term and does not necessarily mean a wealthy church. Macedonia gave out of “deep
poverty.” (2 Cor. 8:2) Yet, they had “power” to give. (2 Cor. 8:3) Jerusalem did not. Hence, in
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relation to Jerusalem, Macedonia had an “abundance.” The word “want means inability to perform
awork peculiar to the receiving church. “Equality” simply means freedom from such “want.” The
context demands these conclusions. (See H on chart)

If the authority for congregational cooperation is general, then it issinful to try to bind one type
to the exclusion of others. However, if the authority for such cooperation is specific, then it issinful
to try to make it include any type save that which is specified.
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THE “WHAT” AND THE “HOW?” OF EDIFICATION

THE CHURCH AND ITS MISSION — EDIFICATION

Bryan Vinson, Houston, Texas

The church first existed in the mind of God, and certainly asit therein resided it was associated
with, or related to, that which He designs it to accomplish. As a Divine Instrumentality it is so
created, ordered and endowed out of respect for that which isto be performed by it. Otherwise the
manifest incongruity of the situation as resident in the mind of God would reflect against him to the
point of an impeachment of the Divine Wisdom. Theideain the term mission isthat of being sent,
and ,this necessarily involves the purpose for which sent. Hence, we employ it in this study as
suggestive of the purpose of God as identified with the church, and the execution of its commission
in the fulfillment land accomplishment of this purpose. The Great Commission, as commonly
referred to, sets forth two magnificent endeavors to be pursued and accomplishments to be wrought.
Both activities are confined to the work of teaching, and differ only as to those to be taught out of
respect to their peculiar circumstances. The unbeliever isto be taught that which is designed to make
him a believer in Christ, a baptized believer; and the baptized believer is to be taught all things
whatsoever Christ has commanded. Christ gave the commission to the apostles, and, subsequently,
endowed them with the Holy Spirit to the end they might effectually execute this commission.

But, of course, in their own proper person they could not do all that was needed, and, hence,
through them God gave gifts by Christ to others so they might be enabled to labor with the apostles
in the furtherance of this great mission. When Christ ascended to the right hand of God, and there
enthroned, he gave gifts to men. “He gave some (gifts) apostles; and some, prophets; and some,
evangelists, and some, pastors and teachers.” (Eph. 4:12-13.) Why? For what purpose? In the
occasion as herein stated is to be discovered the mission of the church and its competency to
accomplish it. The work to be done is of an importance that merited the bestowal of miraculous
endowments on those engaged to perform it, and, consequently, is to be esteemed too highly to either
be suspended or substituted. These gifts of the Spirit were of atwo-fold design: first, to enable them
to function without a completed revelation; and, second, to unfold to them a complete land perfected
revelation of the Divine Will. Hence, they were necessary only until the completion of revelation
with regard to both objectives. Since revelation is now complete there is no need of miraculous
powers; and since there is no continuing need for such the Lord does not now bestow them on
anyone, inasmuch as the economy of heaven does not engage in the superfluous and wasteful
employment of its resources and powers.

Just as there isin the above passage a distribution of these gifts severally adapted to the offices
here mentioned, even so is there adistribution of the functions as peculiarly related to these several
offices. The apostles were told that the Spirit would guide them into al truth, and the superior
character of their office required the correspondingly superior investment of this office with
supernatural power; hence, they received the Holy Spirit in baptismal measure. They had no
successors in office; they alone have occupied it, as they alone qualified for it, and alone were
endowed to occupy it. They still are apostles inasmuch as their work in that office has not been
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supplanted nor supplemented, and their decrees and decisions are still of unimpeachable force today.
They occupy thrones, and cannot be dethroned by any advocates of apostolic succession. Their work
here was preeminently to serve as the earthen vessels of the gospel, and the ambassadors of Christ
in enforcing hiswill ion the belligerents of earth, and in reducing to writing this will. The work of
evangdlists, and pastors and teachers, continue in the lives and actions of each succeeding generation.
The apostles function in direct regard to the perfecting of the saints—to the attainment of a perfect
man, or church, as pertained to a perfecting of revealed truth. The evangelists were related to the
“work of the ministry,” which is a continuing task in the absence of supernatural gifts, and in the
presence of a perfected revelation. Equally true is this of pastors and teachers with respect to the
work of “edifying the body of Christ.” By someit isthought that the work of ministry isidentifiable
as benevolent enterprises of Christians, but such would not have incurred the necessity of spiritua
endowments at any time and under any circumstances. And we must recognize the vital relation of
cause and effect in this question. The spiritua gifts were bestowed out of regard for the “work of the
ministry” along with the others specified,” and, hence, could not refer to materia benefactions for
thisreason. A gift of the spirit can never serve as the cause land material benevolence as the effect
wrought by a direct dependence lop the cause. There is no homogeneity of cause and effect in such
an arrangement. But to the mission of the church asit pertains to the work of edification.

There could not well be imagined anything more vain and fruitless than the conversion of
sinners to the gospel to be left uninstructed and undeveloped spiritually, except on the assumption
that the doctrine of the impossibility of apostasy be true. And since those who know and believe the
truth repudiate that doctrine, it is assumed we all recognize the wisdom and necessity of the saints,
as new born babes, to grow in the grace and in the knowledge of the truth. Thisinvolves, therefore,
the work of edifying the body of Christ. To edify isto build up, to strengthen, to bring to a state of
maturity. This is accomplished with the body of Christ just as, and to the extent, the individual
members of thisbody ;are built up in the most holy faith and are led to walk worthy of the vocation
wherewith they have been called. It isthe duty of the local congregation to indoctrinate the members
thereof in the teaching of Christ, not only to know but to observe all things whatsoever He has
commanded of hisfollowers. The apostle chided the Galatians with the statement that “Y e did run
well; who did hinder you that ye should not obey the truth”? (5:7) They had initially obeyed the
gospel, but bad been diverted therefrom, and hence had ceased to be obedient thereto. From which
we would observe the continuing character of gospel obedience, land the corresponding necessity
of continuing instruction and increasing spiritual development. Paul beseeched the Corinthians to
receive not the grace of God in vain, thereby implying that such is possible, and in their case, would
be true in the event of their continuance in the course of apostasy. Frequent instances are narrated
in Acts to the effect Paul and his companionsin travel revisited places where formerly the gospel
was preached and confirmed the saints and exhorted them that with much tribulation they were to
enter into the kingdom of heaven.

Is the church as God made it competent to accomplish this aspect of its mission? The creators
of the Missionary Society evidently thought the church incapable of competently functioning in
evangelizing the world or else they would not have fashioned this instrumentality of their own to
accomplish thiswork. Brethren today, while not entirely disavowing the sufficiency of the church
in thiswork, are, by their arrangements, evidently of the persuasion that the church, as Christ made
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it and the apostles ordered and fashioned it, isincapable of efficiently functioning to this end.

While entertaining the conviction that colleges may well exist and operate as conducted by
Christians, when viewed as collective efforts of parents to discharge their parental duties in the
proper education of their children, I do not believe they can or should exist as auxiliaries of the
churchin any sense or to any degree. It isthe duty of parents to bring up their children in the nurture
and admonition of the Lord, and so long as they sustain parenta obligations to them it is proper they
provide the environment and instruction necessary to the accomplishment of this duty. A collegeis
that which affords an advanced stage of this parental performance of duty. Unfortunately there has
developed a widespread conception that the church can and should assume the family and social
duties of mankind from the cradle to the grave. Parents have come to think, largely, that the
command to bring up their children in the nurture and admonition of the Lord isadivine directive
to the church, but such isn't true. Bear in mind the Commission is to teach the subjects of the gospel
message the truth as it applies to them in leading to their faith and obedience, and, then, as the
children of God they are to be taught to observe al things the Lord commands of them. The church,
therefore, is God's educational institution; he has no other, and to either impose on the church the
exclusive educational duties of other relationships, or divert from it to other institutions that which
is peculiarly the obligation of the church is to pervert the will and arrangements of the reign of
heaven.

In the passage initially noted, Ephesians 4:12-13, the arrangement of the language certainly
relates the edifying of the body of Christ to the off ices and functions of the pastors and teachers. In
the recognition of this, together with the temporality of the spiritual gifts, is seen the significance of
the qualification of “apt to teach” being germane to the office of elder or pastor. While the
expression, “pastors and teachers’ precludes the idea of al teaching being done exclusively by the
elders, it does not relieve them of the necessity of being able to teach, and their active engagement
in this work. The responsibility of elders is solely identified with the particular congregation of
which they are the overseers. Thisistrue in the overseeing, the watching after and the feeding of the
flock among them. Elders who do not know the Word of God can neither teach themselves nor justly
appraise the value of that taught by others, and ably discriminate between the truth and the error as
taught.

Among the qualifications is the ability and the facility of “Holding fast the faithful word as he
hath been taught, that he may be able by sound doctrine both to exhort and to convince the
gainsayers. For there are many unruly and vain talkers and deceivers, specially they of the
circumcision; whose mouths must be stopped, who subvert whole houses teaching things which they
ought hot, for filthy lucre's sake.” Be it observed that this passage doesn't warrant an arbitrary
stopping of mouths by an assertion of authority assumed to reside in the office of the bishop, but a
stopping of the mouth by virtue of arepudiation of the error as determined and effected through the
familiarity with, and application of, sound doctrine. From some prominent quarters today there arises
the clamor to have the elders close the pulpits against many preachers, not by refuting by the
scriptures the teaching of these preachers but by an arbitrary exercise of their assumed authority.
Such appeals are, of course, inviting to those who are imbued with a sense of importance and
intoxicated with afeeling of authority and power, in converse ratio to their knowledge of God's Holy
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Word. Diotrephes wouldn't receive John, the aged and beloved apostle, and even cast out of the
church those who would receive the brethren. It is lamentabl e that today there are those, editors and
preachers, who are recommending this attitude and course upon elders of congregations.

In the work of edifying the church, by the church, we see the body of saints as a congregation
of disciples, a self-edifying body of people, wholly dependent on the word of God as affording the
curriculum and defining and outlining the exercises to be pursued. Anyone who is mature enough
to become a Christian should be capable to be instructed in the scriptures themselves, and certainly
not be subjected to a system of instruction and materia borrowed from alien sources. The children
of God cannot be subjected to sectarian diets without it resulting in spiritually enervating effects on
them. We are suffering from too many specialists and experts among us today, and are infatuated
with so-called modern methods of instruction. We have a number of women specialists among us,
and some college lectureships are loaded down with programs designed to afford them a stage for
the display of their superior talents, and furnish an avenue for the sale of their wares. The trend and
direction of all such isaway from the simplicity that isin Christ and a cultivation of ataste for the
wisdom of this world rather than for the sincere milk of the word. The second chapter of Titus
affords a splendid and enduring distribution of influence, and procedure of instruction, for the
children of God of one another.

In the teaching activities of a congregation afundamental principle should aways be respected,
and that is that no office was ever made for the officer; that is, no class should be established with
the design of gratifying the ambition of a would-be teacher. Just as in the matter of establishing a
congregation, it would be an unholy purpose to do so in order to gratify the ambition of someone to
be an elder, a deacon, ateacher, or a preacher. The church doesn't exist for these positions, but rather
they exist for, and out of regard for, the interest of the church. When the spirit of rivalry and jealousy
was noted by Paul, as present in the Corinthian church by reason of the possession and exercise of
many and diverse gifts of the Spirit, he appealed to them not to endeavor to excel one another in
respect thereto, but to seek to excel with regard to, and as a contribution toward, the high and holy
end of edifying the body of Christ. The church is not designed to afford a means, or supply an
instrumentality, for the furthering of human ambition, but to secure the salvation both presently and
eternally of the souls of those properly influenced and controlled by the teaching of Christ. In
becoming the Savior of mankind Christ made himself of no reputation, and taught others that he that
exalts himself shall be abased, and he that humbles himself shall be exalted. The church, in any of
its endeavors, and in the accomplishment of its divine purpose, is not to cultivate human pride nor
gratify human ambition, but to exhibit the wisdom of God in its noblest employment.

Thereis being exemplified by many in the church today a confused state of mind in not being
able to discern between entertainment and edification. Christians are new creatures in Christ, and
are, therefore re-created or created anew. But this isn't equal to what is contemplated in the
expression of “Christian Recreation” and the activities associated with this term.

By this expression. as currently employed there is the intended thought of social activities and
pleasant pastimes which, in being engaged in, does not violate the principles of morality and religion.
Such activities, however, are not Christian in any sense whatever; and, consequently, should not be
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so described and identified. While altogether proper and desirable are such interests, yet they are
wholly to be divorced from, as having no legitimate connection with, the church of Christ in its
mission and activity. Some congregations build “fellowship halls’ and “recreational centers’ asa
legitimate part of their operations. There isn't an instance of the use of the word fellowship in the
relation between the children of God and their relationship to God and Christ that warrants such a
use of thisword. There isn't anything about Christians eating together that is akin to the fellowship
of the saints. The kingdom of God is not meat and drink, and to bring such into the church as an
activity of the church isto be guilty of innovation. There isn't anything edifying insofar as being built
up in the most holy faith is concerned by such affairs. By thisthere is no intention to reflect against
the propriety of Christians associating together; on the contrary it is afine thing, but only so when
recognized as completely divorced from the work and activity of the church.

Too often is the appeal made to young folks to identify themselves with a particular
congregation on the basis of the attraction held out to them of an abundance of social activity by the
church in their behalf. Anyone who is old enough to be a Christian is old enough to be attracted to
the teaching of God's word without the tinseled trappings of youthful social and physical recreation.
One doesn't need to be amember of the church to secure a satisfaction of these desires and interests.
The work of edifying the saints doesn't embody a matrimonial bureau, nor is the church aglorified
chaperon for those of a courting age. It is a prostitution of the purpose of the church to bring it down
to the status of a handmaid
for parents and to function in the role of a baby-sitter. A diversion of its energies and resources to
such ends cannot but reflect injuriously on the accomplishment of its God-given mission in this
world to both saint and sinner.

The edifying of the church is not the increase of the body numerically, though this will
inevitably be the experience of a congregation which enjoys a development and growth spiritually
in the hearts and lives of its members. There is no end to the possible growth of the inner man as
thereis of the outward man. The latter reaches an apex and from that point begins to perish, whereas
the inner man isto be renewed day by day. The Psalmist tells us the man is blessed that “walks not
in the counsel of the ungodly, nor standeth in the way of sinners, nor sitteth in the seat of the
scornful; but hisdelight isin the law of the Lord, and in hislaw doth he meditate day and night.” He
islikened to atree planted by the river of waters that bringeth forth its fruit in due season, and its | eaf
shall not wither, and whatsoever he doeth shall prosper. This prosperity is that of faith—faith in
God's Word and walking in response to this faith. Among the Hebrew saints there were those who,
though by reason of time should have been teachers, were themselves in need of being taught again
the first principles of the oracles of God, and were in need of milk rather than strong meat.
Consequently, they were unable to discern between good and evil.

Many of the afflictions and disturbances, if not all, which currently beset God's people have
been occasioned by this very state of affairs. We have not devel oped our powers of discernment and
arelargely in an infantile state spiritually. We have forgotten we were purged of our sins and cannot
see afar off—we are shortsighted, a condition of spiritual myopiathat makes us blind to the intruding
dangers of the hour. The only remedy is an aroused interest in and devotion to the study of the
scriptures with an accompanying satisfaction with what they teach. We need elders qualified to not
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only rule, but even more s0, capable of feeding and watching after the souls of the flock among them,
and members who will devote the time and effort necessary to learn what is taught in the Bible, not
relying exclusively or primarily on someone to teach them. Also, Christians not content with a
superficia grasp of the gospel system, but who are striving to comprehend the system of divine truth
increasingly, and to secure an appreciation of the principles of God's Philanthropy without being
satisfied with afragmentary and incoherent conception of the Truth. The more one progressesin his
knowledge of the truth, the larger will the horizons of truth yet before us appear, and the whetting
of our desire to acquire afamiliarity withit.

Viewing the church as God's building, established on the imperishable truth of the Sonship and
Messiahship of Jesus, having been laid by the apostles and prophets by the proclamation of the
gospel, and ourselves as living stones in this building, will inspire us with a sense of the enduring
importance of our relation thereto. Thisimportance appreciated by us should lead to the recognition
that all we experience ourselvesin growing into a holy temple of the Lord, and what we contribute
to the growth of others, is the most worthwhile endeavor of our lives. Only this is enduring and
assures our everlasting enrichment. The progress and success which we rightfully aspire to in our
social, business and political economies shall be brought to an end; our growth and progress as
Christians can never be brought to a fruitless end, except that we grow faint and fail to remain
stedfast, firm unto the end. To learn the will of God by the consecrated study of hisword is the most
immediate and pressing need before the church, with the determination to bring our practice into
harmony with that learned as we strive to magnify Christ in our lives here on earth. Let usleave the
problems and interests of other realms in their rightful spheres, and be content only with the word
of God and its enlightening, directing and consoling influence fully felt in our lives.
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WHAT ARE THE REAL ISSUES INVOLVED IN THE

CONTROVERSY OVER “INSTITUTIONALISM™?
Roy E. Cogdill, San Antonio, Texas

It is always atragic thing when people lose sight of the basic and fundamental issuesinvolved
in any study, discussion, or problem. It is aso unfortunate that it is so easy to do. It is our hopein
this article to help clarify the issues that are involved in the present controversy among brethren over
the question of “Institutionalism.”

Scriptural questions should be resolved by scriptures. If personal victory is the objectivein a
discussion, then the inconsistency of one's opponent, either in teaching or practice, might be relevant
and material. In that sort of struggle one would expect personal recriminations or anything el se that
might be calculated to destroy the opposition. But if the truth is the object of the study or the
discussion, then the Word of God alone is the standard that can be appealed to properly. For gospel
preachers to affirm that a certain thing is scriptural and then spend their entire effort trying to
vindicate what they are trying to defend by something someone else has done and make no appeal
toa“Thussaiththe Lord” is areflection upon their attitude toward God's Word and their faith in it.
It isamatter of “say not in thy heart—but what doth it say? The word of faith which we preach”!
There should be complete unanimity of purpose that the issues, whatever they are, should be resolved
only inthelight of divine truth. Every effort should be in the interest of truth and from such a course
we should not allow our minds to be diverted. What saith the Lord? That is the solution to the
problem if we are interested in pleasing God.

The difficulty is separating the real scriptural issues from all of the matters of preference,
opinion, judgment, prejudice, etc., that are ordinarily aroused in such a discussion. We can be sure
of onething, that is that present day problems cannot be solved by the approach that many are taking
to them. For example:

1. Look at how much good is being done! Surely you won't criticize or condemn anything
doing that much good!

Paul said, “ Shall we do evil that good may come?’ The answer is obvious. God's work must be
done so asto please God or good is not done. People who engage in unscriptural worship Justify it
because it “lifts them up” and does them “good” —they think they get so much good out of it. But
that does not make it right because God must be pleased or no spiritual good is accomplished.

2. We have done it this way for so many years it must be right.

That was altogether true of Jewish tradition but it did -not prevent their making void God's
commandments and rendering their religion vain. Matt. 15:1-14.

3. Itis no more wrong than what others have done and are doing.

Thisisapoor brand of consolation. If it iswrong at all it will condemn those who are guilty.
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They will smply be held guilty along with the rest. There should be no comfort found in the fact that
others are wrong with us.

4. Wise and great men in the church have approved it.

Trusting in human wisdom is always wrong. God has chosen the foolish things of thisworld to
confound and bring to nought them that are wise. We are walking by faith and not by the way things
seem to us. | Cor. 1:18-31. If Cor. 5:7. Our faith should be in God. All men are falible, even the
greatest. Men can greatly help in learning what God has said, but they cannot determine the truth.
Truth must always be determined by what God has said.

5. Those who oppose this work are unworthy. They have the wrong motive.

The character of opposers will not test the merit of their opposition. A scoundrel can stand upon
truth in what he contends for sometimes. The worthiness of the work in the light of the truth isthe
test we should be interested in making. Besides, we do not know the motives in the hearts of others
and God does not permit us to Judge in such matters.

The issues involved are not what some seem to think. False issues only scuttle or muddy the
water so that truth cannot be seen. We need to eliminate the fal se issues ,that have been raised in the
discussion of present problems.

1. Whether or not churches can cooperate in doing their work is not the issue.

Who opposes churches cooperating? The charge has been repeatedly made but it is not so. It
creates afaseissue. Theissueis“scriptural cooperation”—what kind of congregational cooperation
is authorized in the scriptures? New Testament cooperation is not opposed by anyone. Whether or
not churches may cooperate is not the question but HOW can they cooperate in harmony with the
will of God?

2. Whether or not the church has an obligation to rare for itsreedy is not the issue. No one has
been beard to deny that the church out of its treasury is obligated by divine authority to care for
certain onesin need. Only an infidel would deny that. God has prescribed that the church shall do
it. 1 Tim. 5:1-16. The question is how shall it be done? Has God given a pattern for such work? Are
there any limitations in the scriptures placed upon such work?

3. The question is not how shall the local congregation under its own elders provide facilities
for caring for their own?

No one has undertaken to overrule the eldersin the matter of what is expedient asto the details
or facilitiesin doing such work. The right of each congregation to care for its own in harmony with
God'swill is not the question and the right of the elders of the congregation to use whatever means
are Vie most expedient in order to do it cannot be questioned. But remember that in order for athing
to be scripturally expedient it must also be lawful. | Cor. 10:23. Surely anything that is contrary to
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God's law could never be expedient.

4. It isnot aquestion of method. Thisis not the issue. Place, provision, someone to have charge
of the work to be done or to do it; these are always necessary no matter what organization does the
work. If the congregation cares for its own orphans and widows under the supervision of the elders,
they must he cared for somewhere, by someone, and must have provided the things essential and
necessary to their proper care. But the same thing is just as true if they are cared for by some
organization other than the church. If a corporation is formed under a board of directors, that
organization must still provide a place, someone to care for them, and the provisions necessary to
their care. So the question of means, provisions, or method is not the issue. It is a question of which
organization shall provide such method or means, the organization God designed, which Jesus built,
and which the Holy Spirit revealed or one built by the wisdom and will of man. Thisistheissue. We
would state the first primary issuein al of this discussion about present day problemslike this:

ISIT SCRIPTURALLY RIGHT FOR CONGREGATIONS OF THE LORD'S CHURCH TO
BUILD AND MAINTAIN HUMAN ORGANIZATIONS AND TO DO THEIR WORK
THROUGH SUCH ORGANIZATIONS AS A MEANS OF COOPERATING?

Muchisinvolved in this question that deserves careful and prayerful consideration. For instance,
has Christ given to His Church authority to build any other organization at all? Can the church
rightfully build anything but the church? Does any congregation have the right to establish anything
other than another congregation?

To answer such a question we need only to remember that authority is not exercised by the
church. It israther exercised by the Lord over the Church. Matt. 28: 18-20. Eph. 1:19:23. Catholics
contend that the primary source of authority in religion is the priesthood or hierarchy of the church.
Christians believe and the gospel teaches that “all authority” isin the hands of Christ; legidlative,
executive, and judicial. He exercisesit in the church through His word. No one has any right to do
anything in the Church of the Lord unless the Lord authorizesit in His word.

Where is the passage that authorized the churches or a church to build and maintain a human
organization as a means of doing anything. Thisis the problem. Thisis the issue. Such a passage
cannot be produced. It isn't in the word of the Lord. The whole problem then is one of reverence for
divine authority, respect for the Word of God.

If Churches can build human organizations to do some of their work as a means of cooperating,
then they can build human organizations to do all of their work. If not, why not?

If churches can build a human organization—a corporation under a board of directors, as a
medium of cooperating in their caring for orphan children or the aged, then churches can build a
human organization, a corporation under a board of directors, as a means of cooperating in preaching
the gospel and we should apologize to the missionary society advocates, and to the Baptists for
condemning their convention. We have been wrong, if such isright.
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Moreover if we can add to the organization of the Lord's Church, remodel the government of
God's people, why can't we formulate a human creed, and introduce any human practice into the
worship we offer God that we might wish? Isit any more permissible to disregard divine authority
and act without it in the matter of church organization than in the matter of teaching or worship?
Where is the stopping point?

The second fundamental issue in present day problems can be stated in this fashion:

ISIT SCRIPTURALLY RIGHT FOR CONGREGATIONS OF THE LORD'S CHURCH
TO COMBINE THEIR FUNDS AND CENTRALIZE THE CONTROL OVER THE USE OF
THOSE FUNDS IN ONE CONGREGATION AND UNDER ONE ELDERSHIP AS A MEANS
OF COOPERATING IN ACCOMPLISHING THEIR MISSION?

This, in fact, is exactly what is being done. One church solicits money from many churchesto
be turned over to them to spend in evangelizing Germany. Another congregation assumes asimilar
position in order to evangelize Japan. Many others follow suit and we have congregations acting in
the capacity of brotherhood agencies through which many churches try to function. The elders of
such congregations become brotherhood elders. It isa perversion of God's plan for the congregation
and its eldership.

The Herald of Truth radio program is perhaps the most prominent example of such a perversion.
The Highland Church at Abilene agreed to accept supervision of a radio program that had been
promoted by two preachers, James W. Willeford, and James Walter Nichols. This congregation
became the medium through which many churches seek to cooperate in preaching the gospel over
the radio. But if the congregation can serve as a medium through which many churches can
cooperate in preaching the gospel over the radio, it can serve as a medium through which al the
churches can cooperate in preaching the gospdl over theradio. And if they can cooperate through one
church in preaching the gospel over the radio they can cooperate through one church in doing all of
their preaching. Further, if they can cooperate through one congregation in doing their preaching they
can cooperate through one congregation in doing al the rest of their work and Romanism is the
inevitable consequence. It leads to one Church acting as a medium to control and direct all of the
work of all the churches throughout the whole world and that is al Rome is. In that event all we
would have to do is elect a Pope and the apostasy would be complete.

There are many objections to such an arrangement:

1. Thereis no scriptural authority for one church sending money to another church unless the
receiving church wasin need. All of the writing, debating, discussing that has been done has not yet
produced the passage authorizing anything else.

Antioch sent to several churches—to the elders of those churches—when they were in need.
Acts 11:27-30. The church sending the contribution selected her own messengers and intrusted them
with the responsibility of delivering the funds. The occasion for the contribution being sent was
churchesin Judea (Gal. 1:22) which had a greater obligation to care for their own needy than they
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were able to mest.

Churches in Galatia, Macedonia, and Achaia sent to one church, Jerusalem, when the need
among the saints in Jerusalem was so great that the church there could not meet the obligation to care
for them. | Cor. 16:1-3. | Cor. chapters 8 and 9. Romans 15:25-27.

Jerusalem Church sent Barnabas to Antioch when the disciples there needed spiritual help and
the church, having just been planted, was weak land small. Acts. 11: 22.

Churches enabled Paul to remain in Corinth ayear and six months by supporting him while he
more firmly planted the Church of the Lord there. | Cor. 11:8.

These were al instances of cooperation between congregations. In each instance the
contributing church sent through their own individual messenger to the work” that wasin need and
in no instance did they send through another church. Neither isthere any instance in New Testament
history of a congregation assuming to do or promoting what they considered a*“good work” which
they were not able to pay for and calling upon other churchesto cometo their aid. The need in Judea
inthe first instance (about 45 A. D.) and the need in Jerusalem in the second instance of benevolence
referred to (about 57 or 58 A. D.) were neither one a created need or a promoted project. They were
instances where local congregations were responsible for caring for their own; but the obligation,
because of the need, was so great those local churches responsible for it were not able to meet it
without aid. ONE CHURCH SENT MONEY TO ANOTHER CHURCH ONLY WHEN IT WAS
IN NEED. That is New Testament teaching.

2. No church ever sent a contribution through another church. When a church in the New
Testament contributed to another needy church they always selected their own messenger to take the
money. The messenger was aways an individual or individuals—never another church. The
messenger selected delivered the contribution into the hands of the church being helped. 1 Cor. 16:1-
3; Acts 11:27-30.

3. For one congregation to become the agency through which another congregation seeks to
discharge its responsibility is to pervert the purpose for which God instituted congregational
government in His church. The independence and autonomy of the congregation in doing its own
work and directing its own affairs is afundamental principlein God's arrangement. A congregation
is not a brotherhood medium in any sense in the divine arrangement.

4. When an eldership of one congregation functions as a board of directors for many churches
they assume a function God never gave them or intended for them to exercise. The authority of the
eldership is restricted to the members and work of the congregation over which they are elders.
“Tend the flock of God which is among you.” 1 Peter 5:1-4. “Take heed to all the flock, over the
which the Holy Ghost bath made you overseers.” Acts 20:28.

5. The equality of churches is destroyed when one becomes a “promoting” or “sponsoring”
church and assumes control and direction of awork to which others can only send their money and
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be * contributing churches.” Congregations are to be equal under Christ just like Christian individuas
are to be equal; without any class distinction or rank.

When a church surrenders control over any work that it seeks to do even though it may be
voluntarily done, that church shirksits God-given duty and is displeasing to God.

When any church seeks to concentrate within its control the money and power of other churches,
it istoo ambitious and thinks much too highly of itself to be pleasing unto God.

6. Brotherhood projects and promotions such as the * sponsoring church” type of evangelism,
the Herald of Truth radio program, et cetera, are not the right of just a few congregations. If one
church can undertake such a promotion, put out its propaganda agents and its brochures and literature
to arouse and solicit funds from other churches, any other church and al other churches can do the
same thing and the people of God are subjected to pressure control, promotional schemes, and
political chicanery, that is destructive to Christianity and athreat to the very existence of the church
of God.

We should be satisfied with the church as God designed it, as Christ built it, and as the Holy
Spirit revealed it. The church of the New Testament day did the greatest job that the world has ever
witnessed in carrying its message to the ends of the earth. The greatest growth in the history of
Christianity was then achieved without the aid of any of these present day man-made, man-promoted,
institutions and unscriptural arrangements. Each congregation then had the control and direction of
the disbursement of its own funds and the oversight of its own work without any pressure control,
coercion, “quarantining,” disfellowshipping, or interference from any agency from without, even
from other churches. If there is work to be done that one congregation cannot do aone, let other
churches cooperate in doing it, but do not let any church be elevated above another or subordinated
to another. Let equality reign in their relationship to such work, no church handling the funds of any
other church, no church directing the affairs of any other church but each remaining free and
independent of outside control and subject only to Christ.

I nter-congregational arrangements are not scriptural. They are without scriptural authority. They
have neither principle nor precedent in the Word of God. They are therefore unscriptural and that
means that when injected into the work of God's church they are anti-scriptural. We can solve these
issues only in the light of God's Word. We can resolve our differences only by “ speaking where the
Bible speaks and being silent where the Bibleis silent.”
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SUFFICIENCY OF THE DIVINE PATTERN

THE CHURCH AND HUMAN ORGANIZATIONS

Homer Hailey, Tampa, Florida

This article is submitted in the hope that it may contribute something toward a better
understanding of the scripture teaching of matters before us today. It is presented in a non-
partisan spirit and in the interest of love and unity among the brethren.

An organization is a body of persons formed into a whole, consisting of independent or
coordinated parts, especially for harmonious or united action. A human organization would be such
a body formed by man, and governed by man, apart from divine origin or authority. The point at
which a coordinated effort passes from the realm of a divine organism to a human must be
determined by scripture.

By al itsfaithful members, the church of the Lord is defended as a divine institution, having its
origin in the mind of God, and established in fulfillment of His eternal purpose. It has the deity of
Christ for its foundation, the glorified Christ asits head, and a covenant sealed by His blood for its
rule of faith and practice. Its divine origin bespeaks for it adivine purpose and mission in the world,
and a predetermined divine destiny for itsend. It is believed by all who hold to this premise that the
church needs no additional adjuncts in the form of human organizations in order to achieve this
purpose, but that it is all-sufficient for the carrying out of God's purpose for the needs of man, in al
generations from Pentecost until the end of time.

In this paper only one proposition is discussed and defended: The church, being divinein its
origin, needs no human organizations through which to do its work, and that the innovation of such
organizations violate the divine will, and thereby become sinful. The exact point at which various
methods of doing the work of the Lord become human methods and develop into human
organizations comes not within the scope of this paper, but is being discussed by other writersin this
series. It is the purpose of the writer to make this a study, rather than a dogmatic statement of
opinion.

The Divine Wisdom

The first assumption in determining any position religiously is. God is infinite in all His
attributes. Heisinfinite in knowledge, infinite in wisdom, and infinitein His power. This means that
God knows His own mind and knows man and man's needs. It means that He has the wisdom to
provide perfectly for those needs as they contribute to the accomplishing of His divine purpose.
Further, He has the power by which to bring to man the remedy for his needs, and through man to
carry out His divine purpose to its triumphant end. Being infinite in these attributes God makes no
mistakes, nor does He experiment. He knows the end from the beginning, and knows what He can
do and how that which He wants done should be done. This should be axiomatic and accepted by
every Christian.
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Another attribute of God isimmutability: He is unchangeable. All that God does is based on His
own character and infinite nature. Principles are as eternal as God; they never change. Therefore, that
which reflected the wisdom of God yesterday, reflects the wisdom of God today. The covenant
through which God may act toward the desired end may change, but the principles of conduct do not
change. Through the ages God has acted on the principle of eternal righteousness and justice. (Psalm
89:14.) Men accepted of God have been men who acted on the principle of faith in that divine
wisdom to guide them aright. Faced with the apostasy of his day Jeremiah was made to cry, “0
Jehovah, | know that the way of man is not in himself; it is not in man that walketh to direct his
steps.” (Jer. 10:23.) Thisis as true today as then. God reveals His knowledge and will and power
through His chosen means. He calls upon man to submit and follow through faith.

Human organizations, created for the purpose of doing work God designed His church shall do,
reflect the wisdom of men, and in so doing, reflect upon the wisdom of God. From the beginning
such organizations have been efforts on man's part to do God's work man's way. When Isragl asked
for aking that they might become like the nations about them, they were reflecting upon the wisdom
of God. This came when a common faith, which was to have held the nation together, was
disintegrating, and some form of human organization must be effected in order to have a semblance
of permanence. The same was repeated in the era following the apostles. Again God's people were
to have been one in faith, held together over the world by a common faith, each individual
functioning as an individual in his personal relation to God, with congregations caring for certain
needs as stipulated by the Spirit through the apostles of the preceding generation. Again faith became
confused God's way was forsaken, and human organization supplemented and supplanted the divine
arrangement. Apostasy followed. And strangely enough, with this example before them, the restorers
of a past century followed the same pattern, falling into the same error.

On the. premise that God is infinite in His knowledge of man's needs, and that His wisdom
provides away that isright and cannot be wrong, and that His power is able to accomplish His work
through the provisions of His wisdom, then it follows that any substitution on man's part reflects on
that wisdom. Every effort on man's part to improve on the wisdom of God, or to depart from it, has
led to dire consequences.

The Divine Pattern

The divine wisdom has provided a divine pattern in all hisways. The doctrine which men obey
isa“form” or pattern, amold, such as metal is poured into, in which the life is fashioned. (Rom.
6:17.) This pattern of doctrine was from God by Christ, who did and taught as the Father had showed
him, thus following a pattern given him of the Father. (John 5:19; 7:16; etc.) Christ gave the words
to the apostles (John 17:8, 14), which the Holy Spirit wasto bring to their minds. (John 14:26.) The
apostlesin turn committed these words to uninspired men as amold or pattern, instructing them to
hold fast the “pattern of sound words’ (2 Tim. 1:13), and to commit them to faithful men who should
be able to teach them to others. (2:2.)

Jesus Christ is the pattern of moral conduct in al things. (I Peter 2:21-24.) To the saints at
Philippi Paul was an “ensample” (tupos: pattern) (Phil. 3:17), which ,they were to follow. (Christ
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was his pattern. | Cor. 11:1.) The elders, asthey follow Christ, are likewise a pattern
(tupos) to the flock. (1 Pet. 5:3.) This pattern of conduct revealed by Chrigt, isactualy God himself,
since Christ is the declaration, the “exegete” of God. (John 1:18.)

The organization of the church, so far asits arrangement for service under elders can be called
an organization, was after the same principle of following a divine pattern. Elders were first
appointed by apostles, “elders in every church.” (Acts 14:23.) Titus was instructed by Paul
concerning the church in Crete, “to set in order the things that are wanting, and appoint eldersin
every city, as | gave thee charge.” (Titus 1:5.) The word “charge,” diatasso, meant “to arrange,
appoint, ordain, prescribe, give order.” (Thayer.) Theword is used of soldiers under command. (Acts
23:31; 24:23.) It was used of Paul concerning the walk of Christians: “as the Lord hath distributed
to each man, as God hath called each, so let him walk. And so ordain (give order, command) | in all
the churches.” (I Cor. 7:17.) If Paul was so ordaining in “all the churches,” then the walk was after
apattern, auniversal arrangement. Paul's charge to Titus concerning the appointment of elders was
a“charge,” acommand; and if acommand by an inspired man, then alaw of God. That law becomes
apattern, amold, for al who follow after. Thisis further enforced by the fact that Timothy was also
to assist in the appointment of elders (I Tim. 3), and Paul said of him, he “will put you in mind of
my ways. . . . even as| teach everywhere in every church.” (1 Cor. 4:16-17.)

There was also a pattern for the collection of money for the support of the needy, asis clearly
shown by Paul's instruction to the church at Corinth, which was identical with that given to the
churches of Galatia. (1 Cor. 16:1-2.) Since Paul was following a pattern (2 Tim. 1:13), and since
instruction to all congregations was the same, it must become a pattern for the church dedicated to
the doing of the divine will.

The Lord “ordained” (diatasso, as above) “that they that proclaim the gospel should live of the
gospel.” (1 Cor. 9:14.) At this point there can be no argument as to the right of such support. The
pattern for this support isfound in Paul's taking wages of churches that he might preach in certain
localities. (2 Cor. 11:8.) In every instance recorded of Paul's receiving this help it was sent directly
to him. (e.g., 2 Cor. 11:8-9; Phil. 2:25; 4:18.) The passages that reveal to uswhat local churchesdid
also revedl that they acted through no human organization nor through another congregation. (Acts
11:30; 1 Cor. 16:1-3; 2 Cor. 8:2; 11:8; Phil. 4:15ff.) Every church of which we have record did the
same kind of work in the same way.

These examples show that the pattern of all doctrine, conduct, organization, and method of
doing certain things was for the whole church, therefore for us. Congregations acted as a body of
believers in one locality. Messengers were selected to deliver certain funds, but they did not
constitute an organization apart from the local church they served, nor was ecclesiastical authority
committed to them. They were what the word declares: messengers of the churches. There is no
instance where either an organization or a congregation became a messenger for another
congregation.

Further evidence of a pattern for churches everywhere is indicated by Paul's statement to the
Corinthians, partially quoted above, “1 beseech you therefore, be ye imitators of me. For this cause
have | sent unto you Timothy, who is my beloved and faithful child in the Lord, who shall put you
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in remembrance of my ways which are in Christ, even as | teach everywhere in every church.” (1
Cor. 4:16, 17.) Not only did Paul teach the same asto his“ways,” but he instructed Timothy to teach
the same, and that in every church. If this was Timothy's obligation, so is it the obligation of
everyone today. If it was the same everywhere, in every church, then Paul's ways in Christ became
the divine pattern for all churches everywhere throughout all time.

Human organi zations designed to do the work God ordained the church to do ignore the divine
pattern. The church is the redlization of God's eternal purpose, which purpose was a plan or
arrangement fixed in the mind of God before the world was. (Eph. 3:8-11.) There can be no plan or
purpose apart from a pattern of some sort. The very planis a pattern. A church of Christ is a body
of people having obeyed a pattern of doctrine, following a pattern of conduct, and observing God's
ways and will in Christ in the carrying out of God's purpose.

The Divine Objective

The divine objective istwo-fold: the assisting of those in need, whether spiritual or materia, and
the development of the church by the exercise of the individuals who make up the church. The
spiritual need, salvation from sin, is supplied through the gospel. The material need is supplied
through financial aid or by providing the particular commodities needed. In either case God has seen
fit to make the church the agent through which the needs are supplied, and in so doing has thereby
made provision for the development of the church through this exercise.

But this raises the question: Can the church act except in adistributive sense? It is that which
each severa part supplies and does that makes for the building up or the operation of the body. (I
Cor. 12; Eph. 4.) Even when a congregation supports awork, either evangelistic or benevolent, the
exercise of each member in the matter of giving iscalled into play. This brings each several member
of the body into direct responsibility to the work being done. When the congregation so works, itis
always adirect contact with the evangelist or with the congregation in need, never indirectly. When
it is a need within the congregation, the congregation meets the need, or is assisted directly from
Sister congregations.

When the church acts as a lampstand, supporting the truth, it is as each *holds forth the word
of life.” (Phil. 2:12-15.) Thereby those holding forth the word are exercised and builded up, and
hence, the church is builded up. When the church supports awork there is a fruit which increases
to the account of the saints. (Phil. 4:17.) Further, there is the matter of fellowship. Paul thanked the
Philippians for their “fellowship in furtherance of the gospel from the first until now.” (Phil. 1:5.)
This fellowship is a “joint-participation” enjoyed directly with the work, either evangelistic or
benevolent.

When this work is done through human organizations, the church is deprived of this direct
fellowship with the evangelist or with the recipients of the benevolence. Also, there isthe loss of the
development of the church through the development of its various members, its deacons and its
elders and teachers, whose obligation it is to function in these capacities. Every work done by the
church in the New Testament was done directly by the church if the work was outside the confines
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of itsown locality, or by the various members if within its confines. In so doing, it was exercised as
abody and built up by that which each joint supplied, thereby achieving this particular objective of
the divine purpose. Human organizations defeat this divine objective of the Lord.

Conclusion

It is the conclusion of thiswriter that human organizations through which men seek to do the
Lord'swork are condemned on these grounds:

1. They reflect upon the wisdom of God, which is infinite, by substituting human wisdom,
which isfinite and fallible. They ignore God's knowledge of what is best for the accomplishing of
what He wants done.

2. They ignore the divine pattern, and by their existence deny the reality of such a pattern, not
withstanding the teaching of such a pattern for congregational activity and life.

3. They defeat the purpose of God in establishing the church according to His wisdom. The
development of the church in all its parts and functions is neglected.

4. Like mechanical instruments of music, human organizations created for the purpose of doing
what God designed the local congregation to do are a substitution for, or an addition to, the
completeness of the Lord's arrangement, and, consequently, cannot be an aid to the carrying out of
that will. In thus violating the divine will, substituting human will and wisdom for the divine, such
organizations result in presumptuous sinning.

God knows what He wants and how best to accomplish that end. Let Christians be content to
yield to that will, working in congregational capacities and not creating human societies through
which to do the work. Thisisthe only infalibly safe course to pursue.
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DUTIES AND RESPONSIBILITIES OF EACH

THE CHURCH AND THE INDIVIDUAL CHRISTIAN
Robert C. Welch, Louisville, Kentucky

There is needless widespread confusion over the difference between the church and the
individual Christian. This confusion does not arise with reference to the primary acts of obedience
that salvation might be granted. All seem to agree that the individua must obey whether the church
as awhole be right or wrong. The confusion does not exist in the matter of the judgment before
Chrigt. All are agreed that there isa difference, that the individual will stand or fall on his own action
or merit even though the church may be just the opposite, that in the judgment the individual's
actions will not be judged to be the church in action and the church's actions will not be considered
asthe individual's actions. See Ephesians 5:25-27; Mark 16:15-16; 1 Corinthians 5:10.

The confusion exists in the realm of the duties, work and organization among Christians and
churches. The same theory, though opposed in application, is held by two erroneous and extreme
parties within the churches of Christ. Those who advocate that churches fulfil their obligations by
contributing to and operating through human institutions base their theory on the proposition that
THE CHURCH CAN DO ANYTHING WHICH THE INDIVIDUAL CHRISTIAN CAN DO.
The other extreme party contends that individuals cannot contribute to and operate through any
human institution which might be classed as religious in nature, basing its contention on the
proposition that THE INDIVIDUAL CHRISTIAN CAN DO NOTHING EXCEPT THAT
WHICH THE CHURCH CAN DO. The former theory has been promulgated by many, possibly
the outstanding promoter being Brother G. C. Brewer. The latter theory has many promoters,
possibly the outstanding one of this generation being Brother Carl Ketcherside.

The Christian's Relationships

Theindividual Christian has many relationships of life ordained of God with conditions

and regulations set

forth in the scriptures. One of these relationshipsis with and within the church. To say, however, that
the church has the identical relationships of the individual would place the church in the awkward
and unscriptural position of engaging in everything material, especialy if that material thing has any
connection with religious affairs. The other extremist will likewise be in an unenviable position
which hereally cannot accept. If theindividual can do only what the church is authorized to do he
will be cut off from some of the most solemn relationships and obligations.
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In the above diagram five relationships are outlined which belong to the Christian. The church
may sustain arelationship to the other four but in no instance is it the same relationship which the
individual sustains. The Christian is taught in Romans 13:1-8 to be in subjection to such higher

THE COMHMUNITY
THE_CHURCH e i

Col. 5
Eph. &' 1-16 T Cew. 10:31-33
Eph. 3:21
o s gl Social Relahonships
IPet.2:5 (Secin ps)

Spiritual Ralatienship :}

THE_GOVERNMENT

Ram. I3:1-8
IPet 2:013-17

I Thess. 4:11-12
ITim. 58
Col. 3raz-g1q

|Econamic Relatio nships)

THE HOME

1 Pek 3:0-7
Eph. &:1-4
Cal. 3:18-2)

(il Ratations h'up-l}

tFIMi ly Relutionshi 'F']

powers. The church will observe the regulations of the higher powers concerning ownership of
property, etc. But, the Christian may occupy some civic office or position, such as teaching a school
which is maintained by the government, an honorable occupation. (Titus 3:14.) This the church
cannot do; for she would then have church and state combined, a practice which does not necessitate
exposure here as false. Brother Brewer is now publishing a paper which opposes this kind of thing.

The individual aways sustains some relationship in afamily. It may be that of child, parent,
husband or wife. The Lord has given each member of the family specific obligations with reference
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to hisrelationship. (Col. 3:18-21.) However, the church, of which every person in the family may
be a member, does not and cannot sustain the same relationship to the members of the family. The
church cannot by any stretch of the imagination sustain the same relationship as the *husband in his
family. Fathers are to nurture their children in the chastening and admonition of the Lord (Eph. 6:4),
but such is not the obligation or right of the church.

The scriptures obligate the Christian to an economic relationship: “But if any provideth not for
his own, and especially his own household, he hath denied the faith, and is worse than an
unbeliever.” (1 Tim. 5:8.) Heislimited to that which is honorable in such provision. (Rom. 12-17.)
There is no scriptural teaching, however, for the church's engaging in business. It is generally
recognized as atrue principle that the church should not be engaged in business enterprises, yet when
human institutions engage in such business and ask churches for support the principle is forgot by
many. Individuals may engage in many businesses which have a charitable or spiritua aim, but this
will not justify the church's engaging in it and contributing to it any more than the church isjustified
in moving over into the realm of government or family. This relationship is the center of the
confusion about the church and the individual, hence will deserve attention in further headings of
thisarticle.

Some social relationships of the individual Christian are detailed in | Timothy 5:10: hospitality
to strangers; washed the saints feet; relieved the afflicted. The church may have some relationship
to strangers and to the afflicted. But she does not sustain the same social relationship as does the
individual. If so, there would be a genera church foot washing. This act never belonged to the
church as such. It was asocial custom for the individual Christian.

The spiritual relationship must not be omitted. The individual isamember of, worships with,
works with and is edified in the church. (Eph. 4:1-16.) However, the fact that he is a member of the
church and has many duties and obligations therein does not cause the church to be equally related
to his other relationships. For example, my being a member of my family does not make the other
members partners in my occupation. A man might be a citizen of this nation while the rest of his
family are aliens. In like manner aman can be a member of the church, at the same time sustaining
arelationship to all these phases of life, without the church having any such relationship to them.

Parallel Lines of Duty

There are occasions when the church, the family and the individual may move or operate in
paralel lines of duty before God. This does not mean that one is encroaching upon the work of the
other; instead, it means that they are not doing so, possibly complementing the others. Certainly, it
does not imply that the work isidentical. A line cannot be parallel to and identical with another at
the same time. Hence the following diagram is not given with the intention of arguing that the work
of the church and the individual is the same in some respects or that one encroaches upon the other's
work seeking to substitute for that work of another. The oppositeis the purpose. The individua may
carry on work whichis parald to that of the church, but such work be not identical with that of the
church, without seeking to take from the work of the church or becoming arival to the church.
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The passages cited in the diagram teach that every individual Christian isto study the scriptures,
pray to God, show hisfaith by benevolence and have a part or fellowship in evangelism. According
to the scriptures the family isto have a part in these matters also. The church
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is taught to engage in these activities as well. Thus they function on parallél lines, but the activity
is not necessarily the same. The way some would have it the church can take over the function of
scripture study. They want the churches to support human organizations established by individual
Christians because they teach the Bible in such colleges. The individual is fulfilling his own
obligation by going there to study, or the parent is partially fulfilling his obligation by sending his
child there to study. The college when operated as an individual enterprise is not an encroachment
upon the church. It isindividual action on the part of educator and educated. Within the same realm
an individual Christian may contribute to it. But when it attempts to put itself under the support of
the churches, that college has moved from its parallel line of individual function and has encroached
upon the church.

An easy demonstration of the difference between the individual and the church in paralel
mattersisto be found in the requirements for prayer. The individual isto pray in secret. This cannot
be true of the church in her prayers. Y et, both the individual and the church isto engage in prayer,
paralel but not identical. Men can see this, but they fail to recognize such difference in the matter
of teaching and study of the scriptures. They want to place church supported orphan homes,
missionary societies, Herald of Truth, and colleges on the same basis as papers which are purely
individual private business enterprises used as a medium of teaching truth. If the churchesform a
cooperative or some other form of organization, to which they contribute, through which they seek
to carry out their obligation to teach, then it iswrong. Such churches will have moved from their line
of duty and will have encroached upon the individual's parallel line of duty in teaching. Papers and
colleges belong in the individual's economic relationship of business, it is not the church's business
but istheindividual's. (Seefirst diagram.)

Theindividual has an obligation in benevolence, no matter what the church does or does not do
(see diagram). In doing this the individual may operate, commit himself to, send others to, and
contribute to homes for the aged, infirm, orphans and delinquentsif they are operated on honorable
and righteous bases. Support of no kind could be encouraged to one of these individual enterprises
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of an economic and social nature which seeksto leave itsindividual line of duty and get into the line
of church work, receiving its support from church contributions. The church hasits definite pattern
of benevolent work in the scriptures. distribution to those of its number in need (Acts 6:1-6) and
contribution from one church to another which isin need. (Acts 11:29.)

When an individual goes aong in partnership with another in evangelizing, the two receiving
funds from individuals, from churches, forwarded through messengers, they are doing exactly what
Paul and his companions did and taught. They do not have a human organization in which or through
which to operate, such as the missionary societies. Missionary societies are human organizations
formed for the inherent purpose of doing the work of the churches. It is not merely an evil of which
the society could be stripped. It is the inherent life of the institution. The individual preaches the
gospdl, the church isto support the individua who preaches. When the work remains on such smple
parallel lines there is no confusion and violation. But when an attempt is made to bring the lines
together in a human organization, violation, confusion and division is the result.

May the time come when brethren will recognize the parallel lines of duty with reference to
scripture study and benevolence: a time when they will cease trying to make the parallel lines of
individual and church duty converge in the human institutions such as colleges and Homes. When
thisis accomplished the confusion will cease, and we can press forward with a concerted effort in
the cause of Christ.

Let theindividual Christian fulfil his obligationin al his relationships of life, without trying to
involve the church in them; and let him encourage the church in al her work as set forth by the Lord.
In thisway peace and harmony will prevail, God will be glorified, souls will be saved, eternd life
will be gained.
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AN EXPRESSION OF GOD'S WISDOM, REVELATION AND AUTHORITY

THE SUFFICIENCY OF THE CHURCH
C. D. Plum, Columbus, Ohio

Webster's Collegiate Dictionary defines the word sufficiency like this: “ Sufficient means to
meet one's needs; competency. Quality or state of being sufficient; adequacy; enough. Self
sufficiency.”

Since the church was designed by Divine wisdom, the sufficiency of the church means that the
church as God gave it meets His needs, is adequate.

|. TODENY THE SUFFICIENCY OF THE CHURCH ISTO IMPEACH THE WISDOM OF
GOD, OF HISDIVINE PLAN, AND OF HIS DIVINE PROGRAM.

1. If God's plan and program for His church is afailure, man isleft without chart or compass
in hisreligious realm because: “It is not in man that walketh to direct his steps.” (Jer. 10:23.) Both
“angels’ and “men” who would “pervert” God's plan and program, who would “add to” or “take
away from” His plan and program for His church, are living under the “curse’ of God. (Gal. 1:6-9;
Rev. 2,2:18-19.) If the church as God gave it to us lacks sufficiency (isafailure), who is to supply
that which islacking since: “ The foolishness of God iswiser than men; and the weakness of God is
stronger than men”? (1 Cor. 1:25.) And since, too: “The wisdom of this world is foolishness with
God’? (1 Cor. 3:19.)

2. The sufficiency of the church, of God's plan and program for His church, is assured by the
wisdom of Him who sees the end from the beginning. “Known unto God are all His works from the
beginning of theworld.” (Acts 15-18.) According to God's plan for the church, it was so sufficient
that, in the short space of about thirty-one years, the church as the church, and only the church,
without establishing any “missions’ or “colleges,” or setting up “sponsoring” churches to exercise
asort of centralized control and oversight of the work of a number of congregations, did preach the
gospel to “every creature which is under heaven.” (Col. 1:23.) This doesn't read like insufficiency
of the church to me. Let all of us poor, puny mortal men memorize this scripture: “Nay but, 0 man,
who art thou that replieth against God? Shall the thing formed say to Him that formed it, Why hast
thou made me thus?’ (Rom. 9:20.) Let the critics of the church, who do not believe in the sufficiency
of the church, apply this question to the church. Shall the thing formed (the church) say to Him
(God) that formed it, Why hast thou made me thus?

|. TODENY THE SUFFICIENCY OF THE CHURCH ISTO IMPEACH THE WISDOM OF
JESUS WHO BUILT THE CHURCH ACCORDING TO THE DIVINE PATTERN.

1. It was prophesied that Jesus was to build the church. “Except the Lord build the house, they
labor invain that build it.” (Psalm 127:1.) Jesus said of the church: “Upon thisrock | will build my
church.” (Matt. 16:18.) The Holy Spirit informs us that this promise to build the church was fulfilled
by Jesus. We read of this church (or true tabernacle), “A minister of the sanctuary, and of the true
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tabernacle, which the Lord pitched, and not man.” (Heb. 8:2.) If the church is insufficient in its
Divine design, as some seem to think, since they are trying to prop it up with the wisdom of man,
it makes one think it reflects against Jesus, and that He went to alot of trouble for nothing.

2. God has aways been particular about his plan and program being carried out in detail. It has
been so al down through the ages. He told Noah to build the ark of “gopher wood.” He gave him
the exact specifications and he was commended in “building the ark by faith.” (Heb. 11:7.) Noah did
not supplement God's instructions concerning the ark with wisdom of his own, or that of another.
Moses was to make al things “according to the pattern” showed to him in the mount. (Heb. 8:5.) No
deviations allowed. Nadab and Abihu lost their livesin failing to adhere strictly to the pattern of
burning incense. (Lev. 10:1-2.) Even Jesus let it be known that he was limited in activity to the exact
will of the Father. (John 12:49-50.) Hence, we had better accept the church asthe Lord gaveit to us.
The Divine pattern is set. “For ever, 0 Lord, thy word is settled in heaven.” (Psalm 119:89.) The,
Lord hasreveded in hisword “what” the church should do, and “how” the church should doit. Let
us respect God's boundary lines.

I1l. TO DENY THE SUFFICIENCY OF THE CHURCH IS TO IMPEACH THE DIVINE
REVELATION OF THE HOLY SPIRIT.

1. That the Holy Spirit through the apostles gave us a complete revelation of Christ's message,
is believed by al those who believe the teaching of John 14:26. It is here declared: “But the
Comforter, which isthe Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name, he shall teach you all
things, and bring all things to your remembrance, whatsoever | have said unto you.” Thisisin strict
harmony with the teaching of Jesus: “Heaven and earth shall pass away, but my words shall not pass
away.” (Matt. 24:35.) The church surpasses the tabernacle service, and the temple service. The
church presents bodies as living sacrifices. (Rom. 12:1-3.)

All scriptureis given. The revelation is complete and final. No room for a Joseph Smith, or a
Brigham Y oung, or Mrs. Mary Baker Eddy, or Mrs. White. “ According as His Divine power hath
given unto us al things that pertain unto life and godliness, through the knowledge of Him who has
called usto glory and virtue.” (2 Peter 1:3.) Thisrevelation left “sponsoring” churches out, which
exercise centralized control and oversight of other congregations.

2. The Christian's scope of activity is completely and safely outlined. It is said to the church:
“Yearecomplete in Him.” (Col. 2:10.) We do not need human aids for the work of the church any
more than we need human aids for the worship of the church. We no more need human ingtitutions
for the benevolent work of the church than we need human institutions for the teaching work of the
church. Has the Holy Spirit failed in not authorizing human institutional aids?

V. TO DENY THE SUFFICIENCY OF THE CHURCH IS TO IMPEACH THE DIVINE
AUTHORITY OF ITSGOVERNMENT UNDER CHRIST ITSHEAD.

1. Christ's connection with the church is delegated authority. All the authority he had was given
to him. He said as much. Hear him: “All authority is given unto me in heaven and in earth.” (Matt.
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28:18.) Bible students understand that God gave Jesus this authority. A careful study of Ephesians
1:17-23 will reveal that God gave Jesus his power (authority). God gave Jesus to be the head of the
church. “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 al in al.” Again weread: “And heisthe
head of the body, the church: who is the beginning, the firstborn from the dead; that in all things he
might have the preeminence.” (Col. 1:18.) We must look to Jesus and his word, not to commentators
and their comments. Can we believe that Jesus heads an insufficient church, a church that cannot
function without human props?

2. We view the church from the standpoint of a kingdom. Jesus is “King of Kings.” (Rev.
17:14.) Yet if this kingdom is insufficient without the aid of human wisdom, we have a mighty
Monarch, but he is helpless. Redlly, now, is Jesus the head of an impotent body; the King of an
impotent kingdom; the captain of an impotent army. Y es, if the church isinsufficient. But Divine
revelation allows no such conclusion.

V. TO DENY THE SUFFICIENCY OF THE CHURCH ISTO LAY NO HIGHER STRESS
UPON GOD'SWAY STHAN UPON MAN'SWAY S—WHEREAS THE CHURCH REPRESENTS
GOD'SWAYSVERSUS MAN'SWAY S

1. God's way of being buried in baptism is advocated faithfully by the church, and should be.
Here we hew to the line. We follow the pattern. The plan is plain we say. We must adhereto it as
revealed. Just as ardently we contend that baptism is“for” the remission of sins. Any other purpose
of baptism differing from this isinsufficient. And so it is. To those who “pour” or “sprinkle” for
baptism, and who teach baptism has nothing to do with our salvation, we point out to them the error
of their waysin this. And we should.

2. God'sway isto “sing in the midst of the church.” (Heb. 2:12.) We quote scripture to prove
it. We warn against instrumental music in church worship. And we should. We say there is no
scripture for it, and there isn't. We tell our denominationa friendsif they want to be right they'll have
to give up such music in church worship.

3. And faithful brethren still point out that we cannot improve upon God's way of supporting
preaching, like the Philippians sent directly to Paul at Thessalonica. (Phil. 4:15-17.) There are others,
however, that say this support can be sent by one congregation “to” and “through” another
sponsoring church to the preacher. But like those who sprinkle for baptism, and like those who use
instrumental music in church worship, the brethren among us who ignore Philippians 4:15-17, and
advocate this sponsoring church type of cooperation always forget to give scripture for such a
practice. Do you know why? | do. They don't have any to give, no more so than those who sprinkle,
and those who use instrumental music in church worship. If they had it they'd giveit. They would
forget the so-called “eternal principle.” They would call those scriptures from the house tops. They
would shout them from the pulpits. They would write them in “our” papers. They would even write
them on a postal card.
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WHAT ISN. T. “COOPERATION™?

HOW NEW TESTAMENT CHURCHES “COOPERATED”

James W. Adams, Beaumont, Texas

“A proposition well defined is half argued.” Some noted logician of the past is to be credited
with this sage observation. Many of the controversies of the centuries have revolved around vague
ideas imbedded in the debris of ambiguous, undefined terms involving no clearly understood issue
or principle. The issues which confront the church at this hour have been greatly obscured and
prejudiced by the mist of vague, uncertain terms. The controversy concerning “how New Testament
churches cooperated” isacase in point. Those who oppose the “centralized control and oversight”
arrangements of our day have been stigmatized and anathematized as “those who oppose
cooperation,” “non-cooperative,” and “those who deny New Testament churches the right to
cooperate.” These charges have prejudiced the minds of many innocent people and involved them
in the sin of false accusation of their brethren in Christ.

Such charges are true or false depending upon the definition one gives of the term,
“cooperation.” If these charges are true, the individuals who occupy such ground are to be
commended or condemned depending upon whether that which isinvolved in the definition one
gives of the term, “cooperation,” is taught or not taught in the New Testament. It may be
praiseworthy to be against what isinvolved in the word, “cooperation,” or it may be reprehensible
depending on the meaning attached to the word. Any man who uses the term either in an indictment
of apractice or in an affirmation of its scripturalnessis obligated to define clearly what he means by
its use. Much of the confusion on present issues would disappear if this were universally practiced
by speakers and writersin the church of the Lord.

“Cooperation” Defined

According to Webster's New International Dictionary (The Merriam Series), “cooperation”
means. “1. Act of cooperating; joint operation; concurrent effort or labor.” This definition highlights
the controversy which now afflicts the churches of the Lord. It indicates two types of activities, not
the samein character, yet both of which come within the scope of the meaning of the English word,
“cooperate,” or “cooperation.” These two types are: (1) “joint operation”; (2) concurrent effort or
labor.” “Joint operation” represents the type “cooperation” found in such arrangements as “The
Lubbock Plan,” “The Herald of Truth,” and the general benevolent institutions under the oversight
of elders of asingle church. “Concurrent effort or labor” isthe type “ cooperation” taught in the New
Testament and that for which thousands contend in opposition to such centralized control and
oversight arrangements as those mentioned above. Our brethren who promote “joint operation”
projects contend that “ concurrent effort or labor” is, in fact, not “ cooperation” at al, hence that those
who oppose “joint operation” do not believe in “cooperation.” In this, they but make themselves
ridiculous, expose their lack of information on the meaning of words, and contribute to the confusion
of many honest hearts among the rank and file of the churches of the Lord. Peter Mark Roget, author
of Roget's Thesaurus, wisely observes, “A misapplied or misapprehended term is sufficient to give
rise to fierce and interminabl e disputes, a misnomer has turned the tide of popular opinion; averbal
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sophism has decided a party question; an artful watchword, thrown among combustible materials
has kindled the flame of deadly warfare and changed the destiny of an empire.”

“Cooperation” Not A New Testament Term

A diligent search has been instituted both in the King James Version and the American Standard
Version of the New Testament, and not a single time has the English word, “cooperation,” been
found. This, within itself, should be significant to right thinking people. Does it not seem queer
indeed that people who profess to “speak where the Bible speaks and remain silent where the Bible
isslent” should stand on the very brink of a severance of fellowship over something that must be
described by aword not found in the Bible? Surely those who attempt to stigmatize others by means
of the use of thisterm should exercise greater care in setting forth its precise significance asit relates
to the controversy involved. One type of church action which comes within the scope of the meaning
of the English word, “cooperation,” is taught in the New Testament; namely, “concurrent effort or
labor.” * Joint
operation” is neither taught nor permitted by New Testament teaching. It might very well contribute
to the resolving of present issues if the word, “cooperation,” were banned from the discussion
entirely. For centuries the term, “Trinity,” has beclouded the minds of men and hindered complete
acceptance of the Bible teaching concerning the “Godhead.” It is altogether conceivable that the
word, “cooperation,” may do likewise with reference to present issues.

In this article, an exploration will be made to determine precisely how New Testament churches
functioned in accomplishing their mission in the world. On the basis of the principles thus
established, we shall stand. Thisisright and cannot be wrong.

“Concurrent Effort” Is New Testament “Cooperation”

In the battles that raged 100 years ago over the missionary society and instrumental music in the
worship, the uniform position of the opposition was that concurrent effort or labor is the only kind
of “cooperation” taught in the New Testament. This was the position of the Gospel Advocate, the
leading periodical in the South opposed to the missionary society principle of church operation
(called even then “cooperation”). Brother H. Leo Boles of sainted memory was one of the faithful
preachers who bridged the gap between that generation and ours. Though Brother Boles, like many
others, may not aways have acted consistent with the principles to which he subscribed governing
such matters, the fact remains that he followed in the steps of the generation which preceded himin
affirming that the only type “cooperation” taught in the New Testament is “concurrent effort or
labor.” There follows an interesting comment from his pen:

“Every church in the universe that operates or works according to the will of
God cooperates with every other church in the universe that is working
according to the same rule. Churches which are fulfilling their mission separate
and independent of other churches nevertheless are cooperating with all other
churches that fulfill their mission. It seems that we ought to see this, that we
ought to recognize this fundamental truth.” (Gospel Advocate, 1932.)
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It may be seen, therefore, that the position now occupied by writers for the Gospel Guardian
was the position uniformly occupied by the opponents among our brethren of the missionary
societies of days gone by. On the basis of their conviction of the absolute truth of their position they
fought, won, and saved the churches from the then developing Frankenstein monster, The United
Christian Missionary Society. No appeal is made to these men as authorities. We present these
matters only as historical facts and in rebuttal to the charge that the present fight is “ something new
under the sun.”

Examples from the New Testament of churches working together corroborate the
statement that “concurrent effort or labor” is the only type cooperation taught in he New
Testament. The facts speak for themselves. The only examples we have of churches sending money
to asister church are those found in (1) Acts 11, and (2) 1 Corinthians 16; 2 Corinthians 8 and 9.

(1) In Acts 11, the brethren in Antioch in Syria sent help to the famine-stricken brethren that
dwelt in Judea. The help was sent to the elders by the hands of Barnabas and Saul. (Acts 11:27-30.)
There was a need among the brethren of Judea greater than they could meet brought on by a cause
over which they had no control. They, therefore, were in want and the legitimate objects of the
benevolence of their brethren. Some have labored long and hard to prove that Jerusalem may have
received the funds and exercised the oversight of their administration among all the churches of
Judea. Inasmuch as such an arrangement would be subversive of the equality of congregations and
set a precedent for a diocesan eldership (an arrangement utterly reputiated by all Bible students
among churches of Christ), the man who so contends must find something stronger than amay, a
might, or aprobably. Brother J. W. Roberts, Ph.D with amajor in Greek and a professor in Abilene
Christian College, who has so contended has been unwilling to occupy stronger ground than a
maybe or a probably. If Brother Roberts is to overthrow the faith of brethren in the absolute
equality of New Testament churches, be must adduce proof based upon established New Testament
precept, example or necessary inference. His probabilities and possibilities are compl etely impotent.
Our brother scrapped sectarian scholars to lend weight to his contention. Thiswriter has checked the
sources, in numerous libraries over the land, that were employed by Brother Roberts, and
unhesitatingly affirms that the very men he quoted do not agree with his views of the in matter. One
man, Horatio 13. Hackett, Baptist, comes more nearly than any other to agreeing with our brother.
From the others, Brother Roberts culled only what he wanted and ignored al el se they said. Such use
of authorities is areflection on his scholarship. From the scriptural example of Acts 11, we are
taught that one church may help sister churches when they are in want produced by causes over
which they have no control. and that such help isto be directed to the elders, the duly constituted
overseers of the congregation. Anything other than this must be read into the word of God by
human ingenuity.

(2) In1 Corinthians 16 and 2 Corinthians 8, 9, there isto be found another example of money
passing from church to church. The occasion is another emergency in Judea. Thistime, it appears,
from the Divine record, to affect only the “saints in Jerusalem.” The apostle Paul took the lead in
stirring up the churches with reference to the work beginning at Corinth and including the churches
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of AslaMinor and Macedonia. “For as touching the ministering to the saints, it is superfluous for
me to write to you: For | know the forwardness of your mind, for which | boast of you to them of
Macedoniathat Achaiawas ready ayear ago; and your zeal hath provoked very many.” (2 Cor. 9:1,
2.) The money of the churches was placed in the hands of “messengers’ to be carried to the saints
in Jerusalem, there being no trustworthy banks or postal service to handle such matters. Each church
chose its own messenger to carry its own funds. One messenger may have, and probably did, serve
more than one church, but he was chosen independently by each church which he served. Thereis
no indication in the Word of God of collective action on the part of the churches in the selection of
the messengers. Each church functioned independently in the choice of its messenger and by him
sent its contribution to Jerusalem, the place of need. Furthermore, it should be observed that the
messengers who travel ed together to Jerusalem did not constitute an organic body. They did not have
organic entity as a body. Those who would justify a missionary society or a general benevolent
organization under an institutional board by this group of men greatly err. He who attempts such is
obligated to show that this body of men had organic entity—that they performed a service other than
that of “messengers.” Paul said, “Whether any do inquire of Titus, heis my partner and fellowhel per
concerning you: or our brethren be inquired of, they are the messengers of the churches, and the
glory of Christ.” (2 Cor. 8:28.)

If this body of men had been chosen collectively by the churches, such would be the authority
for a“convention” or a*“conference” such as characterize the Baptists and the Methodists. If the
body had organic entity and so functioned, it constituted a separate organization from the local
congregation and justifies the missionary society. Our brethren who thus seek to argue by way of
justifying their benevolent organizations and sponsoring churches will, if they succeed in
establishing their contention, pave the way for a general convention of the churches of Christ and
the organization of ageneral missionary society. Our brethren who have instituted and who defend
present cooperative arrangements are obligated to show from the word of God that the churches of
Asia Minor, Macedonia, and Achaia acted other than independently in this matter, and that the
“messengers’ thus chosen constituted an organic body. It is not enough for them to say, “ Perhaps
they did thus and so; we do not know.” Brethren should either recognize the fact that independent
churches acted concurrently for the accomplishment of a common objective, thus “cooperated,” or
they should apologize to the Baptists, Methodists, and Digressives and call for ageneral convention
of the churches of Christ and the formation of an organization through which the churches,
universally, may act as one in benevolence, evangelism, and edification. Too many are trying to
“have their cake and eat it too.” It is either—or, there is no middle ground to occupy in the matter.

Another example of the “cooperation” of New Testament churches is to be seen in their
support of Paul as he preached throughout the world. A plurdity of churches supported Paul at
Corinth. “1 robbed other churches, taking wages of them to do you service.” (2 Cor. 11:8.) Philippi
sent more than once to Paul in Thessalonica (Phil. 4:15, 16.) and also to him in Rome. (Phil. 4:10,
18.) These passages in the long fight which brethren waged with our digressive brethren over the
missionary society were their proof texts for the “direct” support of the missionary. Quotations
could be given from Elam, Lipscomb, Kurfees, and a host of others to sustain thisfact, but such is
too well known for this to be necessary. With the development of our present “cooperatives,”
however, a ridiculous attempt has been made by Brother J. W. Roberts, previously mentioned, to
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show that the Philippian church was a centralized agency for other churchesin the support of Paul's
work. In the very face of every standard translation of the New Testament and in opposition to the
scholarship of the world, Brother Roberts distorts a figure of speech in Philippians 4:15, 16—a
“mercantile metaphor”—in an effort to make a sponsoring church of the Philippian saints. No one
reading his English New Testament would ever dream of such a thing. Brother Roberts has but
followed the course of :our digressive brethren. They introduced mechanical music, and then tried
to find it in the Greek, “psallo.” Sponsoring churches of our day were conceived and the
arrangement set in motion, then Brother Roberts finds themin “cislogon” and “dosis” and “lepsis.”
Verily, “history repeatsitself.”

Conclusion
Our summation shows that we have established following:

(1) Churches helped each other in time of emergency of need by contributing directly to the
needy church.

(2) Many churches contributed to one church in time of need.

(3) Each church made up its own “bounty,” selected its own “messenger,” and sent its * bounty”
by its“messenger” directly to the church in need.

(4) The New Testament example shows that a church with “ability” gaveto achurchin need to
produce freedom from want, or as Paul putsit, “equality.”

(5) Individuals, not churches, served as messengers.

(6) Messengers served only in the capacity of delivering the contributions from the contributing
church to the church in need, or Ito the worker as in the case of Epaphroditus carrying the gifts of
the Philippian church to Paul in Rome. (Phil. 4:10, 18.)

More than this cannot be learned from the Word of God concerning “how New Testament
churches cooperated.” Anything other than this emanates from human wisdom. In this manner, New
Testament churches covered the world with the gospel in one generation and completely fulfilled
their responsibilities to the needy, the widow, the orphan, and the aged. If they could do this, so can
we. New Testament “ cooperation” consisted of the concurrent efforts of independent churches of the
Lord in the accomplishment of a common objective. “Joint effort” has aways led to apostasy and
ecclesiasticism. Brethren let us go back to Jerusalem—not to Rome.
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DEFINING AN “APPROVED EXAMPLE”

WHEN IS ANEW TESTAMENT EXAMPLE EXCLUSIVE?

Robt. H. Farish, Lexington, Kentucky

The question of the authority of examples of apostolic actions is not limited to current
controversies, nor is the heat with which it is discussed a new thing under the sun. Eighty years ago
the scholarly Brother Pendleton wrote that “blind adhesion to models, apostolic or apostate, is mere
davish stupidity.” Apparently “our” fathers realized that their reading audiences would contain many
souls of a caliber capable of enjoying and being influenced favorably to their side by such
stigmatizing of those who held opposing views. The effectiveness of such tactics for the
advancement of party is still recognized by many, as evidenced by the vast volume of ridicule, and
insolent stigmatizing that goes on. Pendleton and his sympathizers denied that there was a divine
pattern of cooperation, this necessitated a denial of the authority of apostolic example. This same
pattern of apostasy is observable today. When some men come to realize that the pattern, imposed
by example, cannot be manipulated to include their plans, they will reject the pattern rather than give
up their idol. To get rid of the pattern of cooperation, the teaching of examples must be rejected. This
Pendleton did by arbitrarily asserting that “adhesion to examples —is unworthy of the Lord's
freemen.” Brethren, let no one deceive you in this matter: the authority of the scriptures is the
real, the fundamental issue.

Formerly, it was deemed sufficient to study only the one question, “When is an Example
Binding”? This, however, isno longer the case for some are questioning the authority of the teaching
of apostolic examples. The study of New Testament examples must include the question, do the
scriptures teach by example? This problem must be resolved before thereis any point in trying to
determine when examples reveal the will of God, hence, the title, “When is a New Testament
Example Exclusive”

Revelation And Reason

To determine when examples reveal the will of God, reason must be employed. In order to
properly use reason, we need to know the province of reason and its relation to revelation in religious
matters. Revelation itself fixes the province of reason in this area. (1) Reason cannot determine the
will of God to man. It is not the means through which man learns the things of God. (1 Cor. 1:2,1;
2 Cor. 5:7; 1 Cor. 2: 10-12.) (2) Reasoning “from the scriptures’ is endorsed by the scriptures. (Acts
17:2)

Some observations based on the above facts follow: (1) Reason's province isto draw inferences
from facts revealed in revelation and test the soundness of such inferences. (2) Any conclusion
reached by inference that conflicts with an expressed statement of revelation is false. The teaching
of expressed statements takes precedence over al other evidence: e.g., regardless of the seeming
absurdity, from the standpoint of human reason, that baptism for the remission of sins may involve,
we by faith accept it asthe will of God because it is required in the scripture by expressed statement.
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Equally trueisit that if it be the will of God that the Lord's supper be observed in an upper room,
the upper room can be arranged, and must be arranged to please God and that in spite of the seeming
absurdity. If, by expressed statement, God required the upper room, no appeal to reason would be
proper. The evidence of reason is incompetent in any case where we have direct evidence from
revelation. This| have never been disposed to deny, but in the absence of an expressed statement,
when by reasoning from the scriptures, we show that the requirements of the scriptures render absurd
the “upper room” as a necessary feature of acceptable observance of the Lord's supper, the
imperative conclusion is that the “upper room” feature is not binding.

With these preliminary considerations in mind we approach our first problem:
Do The Scriptures Teach By Example?

If the answer to the question heading this section be negative, a denial of the scriptures is
involved, for the ,scriptures make the claim for themselves of teaching by example. Thefirst passage
we consider in support of this assertion is Heb. 13:7-9. “Remember them that had the rule over you,
men that spoke unto you the word of God; and considering the issue of thelir life, imitate their faith.
Jesus Christ is the same yesterday, and today, yea and forever. Be not carried away by divers and
strange teachings. Here the scriptures, by express statement, require that apostolic action, which
reflects apostolic faith, be considered in order to imitate that faith. That faith isfixed “once for all
delivered,” it isthe samefor all generations. Thisis established by the character of its author who
is the “same yesterday, today, yea and forever.” The imitation of that faith will prevent our being
carried away by divers and strange teachings. Thisis also brought out in asimilar passage, (1 Cor.
11:1) “Be ye imitators of me, even as | also am of Christ.” Here apostolic action which reflected
Christ is set forth as example to be imitated. Another passage offered as evidence that the scriptures
claim to teach by example is Phil. 3:17. “Brethren, be ye imitators together of me, and mark them
that so walk even as ye have usfor an ensample.” Also Phil. 4:9 “The things which ye both learned
and received and heard and saw in me, these things do: and the God of peace shall be with you.” This
scriptural precept requires that we do, not only that which we hear from the apostles, but that which
we see revealed by their actions. Other scriptures of the same import could be cited, but these are
sufficient to establish the fact that the scriptures claim for themselves to teach by example.

Character Of Teaching Of Approved Example

Having established that the scriptures do teach by example we are now ready to grapple with
the matter of the exclusive character of such teaching. The character of the teaching of approved
examples isthe same as that of any scriptural teaching. The claim of sufficiency and exclusiveness
is made by the scriptures for themselves. (2 Tim. 3:16,17; Acts 3:22; 2 John 9.) Hence, the scriptura
teaching of examples is of the character claimed by the scriptures for themselves. Without the
teaching of approved examples, an incompleteness in revelation is observable: e.g., the time to
partake of the Lord's Supper. The expressly claimed “completeness’ of revelation, considered in
connection with the obvious fact of alack in revelation, if this example is not binding, is strong
evidence of the exclusive nature of this example. The specifications of the teaching of approved
examples are exclusive just as surely as specifications of expressed statements are exclusive. Just
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as Noah would have been guilty of “going beyond” by using other kinds of wood in addition to
gopher wood, those are guilty today who, in addition to partaking of the Lord's supper on the first
day of the week, also partake on other days.

By what rules shall we determine which apostolic actions are exclusive? This is the next step
logically in our study.

Hermeneutical Rules

1. The rule of unity or harmony isthefirst rule which we will consider. An example is never
to be construed in such a way as to violate the teaching of expressed statements. The teaching of
express statements, approved examples and necessary inferencesis never conflicting. The teaching
of the scriptures is harmonious. The Holy Spirit did not teach one thing by express statement and
then teach by example or inference something contradictory to the express statement. The unity of
the faith requires this. |. B. Grubbs puts it this way, “The first is the law of harmony, which as
presupposing the unity of the truth, requires such interpretation and application of a given passage
asis consistent with other undoubted scripture teaching.” (Exegetical Analysis)

Hereisan illustration of thisrule: The extent of the elders oversight is expressly stated by the
apostle Peter in 1 Pet. 5:2 “Tend the flock of God which is among you.” Thusit is clear that the
elders have no responsibilities as elders beyond the flock of God among them. Most of those among
“us” will givelip service to the principle of congregational independence, but some of these same
brethren, in an attempt to justify their practice of centralized control, will urge the Antioch example
of Acts 11:27-30 as authority to exercise oversight over awork which by no scriptural or reasonable
means can be identified as a work peculiar to “the flock of God which is among them.” The
scriptures do not teach one thing by express statement and teach contradictory to that by approved
example. The Jerusalem elders, like all elders, by express statement of scripture (1 Pet. 5:2) were
limited in their “tending” to the flock of God among them. They could not have constituted
themselves a“sponsoring” church, receiving funds from Antioch and distributing them to the other
churches in Judea, without violating an expressly stated truth. We dare not, therefore, attempt to
wrest the Antioch example to make it authorize a practice which would be in conflict with aclearly
expressed principle. Much reasoning, that is “more ingenious than candid,” has been directed toward
establishing and maintaining an interpretation of the Antioch example which would array the action
in this case againgt the requirements of 1 Pet. 5:2. Brethren, let us leave such effortsto infidels. Their
idolatrous infatuation with reason better equips them for the task of undermining the faith of good
people. Let us destroy not, for pride of life, the church for which Christ died.

This rule of unity also applies in the example of first day observance of the Lord's supper. In
Acts 20 we have the example of the brethren partaking of the Lord's supper on the first day of the
week. Now does the law of unity rule out the action of this example? Isfirst day observance judged
not exclusive by the law of unity? This will be determined by collecting express statements and
seeing if the pattern of the example conforms. The express statement of the law informs us that: (1)
Observance is a required thing. 1 Cor. 11:24 “this do in remembrance of me.” (2) Repeated
observance is required —a command, like baptism, which once obeyed is not to be repeated. | Cor.



Gospel Guardian Special That We May Be One 67

11:26 “For as often as ye eat the bread, and drink the cup, ye proclaim the Lord's degth till he come.”
(3) An assembly (coming together) is involved. 1 Cor. 11:20 “When therefore ye assemble
yourselves together.” Examining the example in the light of the expressed law, we see that in no
particular is there the dlightest conflict. (1) The action of the example, “to break bread,” is the
“doing” required. (2) The example shows how “often” the supper is to be eaten: “Upon the first day
of the week.” (3) The example involves an assembly, “When we were gathered together.” Thuswe
see that there is no discrepancy between the statement and the example—the example complements
the express statement.

But what about the rule of unity and the “upper room” incident? Can the rule be applied to this
example of “place where”? In answer to this we go to the scriptures for evidence which we consider
competent in this particular case. The first piece of evidence is the law of worship expressed by
Christ in John 4:21 and 24. “ Jesus saith unto her, woman, believe me, the hour cometh, when neither
in this mountain nor in Jerusalem shall ye worship the Father .... God is a Spirit and they that
worship him must worship in spirit and truth.” In this expressed statement Christ positively rules out
any one place or location as being acceptable over another. Any place where one can worship in
spirit and in truth fills all the requirements of this passage. Any place “where two or three are
gathered together in the name of Christ” will fulfill all the requirements of place where.

I1. Rule Of Uniformity

Uniformity in essential details must be present in examples of the same kind of action. Thisrule
isinasense subsidiary to the rule of unity, in that it requires harmony between examples of the same
kind of action. The application of this rule requires discriminating powers—the ability to distinguish
between essentials and incidentals and between situations which are different. To illustrate:
Constancy is observablein the essentials, “go . . . and preach the gospel,” but variation is present in
the examples of ways of going . . . walking, horse back, ship, etc. Distinction must also be made
between situations which really differ. Some are confused in the matter of the pattern of cooperation
as set by examples. They think they see variation in the examples of cooperation between the
congregations of Acts 11:22, 27, 80; and cooperation between congregations and an individual in
Phil. 4:16. 1t would be about as reasonable to try to establish variation in conversion because the
regquirements of the conversion of an alien differ from the requirements of conversion of an erring
child of God. Most of us can see that these are alternates, but are binding in the area of activity to
which they are assigned. The pattern of cooperation stands, if between congregations, the needy
congregation is the receiving congregation; the congregation with abundance is the sending
congregation. Neither oneis a*“sponsoring congregation.” No place can be found in the pattern
for one congregation standing as a “middle man” between the sending and the receiving
congregation. In the case of cooperation between churches and individual, the church sends direct
to the individual. These examples of cooperation are no more disqualified by the rule of uniformity
than are the express statements of conversion.

Contextual study is the chief dependence in determining what is essential and what merely
incidental. The value of contextual study, in distinguishing between the essential and incidental, is
best appreciated experimentally: i.e., by engaging in such study of a given passage. To thisend we
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will subject Acts 20 to such a study to see what the context will reveal.

In the first place, a casual reading is sufficient to impress upon our minds the contrast in the
manner of mentioning the two incidents, “the first day of the week” and “the upper room.” “Thefirst
day of theweek” occupiesafocal position in thisaccount. It points out, specifies the day upon which
they came together to break bread, whereas the “upper room” is only incidentally mentioned in
connection with the accident of the young man falling out of the window. No more significance can
be attached to this feature than to the fact of hisfalling asleep. Both (the upper room and hisfalling
asleep) are related as details in connection with the death of the young man and their only utility is
to make that account complete. They were two factors in combination which resulted in the youth's
death. His going to sleep was the cause of his falling. The distance he fell (from a third story)
explained why death resulted from his fall. Had this accident not occurred, the upper room detail
would have had no point in the narrative.

Cumulative evidence of the prime or essential character of the “first day of the week” detail is
found in statements of actions, which statements we would be incapable of harmonizing on any
thesis other than that the observance of the Lord's supper was at a definite, universally recognized
assembly; and that the assembling was upon the first day of the week. Thefirst of these statements
isfound in verse 6b. “ And came unto them to Troasin five days; where we tarried seven days.” The
other statement isfound in verse 16b. “For he was hastening.” Unnecessary tarrying when oneis
hastening isto say the least unreasonable. Their tarrying under such circumstances must have been
necessary. What could have necessitated tarrying? They certainly were not aimlessly wasting time.
Nothing is said of their activities during the tarrying period. It isonly when the first day of the week
comes that their actions receive detailed attention by the Holy Spirit. They tarried seven days but
they gathered together to break bread upon the first day of the week. To meit isvery clear that they
were waiting for the first day of the week in order to partake of the Lord's supper and because the
first day of the week would be the time when Paul could expect to be able to address the whole
church which would be assembled to break bread. By tarrying these two important objectives could
be accomplished. | am unable to discover from the context another fact which satisfactorily explains
thelir tarrying when they werein ahurry.

Applying the rule of uniformity to the place where the Lord's supper isto be eaten will establish
that the upper room is not an essential element but is only an incidental. From the following
considerations we learn that uniformity does not prevail in the matter of place where.

The church in Jerusalem steadfastly observed the Lord's supper. Acts 2:42.

The daily assembly place was the temple. Acts 2: 46; 5:42 “in Solomon's porch”; 5:12
Thefirst day of week is one of the days of “daily.”

Hence, the necessary inferenceisthat the Lord's supper was observed by the church in some
part of the temple, probably Solomon's porch.

El N

As variation exists between the temple and the “ upper room” neither is binding. They are only
incidentals.



Gospel Guardian Special That We May Be One 69

I11. The Rule Of Universal Application

No example isto be regarded as reflecting the will of God which is not susceptible of universal
application. The gospel with all its requirements and blessingsisfor al the peoplein al the world
(Mk. 16:15) hence is capable of universal application. Theimpartial character of God (no respecter
of persons Rom.: 2:11; Acts 10:34,35) requires this rule. The scope of the gospel is world wide,
providing salvation for all men; its requirements axe such as can be met; its provisions, such as can
be enjoyed, by all men of every clime.

In the example of “time When” to partake of the Lord's supper, there are no requirements but
such as can be universally (in al the world) observed without involving it in absurdities. The Eskimo
in hisigloo—the African in his hut or under atree—any creature in al the world where the gospel
has gone, has afirst day of the week upon which he can “assemble to eat the Lord's supper.”

The “upper room” does not possess this quality of universal application as does the “first day
of the week.” Were it the Lord's will that our assembling to partake of the Lord's supper be in an
“upper room,” then the Eskimo must be converted not only from his former manner of life but also
from his former manner of architecture. He will have to build three storied igloos! The same would
hold true with other peoples. Our preachers who are preaching in Japan, Africa, other remote regions
would need to arrange for “upper rooms’ before they could teach the converts the will of God on
partaking of the Lord's supper.

IV. The Rule of Legitimate Extension

No example is to be extended beyond its legitimate province. No New Testament action (of
apostles, Christian's or churches) isto be considered as binding beyond the proper province of that
action. If the action be in emergency situations, it is not to be extended to include normal or regular
action: e.g., the community of property practiced by the Jerusalem church. There was an emergency
situation in Jerusalem that called forth this action of selling “their possessions and goods’ land
parting them to all, according as any man had need. (Acts 2:45.) Now not many people reason that
this exampleisbinding for any land all congregations regardless of circumstances. To contend that
this action is binding in al cases is to be guilty of extending the example beyond its legitimate
province—which province is emergency situations. This example is an “approved example” for
this situation but not an “approved example” for al situations. This example reflects the will of
God for emergency not general or normal situations.

We have other examples similar to thisin the New Testament, that is, examples of action in
emergency situations. We read of churches sending to sister churches (Acts 11:27-30; 1 Cor. 16:1-4;
2 Cor. 8 and 9) in emergency situations. Some have disregarded the proper province of these
examples and have attempted to take these examples of churches sending to needy sister churches
in their emergency, as authority for churches in circumstances other than genuine emergencies
sending to other churches. This is to fail to “handle aright the word of truth.” In no command,
example or necessary inference can we find authority for one church sending to another church
except where the receiving church had areal need, but did not have the means necessary to perform
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its own work.

We close with the heartening assurance from Christ, “1f any man willeth to do hiswill, he shall
know of the teaching, whether it is of God or whether | speak from myself.” (John 7:17.) Brethren,
let us determine to do,, not our own will, but the will of God. Equipped with this single aim, we can
by studying the Word know the will of God.
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OUT OF THE PAST

CONGREGATIONAL COOPERATION ISSUE DURING
THE RESTORATION MOVEMENT

George P. Estes, Maplewood, Missouri

Behind the thinking of the men who attempted to restore the New Testament church lie two
basic premises or accepted facts: first, that the church asit existed in the apostolic age contained no
admixture of human doctrine and was, therefore, a God given and perfect pattern in respect to its
form, organization, design and function for all succeeding generations; and second, that the New
Testament presents the full and complete revelation about that church. There was general agreement
here. But where does divine revelation end and where does human wisdom begin? Did God reveal
in the New Testament a complete and full plan instructing the church how it should carry out its
mission, or did He leave the methods to the discretion and judgment of men? What constituted
congregational independence in the apostolic era and how did congregations cooperate in that age?
These have proved to be the most vexing questions to answer in the history of the entire Restoration
Movement and from them stemmed the great controversies. Brethren reached different conclusions
in their concept of the church and found themselves at variance on how churches can cooperate.
Debates and open division have resulted. More space has been devoted to these subjects in the
publications edited by brethren than to any other. The purpose of this article isto set forth, from a
historical point of view, a brief survey of the cooperation controversy and to give credit to whom
credit is due.

In 1799 the Haldane brothers broke with the State Church of Scotland (Presbyterian) and
attacked the Calvinistic doctrine of predestination. (Watters: History of British Churches, pg. 16.)
Thomas Campbell's affiliation with them is explained by Robert Richardson: “The Haldanes in
Scotland were engaged in thiswork. A considerable missionary society was formed for the above
purpose. lit consisted in part of the Episcopal Church in England. Thomas Campbell sympathized
with the work and became a member of the society.” (Memoirs, Vol. I, pg. 73.)

In America Thomas Campbell formed the Christian Association of Washington in 1809. It was
constituted a society not a church and had a secretary and treasurer and a committee of twenty one.
Its purpose was to promote simple evangelical Christianity and to support ministersin this, though
it never sent out aminister. “Neither Thomas Campbell himself, however, nor those associated with
him had afull conception of al that wasinvolved in these principles.” (Memairs, |, pg. 238.) This
association formed the Brush Run church in 1911. Although Campbell believed in “the
independence of the local congregation from presbyteries and synods’ (Garrison and DeGroot: The
Disciples of Christ, pg. 155), nevertheless, be held to the idea of societies and association of
churches through Which evangelistic work is to be carried out.

In 1811 Alexander Campbell became the preacher for the Brush Run church. It applied and was
admitted to the Redstone Baptist Association in 1813 but withdrew in 1823 over doctrinal
differences. Whereupon, it promptly joined the Mahoning Baptist Association, which was more
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sympathetic with the restoration principles and “claimed to act in an advisory capacity only.” (West:
The Search For the Ancient Order, |, pg. 66.) The churches sent messengers to the annual meeting
of the association. It received money from the churches and directed the evangelistic work. 1n 1827,
Walter Scott became an evangelist for this association on the Western Reserve (Ohio). He was
familiar with the writings of John Glas of Scotland. Glas believed an evangelist possessed an
extraordinary office like the apostles in contrast to the ordinary office of ateacher or pastor. (History
of British Churches, pg. 9.) Likewise, Scott considered the work of an evangelist as itinerant in
starting and organizing congregations rather ,than located with a congregation. Campbell held to the
same view: “Evangelists are a class of functionaries created by the church but do not serveit directly.
They are sent out into the world. 'To do the work of an evangelist' indicates his duties, rights and
privileges. His work is to plant and organize churches wherever he may be laboring.” (Christian
System, pg. 85.) The fault with such thinking lies in the fact that the work of an evangelist is a
function rather than an office and Paul's words “ Do the work of an evangelist” are to Timothy while
he was staying in Ephesus, not traveling from city to city.

Barton W. Stone sought to unite forces with Campbell and the Reformers. “ Stone looked at the
Mahoning Association and wondered. Twenty years earlier he had renounced all human
organizations by dissolving the Springfield Presbytery. Should the union be consummated, would
the “Newlights’ be called upon to work through these organizations?’ (Earl West: Congregational
Cooperation, pg. 6.) In 1826, Stone began to publish the Christian Messenger. It carried a
discussion between himself and Scott on the cooperation question. Stone and his brethren were
against Annual Meetings and Conferences and felt the Reformers were too much like the Baptists.
Scott defended the Association by claiming it did not take away any independence of the churches
in the transaction of their business nor did it legidate to them. Its purpose was to bring the churches
in closer connection with one another, strengthen the bonds of union, help destitute churches and set
things in order. The sound scriptura position Stone took cannot be questioned; Campbell's practice
lacks scriptural proof. Did not the influence Campbell attained through publications, popularity by
debates, and prominence by writers land historians leave Stone arather dim figure and also prevent
his contribution to the Restoration Movement from receiving due recognition? Finally, unrest and
criticism led Scott to the disbanding of the Mahoning Association, though both he and Campbell
were in favor of retaining it.

From 1823 to 1830 Campbell published the Christian Baptist. In it he exposed all innovations
and corruptions and advocated the restoration of the ancient order of things. He attacked
“unauthorized organizations of the church; and all 'popular schemes for the support of the clergy,
churches and societies.” (The Disciples of Christ, pg. 176.) “But the delegates, are they
representative of the churches? If so, what do they represent? The wish, desire or conscience of them
at home? Thisispossiblein national councilsand in life but not in things pertaining to the kingdom
of God. ... The power of an association is declared in fact to be inferior to the power of asingle
congregation.” (Christian Baptist 18,26, pg. 267.) “Every Christian who understands the nature and
design, the excellence and glory, of the institution called the church of Jesus Christ, will lament to
see its glory transferred to a human corporation. The church is robbed of its character by every
institution merely human, that would ape its excellence and substitute itself in its place.” (ibid 182:3,

pg. 33.)
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It is impossible to reconcile Campbell's teaching with his practices for during this period the
Brush Run church was in two Baptist Associations. In 1830 he began to promote “cooperation
meetings” at first in counties, but they grew to districts, states and finally national (Missionary
Society of 1849). If they are wrong on alarge scale, then they are wrong on a small scale. In 1830
he began to edit the Millennial Harbinger in which he changed his editorial policies and upheld
doctrines he had formerly condemned. He began a series of articles about the church and cooperation
of churches to defend the district meetings. He started by saying that the mission of the churchisto
preach the gospel to the world, but ten churches could do more than one and a hundred more than
ten. He appea ed to the geographical divisions of the churchesin the apostolic age; that all Christians
united in prayer; that there was collective cooperation in contributions raised; that the kingdom is
one; that cooperation requires consultation and intercommunication of churches; and strong churches
are to help the weak. (1831, pp. 436-8; 1832, pp. 244-250.) A summary statement is asfollows:. “In
all things pertaining to public interest, not of Christian faith, piety or morality, the church of Jesus
Christ in its aggregate character, is left free and unshackled by any apostolic authority.”. . . .we “are
left without a single law, statute, ordinance or enactment in the New Testament.” (May 1849, pg.
270.) Herein is the concept of the universal church with no divine plan and so it isleft to deviseits
own plan in the most expedient way.

Why did he change? Sweet points out the parallel movements of church and state; that the trends
in the government influenced the churches. Through this period there was nationalization in the
country, centralization in the churches. (Story of Religion In America, Chap. VI11.) Campbell also
gained wide recognition and worldly fame through his debates, publications and personal
appearances. “When Mr. Campbell established Bethany College (1840) his developed belief in
general support of evangelistic and other activities enabled him to assume that the churches ought
to support it, since it was designated by him, if not by them—to train ministers and other young
people for Christian living. Program makers for the district and state gatherings soon learned that
they could be almost certain to get this prize attraction, the nationally eminent debater and orator,
on their list of speakers if they would permit him to give an address on education and take an
offering for the college.” (History of Disciples. pg. 242.)

Opposition to the cooperation plans began as early as 1836. T. M. Henley from Virginiawrote:
“It appears to me there is afalling off in some measure from what we set out with—'a restoration of
the ancient gospel' and order of things, and a pure apostolic speech.” He goes on to say the
cooperation meetings with a president, secretary, messengers from churches and laying off of
districtsisthe principle of the Baptist Associations with the exception of their creed. (M. H. 1836,
pp. 333-4.)

Jacob Creath Jr. was the first real foe to the Missionary Society. It was necessary for one with
such an indomitable character to lead the opposition. With boldness of spirit, he rose up against the
popular trends; with fearless courage, he clashed with Alexander Campbell. Creath had learned the
truth by reading the Christian Baptist. He believed the Harbinger of 1849 and following had changed
its editorial policy and was promoting ecclesiasticism. He desired to call a convention of all the
churches to see whether or not the Missionary Society was scriptural. To Campbell he wrote: “Now,
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permit me, my dear brother to say in al kindness and candor, that your brethren who now oppose
conventions, and who have opposed them since they entered this Reformation, are equally sorry to
find you and others opposing conventionsin the great platform you laid down for usin the Christian
Baptist, and now to find you and them, advocating conventions as zealously as you then opposed
them. If you were right in the Christian Baptist, you are wrong now. If you are right now, you were
wrong then.” (Harbinger 1850, Nov., pg. 615.)

“The advocates of the conventions have totally abandoned the rule on which we and all
Protestants set out—that the Bible alone is the religion of the Protestants. They have not produced
one single passage of scripture, to countenance these assemblies from the New Testament.”. . .
.Because our Father divinely commissioned His Son to our world, and His Son sent the apostles as
missionaries to the world, and they divinely organized individual congregations al over the Roman
Empire, in the first century, doesit, therefore, follow, that we in the nineteenth century, without any
divine warrant, and contrary to our own rule of faith, have the right to call conventions, form Bible,
missionary and tract societies, elect popes, and do al the things we wish? My logic does not run that
way. They had divine credentials for what they did. We have none for what we are doing. Thisisthe
difference between them and us.” (M. H. 1850, pg. 615.)

The value and worth of Creath's work can be seen in the following fact: those who accepted his
belief (that the local church isthe only divine organization given) became the church of Christ; while
those who followed Campbell's cooperation plan formed the Christian Church. They are listed
separately in the census of 1906. Creath never attained the prominence of Lipscomb mainly because
he never edited a paper; however, he laid the foundation which marked the turning point in the
controversy.

Tolbert Fanning possessed profound wisdom and a penetrating insight into the problems of his
day. He would ponder and meditate upon a guestion before making a decision but when that was
made he was unyielding. Creath and Fanning are two of the most underrated and underestimated men
of the whole Restoration Movement. Though much of Fanning's writing is negative and against
human organizations (Missionary Society), nevertheless, he accomplished more fully what men had
attempted to do a century before his day — a presentation of the true nature of the apostolic church.

He started the Gospel Advocate in 1855 “to give the subject of cooperation a thorough
examination.” (Oct. 10.) Lipscomb took up where Fanning left off and expounded for the rest of his
life the fundamental doctrines of the church he had learned from Fanning. The following quotations
aretypical of the pointed, terse way Fanning expressed himself: “It iswell for brethren to decide the
guestion asto the utility of such organizations to keep the church alive. Can she perform her mission
on earth without the aid of human legislation? Can the churches of Christ cooperate without
converting them into human establishments? This embraces al the controversies of the age. Settle
this point and all sincere religionists will become one.” (Advocate, Feb. 1857, pg. 54.) “We have
made up our minds long ago, and unless better reasons are shown we shall consider all religious
expedients as unnecessary and in opposition to the reign of Christ.” (Advocate, May 1857, pg. 131.)
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“Each church must be | eft free to perform her own duty at her own time and in her own way.
On this plan the active energies of the respective congregations are called forth and successis made
sure.” (Advocate, 1857, pg. 217.)

The monumental work of David Lipscomb needs no recommendation for it speaksfor itself. He
stood like the rock of Gibratar against the Missionary Society and all other human innovations. To
follow the divine order was his goa. His method was primarily through teaching and by his articles
in the Advocate the tide was turned. Lipscomb emphasized the local church and believed if each
congregation carried on its own program it cooperated with others doing the same work; that there
is adifference between cooperation and organization.

“Two farmers, living as neighbors work side by side. One has work to do that he cannot do
himself. So, he asks aid from his neighbor. Each farmer pursuing his own independent course
cooperates. The emergency that necessitated the call for aid ends and the farmers are | eft free without
the encumbering machinery.” (Earl West: Congregational Cooperation, pp. 17, 18.) He placed the
Missionary Society and all human organizations formed by cooperative efforts in the category as
banks, railroads, governments, sectarian synods all of which tended toward corruption. The tendency
of man has been to try to improve upon divine wisdom.

“The congregations of the Lord, Lipscomb contended, are by nature organized cooperative
bodies, ordained by God. All work which is done in these bodies is true cooperative work. Every
individual in any part of the world, working in true cooperation in these bodies, is necessarily
cooperating with every other.” (Congregational Cooperation, pg. 18.)

The question rose again in Henderson, Tennessee in 1910. The Advocate carried a notice of a
meeting to be held in Henderson and invited the elders and preachers in the surrounding area to
attend in order that they might become better acquainted and discuss concerted action of the
churches. The Henderson elders were appointed to accept money and take the oversight of an
evangelist in West Tennessee. Lipscomb criticized the meeting as being unscriptural. He wrote: “All
meetings of churches or officers of churches to combine more power than a single church iswrong
.... For one or more to direct what and how all churches shall work, or to take charge of their men
or money and use it, is to assume the authority God has given to each church.” (Advocate, March
24)

Theissue did not rise again until the present sponsoring church controversy or for a period of
some forty years. During this period there have been great promotions of institutions and very few
lessons on the basic fundamentals relative to the form, design, organization and function of the
church. As a result we live in a generation of brethren, many of whom are not aware of the
implications and dangers of brotherhood projects.

The sponsoring church is comparabl e to that form of cooperation which rose in Texas shortly
after the Civil War. “ A local church was appointed through which the other churches could do their
mission work .... In short, away was provided for the church universal to act through the elders of
a local congregation.” (Congregational Cooperation, pg. 4.) It finally became the Texas State
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Missionary Society. Concerning this Lipscomb wrote: “Now what was that but the organization of
asociety in the elders of this church?.... The same course was pursued in Texas a number of years
ago. The elders of the church in Texas were made the supervisors of the work, received the money,
employed the preacher, directed and counseled him. For a number of years they employed C. M.
Wilmeth. He then dropped out of the work and the Texas Missionary Society took its place. Other
experiments along the same line have been made. All of them went into the Society work.”
(Advocate, 1910, pg. 364.)

The gospel plan of salvation and the meaning of the word baptism lay buried for centuries under
the confusion of sectarian interpretation until men of the restoration movement by study, discussion,
writing and debates, freed them from the traditional views set forth by creed books and expounded
the scriptural meaning. The same must be done concerning the church and church cooperation for
the scriptures are inspired by God “that the man of God may be complete, furnished completely
unto every good work” (2 Tim. 3:17), not part of the works.
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A DEFINITION OF “AUTONOMY”

THE AUTONOMY OF THE LOCAL CHURCH

W. Curtis Porter, Monette, Arkansas

To have the proper background to enable us to understand the “autonomy of the local church,”
we must have an understanding of the New Testament uses of the word “church.” By an
investigation of the word of the Lord it will become evident that the word “church” isused in two
senses by divine writers. First, it is used in what may be called the “universal” sense. This ssmply
means that the word “church” isused to include al of the saved in al of the world. When Jesus said,
in Matthew 16:18, “Upon this rock | will build my church,” he certainly did not refer to any
particular local congregation, for if he did, then all other congregations would be without divine
origin. The word was used in the institutional, or universal, sense. The same istrue of the statement
made by Paul in Ephesians 5:25, as well asin many other New Testament references. However, in
the second place, the word isused in a“local” sense. By this use of the word reference is made to
all the saved in some particular locality, as “the church of God” at Corinth (I Cor. 1:1, 2), or “the
church of the Thessalonians.” (I Thess. 1:1.) The “local” sense of the word is aso found in such
expressions as “the churches of Galatia’ (Gal. 1:2), “the churches of Judea” (Gal. 1:22) and “the
seven churcheswhich arein Asia” (Rev. 1:4.) Thefirst, or “universal,” sense of the word refers to
the people of God in the aggregate, but the second, or “local,” sense of the word hasto do with “local
congregations.” With this proper meaning of the word in mind, as used by New Testament writers,
let us consider the “autonomy of the local church.”

I. God's Government For His Church Is Congregational

Through many years of the past gospel preachers have contended that any organization to do the
work of the church that islarger than aloca congregation istoo large to be a scriptural organization,
and that any organization to do such work that is smaller than alocal congregation istoo small to
be a scriptural organization. This position is eminently scriptural for the word of the Lord has never
authorized any organization to do the work of the church except the local congregation. To establish
and maintain an organization, such as a Missionary Society or a Benevolent Society, through which
a number of churches may perform their work of evangelism or benevolence, is therefore an
unscriptural set-up, for such an organization, through which a plurality of churches function, is
larger than a local congregation. On the other hand, if within alocal congregation we should set
up a Young People's League or a Dorcas Society to perform certain functions of the local church,
we have organizations that are smaller than a local congregation. Such has aways been regarded
as an unscriptural practice. Of course, any of these organizations, whether larger or smaller than a
local church, is unscriptural because it is a human organization. But that is not the principal point
to be considered in this article.

When God set up the organization of the local church he ordained eldersin every church (Acts
14:23) in every city (Titus 1:5) if men were found who possessed the necessary qualifications. He
did not authorize one elder or a number of congregations, or even one elder for one congregation.
Nor did he authorize one group of elders for a number of congregations. The divine authority
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requires aplurality of eldersfor each congregation. According to this arrangement each congregation
would be independent of every other congregation, and such an arrangement establishes what we call
the “autonomy of the local church.” It makes the government of the church congregational.

I1. The Meaning of Autonomy

If you axe not familiar with the word “autonomy,” a brief study of its significance will be
helpful. It is derived from the Greek words “autos’ and “nomos.” The word “autos’ means “self,”
and the word “nomos means “law.” Hence, a combination of the terms autos nomos, which gives
existence to our word “autonomy,” simply means “self-law.” Or, putting it another way, it means
“self-rule” or “self-government.” And this may be expanded into the expression, “the right of self-
government.” The “autonomy of the local church” means, therefore, “the right of alocal church to
govern itself.” This government of the church is exercised, of course, through the elders that God
has ordained for each local congregation. (Acts 14:23; 20:28.)

Autonomy, or self-government, by the elders of alocal congregation does not mean that such
elders have theright to legidate or to enact laws to govern the church in which they are elders. We
have but “one lawgiver, who is able to save and destroy” and that lawgiver is Christ. (James 4:12.)
No uninspired man has any right to establish laws to regulate the church of the Lord. Such isnot the
“self-government” that God has given to local congregations. The authority of elders in any
congregation is limited to the judicial and executive realms—to judge, and to put into execution the
laws that Jesus gave approximately 1900 years ago. They are not to “judge” in any way that would
set aside divine requirements, as such judging is condemned in James 4:11, but they are to make
decisions relative to the progress and work of the church-but not as lords over God's heritage-as
divine revelation is put into execution in the hearts and lives of the members of the congregation.
Compare | Corinthians 5:12. The independence of each congregation is, therefore, maintained when
the government of the church is held to the elders of each congregation.

I11. Points Involved In Church Autonomy

With no intention of presenting an exhaustive outline of local church autonomy, the following
points are presented asillustrative of the jurisdiction of elders relative to the congregation of which
they have the oversight. In other words, the congregation has the right of self-government in the
following respects.

1. It has the right to discipline its own members when they become unruly. Paul, in thefifth
chapter of First Corinthians, gives us an example of this matter. A member of the Corinthian church
was guilty of fornication—such as was not even named among the Gentile— sin that he had taken
his father's wife. Relative to the action to take in this matter, Paul made the following declaration:
“In the name of our Lord Jesus Christ, when ye are gathered together, and my spirit, with the power
of our Lord Jesus Christ, to deliver such an one unto Satan for the destruction of the flesh that the
spirit may be saved in the day of the Lord Jesus.” (I Cor. 5:4,5.) Thusit wasthat discipline was to
be administered to the disorderly member. But you will notice that this disciplinary action was to be
taken by the Corinthian church. No authority was given for some other congregation to exercise such
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corrective measures in the church at Corinth. it was purely alocal affair to be looked after by that
particular local congregation. It was a matter of autonomy belonging to it and to it only. No other
congregation—nor the elders of any other congregation—nhad any right to take the necessary steps
of discipline in the matter.

2. Each congregation has the right to manage its own affairs in matters of judgment and
expediency. In sending a contribution for the poor saints at Jerusalem there were matters of
judgment and expediency involved. In the absence of a postal system, such as we have today, it was
necessary that messengers be used to transport the funds to the point of destination. But each church
was to choose its own messengers. (2 Cor. 8.19.) Paul told the Corinthian church: “Whomsoever ye
shall approve by your letters, them will | send to bring your liberality to Jerusalem.” (1 Cor. 16:3.)
No other congregation had the right to make Corinth's selection—it was a matter of autonomy that
belonged solely to her.

3. The right to oversee its own work belongs to each congregation. The charge Paul gave to
the Ephesian eldersis a definite proof of this. He said: “ Take heed therefore unto yourselves, and
to al the flock, over the which the Holy Ghost has made you overseers, to feed the church of God,
which he hath purchased with his own blood.” (Acts 20:28.) These elders had the oversight of “all
the flock” in the church at Ephesus. They were given no right to oversee the flock at any other
place—nor was any other church given the authority to oversee the Ephesian church. It was a matter
of local church autonomy.

4. It has the right to control its own resources. Money contributed by the members of a
congregation is to be spent by that congregation. The Philippian church, while Paul was in
Thessalonica, “sent once and again” to his necessity. And when be “departed from Macedonia’ no
church “communicated” with him “concerning giving and receiving” but the Philippian church.
(Phil. 4:15, 16.) The congregation had charge of its own resources and spent the money as was its
scriptural right to do. Its contributions were not turned to some other church to use according to its
discretion, but money was sent by the church to Paul as be engaged in the proclamation of the gospdl.
It was exercising its autonomy and maintaining its independence in these matters. Such should be
true with every other congregation.

5. Providing for the needy among its own members to the extent of its ability is the right
of every congregation. When the Grecian “widows were neglected in the daily ministration” steps
were taken by the apostles at Jerusalem to have the church there to look after the needs of such
widows. The church exercised its right of self-government by taking the necessary steps to make
provision for the neglected widows. It will not change the matter to argue that this was the only
congregation in existence at that time and that no other church could have had any control over it,
for every other church established by inspired men subsequent to this was set up exactly like the
church at Jerusalem. If the Jerusalem church was able to manage its own affairs in things of this
kind, other congregations, when they were established, were given the same right that the Jerusalem
church had. It would be foolish to argue, since the Jerusalem church was the only one in existence
when it “ continued steadfastly in the apostles doctrine and fellowship, and in the breaking of bread,
and in prayers’ (Acts 2:42), that other congregations did not also do the same. All congregations
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were established after the same pattern, and when a second one was formed the independency of the
first one was not changed.

IV. A Congregation May Lose Its Autonomy

When a congregation's right of self-government, as it pertains to discipline, to matters of
expediency, to its own resources, to itswork, to itsrelief programs, or to any other matter, is taken
over by another congregation, the autonomy of the first congregation is violated. Every one will
admit that no congregation can scripturally force its way into another congregation and seize the
management of the affairs of that congregation. Such would be aviolation of local church autonomy.
But do not get the idea that achurch never loses its autonomy unless such is taken by force by
some outside group, whether it is a human organization or another congregation. A church may
willingly surrender its autonomy to a human organization or to another church, and when it does
S0, it just as definitely loses such autonomy asif it were seized by another group. Since, in the matter
of self-government, a church has the right to discipline its own members, this, as has been shown,
isapart of its autonomy. But suppose that church willingly turns over the disciplining of its members
to another congregation. When any of them becomes unruly or disorderly it takes no steps whatever
toward correcting the situation, but allows another congregation to have charge of such matters. Has
it not lost its autonomy in that particular field? The fact that it willingly surrendered such does not
changeit in the least. When we say that such congregation has lost its autonomy, we do not mean
that it has lost its autonomy in every field of endeavor, but it has surrendered its autonomy
concerning that particular point.

The same holds true concerning other mattersinvolved in local church autonomy. If it willingly
surrenders its right to manage its own affairs in matters of expediency ,and judgment, it loses its
autonomy in that field. If another congregation, or another group, makes the decisions relative to
such things that should be made by the first congregation, then the autonomy of the first
congregation has been violated, regardless of how willingly it may have been surrendered. Or if a
congregation surrenders the oversight of its work, or any portion of it, to another congregation, the
same principle obtains. It may retain its autonomy relative to local evangelism but surrender its
autonomy relative to foreign evangelism to another congregation; it may retain its right of self-
government in the edification of its members but surrenders such right to another congregation in
the field of radio preaching. If it surrenders the control of its resources or of its funds to another
congregation to do awork to which both are equally related, the right of self-government has been
violated. It may spend its own money for one phase of work that isits responsibility but turn money
to another church to spend for another phase of its work. When we say that a congregation thus loses
its autonomy, we do not mean that it has surrendered all right of self-government. It may retain its
autonomy concerning many things that affect the local congregation, but it haslost its autonomy on
that portion of its resources, used to discharge its own responsibility, but placed in the hands and
under the oversight of the elders of another congregation.

How willingly a church may turn its work to another, or the fact that it can discontinue such
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practice when it so determines, does not prove that it in no wiseloses its autonomy. A hundred years
ago when churches placed their funds and their work in the hands of a Missionary Society the
autonomy of the church was violated. They were not forced into such an arrangement but willingly
accepted such a program of work. Furthermore, they could discontinue the practice when they chose
to do so. But this did not change the fact that they had lost their autonomy while the program was
in operation. The same thing is just as true concerning our “brotherhood projects’ today.

V. The Local Congregation Is The Only Medium Through Which The Church Functions

Attention has been called to the two uses of the word “church” in the New Testament—the
“universal” sense and the “local” sense. But God gave no organization to the “church universal.” The
only sense in which the church universal can act is for every local congregation to act. But each
congregation would have to act in itslocal capacity. No super-organization or centralized agency has
ever been provided by the Lord for inter-congregational action. There were no inter-congregationa
aliances ever authorized. No group of elders ever became, by New Testament authority,
“brotherhood elders.” Each congregation, as has been aready shown, had its own elders. Any
number of congregations could help another congregation that was in need—that was an object of
charity—to relieve distress among its own members when that church was unable to care for its own.
But no church was ever set asde by divine authority to become a brotherhood agency through which
all churches could do awork to which all were equally related. Each congregation maintained its
independence. The only organization ever authorized by the Lord through which the church isto
function isthe local congregation. The New Testament reveals no other organization for such work.
And each congregation is ordained to carry on its own work in its congregational capacity. No one
congregation can scripturally become a medium through which the whole brotherhood can function
in accomplishing the work of al the congregations. Such has no resemblance to the simplicity of the
divine arrangement revealed in the word of the Lord.

V1. God's Wisdom Shown In Local Autonomy

We can easily see the wisdom of God manifested in the autonomy of the local church. If all the
congregations were joined by some sort of “inter-congregationa aliance” or “organizational
federation,” the dangers of apostasy would be greatly increased. If one congregation in the “dliance”
should turn to apostasy, there would be a distinct danger of every other congregation in the “dliance”
becoming affected. Or if one group of elders were given the right to oversee many congregations,
and they should go into apostasy, every congregation under their oversight would likely be led into
the same apostasy. But when each congregation is an independent and autonomous body thisis not
true. One congregation or one group of elders may go into apostasy without affecting al of the
others. Any congregation, of course, through false teaching, may be led into apostasy, but we should
recognize and respect the greater degree of safety that is found in the autonomy and independence
of thelocal church. God arranged it that way. Let us strive to keep it that way. Man's “brotherhood
projects’ are not an improvement upon the divine system of operation.
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